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University of Nebraska-Lincoln

Extended Elementary Teacher Education Program
Project Portrayal '

L_Project Description and Evolution

The University of Nebraska Extended Elementary Teacher Education Program (EETEP) is a five-
year alternative to the regular, four-year elementary program. Students volunteer for EETEP,
but they also are sslected into it, though not through standards that are substantially different
from those for the regular program. New cohorts are recruited and selected during their
freshman year and begin the program in the first semester of their sophomore year.

Basic 1deas for EETEP came from several different sources: ( 1) research on teaching, learning,
and human development, ( 2) the general reform movement in education and teacher education, ( 3)
content from the AACTE report, A (3// for Change in Tescher Educstion, and (4) Berliner's
concept of a pedagogical laboratory. Tne groundwork for the program was laid in discussions and
planning meetings in 1984-86; the first student cohort was admitted in August 1986. Additional
cohorts were admitted in 1987 and 1988.

In simplified form, EETEP can be characterized through four verbs: extend, connect, collaborate,
and study. Extend refers to EETEP"s five ysar length; it also describes a 1iberai arts program that
has been lengthened through adding eighteen semester hours to the general education reguirement
and also adding a non-elementary education major field or two minors. In addition, the pre-
student teaching field experience hos been extended by ten to twelve semester hours. Connegt
refers to our attempts to build connections within the program -- connections between early field
experiences and the abstractions that we teach in our en-campus pedagogy courses; connections
between learning and development courses on the one hand and methods courses on the other; and
connections across methods courses, thus leading to the preparation of two major blocks of
methods courses: (1) lsnguage and literature, and (2) mathematics, science and sociai studies.
The third verb, collaborate, refers to collaboration with the College of Arts and Sciences in
planning the liberal arts portion of the program; coliaboration with the Educational Psychology
Department in planning the development and learning portion of the program and in offering
sections of their coursss explicitly for EETEP students; coliaboration with faculty members in the
1 regular elementary program in planning and offering specific, blocked sections of their courses
for EETEP; and finally and most importantly, collaboration with the Lincoin Public Schools where
teachers and schools host EETEP students at each stage of their field experience. Of particular
importance is the fact that in each instance of collaboration, we fhave hed both “"planning” and
“doing” coileboration. That is, representatives o1 all groups who are in som3 way collaborating by
teaching or otherwise working with EETEP students were involved signiricantly in pianning at
least that portion of the program. Studv, the final verb used to describe EETEP, refers to the
reflective journals that we ask students to write; it also refers to the procedures that we are using
:)o examine both the processes and outcomes of the Extended Flementary Teacher Education
rogram.

The EETEP fs intended to educate prospective tsachers who will differ from those prepared in the
regular program on several personal and professional dimensions. The outcome measures, then,
are focused primarily on the EETEP student. Issues related to university and school faculties have
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Sampis

In order to compare the new program with the existing elementary education program, the project
identified students in succeeding EETEP cohorts as experimental samples and selected matched
groups of students in the regular program as comparison groups. EETEP Cohort 1 began with 16
students; Cohort 2 with 23, By the beginning of spring semester 1988, each cohort consisted of
thirteen studen’s. Most of those students who had left the program had left elementary education
(3) or the University of Nebraska (8). As spring semester began, two additional Cohort 1
students who had personal plans that would take them away from Lincoln arranged to transfer to
the regular program at the end of the semester so that they could move from Lincoln a year earlier
than would be possible if they had remained in EETEP. Since the end of spring semester 1988 six
Cohort 2 students also elected to transfer to the regular program. And, finally, one Cohort |

- student failed to qualify for admission to teacher education because of low grades and PPST scores.

The thirteen Cohort 1 students who completed both the first two early figld experiences and the
first formal EETEP course, Human Technologies in Teaching, and its associated field experfence
form the experimental group sample for Cohort 1. The eighteen students who completed the first

"and second ear'ly field experiences form the experimental group for Cohort 2.  The comparison
= group sample for Cohort 1 were students in three sections of the regular mathematics methods

class. The comparison group sample was drewn to match EETEP Cohort 1 students as closely as
possible on ACT scores and grade point average. Differences in means between the EETEP and
comparison group were small and non-significant. Thus it seemed reasonable to consider them
equivalent in ability and to assume that differences between them resulted from the nature of their
university experiences.

Although they were similar on ACT scores and grades, University academic experiences of the
students in EETEP Cohort 1 and its comparison group differed in several ways. First, all of the
EETEP students had completed thres, two ssmester credit hour early field experiences, while
students in the comparison group had completed only two, one semester hour experiences -- and
the nature of the experiences differed substantially. All of the EETEP students had completed the
Human Technologies in Teaching course; none of the students in the comparison group had done so.
On the other hand, students in the comparison group had completed from three to six of the nine
methods courses that are required in the regular elementary education program. One of the two
EETEP students wio left the program at the end of spring semester also had taken three methods
courses, and the ott .~ one had completed two before leaving EETEP.

At the time of the study, Cohort 2 consisted of 16 females and 2 males. All but three were of
traditional college 2g~ All three non-traditional aged students were 24 years of age; one of them
was blind. The comparison group for Cohort 2 was randomly selected from a group of velunteers
from sophomore educational psychology classes that required four hours of research participation.
These students also werz enrolled in a regular program early field experience.

Program/Component Description.

Primary components of the EETEP are (1) early and continuing field experiences that are
integrated with the uidactic portion of the program; (2) a liberal arts emphasis that reguires both
an increased general education requirement (from a reqular program requirement of 42 semester
credit hours to an cETEP requirement of 60 credit hours) and that also includes a reduced number
of options in each area, and a non-elementary education “major area” or two non-education “minor
areas;” (3) an emphasis on the research knowledge base that Is begun in the foundations courses,
is further developed in a course that bridges between the early courses ( field experiences, human
development and educational psychology), and is continued throughout the methods courses,
internship, and subsequent seminars; (4) two semester blocks of methods courses having closely
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related didactic course work an¢ accompanying field experiences; and {S) an internship with an
optional subsequent teacher educator field experience and an accompanying seminar. Of these
features, first cohort students had completed only a portion of the liberal arts emphasis, the early
field experiences, and Human Technologies in Teaching, the bridaine <curse. Second cohort
students had completed only the two early field experiences and & small part of the added liberal
arts emphasis.

Early Field Experiences. -~ All elementary education students at the University of Nebraska-
Lincoln have two semesters of early field experience, but this experience has been fundamentally
restructured for the EETEP. In the regular program, students enroll for two, one semester credit
hour (forty clock hour) experiences in locations that must be approved by the instructor. Three
short papers are submitted during the semester in which the students describe and react to their
experiences. Experiences include observations, tutoring, monitoring, some small group
instruction and soms non-instructional tasks. In the EETEP, students enroll for twa, two semester
credit hour courses of early experience. They are assigned in pairs to a teacher in one of two
schools for two mornings per week. Their university supervisor visits them almost every day and
every second week they have a seminar. Students turn in journals every second week. The
seminar, which is about forty minutes in length, serves four primary purpcses: (1) students are
invited {0 raise questions and to comment on their experiences, (2) the instructor discusses
issues related to what he reads in the journals or sees taking place in the classroom, e.g. What are
different ways that schools serve the needs of exceptional children and at the same time provide
appropriate education for all children? ( 3) the instructor brings in new material for discussion,
and (4) school staff members, eg. the principal, meet with students to answer their questicns or
to ask them questions.

In the second semester, students change schools and teachers, grade levels, and EETEP partners.
Feedback on student performance also is secured from cooperating teachers.

Human Technologies in Teaching. --The Human Technologies ccurse and the third field experience

are taught essentially as a single five semester credit hour course that includes on-campus
didactic and laboratory work as well as off-campus experience. The combined course follows
somewhat the pattern of the pedagogical laboratory described by Berliner ( 1987), exceot that
each topic begins with a structuring of the content related to that topic in order to provide a basis
for other experiences at increasing levels of realism ranging from simple simulations such as
these provided in the University of Virginia computer simulation problems, to viewing and coding
videotapes and discussing protocols, to microteaching. E£ach topic concludes with the EETEP student
teaching a lesson using cooperative learning and emphasizing a particular teaching behavior.
Students are expected to combine behaviors and skills developed early in the course with those
devg;oped in succeeding units. Students also are expected to “think” across units. Students work in
study teams.

The purpose of the Human Technologies in Teaching course is to provide a bridge betwesn early
field experfences and educational psychology courses on the one hand and the special methods
courses on the other. This bridge is bufit upon certain selected, both general and specific concepts
and principles, and their related research, that are discussed in child development and educational
psychology. Thus, the course fs intended to deveiop a limited number of strategies, behaviors and
skills, and to suggest how others might be developed; it is not intended to be incluzi. The Human
Technologies in Teaching course slso is intended to help students view individual teacher behaviors
in relation to teaching strategies - - to see important relationships within what teachers do.

The Human Technologies in Teaching course has cooperative learning, a teaching strategy, as its
organizing theme. This means that (1) cooperative learning is acknowledged as one teaching
strategy that prospective elementary teachers should master, (2) students are taught about




cooperative learning and how to use it as-a tcehing strategy, (3) much of the class instruction is
organized in a cooperative learning mode, and ( 4) cooperative learning provides the structure for
each iesson.

H -- The Language and Literature Block combines the essential
content of three methods cour ses taught separately in the present elementary teacher preparation
program: reading, language arts, and children's literature. The Block 15 built on the premise that
Janguage and literature are the bases of ali content areas.

The language arts (reading, listening, speaking and writing) are not subjects within themselves,
but are concerned with the development of communication that is relevant, correct, clear,
imaginative, and effective. Certain tools assist this communication, including spelling,
handwr iting, grommar and usage, creative dramatics, storytelling, and others. The application of
these wols to efiective methods of teaching children to read, specifically to the development of
basic word identification and comprehension strategies, are an important focus in the Block.
Syntheses of these tools and strategies are extended to the development of children who read both
for appreciation and information. Abflity to translate knowledge of the basic communication
processes to student tasks and behaviors is demonstrated in a variety of practicum exper iences.

The goal in the elementary classroom is to create an environment in which children learn to use
language ( language produced by them and by others) more effectively because they need it to
accomplish tasks which are meaningful to them. This goal is met in part by providing choice=-in
activities, in materials, and in instructional methodologies. The goal in the Block is to create a
language and writing “community” in the college classroom that will serve as a model for
elementary classroom practice. This goal is accomplished in large part by providing the
foundation from which the choices may be made.

Teaching Mathematics, Natural and Social Sciences in the Elementary Schogl -- The Teaching
Mathematics, Natural and Social Sciences in the Elementary School block is an integration of three
separate courses. The block emphasizes the role, content, materials, and trends of mathematics,
science, and social studies in childhood education. The organizing theme for the block is critical
thinking skills. That is, EETEP students will be taught critical thinking skills and their
application to each of the three content areas. Much of their teaching will be organized around this
central theme.

Course objectives for Teaching Mathematics, Natural and Social Sciences in the Elementary School
center around (1) the child, (2) the nature of mathematics and the natural and social sciences,
(3) instructional planning, ( 4) school objectives for mathematics and natural and social sciences,
(S) teaching strategies and instructional materials, and (6) evaluation. A major unit is built
around each of these dimensions as well as one that includes such special topics as maps and global
<.ills, controversial issues, censorship and academic freedom, the teacher as a professional and
the use of labor atories, including safsty.

Field Sites

Four elementary schools in Lincoln serve as field sites for EETEP students. Approximately
twenty-five teachers in these four schools have worked with EETEP students. These four schools
serve quite different populations and have different organizations and emphases.

chool 1 -- is an older, Chapter 1 school in a generally lower income neighborhood. Many
children come from single parent families; there is a mixture of ethnic backgrounds. School 1 has
an extensive special education program. Chapter 1, ESL, and special education children are served



through extensive pullout programs. Thus, although School 1 is organized as a set of self-contained
) classrooms, many children spend a great deal of time away from their “i-eqular” classrooms.

School 2 -- isan older school with extensive additions having been made as more people have
"~ oved into the service area. Population served is primarily niiddle and lower middle income.
School 2 is not a Chapter 1 school. School 2 faculty are organized in teams; children are
homogeneously grouped for some subjects and heterogeneously grouped for others. Becauss of the
frequent regroupings, EETEP students see different groups of children on the same day, even
though there are essentially no pullout programs.

2¢hool 3 -- s a school at what was an airbase. At one time the school served a quite transient
population, but that is no longer the case. Population served is primarily middle and lower middle
income. School 3 has self-contained classrooms with relativelv little pullout of children.

School 4 -- is a 40-year-old school that has been expanded several times: it serves a
largaly middle and upper middle income population. About half of the school population is from the
immediate neighborhood; the other half is bussed in. Teachers are organized in teams and there is
some grouping of children. Instruction tends to be quite traditional.

Expected Qutcomes

The general project goal, as stated above, is to prepare elementary teachers who differ on several
dimensions from those prepared in the regular University of Nebraska-Lincoln program.
Essentially, we have said that we would like EETEP students to have higher conceptual level scores
and scores that are higher in Bloom’s taxonomy, to understand that there are multiple approaches
to teaching, and to have more pusitive attitudes about children's ability to succeed in ~chool; to
know more about and be able to teach using a specific teaching strategy (cooperative learning),
Bruner’s concept of scaffolding, and selected teacher behaviors. Furthermore, we want EETEP
students to exhibit higher levels of teaching performs .ze.

Conceptual Level. -- Other researchers have found that changing teachers' conceptual level scores
Is very difficult (Albertson, 1987). However, because we area convinced that teachers who have a
higher level of conceptual functioning than is typical for elementary education students perform in
aa:rferent manner (Albertson, 1987), we consider it important to attempt to help raise the level
at which preservice teachers iunction. For example, teachers who function at higher conceptual
levels encourage more complex cognitive processes, utilize more information to help students
think divergently and engage in self-expression, create a variety of learning environments, and
demonstrate greater behavioral flexibility (Aibertson, 1987). We also are convinced that
through extended combinations of classroom and field experiences of the sort that the EETEP
provides in which students are asked to describe, analyze, and evaluate those exper iences orally as
well as in writing those students may achieve higher conceptual level scores -- as well as attain
the more traditional objectives of increased knowledge and skill levels.

Intellectual Level. -- Hannah and Michaelis (1977) have developed a structure, level-of-
intellect, that is an adaptation and extension of Bloom's taxonomy (Bloom, et al., 1956). The
Hannah and Michaelis structure has two levels with ea~, level having five divisions. The first
level begins with interpreting and includes comparing, classifying, generalizing, and inferring.
The second level is divided into analyzing, synthesizing, hypothesizing, predicting, and evaluating.

Level of Integratior. -~ In addition to level-of-intellect as described by Hannah and Michaelis, we
used a level-of -integration structure developed for scoring dily reports in the University of
Nebraska-Lincoln Junior High School Project (B.iney, Pettit and Santmire, 1986 --
mimeographed).




now! nd Understanding. -- Knowledge and understanding were measured by the end-of-
course test in the Human Technologies in Teaching course. This test was given to students in the
EETEP first cohort and te s compar ison group of junior students in the regular program.

Performance Behaviors. -~ Securing appropriate performance behaviors was somewhat more
problematic than 2btaining information about students’ knowledge and understanding. However, we
do have some intrepretations of classroom videotapes of EETEP students teaching in the Human
Technologies course.

EETEP Planning Committes.

Program planning and project supervision have been the respensibility of the Planning
Committee, a thirteen member group with seven representatives from the faculty of the Center for
Curriculum and Instruction, a graduate student, one faculty member from Educational Psychology
and one from English, two representatives from the Lincoln Public Schools administration, and one
person from the Nebraska State Department of Education. The Planning Committee has three
subcommittees: Teacher Education, Teacher Educator , and Research.

The Planning Committee meets monthly to receive information, react to recommendations from the
staff and subcommittees, and make project decisions. The subcommittees, which also meet
monthly or oftener, initiate almost all planning; however, much subcommittee planning is in
response to staff experience and recommendations.

First level planning occurs at the subcommittee level; decisions are made by the Planning
Committee. Occasionally an issue requiring immediate ection comes up at a time when the Planning
Committee is scheduled to mest before the relevant subcommittee does. On those occasions the issue
comes before the Planning Committee without the prior consideration of the subcommittee.

EETEP has provided special professional opportunities for its students and cooperating teachers.
The fifteen colleges and universities in Nebraska that prepare teachers have formed a Corsortium
for the Improvement of Teacher Education. Each year, this Consortium holds a meeting to which a
well-known scholar is invited to give a keynote address. We have invited EETEP students and
cooper ating teachers to be guests at these meetings. Among the invited speakers have been David
Berliner, Lee Shulman, John Goodlad, Heather Weiss and Ernest Washington.

curriculum Planning Activiti

Planning activities for the Early Field Experiences took place in the summer of 1986; those for
the Human Technologies in Teaching and the Languags and Literature Block, in the summer of
1987; those for the Mathematics, Science, and Social Studies Teaching block, in the summer of
1988.

farly Field Experiences -- Four teachers and a building principal worked with two faculty
members and a graduate assistant as the planning team th-.t designed the field exper ience saquence.
Following preliminary planning, the group presented their progress to the Planning Committee.
The final document serves as a guide for the two early field exper iences.

man T ogies in Teachi rs¢, -- Pre-planning for Human Technologies in teaching
consisted of preliminary reviews of the child development and educational psychology courses and
texts, telephone discussions with David Berliner and Jane Stallings, and administration of a




questionnaire related to appropriate content for the course to selected faculty and cooperating
teachers. A four-person Lincoln Public Schools team -- two teachers, one coordinator, and ons
principal -- worked with a faculty member in the detailed development of the course. Each
member of the planning group assumed responsibility for developing the preliminary plan for at
least one unit of instruction. Members of the group analyzed and made comments on the
preliminary plan and it was later revised for inclusion in the course.

Lanquege and Literature Block. -~ Three persons from the Lincoln Public Schools -- one

coordinator and two teachers -- worked with a faculty member as a planning committee in the
development of the Language and Literature Block.

Eield Experience. -- Three faculty members pulled together common concepts from these three
methods courses and content areas, reduced redundancy, and formulated a plan to correlate the
field experiences associated with the present three separate courses. This work continued with
cooperative efforts with a principal and a set of teachers.

11, Major Issues, Strategies and Callahoration Approaches
issue 1: of EETEP.

The first cohort of stucents were recruited into the EETEP as first semester sophomores; the
second cohort began the program according to the original plan 8s second semester freshmen. We
had intended to continue beginning the program for students at the second semester freshman level.
Three problems became apparent with this approach: (1) about half of the freshmen do not take
Education 131, Foundations of Education, the course through which we recruit students, until
spring semester. This means that we primarily recruited from half of the freshman class; those
recruited from spring sections during the first week cf the semester must drop end add courses in
order to participate in the program. (2) Meny students enter Teachers College as trangfer
studeits, often from the College of Arts and Sciences vuring their freshman year. Under the
planned recruiting approach, they were in effect eliminated as potential participants. (3) As the
program ceveloped, with the exceptien of Cohort 1, there would be one semester (spring,
sophomore year) in which no EETEP activity would take place. The Planning Committee, and
teachers and students in the program, expressed concern about such a lapse. The chosen solution to
this issue was to begin new cohorts as sophomores rather than second semester freshmen, using
both semesters of the freshman year for recruitment, and expanding recruitment to those transfer
students who are also at freshman or very early sophomore level.

Issue 2: General Education,

Although the project increased the number of general education hours and limited the options of
courses that may be used for general education, Steering Committee members continued to be
concerned about the extent to which the project's intent for general education outcomes was being
met, and the extent to which these outcomes were, and should be, consistent with the university as
a whole. The University of Nebraska-Lincoln does not have a single general education
requirement; instead, ali colleges and programs can establish taeir own. Despite an effort by the
Chancellor to establish uniform requirements, this has not yet been accomplished. Because the
Untversity failed in its attempt to establish uniform requirements, the EETEP Planning Committee
elected to revise the list of courses which could be used for general education in EETEP within the
original framework.. Based on this decision a few minor modifications were made in these
requirements.




issue 3: Major/Minor Fields of Siudy.

As students began coursework in their major/minor fields of study, problems and issues started to
emerge. One problem was that of students who were completing dual endorsement programs in
slementary education and either special education or human development. The certification
requirements in each of these other two fields are extensive enough that it becomes the student's
only other major area of study, which was not the original intent of est: lishing majors and
minors. However, the project has had 3-4 students in each cohort who want dual endorsement,
and who are good students, and we are interested in accommodating them. We also recognize that a
well-educated dual endorsement person is & valuable assst to a school. As the project gathers
outcome data on students, we will pay particular attention to dual-endoi ssment students, in order
to better understand both the benefits and drawbacks of having special education or human
development rather than an Arts and Sciences field as & non-elementary education major field of

study.

A second fssue related to major and minor fields of study had to do with the definition of those
fields, and decisions about which courses qualify as part of the field of study. The Planning
Committee made two decisions: ( 1) that majors and minors would be defined as the College of Arts
and Sciences defined them, and the same number of hours would be required (estimated 18 hours
for a minor; 36 hours for a major), and (2) that no more than 12 hours of a student's General
Education coursework can be applied to the major field and no more than 6 hours to each minor
field of study. There are some teaching endorsement fields, however, that do not have directly
corresponding academic majors or minors; for example, a person can be endorsed in social studies
or language arts, which &re actually combinations of major/minor fields as defined by Arts and
Sciences. Those broad fields may be more appropriate as a field of study for an elementary
education major, however. The Planning Committee voted to permit students to adopt these
combinations.

Issue 4: Redesigning Methods courses. ‘

One of the major goals of this program was to redesign the methods courses in such a way that they
are integrated and provide students with opportunities to apply the content in simulated and real
situations. The Language and Literature and the Mathematics, Natural and Social Sciences were
organized into two separate blocks.

An issue that has not been completely resolved is the strategy for field experiences to accompany
the two semesters of methods courses. Students in the Language and Literature Block are in
elementary classrooms two hours per day, five days per week. We have not succeeded, however in
tying the concepts and strategies being taught in the methods courses to the ongoing programs in
the site classrooms.

Issue 5: Documentation.

The project has documented both process ectivities, including course development, and outcomes. It
also has gathered data on students in order to permit making comparisons at key points in the
program and after program complstion.

The biggest issue related to documentation facing the project is one of time and resources. EETEP
students move through two new field experiences, 8 new course with an accompanying field
experience, two newly redesigned methods blocks with field experiences, an interrship, extended
general education and major/minor fields of study; all phases of this redesigned program should be
documented. All of the faculty in the program are also teaching in the regular elementary




education program, howsver, and there are few resources, beyond the project funding itself, for
documentation efforts. Thus, we must find ways te dacument the program that add the 1east amount
of additional burden to project faculty and teachers as necsssary , while at the same time providing
useful data for program improvement and project documentation. The Planning Committee and
project staff have wrestled with this issue throughout the period of our project.

Issue 6: Collaboration.

EETEP's primary collaborating organizations are the UN-L College of Arts and Sciences and the
Lincoln Public Schools. Dr. Ned Hedges, former academic vice chancellor and now with the English
Department, serves as a Planning Committee member and as liaison with the College of Arts and
Sciences. Most issues that have arisen related to Arts and Sciences have deslt with appropriate
courses to meet the perceived general education needs of EETEP students. Dr. Hedges has provided
information about such courses as well as actively negotiating with the English Department and
with the Associato Dean of Arts and Sciences. In addition to this primary contact with Arts and
Sciences, we have had limited discussions with some other departments to arrange for specific
courses to be taught. For example, the Mathematics Department for many years hes listed a course
titled Geometry for Elementory Teachers in which the concepts underlying the geometry taught to
elementary school students are covered. This is not a required course, and because of no demand,
it has not been taught. We want EETEP students to have it; thus, we have talked with the
Chairperson of the Mathematics Department who assures us that if we notify them the year before
the course is first needed, they will begin offering i* on a regular basis for our students.

We have considered that extensive and active coliaboration with the Lincoln Public Schools (LPS)
Is central to the EETEP. For this reason, we have two persons from the LPS staff (Drs. Merilyn
Moore, Assocfate Superintendent, and Betty Dillon-Peterson, Director of Staif Development) as
members of the Planning Committee. They have been instrumental in activities leading up to the
varfous curriculum planning groups as well as in working through the process for securing
expressions of interest from slementary schools that serve as figld sites.

One of the major forms of substantive collaboration with the schools has been the teams of teachers
and administrators who have worked with university faculty to design EETEP courses and field
experiences. This summer planning has been critically important to the success of the project,
not only because the courses have been better as a result of their work, but because the teachers'
involvement has resulted in & much firmer commitment to the program by the individual teachers
and the faculties in their buildings. Three examples may illustrate the point.

Four teachers and a building principal worked with two faculty members and a graduate assistant
as the planning team that designed the field experience sequence. Although we did not explcitly
think about choosing teachers from potential site schools, in fact, as the four teachers and the
principal worked with us, each of them became convinced that their school should be one of the site
schools, and that they could play a key role in their buildings to help other teachers understand
what the project was trying to accomplish and to build commitment to the program. Because the
schools were diverse and were among the schools that had expressed interest in becoming site
schools, two of the schools represented were chosen for the first cohort. Two others were selected
for the second cohort.

Asecond example took place as we were selecting participants for the two summer plannring
sessions taking place in the summer of 1987. We had agreed that the participants should be from
site schools, and that they should be a combination of those who had participated the first summer
and new participants. Just before the sessions were to begin, one of the principals (who did not
participate the first summer ) called and asked if he could join the group; he also specified that he
did not want to be paid from project funds, that it would be part of his district-paid summer duty
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time. The principal was actively involved in reading the ressarch, planning units, and joining in
the often spir ited discussion of what should be taught in the Human Technologies course.

A third example of collaboration occurred in the preparation for the fall, 1987 semester. At the
suggestion of the teachers on the curriculum planaing teams, a joint meeting of the two teams
(HTT and Language and Literature), the site school principals, the chair of Curriculum and
Instruction, the dean of Teachers College, and project staff was held. The purpase of the meeting
was to establish a plan for orfenting site teachers to the year's activities, including both ongoing
field experiences and the new HTT course. The principals agreed to provide time for a two hour
meeting, including a luncheon, to take place, in which project teachers from all four s.te schools
could meet together. This time came out of allocated building inservice time during the week
before school opened in September. A team of teache! s, university feculty, and a principal jointly
planned the program.

Collaboration, then, has been comfortable both with the LPS Administration and the faculties and
administrators of the four site schools. Each time we have invited them to participate with us, eg.
attend the Berliner lecture and the working luncheon, and each time we have requested that
something be done, e.g., evaluate EETEP students, everyons hes participated as invited or
requested. In fact, two of the principals reyularly seek ways for their schools to participate more
fully in the program. One principal has indicated that he is prepared to pick up certain program
costs, as needed. This has been further- validated this fall ( 11/16/1988) with the assurance that
by this principal that teachers will have adequate time, supported by his school, for planning with
b(llth tf))culty members and students in the Teaching Mathematics, Natural and Social Sciences
Block.

In addition to the College of Arts and Sciences and the Lincoln Public Schools, the Nebraska
Department of Education has been an active collaborator in the EETEP through participation on the
Planning Committee.

One of the more impartant and perplexing fssues of collaboration fs how to work most effectively
with those elementary education faculty members who are not associated with the EETEP. Any riew
program is threatening both because it introduces new elements and because its potential impact
on one’s own life and activities is indefinable. EETEP's ultimate success will depend on the EETEP
staff and Planning  .mmittee success in working with all elementary education faculty members.

111, Major Qutcomes

Yarious project data were analyzed in different ways. Where appropriate, statistical comparisons
were made of early and late scores for EETEP and comparison groups, as in the case of cunceptual
level scores. In other instances, a trend analysis was tried, for example, with some of the scores
from student journals. However, much of the report is descriptive, either with numbers, as in
thedcwe of the transcript analyses, or with narrative, os in the case of the interviews and policy
studies. /

Project Qutcomes

The Extended Elementary Teacher Education Program is focused primarfly on the prospective
teacher. Because we consider intellectual, knowledge and performance dimensions all to be
important to teaching, each is represented by at least one outcome measure.

e What impact does the University of Nebraska Extended Elementary Tee~her
Education Program have on selected personal characteristics of prospective
teachers?

10
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Conceptual Level

Analysis of Cohort 1 conceptual level scores showed a non-significant difference for the EETEP

students over the perfod between the end of the first field experience and the end of the Human

Technologies in Teaching course (t for correlated samples = 1.69, p < .07). Analysis of Cohort 2

conceptual lsvel scores showed no significant differences either between the EETEP and compar ison

%roggi or for the EETEP students over the course of the two early field experiences. ( Cohoon,
9

Intellectual Processes

Journals were scored on three separate intellectual dimensions ( 1) level of integration, (2) level

of intellect, and (3) level of specificity. Level of integration is a developmental measure of how

preservice teachers think as they write in their journals. This scale ranges from 1, the most

concrete level, to 4, the most abstract. Level of intellect is a hierarchical arrangement of
intellectual levels renging from one to six. Level of specificity is a measure of the amount of detafl

?ontalned Ig ége) journal. Scores range from one, the most general, to four, the most detafled.
Cohoon, 1

Only a sampling of journal entries was scored. For Cohort !, the sampie consisted of seven daily
entrigs in the first semester, nine in the second semester and seven in the third. Differences
among scores on each of the three intellectusl dimensions were analyzed using clusters of dates.
Clusters were formed by treating the first entry (date) in each semester as the first cluster and
then the second three entries and final three entires of the semester as second and third clusters.
(These clusters were formad post hoc, that is, they were formed after we reviewed plots of the
da: ly mean sc):or&s. Analyses were made of the cluster data and figures were drawn from them after
this review.

Datafrom Cohort 1 journals were analyzed using regression analysis -~ the SAS General Linear
Models procedure -- to determine how scores for integration, intellect, and specificity changed
over time. For the total group, the quadratic regre<sion was significant for each of the three traits.
A pattern indicative of a quadratic model appears in the descriptive patterns for levels of
integration, intellect, and specificity as shown in Figures 1, 2,and 3, respectively.

Level of Integration -- Total Group. Cohort ! students showed a significant change in level of
integration during the three semesters that they i..pt journals, i.e., during the two early field
experiences as well as the field experfence assocfated with the Human Technologies in Teaching
course. The change in level of integration was significant at the .0001 level over the three
semester period.

The pattern of Cohort 1 mean cluster scores over the three semester period fs presented in Figure
1. Asshown in Figure 1, the mean level of integration for day ! of the first semester -~ just as
students were beginning their first field experience -- was high, above 2.4. The mean score for
the second cluster dropped substantfally -- to 2.1; for the final cluster of the first semester the
mean score remained about the same as for the second cluster, approximately 2.1. At the
beginning of the secund semester (day 1, or the first cluster of the semester) the mean score for
level of integration dropped sharply (from 2.1 to 1.9) from what {t had been In the final cluster
of the first semester; it then increased for each of the final two clusters. Between the final
cluster of the second semester and the first day ( cluster) of the third semester, when the students
were beginning the Human Technologies in Teaching course with its associated third semester of
field experience, the mean level of integration score returned to what 1t had been at the beginning
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LEVEL of INTEGRATION

Figure 1

Mean Scores and Quadratic Regression
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of the first field experience -~ slightly above 2.4. In the second and third clusters of the third
semester, level of integration mean scores continued to climb -- from 2.43 t0 2.49 to 2.65.

