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ABSIRACT
This document presents an evaluative description of

the evolution of a competency based methods course in special
education. The course evolved as a function of continuous process
evaluation developed out of the realization that it was unnecessary
t£0 teach completely separate methods courses in special education for
teacher certification in the areas of mental retardation, behavioral
disorders, learning disabilities, and orthopedically impaired. The
Joint Methods Course was developed to provide teaching modules in
which the critical teaching skills in these areas were
cross-categorized. Team teaching was provided for instruction in the
modules. Students in these courses were pretested before .entering a
module and posttested upon completion. The students were asked to
continually evaluate their experiences in this method of instruction.
Over a period of several years, student criticisa and suggestions
were considered and used to modify and change the curriculum and the
structure of the course. Some modules were eliminated; others changed
or enlarged. Eventually the joint methods course was discontinued.

- However, it was determined that the standard module format is an
excellent mcdel for writing subsequent modules. It also has the
advantage of assuring consistency across diverse content, which
facilitates student and faculty use. In addition, faculty gained
extensive experience in writing competency based instructional

modules. (JD) :
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In recent years Competency-Based Instruction (CBI) has became a
~ major influence on special education teacher training programs. The hn—
plementation of CBI procedures has been documented in'a'variety,of higher
education settings including introductory courses in psychology_(Keller:41968;
Sheppard and MacDermot, 1970) and'special education (Renne and Blackhurst,
1977). The range of CBI inyolvement has extended beyond singie-course
applications to entire training'programs (Burke, 1972; Edgar and.Neel, 1976;
Berdine and Kelly, 1977), and in'at least one inst-nce, an entire state
networkfof'teaCher training (Creamer and-Gilmore 1974) has be;ome'actively
involved 1n competency-based teacher educatlon (CBTb) Competency and per-
formance’ statements have been the subJect of researdh and - development on an
equally dlverse scope of educatlonal tralnlng act1v1t1es, ranglng from
specific areas of 1nstruct10n, such as arlthmetlc (Cawley and Vitello, 1972)
to doctoral tralnlng in spec1a1 education (Ingram and Blackhurst 1975)
thw1thstand1ng its popularlty, the effectlveness of CBI 1n higher
educatlon tra1n1ng programs is not as well documented (Altman and.Mbyen,
1974). The scarcity of documentatlon to support or refhte the effectlveness
of CBI programs or ‘procedures is a problem 1nvolv1ng both the relative infancy of
CBTE and consequent paucity of longltudxnal data, and-the 51gn1f1cant dif- .
ficulty in completlng a sumnative evaluation of a process such as ‘teacher |
tralnlng. ' '

This article presents an- evaluatlve descrlptlon of the evolutlon of a'~
| competency-based.methods course_1n spec1a1 education. The origin of the
course has been described earlier'(Blackhurst, Cross, Nelson, and Tawney,
1973). Our purpose here is to demonstrate how the course evolved as a

function of continuous process evaluation. Essentially, the course developed
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out of the realization that it was unnecessary to teach completely separate
methods courses in special education for the various teacher certification
areas of mental retardation, behavioral disorders, learning disabilities,

and orthopedically impaired. Through examination of course content, it

was determined that many of the critical teaching skills were cross-categor- '

jcal inh temms of their application in classroom settings' for children with

various disability labels. The Joint Methods Course (JMC)Was developed

to proﬁde instruction in the 'éliit'ical teaching skill areas of the four
special educatim teacher ce'rtifi:cation categories mentioned above. '
-Course Operation
The following des'cription' applies to the opei'ation -of the JMC dm:"ing
its final year (19'75). How and why‘ it evolved into this form will becorﬁe

apparent in the next sectioms, whlch describe the fommative evaluation pro-

cedures and the course changes resulting from this evaluative process.‘ More

complete descriptions of the operation of the JMC are contained in Blackhurst,
et. al. (1973) and Nelson (1974). -

‘The JMC was staffed by the four i.nétnictors, assigned to the departmental
methods cburses. Iil addition, between foﬁr ar :1 seven masters level‘ graduate
assistants'wére assigned each semester as course"proctors. Since the JMC
was offered only during the sprihg semester, it'wa's thé responsibility of the
JMC coordinator, who had'the support of one or two graduate assistants, to
initiate and coordinate the necessary course pianning and revision each fall.

