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I.. INTRODUCIION
0 A few months_ago.a curriculum development term completed_a three-year

'project and delivered*its 80 products to.a~publi8her. The project cost over

P

a million dollars, and it employed an average of fourteen people. As- project

director I have been asked’ to review a/d critiqueand analyze the project as

K3

though it were & model system for cuﬁ;iculum development with particular . R

3
e

theoretical underpinnings People 7Fem to want from me a paradigm for doing
it again, or for doing some+h1ng similar. There seems=to be considerable

interest in contracting for curriculum development, management procedures;

staffing; and quality control meés res, And the premium”attached to'whatever S

/
prescriptions I might offer seemﬂ/related t6 the perceived innovativeness éhd

-

- ,productivity of .the project. A éurriculum prOJecbvvhich is innovative and

productive should be ablé to"teach some lessons, they séem to say. And .
) 3 . . - . ' _
indeed our'proiect can be viewed as though it produced a sophisticated : .

deliverv °ystem with clever pre-packaged experiences -and an array of medla

. ngertheless, this paper is not a response to that kind of concern. >ome-

place else, at some qther time, I will write about how a systems approach miqht

o

" help others gevelop media for learning. And I will tenderly try toﬁtalk of.

-
El

those institutional concernsg about controlling and replicating the process’

without widening the ‘gap between curriculum rhetoric and performance After
4 " s
all, there are matters £o. be analyzed for improving how.curriculum-developers

do their-vork in institutional settings. Most of it goes on there, anyway.

:-Instead, this paper 1s“more about the roots of curriculum work. I want
P . ] . . .O i . .




52 ) to consider how our curriculum deyelopment’ staff went ‘about identifying educationhl -

3

S hcontent and finding way s to; m&ke 1%, available to’ young veople, . This root concern
.‘was embodied in &' particular phaae of the project.: the develonment of prdwram'
“and productucriterig. This Phase of the proiect was the most critical for me‘

asﬁthe project director becsuse im WaSs the means by which we coulﬂ col]cctivety

.
l

envision how certain kinds of educational experiences can be made accevvih]e

y to, students through Cl&uSTOOM\USQ meterialc I will toll you about some.

N n

deliberafions we engaged iu to derive a relatively qimple qet of overall

-

2

program criteria which included erteria for\product deelopment While I don™. = .

\va
know if what we did should serve as i model for anyone else, I do remember thn °

(Y

criteria development aétivjty af our Droiect as.the solution to a major nrob]em

' -
a

- we: faced. Criteria @evelopment algo seemed to al;eviate-some lesser problems,.

. )

as . well: : I " . ‘ .

a

I want to address this tonic mostly througH an 1ntrospect1ve lens _giving-
at times my very personal idEQs &bout the prdblem and it" Fo]:u’rion I want to

talk about this as I wish other eyrriculunm developeru to 1alk to me ahout “what

/ vthey did. Schwab (1960) say» the curriculum field is moribund and Huebner
l_: -, "‘ - ~ s

$1976) says«its Dractically dead I-can assure ‘you that-currlculum work newver

-

-

_seems more so than when there is no one to talk about curriculum deVelopment

. as peragnal;experience.' o , X - . S
) . ; o / _ U .

i 1T, BACIQ;ROUND FOR cnn‘gm DEVELOPIvIT.NT

-t -
. -

&

We qonducted the curriculum developmént progect at The Center for Vocational -

‘ Education at the Ohio State University Dntitled The Occupational Fxploration
- ' ' '
;Program, its ‘name failed to denote the project in either its first stage or
its second stage Now the set of products is centitled, ueek in the publication
'and marke ing stage Included are“simulations games, amd aosorted other .
. products resigned to promOte occupatiOnal exploration ' o ' . :' : .
’ . '\\. . 1/:. B :
IR , ; N
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The first stage of OEP had {ts origins in Model T, the School-iased Model

of The Comprehensive Career Fducation Mode). (CLEM) s nart of a vast instruc-

a *

tional system under development the CCEM staff had determined “that simulation
‘ ]
was the best deliverv system" to be aimedat junior high classrooms and the . -

S ’ - - : B K . - :
péople in them. In Auguét 1972, when I came to work'on CCEM, I found neople

‘ - on en@ hand thinking about ‘how adolescents might attain exploratorv obwectives 2

4

which I thought seemed liberatinp and growth—oroducing And pn the other

Q

-hand Plans were being made for massive development*and installation of

% . complex’vhighlfidelitylsimulated replicas‘pf work world tasks. - qhese simu-

N

‘14tions would be sy tematically organized to involve the student in a full--
scale management system of coVeﬁ?ng the career cluster waterfront; The richer

the media-mix the better, and. where reading miwht be required another media
. & O .