Our interpretation of the three semester pattern of level of integration mean scores is that
students coming fnte the program have a rather clear, idealized notion of what teaching fs all
about, i.e., it is what they remember from their own elementary school experience. It is this
idealized version that students perceive when they first enter the classroom. During the next few
days in the classrrom, they begin to see that teaching and teacher relationships with children are
somewhat different from what they had remembered or understood them to be. This is a
disequilibrating experience and is reflected by the drop in level of integration scores. As the
students’ new picture begins to stabilize during the semester, level of integration scores rise.

At the start of the second semester, when the students transfer to @ new school and a new teacher
where things are different from both their own memory of what elementary school was like and
their first semester field experience, their image of teaching and schocl fs destabflized again. This
results in a further decrease in the level of integration score. During the second semester, as
during the first semester, students begin to rationalize their versions of teaching that now are a
part of their image structure and to form their own, somewhat independent notion of what teaching
should be. Again, this rationalization is reflect in their higher level of integration scores.

Probably in part because of their greater experience with different views of teaching and in part
because cooperative learning s taught to them as a specific teaching strategy before they are asked
to use it, student journals indicate an increese rather than a decrease in level of integration at the
beginning of the third semester. Further progress is made on this developing, personal version of
teaching during the third semester. Once again, this progress is reflected in rising level of
integration scores.

Level of intellect. Cohort ! students showed a significant change (.0S) in level of inteliect scores,
for clusters of entries, during the three semesters that they kept journals, i.e., curing the two
early field experiences and the field experience associated with the Human Technologies in
Teaching course.

Leve! of intellect scores remained relatively stable throughout the first two semesters of field
experiences. The mean for the first cluster (day) was the highest for these two semesters
(2.63); the low mean score of 2.43 was reached in the second cluster of the second semester. The
real change in mean level of intellect scores occurred during the Human Technologies in Teaching
semester. The mean score for the first cluster (day) of the third semester was 2.63; the second
cluster mean score was 2.80; and the third was 3.28. (See Figure 2.)

Level of Specificity. Cohort 1 students showed a significant change (.04) in level of specificity
scores, for clusters of entries, during the three semesters that they kept journals, i.e., during the
two early field experiences and the field experience essociated with the Human Technologies in
Teaching. Level of specificity socres did not change greatly from one semester to the next;
however, they did follow a pattern corresponding to a quadratic model. (See Figure 3.)

The above presentation related to levels of integration, intellect and specificity seems to assume a
straightforward, before-the-fact statistical design. Thet assumption, of course, was not met.
Because the clusters were formed and the figures drawn post hoc, both the analysis and the
discussion of the dat are soft. In order for them to be justified, further research will be
required.

Although the data collection points and the manner of analysis were different for Cohort 2 and
Cohort 1, students in Cohort 2 also made significant changes in their level of integration, level of

12
14




Figure 2

Mean Scores and Quadratic Regression
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Figure 3

Mean Scores and Quadratic Regression
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intellect, and level of specificity scores over the two semesters of their early field experiences.
(Cohron, 1988)

e What impact does the University of Nebraska Extended Elementary Teacher
Education Program have, at the end of student's second year in the program, on
selected items of the prospective tescher’'s professional knowledge and
performance?

The informatio:s in this section related to the prospective teacher's knowledge is from the final
examination ior Human Technologies in Teaching (HTT); that for performance is from videotapes
and analytic papers of EETEP students in the HTT courss.

K nowledge and Understanding.

The final examination for the HTT has both multiple choice and essay questions. Questions on the
multiple choice portion were scored as correct or incorrect; questions on the essay portion were
analyzed both qualitatively and quantitatively.

. an Te e % nal Examination --As indicated
above, the final examination for the Human Technologies course contains questions from (1)
cooperative learning, (2) classroom management, (3) development and Bruner’s concept of
scaffolding, (4) wait-time, and (S) feedback. The test contains five parts drawn from these
areas. The cooperative learning part has SO points possible, classroom management -- 36,
development and scaffolding -- 16, wait-time -- 10, and feedback -- 10. Table 1 shows the mean
scores for the experimental and control groups; Tabie 2 gives the analysis of variance for the data.

eaching

0
”

Table !

Mean Scores, Total Test and Subtests, for EETEP Cohort 1 and Compar ison Group on Multiple
Choice Portion of Human Technologies in Teaching Final Examination

Coope_ratlve Classroom D%vcglopmgnt/ Wai'-

EETEP 105.77 43.85 28.69 14.38 8.08 2.00
Comparison 84.1S 32.08 24.69 11.54 7.1S 7.23
Table 2

Analysis of Yariance for Total Test and Subtests for EETEP Cohort 1 and Comparison Group on
Mutitiple Choice Portion of Human Technologies in Teaching F inal Examination

Cooperative  Classroom Development/ Wait-

Group  TotalTest learning  Manage _ Scaffoldi Time back

F Value 104.42 104.58 10.00 52.63 4.08 24.05

df ] ] ] ] ] ]

PR>F .0001 0001 .0042 .0004 .0548 .0001
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As indicated in Table 1, the exper imental group mean exceeded the control group on each section of
the test as well as on total score. Furthermore, as shown in Table 2, the differences for the total
test and four of the five subtests were statistically significant. Only on wait-time did the
difference fail to achieve significance.

The results shown in Tables 1 and 2 should have been expected, because the Human Technologies in
Teaching course instructors based the examination that was given to the EETEP and comparison
groups ¢n the content of the Human Technologies in Teaching course. However, this resuit also
glves credence to th:3 faculty and teacher surveys which showed that the content taught in the
Human Technologies ir Teaching course is not covered in thie regular methods courses.

S an Ted! : aching Final Examination. -~ Both the EETEP Cohort |
students who completed the HTT course and a comparison group of junior Students in a methods
course completed esssy questions as well as the multiple choice portion of the HTT final
€<amination.

For the essay portion of the final examination, students were given choices among Classroom
situations and were asked to plan a demonstration lesson for the situation they selected. The
student was to report .. ."(a) what information you would want to have about the class, (b) what
you wiil try to accomplish in the lesson, (c) what teaching strategy you will use, (d) what
activities you will have the class do, (e) what your role as the teacher will be and what issues you
will be especially alert to, () how long the lesson that you have planned likely will require, (g)
what criteria you will use for judging the success of your lesson, and (h) how you will determine
whather the students have achieved what you wanted to achieve.”

A sample question is as follows: "There are twenty-two students ~- eleven girls and eleven boys -
- in this racially mixed class of fifth graders, some of whom prefer not to sit by certain othc
students. You have been asked to introduce the class to long division in which the remainder is
treated as a decimal and is rounded off to the nearest tenth.” (Alternative classroom situations
inciuded different grade levels, content areas, tasks, and student characteristics.)

Data for the essay examination reveal a few similarities and several major differences between
EETEP and compar ison group student responses. Similarities between the groups include amount of
contextual information requested in response to “a" and the knowledge outcomes required for
judging lesson (g) and student (h) success.

Major differences between the groups appear for information requested about individual students
(three times as many items of information were requested by EETEP as by comparison group
students); number of lesson objectives (twice as many by EETEP students); number of class
activities (two-and-a half times as many by EETEP); specific recommendations for teacher role
(two-and-a-half times as many by EETEP students); and social outcomes judged necessary for
lesson anrd student success.

Perhaps more important than the numbers of separate items listed by members of the EETEP and
comparison groups is the "tying together” that occurred in the EETEP lesson plans, the best
example of which is in the responses to the “class activities” question. In these responses, nine of
the ten EETEP students listed two or more ciass activities and in each instance, the activities had a
clear, explicit sequence. In the compariser group, 2/3 of the students listed two or more
activities, but in only four instances were the activities clearly sequentiat; that is, the activities
listed appeared to have no particular relation to each other. For example, an EETEP student, who
had not had any methods classes, answered part “d” "what activities you will have the class do” in
this manner: "I would be-trying to get the students to recognize that different types of story
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problems use different processes to solve them. To do this, we would review each process together
and look at their differences and when each process is appropriate for a problem. When we have
gone over that thoroughly, they would be assigned cooperative learning groups of 3 using a mix of
ability, sex, and socio-economic class. Their activity would be to identify as a group what process
to use in several story problems given them and to use that process to get the correct answer. . .
When the group time is over, we will need to extensively process what went on. | would randomly
call on individuals to ask what process their group used, why they used it and what answer they
get. We would also process the social criteria and | would both ask them how they did and report
my observations. We would then talk about goals to strive for. For closure, ! would sum up what
we did today and go over the processes by asking the stuents questions to check their understanding.
Then they would do their individual quiz with 3 problems on it exactly like these they did in
groups but using different numbers.” A comparabie student in the regular program, who was just
completing her mathematics and several other methods classes, responded. “To begin the lesson |
would first give them things they can manipulate along with a story problem. | would bring
marbles, toothpicks, etc. Eventually | would have them use drawings to solve the problem and
gradually make them figure the problem out individually.” Another student in the regular
program wrote, “| would have objects and word problems on a sheet for each of the students. Then
| wouid teke them through the steps.”

Even more important than the tying together within & subquestion, however, was the degree to
which EETEP students systematically their plans across the total response. Most students, for
instance, deliberately used the information they requested about the class members in further
planning of the lesson, and their lessons showed a consistent flow from strategy to activities to the
teachers role, etc.

Performance

Performance judgmerts were derived from videotapes of one of the final two teaching exper iences
of Cohort 1 students in the Human Technologies in Teaching course. These videotapes were viewed
in relation to the analytic papers students wrote of their plans and tapes. A combination of key
points in the analytic papers, with reference to their videotapes, of three Cohort | students are
summarized below to indicate the use they made in their lessons and in their of their videotapes of
scaffolding, wait time, classroom moritoring and various cooperative learning functions. Student
1 taught a lesson on paragraphs to a fifth grade class; Student 2, a lesson on the use of telephone
directories to a second grade class; Student 3, a lesson on forming plurals from words ending in f
to a fourth grade class.

The lesson on paragraphs that Student | reported was the second of two lessons on this topic. She

already knew approximately what the students knew about paragraphs from the first lesson. She
used this information as the basis for a review (a scaffold) at the beginning of the second lesson
and then used that information to move to more advanced knowledge, that of finding their own topic
and posing questions. This shows on the videotape. Wait time was used, and is apparent,
particularly in the end-of-1esson processing. In some instances, Student i would ask a question
and then try to clarify it before a student was ready to respond; however , she recognized this in
her lesson analysis.

Student 1 exhibited instances of god classroom monitoring and some of failure to do so, as when
she stood with her back to the class when she was at the chalkboard. Here again, however, she
found this on her videotape herself, but also noted that the students were paying attention and no
problems arose.

Student 1 used all aspects of cooperative learning effectively, moving systematically from
establishing both academic and collaborative objectives, the latter somewhat belatediy, to
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assigning the students to heterogensous groups, to other aspects of cooperative learning and finally
to processing and closing of the lesson. She showed excellent focus on each of the major
instructional 1ssues dealt with in the HTT class.

Student 2 aiso reported the second of two lessons, one on the use of telephone directories. She used
both her awareness that most of the second graders in this particular classroom were in the early
concrete stage and her know ledge of how much they already knew about telephone directories as the
basis for scaffolding her lesson. She began with what they knew and then worked step by step with
them by qiving them a particular number to find, then helping them move through the book to find
the page and the telephcne number. She also arranged the four telephone numbers they were to
look up in alphabetical order so that the task would be easier. All of this is reported in her paper
and most of it is apparent on the videotape.

Student 2 did not exhibit wait time very explicitly. rollowing a question, she would wait until
students answered, but she did not wait prior to asking a nu:astion nor did she ask the sorts of
questions that create pauses for students. She also had difriculty remembering to position herself
s0 that she could see the entire classroom when she was wvorking with an individual student. In both
of these instances, however, she recognized the difficulty herself,

Studenit 2 followed the cooperative learning teaching straitegy systematically from the establishing
of academic and social objectives with her students and assigning them to heterogeneous groups --
pairs, except in one instance where she had to have three -- to structuring positive goal
interdependence and individual accountability  individual worksheets) to providing closure to the
lesson. Again, all of these steps are readily identifiable on Student 2's vidostape.

Like students | and 2, Student 3 reported the second lesscn in a pair, teaching students how to
change words ending in f to the plural form. She provided for heterogeneous grouping by using
scores on a pre-quiz. Although she tried to build from the students' already existing knowledge,
this portion of the lesson was ccnfusing. It seems doubtful if the students understood clearly how
changing words ending in f related to what they had already Iearned about forming pluréss.

Student 3 seldom used wait time in her teaching, a fact that she became aware of while watching
her videotape. “The best way | can think of to sclve this problem would be to count to six. | would
count to six because | know that | would count faster when I'm teaching.”

Although Student 3 positioned herself well during the time the cooperative learning groups were
working, she did have a tendency to turn her back to much of the class and focus on a single student
or group when someone asked a question. However, she also became aware of this auring her
review of the videotape and discussed it in her report.

Student 3 used many of the steps in the cooperative learning strategy, but not in a completely
orderly a fashion. Both the lesson introduction and closure were abbreviated. Neither lesson
content nor cooperative behaviors was processed thoroughly. Although students were identified by
qQuiz scores and assigned heterogeneously to groups, it is not clear that Student 3 used this
information in assigning roles within groups or that she was aware of it 85 she monitored the
group activity. Student 3 progressed between her initial teaching and the final lesson.

Project Impjementation

We organized our thinking about project implementation around five principal questions: (1)
What effect does the EETEP have on student selection of courses as related to the change in general
education requirements? (2) What is the instructional content in the three courses and blocks of
courses explicitly designed for the EETEP? (3) How do students experience the FETEP? (4) How
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did varfous key persons in (a) Teachers College and (b) Lincoln Public Schools experience the
EETEP? (S) What policies were in effect in 1985 at the University and in the Lincoln Public
Schools that affected the initiation of the EETEP? Thus, the discussion of program implementation
is organized around these five questions.

It must be noted that, as with outcomes, project implementation is in midcourse. During this
semester, first semester 1988-89, Cohort ! students are enrolled in the Language and Literature
Block. They still must complete their Teaching Mathematics, Natural and Social Sciences B lock as
well as their internship, general education, ant major/minor requirements. In addition, most
students will complete other graduate courses. Thus, implementation still poses a number of
unresolved questions and issues.

® As revealed in student transcripts, what effect does the EETEP have on seglection
of coursas by elementary education students in the first thres ycars of their
program‘

Program planners and evaluators often wonder whether reality approaches intentions. Thus, even
though EETEP planners constructed course requirements that differed from the regular program,
we were not certain how these planned differences would be revealed in courses actualiy
completed. In order to answer this question, a transcript analysis was completed for the 10 EETEP
students who remained In the program at the end of second semester 1987-88 and a group of ten
students in the regular program who had similar grades and ACT scores.

In many fields and specific courses, EETEP students and students in the regular program had
completed similer enroliments by the and of the junfor year. In some instances, these were
specific requirements of all elementary education students, for examp'e the art elements,
educational foundations, human dsvelopment, educational psychology. matnhematics, music and
physical education courses (20 semester hours for each student). In other instances, these
courses simply filled general education requirements, for example art history, biological science,
chemistry, composition, foreign language, piysics, political science, psychology, sociology,
speech, and theatre (approximately 25 semester hours per student).

Although the similarities in courses completed between EETEP and regular elementary education
students are important, even more important are the differences between courses completed, for
the differences indicate whether, by the end of the junior year, EETEP and regular program
students have actually taken different courses, and, hence, are having different academic
experiences.

Several major differences in Arts and Sciences courses completed were found between EETEP and
reguler program students. Although, because of program requirements, these differences were
anticipated, they do reveal divergent programs. A typical EETEP student, for instance, had
completed one course in geography, ore in geology »~d two in history by the end of the junior year;
the typical student in the regular program had completed one course in either geology or geography
and one in history. On the average, EETEP students had completed two courses in compositicn and
four in literature; on the aver-age, students in the regular program had completed one course in
composition and one in literature. These differences exist because of EETEP's higher general
education requirements and the fact that the program also requires either a major emphasis or two
minors in addition to their major in elementary education.

Differences also existed in the professional education proagram courses completed by the end of the
Junfor year. Essentially, (he differences were between methods and field experience courses.
EETEP students have completed six semester hours of field experience as well as Human
Technologies in Teaching, but no methods courses; regular program students have completed two
semester hours of field experfence and, on the average, more than fourteen hours of methods
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cour ses.  When EETEP students have completed all of their methods courses, they also will have
completed & total of aporoximately twelve semester hours of field experience; when reguldr
program students have completed all of their methods courses, they still will have completed only
two semester hours of field experience, plus some directed field experience conrected witn some of
the methods courses.

e A5 revealed in their journals or papers, how do students experience the
processes of the EETEP, including the early field experience, cooperative
learning, managing a classroom, and planning a lesson odapted to children’s
development and level of content knowledge?

James Roach, a doctoral student in education who is completing a dissertation that involves
extensive sthnographic techniques, read, holistically, the Cohort 1 student journals from the first
two semesters of early field experience. He then prepared a report about his interpretation of the
journals.

According to Roach, “The ability of each student to express themselves in writing varied at firs:
but by the end of the second journal keeping period, they all had gotten into their own comfortable
and identifiabie style of expression.” He then adds that a comparison of the first few pages with the
last few pages of each journal reveals substantial difference in expression, wiin the perspective
maoving from observer to participant. “At thestart . . . (are statements) . . . about they and them
and she and him; first person opinion runs rampant; people are described like :nanimate objects;
great detafls about shapes, colors, sizes and the like are recorded. At the end you have nearly total
expression of feelings, hurts, losses, joy, piide, love, hate, concern; you have inanimate objects
('such as buildings) now taking on personal attr ibutes.”

According to Roacn, the most obvious change in EETEP students is the move from observer or
uninvolved critic to participant. “There were two striking attitude changes . . . that impressed
me.” The first of these changes was that as the year went on “the cooperating teachers seemed to
get a lot smarter.” By theend of the two ~smesters “respect and understanding sometimas verging
on ‘awe'" has begun to emerge. “That does not mean to say that the students are 100® in agreement
with methods and styles they are observing in the cooperating teachers rather they are recognizing
different ways ¢f doing things than their own. And most important they have learned to ‘allow’ and
value the cnoperating teacher's classroom style and methods.”

The second change that Reach noted was growing respect for UNL faculty. Roach indicates that
there are signs of fear of (the program director). He is viewed as “demanding, difficult, hard to
understand, not organized, too organized.” By the end of the journals, most of the students viewed
EETEP s a team. This team includes ( the program director), not only s an authority figure, but
as a team player.

Another issue where Roach noted growth among EETEP students was in relationships with each
other. In one specific set of journals, a professional collsague relationship appsars to be
developing. “What we have going on with these two students by the end of the fournals is
professional peer support; and it does not just happen all at once. Each student begins to
acknowledge the talents of the other and to recognize and value those gifts. This relationship is not
unlike the one students have developed with the cooperating teachers - respect, appreciation and a
sense of being a team.”

Finally, Roach noted changes in attitudes toward students and their parents. Preservics teachers
seemed to have at least 40 to SO close friends. “What comes through in the journals very clearly
is the movement from the students ac ‘them' to Sue, Bruce, Billy, Mary with individual
personalities, backgrounds, who have different needs and abilities. Too, early in the journals




there is almost a critical attitude toward either the school, the neighborhood or the parents. If the
school, the neighborhood or the parents would get their act together then these kids wouldn't have
S0 many problems. . . Even at the end of the journals there are questions about famfly settings and
community sftuations but they are now a part of the picture that includes the ( preservice) teacher
doing what she can to change those things yet recognizing the lmitations a teacher has fn making
thase changes.”

® How did various key persons in Teachers College and the Lincoln Public Schools
ggz?;nce the initiation and implementation of the University of Nebraska

Two interview studies were completed by persons outside the EETES staff to determine how key
persons in Teachers College and the Lincoln Public Schools experienced the initiation 3nd
implementation of the Extended Elementary Teacher Education Program. Both researchers, James
Roach, a doctoral student at the University of Nebraska, and Leslfe Thompson, a teacher in the
Lincoln Public Schools, were given categorically organized lists of names from which they selected
randomly, except for persons occupying certain key positions. They were instructed to keep the
detalls of all interviews, including who was interviewed, confidential, except where only one
person accuples a given role, e.g., the dean of Teachers College. In those instances, the resgarchers
were instructed not to attribute a statement or idea to that person/role without explicit
permission to do so.

] From a list of forty-threse
names Roach interviewed seven students (three from Cohort 1, three from Cohort 2, and one

former student-participant), and thirteen members of the faculty and administration of Teachers
College. Everyone with whom an interview was requested complied with the request.

In his report, Roach indicated that he permitted interviewees to talk about whatever they wanted to
discuss. At first, some of what they said seemed tangential, but when the seme topics came up
repeatedly, it became clear that these were not tangents but subjects closely connected to the
process of EETEP's development.

Students in Cohorts 1 and 2 were in substantial agreement in their responses to interview
Questions, differingonly in response to how they had been involved in program planning. Even on
this question, they all reported being involved in various ways, including influencing decisions
about their figld assignments. Cohort | students =!so referred to themselves as quinea pigs, but
not in 8 negative sense.  All students exhibited pr ..< in their program, but “there was a special
tone to cohort one students’ expression that marked them as somehow ‘being leaders’, ‘breaking
ground’, ... ‘never being bored because you never know what is going to happen -- for sure.’” One
student said "I have a friend who says she gets tired of me going on about what we are doing. She is
just jealous.” Cohort 2 students did not make similar statements; they seemed to heve more of a
feeling of an in-place structure than did Cohort 1 students.

Students commented that their opinions were sought, but they didn't know how serfously their
comments were taken. They were fairly consistent in describing the program as one in which they
would be better prepared to teach. Some suggested that EETEP should be the preferred program for
future teachers. According to Roach, "What was a little more interesting is that both students
(who were asked about their sources of information about the regular program’ have talked with
former home town teachers and principals about EETEP. The feedback from the latter group was
very positive and gave a sense that they were indeed in a superior Teacher Education program. "

Roach stated that no students volunteered comments about the program's five-year requirement
before certification. (The three non-EETEP faculty felt that it was going to be a burden.) When he
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raised the issug, two of the six students agreed that an additional year might be a financial burden
but it was not going to stop them. They seemed to feel that the time and costs are normal for what
they are receiving.

Students view the cohort system as an important aspect of ESTEP. They have & strong sense of
togetherness. "Some of my friends think it is cliquish; | quess it is but we have so much in
common that it is hard not to feel 1ike a family.” "“The University is too big; normal classes are
too big; my cohort is just right.”

Students spoke positively about their early clessroom experiences, including taping, viewing and
discussing the classroom exper ience with faculty and peers. “At first it was uncomfortable, but
it's simple now.” At least some of the students intend to continue their journaling, and, when
possible, the videotaping. “Now | can't imagine not doing those sorts of things and | wonder why
everyone doesn't do it."

Students feel that the elementary school classes they serve in are affected by their presence --
additional help for the teacher, working with children, and providing opportunities for the teacher
to try new ideas. One student emphasized the importance of the varisty of experiences in-EETEP.
“} cannot imagine teaching for eight or nine weeks in one Lincoln Public School classroom and then
going out into the resl world. We are able to see 8 mixture of students as well as different teaching
methods being used by diffarent teachers."

Most of the students referred to the requirements of the EETEP course work compared with the
regular program. "My friends in Teachers College don't have half the work | do." “Sometimes, like
last week (final examination period) | wish there wasn't so much to do.” Despite the work, or
possibiy because of it, students seem to feel a bond with EETEP faculty. ... really cares about us.
Theyalldo... " "I just can't believe the amount of time they spend on us."

The Dean of Teachers College and the Chair of Curriculum and instruction both think that EETEP is
important to the College and the Center. Innovation, according the them, can create difficulty
among staff and EETEP has created some anxiety. Anxiety can be heightened when thase sponsoring
innovation are outsiders, and some of the EETEP staff members are seen as outsiders to the
elementary education program. The dean and department chalr see the anxiety reducing, however,
as some faculty begin to feel more comfortable with differing perspectives. They also feel that
some EETEP fdeas are beginning to filter into the regular program.

When asked about . cost and future of ECTEP, neither the dean nor the department chair
expressed concern about the termination of OERI funding, because the major cost of the program is
facuity involvement, which is not paid for by OERk What could stop the program, according to the
dean, would be ". . . the lss of ( the project director). This is the reason the cadre {of faculty in
EETEP) must grow.” The chair's analysis paralleled that of the dean.

Roach Interviewed essentially two groups of faculty, eight who had been involved with EETEP and
two who had no connection with it. These who have worked with EETEP view it as being
experimental in nature, an alternative to the regular program, and as a way of getting the student
more practical, on-site experience. "EETEP is not going to take over the regular program . . . it fs
an alternative, separate program that has d:“>rent methods. It needs to be kept small.” “We are a
research institution and this s the sort of experimentation we should be undertaking."

Both of the non-involved faculty raised questions about what was being promised the EETEP
students. They suggested that students are being promised that they will be better prepared and
therefore more employable. "That's 8 lie. You can't make those promises. We have no way of
knowing; we have no proof; we haven't run an experiment that would prove such statements.”
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All faculty interviewed had the clear feeling that the additional year will allow EETEP time to give
additional preparation -- “more hands on, in the classroom and variety” of experiences. “When |
asked 1f this will make for @ better teacher ! got some interesting responses berdering on
indignant. ‘Of course. You don't add a yesr expecting to produce less quality! ‘All of the professions
are doing it (adding a year for a professional degree). Why should teachers be any different?'”
Although generally, there was a feeling that we won't really know until the first cohort is in the
field, one person who is helping prepare the second methods block said that “the EETEP students
are at a higher or different level than the students in the regular program.” One of the faculty
members, not In Teachers College, said that he had two EETEP students in one of hs courses,”. . .
they have a depth and matur-ity that sets them apart from other education majors that | see and |
find | treat them differently, They are convinced, confident and have a pride in what they are
doing.” He continued by saying that he was impressed with their enthusissm and excitement about
teaching. “One (of the EETEP students) knows that she is special; she really is proud of what she
isdoing. . . almost too proud. But we can deal with that later! It is so refreshing to see someone
excited about teaching and wanting to do & good §i3b.

For one of the uninvolved persons, “I ticked off what | understood was going on in the way of
innovative things: cohorts, teping, journals, variety of teaching settings, enera! education
courses, early and substantive involvement in the classroom. ‘Those are a1l worthwhile projects,
but how can we do them in the regular program - we have too many students; the time it would
:ak:)wt?uld be unthinkabie. We have talked about a lot of those things and maybe we will find & way
o do them.'"

The more involved those interviewed were in the program, the better their fesling about the levai
of communication from and with the project. One of the uninvolved said, “I need to know what is
going on and if | disagree, have 8 chance to say 0.” Faculty members who have not been involved
directly with EETEP indicated that they knew little about EETEP. “I don‘t know what they do - it is
all a secret | think.” (This same fndividual said that he had been asked for fnput into general
education courses.) “It took us a year to get someone to tell us about the program . . . and she was
very helpful.” “No other reports about it except from students.” Another of the uninvolved said,
“If | really wanted to know about EETEP | could find out. No one is trying to hide anything.”
Another image from faculty who were not involved was elitism -- 8 five-year, Holmes-like
program.

One important index of a program's meaning is the effect that people perceive that it has on ther.
Roach stated that “The general thrust of the response to this question was that it was a new,
refreshing, exciting, challenging program that brought life into their professional and personal
existence.” As quoted by Roach, one faculty member said, “When you journey out on your own you
are less likely to have new ideas. EETEP has been a source of inspiration and new fdeas for me.”
Another one stated, "I want Teachers College to be on the cutting edge of new ara better programs.
EETEP fs that sort of program.” And, from a little different perspective, one facuity member
commented on how the cooperative efforts in EETEP might have & positive effect on students.
“There has been good collegiality ; cooperation among faculty; cooperation between faculty, students
and counselors; all of this is good modeling for future teachers."

Interviews with Lincoln Public School Teachers and Administrators. Thompson interviewed four

administrators (a consultant, the associate superintendent, and two principals) and eleven
teachers. Involvement of thuse interviewed ranged from nothing more then being a teacher in ons
of the bufldings where EETEP students were assigned to being a member of the fnitial planning
committee to set the goals and do the broad planning for the EETEP. Three teachers had never been
directly involved with the program, three teachers and one principal had worked with EETEP
students for one semester, one teacher was involved with the program for two semesters, and four
teachers and one principal were involved with the program for all thres ssmesters, iniuding
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Human Technologies in Teaching, that EETEP students have worked in classrooms. Six of these
interviewed by Thompson have helped in planning one or more aspects of the EETEP.

Teacher's described the EEVEP as being a five-year teacher education program that emphasized
early field experiences; administraturs added to this description that the program is research-
based, bridges theory and practice, end that students are helped to interpret their involvement in
the classroom. Both teachers and administrators supported the early and more extensive
involvement as helping students become better prepared to teach. Teachers and administrators
reported that through the early and intensive involvement of EETEP students in the classroom,
something significant and positive is being accomplished in teacher education. The levels of
commitment, ability, and responsibility are felt to be much higher for EETEP students than for
students in the reguler tescher educatio~ program at the University. Thompson also reported,
however, that whether EETEP produces added commitment fn students is an open question; perhaps
the program simply enrolls students who already are more coramitted to teaching.

Cooperating teachers felt that EETEP students gain a variety of insights about teaching, grow in
their understanding of children, and learn about such practical aspects of teaching as in-depth
planning and the logistics of moving children and orgonizing supplies. They have to “grapple with
problems not normally thought about until they are teaching.” As a result of this struggling,
teachers percefve that EETEP students gain in self-confidence and poise.

Thompson stated that school personnel made ft clear that outgrowths of the EETEP are benefits to
the elementary school childrsn, and to the teachers themselves. Children were said to benefit from
different teaching styles and involvement with additional, positive adult role-models, as well &s
with an improved teache~ student ratio that allowed for more individual attantion and tutoring.
Eight of the eleven teachers noted benefits to teachers. EETEP students were viewed as positive and
enthusfastic and having fresh fdeas. One teacher said, “Even the hermits began crawling out of
their holes to show fnterest in the program.” One principal and one teacher said that EETEP
students "ere learning to ask better _stions, therefore teachers are required to answer better."

Although teachers and administrators view EETEP as having major benefits, they also recognize
problems in the program. The progrem “has many loose ends and ( lacks) consistency in teacher
expectation,” according to one principal. Teachers express frustration about an unclear job
description. Particular frustration was expressed about what was expected of them in working
with students in the Human Technologies in Teaching course.

A final concern on the part of the school personnel is program cost. EETEP is viewed as a labor
intensive program that the University may not be able to afford. According to Thompson, “The only
negative comment one teacher could make ubout EETEP was ‘disappointment and frustration: that
the cost of the program would not allow it to continue.'”

Lincoln Public School Administrators view EETEP as a good model of collaboration. They reported
that the University requested and respected schoo! input in developing the program. “The
University has ben* over backwards to include Lincoln Public Schools' teachers and administrators
in planning” coursework. Administrators also felt that the University has adjusted the program
well 8s suggestions ‘were made by teachers and others.