The population of the JMC was composéd of ui:per-level,students (juniors,
seniors, and graduatés) s l'whg enrolled- in the categorical methods course appro-
priate to their certification areas. Each instructor determined in which
jdjnt modules his studénts would participate, and -sb informed the coordinator.
On the basis of this information, the coordinator arranged for the production
of the necessary iﬁsfmétional materials, and in coajinction with the other

instructors, scheduled the joint modules and associated iearning activities.
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In addition to their participation in the joint modules, students

met with their instructors in individual course sessions. These sessions

were for the purpose of further applying the content of joint modules to
a categorical child population, as well as to cover topics of particular

concern to an individual categorical area (e.g., a module on lifting and

) transporting for students in the orthopedically handicapi)ed area). All

- certification areas did not participate in all modules. For eiample, the

reading module was not appropriate for students in the TMR area.
Joint modules followed the basic module structure proposed by Arends,
Masla and Weber (1973) . These modules were identified by the methods course

~ instructors on the basis of their generic content. (The modules included

in the JMC each year are listed in Table 2.) Tor the most part, the methods

course instructors each took responsibility for developing and teaching one

‘or more joint modules, although other faculty and advanced graduate students

also contributed.

Several formats were available for each module to facilitate student '

~ use and progress: lecture-discussion sessions with the module instructor;

video tapes of the module instructor's presentation; and written narratives

prepared by the module instructors. Students could select any one or combina-

‘tion of these options. In general, joint modules were ordered sequentially.

That is, success in subsequent medules depended upon prerequ151te skills  ',

mastered in previous modules. Credit for a given module therefore could not '
be obtained' until criterion -had been reached on prerequlslte modules. Stu-

dents failing to meet criterion on a module were expected to recycle through

" one or more of the module formats until they succeeded in reaching the estab-

lished criterion level. _
For most of the joiﬂt modules, multiple criteria were established for
successful completion. Six of the nine modules offered objective pre- and

posttests over module content. Students could be excused from the content
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portion of a module if they passed a pretest at the 90 percent leVel. If
~ the module included a skill demonstration or practicum component, however

(as did all of the 1975 joint modules), students who "tested out" still

were required to complete that portlon of the module. Students who ‘elected -

" not to take the module pretest,’ ‘or who took it and did not reach criterion, . . -

selected one of the altemate formats avallable for that module and upon
completlon of the module, took a posttes... Posttest cr1ter10n »also was _se_t .
‘at 90 percent. If criterion was not met, a second posttest was taken. }'If
this was passed at the same cr1ter10n level, the student was awarded reduced
point credit for that portion of the module (1.e.v, a response-cost contln—
gency was imposed). Failure on thesecond posttest resiilted"in a mandatory
tutorial session and no pomt credlt for the content portlon of the
.‘ module. However, the content portion of the module was con51dered as completed
The practicum component of each module rec[ulred_ _students to apply the '
skills and/or content included in each module. This ‘ccntpdient was evaluated
on a pass-fail basis, with mandatory recycling of work not meethg_ criterion.
(and response-cost -contmgencies). Completion of n_'modlile was contingent |
upon meeting the criteria for both content and skill components. o
Evaluation Procedures o
From the heginning the JMC underwent intensive formative evailuation

(Blackhurst, et. al., l9_73). Each semester, students completed a detailed
evaluation form for each joint module‘;and for the course as a whole. Module -
evaluations were completed immediately after the conclusion of each mod_:ule,
and the course evaluation occurred at the end of the semester. ~Items on |
both eviluation forms included l.ikert—t‘ype ratings (e.g., 'Module readings
were helpful.'"), as well as open—ended questions (e.g.,'"Llst the three

- strongest features of this course."}2 All evaluation forms were completed

.

anonymously.