‘alternative’ to” reading would be provided Furthermore, it was intended that

)

students would opt in and out of“clusters and simulation according to their‘

LU - - E-Y

: mOtiVﬁtiOﬂ &nd interests But also these simulations would be self- managed

C—

- or teacher-free

. ’

In my mind ‘these plans would reauire a rad1ca1 reﬂorm of both the

physical_and psychological characterhof school Settim::s° Ir was auite

éonearned about the basicninconsistencies and. conflicts T .saw emerginﬁ,tandi
I found it hard to live with many of the assumptions guiding the concentual-

ization of Occupational exploration I couldn t agree w1th the need for

. a system which denied -the legitimacy oi adolescence and the téntatixeness
. &

: 5 )
of that prcwth stage I feared a system that would cause au adolescent to
/ .

become embarrasszed by his. or her indecision and confusion / And I couldn to:

see how convergence on a systematically generated occupat& nal.decisron,gad

';’

much .to do_with real exploration,‘ It was ludicrous to ﬁ to show adolescentQ

@ . ¥ ) - . . 4

. o {
exploration oh a flow chirt.. 5. . / .

. ¢
. -~ . 2
‘ 4 \ , . - . . z;:; .
o ~A>
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- the Comprehensive~Career'%ﬁucation Model.
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While I was concerned +hese matters ‘wWere not directly my bdsiness

aince T ﬁas working on diffErent unrelgted pro1ectsx Before long Whe

° -
B
A

Occupational Exploration Program became a separate proaect distinct from

' The staff forged ahead with the

e N

‘

- /
'=produ¢tion of a set of compleY simulations destined to be the core of the

v
I

Toward the end of the first year of prototvpe develOpment amid

: program. _

some organizational reshuffling, 1 was assigned as task force leader of the
,’l Q- S

/
rbject While I had already learned’the hard® lesson of bureaucratic niceness,

'I nevertheless felt compelled to voice my concerns about the qualities of

7

It was some'relief to’ f1nd

i
/ the educational experience OEP seemed tO\embody

.that many OEP staff had come upon similar conCerns their own way, and I

found that some of tHe cavalier specifications for an OEP machine haQ ‘been .

tabled Meanwhile, evaluations»of the prototype s1mulat‘ons seémed to show -
: . LY

1 aQ . . .
:that the simflations. were produoing some desired results Even thoughxthey

were tested under spec1al cond 1ons, students seemed to show gains 1n occn—

pational information and changes in at 1tudes aboui the occupa.tionu they
l

. encountered. And despite the serdous pervasive problems of content nrocess,

imnlementation, and acceptability, a conclusion was drawn that the similatim -
apmme

> 1n »

. form could work

o

My°unresolved question was whether or® not seeminp gains'

o

/

neant uh&t occupational exploration was occurring.-

o

EL)

If this history I am providing seems impertinent, I should explain
ll

that these background problems suddenly became m1ne. %Pld further- o

reorganization, I was app01nted as pro1ect dlrector As task «force leader °

H

my t'ensibiliigies Were disturbed but I had little access to change*the" ¢

Y Y . e

- developmental direcfion of OEP : As-prOJect director, however, I-awakened

to a.more poignan feeling of personal and profes i nal 1iability,'

. ] . ) "1/ . ' E ! .

“in occupationw& information and changes in at*itudes toward certain occunationv ~
e

I

a

¢
"
(.\

.