Thormpson reported that school officials question the University’s commitment {0 the program.
They wonder whether the desire to collaborate extends beyond the small group of facult “sarking
directly with the EETEP. They also wonder sbout teacher commitment. EETEP requires more
effort by University faculty, it also requires more time from classroom teachers. Will the
present intense interest continue? Une principai suggested that a staff member ‘n each building
should be assigned ac 1'~ison between the University and the school.
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Thompson concluded by saying, "EETEP is viewed as a program that 'sounds impressive’ in what it
is attempting to do. As a model, it is 'thoughtful, analytical, innovative, research-based,
collaborative and cooperative.’ Asa result, EETEP students are seen as being ‘'more thoughtful and
analytical who have better skills earlier.’ . . . While problems with communication and the
expectancies of cooperating teachers have been areas of concern, cooperation between the two
institutions can be improved by increasing the amount of time cooperating teachers spend with
university faculty learning about the prograin.”

® What policies were in effect in 1985 at the University of Nebraska-Lincoin, in
Teachers College, and in the Department of Curriculum and Instruction, as well as
in the Lincoln Public Schools, that related to the initiation and implementation of
new programs of instruction and research and what effect did thes olicies have
on the origins of the EETEP?

The researcher reviewed pertinent documents and interviewed both University and Lincoln Public
School policymaker's as well as those responsible for developing the Extended Elementary Teacher
Education Program, as the basis for considering policies that either facilitate or hinder the
initiation of new, university-based teacher education programs. Explicitly, England interviewed
the UNL academic vice chancelior, the Teachers College dean, the chairperson of Curricuium and
Instruction, the Associate Superintendent of the Lincoln Public Schools, and the EETEP project
director.

In her reviews and interviews, England exmined the fundamental question as to whether policies
were in effect in 1985, at the various organization/administrative levels of the UNL, for which a
desired outcome would he the initiation and implementation of an inncvative instructional program
-- with related research -~ such as the EETEP. (Although, 8s England points out, EETEP refers
only to the preservice component within a larger program that aiso includes a teacher educator
program and related research activities, EETEP will be used in this portion of the report to refer
to the total, three-component program. The total program is important here because the research
about EETEP constitutes a major portion of the research being conducted by some EETEP faculty
members. Thus EETEP is not just a modified instructional program, as it might be in an Arts and
Sciences or an Engineering department; it is instead @ major new program of teaching and
research.) All three levels of organization (department, college and university) were studied
because the mission and by-laws of successively higher levels in the structure affect both the
mission and activities of lower levels. One of the critical policy decisions made at higher levels is
who makes what decisions. Sometimes the choices that iower levels can make are spelled out in
by-laws; sometimes the choices permitted are administratively determined.

The UNL Mission Statement describes the traditional three functions assigned to all Land Grant
Universities -~ teaching, research, and service. All academic units within the University are
expected to participate in each of these functions. UNL Bylaws establish four official bodies with
authority over new program development. (1) The Academic Planning Committee recommends
goals in the areas of education, research and extension, procedures for studying and evaluating new
and existing programs, and assessing resources needed to meet goals as well as judging whether or
not they are avaflable. (2) The Teaching Council was formed to encourage and support the
improvement of instruction and learning. (3) The Research Council is intended to encourage the
development of research throughout UNL. (4) The Curriculum Committee reviews and approves
proposals for course additions, changes and deletions. Even though these bodies are described
explicitly in terms of their intended effect on program development, they appear to have little
practical implication for programs iike EETEP. The Academic Planning Committee, for example,
deals largely with major directional changes within the University, or whether or not a given
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program should continue to exist. The Teaching Council has a small amount of money that it
typically gives for course planning. The Research Council, likewise, has limited funds that it uses
to assist young faculty members begin their ressarch programs, to fund travel to professional
association meetings, or to fund bringing visiting scholars to campus. The Curriculum Committee
does approve coursus, but new courses can be taught on a trial basis several times before
submission through the course approval process.

Three Teachers College committees have potential implications for program development: { 1) the
Undergraduate Teacher Education Council (UTEC), which is intended to encourage and facilitate
coordination within teacher education, (2) the Teachers College Resource Allocation Committee
that reviews department reguests for permanent funding and makes recommendations to the dean,
and ( 3) the Teachers College Curriculum Committee which reviews new course proposals as well
as proposals for course changes that are submitted by departments. As is apparent from these
brief descriptions, these committees do not actively foster new program development. Their
functions, instead, are to analyze, approve, and recommend. The UTEC, for instancs, approved the
initial request for permission to develop and implement EETEP on a trial basis. Thus, although
UTEC did not block the program's development, indeed it encouraged it, neither did the UTEC
initiate its development. Functions of the Resource Allocation and Curriculum committees are
restricted ever, more to monitoring, responding, and approving or rejecting ideas and plans
advanced by others. College, policies, then, like University policies, as expressed through fts
committegTsEtructure, do not explicitly encourage the initiation and implementation of a program
such as EETEP.

England's interviews verified the functions of the University and Teachers College committees, but
they also provided different kinds of perspectives. The consensus of the UNL administrators
interviewed was that there were not institution-wide policies that related explicitly to the
development of programs like EETEP. Institution-wide policies do not have a deterent effect, but
neither are they designed to support the development of such projects. Administrators, on the
other hand, reported that Teachers College has an overall atmosphere that encourages change.
Their attitude seems to be that individual faculty members should be allowed, through the ahsence
of administrative roadblocks, to work .1 new ideas.

According to the Lincoln Public Schools (LPS) Associate Superintendent, relations between
Teachers College and the LPS are positive and mutually supportive. A contract between the two
indicates the desire that they have to work tgether. When a substantative change is being
considered, UNL always requests representation from LPS on the group considering the change.
The Associate Super intendent said that EETEP is viewed positively and has the support of the LPS
administration.

MclLaughlin, as quoted by England, states, “Organfzations don't innovate or implem-at change,
individuals do.” England then adds, “Individuals must be provided with the proper balance of
pressure and support for change to occur.”

England states that the range of instruments used by the College and University is consistent with
the policy of allowing program development by not inhibiting it and by providing support for
individuals who initiate activities and programs. Use of this range of instruments also is
consistent with McLaughlin's perspective that change is made by individuals not by organizations
as well as her notion that successful poiicy is produced by a combination of pressure (mandates)
and support ( inducements and capacity building).

Discussion of Results,



Research results at the end of the first and second years for EETEP cohorts 2 and 1, respectively,
were much as the literature would suggest they should have been. Conceptual levels did not change
significantly, for example, for either cohort, nor were scores for EETEP students higher than
these for matched groups of students in the regular program. Although scores for other
intellectual processes did change, as indicated by scores from EETEP student journals, there is no
indication that similar changes did not also eccur with non-EETEP students.

Clearly, if changes are expected in conceptual level scores, administrations must be made over a
longer period of time than one year. In future cohorts, paragraph completion tests will be given
during the first semester; in addition, administrations will be continued with all cohorts at least
through the four years that students are in the program. Thus, for example, cohorts 1 and 2 will
have the paragraph completion test dur ing their final two years in the program.

EETEP students scored better on the multiple choice questions of the Human Technologies in
Teaching final examination than did students in matched comparison groups; however, as already
indicated, this result should have been expected, for the test was intended to measure outcomes
from the course. On the other hand, the results do validate questionnaire results showing that
students in the regulsr program are not taught cooperative learning, ressarch-based elements of
classroom management, scaffolding, and feedback. If knowledge of how to use these concepts is
valued highly, then EETEP students are benefiting from being in the program.

Major differences were found in the approach of EETEP and regular program students to lesson
planning. EETEP students sought more information about their students than did their colleagues
in the regular program; they also outlined far more activities to use during the lesson and viewed
the teacher as having more responsibilities. Perhaps most important was the degree to which
EETEP students tied together different aspects of their lesson plans. Nowhere did this show up
more sharply than in their suggestions for class activities where nine of the ten EETEP students
planned organized sequences of two or more activities; in contrast, only twenty percent of students
in the regular program did this.

EETEP Preservice teachers also clearly grew in their perceptions of teachers, faculty and students
during their early field experiences; ssme of them also began to form colleague relationships with
other group members.

The transcript analyts provided useful information to the project, for even though, when course
requirements are changed, we expect that students will enroll for different courses, experience
suggests that actual change does not always conform to expectations. Thus, the major differences
that were revealed between EETEP and the comparison group in the transcript analysis were
gratifying. As EETEP and regular program students approach the end of their programs, the
effects of some of these differences should show up in outcome measures as well as in student
transcripts.

The two studies that were conducted through interviews with key persons in both Teachers College
and the Lincoln Public Schools suggest that most persons who have been close to the EETEP, are
supportive of it and feel that they have been appropriately involved. An exception was an
elementary education faculty member who reported that EETEP has not properly communicated
with him/her and has over-promised to students. Some teachers also reported that their role
expectancies had not been fully communicated.

The policy study showed some differences in interpretations and expectations between
administrators and EETEP staff. These differences should be reviewed internally; they also should
be considered by both administrators and faculty membars in other universities. Perhaps
administrators need to be more overtly encouraging of faculty to initiate programs; perhaps
facuity need to be more aggressive in what they attempt.
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1¥. implications for Others

After working on this project for aimost four years, it is frustrating to have to say that talking
about implications from it is premature, but that is the case. Until Cohort 1 students have
completed at least a full year as teachers, what we percsive as occurring, in both processes and
coutcomes, must be viewed as tentative. | am convinced that the field experiences, the Human
Technoloties in Teaching course, and the Language and Literature Block are successful and that this
program is producing first rate teachers; | would bet five years of my professional career on it.
Indeed, that is exactly what | am doing. In my visits to classrooms where EETEP students are
teaching, | see remarkable things taking place. As we are learning more about how to work with
sophomore students just beginning in teacher education, seminar discussions with EETEP students
are becoming increasingly lively, and a productive level of trust seems to be developing earlier.
But, we have made some mistakes, some of which we do not understand. For example, of the
twenty-three students admitted to Cohort 2, only six will enroll in the Human Technologies in
Teaching course, although that number will be augmented by two students from Cohort 3 who are
far enough along to move into Cohort 2. Some of the Cohort 2 students dropped out for completely
valid reasons; others apparently have left the program because “their instructor,” a doctoral
student, is now a facully member at Kansas State University, thus it seems likely that senior
faculty members may not have maintained sufficient contact with Cohort 2, but were there other
reasons for the large dropout rate? We do not have the answer to that question. Even Roach's
interviews did not provide assistance. One ciue may have come from an informal discussion with
Cohort 1 students in which one of their number said that she did not begin to feel a real part of the
program until the end of the HTT semester. Others, even those who have seemed to be most actively
involved, concurred with that statement. Perhaps we have not been vigorous enough in trying to
establish a feeling of cohortness.

From our experiences, we could write an impressionistic paper about what an elementary teacher
education program should look like. But that paper would be short on data -~ either quantitative
or qualitative. Certainly at this stage, we would prefer to let EETEP speak for itself through the
various sections of this report.

Y. Institutionalized Feat f Project

OERI funds have besn used for program development activities and some data gathering and
analysis. Program operation has been funded by Tea;chers College and the Center for Curriculum
and Instruction. Consequently, discontinuation of OER! funding at the end of the third program
year will have no particular influence on decisions to continue or discontinue any major aspect of
the program. On the other hand, as is often true with pilot or experimental programs, the
personnel costs associated with the early fizld experience, the Human Technologies in Teaching
course, and the methods blocks are exorbitant. Such costs cannot be continued indefinitely.
However, we are exploring various ways of reducing those costs while still retaining the program
integrity. Both the Curricvium and Instruction Department Chairperson and the Teachers College
Dean have indicated their intention to continue the EETEP, at least for the time being.

When QOERI funding ends at the conclusion of this fiscal year, we will take a fresh look at what
aspects of the program we want to study in greater detail. Based on expsrience thus far, we
anticipate that we will extend our research activities and perhaps reduce the program evaluation
emphasis.



vi erall Stre knesses and "L essons (earned”

Our present judgment is that each of the Extended Elementary Teacher Education Program
components is a strength. That is the liberal arts requirements, cohorts, early field experiences,
Human Technologies in Teaching, and the methods blocks all either have demonstrated themselves
at one level or another or give exlicit promise of doing so. We think also that our present plans
for the internship, prepared explicitly for EETEP, will make this an especially strong

experience.!
Other strengths include;

Collaboration with various groups including particularly schools and non-EETEP faculty in

educational psychology and elementary education. Both groups of faculty are trying quite hard to
help make EETEP a success.

Support from Chairperson of Curriculum and Instruction and the Dean of Teachers College.

Students. Teacher education students at the University of Nebraska-Lincoln are serious about
their profession. They are more interested in becoming good teachers than they are in having 4.0
grade point averages. They also have developed a healthy degres of sslf-confidence.

Weaknesses

Communication. Even under ideal circumstances communication is a problem. This is especially
truein a new program. EETEP has not experienced resounding success in its communication with
school persons, students, and other faculty members.

Five Year Requirement. Whenever the time to accomplish something is increased, some persons,
especially those directly affected, question the necessity/wisdom. This is true for EETEP.
Although Cohort 1 students clearly feel that five years is not too long to spend completing the
education they are receiving, some students in Cohort 2 have withdrawn because of the program’s
length; furthermore, some faculty members perceive EETEP as being unreasonably long.

Cost to the University. EETEP's cost to the University Is higher than could be tolerated for the
entire elementary education program. Maintaining a program like EETEP gver an extended period
for a handful of students is not reasonable. On the other hand, there also are costs associated with
having a program in which not all of the graduates are as competent as possible.

1 ion with Lincoln i . Despite the rather comfortable working relationship

that now exists, there is acloud on the horizon. This is that the Lincoln Public Schools are more
firmly wedded to Assertive Discipline (formal), Instructional Theory Into Practice (ITIP)

! Course description for the internship is as follows: The internship is intended to provide
advanced teaching or other field experiences for graduate students who already have extensive,
supervised field placements in teaching or related areas. The Internship includes continuous, major
responsibliity In the field assignment. In addition It requires completion of an Integrative paper In which
the student wiil explore relationships between abstract theory and research information from earlier
courses and the practical experience of the Internship. One aspect of the paper will be formulation and
investigation of an action research problem.
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(formal), and universal application of a prescientific approach to direct instruction (informal)
than is the EETEP staff. However, there is a good deal of building level autonomy on some issues
and we are gradually and gingerly exploring the potential limits of formulating and using
alternative approaches in both instruction and classroom management.

Attrition in EETEP Cohorts. We are concerned about the amount of attrition in Cohort 2. We think
that part of this high attrition results from the early recruiting - - the middie of the students'
first year at the university - - and part from the break between the second field exper ience and
the next direct experience with the program, the Human Technologies course which they will not
take unti} Second Semester 1988-89. Perhaps the biggest single cause of this Cohort 2 attrition,
however, was the less of “their professor” to another university and the failure of program staff
to anticipate this and provide alternate associations.

Lessons Learned

Any statements that we make about lessons learned must be tempered with extensive caveats. From
our experiences thus far, we have formulated some informal hypotheses; in addition, we have
“lessons” from our experierce that either would be essentially impossible or prohibitively
expensive to test, especially given the potential gains. The reader must recognize in reading about
these "lessoris” that they are being presented essentially as hypotheses, not conclusions.

Early Field Experfences

1. Assigning students to the initial field axperience in pairs is beneficial. Students talk with each
other; they share and compare experiences; and they provide emotional support to each other both
for what they do and for what they think.

2. Having students remain with the same teacher for a semester is a good idea, if the teacher is a
good teacher. College students require time to become acquainted with the teacher and children.
Assignments of less than a semester could provide certain worthwhile experiences, but a semester
long assignment permits formation of relationships and development of experiences that briefer
assignments would not. On the other hand, the continuation of a non-productive assignment for a
full semester can be destructive and should not be permitted. (We failed to correct some first
semester assignments that we should have done with both the first and second EETEP cohorts.)

3. Changing assignments at the end of the first semester was traumatic, but productive. Even
students who were rt in good assignments had some reluctance to change to another teacher and
school, but even t* - who were in the most productive assignments now feel that the change was
bepeficial, although not necessarily pleasant. Students seem to experience a sort of disequilibrium
during the first few weeks in a new assignment perhaps brought on by the student comparing two
quite different teaching/learning circumstances. This disequilibrium appears to be followed by a
growth spurt, which probably results from the student bringing the two experiences together in
such a way that a new view of teachirg is formed.

4. Questions that instructors ask about what students write in their journals appear to have a
constructive effect. Ailthough the auestions do not call for an answer either in writing or in
followup discussions, students report that they think about the questions and use their thinking in
subsequent activities.

S. The biweekly seminar seems to make a contribution to the program. Students participate well

and reflect constructively on their classroom experiences. However, more information 1S needed
on how to improve this experience.
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Human Technologiss in Teaching

6. Preservice teachers can be helped to apply abstractions (scaffolding), strategies ( cooperative
learning), and specific teaching behaviors, as well as combinations of all three in their teaching.

7. Spending a full semester on a course that (a) bridges among educational psychology/human
development, early field experiences, and methods courses, and (b) includes abstractions,
strategies, and specific teaching behaviors in an adaptation of Berliner's pedagogical laboratory
can be quite productive.

8. Repeated videotaping for feedback purposes can be particularly ussful.
9. Continuity in the classroom in addition to planning and teaching specific lessons is important.

10. Working cooperatively with intellectual content may be even more important in producing
cohortness than the purely social aspects.

General

11.. Even quite careful planning does not permit anticipating all eventualities; thus, program staff
and committees must retain flexibility at each stage of program development and impiementation.

12. Goodlad has indicated that admitting and advancing students in cohorts can produce substantial
benefits. Our obssrvation at this stage is that all thres cohorts are beginning to form a sense of
groupness and that they provide both support and some competition for each other.

13. As indicated above, all of the “lessons” mentioned should be viewed as hypotheses, not
conclusions. The final one is even more tentative than the others. This is, that when an
alternative program is formed alongside an on-going program, it very quickly affects the nature of
the dialogue that occurs within the regular program. Persons begin thinking about change in a
different manner and may, in fact, accelerate the change process in the on-going program.

14. Cohortness can be as important to professors as to students.

Yii. Products and Disseminations Activities

We have not yet developed any products such as articles, reports, or materials. (Dr. Mary
Kluender and Kris Cohcon did, however, report the project at AACTE. )

Now that we have completed our reports to OER!, we will prepare at least four sorts of products:
(1) Syllabi for the Human Technologies in Teaching course, the Language and Literature Block , and
the methods of teaching Mathematics, Science, and Social Studies block. These three syllabi may be
of interest to teacher educators who are considering revision of their preservice programs. (2)
Articles based on the project’s implementation and outcome documentation. (Although we have not
decided exactly how the information developed in EETEP will be divided for publication, we
anticipate the preparation of several journal articles that describe program implementation and
outcomes, Some of these articles will be of interest primarily to teacher education researchers:
others will be of greater concern to teacher education practitioners.) (3) Kris Cohoon's
dissertation. Cohoon and Kluender currently are preparing a journal article based on a paortion of
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his dissertation. (4) Specific implementation studies. Roach, Thompson, and England all are
consider ing publication of their implementation reports.

Robert L. Egbert

Project Director

37 Hen2lik Hall

University of Nebraska-Lincoln
Lincoln, NE 68588-0355
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University of Nebraska-Lincoln TEDD Project

The Extended Elementary Teacher Education Program (EETEP)
Program Assesgment Report

The Extended Elementary Teacher Education Program (EETEP) is a five-year, preservice
elementary teacher education program. EETEP's first year of OERI funding as a TEDD
project wes devoted to planning: consequently, the first cohort of students had
completed only the second year of their time in the program (their junior yvesr at the

University) in May 1988.

The EETEP is intended to educate prospective teachers who will differ from those
e;)ucated in the regular program on several personal and professional dimensions. The
outcome messures, then, are focused on the EETEP student. Neither higher education
nor school faculty have been studied nor have institutional outcomes 'been
systematically examined. Anticipated student outco.aes and procedures for measuring

them and for analyzing the information that is collected appear in the following

paragraphs.

L._Major (uestions.

Because EETEP's life as a TEDD project covers only a portion of the student's time in
EETEP, implementation and outcome evaluation questions are timited to that portion of
the overall project.

A. Project Qutcomes.

¢ Vhat impact does the Universit v of Nebraska Extended Elementary Teacher Education
Program have, at the end of students’ second year in the program, on selected personal
characteristics, including

== conceptual fevel as measured by the Paragraph Compietion Test;

-- intellectual processes as measured by student jovrnals and papers; and
-- attitudes as measured a classroom situations questionnaire?

1
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® What impact does the University of Nebraska Extended Elementary Teacher Education
Program have, at the end of students’ first and second years in the program, on selected
items of the prospective teacher's professior. .1
-- knowiedge of effecive teaching practce - measured by
— scores on the Human Technologies in Teaching final examination:;

-- performance as messured by
-- videotapes of their tesching?

B. Project Implementation.
® As revesied in their journals or papers, how do students experience the process of

early field experience?

® Vhat is the instructional content in

-~ the Human Technologies in Teaching course,

- the Langusge and Literature Block, and

-- the Second Semester Block?
® As revealed in student transcripts, what effect does the EETEP have on sefection of
courses by elementary education students in the first three years of their programs?
® How did various key persons in (1) Teachers College and (2) Lincoln Public Schools
expsrience the initiation and implementation of the University of Nebraska Extended
Elementary Teacher Education Prograin?
o Vhat policies were in effect in 1985 at the University of Nebraska-Lincoln, in
Teachers College, and in the Department of Curriculum and Instruction, as weil as in
the Lincoln Public Schools, that related to the initiation and implementation of new

programs and wha!. effect did they have on the origins of EETEP?

11. Program /Component Description.

As noted above, the Extended Elementary Teacher Education Program (EETEP) is a five-

yesr, preservice elementary teacher education program, in which students enter the

2
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program as sopnomores and continue through a post-graduate year. Primary
components of the Program are (1) early and continuing field experiences that are
integrated with the didactic portion of the program; (2) a liberal erts emphasis that
requires both an increased general education requirement (from a regular program
requirement of 42 semester credit hours to an EETEP requirement of 60 credit hours)
and that also includes a reduced number of options in each area, and & non-elementery
education "major area” or two non-education "minor aress;” (3) an emphasis on the
research knowiedge base that is begun in the foundations courses, is further developed
in & courss that bridges between the esrly courses (fieid experiences, humen
development and educational psychology), and is continued throughout the methods
courses, internship, and subsequent seminars: (4) two semester blocks of methods
courses having closely related didactic course work and accompanying field
experiences; and (6) an internship with a subsequent teacher educator field experience

vith an accompanying seminar.



Although students are in the EETEP for four years beyond their freshmen year at the
University of Nebraska, the first cohort had been in the program only two years vhen
the data for this report were gathered. Of a total freshman elementary education
population of approximately {50 students, sixteen entered the first cohort of the EETEP;
twenty-three students from a similar population entered the second cohort; seventeen
have been admitted to the third cohort.

&s already noted, only the portion of the progrm for which OERI funded the
development that the students will have completed by the end of the project inctudes:
(1) earty field experiences, and (2) Human Technologies in Teaching, the bridging
course. These two experiences may be viewed as the only stand alone, unique features
that the first cohort had completed by the termination of 0ERI funding. The second
cohort had completed only the early field experiences.

All elementary education students at the University of Nebraska-Lincoln have two
semesters of early field experiencc, but this experience has been fundementally
restructured for the EETEP. In the regular program, students enroll for two, one
semester credit hour (forty clock hour) experiences in tocations that must be approved
by the instructor. Three short papers are submitted during the semester in which the
students describe and react to their experiences. Experiences include observations
tutoring, monitoring, some small group instruction and some non-instructional tasks.
In the EETEP. students enroll for two, iwo semester credit hour courses of early
experience. They are assigned in pairs to a teacher in one of two schools for two
mornings per week. Their university supervisor visits them almost every day and
every second week they have aseminar. Students turn in journals every second week.
Journals, classroom experiences, and teacher or student selected topics form the basis

for seminer discussions. In the second semester, students change schools and teachers,
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grade levels, and EETEP partners. Feedback on student performance also is secured from

cooperating teachers.

The Human Technologies in Teaching course is a three semester credit hour course
with an associated two credit hour field experience. Students learn a combination of
teaching strategies and teacher behaviors in a series of experiences partiaily patterned

after Berliner's description of a pedegogical laboratory.

In addition to these two unique program features, the first EETEP cohort has completed
enough of the liberal education portion of the program 10 permit an end-of-third-year

transcript analysis of the program's impact on their course selection.

The general project goal, as stated above, is to prepare elementary teachers who differ
on several dimensions from those prepared in the regular University of Nebraska-
Lincoln program. Essentially, we have said that we would like EETEP students to have
higher conceptual leve! scores and sceres that are higher in Bloom's taxonomy, to
understand that there are multiple approaches 10 teaching. and to have more positive

attitudes about children's ability to succeed in school; to know more about and be able to

teaci using a specific teaching strategy (cooperative learning), Bruner's concept of
scaffolding, and selected teacher behaviors. Furthermore, we want EETEP students o
exhibit higher jevels of teaching performance.

Conceptual Level. -- Gther researchers have found that changing teachers' conceptual
level scores is very difficult (Albertson, 1987). However, because we are convinced that
teachers who have a higher level of coaceptual functioning then is typical for
elementary education students perform in a different manner (Albertson, 1987), we
consider it important to attempt to heip raise the level at which preservice teachers

function. For example, teachers who function at higher conceptual levels encourage
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more complex cognitive pricesses, utilize more information to help students think
divergently and engage in self-expression, create a variety of learning environments,
and demonstrate greater behavioral flexibility (Albertson, 1987). We also are
convinced that through extended combinations of classroom and field experiences of
the sort that the EETEP provides in which students are asked t0 describe, analyze, and
evaluate those experiences orally as well as in writing they may achieve higher
conceptual level scores - - as well as attain the more traditional objectives of increased

knowiedge and skiit levels.

Repeated administration of the Paragraph Completion Test permitted tracking changes
that occurred in conceptual level scores. As noted above, we odbtained Parsgraph
Completion Test information for EETEP students, as well as comparison groups of students

in the regular program.

Intellectual Level -- Ve scored journals and end-of-semester student papers on level of
intellect as described by Hannah and Micheelis (1977). Their structure, an adaptation
and extension of Bloom's taxonomy (Bloom, et al., 1956), has two levels with each level
having five divisions. The first level begins with interpreting and includes comparing,
clessifying, generalizing, and inferring. (Because of problems in scoring journals
using the Hennsh and Micheelis definitions for comparing and clessifying, we
redefined them and reversed their order. [Cohoon, 1988]) The second level in the
Hennah and Micheelis structure is 2 vided into analyzing, synthesizing, hypothesizing,

predicting, and evajuating.

CHh
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In addition to level-cf-intellect as described by Hannah and Michaelis, we used a level-

of-integration structure developed for scoring daily reports in the University of
Nebraske-Lincoin Junior High School Project (Briney, Pettit and Santmire, 1986 --

mimeographed).

Attitudes toward Teachers and Teaching. -- A classroom situations survey wes

administered to Cohort | and 2 students as well as to members of & comparison ercup.
{Cohoon, 1988)

Knowledge and Understanding. - Knowledge and understanding were measured by the
end-of-course tests in the Human Technologies in Teaching course. This test was given
to students in the EETEP first cohort and to a comparison group of junior students in the
regular progiam.

Performance Behaviors. -- Securing appropriate performance behaviors was somewhat
more problematic than obtaining information abowt students’ knowledge and
understanding. However, we do have some coding of classroom videotapes of EEYEP

studeats teaching in the Human Technologies course.

.+! Sample.
EETEP subjects in the portion of the project partially funded through OERI originally

consisted of sixteen students in Cohort | and twenty-three students in Cohort 2. By
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spring semester 1988, each cohort consisted of thirteen subjects. Most of those students
who had feft the program had left elementary education (3) or the University of
Nebraska (8). In addition, two Cohort 1 students, who planned marriage in 1988
transferred to the regular program so that they could move from Lincoln a yesr esrlier
than would be possible through EETEP. Since the end of spring semester 1988 two Cohort
2 students also elected to transfer to the regular program. And, finally, one Cohort 1
student failed to qualify for admission to the teacher education because of low grades

and PPST scores.

The thirteen Cohort 1 students who completed the both the first two early field
experiences and the Human Technologies in Teaching course and the associated field
experience form the experimental group sample for Cohort 1. The eighteen students
who completed the first and second early field experiences form the experimental group
for Cohort 2.

The comparison group samples for Cohort 1 were students in three sections of the
mathematics methods class. Samples were drawn to match EETEP Cohort 1 students as
closely as possible on ACT scores and grade point average. Time constraints required
that only half of the Human Technologies in Teaching final examination be given to
students in each of two sections. Matched pairs, also matched with EETEP Cohort 1
students, were drawn from these two sections. In addition, students matched in pairs
with Cohort { students were drawn from the third section, members of which completed
an instrument designed to fearn how students perceive the roles of preservice and
inservice teachers. And, finally, a sample was drawn from a ¢ross section of the
methods ciasses 0 constitute the sample for comparing (a) conceptual levets, and (b)

end of third year transcripts.




Cohort 1 Sample. — Mean values for ACT scores and grade point averages are shown in

Table 1. Amnalysis of variance results for ACT scores are in Table 2: for grade point

averages they are in Table 3.

Table |

Mean Values for ACT Scores and Grade Point Aversges (GPA) for EETEP Cohort 1 Students
and Matched Samples of Junior Level Students Enrolled in Mathematics Methods Classes

Group

ACT Score
GPA

Comparison Groups
EETEP Multiple Multiple Role Parsgraph
Group  Choicel Choice ]l Perception _ Completion
2000 20.15 1958 1869 2023
310 3.30 332 3.07 323
Table 2

Probability Values for Differences between Mean ACT Scoras for EETEP Cohort 1 Students
and Matched Samples of Junior Level Students Enrolled in Mathematics Methods Classes

Group

EETEP
Muit.Ch.1
Mult.Ch.2
Role Percept.
Parsg. Compl.

Comparison Groups

EETEP  Multiple Multiple Role Paragraph
Group _ Choicel Choice I Perception Completion

) 9706 9208 544 9560
2235 3569 911
) 5810 6881
) 3324
9




Table 3

Probability Vatues for Differences between Mean Grade Point Averages (GPA) for EETEP
Cohort 1 Students and Matched Samples of junior Level Students Enrolled in Mathematics

Methods Classes
—__Comparison Groups :
Group EETEP Multiple Multiple Role Paragraph
Group Choice I Choice 11 __ Perception  Completion
EETEP . 6179 5872 9550 NEES
Mult.Ch.1 . 9054 1459 6735
Muit.Ch.2 . 1235 5953

Role Percept. i 2969
Parag. Compl. .

As is indicated in Tables 1 through 3, differences in means between the EETEP and
comparison groups, as well as among the comparison groups, are small and non-
significant. Thus it seemed reasonable to consider the various groups equivalent in
ability and to assume that differences among them resvited from the nature of their

university experiences.

University academic experiences of the EETEP Cohort 1 students and comperison groups
differed in several ways. First, all of the EETEP students had compl-ied three, two
semester credit hour early field experiences, while students in the comparison group
had compieted or.ly two, one semester hour experiences -- and the experiences differed
in nature. All of the EETEP students had completed the Human Tecnnologies in Teaching
course, none of the students in the comparison groups had done so. On the other hand,
most students in the comparison groups had comp*~ted from three to six of the nine
methods courses that are required in the reguler elementary education program. One of
the two EETEP students who left the program at the en« f spring semester also had taken
three methods courses and the other one had completed two before leaving EETEP.

o
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Cohort 2 Sample -~ At the time of this study, Cohort 2 consisted of 18 preservice teachers
in the EETEP program. Like Cohort 1, they were recruited from the population of
freshmen in an introductory education foundations class. Participants were selected
from the 37 who initially showed interest. At this stage, Cohort 2 consisted of 16 females
and 2 males. All but three were of traditional cofiege. All three non-traditional aged
students were 24 years of age; one of them was blind.