Summative evaluation procedures also were developed for the JMC.
However, the frequent changes in course content and structure, as well as
the mmber and changing complexion of the instructional staff, interferred
with the systematic collection and analyisis of data 'regarding student per-
formance. Although some dlanges were initiated during the teaching semester
(e. g. , varying the content of 1ecture-dlsc11551on sessmns altermg the
number of individual and Jomt sessions for a 01ven module), substa.ntlal
course rev1$1ons were restricted to the interim perlod (sumer and fall
semesters). The JMC coordinator compiled the avallable evaluation data and
prepared a report for the department.- With the consultation of the depart-A
mental faculty, JMC instructors then planned course changes for the next
spring semester.

The Jomt Methods Course was first offered in the 1971 spring semester
and was last offered in spring of 1975. Dgrmg the first year, 50 stu-
dents were enrolled. In.subsequent years, course erirellments ran betwsen
90 and 110 students. The data reported here were summarized fronr the 1971
through 1975 course evaluatiams. |

| ~ Results and Discussion

During its five-year tenure, the JMC underwent a number of substantive
revisions. The basis for these changes was the on-going process evaluation,
which consisted of data from student evaluations, and the instructor's experi-
ences and problems. Table 1 presents a portion of the student evaluation
dafa-base, i.e., those features of the JMC that were rated highest anq lowest -
each semester. | |

[Insert Table 1 about here]

The general trends in student evaluations were fairly constant, at

least with respect to the course features perceived as weakest. ‘Students

consistently criticized the amount of work required for the time allotted.
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Another consistent criticism related to the amount and quality of contact
with individual instructors.  Students, obj ected to the limited' availability
of their designated instructor, and felt that, perhapsbecause of this
restnction, the contacts they were able to make were not helpful At

the same time, students felt there were too _many JOJ.nt sessions, and the
content of these sessions left something to be desired. (Particularly

1n the early years of the JMC, Jomt se551ons were attended by 75 to 100
students.) Hanmnen, Coleman, and Parres (1977) observed that students
participating in-the special- education teacher training program at K\ayne
State University experlenced a smllar feeling of alienation, arisi.ng

from the lack of contact with any one mstructor | '

In contrast to the con51stency of perce1ved course weaknesses, stu-
dents! perceptions of the strongest 'features tended to reflect the changes
instituted for a given semester. (These revisions are described below.) |
For example, when :anreased ‘practicum was added in 1973, this feature was
well received. The addition of module pretests and the chance to "test
o_ut" of a module were popular features from the moment they were introdnced.

A comparison of the strongest and weakest features within a given
semester 111ustrates some of the problems the mstructors encountered in
trying to use process evaluation data to gulde course I'EV’lSlOTlS For
example, in 1971 team teaching was rated as a strength, yet students also
felt that too meny instructors were used. Such inconsistencies made it
difficult to gain consensus regarding the changes needed in the JMC.

The major revisions in the content and format of the JMC are sumnarized
in Table 2. Four modules (‘Evaluation of Instructional Materiai_s, Perceptual

[Insert Tabie 2 about here] |
and Motor Skills, Vocational and Social Skills, and Parent Counseling) were

eliminated from the JMC in 1974 and 1975. The Language Module was dropped
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" in 1975.  Another module, Resources for Special.Educators,'wasbmade auto-
E instruetional in 1974. .Nb.joint of individual sessions ﬁere scheduled
| . for thie‘module, which was completed independently by students,

Student comments regarding the excessive amount of work prompted the
reduetion from 13'to 8 modules. Selection ef“ﬁbduieé fof elimination wa$
based on the instructors'.consensus as to what content was absolﬁtely
essential. This is not to imply that the eliminated modules were not
important; efforts were made to include at least a portion of this content
in other courses. |

Although the instfuctors thought the reduction in nuﬁber ef modules
would make the course more manageable for students, data frem tﬁe 1974 and
' 1975 evaluations indicated that this effect was not realized. - As joint
modules were elimineted, module instructors tended to add more material
and requirements to.the remaining modulega or to include additional modules
for their indi#iéuai courses. | |