~

o ~
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Acr0ss-the board conseusus mahdated that the OEP- proqect should he

e — ¢ o——- _..._._..,._._*\

" continued for another year of development but that 11 must ‘be who]Jy

-,

reconceptualized.and restructured. I saw that we could orpanize ourfe]ves

.

ag a design team with maximm emphasis on collegial work and ai this

turning point in the history of The Occupational ExploratiOn'Program I

.

believe we began to develop for the first time a ‘set. of program criteria.
v :‘ © We were willifig to talk at length -sbout the quality of. educational experiences:

which might be embodied in the new OEP, and about design options available

to us. And as we worked on our official-proposal for project continuation, 4

o

o

in effect we created a plan for zesearching and generadng program: cr1~er1a

a
° -

O ; While we talked about redesigning OEP, we also anticipated that quality

£

control needed careful consideratiOng Surely a project director must be'
L .
concerned with quality control mechanisms I wanted one which would enable

‘developers to reach toward levels Qf quality they . understood and to know

how close they were comjng The important issue’ of aualitv c0ntrol and

.
- =
O [}

what we did about it is the topic of a related vaper, Altschuld and Leve!

N g N Retrospective Analysis of the Development of a Project Monitoring oystem
. _ : e ey

But before quality ‘control made any. difference, I had to be concerned with s

the. goodness of the classroom experience for which OEP was to be redps:pned

AR III. DEVELOPMENT OF PROGRAM CRITERIA * - B
:’ _” The second stage of OEP began with a few givens. Ve developed our,
continuation proposalawhich specified a series of'milestones and;tasks-to

,_:{t S ‘ve accomplished and a res0urce all0cation and management .plan. We knew"

v

. the quantity of work to be accomplished and how much time we had - Only

3
*

a few qualitative aspects were: given. Eor example, we would continue to“
emphasiZe-use of the simulation ;echnigue, and 5o whatever is inherent in:

o simlations would also be found in-the new OEP. fThe whole picture of the

7 ) "-', ; | &

T . - . )
B . . e LRI
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. \,
program and its products had to’ be reSearched, conceptualized and. piven

# e

-6- ; - — S

e f\‘ , v . A

«

shape in products yet to be, specified. Lhese_would be the project ]
Qeliverdbles. . o

. But tbe nost important new constraint was ipat for the first time
Thi/gccupational Exploration Program“had to.become conmerciallvipnblishable.
The sponsor required this, and we thought it was a good idea. Publishers

do seem to have excellent access to schools, and the notion of our creating

" a set of materials ‘and seeing 1t published was very appealing . This one

°

'.broad criterion would have a profcund effect on our work, however Now

our deliberations to generate criteria were confined to envisioning onty
the sort of educaiional activities which might be printed fabricated and
'S

marketed by a publisher.: The econdmics of publishinp became & screen for

our future inventions, and ituunderscoredfthe 1mportance of streamlining

[

both the process and the products.,

°

An energizing factor Which ‘seemed to impress me and other staff members.
.was that were were contractually responsible for effective design creatmvity

lrather than for running a curricuium product mill. The contract'itself <

» —

even with ‘all of its cooly dispassionate language, seemed to help set a:

format for rigor ‘and creativity The initial core staff ‘had succe§sfulLy

1pronosed to design and develop a curriculum program yet to be pecified,

. and that represented a prior commitment to: criteria development I sens ed

a canonical first sten in” any design process. We had stated our initial

e »

intentions and accepted the problem as. 8 challenge Co]lectively we gave )

up our autonom? to the problem and we allowed. the problem to become our

N

®

prOcess e degign pr0cess.

_8..

a genuine acceptance of the problem situatlon, and to me this acceptance is - |
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. The next set of deliberations.for developing vrogram criteria pertained

-

* o » : ' .
to an analysig of the problem. We needed to get to know the ins and outs

of the problem and discover what the world of the problem looked like. Tn

do this we used formal and informal means.