The comparison group was randomly selected from a group of volunteers from
sophomore edwucational psychology classes that required four hours of resesrch
participation. These students alsc were enrolied in a regular program early field
experience. {Cohoon, 1988)

IV. Methodology (Data-Gathering Process).

1. Conceptual Level -- Paragraph Completion Test.

The Paragraph Completion Test was given to Cohort 1 students at the end of the second
field experience and at the end of the Human Technologies in Teaching course. This
test was given to Cohort 2 students at the end of each field experience. It also was given
1o two comparison groups of students -- the comparison group for Cohort 1 at the end of
the Human Technologies in Teaching course; the comparison group for Cohort 2 at the

end of the second field experience.

2. Intellectual Processes - Student journals.

Cohort 1 students kept journals throughout their early field experiences and the Human
Technologies in Teaching course; Cohort 2 students kept journals throughout their early
field experiences. jJournals were scored for intellectual processes including fevel of

intellect, using an adaptation of concepts described by Hannah and Micheelis (1977),
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and level of integration, a system described by Briney, Pettit and Santmire (1986).
Details for scoring intellectual processes from student journals are given in Cohoon

(1988).

3. Knowledge of Effective Teaching Practices -- Human Technologies in Teaching final
examination.

The final examination for the Human Technologies in Teaching course was given to
Cohort 1 students and a comparison group of junior students in the regular progrom.
Students in the regular program had not cumpleted Human Technologies in Teaching,

but they had completed from three to six regular methods courses.

4. Performance -- videotapes of Cohort 1 students teaching during their Human
Technologies in Teaching course.

The videotapes were from the final two (of six) teaching experiences. Samples of the
tapes were studied for use for scaffolding, wait time, classroom monitoring, and various

cooperative learning functions.

5. Instructionst Content — Sytladi for Human Technologies in Teaching, the Language
and Literature Block, and the block for Teaching Mathematics, Natural and Social

Sciences in the Elementary School. These svilabi form Appendix A, this document.

6. Perceptions of Key Persons about the EETEP.

Interviews were conducted during April and May 1968 by two independent scholars. One
interviewed University persons, including students, snd members of the Planning
Committee; the other one interviewed teachers and edministrators in the cooperating
schools and the Lincoln Puvi. Schools district office. (Full report, Appendix B, this

document)




7. Student Experience in Early Field Experiences and in Human Technologies in
Teaching.
Student journasls were read holistically by an independent scholar t0 determine the

manner in which students experienced the early field experiences and the Human

Technologies in Teaching course. (Full Report, Appendix C, this document)

8. University of Nebraska-Lincoln (UNL), Teachers College, Curriculum and Iustruction,
and Lincoln Public School Policies Pertinent t0 New Pr 2ram Initiation.

An independent scholar conducted interviews during May and June 1988 with UNL,
Teachers College, Curriculum and Instruction, and Lincoin Public School administrators
to ascertain what policies were in plece in 1985 that were intended to encoursge and
facilitate the initiation and implementation of new instructional programs and research

related to those programs. (Full Report, Appendix D, this document)

V_Instrumentation (Data-Gathering Yools).

Parsgraph Completion Test. The student is asked to complete severs! sentence stems.
Scores refiect the student’s fevel of conceptual development. This instrument was
developed and described by Hunt, Gibson, Noy & Watson (1973).

Student Journsis. When they are in field experience classes, EETEP students keep
journals related to esch day’s experience in the school setting: they also write
interpretive (reflective) entries every second week. In the HIT course, the journal was
extended to include some class days as well as the field experiences. Each daily entry
during the two early field experience classes included a descriptive portion and an

analytic and evaluative portion.
13
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Human Technologies in Teaching Final Examination. This examination contained 15
multiple choice questions, each of which had one correct answer, and 25 multipte choice

questions, each containing from zero to four or five correct answers. Questions were

drawn from cooperative learning: human development and Bruner's concept of

scaffolding: classroom mansgement, including monitoring student behavior: and wait-
time and feedback. The questions matched quite closely the content covered in Human
Technologies in Teaching. The maximum possible score on the multiple choice part of

this examination was 122.

In addition to the multiple choice questions, students chose two of four essay questions,
each of which required them to plan a lesson for teaching specified content t0 a set of

<hildren, some of whose characteristics also were described in the question.

HIT Teaching Videotapes. We videotaped each teaching sequence in the Human
Technologies in Teaching experience, as completely as possible. These videotapes were
used as much of the basis for discussions with students about their teaching and their
progress in the course. Students chose one of the final two (of & total of six) tapes to
analyze &s their cuiminating assignment in the course. Selected samples of these tapes

were scored on the dimensions of teaching that were worked with in the course.

Interviews. Interview guides were developed by those conducting the interviews with
students, teachers, faculty members, and administrators at UNL and in the Lincoln
Public Schools. Each guide was prepared in draft form and then piloted with a small
sample from the population dbeing surveyed. Interviews were not formally scored;

instead, they were read for impressions and salient features.
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Policies Pertinent to New Program Initiation. The researcher studied pertinent
documents and interviewed both University and Lincoln Public Schoo!l policymakers as
well as those responsible for developing the Extended Elementary Teacher Education
Program, as the basis for considering policies that either facilitate or hinder the

initiation of new, university-based teacher education programs.

V1. Results/Findings.

Various project data were analyzed in different ways. Where appropriate, statistical
comparisons were made of early and late scores and/or EETEP and comparison groups, as
in the case of conceptual fevel scores. In other instances, a trend analysis was tried, for
example, with some of the scores from student journals. However, much of the report is
descriptive, either with numbers, as in the case of the transcript analyses, or with

narrative, as in the case of the interviews and policy studies.

As suggested in the 0ERI instructions, findings are presented in much the same manner
as in standard educational research journals. The complexity of the findings required,
however, a somewvhat longer technicat report to OERI -- more of a monograph -- than
most journals would publish. Furthermore, the mixture of quantitative and non-
quantitative data, saveral sets of which had to be considered in relation to each other

increased both the report's length and cnmplexity.

Results related to Cohort 1 were produced ss a direct function of the EETEP; results
related to Cohort 2 are from Cohoon's (1988) dissertation. Thus, wherever Cohort 2

results are mentioned, reference also is made to the Cohoon dissertation.
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Project Qutcomes

The Extended Elementary Teacher Education Program is focused on the prospective
teacher; consequently, each of the outcome questions relates t0 the preservice teacher.
Because we consider intellectual, affective, knowiedge and performance dimensions all
to be important to teaching, each is represented by at least one outcome measure.

Discovering possible trends on these dimensions also is important.
e Vhat impact does the University of Nebraska Extended Elementary
Teacher Education Program have on szelected personal characteristics of

prospective teachers?

Conceptusal Level.

Analysis of Cohort 1 and Cohort 2 (Cohoon, 1988) conceptual level scores showed no
significant differences either between the EETEP and comparison groups or for the

EETEP students over the course of the two early field experiences.

Intellectual Processes

Journals were scored on three separate intellectual dimensions (1) level of integration,
(2) tevel of intellect, and (3) level of specificity. Level of integration is a developmental
measure of how preservice teachers think as they write in their journals. This scale
ranges from 1, the most concrete level, 0 4, the most abs. act. Level of intellect is a
hierarchical arrangement of intellectual levels ranging from one to six. Level of
specificity is a measure of the amount of detail contained in the journal. Scores range

from one, the most general, to four, the most detailed. (Cohoon, 1988)

Only a sampling of journal entries wac scored. For Cohort 1, the sample consisted of

seven daily entries in the first semester, nine in the secorid semester and seven in the
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third. Differences among scores on each of the three intellectus! dimensions were
analyzed twice: (1) using the individual dates and (2) using clusters of dates. Clusters
were formed by treating the first entry (date) in each semester as the first cluster and
then the second three entries and final three entires of the semester as second an¢, third
clusters. (These clusters were formed post hoc, that is, they were formed after we
reviewed plots of the daily mean scores. Analyses were made of the cluster data and

figures were drawn from them after this review.)

For Cohort 2, the sample consisted of the daily and reflective entries for the first and last
two weeks of each of the two semesters. {Cohoon, 1968) This difference in entries
sampled makes compearison of the two cohorts problematic. Furthermore, journals for
the two cohorts were scored by different persons. Even though reliability for scoring
samples of Cohort 2 journals was quite high between these persons, Cohort 1 journals
were scored at a later time by one of the persons. Thus, it seems possible that some
consistent differences may have developed. As a result, no comparisons were made
between Cohort 1 and Cohort 2 journal scores. In fact, different statistical procedures

were used for analyzing the two sets of data.

Data from Cohort 1 journals were analyzed using regression anatysis — the SAS General
Linear Models procedure -- to determine how scores for integration, intellect, and
specificity changed over time. The regression analysis wes performed for data from
each of the students individually and then for the total group. Because the response
pattern: was not known and the researchers suspected that it might be cubic, a cubic
regression wes performed initially. If this regression was significant but addition of

the cubic sum of squares was not significant, the quadratic model was used.
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For the total group, the quadratic regressicn was significant on each of the three traits:

in no instance did the cubic term add significantly to the regression.

Level of Integration - Total Group. Cohort 1 students showed a significant change in
level of integration during the three semesters that they kept journals, i e., during the
two early field experiences as well o5 the field experience associated with the Human
Technologies ir; Teaching course. As shown in Table 4, the change in level of

integration was significant at the 0001 level over the three semester period.

Table 4
Total Group, Cohart | Regression — Level of Integration

Source DE Sum of Squares Mean Square FValue PR>F R Square

Mode! 2 595 298 1100 0001 0.17
Error 106 28.69 027

Equation 245 - .17X+ .02XxX

The pattern of Cohort 1 mean cluster scores over the three semester period is presented
in Figure 1. As shown in Figure 1, the mean level of integration for day 1 of the first
semester -~ just as students were beginning their first field experience -- wa. high,
above 2.4. The mean score for the second cluster dropped substantially -- to 2.1; for the
final cluster of the first semester the mean score remained about the same as for the
second cluster, approximately 2.1. At the beginning of the second semester (day ! or the
first cluster of the semester) the mean score for level of integration dropped sharply
(frcm 2.1 10 1.9) from what it had been in the final cluster of the first semester; it then
increaseq {or each of the final two clusters. Between the final cluster of the second
semester and the first day (cluster) of the third semester, when the students were

beginning the Human Technologies in Teaching course with its associated third
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semester of field experience, the mean level of integration score returned ‘o what it had
been at the beginning of the first field experience — above 2.4. In the second and third
clusters of {ae third semester, level of integration mean scores continued to climb —

from 2.43102.49 10 2.65.

Our interpretation of the three semester pattern of level of integration mesn scores is
that students coming into the program have a rather clear, idealized notion of what
teaching is all about, i, it is what they remember from their own elementary school
experience. It is this idealized version that students perceive when they first enter the
classroom. The next few days in school, they begin to see that teaching and teacher
relationships with children are somewhat different from what they had remembered or
understood them to be. This new picture begins to stabilize during the semester.

Then, at the start of the second semester, when the students transfer to a new school and
a nev teacher where things are different from both their own memory of what
elementary school was like and their first semester field experience, their image of
teaching and school is destabilized again. This results in & further decrease in the fevet
of integration score. During the second semester, as during the first semester, students
begin to rationalize their versions of teaching that now are a part of their imeage
structure and to form their own, somewhat independent notion of what teaching shoutd

be. Thus, their level of integration scores increase.

Probably in port because of their greater experience with different views of teaching
and in part because cooperative learning is taught to them as a specific teaching
strategy bpefore they are asked to use it, student journals indi ate an incresse rather

than a decrease in fevel of integration at the beginning of the third semester. Further
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progress is made on this developing, personal version of teaching during the third

semestut &4nd scores continue to rise.

Level of Intellect. Cohort | students showed a significant change in level of intellect
scores, for clusters of entries, during the three semesters that they kept journals, ie.,
during the two early field experiences and the field experience associated with the

Human Technologies in Teaching course. (See Teble5.)

Table 5
Total Group, Cohort 1 Regression -- Levei of Intetlect
Source DE  SumofSquares MeanSquare EValue PR>F R Square

Modet 2 513 257 299 0,05 005
Error 106 91.12 86

Equation 2.73 - .12 + O1XxX

Level ot intellect scores remained relatively stable throughout the first two semecsters of
field experiences. The mean for the first cluster {(day) was the highest for the two
semesters (2.63); the low mean score of 243 was reached in the second cluster of the
second semester. The real change in mean level of intellect scores occurred during the
Human Technologies in Teaching semester. The mean score for the first cluster {day) of
the third semester was 2.63; the second cluster mean score vas 2.80; and the third was

3.28. (See Figure 2.)

Level of Specificity. Cohort ! students showed a significant change in level of
specificity scores, for clusters of entries, during the three semesters that they kept

journals, i e., during the two early field experiences and the field experience associated
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Figure 2

Mean Scores and Quadratic Regression
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with the Human Technoiogies in Teaching course. {See Table 6.) Level of specificity
socres did not change greatly from one semester to the next; however, they 4id follow a
pattern corresponding 10 a quadratic model. (See Figure 3.)

Table 6

Totat Group, Cohort 1 Regression -- Level of Specificity

Source DE Sum of Squares Mean Square EValue PR>F R Square
Model 2 154 o7 332 0.04 0.06
Error 10* 2437 023

Equation 261 - .12x+ 01XxX

The above presentation seems to assume a straightforward, before-the-fact statistical
design. That assumption, of course, was not met. Because the clusters were formed and
the figures drawn post hoc, both the analysis and the discussion of the data are soft. In
order for them to be justified, further research will be required.

Although the data collection points and the manner of analysis were different for
Cohort 2 and Cohort 1, students in Cohort 2 also made significant changes in their level
of integration, levet of intellect, and level of specificity scores over the two semesters of

their early field experiences. {Cohoon, 1985)

Attitudes

A Clsssroom Situation Survey, developed by Cohoon (1988), was administered to Cohort 1
and 2 students and to a comparison group of students for Cohort 2. Students in all three
groups were asked what they would do in each of 21 classroom situations. Each situation
had from five to eight options with each option having a seven point, agree-to-disagree

Likert scale. The Survey contained 127 total options.
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Data from the Classroom Situation Survey were analyzed using & median test. Responses
of the three groups differed significantly {.05 level) for 24 of the 127 optons. Percents
for each group ‘or each of the 24 options that had significantly different responses for
the three groups are shown in Table 7. Although item stems are not gien, in most
instances the stem is not critical to understanding the thrust of the option. In those

instances, an indication of the item stem is inciuded in parenthesss.

Table 7

Classroom Situation Survey Items (Options) for Which Differences Among Cohort 1,
Cohort 2, and A Cohort 2 Comparison Group Were Significant

Percent Above
Medion Jlem
Coh.i Coh2 Cp.Gr.
15 65 39 2.A. Bemove him from P.E. and invoive him in intramurats
15 59 33 3.D. Explsin to her that her grade will suffer if she does not follow directions
54 59 23 3.6. Encourage her to seek sssistance from o peer
69 24 50 4.E Explain to how important it iz to follow the rules and be courteous
46 18 6 4.H. Observe and provide the students feedback on their behavior
8 53 39 5.C. Give the one student extrs credit and move on
15 53 67 6.F. Agk the other teachers if they feel the some way
62 711 1? 8.E. Tell the year you were born and have them figure it out
38 76 22  10C.Reduce the number of problems he has to do {Boy doesn't write wel1)
8 53 33 10.E.Spend thiz time to practice his handwriting
54 28 11.B. Praige those working hard (Students not steying on task)
46 65 22 11 C.Change the sctivity
8 7?6 50  11.D.Give them s rewerd if they finish their work
46 24 0  11.F. Heve them work in cooperstive fearning groups
62 12 33  12.A. Continte with the other students snd telk to him leter (Tantrum)
15 59 33  12F.Send him to time out
8 82 33  126.Send him to the mirae or counselor immedistely
23 71 28 14.B.Take away recess time each time you hear the word and graduaity
escaiate the severity of the punishment (Profanity)
31 71 37 14.E. Chew her out becsuse you will not tolerate this
15 53 67  14.F.Give the resporsibility to the principst
23 71 44 16.D. Vrite the child's name on the boerd and keep him in for recess or put
her in time out
15 41 61 17.B.Explain that 1ooking on other's work is cheating
1?7.E. Give praige to thoge doing their own work
15 4?7 72 19.C. Take a tittle bit off their grade
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In the Human Technologies in Teaching course, a great deal of emphasis is placed on
developing responsibility in teacher and the chitd. Thus, the (prospective) teacher is
encouraged both to assume responsibility and, when appropriate, to shift responsibitity
on to the child. This probably partially expleins why Cohort 1 students responded the
way they did to rtems 3D, 36, 4E, 4H, 6F, 8E, 124, 12F, 126, 14B, 14E, 14F, 16D, and 19C.
Students in HTT also are encouraged not to deal arbitrarily with students. This probably
partially explains Cohort 1 student responses to 24, 12F, 126, {4B, 16D, and 19C. In HIT,
students are taught cooperative learning as a strategy for teaching and are encoucsged
to use it; this probably is why a number of them chose 10 shift t0 & cooperative l:arning
task for {1F.

e Vhat impact does the University of Neb: .ska Extended Elementary
Teacher Education Program have, at the end of student’s second year in the

program. on selected items of the prospective teacher's professional
knowviedge and performance?

The information in this section related to the prospective teacher's knowledge is from the finsl
examination for Human Technologies in Teaching (HTT); that for performance is from
videotapes of EETEP students in the HTT.

Knowledge and Understanding.

The final examination for the HTT has both multiple choice and essay questions. Questions on the
multiple choice portion were scored 83 correct or incorrect; questions on the essay portion were
analyzed both qualitatively and quantitatively.

Multiple Choice Portion of Humen Technologies in Teaching Final Examination --As

indicmed above, the final examination for the Human Technologies course contains
questions from (1) cooperative learning, (2) classroom management, (3) development
and Bruner's concept of scaffolding, (4) wait-time, and (5) feedback. The test contsins
five parts drawn from these areas of questions. The cooperative lesrning part has 50

points possible, classroom management -- 36, development and scaffolding -- 16, wait-
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time -- 10, and feedback -- 10. Table 8 shows the mean scores for the experimental and

control groups; Table 9 gives the analysis of variance for the data.

Table 8

Mean Scores, Total Test and Subtests, for EETEP Cohort 1 and Comparison Group on
Multiple Choice Portion of Human Technologies in Teaching Final Examination

Cooperative C(Classroom  Development/ WVait-
Group Totai Test Iearning Management Scaffolding Time Feedback

EETEP 165.77 4385 2869 14.38 8.08 9.00
Comparison 84.15 3208 2469 1154 7.15 723
Table 9

Analysis of Variance for Total Test and Subtests for EETEP Cohort 1 and Comparison Group
on Mutltipie Choice Portion of Human Technologies in Teaching Final Examination

Cooperative Classroom  Development/ Wait-

Group Total Test Learning Management Scaffolding Time Feedback
F Value 10442 10458 10.00 52.63 408 2405
daf | 1 | | | 1
PR>F 0001 0001 0042 0004 0548 0001

As indicated in Table 8, the experimental group mean exceeded the control group on
each section of the test &s well &s on total score. Furthermore, &s shown in Table 9, the
differences for the total test and four of the five subtests are statistically significant.

Only on weit-time did the difference feil to achieve sigpificance.

The results shown in Tables 8 and 9 should have been expected. because the Human
Technologies in Teaching course instructors based the examination that was given to

the EETEP and comparison groups on the content of the Human Technologies in
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Teaching course. However, this result also gives credence to the faculty and teacher
surveys which showed that the content taught in the Human Technologies in Teaching

course is not covered in the regular methods courses.

Essay Portion of Human Technologies in Teaching Final £xamination

Both the EETEP Cohort 1 students who completed the HIT course and two comparison
groups of students completed essay questions as well as the multiple choice portion of
the HIT final examination. Cohort 1 students were required to snswer two of four
questions; comparison group students answered one of two questions. Instructions and
questions were as follows.

For the questions that you choose, you should assume that you have been asked to teach a demonstration
lesson, as specified in the question. Your task is to plan a lesson. You should report (a) what information
you would want to have about the class, (b) what you will try to accomplish in the lesson, (¢) what
teaching strategy you will use, (d) what activities you will have the class do. (e) what your role as the
teacher will be and what issues you will be especially alert to, (f) how long the lesson that you hav planned
likely will require, (g) what criteria you will use for judging the success of your lesson, and (h) how you
will determine whether the students have achieved what you wanted to achieve.

1. There are twenty-one students — ten boys and eleven girls -~ in this socioeconomicaky mixed class of
fourth graders, some of whom prefer not to sit by certain other students. You have been asked to
ntroduce the class to story problems, each of which invalves a single process but the correct process for
3 given problem may be addition, subtraction, or multiplication. The class has already been taught each
process separately, inckuding both story ina non-story formats.

2. There are nineteen students - eleven girls and eight boys -~ in this class of second graders. All of them
wak to school. Two of them are classified as gifted; four others are pulled out for a portion of the day for
remedial reading in the Chapter 1 program. You have been asked to teach a lesson that will help them
become acquainted with their school and community neighborhood.

3. There are twenty-four students -~ thirteen girls and eleven boys — in this ethnicaily mixed class of
second grar'ars, some of whom do not have English as their first language but all of whom have been in U.S.
schools for two years. You have been asked to teach a lesson that will increase class members' science-
related vocabulary.

4. There are twenty-two students - eleven girls and eleven boys — in this racially mixed class of fifth
graders, some of whom prefer not to sit by certain other students. You have been asked to introduce the
class to long division in which the remainder is treated as a decimal and is rounded off to the nearest tenth.
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EETEP students were required to answer either questions one and three or two and four ; comparison
group one students chose between questions one and two; comparison group two students chose
between questions three and four. EETEP students who had completed some methods courses and who
were leaving the program as well as their matched partners in the comparison groups were not

included in the analysis of essay questions.

Five of the ten EETEP students included in the essay test anal ysis answered questions one and three;
five answered questions two and four. Seven Comparissn Gfoup 1 students answered question one;
three answered question two. Six Comparison Group 2 students answered question three; four
answered question four. Only EETEP student answers to questions one and two were included in the
following comparisons; thus, the eight responses (a-h) of each student in each group to one
question constitute the data for this analysis. A summary of the responses appesrs as Table 10.
Each major heading in Table 10 contains information for its respective lettered item in the essay
question instructions (a. informetion would like to have, b. try to accomplish, c. teachi ng strategy,
d. class activities, e. teacher role, f. lesson length, g. criteria for lesson success, and h. how
determine whether students have achieved as desired.) Within each major heading, data are further
subgrouped according to categories of responses. Numbers within Table 10 are the sums of
individusl responses. For example, one EETEP student requested five items of student information
{what each student knows about addition, subtrsction and multiplication; esch student's
developmental level; which students don't work well with others: which students can read [so that
there are no groups with all non- readers] ; and student names) ; each of these items was counted s a
separate request for information. This same student wanted to know the class experience with
cooperative learning. This was counted as a single contextual request. The cata summary shown in

Table 10 are descriptive only. No inferential anslyses were completed.
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Table 10

EETEP and Comparison Group Responses to Essay Questions from Human Technologies in Teaching
Finsl Examination

Group .
Instruction Item EETEP Comparison | Comparison 2
A. Information requested (items)
1. Student infor mation 29 6 14
2. Contextual infor mation 11 11 5
3. None requested (1)
Total 40 1?7 19
B. Desire to accomplish
1. General social 4
2. Specific social {cooperation) 3 2
3. General Knowledge 12 6 4
4. Specific Knowviedge 2 4 5
S. Miscelaneous ! 1
6. None listed . (1) .
Total 22 10 12
C. Teaching Strategy
1. Active Strategy (Name onlv) 11 4
{e.g. Handson)
2. Passive (Teacher Talk:name) 3 3
3. Possive (Details) |
4.Coup Learning (Nameonly) 4 2
5. Coop Learning (Details) 6
6. None listed | 2
7. Did not know meaning. (1) .
Total 10 17 12
D. Class Activities
1. Total Class 20 14 5
2. Smali Group 18 3 4
3. Individual. 4 7 5
Total 42 21 14
4. Organized sequence of 9 4
two or more activities
5. Two or more activities 3 6
without clear sequence
E. Teacher Role
1. Instruct, guide, inform 5 3 5
2. Other content matters 11 3 5
3. Social matters 27 9 10
4. Miscellaneous . i
Total 44 15 20
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E. Time Required

1.30 minutes or less 1 1 3
2.30 min. to one hour 3 2 3
3. 0ne to two hours 4 1
4. More than one day t 7 2
5. Throughout year 1
6. None given .
Total 10 10 10
G.Criteria for Lesson Success
1. Outcomes - knowiedge
-- Genersl 6 3 2
-- Specific ) 2 3
-- Abstract 1 3
- Application 1
2.0utcomes - social
-- General 10 5
-- Specific 2 1
3. Process 2 7 4
4. Nothing 3 1
H. Criteria for Student Success
1. Qutcomes - knowiedge
- General 2 | 2
-- Specific 5 2 4
- Application 2
2. 0utcomes -~ social
-- General 4 1
-- Specific 2
3. Positive Feelings Py
4. Processes for obteining 5 1 4
5. None given 2 4

L 4
Data summarized in Table 10 reveal a few similarities and several major differences

between EETEP and comparison group student responses to the essay questions given
them. Similarities include contextual information requested in response to "a” and
knowledge outcomes required for judging lesson and student success. Major differences
appear for information requested about individual students (29 items for EETEP versus 6
and 14 for comparison groups 1 and 2, respectively), number of lesson objectives (22

versus 10 and 12), number of class activities (42 versus 21 and 14), specific
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recommendations for teacher role (44 versus 15 and 20). and social outcomes judged
necessary for lesson and student success. Perhaps more importan- than the numbers of
separate items listed is the “tying together" that occurred in the EETEP lesson plans, the
best example of which is in the responses to the “class activities” question. In these
responses, nine of the ten EETEP ctikients listed two or more class activities and in each
instance, the activities had a clear, explicit sequence. In the tvo comparison groups, 13
of 20 students listed two or more activities, but in only four instances were the activities

clearly sequential.

Performance.

Videotapes of three Cohort | students -- one judged to be in the top third, one in the
second third, and one in the lowest third of the group in their teaching performance —
were reviewed to chieck on the reports they made in their analytic pagars of their use
of scaffolding. wait time, classroom monitoring and verious cooperative learning
functions. Student | conducted atesson on paregraphs to a fifth grade class; Student 2,
& lesson on the use of telephone directories to & second grade class; Student 3, a fesson

on forming plurals from word ending in f to & fourth grade class.

The lesson on parsgraphs that Student { reported was the second of two lessons on this

topic. She already knew approximately what the students knew about paragraphs from
the first lesson. She used this information as the basis for a review {a scaffold) at the
beginning of the second lesson and then used that information t0 move t0 more
advanced knowledge, that of finding their own topic and posing questions. This shows
on the videotape. Wait time was used, and is apparent, particularty in the end-of-lesson
processing. In some instances, Student | would ask a question and then try to clarify it
before a student was ready to respond; however, she recognized this in her lesson
analysis. :
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Student 1 exhibited instances of good classroom monitoring and some of failure t0 do so,

as when she stood with her back 10 the class when she was at the chalkbosrd. Here
again, however, she found this on her videotape herself. but also noted that the

students were paying attention and no problems arose.

Student 1 used all aspects of cooperative learning effectively, moving systematicaily
from establishing both academic and collaborative objectives, the latter somewhat
belatedty. to assigning the students to heterogeneous groups, and finally to processing
and closing of the lesson. She showed excellent focus on each of the major

instructional issues dealt with in the cless.

Student 2 also reported the second of two lessons. one on the use of telephone
directories. She used both her awareness that most of the second graders in this
particular classroom were in the early concrete stege and her knowledge of how mwh
they already knew about telephone directories as the busis for scaffolding her lesson.
She began with what they knew and then worked step by step with them by giving
them a particular number to find, then helping them mcve through the book to find
the page and the number. She also arranged the four places they were to look up in
alphabetical order so that the task would be easier. All of this is reported in her paper

and mozt of it apparent on the videotape.

Student 2 did not exhibit wait time very explicitly. Following a questicn, she would wait
until students answered, but she did not wsit prior to asking a question nor did she ask
the sorts of questions that create pauses for students. She alsoc had difficulty

remembering to position herself so that she could see the entire classroom wien she
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was working with an individual student. In both of these instances. however. she

recognized the difficuity herself.

Student 2 followed the cooperative learning teaching strategy systematically from the
establishing of academic and social objectives with her students and assigning them to
heterogeneous groups — pairs, except in one instance where she had t0 have three, to
structuring positive goal interdependence and individual accountability (individual
worksheets) to providing closure 10 the lesson. Again, all of these steps are readily

identifiable on Student 2's vidoetape.

Student 3 also reported the second lesson in a pair, teaching students how to change
words ending in f to the plural form. She provided for heterogeneous grouping by
using scores on a pre-quiz. Although she tried to build from the students’ airsady
existing knowledge, this portion of the lesson was confusing. It seems doudtful if the
students understood clearly how changing words ending in f related to what they had
already learned about forming plurals.

As with Student 2, Student 3 seldom used wait time in her teaching, a fact that she also
became aware of while watching her videotape. “The best wav [ can think of to solve
this problem would be to count to six. I would cuunt to six because I know that I would

count faster when I'm teaching.”

Although Student 3 positioned herself well during the time the cooperative lesrning
groups were working, she did have a tendency to turn her back to much of the class
and focus on a single student or group when someone asked a question. However, she

also became aware of this during her review of the videotape and discussed it in her
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Student 3 used many of the steps in the conperative learning strategy, but not in as

orderly a fashion as Students 1 and 2. Both the lesson introduction and closure were
abbreviated. Neither lesson content nor cooperative behaviors wes processed
theroughly. Students were identified by quiz scores and assigned heterogeneously to
groups, but it is not clear that Student 3 used this information in assigning roles within
groups or that she was aware of it as she monitored the group activity. Student 3
progressed between her initial teaching and the final lesson, but not to a point of full

mastery of cooperative learning or the assigned teacher behaviors.

Project Implementation

As indicated above (page 2), we organized our thinking about project implementation
around five principal questions: (1) How do students experience the EETEF  (2) What is
the instructional content in the three courses and blocks of courses explicitly designed
for the EETEP? (3) Vhat effect does the EETEP have on student selection of courses as
related to the change in general education requirements? {(4¢) How did verious key
persons in (a) Teachers College and (b) Lincoln Public Schools experience the EETEP?
(5) What policies were in effect in 1985 at the University and in the Lincoln Public
Schools that affected the initiation of the EETEP? Thus, the discussion of program

implementatior is organized around these five questions.




® As revealed in their journals or papers, how do studer:ts experience the
processes of the EETEP, including the early tield experience. cooperative
learning, managing a classrocom., and planning a lesson adapted to
children’s development and level of content knowviedge?

James Roach. & doctoral student in education who is completing a dissertation that
invoives extensive ethnographic techniques, read, hotisticaily, the Cohort { student
journals from the first two semesters of earlv field experience. He then prepared a

report about his interpretation of the journals. (Full Report, Appendix C, this report)

As he read the journals, Roach asked himself the following questions. The snswers to
these form the body of his report.