Beginning in 1974 the instructors deviéed strategies to reduce the
demands on attendance at joint leetﬁ}e-discussion sessions. One strategy
. involved the development of module pre- and posttests. Since module ebjec-
tives and reading assignments were given to students in advance, a stﬁdent
who had'previous information regarding a module; er ﬁho,ﬁés eble to read
the assigned material and abstract the essential content;'could be excused
from the content portionrof thaf module by passing a pretest. The majo;ify.'
of students attempte& most of the module pretesee, and, according to the
1975 .data, a fair proportion of.§tudents were able to test out: The per-
cent who passed the pretests'ranged from 29 percent to 61 percent (X=50 per-
cent). It is aﬁparent from Table 1 that the pretest - posttest feature was
well received, especially when alternatives to the 1ectufe-discussion format

- were developed.
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By 1974 another stratc;gy for reducihé mandatory joint session attend-
“ance was evolving. Narratives were prepared for seiren of the nine modules.
These narratives contained the ipfoma_tioh necessary to meet the objectivéé_
for a given module, thereby providing an option to attending large group
lecture sessions. This option was viewed favorably by students. ‘In addi-
tion to the narrative format, video tapes.werevmade of all the lectures - |
given in 1974. Study guides were prepareé to go along with these lectures,
so that independént viewing of video .tapes comprised a second instructidnal
option for students who did not wish to attend lecture sessions. 'l
A third format developed dtiring ‘the last'ftwd yéars of the JMC was the
auto-instructional module. One such module, Resources for épecial Edﬁcato.rs, »
required students to conduct an ERIC ;earcﬁh and to writé for information
regarding 'instructional materials, usmg the SelectEd Materials retrieval |
system. Explicit direcfiéns for thi-sltask were given on the module perform- °
ance sheet. An apﬁrox:imation to an _auto-iJ_lstruétibnal‘"fomat was achieved
for ﬁo more moduleé, Task Anaiysis and Beﬁavioral Objectives. The content
of the former.was presented via a narrative, and no joint session was Sched-
uled. However, studeﬁts did mee'i: witﬁ their individual jnstructors for one
or more sessions devoted to task analysis. V’I.'he Behavioral Objectives module
involveciivonly individual sessions. In 1974 an experimental auto-instructional
Behavior Modification module was developed. - Student dissatisfactions with
this particular module resulted in a return to the original 'senli;independe;}t'
instructional format in 1975. | N |
An additional change that 'too_k placé during the secc;nd year of the
course was that -practiam’éxp_eriem_:es with handicapped children were ex-
panded and included as an assigred part of the course requirements. The
rationale for this change was that stu.dents.would better perceive the util-

ity of the content if they were able to immediately apply.the skills presented
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in the course. Apparently, this strategy was successful, as none of

i

the more frequent comments about weaknesses of the course nentioned the
vague content after the first };ear. | -

Table 3 presents student responses to specific questions regarding
| 1ogistical details of the JMC. Reflected in this 'data'is a growing dis-

[Insert Table 3 about here] |

satisfaction w:Lth the administrative rather than the philosophical aspects
of the course. As the number of students in the course grew, it became
increasingly evident that 1nstructlonal aids (charts, overheads,_ etc.)
were inadequate. Too, more andlmor_e students indicated that it was difficult
to get time to talk with instructors who were responsible for teaching the
joint sessions. Some students coniplained about de1a§'sv.in proctors returning
tasks and others were not sure whether they were respon51b1e to their- small
g'roup mstructor or the instructor in charge of the Jomt se551on. Dlssatls-
faction with these admi. qstratlve matters probably influenced students'
ratings of other course components.

~ While these course revisions and addltlons encountered favorable
student response, the data in Table 3 reflect a developmg feelmg of_ general
student dissatisfaction W:Lth the course. A similar dissatisfaction was
growing among the :Lnstructors ‘who experlenced ma;;or d1ff1cult1es in f1nd1ng
the .time needed to prepare materlals and to procure necessary equlpment and
auxiliary personnel, as well as the time requlred to plan- and coordmate the
activities of four instructors and four courses. . (Thls lack of coordination
. resulted in the loss of the 1972 student evaluatlons which were g1ven to
the module leaders and course 1nstructors directly, without analysm )

'I'hese logistical problems requlred the appointment of one. .md1v1dua1

" to coordinate the JMC's operatlon, Beginning in 1973, a JMC.coordinator was
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T selected from the four instructors respon51ble for the methods courses. -

o Although this step allev1ated a number of problems, it created others.