Ve considered the pilot test data collected earlier during the first

'stage of OEP development Through data analysiS'and 1nterpretation, we

derived a list of refinements needed in the simulations as though the. Dilot-
test was.our only source. of knowledge about what to do. . But it was easy to
ewtrapolate from those findings what our ultimate criteria. might be like

" We also conducted a formal literature review as a way to analyze and

-

"get to know the problem. We read and deliberated about simulations and °

/

'games and the differences between then. We considered literature on mental /

v health and the work ethic, and talked about how necessary it is to avoid / :

glib assumptions about how education, work, and the labor market go together.
We established_points-of-view which]mpved us away from behavioral.objectives
and‘helped us articulate a rational /for doing s0. 'And'ue concluded from
any number of vantage points that we uere not going to develop & program

of materials which would account for all of the students' occupational
exploration.'>‘ . ) 'Q , N : . o —

It seems that as'we looked at the literat ure and talked aboui issues

I myself began to articulate a platform for occupational exploration And

other members of the staff contributed planks, as well. The platform took

shape as we analyzed the problen, especiallv as we considered all of the value

/
"laden aspects of occupational exploratlon which had been neplected vefore.- I

v felt that there was a great deal of deference to my opinions and "o platform-

type statements I,would make, but -somehow that seemed/;cceptable_to me and -

to the others; "Casting my confusions about manipulation us..control aside, -

Ag;pl ~ .:'9 .



3 gf o= I provided conceptual leadership and direction which, I foar, sometimes e

bordered on bravado.‘*With ny promptings and throuph our de1iberatlonu. we

| informally adopted platform planks about such matters as the tentativeness of'
adoleScence. For example, we asserted that adolescent behavior is natural
and good and that OEP should use it instead of. trying to get,rid of it. We
‘made statements about broadening exploratony possibilities instead oF narrowinp
them, and whether students ahould engage in simulations\to see the’ working
world as it‘is or as. it might be, And T talked a great deal about whatv

might occur in classrooms through OEP, and I explained my bias toward T,

Cnf

'attaching a legitimacy. to students metaphoric and intuitive abilities as

1

' well as their rational end linear capabilities.
The pext deliberative step we took was to conduct a market review, ,ye

.needed to find out who would want OEP and under what c1rcumstances _ At that -

.

point we had many bits of criteria information in our hopper -~ information K

—

'about prototype simulations, literature reviews, and lots of our own ideals

and interpretations Thehmarket review put us in the position of having to

take a tentative stana on'the basis of ourlamorphous pile of criteria-and .
: the emerging platform for OEP. We organized and.conducted anconference .

vhich included the QOEP staff the sponsor, &s well as teachers, princlnals,
"guidauce counselors,.and pub11shers. FrankLy, whi1e we did-derive some

- new information, the market review and conference seemed to corroborate

‘and focus the data we already had. To conduct the'conference, we had_to

sort what we knew and what we needed tO'know; and we also had to.portray
: the clearest.picture of our intentions as we understood them.

A final deliberative phase involved going to the wa11 The stafi® - . .

i covered an entire workrOOm wall.with butcher paper and began.cuttinp and-

pogting and categorizing hundreds of slips of criteria information More

shifting and sifting was followed by sorting and reporting Duolications

10 R
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were cagt out, and soon common perspectives could be merged, and the volume

- ‘.,

of individual information piecee was reduced. ‘''hen, when the wall had
served lts purpose, the hewky ordered and.cléssified'criteria'in raw Torm

. were tedioualy'transcribed into booklet form and color coded so we would
. 0 4 . . \ N .

.
»

always be able &o retrace the'souroes for any criterion. The 'last honinn

of the criteria took place, and a brief‘descriptioh»wf the program was wriiiev
- N . .
to introduce the outline of criteria for propram and nroduct develonment which

N

LY

had findlry been gener—+kg N
We tended to treat the criteria we gtated ae though they were promises

‘we would keep, and so we were cautious not to promise more than we would be

s’
Q . .
able to deliver. As a safeguard, qualities of the propram which weret*vital
to us, but not. safely promised as criteria were dealt with in the narratxve
° : ) .
_program description. The. final criteria were grouped: (a) Characteriscics
of Program Activities, (b)'Characteristics of Occupational Information,
(c) Lharacteristics of Instructigbal Materials, and (d) Characteristics of
“- - Program Marketability. ;
| IV. THE PROGRAM CRITERIA’
| Characteristics of Program Actiﬁities - 7 , -
1. Activities w1ll 1nc1ude a balance among solo, small proun, and
large group explorations. They will include occupational s‘mulx-
tions, learning games, and other technlques which encourage active a
_exploration. . . _ - '
e ' ~ 2. The simulatlons vill constitute major exploratory 1ct1v1t:eu. Y ach
: ' ' .simulation ‘should require fram 7 to 15 class sessions- (or instruc- - :
‘tional hours) 1nvolv1ng from 7 to 12 students. - o \