1. Do the journals show improvement in the student's ability % open and honestly
express their feelings, describe their professional and personal settings, make
use of perspective and ceriain other attitades that make journaling the valuable
‘ool itcan be? Are they learning how 10 keep a useful journal? (It may be notall
gether the student's fault if the journals are not useful - the EETEP staff may
have inended the journals 10 be for ®acher monitoring of progress not for
student ongoing, self-evaluation.)

2. Do the journals show the traditional signs of bumout? Are the issues that
suound the burnout process for the professional people worker showing up in
the student joumnais? .

3. Can we see indications of whether and how EETEP students have changed over a

pericd of 18 months in Bueir attitudesirelationships toward peers, classroom and
coocperating teachers, students, parents, and commitment 0 a eaching career?

According to Roach. "The ability of each student to express themselves in writing
varied at first but by the end of the second journal keeping period, they ait had gotten
into their rwn comforteble and identifiable style of expression.” He then adds that a
comparison of the first few peges with the last few peges of esch journal reveals
substantial difference in expression, with the perspeciive woving from observer 10
participant. "Atthe start . . . (are statements) . . . about they and them and she and him:

first person opinion runs rampant; peopie are described like inanimate objects; great
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details about shapes, colors, sizes and the like are recorded. At the end you have nearly

total expression of feelings, hurts, losses, joy, pride, love, hate, concern; you have

inanimate objects (such as buildings) now tsking on personal attributes.” (p.5)

According t0 Rosch. the most obwvious change in EETEP students is the move from
observer or uninvolv2d critic to participant. “There were two striking attitude changes
... that impressed me.” {p.8) The first of these changes was that as the year went on
“the cooperating teachers seemed to get a lot smarter.” (p. 8) By the end of the two
semesters ‘respect and understanding sometimes verging on ‘awe’™ (p. 9) has begun to
emerge. "That does not mean to say that the students are 160% in sgreement with
methods and styles they are observing in the cooperating teachers rather they are
recognizing different ways of doing things than their own. And most important they
have learned to ‘sllow’ and value the cooperating teacher’s classroom style and

methods.” (p.9)

The second change that Roach noted was growing respect for UNL faculty. Rosch
indicates that there are signs of fear of Dr. Egbert. He is viewed as "demanding,
difficult, hard to understand, not organized, too organized.” (p. 9) By the end of the
journals, most of the students viewed EETEP as a team. This team inciudes Dr. Egbert, not

only as an authority figure, but as a team player.

Another issue where Roach noted growth among EETEP students was in relationships
with each other. In one specific set of journals, a professional colleague relationship
appears t0 be developing. “What we have going on with these two students by the end
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of the journals is professional peer support; and it does not just happen all at once.
Each student begins to acknowliedge the talents of the other and to recognize and vatue
those gifts. This relationship is not unlike the one students have developed with the

cooperating teachers - respect, appreciation and a sense of being a team.” {p. 10)

Finally, Roach noted changes in attitudes toward students and their parents. Preservice
teachers seemed to have at least 40 to 50 close friends. "What comes through in the
journals very clearly is the movement from the students as 'them' to Sue, Bruce, Billy,
Mary with individual perscnalities, backgrounds, who have different needs and
abilities. Too, early in the journals there is almost a critical attitude toward either the
school, the neighborhood or the parents. If the school, the neighborhood or the
parents would get their act together then these kids wouldn't have so many problems. . .
Even ¢ 1 end of the journals there are questions about family settings and
COMmMLr situations Lut they are now a part of the picture that includes the
{preservice) teacher doing what she can to charge those things vet recognizing the

limitations a teacher has in making those changes.” {pp. 10-11)

e WVhat is the instructional content in the courses and dlocks of courses
explicitly designed for the EETEP, including the Human Technologies in
Teaching course and the blocks dealing with (1) Language and Literature
and (2) Teaching Mathematics, Natural and Social Sciences in the
Elementary School?

Ifuman Technologies in Teaching and Associated Field Experience This course is
currentiy being revised, based on the first semester's experience in tesching it;
however, most basic features will remain unchanged. Essentially, students are taught
single instructional strategy (cooperative lesrning), an approach for planning

curriculum and instruction adaptations appropriate fo~ the children being taught
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{scaffolding), selected principles of classroom mansgement, and selected teacher
behaviors, including wait time, pacing, and feedback. Initial insiruction on each topic
is presented in a campus Classroom; stwlents have & variety of activities including
micro-teaching and computer simufations. Students then work with the University
instructor and their cooperating tescher in planning and teaching a tesson that uses,
in succession, cooperative learning, scaffolding, teacher pehaviors, and aspects of
classroom mansgement. Content is cumulative, that is, students add scaffolding to
cooperative learning and then add teacher behaviors to cooperative learning and
scaffolding. Thus, students incorporate ali that they have tearned in the final lessons
that they teach.

Each lesson (hat the student teaches is videotaped and then reviewed by the student,
collesgue students, and the instructor. Students make a detailed aaslysis, in writing, of

one of their final two lessons.

The major change that will be made in Human Technologies in Teaching from the first
time it was taught is that, the first time, students spent two weeks on campus learning
about cooperative learning before they went 10 the school ¢lassroom. This meant that
they were unacquainted with their elementary students the first time they taught and
refatively so for the first two or three lessons. The next time the course is taught, each
student will be assigned to a cooperating teacher and will begin working with teacher
and students at the beginning of the semester. This will correct what seeined to be the
most difficult and pervasive prodlem of ihe course. Some other changes of lesser

importance also will be made. (The original syllabus for HIT is in Appendix A.)

Language snd Literature Block and Associated Field Experience. -- The Language and

Literature Block combines the essential content of three methods courses taught in the
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regular clementary teacher preparation program: reading, language arts, and
children’s literature in a single nine-semester-credit hour block and an associated
four-credit hour field experience. The Block is built on the premise that {snguege and
literature are the bases of all content aress. The language arts {reading, listening,
speaking and writing) are not subjects in themselves, but are concerned with the
development of communication that is relevant, correct, clear, imeginative, and
effective. Certain tools assist this communication, including spelling, handwriting,
grammar and ussge, creative dramatics, storytelling, and others. The application of
these tools to effective methods of teaching children to read is an important focus of
the Block.

The content of the Block reflects the findings from the report of the Commission on
Reading {Anderson, 1985), as well as content from Pesrson's (1985) review of research
on yocabulary and comprehension; it also presents reading instruction as integrated
with all of the langusge arts and with other content aress as suggested by ¥eaver
(1987) and Hansen (1987). The related nature of reading and writing provides backdrop
for the forination of a "writing community” as descridbed by Calkins {1985). The Block
also encompasses the emerging literacy behaviors described by Teale and Sulzby (1986)
as well as the composition/comprehension processes of middle grade students in

content areas (Atwell, 1987).

The syllabus for this block was formulated during the summer of 1987: it is being
iaught for the first time during first semester 1988-89. (This syilabus appears in
Appendix A.)

Teaching Mathematics, Natural and Social Sciences in the Eiementary Schooi Block and

Associated Field Experience. -- The Teaching Mathematics, Natural and Social Sciences
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in the Elementary School Block is an integration of three separate courses in methods

of teaching mathematics, science and social studies. This block emphasizes the role,
content, materials, and trends of mathematics, science, and social studies in chitdhood
education. Course objectives center around (1) the chiltd, (2) the nature of mathematics
and the natural and social sciences, (3) instructional planning, (4) school objectives
for mathematics and natural and social sciences, (5) teaching strategies and
instructional materials, and (6) evaluation. A major unit is built around each of these
dimensions as well as one that includes such special topics as maps and global skills,
controversial issues, censorship and academic freedom, the teacher as a professional

and the use of laboratories, including safety.

This block was planned during summer 1988; it will be taught for the first time second
semester 198C-89. (The syllabus that will be used the first time this block is taught
appears in Appendix A.)

® As revealed in student transcripts. what effect does the ELTEP have on
selection of courses by elementary education students in the first three
years of their program?

Program planners and evaluators often wonder whether reality approaches intentions.
Thus, even though EETEP planners built course requirements that differed from the
regular program into EETEP, we were not certain how these planned differences wouid
be revealed in courses actually completed. In order to answer this question, a transcript
analysis was completed for the 10 EETEP students who remsined in the program at the
end of second semester 1987-63 and agroup of ten students in the regular program who

had similar grades and ACT scores.

In many fields and specific courses., EETEP students and students in the regular

program had completed similar enroflments by the end of the junior year. In some
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instances, these were specific requirements of all elementary education students, for
example the art elements, educational foundations, human development, educational
psy<hology, mathematics, music and physical education courses (20 semester hours for
each student). In other instances, they simply filled generai education requirements,
for example art history, biological science, chemistry, composition, foreign language
physics, political science, psychology. sociology, speech, and theatre (approximately 25

semester hours per student).

Although the simitarities in courses completed between EETEP and regular elementary
education students are important, even more important are the differences petween
courses completed for they indicate whether, by the end of the junior vear, EETEP and
regular program students have actually taken different courses, and, hence, are
having different academic experiences.

Several msjor differences in Arts and Scier.ces courses taken were found between
EETEP and reguler program students. Although, because of program requirements, each
of these differences was anticipated, they do reveal divergent programs. A typical
EETEP student, for instance, completes one course in geography, one in geology and two
in history; the typical student in the regulsr program completes one <ourse in either
geology or geography and one in history. On the averege, EETEP students complete two
courses in composition and four in literature; on the average, students in the regulsr
program complete one course in the regular program and one in titerature. These
differences exist because of EETEP's higher general education requirements and the
fact that it also requires either a major emphasis or two minors other than elementary

education.
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Differences also exist in the professional education program courses completed by the
end of the junior vear. Essentially, the differences are between methods and field
experience courses. EETEP students have completed six semester hours of field
experience and Human Technologies in teaching, but no methods courses; reguler
program students have completed two semester hours of field experience and, on the
average, more than fourteen hours of methods courses. When EETEP students have
completed all of their methods courses, they also will have completed a total of
approximately twelve semester hours of field experience; when regular program
students have completed all of their methods courses, they still will have completed
only two semester hours of field experience, plus some directed field experience

connected with some of the methods courses.

® How did various key persons in Teachers College and the Lincoin Public
Schools experience the initiation and implementation of the University of
Nebraska EETEP?

Two interview studies were completsd by persons outside the EETEP staff to determine
how key persons in Teachers College and the Lincoln Public Schools experienced the
initiation and implementation of the Extended Elementary Teacher Education Program.
These two studies constitute Appendix Bof this report. Both researchers, James Roach,
a doctoral student at the University of Nebraska, and Leslie Thompson, a teacher in the
Lincoln Publiv Schoois, were given categorically organized lists of names from which
they selected randomly, except for persons occupying kKey positions. Furthersiore,
they were instructed to keep the details of all interviews confidential, except where
only one person occupies that role, eg., the dean of Teachers College. In those
instances, they were insiructed not to attribute a statement or idea to that person/role

without explicit permission to do so.
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Interviews with University Administrators, Faculty, and Students. From a list of forty-
three nsmes Rosch (Appendix B, this report) interviewed seven students {three from
Cohort 1, three from Cohort 2, and one former student-participant), and thirteen
members of the faculty and administration of Teachers College. Everyone with whom
an interview was requested ¢complied with the request.

In his report, Roach indicated that he permitted interviewees to talk apout whatever
they wanted t0 discuss. Atfirst, some of what they said seemed tangentist, but when the
fame topics came up repeatedly, it became clear that these were not tangents but
subjects closely connected to the process of EETEP's development. (Roach, Appendix B,
this report)

Students in Cohorts | and 2 were in substantial sgreement in their responses to
interview questions, differing onlv in response to how they had been invoived in
f Jgram planning. Even on this question, they all reported veing involved in various
ways, including influencing decisions about their field assignments. Cohort 1 students
also referred to themselves as guinea pigs, but not in a negative sense.  All students
exhibited pride in their program, but “there was a special tone t0 cohort one students’
expression that marked them as somehow ‘being; leaders’, ‘breaking ground’, . . . ‘never
being bored because you never know what is going to happen -- for sure.” (p. 3) One
student said "I have a friend who says she geis tired of me going on about what we are
doing. She is just jealous.” (p. 4) Cohort 2 students did not make simailer statements; they

seemed have more of a feeling of an in-place structure than did Cohort ! students.

Students commented that their opinions were sought, but they didn't know how

seriously their comments were taken. One student suggested that when they are
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represented on the Planning Committee, which will begin First Semester, 1988, they

may feel as if they are making more of a contribution to th:2 program planning.

Students were fairly consistent in describing the program as one in which they woutd
be better prepared to teach. Some suggested that EETEP should be the preferred
progrei {or futurs eechers. In fact, they did not seem to perceive the regular
program, abou® which they were informed by « .scussions with other students, as an
alternative to EETEP. “What was a little more interesting is that both students (who were
asked about their sources of information about the regular program) have talked with
former home town teachers and principals about EETEP. The feedback from the latter
group was very positive and gave a sense that they were indeed in a superior Teacher

Education program.” (p. 4)

Roach stated that no students volunteered comments about the program's five-year
requirement before certification. (The three non-EETEP faculty felt that it was going t0
be a burden.) When he raised the issue, two of the six students agreed that an additional
year might be a financial burden but it was not going to stop them They seemed to feel

that the time and costs are normal for what they are receiving.

The cohort system is viewed as an important aspect of EETEP. Students have a strong
sense of togetherness. “"Some of my friends think it is cliquish; I guess it is but we have
so much in common that it is hard not to feel like afamily.” "The University is too big:

normal classes ¢ 100 big; my cohort is just right.” {p.5)

Students spoke positively about their early classroom experiences, including taping,
viewing and discussing the classroom experience with faculty and peers. "At first it

was uncomfortable, but it's simple now.” {p. 6) At least 73me of the students intend t0




contiriue their journaling, and, when possible, the videotaping. "Now I can't imegine

not doing those sorts of things and I wonder why everyone doesn't do it.” (p.6)

Students feel that the elementary school classes they serve in are affected by their
presence - additional help for the teacher, working with children, and providing
opportunities for the teacher to try new ideas. One student emphasiced the importance
of the variety of experiences in EETEP. "I cannot imagine teaching for eight or nine
weeks in one Lincoln Fublic School classroom and then going out into the real world.
We are able to see a mixture of students as well as different teaching methods being

used by different teachers.” (p.7)

Most of the students referred to the requirements of the EETEP course work compared
with the regular program. "My friends in Teachers Coliege don't have helf the work |
do.” "Sometimes, like last week (final zxamination period) I wish there wasn't so much
to do.” Despite the work, or possibly because of it, students seem to feel a bond with
EETEP faculty. “. .. really cares about us. They all do. .. " “I just can't believe the
amount of time they spend on us.” (p. 6) Students appeared to feel satisfied with

communications.

The Dean of Teachers College and the Chair of Curriculum and Instruction both think
that EETEP is important to the College an. «ne Center. Innovation, according the them,
can ¢reate difficulty among staff and EETEP has created some anxiety. Aaxiety can be
heightened when those sponsoring innovation are outsiders, and some of the EETEP
staff members are seen as outsiders to the elementary education program. The desn
and department chair see the anxiety reducing, however, as some faculty begin to fel
more comfortable with differing perspectives. They also feel that snme EETEP ideas are
beginning to filter into the regulsr program.
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When asked about the st and future of EETEP, neither the dean nor the department

chair expressed concern about the termination of QER] funding, because the major cost
of the program is faculty involvement, which is not paid for by OERI. What could stop
the program, according to the dean, would be “. . . the loss of (the project director). This
is the reason the cadre (of faculty in EETEP) must grow.” (p. 11) The chair’s analysis
paralicled that of the dean, but he added the idea that time and experience redwce the
importance of the current project director t0 the program. “If, for some reason, he
would not be here, the program might look a little different but it would continue.” (p.
12)

Roach interviewed essentially two groups of faculty, eight who had been involved with
EETEP end two who had no connection with it. Those who have worked with EETEP view
ites being experimental in nature, an alternative to the regular program, and as a way
of getting the student more practical, on-site experience. “EETEP is not going to take
over the regular program . . . it is an alternative, separate program that hes different
methods. It nieeds to be kept small.” “We are a research institution and this is the sort

of experimentation we should be undertaking.” (p. 14)

Both of the non-invotved faculty raised questions about what was being promised the
EETEP students. They suggested thet students are being prowised that they will be
better prepared and therefore more employable. “That's a fie. You can't make those
promises. Ve have no way of knowing: we have no proof:; we haven't run an

experiment that would prove such statements.” (p. 15)

All faculty interviewed had the clear feeling that the additional vear will allow EETEP

time to give additional preparation -- “wore hands on, in the classroom and variety” of
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experiences. "When I asked if this will meke for a better teacher [ go* some interesung
responses bordering on indignan:. '0f course. You don't add a vear expecting to produce
less qualityl’ ‘All of the professions are doing it (adding a year for a professional
degree). Vhy should teachers be any differsnt? Although generally, there wes a
feeling that we won't really kaow until the first cohort is in the field, one person who
is helping prepare the second methods block said that “the EETEP students are at &
higher or different level than the students in the rzguler program.” {p. 15) One of the
faculty members, not in Teachers College, said that he had two EFTEP students in one of
his courses,”. . . they have a deyth and matut .<y that sets them apert irom other
education majors that [ see and I find I treat them differeniy. They are convinced,
confident and have a pride in what they are doing.” He continued by saying that he
was impressed with their enthusiasm and excitement about teaching. "One (of the
EETEP students) knows that she is special; she really is proud of what she is doing. . .
almost too proud. But we can deal with that later! It is so refreshing to see someone

excited about teaching and wanting to do agood job.” (pp. 15 & 16)

Each faculty member interviewed had something to say about EETED that was
innovative and probably should be done in other programs. For one of the uninvoived
persons, "I ticked off what I understood was going on in the way of innovative things:
cohorts, taping, journals, variety of teaching settings, general education courses, easly
and substantive involvement in the classroom. ‘Those are ail worthwhile projects, but
how can we do them in the regular program - we have t00 n:any students; the time it
would take would be unthinkabie. ¥e have tatked about a lot of those things and maybe
we will find a way to do them.™ {p. 16)

The more involved those interviewed were in the program, the petter their feeling
about the level of communication from and with the project. Those - ° .2 Fanning
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Committee indicated that communicating with the department and college was difficult

because of the number of small groups involved. One of the uninvolved said, "I need to
know what is going on and if I disagree, have a chance to say so.” Faculty members
who have not been involved directly with EETEP indicated that they knew little about
EETEP. "I don't know what they do - it is all & secret I think " (This same individual said
that he had been asked for input into general education courses.) "It took us a year to
get someone to tell us about the program . . . and she was very helpful.” "No other
reports about it except from students.” {p. 14) Another of the uninvolved said, “If I
really wanted to know about EETEP I could find out. No one is trying to hide anything.”
(p.14) Anocther image from faculty who were not involved was elitism -- a five-yesr,

Holmes-like program.

One important index of a program’s meaning is the effest that people perceive that it
hason ther.. Roach stated that "The general thrust of the response to this questicn was
that it was a new, refreshing, exciting, chellenging program that brought life inti:
their professional and personal existence.” {pp. 18 & 19) As quoted by Roach, one
faculty member said, “When you journey out on your own you are less likely to have
new idess. EETEP has been a source of inspiration and new idess for me.” Another on;e
stated, "I want Teac.iet's College to be on the cutting edge of new and better programs.
EETEP is that sort of program.” (p. 19) And, from a little different perspective, one
faculty member commented on how the cooperative efforts in EETEP might have a
positive effect on students. “There has been good collegiality; cooperation among
faculty; cooperetion between faculty, students and counselors: all of this is good

modeling for future teachers.” (p.19)

Interviews with Lincoln Public School Teachers and Administrators. Thompson

(Appendix B, this report) interviewed four administrators (a consultant, the associate
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superintendent, and two principals) and eleven teachers. Involvement of those
interviewed ranged from nothing mere than being a teacher in one of the buildings
where EETEP students were asrigned to being a member of the initial steering
committee to set the goals and do the broad planning for the EETEP. Three teachers had
never been directly involved with the program, three teachers and one principal had
worked with EETEP studeiits for one semester, one teacher was involved with the
program for two semesters, and four teachers and one principal were involved with the
program for all three semesters, including Human Technologies in Teaching, that
EETEP students have worked in ¢lassrooms. Six of those inicrviewed by Thompson have

helped in planning one or more aspects of the EETEP.

Teach..s described the EETEP as being a five-year teacher education program that
emphasized early field experiences; adminis rators added 1o this description that the
progrém is research-based, bridges theory and practice, and that students are helped to
interpret their involveme .t in the classroom. Both teachers and administrators
supported the early and more extensive involvement as helping students become better
prepared to teach. Teachers and administrators reported that through the early and
intensive involvement of EETEP students in the clessroom, someting significant and
positive is being accomplished in teacher education. The levels of commitment, abitity,
and responsibility are felt to be much higher for EETEP students than for students in
the regular teacher education program at the University. Thompson slso reports,
however, thay whether EETEP produces added commitment in students is an open
question; perhaps the program simply enrolls smdénts who already are motre

committed to teaching.

Cooperating teachers felt that EETEP students gain a variety of insights about teaching,

grow in their understanding of children, and learn about such practical aspects of
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teaching as in-depth planning and the logisvics of moving children and organizing
supplies. They have to "grapple with problems not normally thought about until they
are teaching.” (Thompson, p. 4) As a result of this struggling, teachers perceive that

EETEP students gsin in self-confidence and poise.

Teachers working with EETEP students in the Human Technologies in Teachiag course
iew L1eir role as that of a guide, of offering the students ideas and sharing materials
and then sllowing the students to choose and plan from the suggestions made. EETEP
students were described as reliable snd conscientious in meeting their teaching

responsibilities in HTT.

Thompson stated that school personnel made it clear that outgrowths of the EETEP are
benefits to the elemeniary school children, and to the teachers themselves. Children
were s8id t0 benefit from different teaching styics and involvement with additional,
positive adult role-models, as well as with an improved tescher student ratio that
allowed for more individual attention and tutoring. Eight of the eleven teachers noted
benefits to teachers. EETEP students were viewed as positive and enthusiastic and
having fresh idess. One tescher said, "Even the hermits began crawling out of their
holes to show interest in the program.” (p. 5) One principal and one teacher said that
EETEP students “are learning to ask better questions, therefore teachers are required to

answer better.” {p.5)

Although teachers' and administrators view EETEP as having benefits, they also
recognize problems in the program. The progre~= "has many loose ends and (lacks)
consistency in teacher expectation,” according to one principal. (Thompson, p. 6)
Teachers express frustration about an unclear job description. Particular frustration

was expressed ahout what was expected of them in working with students in the Human
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Technologies in Teaching course. Teachers and administrators also felt communication

could be improved.

A finai concers: ont the part of the school personnel is program cost. EETEP is viewed as
a labor intensive progrem that the University may not be able to afford. According to
Thompson, "The only negative comment one teacher could make about EETEP was
‘disappointment and frustration: that the cost of the program would not allow it to

continue.” {p. 6)

Lincoln Public School Administrators view EETEP as a good model of collaboration. They
reported that the University requested and respected school input in developing the
program. "The University has bent over backwards to include Lincoln Public Schools'
teackiers and administrators in planning” coursework. {p. 6) Administrators also felt
that the University has adjusted the prog im well as suggestions were made by

teschers and others.

Thompson reported that school officials question the University's commitment to the
program. They wonder whether the desire to collaborate extends beyond the small
group of faculty working directly with the EETEP. They aiso wonder about teacher
commitment. EETEP requires more effort by University faculty; it also requires more
time from classroom teschers. Will the present intense interest continue? One
principal suggested that a staff member in each building should be assigned as liaison

between the University and the school.

Thompson concluded by saying, "EETEP is viewed as a pt ogram that ‘sounds impressive’
in what it is attempting tu do. As a model, it is ‘thoughtful, analytical, innovative,

research-based, coliaborative and cooperative.’ As a result, EETEP students are seen as
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being ‘more thoughtful and analytical who have better skills earfier.' . . . While
prodblems with communication and the expectancies of cooperating teachers have been
areas ot concern, cooperation between the two institutions can be improved by
increasing the amount of time cooperating teachers spend with university faculty

learning about the progiam.” {p.9)

¢ ¥What policies wvere in effect in 1985 at the University of Nebraska-
Lincoln, in Teachers College, and in the Department of Curriculum and
Instruction. as well as in the Lincoln Public Schools. that related to the
initiation and implementation of new programs of instruction and
research and what effect did these policies have .- the origins of the
EETEP?

As indicated above, the researcher (England, 1988; Appendix D, this report) reviewed
pertinent documents and interviewed both University and Lincoln Public School
nolicymakers as well as those responsible for developing the Extended Elementary
Teacher Ecucation Progrem, as the basis fu- considering policies that either facilitate
or hinder the initiation of new, university-based teacher education progrems.
Explicitly, England interviewed the UNL academic vice chencellor, the Teschers College
dean, tke chairperson of Curriculum and Instruction, the Associate Superintendent of
the Lincoln Public Schools, and the EETEP project director. She also reviewed official

UNL and Teachers College policy manuals and other documents.

"The success of any organization is dependent upon the initiation and implementation
of programs that will lead it 1nto the fuiure.” (p. 1) As England also said, "New programs
.. . do not Yjust happen.™ (p. 4) Instead, "Programs and activities can usually dbe
identified as outcomes of iﬁplementing policy.” Thus, the purpose of the England
report was to explore the policies in effect at the University of Nebraska-Lincoln (UNL)

and within Teachers College and the Center for Curriculum and Instruction to see the
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extent to which the initiation of programs such as EETEP was actually encouraged and

facilitated.

In her reviews and interviews, Englsnd exmined the fundamental question ss to
whether policies were in effect in 1985, at the various organization/administrative
levels of the UNL. for which a desired outcome would be the initiation and
impiementaticn of an innovative instructional program -- with related research -
such as the EETEP. ({Although, as England points out, EETEP refers only to the
preservice component within a larger program that also includes a teacher educator
program and related research activities, EETEP will be used in this portion of the report
to refer to the total, three-component program. The total progrem is i* rtant here
because the research about EETEP constitutes a major portion of the research being
conducted by some EETEP faculty members. Thus EETEP is not just & modified
instructional program, ss it might be in an Arts and Sciences or an Engineering
department; it is instead a major new program of teaching and research.) All three
levels of organization (department, college and university) were studied because the
mission and dy-laws of successively higher leveis in the structure affect both the
mission and activities of lower levels. One of the critical policy decisions made at
higher levels is who makes what decisions. (Clune, 1987) Sometimes the choices that
lower levels can make are spelled out in dby-laws; sometimes the choices permitted are

administratively determined.

The UNL Mission Statement describes the traditional three functions assigned to ail
Land Grant Universities -- teaching, research, and service. All academic units within
the University are expected to participate in esch of these functions. UNL Bylaws
establish four official bodies with suthority over new program development. (1) The
Academic Planning Committee recommends goals in the aress of educatior. .“search
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and extension, procedures for studying and evaluating new and existing programs, and
assessing resources needed to meet goals as well as judging whether or not they are
available. (2) The Teaching Council wes formed to encoursge and support the
improvement of instruction and learning. (3) The Research Council is intended to
encoursge the development of research throughout UNL. (4) The Curriculum
Committee reviews and approves proposals for course additions, changes and deletions.
Even though these bodies are described explicitly in terms of their intended effect on
program development, they appear to have little practical implication for programs
like EETEP. The Academic Planning Committee, for example, deals largely with major
directional changes within the University, or whether or not a given program should
continue to exist. The Teaching Council hes a small amount of money that it typically
gives for course planning. The Research Council, likewise, hes umiged funds that it
uses to assist young faculty members begin their research programs, to fund travel to
professional association meetings, or to fund bringing visiting scholars to campus. The
Curricutum Committee does approve courses, but new courses ¢an be taught on a trial

basis several times before submission through the course approval process.

Three Teachers College committees have potential implications for prograa
development: (1) the Undergraduate Teacher Education Council (UTEC), which is
intend=d to encourage and facilitate coordination within teacher education, (2) the
Teachers College Resource Allocation Committee that reviews department regquests for
permanent funding and makes recommendations to the dean, and (3) the Teachers
College Curriclium Committee which reviews new course proposals as well as proposals
for course changes that are submitted by departments. As is apparent from these brief
descriptions, these committees do not actively foster new grogram development. Their
functions, instesd, are to analyze, ap,rove, and recommend. The UTEC, for instance,

approved the initial request for permission to develop and implement EETEP on a trial
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basis. Thus, although UTEC did not block the program's development, indeed it
encouraged it, neither did the UTEC initiate its development. Functions of the Resource
Allocation end Curriculum committees are restricted even :more to monitoring,
responding, and approving or rejecting idess and pians advanced by others. College,
policies, then, like University policies, as expressed through its committee structure, do

not explicitly encourage the initiation and implementation of a program such as EETEP.

England’s interviews verified the functions of the University and Teachers College
committees, but they also provided different kinds of perspectives. The consensus of
the UNL administrators interviewed was that there were not institution-wide poticies
that related explicitly to the development c* programs like EETEP. Institution-wide
policies do not have a deterent effect, but neither are they designed to support the
development of swh projects. Administrators, on the other hand, reported that
Teachers College has an overall atmosphere that encourages change. Their attitude
seems 10 de that individual faculty members should be allowed, tarough the abser:ce of

administrative roadblocks, 10 work on new idess.

The EETEP project director presented a somewhat different perspective from that of the
administrators about policies influencing the development of EETEP. He pointed out
that when EETEP was being developed, Teachers College had a support position to assist
faculty members in preparing proposals for funding. This assistance was key for two
reasons: (1) it provided support necersary to complete both the design end the
mechanics of proposal preparation and help in moving the proposal through the
bureaucracy, and (2) the position s existence was an explicit statement to the facuity of
the importance of developing ideas and seekirg funding from outside the College. As it
turned out. external funding was not essential to EETEP's existence, but it did influence
the nature of the program.
>3
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According to the Lincoln Public Schools (LPS) Associate Superintendent, relations

between Teachers College and the LPS are positive and mutually supportive. 4 contract
between the two indicates the desire that they have to work together. When a
substantative change is being considered, UNL always requests representation from
LPS on the group considering the change. The Associate Superintendent said that
EETEP is viewed positively and has the support of the LPS administration.

As England points out in her paper, policy implementation, the role of policy in
program development, and who should make policies and under what conditions were
discussed recently in separate but related articles by McLaughlin (1987), McDonnelt
snd Elmore (1987), and Clune (1987), respectively. Principles described in these papers
appesr expecially useful in considering beliefs, policies and practices at UNL and

within Teachers College and the Center for Curriculum and Instruction.