'Follomng a tradltlonal colleglal pattern, the J'MC coordlnator was not
' g1ven spec1f1c ‘prerogatives to make mdependent dec151ons. 'I‘hJ.s greatly

lJ.m:!.ted the coordmator s ability to operate eff1c1ently and w:Lth con515t- .

ent effectlveness. It also hJ_ndered the work of graduate a.SSISt nts
ser\rmg as .JMC proctors as they were mcon51stent in reportmg to the1r

individual mstructor - supervisor or to the JMC coord.mator. The con-"'

fusion spread - to students in. the modules w:Lth respect to module asagmnents,fﬁ
‘ ‘pre- and posttestmg, and sc_hedulmg Ind1v1dua1 com'se mstructors found
Cit necessary to make mdependent arrangements to. insure that students met

- task cr1ter1a and deadlines. Momtormg -such arrangements and coordlnatmg :

entry into subsequent modules on a predeterm:Lned schedule proved to be a ’_
dlfflcult and often J.mp0551b1e task for the coordmator. | '
The temporal and logistical problems descr:Lbed above were such that

upon conclu510n of the 1975 JMC, two ‘instructors were unw:Llllng to continue

their participation in the course in its present form. All of the J.nstruc-

tors found themselves u_nable to maintain an adequate level of control over,

and mon1tor1ng of, student progress through the modules due to the amount

of time requlred in managing dally admm1strat1ve problems. Of partlcular

concern to the mstructors was their 1nab111ty to con515tently collect sum-

- mative data on the overall effectiveness of -_'the"JMC. “The data available

_indicated effectiveness, but the general faculty opinion was -that the course

was rapidly becomjng less than cost—efficient ~ These problems were compoundec

- by changes in module structure and content dictated: by a sweeping change in

special education teacher cert1f1cat10n made by the state.

» Because of these compoundlng factors, followmg the sprlng 1975 semester, o
N the JMC_ was droppe_d and separate methods courses for each of the Ast_ate’s o




certification areas in special education were reinstated. However, large
portions of the JMC content were incorporated into ‘t‘he categorical methods
courses. In additioh, students in each of the certification prograns had
access to the module material, and as each module included written nérra-
tive and provisions for auto-instruction, students could expand their methodS
repertoires independently. |

Conclusions

Although the JMC has gone to its reward, it should not be‘dismissed
as an unprofitable venture. Through it,‘the special education facuity
have realiied a number of benefits. For example, the standard module'for-
mat (Arends, et. al., 1973j has proven to be an excellent mbdel for writing
subsequent modules. It also has the advantage of assuring consistency
across diverse content, which facilitates student and faculty use. In
addition, faculty have gained extensive experience in writing competency-
based instructional modules.

Perhaps the major benefit of the JMC has been the identification of
generic competencies and "methods' content useful with most mildly and
moderately handicapped populations. Recently, Kentucky has joined other
states in establishing a broader special education certification base.
(e.g., Thé category "Learning and Behavior Disorders' will replace the
existing categories of "Educable Mentally Retarded", "Learning Disabled",
"Orthopedically Handicapped", and "Emotionally Disturbed".) The instruc- .
tional modules included in the JVC have been incorporatea into the train-
ing program's new Learning and Behavior Disorders curriculum. Several
mod.ules' (e.g., Behavior Modificatioh, the Learning Environment, and Parent
" Counseling) have been expanded into independent courses, while others
(e.g., Task Analysis and Behavior Cbjectives) will camprise a major portion

of the content ol additional courses.
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L Nhile only process evaluatlon procedures have been descnbed here,

.‘it is not our mtentlon to minimize the :unportance of performance evalua- -
tJ.on :Ln CBIE. Edgar and Nee1 (1976) 1dent1f1ed three phases of CBTE |
" ,Acqulsltlon Phaae, :mvolvmg prmc1pa11y course content and related infor-
mt:.on, Prof1c1ency Phase, where the trainee is prov1ded m.th the oppor- _. -