. 3f Other exploratory activities in additign to the s1mulation should
' »‘afford the flexibility to involve other otudentu for lS class
sessions (1nstructional ‘hours) or more, o

L, Act1v1ties will be ingluded that allow students to make worP—rclited
judgments and dec151ons. - e _ : g i &

11,
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Activities will be included thnt allow studentu to proactice exnlora-
tion skills. _ )

The program will be varied in its appenl I order to encourage

. Self initiated explorations.

The program will be manageqble by atudents to cnxblc them to vn;;re
~in self- afflrming activities.

1)

: Wherever possible the program should allow atudents to use peruonal

knowledge and skill to effect exploratory outcomes.

| The program actlvitles will take into account— h:

-how the students' emerging values- w1ll xnfluence thelr
ablllty to make choices in the world of work, :

b,. the 1mportance of students' dlscovery ‘'of personal needs
" and the recognition of ways ¥in which these needs can be
satisfied in the world of" work .
\ ‘ ‘
N P the need for gtudents to exercise volltion in developlng i
their SklllB and capabilitles. -

Characteristics of Oecqpational Informatlon

2.

1.

T

Informatlon about occupations and occupatlonal work factors will. be
included that is lmmediately useful to the student to help him or .
her engage in the exploratory activities. .

Vhile all occupations and occupatlonal work foctors w1ll‘n0t be repre—

_sented, the program will contain’a renresentatlve range of . occupa-

tlonal work factors, including: o ‘ _ o - L
) /- : - . N LT
Ca. Work regponsibilities: th0se perscnal, 1nterper onal,

. ethical, legal, contractual and functional behaviors and L
.n tasks whlch account for relative success Or iailure in
occupatlonal endegvors. o o . — g0 T,

b . . b

" b. Work relatlonships' thoge interconnected dealings of
people who are reclprocally 1nterested in various outcomes s
of occupatlonal endeavors,

¥

c.: wOrk processes: those actlong, Operatloﬁs, or me ,ods
performed individually or, in-groups which y1eld p icular
O _resuits in occupatlonal endeavors.‘ Do
d. Work envlronments " those phys1cal (ge?urepnic,' social and =
psychological factors that surround-and impinge upon an .
occupational endeavor,and influence the 1nd1v1dual or the
group 1nvolved in that endeavor.n I

12,

7

-»
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. . e. Work,outcomes: the nersonal and social effects, consequences,
__resu_\ts,'_ events, products and issues which-result frpom the
complex of work responsibilities, relatlonshlps processes,
and env:Lronments of occunational ‘endeavors.- '

'

-3. ‘' The ptrogram will represer.rt occupatlons a.nd workers without uni‘ Jir Lms
. or distortlon. : :

L. The progream will treat occupational ctla.racterlstlcs in light of the
) changing -nature of persona.l economic, and soc1e*a.l characteristics.

hd

‘5 Occupational characterlst.:.cs wﬂ_l be represented by information that:
. s . . 8. reflects gontemporary cond:.tlons and progects trends,—
L ~ b. 1is accurate at an appropriate leveliof detail,
ST Te. may be: s:.nrpllfled so that jhe 1nformat10n w111 ‘be approprlate
2 - and useful in the, ongoing exploratory “process.
T d., encourages students to loolk forward to pa.rtlc:.patron in the
K ma.lnstream of economic life. . ,
B ) _._“ - . A / : - v

' 6. The praqgram ml_l help students 1dent1fy' tne va.lue of 1nd1v1dual occupd-
tional ‘endeavors rather emphas1ze the comparc.tlve status assocxated '
with occupatlons. ‘ D : :

IR S ‘ . . . . . : TN

Characteristics of Instructlonal Materials .= = , N B

- B
v -".“.

l. ~ The 1n8tructional materials will be usable with fac111t1es ‘and audi o-
+ visual equipment genera.l_ly available to middle schools and junior
K high schools. . R y .