McLaughlin, as quoted by England (p. 5), states, "Organizations 4on't innovate or
implement change, individuals do.” England then adds, “Individuals must be provided
with the proper balance of pressure and support for change to occur.” (p. 5) Clune's
(1987) theory of institutional chuice applies to practices at UNL related to McLaughtin's
statement that individuals innovate and implement change, but that they must be
provided with the proper balance of pressure and support if change (progress) is to
occur. For example, general guidelines for promotion and tenure, as well as assignsment
of merit pay, are described at the University level, but specific guidelines and initial
determination of who will be promoted and tenured and how much merit pay will be
given to individuals are formulated at college and/or department levels. Finsi

determination is made by the University.
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According to England, McDonnell and Elmore (1987) say that ". . . policies work when

the resources of the institution -- money, rutes and authority -~ are used t0 influence
the actions of units and individuals.” (p. 5) McDonnell and Elmore describe four basic
ways in vhich the institutions can use their resources 10 enable the policymaker to
transform policy goals into action: Mandates, inducements, capacity building, and
system changing. Promotion, tenure, and merit pay are ail examples of inducements,
with elements of mandates built into the processes. The individual faculty member
must, for instance, mest the requirvments for tenure during the sixth year. An
example of capacity building would be if the University were to transfer an smount of
the funds now administered by the Teaching and Research councils to the individual
colleges for them to use in improving their teaching and research programs.
Elimination by Teachers College of the support position intanded to help faculty
members prepare croposals and seek external funding ic an examnple of reduction in
~=oecity, 1 this instance, the capacity to secure external funding. England states that
the range of instruments used by the College and University is consistent with the
policy of allowing program developmen' by not inhibiting it and by providing support
for individuals who initiate activities and programs. Use of this range of instruments
also is consistent with McLaughlin's perspective that change is made by individuals not
by organizations as well as her notion that successful policy is produced by a

combination of prescure (mandates) and support (inducements and capacity building).

VII. Discusszsion of Results.

Research results at the end of the first and second years for EETEP cohorts 2 and 1,
respectively, were much as the literature would suggest they should have been.
Conceptual levels did not change significantly, for example, for either cohort, nor were

scores for EETEP students higher than those for matched groups of s:adents in the
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regular program. Although scores for other intellectual processes did change, as

indicated by scores from EETEP student journals, there is no indication thay cimitar
changes did not also occur with non-EETEP students. Clearly, if changes are expected in
conceptual level scores, sdministrations must be made over a longer period of time than
one year. In future cohorts, paragraph completion tests will be given during the first
semester; ’in addition, administrations will be continued with ail cohorts at least
through the four years that students are in the program. Thus, for example, cohorts 1
and 2 will have the paragraph completion test during their final two vears in the
program.

EETEP students scored better on the multiple choice questions of the Human
Technologies in Tesching finea examination than did students in matched comparison
groups; however, as already indicated, this result should have been expected, for the
test was intended to measure outcomes from the course. On the other hand, the results
do validate questionnaire results showin, that students in the regutar program are not
taught cooperative learning, research-based elements of classroom msanagement,
scaffolding, and feedback. If knowledge of how to use these concepts is valued highly,

then EETEP students are benefiting from being in the program.

Msjor differences were found in approach of EETEP and regular program students to
lesson planning. EETEP students sought more information about their students than Gid
their colleagues in the regular program; they also outlined far more activities to use
during the lesson and viewed the teacher as having more responsibilities. Perhaps
most important was the degree to which EETEP students tied together different aspects
of their lesson plans. Nowhere did this show up more sharply than in their suggestions
for class activities where nir:2 of the ten EETEP student. “lanned organized sequences

of two or more activities; in contrast, on!y four of 20 students in the regular programn

%% a3




did this. Preservice teachers also ciearlv grew in their perceptions of teachers, facuity

&id students during their early field experences; some of them also began to form

collesgue relationships with other group members.

The transcript analyis provided useful information to the project, for even though,
when course requirements sre changed, we expect that students will enroll for
different courses, experience suggests that actual change does not always conform to
expectations. Thus, the major differences that were revealed between EETEP and the
comparison group in the transcript analysis were gratifying. As EETEP and regular
program students approach the end of their programs, the effects of some of these

differer ces should show up in cuicome measures as well as in student transcripts.

The two studies that were conducted through interviews with key persons in both
Teachers College and the Lincoln Public Schools suggest that most persons who have
been close to the EETEP, are supportive of it and feel that t| ¢ have been appropriately
involved. An exception was an elementary education faculty member whe reported
that EETEP has not properly communicated with him/her and has over-promised t0
students. Some teachers siso reported that their role expectancies had not been fully

communicated.

The policy study showed some differences in interpretations and expectations between
administrators and EETEP staff. These differences should be reviewed internally: they
also should be considered by both administraturs and faculty members in other
universities. Perhaps administrators need 10 be more overtly encouraging of facuity to

initiate programs; perhaps faculty need to be more aggressive in what they attempt.
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VIII. Implications for Improving Teacher Fducation.

After working nn this project for almost four years, it is frustrating ‘0 have 10 say that
talking about implications from it is premature, but that is the case. Until Cohort 1
students have completed at least a full year as teachers, what we perceive as occurring
must be viewed as tentative. I am convinced that this program is prodwcing first rate
teachers; I would bet five years of my professional career on it. Indeed, that is exactly
what I am doing. In my visits to classrooms where EETEP students are teaching, I see
remarkable things teking place. As we are learning more about how to work with
sophomore students just beginning in teacher education, seminar discussions with
EETEP studen?: are becoming increasingly lively, and a productive level of trust seems
to be developing earlier. But, we have made some mistakes, some of which we do not
understand. For example, of the twenty-three students admitted to Cohort 2, only six
will enroll in the Human Technologies in Teaching course, atthough that number will
be augmented by two students from Cohort 3 who are far enough along to move into
Cohort 2. Some of the Cohort 2 students dropped out for completely valid reasons; others
apparently have left the program because “their instructor,” a doctoral student, is now
8 feculty member at Kansas State University, thus it seems likely that senior faculty
members may not have maintained sufficient contact with Cohort 2, but were there
other ressons for the large dropout rate? We do not have the answer to that question.
Even Roach's interviews did not provide assistance. One clue may have come from an
informal discussion with Cohort 1 students in which one of their number said that she
did not begin to feel a real part of the program until the end of the HTT semester.
Others, even those who heve seemed to be most actively involved, concurred with that
statement. Perhaps we have not been vigorous enough in trying to establish a feeling

of cohortness.
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From our experiences, we could write an impressionistic paper about what an
elementary teacher education program should look like. But that paper would be short
on data - either quantitative or qualitative. Certainly at this stege, we would prefer to

let EETEP spesk for itself through the various sections of this report.
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Practice Profiles
University of Nebraska-Lincoln -- Extended Elementary Teacher Education Program

A. Collaboration During Planning Phases

Ideal: Representatives of Teachers College, the College of Arts and Sciences, and the
public schools participate in substantive pianning sessions of the program,
including detailed planning of each program component.

Teachers participate as paid members of the planning teams that design the
field experiences and all new courses.

¥
Arts and Sciences faculty are active participants on the Planning Committee
and provide substantive guidance on general education and major/minor field of
study requirements. -

Acceptable: Planning Committee, including members from Arts and Science and pubiic
schools, meets on aregular basis, reviews recommendations made by program
staff. Makes decisions.

Teachers review course and field experience plans made by University faculty.

Unacceptable. Planning is done by program staff only without direct involvement of school
personnel or faculty from other coileges.
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‘B. Identification of Site Schools

tdeal: A set of schools is identified that will serve as site schools for each cohort
over the four years of their program. Site schools represent maximum
variability in ethnic and socioeconomic groupings and school organization.
Individual teachers are identified within each site school who will work with
preservice teachers over an extended period. in their classroom instruction and
activities, teachers represent key elements of EETEP.

Acceptable: Schools are identified and commitments made on a year by year basis. Teachers
move in and out of the program according to other demands. Site schools
represent maximum variability in ethnic and socioeconomic grounings and
school organization. In their classroom instruction and activities, teachers
represent key elements of EETEP.

Unacceptable: Any schools within the area are used as potential locations for student field
‘ experiences. No special selection process is used for teachers.




C. Collaboration with Site School Teachers and Administrators

Ideal:

Acceptable:

Unacceptable:

Site school teachers are involved on a constant basis in the review of student
progress, assessment of ongoing activities, and planning of how students will
be involved in individual classrooms. Teachers and administrators are
consulted formally with the introduction of major new components of the
program or the revision of ongoing components.

Site teachers are periodically consulted by supervising faculty about the
progress of students at the field site. Teachers and administrators are
consulted formally with the introduction of major new components of the
program or the revision of ongoing components.

Students are assigned to the sites by the project, but there is little or no
review of student progress or program activities during the field experience.




“A. Recruitment and Selection of Students

Ideal: Students are actively and systematically recruited from thy larger college

population during the freshman year to become part of a cohort of students
beginning in the fall of the sophomore year. Except for meeting minimum
academic standards, students represent the full spectrum of elementary
education majors. Faculty in the freshman education course and advisers in the
college are involved in the recruitment process.

Acceptable: Students are actively and systematically recruited from the larger college

population during the freshman year to become part of a cohort of students
beginning in the fall of the sophomore year.

Unacceptable: Students are recruited through posters and personal contacts. Students are
selected to be in the upper half, academically, of elementary education majors.

B. Fostering a Sense of Cohort Community

Ideal: Students take a comon set of professional education courses in which they are
encouraged to work together, both on campus and in field experiences. They are
encouraged to work together in classrooms, to plan instruction together, and to
operate as teams and four-person study groups. Students have a common
adviser who helps them plan courses and establish long range plans. Students
work with a common set of instructors who maintain contact with them
throughout their programs. Occasional social activities are held; these social

activities typically include faculty and advisers. Cross cohort social activities
also are held.
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Acceptable:

Unacceptable:

Students take a comon set of professional education courses in which they are
encouraged to work together, both on campus and in field experiences, They are
encouraged to work together in classrooms, to plan instruction together, and to
operate as teams and four-person study groups. Students have a common
adviser who helps them plan courses and establish long range plans. Students

work with a common set of instructors who maintain contact with them
throughout their programs.

Students are accepted into the program as a group an take most of their
coursework together. Reference occasionally is made to their "cohort group.”

A. Integration of Field Experiences

ideat:

Acceptable:

All fieid experiences are integrated with professionai equcation coursework,
and all professional education coursework has an associated field experience.
Field experiences are cumulative; that is each semester's field experience
builds upon previous field experiences and professional coursework. The theory,
research and practice presented in professional coursework is observed and

tested in the companion field experiences. Periodic seminars assist students in
making the didactic and practical connections.

All field experiences are integrated with professional educatiocn coursework,
and all professional education coursework has an associated field experience.

Each course’s field experience is specific to that course. The theory, research
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and practice presented in professional coursework is observed and tested in the
companion field experiences.

Unacceptable: Field experiences and professional education coursework are independent of one
another. The decision about the nature of the field experience is left to each
faculty member, although there is expectation that field experiences will be
coordinated across courses.

B. Coordination of Field Experiences

I deal: Field experiences are supervised on a continuous basis by faculty and
supervisors who are cognizant of all aspects of the professional education
program.

Acceptable: Field experiences are supervised on a periodic basis, either by persons within
the program or by other field supervisors who are given orientation to the the
program.

Unacceptable: Little supervision is provided; primary coordination is done at a general level

i f rEoA [ ST R N o U
and through the roview of students' written reports.
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A. Campus Portion of Course

ldeal:

Acceptable:

Unacceptable:

Students are taught scaffolding, cooperative learning and a set of teacher
behaviors through modeling and use of cooperative learning and specific
behaviors being taught. Students prepare cooperative learning lessons and teach
them to colleague preservice teachers; they also prepare and teach lessons to
elementary school children. Teaching is videotaped. Students critique their
own and colleague videotapes. Instructors also analyze and discuss videotapes
with preservice teachers. Students prepare analytic papers of final lesson
taught.

Students are taught scaffolding, cooperative learning and a set of teacher
behaviors through modeling and use of cooperative learning and specific
behaviors being taught. Students prepare and teach cooperative learning lessons
to their colleague preservice teachers. Teaching is videotaped. Instructors
analyze and discuss videotapes with preservice teachers. Students prepare
analytic papers of final lesson taught.

Students are taught scaffolding, cooperative learning and a set of teacher

behaviors using direct instruction methods. Teachers use multiple choice tests
to evaluate student progress.
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B. Associated Field Experiences

ldeal:

Acceptable:

Unacceptable:

Preservice teachers are assigned an elementary school classroom where they
work throughout the semester. During the first part of the semester they
become acquainted with the teacher and the students including securing
development, on task behavior, and other information on individual children.
Later on they work with the cooperating teacher and the on-campus instructor
to decide and plan specific lessons using cooperative learning, scaffolding, and
specific teacher behaviors, as appropriate. They also secure specific
information about the knowledge that selected individual students have about
the lessons they will teach. Preservice teachers teach at least six specifically
planned lessons; each lesson is videotaped and reviewed before the next lesson
is planned.

Preservice teachers are assigned an elementary school classroom where they
teach lesscns throughout the semester. Students work with on-campus
instructor and cooperating teacher to decide and and plan specific lessons using
Cooperative learning, scaffolding, and specific teacher behaviors, as
appropriate. They also secure specific information about the knowledge that
selected individual students have about the lessons they will teach. Preservice
teachers teacn at ieast six specifically planned lessons; each lesson is
videotaped and reviewed before the next lesson is planned.

Students work witr either on-campus instructor or cooperating teacher to
decide and and plan specific lessons using cooperative learning, scaffolding, and
specific teacher behaviors, as appropriate. Preservice teachers teach at least
six specifically planned lessons.
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Acceptabie:

Unacceptable:;

Preservice teachers complete sixty semester hours of general education,
including meeting the same requirements as students in the regular program,
plus additional credit hours of composition (3), mathematics (3), science (3)
social science (6). General education courses will include those the University
has had prepared explicitly for its general education requirements. EETEP
students will complete, in addition to an elementary education major, either a
major area or two minors in non-education fields.

Preservice teachers complete sixty semester hours of general education,
including meeting the same requirements as students in the regular program,
plus additional credit hours of composition (3), mathematics (3), science (3)
social science (6). General education courses will include those the University
has had prepared explicitly for its general education requirements. EETEP
students will complete, in addition to an elementary education major, either a
major area or two minors. Additional major areas may be in fields for dual
endorsements, €.g. special education or child development.

Preservice teachers complete the same general education requirements as
students in the regular elementary teacher education program.
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Acceptable:

Unacceptable:

===

_———————__—-—__-_-—————_-——_——______—————_———_—-—————_—__——_-——————_-———
___—____-___._._______——_—__—__—_____—————_———_—.———————__——_———-——_—_._._—

Preservice teachers learn about general research base for teaching and teacher
education in human cevelopment and educational psychology courses;
consolidate, extend and apply this research base in human technologies course;
and extend the base into specific areas in special methods block courses. They
also apply their learnings in associated practica.

Preservice teachers learn about general research base for teaching and teacher
education in human development and educational psychology courses;
consolidate, extend and apply this research base in human technologies ceurse;
and extend the base into specific areas in special methods block courses. They
also apply their learnings in associated practica.

Preservice teachers learn about general research base for teaching and teacher
education in human development and educational psychology courses and extend
the base into specific areas in special methods block courses.

106

10




Ideal: Connections are made on three dimensions: (a) among early field experiences,
and premethods courses on the one hand and methods courses on the other
through a Human Technologies in Teaching course, (b) among methods courses
through blocking and providing for connections between the blocks, and (c)
between didactic courses and field experiences through seminars that provide
for conceptual integration of the abstract and practical experiences.

Acceptable: Connections are made on three dimensions: (a) among early field experiences,
and premethods courses on the one hand and methods courses on the other
through a Human Technologies in Teaching course, (b) among methods courses
through blocking and providing for connections between the blocks, and (c)
between didactic courses and field experiences through seminars that provide
for conceptual integration of the abstract and practical e:.periences.

Unacceptable: Connections are made on three dimensions: () among early field experiences,
and premethods couirses on the one hand and methods courses on the other
through class discussions, (b) among methods courses through assigning
specific portions of general methods to the different methods courses and
making references among them, and (c) between didactic courses and field
experiences through class references to the field experiences.

J
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Appendix A. Course Qutline for Human Technoiogies in Teaching
Curriculum and Instruction 3--

Human Technologies in Teaching

rfurpose. The purpose of the Human Technolozies in Teaclifis «ourse 15 7o provels =

P

vridge between ecqucational psychology and the special methods coursas. Tius bridce

wili be busit upon certain selected, both general and spevific concepis and priniples.

and their related research. that are discussed in child developmeni atd educauona
vsychology. Thus, the course 15 intended to develop a limited number of beharor:,
skills. strategies and 10 suzgest how others might be developed; it is not intewnded

tenclusive. The Human Technologies course also is intended w v
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individual teacher behaviors in relation to tesching strategies — 10 cee imporrant

relationships within what teachers do.

assumptions: The Human Technologies in Teaching course 1s buiit on eight
assumpuons: (ai some tescher behaviors, teaching strategies, and principies of
Classroomm madiagement are Jerived from a strong research base that i3 Jesoribed and
JLNUSSed in equcational psychiology and human Jevelopment courses, (o) some of

these tehaviors, strategies. and principles are applicable t0 more than sne soaie-.

A023 MG WAV of A0piving them may well be Jeveloped in a general Lourse. ic: a
PEESONALIE Piace in the eacher education program equetice SO & 0utoe Tal Fou he

with concepts and strategies that are applicatle io more than one werhods asais
vetweesn the human Jevelopment and educational pey-hntogy cources and the
methods courses; (d) a course such as that anticipated as Human Technolosiss i
Teaching will be must effective if conceived in part as a pedagogical taboratory
parailcling the concept Jescribed by Berliner that 1es.ds 1o classroom appiication.

‘2 learning to "think" about the appiication of the behaviors, strates a5, arvd
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principles must be a central part of the course; (f} Human Technalogies 11 Teachin:

(L)Y

chowld not be considerad as prepsration for student tesching: it choutd be shanghe »f
as preparation for methods courses; {g) methads courses shoutd uge and dutd upen
what the students learn in Human Technologies in Tesching; and {h) becarze
development continues through adulthood, EETEP students will need Jifferentiates

sorts of learning experiences in the Human Technologies in Teaching course

Course Content: The Human Technologies in Teaching course will include
sonperati-e learning: classroom environment snd mansgement, including, hut noe
timit2d 10, the develcpment of an active lesrning environment and appropsate myss
of beharior and application of the concepts of withitness and trancitions,; clagsreonm
observation, description and analysis; and such teacher behaviors snd teaching ~iuils

as feedback, wait time, ard scaffolding.

Course Structure: The teaching strategy of cooperstive learning will te the
arganizing theme of Human Technologies in T2aching. This mesns that ra}
ceoperative lesrning will be acknowledged as onie teaching strategy that proceearins
elementery teachers should master, (b) studenis will be tauzht abowr coaperati-=
lesrning and how to use it as a teaching strategy, ic) much (mast! of the cler:
instruction will be organized in a cooperative learning mode, and 1) manv of the

application experiences will be in cooperative learning circumstances

References.
Texte
Rerger K 5. (1986). The Developing Person Throued Daildaomi and 4d0isrnenee “Tantn §

Sdrron ! New York: Worth Publishers In..
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Evertoon, C. and others. {1384}, Sflavraas Manacement 3o Fomer ot Tosraers
Englewond Cliffs, NT: Prentice Hall.
500d, TL. and Brophy, JE. (1986} frwcarionsl Arvedetogr (Third Edifion. New Tork:

Lotizman.

Jeanson, DV, Johnson, R. {1987). Zearning fogetier and 4ione: coorersion

Campetition. snd indviduslissron (2nded.} Englewood ClifYs, N I Drentice-Hat:
Wittroek, M.C. (1986). Fandbook of Research on feaching. (Third Editian ) ¥a2% Tt

Macmillan Putlishing Company.

Non-Text Reading.

A zet of specific journal articles and selected other readings will be developed for 2anh
course unit. Gensral rules for selection of the readings for 8ach unit will be to {a} e
the unit back to the development or educational psychology course through oertinent
material from the text for that course, (b) lay afirm research base through a resesrch
review article, {¢) provide more detailed insight into the nature of educational
research and also “demonstrate” the topic's applicability in a classroom setting through
one or mote recearch articles having the classroom as their focus, snd (4) intradics
the student more generally to application through readings that talk explicitly abonet
how the behavior, principle, strategy ~an operate in aclassroom. To the extent s bl
the nen-tex! readings will be drawn from those 1o which referenae iz made in the waves
Course Qutline.

‘Thir outline ascumer 225 working [in clsss, shidy, and laborators ) hours for the
Tudents. The total 227 hours will be divided into approzimatelw 14 hours cor weel for
16 weeks or 15 hours ger wesk for 1S week:. In sither event, students shauld plan @
crend most of two davs each week on the Human Technologies in Teachin:

course outline has beer developed in such a wav that a high percentage of the student's
time 7il be scentin agroup or cubzroup ceting, sithar on camens or o & 27 hoal.”

2?
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:)CE No of Houree

Intreduce and Prowide o Dource Overview 2
{Introdvce cowrse and revisw outline 1n Jetail )

- introduce Looperaiive Learning
iCooperative learning experiense; view, describe
and Jiscuss canned videotape This videotape probably wiil
be chosen from among those already available, eg.
Logperative Learning.)

- Develop "Tirst Level” Understanding of Cooperative Learning. 23

tStudents (a) read and discuss Good and Brophy, pp. 532-536,

wearaing Iogether and Alone Sharan (1960); Slavin (1984):
Slavin (1978): (b) view, describe and discuss second videotape

(This may be either an slready available videotape or one made
explicitly for this course during first semester 1987-38); and

{¢) have second and third cooperative learning experiences in

which students take turns being participants in and

conducting cooperative learning experiences.)

[ ]

[ }

4. bevelop “Second Level” Understanding of Cocp. Learning. A

{Students develop and test a cooperative learning
experience in aclassroom. This will involve such
activities as {a) discussing alternative topics with a teacher:
(v} agreeing on atopic; {¢) preparing alearning experience
that is developmentally appropriate for this sge of child
and that nas curricular walidity, ie, meshes w1th what
the teacher is working on; {d) presanting the prospactive
experience o the HIT instru-tor, colleague studeats
and the teacher; {e) teaching and, in some instances,
viveotaping the learning experiencs in the classroos:
and {f) enalyzing and discussing the videotape.)

%. Develog understanding and gain experience with Wait Time. =0
(Students fa) have UVa wait time simulation experience, (b} read
and stdv Good and Broaphy, pp 373-380, Rowe (JTE 1935),
{A research article), and other w2it time reading materials:
t¢) wiew and ¢ode canned wait time videotape; and id) Jevelop
and est wait 1ime teaching experience {See #4, above. land
analvze the experience.)

N

6. Develop under..anding snd gain experience with Scaffolding. 25
{5tudents {a) review Berger, chapters 10, 13, 14, % 16; {b) read
Bruner {1986 |and other scaffolding related materials: (¢} wiew
and code scaffolding videotape (Probably will need to be
made_); /d} develop and discuss scaffolding experience in
EETEP group: and (&) develop and test scaffolding experienice
{See #4 above |and analvze the experience.)

7 Dewelop understanding and 2ain =xperience with Feedtack 15

iSiudents «a) nave University of Virginia simulation experienis
%) read bood and Brophy — 146-147, 173, 127-190, 419-421 455 i

+
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. . 503-507; Kuthavy, 1977; and other fecdback related research and
other materials; {<) view and <ode canned feedback wideotape; and
3} Jevelor and test fecdback teaching experience [See *#4 above. |
analyze the experience.)

3. Apply Wait Time, scaffolding and Feedbsck concepts/behaviors <5
in Cooperative Learning experience. {See #4 above.)

3. Introduce Classroom Management as a topic
i Introdwce classroom management through (a) Cooperative
Learning study of a case example of either a problem situsticn
or of how one teacher set up a good learning environment; and
{v} canned videotape of classroom mansgement exampie that
students view, ¢code/describe, and discuss.)

o

10. Develop "First Level” Understanding of Classroom Management. Al
{Students (a) read and discuss flavroom Mensgement v
Hemenrsrr Feschers, Devle [1965] and other related resding:
{h) riew, deccribe and discuss second canned vidzotape; and
12} have second and third case examples usine Cooperative
Learning sxperisnces with students taking turns participating
in and conducting Cooperative Learning experience.)

il. Develop "Second Level” of Understanding of Classroom Management. 25
{Students develcp and test a new set of rules for a Cooperative
Learning experience. This will involve such activities as (a}
discussing alternative typics and sets of rules with a teacher; (b}
agreeing on both an acceptable topic and acceptable situation-
specific rules; (¢) preparing a learning experience, and the rutes
that govern it, that is developmentally appropriate for this age of
child and that has curricular-validity; {d) presenting the prospective
experience to the HIT instructor, colleague students, and the
reacher; (e} teaching and videotaping the experience in the slass-
room; and (f) analvzing and discussing the videotape.)

12. Dewelop understanding and gain experience Wi}h instructonal o5
rransitions and withitness. (See *95 Wait Time.)

17, 2rudents mill koep 2 daily journal with descriptive, analwyic, and
reactive oortions. In addition, students wil] have a reflective
sawy atthe end of svery other week. Time will be builtiate the
fchedule for Keeping 1ournais.

1¢. >ynthests. Students will write papers, drawing upon thetr 20
journals, readinge,and sther materials, that cynthecizs thes
HIT experience and lesrnings. These papers will form the
tasic for cmall group, =nd-of-term discuscions. (Ths zroups
w1l have inter-ream membership.)
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Detailed Example of Unit Organization: Feedback

Surpoce: To teach EETEP ctudents the nsturz and principles of feedtask. 112 rslue during
instruction. and techniques of suppiving feedback to their students.

dtjectives: Students will demonstrate their understanding of feedback and “hsir atilivr
to use it effectively in instruction by:

1 Obtaining g catisfactory rating on the use of the University of Virginia simulation
maerials;

-~

Z. Satisfactorily teaching a microteaching lesson making explicst use of feedbsck:
3. Coding feedback properly from videotapes;

+. Jatisfactorily teaching a lesson 1o elementary school children making expiicit use of
Teedback; and

5. Using feedback appropriately in genersl tesching assignments of teszons.

Genera!l Procedures

This is 2 twenty-hour assignment. ¥ithin the twenty hours the student 12 o omelete
all o the work asscceiated with the unit except for the zeneral teaching acsiznmente.
i‘he rvent™ hour dlock 12 0 include reading, participating 1n slass discuzsicns,
articipating in team and individual discussions with the instrctor, comrizting the

Umvervxtv of Yirginia simulation exercise, memnc 7dentaces and reading 1.2

azsociated protocols, planning and conducting misroteaching, and plarning !
rea»hmc' alesson to elementary school chitdren. During mest of this unit, EETER
studentc will work in teams of four and five.

Specific Assignments
1. Reading: (1.5 hours)
2. University of ¥irginia Simulation {15 hours)

Each student will have three, 1/2 hour sessions with this simulation exercise. The first
seszicn should ve completed prior to the first in-class dizcussion 50 that stdents s2n
oring their own computer printouts to the discussion. The second experien:z wul be

B
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Culifrieted as suon a8 possibie following the <lass discussion; the third onie wiil taks
place after the student has viewsd and soored the wideotape (See ascignment on

videotagpe.) but before microteaching.
3. Ulass Discussions (1.0 hours)

There will be four class Jiscussions: (a) after studerits have completed reading auj first
simulation assignments - but before microteaching, (b} after student: have comgleted
second simulation and videotape viewing assignments, {¢) after students have
<ompleted third simulation and microteaching assignments, and {4} after students hawe
completed classroom teaching assignment.

<. Individual and To2am Discussions with Iastructor {1.0)

Students will meet as teams, and sometimes individually, with the instrucror 10 review
pregress and plans, ask questions, and schedule activities — particulart™ slzcoroon
teaching assignments.

=. Videotapes atid Protocols (15)

g ‘v.dents will "new and score two videotapes — one in which feedback is 124 e..pl aart
and extensively and one in which feedback is simply a part of a more genera! jexching
demonstranon These will be etther off-the-shelf or ex plmtlv p"noared Tyleotages.
Jepending on wha ic available. Students also will read and study transcrisis of the
1de0tapes.

6. Microteaching (25)

Students will choose one of four topics and plan and conduct 3 ten minite
microteschiing lesson with their teat. These will be videotaped, plaved back aud
Aiccussed.

7 Classroom Teaching (7)

Each student team and the instructor will work with ateacher or teaching ieam o
select alesson topic appropriate for using extensive feedback to students. The team will
work together t0 prepare zither a lesson or aset of lessons which thev then wiil c:c;
in pairs, to the total ¢less or groups of chiliren within the clacc. FThsen one mzmber -

A pair is teaching, the partner will be wideotaping. The 'ndcotape., wili ve analvee ! -.u.d
Jdiccussed by the team and instrmictor.

Sequence of Experiences

L. Heeting 1o review unit and clarify assiznments and assizument sequen-e

[

. Reading scstgnments

.43
m
s

¢ ":‘;i’.’er‘.:it’f of'; xgim& simulation

. Lirsr class discussion

+
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. . 5. View and code videctapes and read related protocols
6. Second University of Virginia sizaulation
7. Second olass discussion

3 Third Tniversity of Virginia simulation

v

. Plan and conduct microteaching task
10. Class dscussion
11. Plan and conduct classroom teaching assignment .

12. Four {five) person teams code and otherwise analyze and Jiscuss iesson TIdESIar s

17 Students complete unit evaluation forms

Co
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EETEP INTERVIEWS

My memo from Dr. Egbert included this statement of intent concerning the interviews I was
to do: "...to help us reach a better understanding about how those being interviewed perceive the
program and how they see it as affecting them, their students, and their program.” The questions
that served as a guideline for the interviews are:

1. How are the various interviewees involved in the EETEP, or how have they

been involved in the past?: What has been their contribution to the program?

(Follow-up: If heavily involved, why? If uninvolved or if only partially active,

what would have been required to elicit involvement?)

2. How do the various interviewees perceive the EETEP? This question implies

both content and affect. That is, how do they describe the program and how do

they feel about it? (Follow-up: If positive, why? If negative, why?)

3. How do the various interviewees view the EETEP as affecting UNL's "regular”

elementary teacher education program? In what ways, if any, is the EETEP

affecting Lincoln school programs? (Actually, potentially, and preferentially?)

4. In wha* ways has the EETEP communicated with the various interviewees? Has
communication been sufficient and timely?

5. Do the interviewees feel as if they have been consulted appropriately and have
been involved in program planning?

6. What effect, if any, has the EETEP had on the interviewee? What effect should
it have had?

7. How to the Dean and department Chair view the likelihood for continuation of

the EETEP after OERI funds for program development run out? Do they intend to
fund the continued implementation of this expensive program?

I was given a potential interviewee list of 43 hames grouped in a way that would assure a
sampling of various levels of involvement in EETEP. I interviewed seven students - three from
cohort one, three from cohort two and one former student-participant. Iinterviewed thirteen
faculty members representing EETEP staff; administration and non-EETEP staff. All interviews
were done in person with the exception of two interviews that had to be done by phone.

Everyone who was asked agreed to be interviewed. The interviews varied in length partly

due to the interviewer's own ignorance and curiosity about various issues; but also because of the
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interest that individuals had in expressing themselves on EETEP. I let the interviewee talk about

whatever s/he wanted to talk about as a result of the questions being asked. This allowed for what
at first seemed like unexpected tangents but as the interviews progressed and the same tangents
showed up again it was obvious that they really were not tangents but subject areas closely
connected to EETEP's development. Therefor some issues discussed below that have little direct
connection with the original questions.

This report is divided into three parts: student responses; administration responses; faculty

responses; and the researcher's response.
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STUDENTS

At first glance the questions I had been given for this project did not seem appropriate for
students. However, the way EETEP has evolvia, the students have played an important role in its
development. Students have been asked for their input and evaluation of EETEP so that they do
have some awareness of the program's workings. Along with the above questions, I also tried to
get at a feeling for each student's sense of commitment, professionalism and future plans.