"tum.ty to perform under supemsmn and is prov1ded w:Lth a cr1t1que and.

if needed retraining; and Mamtenance Phase, Whlch follows the completmn o

- of tra.mlng Determmatlm of the effect:.veness of CBIE is dependent
upon the collectlon of performance data fram all three phases. S
, 4Acqu1,51tion and proficiency .data, in the fon_n of pre-. and poSttest |

scores, practicum camponent evaluations,. etc. , were eollected‘ by individual o

 course instructors. However, the vanab111ty among course fequirement's '

- rendered the collective analysis of this data impfacticai | -Pet'forinance‘
data were used mfomally in guiding course rensmn, but the con51stent
, format used for the process evaluation revealed more spec1f1c mformatlon
about the course cpmponents needing immediate attentlon. (Recall that the
~ decision to drop ‘the JMC was based upon theprocess evaluation data, even
though perfomance data indicated effectlveness )} It should come as no
surpnse to teacher trainers that student satlsfact:.on is a major mfluence
on the success of a course or training program. Therefore, evaluation of
CBI should take into account both performance and process data.

The ultimate evaluation of the JMC's effectiveness must await long-
temm foilow-up studies of program graduates, i.e.. , maintenance evaluation.
If former students successfully employ the competencies trained in the JMC,
the hypothesis that the JMC was effective can be entertained, However, as
mmerous uncontrolled variables | (e.g., ability facto;'s, training concomni-
_ tant with or subsequent to the JMC, s'ituationa_l factors) interact with
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the treatment variable, results of such follow-up studies are confounded

: unless control groups are-followed up also.

The experiences encountered in the evolution of the JMC perhaps
contain useful implications for other training programs contemplating
large-scale implementation of CBI. One area which should receive nlaj or
consideration is the control of time, both the students' and the instruc-
tors'. As CBI is time- rather than achievement-based (Nagle and Richman,
1972), the possibility is strong that not all students will be at the same
place in a given course at any given time. This situation reqoires car&ul
consideration of alternate instructional strategles. One strategy would
involve establlshmg procedures for contimiocus momtonng of student progress,
and for prov1d1ng content and/or competency attainment evaluatlon whenever
a student is ready. Another strategy, used in the JMC is to ccmtrol time
somewhat by mcorporat:.n,g response -cost contmgencles in the student evalu-
ation deslgn, i.e., points are deducted for work tu:med in a.fter a spec1f1ed
deadline. This strategy also helps e11m1nate the problem of students tum:mg
in careless or incamplete work, with the idea of using the.instructor's
feedback to improve the product. After two or three repetititms of thls
cycle, the instructor begins to feelrthat he has more time invested in the
product than the student. '

Another area in which the mpllcatlcms of a CBI approach should be

' considered is manpower. The JMC required the serv1ces of between four and

. seven graduate assistant proctors each semester, and even at that, the. course

was understaffed. CBI demands a large investment of personnel for such activ- '
ities as module development, ‘monitoﬁné and.assessment of student performance.
It should be recognized that traditional famlty-student ratios are inade-
quate for implementing CBI where more than a handful of students are

i.iwolved. Sources of instructional personnel used in the 'JMC inciuded grad-

uate assistants, other faculcy, and field personnel. As special education
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fteacher tra:uu.ng moves away from the lecture hall and 1nto the f1e1d (a o Sl

S _movement generated in part, by CBI) greater use must be made of such

e a 1arge mstructlonal staff is itself a dlfflwlt and t1me consummg a

‘resources anyway. However, as prevmusly mentloned the coordmatlon of

.
(PR

1 '_ .process. Trammg programs, therefore, should take measures to prov1de ,' '

such coordmatlon as well as the admnlstratlve support needed to make 1t

'effectlve. Although our experlence tends to corroborate Hannmen, et al 's .