-

. < <
R o >
<

é. The packag;mg of program ma.terlals vr_Lll fac111tate their.di stribu-
tion, retrieval, maintenance, and stora.ge in conventional classroom.,.'
' 3.' The m‘ogam materials will be designed with I‘ull consideration 01
. their attractlveness a.nd appeal for borth students and teachners.

£

, Cha.racterlstics of Prog;ram hiarketabllitz S R f.

1. The prog:ram w111 be desa.gned for use by students who e

a. -are approxima.tely 12 to, lb yeers of age.
< © T aTe A the seventh or eighth. grade level or equ1Va.lent
: ’ but not necessarily precluding students at the sixth or
'n:Lnth grade level or equiva.lent :

-c._ have the abll:rty to engage 1n some Judenendent Work.

d. have the a.'bi]:hty to participate effect.wely in small group-
. " activities.
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: 3. The program des1gn and materials will facilntate dvvers1f1ed use by

The process forced us to. the useful'task of enviuioning what desirable

. . - 12 -

2. The program will be. cost competet1Ve with othcr multi-nedia instruc-
tional programs being marketed.

3

schools through: _ . .

e. making the program components useful whether all of the
program or selected parts are purchased :

b. allcw1ng for teacher and/br student selection, pacing,
und grouping of components*for classroom use.

C. allowing for administratlve flex1b111ty in 1mplement1ng

the program, ‘including: .
: l. taffing variations .
? - 2. scheduling adjustments - '
3. access of facilitles
T 4. provision of equipment :
‘ - 5. application 1n various subject areas .

Iy

d. progr:..m activities generally will afford flex1ble uue 1n‘~ .
' various subject areas, and will- help teachers enhance the .

.

v ' - relevance of subject matter to the student‘s experiences. - c
- . . . . <
i A SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION o - ;

The deuelopment of program and product criteria for The Occupational e

v

Exploration Program was an- indispensable sequence of project activities which‘h

enabled us td\clarify purposes and find reasonable direction for ‘our work -

It was' a way for us to discover the ins, and outs of the curriculum problem
’ Q ¢

at hand, and to discover what the world df the problem locked like. As.

we- defined the limits of the problem, we were freed from much. uncertainty

Hand\ambiguity. In particular, criteria development helped us envision the

educational settihg for which the contracted deliverables were intended

[ LRY

-]

experiences we wanted to stimulate for teachers and s udents in classrooms;

The criteria deleopment also helped ua @gproach the problem as an
) -
ensemble interested collectively in. the crafts of.currlculum development'..

£ - N P

Developers who, in an-earlter stage of the project, had very limited

.;..i- : ‘ f;f 14
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.responsibilities and tasks to perform soon bgcame more 1ntegralLy involved

..as we SOught criteria. The character of staff interaction also seemed to

change, and all of the varied evpertise attained a status of legitimate
importance.( Wheras trained graphic designers formerly had been considered
mere-technical illustrators, they became conceptualizers during the criteria:
developnlent phase. ‘ Their stance changed as they saw they could anply their
trained egpertise to this design problem -

- The senSe of proprietorship the staff ‘had regarding the problem and

: the related need for criteria made my work as project director different

o

- and perhaps more effective. Just as I provided leadersh1p in 1nterpreting

_the emerging criteria and platform planks, T was also able to work with

w

developers later as we began to work on style, texture and technique in‘

the actual materials. My early work- with developers to model our first

products may not have worked 80 well without the criteria development nhase
/. )

7 .

behind us. I believe\that the criteria gave us great latitude for creativity

and inventiOn, not only for therinitial core staff who'generated them, but

also for the new staff members who. arrived later. _ - e .
——— .
‘ And finally,’the criteria,development phase helped establi*h s working ...

monitoring system in which developers were'able to critique .and refine
their colleague‘s work.- With the’® review system in effect and the criteria
in hand developers were continually able to deal with new ways to realize

the criteria and to enlarge their understanding of what- 0ccupat10nal exploration

- \
° -

for. adolescents- can meann
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