The three students from cohort one and the three students from cohort two differed in a
major fashion over only one question: "How have you been involved in program planning?" T'Hey
all agreed that they have been involved in various ways, particularly in ways that have allowed the
cohorts to make some major decisions in a couple areas - i.., Methods 108, field assignments,
etc. However each of the three cohort one students referred to their position of "guinea pigs".
Significantly, "guinea pigs" was not a negative reference. There was pride demonstrated by all the
students interviewed, but there was a special tone to cohort one students' expression that marked
them as somehow "being leaders”, "breaking ground”, "getting the new clothes", "rever being
bored because you never know what is going o happen - for sure." Evidently EETEP has not
tried, or has been unable, to hide the fact that the program is, perhaps at times, being planned on a
day to day basis - certainly on a semester to semester basis for the first cohort. "Tdon't know, but
we are working on it.' is Dr. Egbert's favorite phrase whenever we try to find out about whar is
happening next." Cohort two did not make similar statements which would seem to support the
notion that cohort one is indeed the "trial time" for the program. Cohort two expressed an
awareness that their program was new and innovative but evidently had more sense of organization
and set-in-place-structure than did cohort one.

"We were sometimes asked for our opinions about things but I am not sure what influence
we had." A couple students commented that they were being consulted in EETEP policy/program
but did not have a feel of how seriously their comments were taken. One student felt that when the
cohorts had representatives on the "planning committee...which I understana. <oing to happen;

then we may feel more like we are making a contribution to the program's direction.”
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Two cohort one students, in discussing recruitment methods for EETEP, felt that they
could do the best job of recruiting potential EETEP students. "I am excited about the program;
who would be a better recruiter?” It is obvious from the six EETEP students interviewed that they
are more than ready to talk about EETEP - and do talk to classmates who are not in EETEP.
EETEP students would react positively to an invitation as formal spokespersons in a recruiting
process. "I have a friend who says she gets tired of mie going on about what we are doing. She is
just jealous."

Perceptions of EETEP were fairly consistent among the seven students interviewed. They
each described EETEP in similar fashion by emphasizing aspects of the program that would
strengthen their effectiveness as teachers and professionals in education. They couched their
descriptions in a variety of ways but generally they focused on "being better prepared when I start
to really teach", "more ‘hands on' opportunity", "getting into the classraom right away and not
when I am a senior”, "being more professional about teaching in grade schools", “an opportunity
to start on my Masters before I begin teaching”.

There was a strong feeling that EETEP should be the preferred program for future teachers
and that the regular program is to be less preferred. They did not see the regular program as an
alternative to EETEP; but rather, as one said, "that old fashioned approach”. I tried to find out
from two of the students how they knew or how much they knew about the "regular” program. As
would be expected, they know students in the regular program and regularly exchange notes.
What was a little more interesting is that both students have talked with former home town teachers
and principals about EETEP. The students reported that the feedback from teachers and principals
was very positive and underlined their feeling that they were, indeed, in a superior Teacher
Education program.

On the basis of interviews with three of the faculty 1 asked each of the students about the
} “zram's requirement of five years before being certified (as opposed to the normal requirement
of four). The three faculty had felt that it was going to be a burden on EETEP students. The

students did not volunteer this as a negative aspect. Significantly I had to raise the issue. Two




students agreed that the fifth year might be a problem financially because of having four ear
scholarships but it was not going to stop them. All of the students pointed out that they wou
have their degree in a normal amount of time and begin working on a Masters and have their
certificate with one more year. The students seem to feel that the time frame and 1>sulting cc
normal for what they arc receiving. "I would have to go at least five years anyway. I work
summer and can't go to summer school." "I couldn't have gone through in four ycars anyw
"If it was a problem I wouldn't be doing it." "The extra year is worth it."

There were several specific comments made about particular aspects of program con
Journals, cohort system, and classroom experience were mentioned by each of the six stude
Typical comments on journaling: "Keeping my journal was not easy at first; but I can see no
it is an important activity." "I can see how I have changed." "It was a lot of work at first. b
got easier."

The cohort system was recognized as an important aspect of EETEP. Their sense of
togetherness stands out. "I know everybody in my group." "Some of my friends think it is
cliquish; I guess it is but we have so much in common that it is hard not to feel like a family.
all know what everybody else is doing and how they are doing and we talk about our proble;
our good times...I can't imagine being in college without my friends." "A cohort is like a so
at times it is more important than my sorority." "The University is too big; normal classes ar
big; my cohort is just right." Three of the students felt that the counseling they were getting
the EETEP advisor was better than what miost students got because they wei . in a "special g
"We are treated different.” "I have no problem talk'ng to my advisor lil.e soiae students."

The activities surrounding assignments in the public schools were mentioned by each
students. Seen in a positive light: the process of working in the classroom; carrying out a pn
arranged assignment, vir'2o taping the activity, viewing and discussing the classroom experit
with faculty and peers. "At first it (the field assignment) was uncomfortable but it's simple 1
"Because we go to the school in twos we get immediate feedback from each other." "I really

involved with my students; I didn't want to quit." "The cooperating teachers let us do more |
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baby-sit. They were really neat." "I think the classroom teachers got as much out of our being

their as we got out of it; they were learning too." "We know what it feels like to really be teaching
in a classroom."

I asked three of the students if the journaling and taping process was something they could
see themselves doing as a regular part of their professional teaching careers. "I would expect to -
at least the journaling; I don't know how I would tape on a regular basis without some help."
"Now I can'timagine r  .oing those sorts of things and I wonder why everyone doesn't do it."
"It takes a lot of time but I would do it."

Four of the students underlined the importance of the campus classroom experiences. The
size of the class - small (13 and 14) - and the quality of teachers: "Dr. Egbert really cares about us
- they all do, Mary, Kris..." "I just can't believe the amount of time they spend on us." "We can't
get away with anything; if we aren't prepared or don't get something done we can't hide it."
“"When I need to talk to Dr. Egbert I can do it and not feel like I am bothering him; he is neverin a
hurry to get rid of me. That isn't true with some other teachers I have." ,

Most of the students alluded to the classroom requirements of EETEP compared to the
regular program. "My friends in Teachers College don't have half the work I do. Methods take
out two whole days." "These are not easy ‘A’ courses.” "Sometimes, like last week (final
examination period) I wish there wasn't so much to do." "The arrangement of class schedules is a
problem." The latter comment referrer to the fact that because EETEP tied up specific blocks of
time it made getting regular (non-EETEP) courses into their class schedule more difficult.

Each of the six students referred at least once to EETEP staff. There is almost an awe,
certainly high respect and admiration, for the EETEP faculty. The students feel a bond of sorts
with EETEP faculty. Perhaps the class size; the novelty of the program; or just the personality
match between students and faculty - whatever it is, the students express a closeness I would
expect not to find among the majority of non-EETEP students. The present match between
students and faculty is working in a positive way and the resulting relationships are important to

the student's feelings about what they are doing. The faculty I interviewed indicated that role
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modeling is an important goal for "practice teaching." I think I see the same positive role modeling
going on with the EETEDP staff.

I asked the students if they felt that the cooperating teachers were being effected by their
presence in the classroom. Each of them felt that their presence was helpful, "...more bodies is
exactly what she needed!" But they also had some pride in that they felt they made a real
contribution to the education of the students through their work. One student expressed an early
frustration at not being put to use right away but, "...after we got to know each other it was as if
for the time I was in the classroom each day I was their teacher." One student from cohort one
commented that the first year she got into the classroom in the middle of the semester and was,
"frustrated because she didn't know the student's names." But she went on to say she ended up
having a very meaningful experience in that school.

Two students indicated that their cooperating teacher told them how much she had learned
from having them in the classroom. One cooperating teacher indicated she had always wanted to
try a particular teaching raethod with her students but never took the time to do it until the EETEP
students came to class. All the students interviewed felt they had a positive relationship with their
cooperating teachers.

A cohort one student spent some time expressing how important the variety of settings she
is experiencing has been. "I cannot imagine teaching for eight or nine weeks in one Lincoln Public
School classroom and then going out into the real world. We are able to see a mixture of students
as well as different teaching methods being used by different teachers."

When I raised the issue of communication between EETEP staff and the student I got very
little response. However, in light of what one staff member related to me, the comment of a cohort
two student takes on a new dimension. She said, "Sometimes I don't know what he wants; it
isn't clear. And I wonder if it is my fault. Sometimes I necd more direction.” (The staff member
indicated to me that he felt strongly that he was not firm or demanding enough of the EETEP

students.) Butin general the students from both cohorts felt that communication lines were very



open and while cohort one did not always get answers to their questions they knew, "...it was
being worked on."”

Two of the cohort one students were impressed by their direct involvement in two
decisions/activities concerning their program. One was the decision at "...our urging that we have
our own 108 section. And they (faculty, administration) did it. We tried to get it again (separate
sections) this past semester but they couldn't work it out.” The second "involvement" of EETEP
students in course planning was when three professors assigned to put together the methods course
for a coming semester took time to visit with cohort one. "After listening to us they said that they
were obviously going to have to develop a methods course at a higher level than normally would
be done. That was neat!” There were other times when the students had a feelings of “self-

determination” or at least a voice that was being heard.



ADMINISTRATION

Iinterviewed the Dean of Teachers College and the Chair of Curriculum and Instruction as
early in the process as possible. I felt I reeded a picture in my mind of the college and the
department before talking with the faculty. The Dean and the Chair did an excellent job of painting
for me various political and social situations as they not only currently exist but as they have
developed over the years. I felt they gave me very unbiased and objective description of college,
department, staff and program. I mention this because my interpretation of what many of the
faculty related to me is set in my understanding of the "life and times" of C & I and Teachers
College as pictured for rie by the Dean and Chair.

Both the Dean and the Chair feel EETEP is an important project for Teachers College.
They saw EETEP beginning because of some frustration by a few - "Bob and the Dean to name
two...and others - because of a lack of innovation in Curriculum and Instruction particularly in the
area of Elemen‘ary Education."” The Dean said that "the program started out of an interest of a few
people to develop a program that addressed some of the issues of improvement in Curriculum and
Instruction aimed at Elementary Education students.”

Both the Dean and Chair related the difficulty such "innovation" can cause among staff...
"EETEP has raised some fear and anxiety among the faculty in C&I." However the Chair put
such concern in the context of department political/social structure: "There is no real threat. It
exists in some minds only. The style of disagreement in C&I has been one of talking behind
closed doors; but I see this changing. Some are are starting to agree to disagree; to see it as 0.k. to
disagree; to take a strong stand on something.” In this connection I asked the Dean how criticism
from the faculty gets openly expressed...for example criticism of EETEP? "Criticism gets
expressed in the hallways and in offices but not in the open. No one would openly confront
Egbert or myself about it. It is done through innuendo and rumor." The Dean indicated that
". .they (some of the faculty) may feel they have been excluded; they may feel that way but the fact

is that anyone who went into Bob and said he wanted to be involved would be involved

176




iramediately. There are those who are 'in' and those who are ‘out’. Bob and Mary are viewed by

some as outsiders and as a threat to their control of the program.” In other words the program may
not be the issue at all rather the issue may be one of "personalities” involved in the program. On
another question the Dean commented, "There is pressure when we support 'outsiders' like Bob
and Mary. Under any circumstance having competing programs is not well received, but
competition never hurt anyone."

The Dean placed the anxiety felt by some in the long-range picture: "There is a reluctance
on the part of C&I staff to change or even question the current way of doing things. EETEP
continues to cause a threat to faculty who are involved in the regular program. It is new and they
wonder if they will fit into something that is new. What if the college turned into EETEP - would
the regular program faculty have the tools to fit in - where are they going to be with changes like
that? But as the program goes on and as more and as more people are involved they are loosening
up. This will be less of a problem as the years go by. Two or three years from now EETEP may
well be a part of the regular program. Mayb« EETEP will come to look like the 'main program."

The Chair essentially had the same thoughts: "While at first "EETEP was very
threatening...it was started in a very open and honest way. Egbert didn't try to have EETEP
replace the other program. Until EETEP is fully developed no judgements are being made. Itis
inclusive - not set up to be competition but complementary to current program. As more faculty get
involved the more they are liking what they see in EETEP." Describing the current atmosphere
among faculty, the Chair said, "At first there may have been some jealousy but now there is a kind
of good feeling among about 80% of the faculty in the department.”

I asked the Chair (in light of what the Dean had expressed) how he saw EETEP - would it
take the place of the "regular" program? or would it be a "competing" program? or would it be
"taken over" by the regular program? He indicated, "A lot of EETEP is filtering to the regular
program now. We need to keep EETEP going as a place to try out teacher education methods and
then put what works into the regular program. ... I see EETEP as an experimental group with

smaller numbers of students.



The Chair compared the EETEP situation to a program in the 70s called NUSTEP.

"EETERP has really started to pervade our thinking - maybe too much. In 1970 the NUSTEP
program was developed and allowed to grow in size to where it became everything - it became the
regular program. EETEP should be kept small and allow for flexibility. The flexibility of the
program is important. The program can be a facilitating program rather than a judgmental program;
i.e., criticizing what has gone on before or what is going on now."

It seems to me that both the Dean and the Chair have very clear-cut images of EETEP -
what it is and what is ought to be. The only difference seemed to be the more focused, detailed,
understandings that the Chair expressed - which might be expected since he is closer to the nuts
and bolts of EETEP than the Dean. However when asked about his contribution and involvement
in EETEP the Chair felt he has been, "...well informed and I am frequently updated and made
aware of changes, decisions, etc. I am invited to all meetings of the whole committee and attend
only about one in four. It is not that I am disinterested. It is just something that is running well
without me and I have other things to do." The Chair summarized his "role" in EETEP as, "not to
get in the way; give resources including the investment of faculty time by assigning them to
EETEP."

When asked the cost and the future of EETEP without OERI money the Chair focused on
the cost caused by the "intense nature" of EETEP: "...the intensive nature of the program calls for a
lot of time and energy on the part of faculty involved. This is the big cost - not the loss of money
from OERL." Making reassignments of people to EETEP has not taken away from the regular
program. "For example Bob was a new resource person to the department and was not being
taken away from anywhere." While the Dean does not feel lack of funds will stop the program,
"What might stop it would be the loss of Bob Egbert. This is the reason the cadre (of faculty in
- EETEP) must grow." The Chair, essentially said the same thing, that the loss of OERI money will
not mean the cessation of EETEP. "The program has a cost. Faculty are assigned to it and their
places in the regular classroom must be filled by others such as graduate students. With OERI
funds we could hire people to replace faculty assigned to EETEP and without that money it will put
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us a few thousand dollars shori. Things are tight anyway; this is just something that makes it

tighter." And concerning EETEP leadership, "Bob is crucial to the existence of the program;
however as each year goes by that will become less so. If, for some reason, he would not be here
the program might look a little different but it could continue.”

Discussing the overall effect of the program on facuity - both those involved and those not
involved - the Dean and Chair could see a number of positive effects. "...it has been a growth
experience for the faculty who have been in on the program planning and carrying out of the
program.” "EETEP has been a growth experience; trying out some new ideas that have been
resisted by the ‘old guard'." "The regular faculty have been given lots of ideas by being involved
in EETEP."

The Chair mentioned the positive effect EETEP is having on the Lincoln Public School
system. "T have attended public schools luncheons and the program people in the schools are
enthusiastic. There is a greater involvement by the public schools in EETEP than we have been
getting with the regular program. EETEP is an important project for the public schools.”

Has the program effected you personally? The Dean sees EETEP as "the sort of program
we should be involved in ... the sort of thing I want to see the college doing; new and innovative
programs. The larger role and involvement of Lincoln Public Schools is another important effect
of this program.” I asked the Dean to comment on some of the headaches EETEP may be causing
him and he responded with: "I get a couple more negative evaluations from the faculty;
headaches...but it has made me happy in that they are doing the sort of thing I think we should be
doing. Itis the direction we should be moving so the headaches are worth it.”

The Chair commenting on the personal impact EETEP has had, "Since I am not really
involved there is not much of a personal impact. But professionally it is really exciting to see.
EETEP is a model for training elementary education teachers that we have not had before. Itis a
program that is needed in Elementary Ed - one that is academically rigorous; a model for the
HOLMES group.” (The Dean also made some references to HOLMES.)




FACULTY
I'am going to deal with the faculty in one group even though it includes two "groups"”. One

group consists of faculty who have been involved with EETEP in some continuing fashion; four
would admit to being a part of EETEP from the beginning. The second group includes faculty
who have not had the same extent of involvement with EETEP. I dealt with eight individuals who
would be classified as "involved" and only two who would be "uninvolved." I have not tried to
balance out the summary below to reflect the 4-1 proportions. -

On the basis of my interviews I cannot characterize these two groups as the "negative" and
the "positive" or the "fors" and the "againsts" - because, while there was some degree of difference
in enthusiasm between the two groups, there really was not any tremendous tirade of negativity
from anyone I talked with. There could be several reasons for this: one is that I didn't get to the
hard-core "antis" (if they exist); or iwo, that they saw me coming and were not as vocal with me
as they may be with someone else or with each other. There is a third possibility. Perhaps what
the Dean and the Chair are forecasting is coming about - that given time those who liave been
stand-off-ish about EETEP will come around. Or, as one of the interviewees said, "More and
more it is looking less and less like 'Bob Egbert's toy' and they are curious, wondering what
EETEP really is. Itis going to have to be taken seriously.” I will opt for the latter mainly because,
at least those I talked with, while they had what they felt to be serious questions and drawbacks
about EETEP, each of them recognized some contributions EETEP was or could be making to
Teacher Education at UNL.

It should be noted that the interviews with the faculty varied a great deal in length - from 10
minutes to an hour and a half. I also taped two interviews and wrote up verbatims. Not every
person interviewed has been given "equal” time. I have tried to give a flavor of feelings that cuts
across most of those interviewed by quoting or summarizing the comments of one or two people.
When an individual comment seems important I will identify it as such. Otherwise the quotes or

paraphrases will be given as representative of most if not all of those interviewed.
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The perception of EETEP was stated in a wide variety of ways but in general those who
have been involved in EETEP seem to see it as "experimental in nature"; "alternative to the regular
program as a result of dissatisfaction with traditional proéram"; "a program for getting the student
more and earlier practical, on-site, experience”; "EETEP is not going to take over the regular
program...is is an alternative, separate program that has different methods. It needs to be kept
small." One person saw a complimentary position for "EETEP proving we can prepare students
in alternative experimental styles right along with the regular program.” "We are a research
institution and this is the sort of experimentation we should be undertaking." There was a general
expression of EETEP being an effort to raise the quality of the teaching profession by improving
teacher preparation through a five year program. One interviewee felt that EETEP could have a
broader effect in other colleges and departments at UNL. The College of Arts and Science is the
case in point. "In preparing teachers, we (A&S) ought to have input and need to be aware of what
we can do to better prepare future teachers through the courses they take with us."

Understandably, perhaps, the individuals who have had little to no involvement with
EETEP would not admit to knowing much about it; although they did reveal - in the course of the
interviews - that they very much have their own idea of what EETEP is about. In response to my
question about perceptions of EETEP I got: "I don't know what they do - it is all a secret I think."
"It took a year to get someone to tell us about the program...and she was very helpful." "No other
reports about it - except from students.” In response to other questions there were images of
EETEP being an "elitist" notion; an attempt to have a five year, "THOLMES-like" teacher
preparation program. One of the uninvolved in discussing the communication question admitted,
"If I really wanted to know about EETEP I could find out. No one is trying to hide anything. I
could ask Bob and he would tell me. I could probably sit in on some of their meetings. The way
our department operates we really do not have department-wide meetings in which things like
EETEP are discussed just in passing. It's really no ones fault that I don't know what EETEP is

doing."
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One of the respondents indicated that he had been in on the earliest meetings but had too
many questions about the necessity of a five year program and "I wasn't invited back." (This
comment is really taken out of context and should nor be taken as a true feeling of why he quit
being involved!) Both of the "non-involved" faculty wanted to raise the question of what was
being promised the EETEP students? Their understanding is that the studeﬂts are being promised
that they will be better prepared and therefore more employable and will be able to get hired
practically anywhere they want. "That's a lie. You can't make those promises. We have no way
of knowing; we have no proof; we haven't run an experiment that would prove such statements."
I asked how he knew that those kinds of promises were being made: "...from my advisees." In
pursuing the matter it became clear that those kinds of statements may not have been made but
“that's the logic >f having such a program, isn't it? Why would you add a year to the program if it
wasn't going to be an improvement; if it wasn't going to produce a better teacher?" He went on to
say he hoped that some data would be gathered in order to "prove" that the program is a "superior"
one to the four year program. .

I asked each of the faculty what they thought about the five year aspect of the program.
There is clearly a feeling that the adaitional year will allow EETEP time to do some things,
specifically, "more hands on, in the classroom and variety" of experiences. When asked if this
will make for a better teacher I got some interesting responses bordering on indignant, "Of course.
Youdon't add a year expectirg to produce less quality!" "All the professions are doing it (adding a
year for a professional degree). Why should teachers be any different?” But generally there was
also the feeling that the "proof will be in the pudding"; when the first cohort is in the Seld the
results will be known. In this connection two people witnessed to what they already saw as
students who are at least "as Sophomores and Juniors a couple years ahead of the students in the
regular program.” One individual who is a part of preparing next year's methods course said that
"the EETEP students are at a higher or different level than the students in the regular courses."
One of the interviewees, a non-Teachers College professor, related that he had two EETEP

students in one of his courses and, "they have a depth and maturity that sets them apart from the
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other education majors I see and I find I have to treat them differently. They are convicted,
confident and have a pride in what they are doing." He went on to comment that he was impressed
with their enthusiasm and excitement for the teaching profession. "One (of the EETEP students)
knows that she is special; she is really proud of what she is doing...al:nost too proud. But we can
deal with that later! It is so refreshing to see someone excited about teaching and wanting to do a
good job."

One person related the development of EETEP to "ongoing and natural growth in the
Teachers College program.” She feels that EETEP has been the logical step to take at this time and
that things have been moving in EETEP's direction for several years - it has been "the logical
consequence of Teachers College program development ovc;r the years." She also makes the point
that the nature of EETEP is a result of "its character. It is small (numbers of students) and with its
considerable and early hands on involvement between students and classrooms, the experiences are
quite different from the regular program therefore the program is going to come off looking as
different - because it is different.”

The effect of EETEP on the regular program was seen by the faculty who have been
involved as "supportive", "feeding new ideas into the regular program", "an alternative”. Every
faculty member I interviewed (even the uninvolved) had a couple things about EETEP that they
could see as innovative and probably something that should be done throughout the college. For
one person I outlined what I understood was going on in the way of innovative things in EETEP:
cohorts, taping, journals, variety of teaching settings, general education courses, early and
substantive involvement in the classroom. "Those are all worthwhile projects; but how can we do
them in the regular program - we have too many students; the time it would take is unthinkable.
We have talked about a lot of those things ai'd maybe we will find a way to do them." (Obviously
this was from an "uninvolved.")

One active EETEP perscn said that he was starting to see some of the "old guard" sitting up
and saying that "if that (EETEP) is what 'they' want then we can do it too. So they have started to

take superficial stabs at doing some of the EETEP practice. I see them (the regular elementary ed.
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staff) doing some things that can only be called 'playing at change.' For example EETEP is
involving students in-depth at an early stage ‘with classroom work. The regular program is saying
that they have that same early contact. But it is far less organized and purposeful; they go to the
sites and .valk about a bit. That is not the cutting edge of change."

I asked both of the "uninvolved" if they perceived EETEP as a program replacing the
regular program or being swallowed up by the reguiar program or being a competing program. In
this connection one person related the NUSTEP history (as if EETEP would be "another savior" of
teacher education) but neither one expressed any sense of threat because of EETEP's existence.

'i‘here were three faculty who have some sort of knowledge of LPS and could comment on
how EETEP is effecting or migh: effect LPS. One person who has been involved in the selection
of sites pointed out that the deliberate approach to selection of buildings and teachers has helped
assure that the both the students and the classroom teacher will benefit from the teaching
experience. "We chose the teachers somewhat on the basis of flexibility; willingness to consider
different appmaches.' Such teachers are generally going to benefit from student teachers in the
claésxoom. It becomes an opportunity to 'experiment’ and develop new ideas." Another
interviewee feels the effect on LPS has been great: "EETEP has involved more LPS people in the
elementa.y education program; they are giving lots of additional time to the various activities of
EETEP; principals, classroom teachers and the like are going through workshops and various
meetings dealing with EETEP. The principals have been very involved - unlike the regular
program. The buildings and staff were hand-picked; we were able to choose schools and
personnel who were growth oriented. All of this is unheard of in the regular program.”

"How has EETEP communicated itself to you and others?" There are two sides to any
communication - the preacher and the congregation. There is an EETEP committee that should feel
the communication is quite good; they are at the meetings; they receive the minutes; they talk over
coffee, in the classroom, the hallways. The more involved the interviewce the better they felt about
communication. I asked the closely involved how they felt EETEP was communicating with the

rest of the department and college? More than one person mentioned the difficulty of
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communicating to the entire department and college because it is organized in several small
groups...not one large bi-weekly meeting. "I am not sure there could be better communication."
As mentioned above, "Mary is the only contact we have had about EETEP and what she
was able to tell us was most helpful; but that was a year or so after everything got started.” ( "We"
and “us" are the regular elementary education faculty.) "I need to know what is going on and if I
disagree, have the chance to say so. I don't hold grudges. I will get over it. But if it
(communication) is just an undercurrent that gets me the information I won't get over it."

One person suggested that if there are minutes of EETEP meetings or regular reports of
activity - like a newsletter - that could be shared beyond the directing group it would improve
communication throughout the college and department. "But," the person continued, "no ciie has
come up to me and asked about EETEP. If they want to know they should ask. Nobody is
shutting anyone out. Those who are not involved have stayed out by choice. Communication is a
two way street.” "Egbert's involvement and leadership has been very strong; he has been open to
any and all ideas concerning the program. The problems, as they have arisen, have been dealt
with. He has kept everyone informed." Even the individual who indicated that "everything was a
secret" did say that he had, "been asked for input into areas of arts and sciences - what courses
should be taken and I made some recommendations.”

The question on consultation received very simple replies. The closer I got to the central
planning group the stronger they felt about the sufficiency of consultation. In fact two of them
underlined the way in which EETEP has attempted to share in the planning process through
consultation, "No one is shut out; we solicit input from everyone.” "The faculty have been asked
for input and most have responded." The further away I got from the central planning group the

more EETEP was described as a "one man, closed program.” "But you have to say something if
you want to contribute; and I guess I don't have anything to say. Nobody has ever said I couldn't
say something."

"What effect has the program had on you?" The general thrust of the response to this

question was that it was a new, refreshing, exciting, challenging program that has brought life into
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their professional and personal existence. Three people indicated that EETEP was the sort of
program that "I can feel good about." “[ have grown through the involvement I have had with
EETEP." "I feel strongly that faculty should be sharing in carrying out projects and the three
are doing just that. We can talk and share - - this is always good." "Cooperative efforts are
generally not rewarded - this one has been because when merit pay came up the fact I was inve
in curriculum planning for EETEP was given merit pay increase.” "Working with others is
generally discouraged around here so everyone goes out after their own special programs. Wt
you joumn.y out on own you are less likely to have new ideas. EETEP has been a source of
inspiration and new ideas for me." "I want Teachers College to be on the cutting edge ot .-:w
better programs. EETEP is that sort of program.” One answer to the question of personal effe
from a more recently involved faculty, seems to stand out in left field by itself: "So far EETEF
had a very minor and indirect influence on me personally. EETEP is a spring board of the De:
ideas, not of the college.”

Another person made an interesting observation about how the cooperative effort going
in EETEP among the staff might have a positive effect on the students: “There has been good
collegiality; cooperation among faculty; cooperation between faculty, students and counselors;
of this is good modeling for future teachers."

Finally, the last question: "What is going to happen when the money runs out from
OERI?" Along with the money question the importance of Dr. Eghert came ii..0 play. There i
little feeling that perhaps more important than the money is what Dr. Egbert is going to be doin

First Jet's deal with the money. Three of the faculty are very uncertain about whether o
not the program can continue another year without the OERI money. "The Dean doesn't have -
extramoney. How will it be paid for?" They see EETEP as being really tied to the OERI func
One person pointed to some similar programs in the 60s and 70s that were funded by the
legislature until the funds ran out and then it was dropped. "Is EETEP like that? Without the

bucks....we drop it?" "I do not see a strong commitment from the administration to s.e this
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program funded. If it is not funded beyond OERI; how is it going to operate? It can not run
without that money." -

Two people felt that whatever the Dean wanted to do about EETEP would happen. "We
are putting a hell of a lot of money into a small group of students to the expense of the greater
program. But then change gets the bucks - the Dean will not support regular program.” A former
administrator was more blunt, "If the Dean wants it - it will be done. I have been in administration
long enough to know that." One person didn't really see much support coming from the Chair or
the Dean for EETEP, "The support has come in allowing the program the resources to be carried
out. They (the Dean and Chair) don't say or do much of anything else."

The rest of the faculty simply Ao not see the OERI money as a problem. They see it asa
problem in re-arrangement of faculty assignment - much like the Dean and Chair view it. But a far
more important problem would arise if Dr. Egbert were not around.

To varying degrees, in the minds of the faculty that I dealt with, Dr. Egbert's presence is
the reason the program was proposed, developed, started and continues. Particularly as one goes
out from the center of involvement toward those who are not involved at all with EETEP there is
the notion that “the program is Bob Egbert." "We could probably get the current students through
the program but without Bob it wouldn't go any further." "EETEP has the image of being one
person's program.” "Bob has a lot of respect in the college. He is one of a handful of people on
this campus who have credibility and notoriety nationwide. It is going to be hard not to look at
EETEP and Bob Egbert as one in the same. He certainly does not intend that...but I don't think it
can be prevented. His leadership and power to influence are the reality. If I had tried to do the
same thing we wouid still be in the talking stages..and I would probably be talking to myself!"

Two people involved in EETEP from the beginni1. » recognized the importance of Dr.
Egbert's prescnce to staring up the program however they have no sense of the program
disappearing without Dr. Egbert. "The longer we go the less EETEP will be dependent on any
single or even gronp of people. By the time the first cohort graduates we (the originating
individuals) will be unknowns."
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RESEARCHER'S SUMMARY

1. How are the various interviewees involved in the
EETEP, or how have they been involved in the past?:
What has been their contribution to the program?
(Follow-up: If heavily involved, why? If
uninvolved or if only partially active, what would
have been required to elicit involvement?)

The involvement of those interviewed varied generally on either end of an involved and not
involved continuum. The interviewee either was or was not currently involved in EETEP. One
individual not now involved was involved only briefly at the startup of EETEP; another has been

involved but because of schedule has not been as involved this past academic year.

No one complained-about too'much or too little involvement. The closest to dissatisfaction

came in the form of feeling a lack of time to do as much as she would have liked.

One faculty member is only recently involved. He is one of three to be asked to prepare the
methods course for cohort one to be used second semester 88/89. Being asked and paid to

function in that capacity is the reason for involvement in EETEP for that particular person.

Each faculty member interviewed who has been actively involved in EETEP fecls they have
made or are making an important contribution to EETEP - curriculum development; teaching;

advising were the most frequently mentioned forms of contribution.

What about those who have not been involved? They chose not to be involved. There are
reasons given but none of the reasons are actual barriers to involvement. When asked for input the
un-involved have done so. I do not see signs of absolute negativity toward EETEP; I do see signs
of a "them and us"; a "new and old"; “insiders and outsiders" game being played. But that would
seem to be the history of C&I at UNL; it is an attitude that will come forward with respect to a

number of things not just EETEP when it concerns new approaches or anything resembling a
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suggestion that something could be done differently. C&I is made of human beings doing natural

human things in protecting self-interest - ¥ home turf.