- Q977) conclusmn that ha\rmg more than two 1nstructors per course is lo-

only solutlon to such loglstlcal problems Another alternatlve would

mvolve reorgam.zmg the tralnmg program around modules rather than courses.".-.:-".“'

This tactic would more equltably use the expertlse d15tr1buted among teach-
1ng faculty, but would call for a strategy to :msure that students had

access to a program advisor who was in close touch with their entire curri-

culum.
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Footnotes "

1 | |
Reprint requests should be addressed to C. M. Nelson, Department
of Special Education, University of Kentucky, Lexington, Kentucky, 40506.

: 2Copies ‘of module and course evaluation forms are available upon requést.

‘
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Table 1

o Student Percepttons of .
Strongest and Weakest Features of the
| - Joint Methods Course* -~ -
Team teachmg - 1 T nmch matenel too t'ast
2. Increased familiarity ith spec1a1 educatton | "2, Lack of cohesion‘between modules |
o tesources |3, Toormich'extra tine mvolved
-3, . Abwndance of materials 4, Too many instructors -
-4, Useful lectures and material 5, . Too many-joint. sessmns .
- Inportant topics covered b Content too general

| "'Gooduse of class tine .

" Too nuch work

- 'Variety of instructors 1, - .
~ Practicum component 2. Proctors riot clear m mstructlons R
o 3 *:Sone modules (partlcularly readmg) ot relevzmt'-
 Good handout materials - L Too much work | o
Opportumity to test out of a module 2, Not enough contact with 1nd1v1dua1 Jnstructors
Student perfomance sheets for tasks . 3, Not enough tine allotted for module completion
1674, 4. Modularized content (narratlve) 4, CQaahty of contact mth 1nd1v1dual mstmctors
.5, Dosttests . Was-poor .
SO Abtmdance of reading naterials
1. Pretests: chance to test out of modules -1, Nt enough t:me to conplete Work
2, Good handout materials 2,  Joint sessions . . .
3, Individual module tasks 3, (Quality of contact with individua) instructors
1975 4. Module narrative © Waspoor |
Abundance of reading material 4, Team teaching
~ 5, Joint sessions bormg

" Quality of individual sessions

- #1972 data was not available




Module Changes, Number of Joint and

Table 2

Individual Sessions 1971-1975

MODULE
Resources for special educa}tor's
Behavioral obj ectives'
‘Task analysis
Behavior mogdificatipn :
Learning environment °

Evaluation of instructional
materials - '

.Asseésment

Methods and Materials: perceptual

“motor skills
M&gM: mguage A'deveiOpment
M § M: Reading
M § M: Mathematics
.I M E,A M: vocational § social skills

‘Parent counseling

NUMBER OF JOINT SESSIONS* |

1971

X

18

1972
p <

X

26

1973

X

26

1974

X

X

29

1975
X

X

24

% This refers to the mmber of joint sessions offered. The mmber of joint
sessions used by individual instructors varied among the separate methods

courses.
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Table 3

Percent of Students Responding 'Yes' and 'No"
to Statements About JMC Components*

STATRENT | 1971 1973 1974 . 1975

Yes No** Yes No Yes No Yes Mo

—t——

1. Performance sheets édequately

specified terminal behavior 82 11 75 25 80 19 70 24
2. Lists of TBO's focused attention : - .
on critical skills " 82 11 83 17 8 14 76 20
3. Lectime outlines helpful =~ 80 17 81 17 9 6 83 14
4. Too many. handouts 37 62 43 57 4 93 25 73
5. Audio-visual aids helpful o1 8 75 22 - - - -

. 6. Greater use of AV aids needed 14 22 87 12 53 44 63 36
7. Resource materials were helpful 94 5 82 17 84 15 63 29
8. Sequence of modules appropriate 88 11 70 26 78 22 73 20
‘9. Class sessions too long 51 40 32 68 26 70 27 66

10. Having different large group : :
g instructors advantageous 88 11 78 19 81 18 56 42

11. Having different large group
jnstructors destroyed continuity 14 82 18 77 21 75 37 S8

12. Large group¥small group modular
format should be used again 88 0 82 14 71 27 32 59

13. Methods courses should be ' :
taught separately . - 14 80 18 75 32 66 61 34

-14. Optional attendance at sessions _ ’
desirable - - - - - - - 76 19 -

* 1972 data was not available
%% Not all students responded to every item.
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