EETEP may be on the verge of seeing some gain in trust within C&{. The manner in
which EETEP has functioned - openly, with an expanding and inclusive approach to involvement
of more and more individuals in the department; asking for input from everyone when appropriate;
talking about EETEP, especially when asked to do so. With passage of time the program gains
legitimacy and is judged by how and what it is doing rather than by who is doing it. It is seen not
as a criticism of current or past programs but an opportunity to see what can be done differently
and maybe better. EETEP is not seen as competition but as a compliment to the largcr program.
There may always be a hard-core group who will refuse to have anything to do with EETEP - but I
did not find that to be the case now.

t

Finally I would think that EETEP needs to keep doing what it has done to create the level of
involvement it is currently enjoying. If communication lines are kept open eventually most
everybody will answer the i)hone; respond to any and all direct inquiries; ask everyone for input

when it is possible; stay visible and vocal.

And most important there has to be a way that students can keep a feeling of being
participants in deciding the direction of the program as it effect them. As EETEP gets more history
behind it there may be a tendency to set it in concrete. The experimental, flexible, evolving nature
of EETEP has given the student a participatory spirit that is a very positive aspect of EETEP.
Contrary to the rest of their college career, they have a sense of ownership in EETEP that should

be played for all its worth.




2. How do the various interviewees perceive the
EETEP? This question implies both content and
affect. That is, how do they describe the program
and how do they feel about it? (Follow-up: If
positive, why? If negative, why?)

There is nothing set in concrete. Obviously EETEP can still, to a degree, be a variety of
things to a variety of people. Certainly there is agreement that EETEP is 2n effort to see if by
doing some things differently the preparation of teachers for elementary education settings can be
improved. The perception of EETEP ranges from “old hat" to "innovative"; from regular to
irregular; from revolutionary to normal. EETEP has not backed itself into a corner and opted for
one image. This has not been a bad move. The Chair hits it on the head when he indicates that
EETEP has a flexibility that would not be bad to have around for years to come. EETEP's
flexibility allows even the students to have a sense of continuing development and change; and
more important a feeling that they can be contributors to that change and development. The less
institutionalized EETEP stays the clearer its purpose can be stated: the improvement of teacher

edvcation.

{t may be more an'. more difficult to prevent the fifth year aspect of EETEP from becoming
the center piece of EETEP but right now the students and involved faculty can simply view EETEP
as a program that has changed some of the requirements for students in teacher education and it so
happens it is going to take longer than four years. The fifth year does not have to become the issue
- as some might want to make it; the issue is quality of teacher preparation. When I was able to get
the "uninvolved" off the five year issue they focused on the positive side of EETEP. Interestingly
only the uninvolved talked about the fifth year; none, including students, mentioned the fifth year

requirement until I mentioned it.

The other smoke screen concerning perceptions of EETEP comes in the form of "EETEP is
Bob Egbert.” Dr. Egbert was included in most student, faculty and administration descriptions of
EETEP - either directly or indirectly. It may have been more subtle with some than others but the

reality is that Dr. Egbert has been important. Fortunately the name Egbert is not a bad piece of
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luggage for a program to have to carry around. But the question easily arises - what if he
disappears? The data indicates that Dr. Egbert has and continues tc be important to EETEP but
there is growing evidence that as time passes the pr: gram gains its own credibility aside from its

founder's.

My conversatior- with Dr. Egbert show ax: awareness on his part of the situation. He
admittedly has taken advantage of his influence and he knows that EETEP has benefited from his
proiective cover and mothering guidance. I sense that while Egbert knows of the respect ("fear")
that he commands, he has strong feelings that another individual(s) could take over tomorrow and
EETEP would continue. Given a particular person or persons taking his place there may be a
different philosophical approach to certain EETEP principles but the basic mission behind
EETEP's existence would continue: the search for excellence in the preparation of teachers for

elementary school programs.

I did interview one person who has a firm grasp of EETEP as it is now working and has a
.well developed vision of where it can be going. The kicker is that she, like Egbert, is an "outsider”
(the Dean's term). So, the issue may be whether an outsider without clout can carry the day. But
with the passage of time - and it may already be now if the people I interviewed are any indication -

EETEP will rise above personality.

3. How do the various interviewees view the EE1EP as
affecting UNL's "regular" elementary teacher
education program? In what ways, if any, is the
EETEP affecting Lincoln schocl rrograms?
(Actually, potentially, and preferentially?)
The effect of EETEP on UNL's program is yet to be seen. After two years the effect of the
program is still mostly on itself and the people involved in it. However a couple people pointed to
some things that EETEP is doing and toward which the regular program is moving:

svideo taping .
smore intensive early classroom activity
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*a cohort system

Whether the moves were caused by EETEP's existence or whether EETEP has merely pushed
ahead the inevitable changes is moot. What is clear from all faculty interviewed is that EETEP is
causing discussion and the discussion can not help but effect the regular program. To what degree

and in what direction and how fast those effects will occur is a difficult judgement to make.

Those students and faculty who are working with LPS faculty see positive effects - both
for the school system and for individual teachers. More involvement of LPS staff; more in-depth
interchange between UNL faculty and LPS administration/faculty; more sharing between students
and LPS classroom teachers; are all seen as positive moves - moves that are important to both
Teachers College and the Lincoln Public School system.

4. In what ways has the EETEP communicated with the
various interviewees? Has communication been
sufficient and timely?

Administration, students and involved faculty that were interviewed felt that.
communication was very good. Meetings, minutes of meetings and "hallway" conversation were
the chief avenues of communication. Open and organized are descriptives that were used
conce.ning the manner of communication from EETEP. For the non-involved faculty,
communication was through hallway conversations, now and then reports at faculty metings and
through students. The obvious difference between involved and uninvolved communication about

EETEP is that they are "one step rekmoved from the planning anc reporting of planning."

The students had positive feelings about communication and consultation (the next
question). The difference was expressed by comparing what the rest of the university seemed to
be trying to do: "They wind you up and put you down on a track.” EETEP has communicated

with the student through class/faculty relationships and through the advising process.
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The good things being said about communication and consultation are obviously a result of
the necessity for conversation due to the continued evolvement of EETEP. There is talk going on
because the program is being developed, evaluated, taken apart and put back together again right
before everyone's eyes. Even the student has to be involved. When the faculty point to the
"experimental” nature of EETEP they are recognizing, in part, the value of the dynamics that
include the necessity of above average communication levels among faculty, faculty/students,

department and college.

"T'TEP is talking to any who will listen. They have not forced themselves into anyone's
ears. .«eople who want to know about EETEP do not have far to look for information.
5. Do the interviewees feel as if they have been

consulted appropriately and have been involved in
program planning?

Of the faculty involved in EETEP there was a feeling that program planning was a group
operation, As you move out from that core group there is more sense of being consulted by
"them"; and as you move toward the "uninvolved' you have "Bob hasn't asked me for anything."
That is an oversimplification - the point is that mutual-consultation is how I see EETEP running at
the center; and I sense the faculty on the edge seeing the whole thing as being a one or two person

operation with closely held cards. But, again, the latter is ZlL..iging.

Two "consultations” were recalled by the "uninvolved": (1) Dr. Kluender's reporting on
EETEP at their request; and (2) being asked for input on what EETEP students should be taking in

the way of General Education courses.

Conceming both communication and consultation I would agree with a couple interviewees
who felt that every effort had been made to involve or share with all departmental and/or Teachers

College people who would care to be involved or shared with.
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6. What effect, if any, has the EETEP had on the
interviewee? What effect should it have had?

The report shows the strong, positive effect EETEP has had on all involved - students,
faculty and administration. A sense of, and satisfaction in, something happening that could hav:
significant impact on the preparation of elementary school teachers - not just for UNL but on a
broader, national level as well. The notion that EETEP is the "sort of experimental process"” that

ought to be done in a research institution came up more than once.

Several faculty pointed to the opportunity to further their own individual research/specialty
areas; but along with that was the notion that they are also doing things in teams - which,
evidently, is not going on very much in their field. In this connection there was mention that the
work faculty do with EETEP is being given recognition in the form of merit pay by the college
administration.

One of the EETEP staff interviewed was a graduate student who served EETEP as a
graduate assistant. The need for more hands in EETEP is clear and the graduate student provided
cne more body. But the effect of EETEP on the graduate student is interesting in light of what
some see as a function of EETEP. Somewhere in my conversations and/or reading (probably
both) a proposal was discussed for creating an environment where individuals interested in
learning more about how to teach teachers could come and be a part of that sort of leamning
experience. The graduate student did just that within the EETEP operation. In this student's case,
through his involvement in EETEDP, his dissertation and future direction in education were strongly
influenced. At least in this one case EETEP did function as a sort of lab that allowed a graduate
student to carry out “research and practice” at a very meaningful level; ineaningful to the graduate
student, to the undergraduate students and to the university faculty. Aslong as EETEP is flexible

in nature and open to change and experiment what better situation for graduate studies?
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7. How do the Dean and department Chair view the
likelihood for continuation of the EETEP after OERI
Junds for program development run out? Do they
intend to fund the continued implementation of this
expensive program?

Both the Dean and the Chair see EETEP continuing. OERI money has been important in

setting the major sections of the program and getting EETEP going but its continuation is not

dependent on those funds.

The cost to Teachers College comes in assignment of faculty to its classes. Budgets are
tight but on a nriority basis EETEP is important and faculty will be shifted around as needed to
cover EETEP classes. More than once it was mentioned the real expense of EETEP is the cost of
faculty due to the "intense" nature of EETEP. It is work that both challenges and drains the
individual; work that demands greater student/faculty relationships. In summary, it is clear that
both the Dean and Chair are strong advocates of EETEP; that EETEP is the sort of program that

ought to be going on in Teachers College and that it will no doubt continue.
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Cooperating Teacher and Principal Study for

Extended Elementary Teacher Education Proiect (EETEP)

by Leslie A. Thompson

As a part of its evaluation of the Extended Elementary Teacher Education Project
(EETEP), the University of Nebraska was interested in how cooperating teachers and
principals in the Lincoln Public Schools (LPS) "view the program, whet':er they feel
something significant is being accomplished in teacher education, how successful they
feel the cooperation between the university and the public schools has been and how
the two institutions can work more effectively” in the future.

Four administrators (the associate superintendent, a consultant and two principals)
and eleven teachers were interviewed, some in person and others by phone. Their
degree of involvement with EETEP ranged from nothing more *han being a teacher in
one of the four buildings where EETEP students are assigned to being a member of
the initial steering committee formed three years ago to set the goals and do the
broad planning for EETEP. Specifically, three teachers have not been involved with
the program, three teachers and one principal have worked with EETEP students for
one semester one teacher was involved with the project for two semesters, and four
teachers and one principal have been involved with the program for the three semesters
that EETEP students have been working in classrooms. In addition, six of those inter-
viewed have helped the university in planning EETEP: three administrators were an
the initial "brainstorming"/steering committee, one of those three continues in that
capacity, and two teachers and an administrator worked on planning teams that helped

structure specific courses that EETEP students would take at the university.
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Page 2
Cooperating Teacher and Principal Study for EETEP

When asked to describe EETEP and how they feel about it, one administrator
characte’rized the program as one with "low wvisibility," vet only one of the three people
who bad never been involved with LETEP students felt unable to answer the questions
posed to her.* The majority of respondents--administrators as well as teachers--
defined EETEP as a five-year teacher education program with an "early emphasis on
classroom experience." UWhile most of those interviewed are aware that the program
includes a fifth-year internship, only two teachers commented how that may be a
strength of EETEP: a semester of internship is "good for learning about discipline;"
it's "whe vou learn to teach." Everyone surveyed, however, feels highly positive
about the early field experiences, the most emphatic asserting, "It's about time (the
university offer) a program where students begin as freshmen or sophomores” to gain
classroom experience. Their reasons are two-fold: first, they feel that because of
both the amount of time spent with childrer. in classrooms and the varied experiences
EETEP students have by working with different cooperating teachers as well as with
different age levels of children, these students have a "broader knowledge base" and
will tharefore be better prepared to teach. Secondly, those interviewed feel that
garly and intense classroom involvement affords EETEP students a better understanding
of all that teaching involves, and allows them to "clarify earlier in their college career
whether or not they want to teach.” One teacher contended, "How unfair for students

to spend four vears in college and to graduate, who either won't make it in teaching

or who will hate it!"

*  This teacher was just completing her first year as a regular classroom teacher
in an EETEP building, having previously taught in Chapter I and English-as-a-Second-
Language programs in other buildings. While she was aware the project existed, and
sounded excited about becoming involved--to the extent of asking for the interviewer's
phone number!--she hesitated to respond to the interview questions.
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Page 3
Cooperating Teacher and Principal Study for EETEP

Administrators tended to include in their description of EETEP the fact that
it is a research-baseo program that includes "more bridging of theory and practice.”
Not only is there more classroom involvement, but also there is "more interpretation
of that involvement,” leading again to the speculation that EETEP students will be
beti. ' prepared to teach.

The Llincoln Public Schools personnel interviewed feel that, because of the early
and intense involvement of EETEP students in the classroom, something significant
and positive is being accomplished in teacher education. The levels of commitment,
ability, and responsibility are felt to be much higher for EETEP students than for
students in the regular teacher education program at the university.

When discussing the level of cemmitment of EETEP students, one teacher related
that. the two students she worked with found additional time to spend in their cooper-
ating classrcom throughout the semester and continued "to visit" after the semester
was over. The question, however, arises, does EETEP produce more committed students,
" or do only those students who are aiready highly committed to teaching remain in
the progrem? UWhen asked to consider the effects of EETEP on the university students,
one administrator argued that it was difficult to compare EETEP students with those
in the regular teacher education program. Since "EETEP studerts who started and
stayed in the program were more committed” from the beginning, the effects of EETEP
on the students themselves "can't be defined." On the other hand, a teacher maintained
that because of the early exposure to children, classrooms, classroom management
and discipline, and the understandings that are realized, EETEP students are "forced
to be more committed" to teaching as a career.

when addressing the ability levels of the EETEP students and the learnings that

occurred in the field experiences, ccoperating teachers mentioned a variety of "insights"
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that the students "gained about teaching before becoming responsible for a classroom.”
They "grew in their understanding of children,” for instance, they became aware of
children's home lives and how problems at home can affect learning. Some EETEP
students were "surprised” to find that children "lost their interest easily” and had
to learn about adjusting their lesson presentation when that began to happen. By
being in the classroom, university students have learned about "the practical aspects
of teaching" including "in-depth planning” and the logistics of "moving children and
organizing supplies.” They have had to "grapple with problems normally not thought
about until they are teaching." Teachers watched the EETEP' students, as a result
of this struggling, gein "self-confidence" and exhibit more "poise” th a1 students in
the regular education program.

EETEP is so designed that the university students, especially those in the Human
Technologies in Teaching (HTT) course, are heid responsible for communicating with
their cooperating teachers to schedule planning and teaching times. In addition, they
are responsible for a variety of teaching assignments. [n most cases, cooperating
teachers described their own role as one of a "guide," offering the students ideas
and sharing materials and allowing the students to choose and plan from the suggestions
made. The EETEP students were described as "reliable” and "conscientious” in meeting
these responsibilities.*

As staff from Lincoln Public Schools were questioned, it became clear that EETEP

contributed to significant benefits within the elementary schools themselves. When

* One cooperating teacher shared the following anecdote that serves to demonstrate
not only the higher skill levels EETEP students are feit to have, but also the impact
the project may be having on students in the regular elementary education program.
The teacher had been assigned both a "regular” student teacher and two EETEP students
and found the student teacher became better motivated. "She became sharper. She
wasn't about to let these (vounger EETEP students) outshine her!"
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asked how EETEP affected the elementary school children, two important res
surfaced. Cooperating teachers and administrators alike feel that children
not only by adjusting to different "teachers with different teaching styles,” b
from more exposure to and involvement with more positive adult role-models.
teacher noted that the elementary students in his class "bounced ideas off the
students that they might not be comfortable” discussing with him. In addition,
EETEP students in the classroom was seen to "improve the teacher/student
allowing; for more individual attention and tutoring. An administrator speculate
as children in elementary classrooms become "more diverse through more mainstr
any program will be enhanced by having additional resources that are both con
and skilled." Only one teacher disagreed, saving that having EETEP students
classroom time for students from the teacher. [f I had been pressed for time b
of slower-moving kids, 1 might have felt concerned.”

An equally noteworthy outcome of EETEP is the effect the program h
on the cooperating teachers themselves: eight of those interviewed spoke !
subject. The EETEP students are seen as "positive people with fresh new ides
"enthusiasm that rubs off on" and "challenges the teachers” in the EETEP bu
"Even the hermits began crawling out of their holes to show interest in the pr
Classroom teachers were made aware of "doing a better job" and "getting in
staying out of ruts." One teacher found he "had to be more organized." The cooj
teachers had to "verbalize their teaching techniques--why you do what you do.” 1
euch articulation, they had to "rethink programs and methods, improving tiem
process.” One principal and one teacher found EETEP students &ve "learning
better questior.s, therefore teachers are required to answer bettzr." They

a higher level of sophistication in the "question/answer process.”
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while LPS teachers and administrators view many benefits of EETEP for everyone
involved, they also recognize problems in the program. One administrator feels the
project "has many loose ends and (lacks) consistency in teacher expectation." Teachers
voiced frustration about what they feel is an unclear "job description." Questions
and statements from half the teachers interviewed reveal their "confusion:” "Wwho
is responsible for helping the students plan their lessons?” .{ow much direction shoula

we give the students?” "Wwhat do I do when the students flounder?” " felt like I

was in limbo--! didn't know when to step in and when not to." "Do 1 give the students

feedback or is evaluation the responsibility of the university advisors?”

Communication is another area where problems have occurred. UWhile it has been
adequate, "there have been glitches." Concerns include questions about the respon-
sibilities of cooperating teachers, meetings that were not planned weil enough in advance
or that conflicted with LPS commitments, and a lack of information about "what is
coming--what our next step is." While those interviewed recognize that communication
has improved since the program's onset, continued improvement in this area is necessary.

The last concern to be mentioned was that of cost. As a "labor intensive program

. can it be afforded by the university?" Both the ratio nf professors to EETEP
students and the amount of time and energy given those students is "phenomenal.”
The only negative comment one teacher could make about EETEP was "disappointment
and frustration” that the cost of the program would not allow it to continue.

From the point of view of Lincoln Public Schools administrators, EETEP is a "good
model of collaboration” and cooperation. From the outset, the university "sought and
respected public school input” in developing the program. The university has bent
over backwards to include Lincoln Public Schools teachers and administrators in planning”

student coursework. The university has also done "a good job of adjusting the program
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as data was collected” including suggestions from teachers. As EETEP students entered
the classroom, cooperating teachers found that the university advisors "worked hard
to keep us informed” and "were very receptive to our ideas (even though sometimes
we gave students opposite messages).”

For this kind of cooperation to continue in the future, there are several variables
to be considered. Public school officials question the university's commitment to the
program. Is the commitment they've witnessed by the faculty invalved in the project
(namely Dr. Egbert) "universal among all Teachers College professors” or is there a
"emall enclave of persons with no channel to involve others?" If the latter is the
case, one administrator would suggest the need for a broader base of support within
Teachers College that would include contact with and an impact on all of its members.

Cooperating teachers, like administrators, feel that the success of EETEP has
rested in part with the specific university advisors involved; they were described
as being "cooperative," "flexibie,” "receptive,” and "easy to communicate with." Teachers
generally felt "good (about being) involved with the university advisors,” and they
see a need to increase the amount of time spent with the university facuity. Teachers
noted in a variety of ways that "we don't know what (the EETEP students) know" or
are learning in each class: "They're terrible with bulletin boards!" and "EETEP students
don't have the skills to make subject area decisions in the HTT course." As a resuit
of the limited knowledge of both the public school teachers and the EETEP students,
cooperating teachers feel that better communication about the rationale, objectives
and specific learnings of EETEP courses would improve the effectiveness of the program.
One cooperating teacher also suggested, "Maybe we, as teachers, need (to take more

responsibility) for communicating.”

152




Page 8
Cooperating Teacher and Principal Study for EETEP

Another consideration is elementary teacher commitment. As EETEP is labor
intensive at the university level, it is also "labor intensive at the elementary school
level” and "can only work in classrooms with teachers who are willing to invest the
time." While some teachers feel, "If we're not here to help the new ones learn, what's
our role?", that judgement is not universal among cooperating teachers. A principal
also addressed the level of teacher commitment that he feels the public schools owe
to EETEP. He expressed a concern about the initial commitment of teachers as well
as wondered about whether or not teachers would loose interest in the program during
semesters when EETEP students were not placed in their building. He also noted that
thiose teachers who had been involved in sor~ capacity in EETEP program planning
demonstrated a higher level of commitment than those who hadn't. Another principal
suggested that to bette_r facilitate co!laboration, a staff member in each building
should be assigred the role of acting as liaison between the elementary school and
the university.

Finally, cooperating teachers and administrators were asked to spectlate about
how EETEP might affect the regular university program for teacher education. "The
regular (teacher) training program is no longer adequate (preparation) for teaching,”
and LPS personnel suggested a variety of improvements they would like to see occur.
They recommend that all elementary teacher education students have more field ex-
periences earlier, "giving them a ch. nce to try out ideas and materials." In addition,
they "would like to see the closeness of seminar and practicum” that they've observed
in the early EETEP field experiences be adopted by regular teacher education courses.
The Human Technologies in Teaching course has a strong research basis that they
would recommend for other classes. The HTT course also "shaws considerable thought

about what should happen when and relates (what is learned) to the field experiences,”
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leading one administrator to advocate that "the university should take a look at other
methods courses--and psychology and philosophy courses--and revise them" to include
a better bridging between courses and a better relating of field experiences to what
is being learned in the university classroom. An LPS administrator suggests there
should be more general education requirements for all teacher education students.
In addition, public school staff would like to see "more dialogue among all who teach
elementary education students--primarily within Teachers Coliege, but throughout the
university as well--so that there is a systemic relationship in what is taught.” One
teacher proposed EETEP should be the regular teacher education program: "If EETEP
is good for fifteen or twenty (students), why isn't it good for everyone?"

In conclusion, EETEP is viewed as a program that "sounds impressive” in what
it is attempting to do. As a model, it is "thoughtful, analytical, innovative, research-
based, collaborative and cooperative." As a result, EETEP students are seen as being
"more thoughtful and analytical who have better skills earlier.” "A format (for collabora-
tion was developed) that was appropriate” for "sincere input" by the public schools,
and the public schools and the university are viewed as "co-equals.” While problems
with communication and the expectancies of cooperating teachers have been areas
of concern, cooperation between the two institutions can be improved by increasing

the amount of timé cooperating teachers spend with university faculty learning about

the program.
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TEACHING MATHEMATICS, NATURAL AND SOCIAL SCIENCES IN THE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL

Teaching Mathematics, Natural and Social Sciences in the Elementary School
is an integrated professional course for undergraduate students preparing to
become elementary school teachers. The course is designed to integrate content
and experiences of three separate three credit hour courses in the areas of
mathematics, science and social studies (Curriculum and Instruction 307-Social
Studies, 308-Mathematics and 315-Science).

This nine to eleven credit hour course, Teaching Mathematics, Natural and
Social Sciences in the Elementary School, places emphasis upon the roie,
content, materials and trends of mathematics, science and social studies in
childnood education. Consideration is given to selection and use of learning
materials, teaching strategies, assessing learning outcomes and the

development of lesson plans and units of instruction.

CCURSE OBJECTIVES

I. The Cnild

1. Perception of the Child and His/Her Development.

The student will be able to:

a. Describe characteristics of the child at various age levels five
through twelve.

b. Observe children and detect their physical development,
characteristic behavior, special needs, and cognitive
development,

c. Plan mathematics, natural and social science learning activities
that are compatible with the physical development, characteristic
behavior, special needs and cognitive development of a given age
group.

2. Perception of Differences Among Children,

The student will be able to:

a. Suﬁgest general ways in which students differ culturally from each
other,

b. Compare and contrast culturally different children with other
children. ' ‘

c. When appropriate, prepare self to serve the needs of children
that are culturally different from him/herself.
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3. Perception of Exceptional Children.

The student will be able to:

a. List and describe major handicapping conditions and
characteristics of gifted children,

b. Determine how needs of exceptional children are being served in a
given elementary school. :

c. When appropriate, prepare self to serve the needs of an
exceptional child.

11. The Nature of Mathematics, the Natural and Social Sciences

1. Perception of Elementary School Mathematics, the Natural and Social
Sciences.

The student will be able to:

3 write a defensible definition of mathematics, the natural and social
sciences and explain why they are part of the elementary schoel
curriculum,

b. Through interview and other techniques, determine how others
perceive elementary school mathematics, natural and social
sciences in terms of definition and purpose for including them
as a part of the elementary school curriculum,

c. Display how personal anxiety toward mathematics, natural and
social sciences has been reduced.

S e

2. Perception of the Elementary School Mathematics, the Natural and

Social Sciences Programs.

The student will be able to:

a. List and describe issues and trends in elementary school
matnematics, natural and social sciences.

b. Compare and contrast traditional approaches of elementary school
mathematics, natural and social sciences with newer approaches.

c. Through interview and examination of materials, determine the
scope and sequence (K-6) of mathematics, natural and social
science programs in a given elementary school.

II1.Instructional Planning

1. Perception of the Purpose of Instructional Planning.
The student will be able to:
a. Inwriting, identify and describe the parts of a unit,
b, Describe the relationship between lesson plans, teaching units,
and resource units,
C. Di?play the ability to construct lesson plans and a t~aching
unit.
]
2. Perception of Cooperative Teaching and Planning.
The student will be able to:
a. List advantages and disadvantages of cooperative planning.
b. Evaluate self and others in cooperative planning.
c. Display ability to cooperatively plan.
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IV. Objectives of Mathematics, Natural and Social Sciences

1.

Perception of the Relationship Between Experiences, Facts, Concepts,
and Generalizations or Principles.
The student will be able to:

a.
b.

c.

In writing, define facts, concepts, and generalizations or
principles.

In writing, give examples of facts, concepts, and
generalizations or principles. .

Given concepts and generalizations or principles, apply them to
his/her own experiences.

Perception of Conceptual Development and Teaching Elementary School
Mathematics, Natural and Social Sciences.
The student will be able to:

a.

b.

c.

Given a teaching unit topic, identify and 1ist mathematics,
natural and social sciences concepts and generalizations or
principles appropriate for the unit.

Identify instructional activities appropriate for conceptual
development around given concepts and generalizations or
principles.

Implement activities and apply evaluation tecnniques that relate
to given concepts and generalizations or principles.

.

Perception of Skills.
The student will be able to:

a.
b.

c.

In writing, define the term skill.

List the major skills that are included in elementary school
mathematics, natural and social science programs.

Relate skills of mathematics, natural and social sciences to
application in daily living. °

Perception of the Relationship of Skills of Instructional

Activities.
The student will be able to:

.

b'

c.

Explain how a child of a given age can make application of
skills in the acquisition of knowledge.

Given the need for the acquisition and development of a skill,
select an appropriate instructional activity for a child of a
given age.

Through conversation with a child, determine his/her feeling
about a skill.

Perception of Skill Acquisition, Development and Application as
Related to Instruction Planning and.Teaching.
The student will be able to:

a.

b'

Given a teaching unit topic, identify skills appropriate for a
given group of students.

Develop and select instructional activities that enhance the
acquisition, development and a plication of skills for a given
group of students and/or individual student.

Implement instructional activities that will enhance skill
acquisition, development and application with a given group of
students.
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6. Perception of Attitudes and Values.

The student will be able to:

a. Define values.

b. ldentify values of others.

c. Clarify his/her own values using value clarification techniques.

7. Perception of Values and Teaching.

The student will be able to:

a. Given a teaching unit topic, identify attitudes and perceptions
appropriae for a given group of students.

b. Plan instructional activities that will help develop certain
attitudes and appreciation of a given group of students.

c. Implement instructional activities that will head toward the
development of certain attitudes and appreciations among a given
group of students,

8. Perception of Values in the Classroom and society.

The student will be able to:

a. Determine how practicing teachers provide for values education,

b. Determine how values are expressed in society.

c. Solve problems related to values education.

Teaching Strategies and Instructicnal Materials .
1. Perception of Inquiry Teaching and Learning.

The student will be able to:

a. Define each step of the inquiry process.

b. Jevelop an inquiry unit,

c. Apply the inquiry process to his/her personal life,

2. Perception of Teaching and Learning Methods.

The student will be able to:

a. Contrast the deductive and inductive teaching methods.

b, Present two learning activities: one that employs the inductive
method and, the other, the deductive method.

c. Employ both inductive and/or deductive teaching methods with one
or more elementary school children,

3. Perception of Cooperative Teaching and Learning.

a. Define each step in the cooperative learning process.

b. Develop a cooperative learning lesson,

c. Teach a cooperative learning lesson.

Perception of Instructional Materials.

-4'

The student will be able to: : )

a. lIdentiry instructional materials that may assist elementary
school students in the attainment of given objectives.

b. Incorporate instructional materials in learning activities that
lead to the attainment of objectives.

c. Make available and utilize instructional materials with a given
group of elementary school children,
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Perception of Instructiona! Activities and Materials for Culturally

Different and Exceptional Students.

The student will be able to:

a. MWithin a given group of students, determine if any are
culturally different and/or exceptional.

b. Select appropriate materials and develop appropriate
instructional activities for culturally different and
exceptional students within a given class.

c. Implement appropriate materials and activities for culturally
different and exceptional students within a given class.

Perception of Instructional Activities and Materials in the School

Environment.

The student will be able to:

a. Assess the utilization of activities and availability of
materials in schools.

b. Determine how students feel about activities and materials.

c. Solve problems related to instructional activities and

materials,

VI. Evaluation

1'

2.

Perception of Evaluation. .

The student will be able to:

a. Explain the purpose of evaluation as a part of the elementary
school mathematics, natural and social sciences programs.

b. Determine how given teachers evaluated their students.

¢c. Solve professional problems related to evaluation,

Perception of Evaluation iMethods and Techniques as They Relate to

Teaching Elementary School Mathematics, Natural and Socia’ Sciences.,

The student will be able to:

a. ldentify techniques to evaluation that relate to teaching
objectives for a given grouy, of elementary school students.

b. Construct or select evaluation instruments to be used with
elementary schoo!l students.

c. Utilize evaluation instruments witr elementary school students.

Perception of Self and Evaluation by Qthers,

The student will be able to:

a. Describe why self evaluation is important.

b. Evaluate fellow students and the instructor in a constructive
manner,

c. Have the instructor, fellow students, and a practicing teacher
evaluate his/her work toward professional improvement and growth
based on the data received.
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COURSE CONTENT

To help students attain the objectives of Teaching Mathematics, Natuiral
and Social Sciences in the Elementary School; on campus lectures, discussions
and other typical college classroom activities will be provided. Also,
provisions will be made for students to apply and test ideas and practices
presented on campus in elementary school classrooms with elementary school
students. The following description represents course content designed to
attain objectives presented in the preceding section.
I The child

Piaget's four stages in human intellectual development are reviewed
with special attention paid to assimilation and accommodation, The
factors which influence transition from one stage to another are also
discussed along with implications for teaching and curriculum,

Equity issues especially those invofving minorities, gender and the
handicapped are discussed, Organizational patterns involving
Mainstreaming and Chapter I are presented.

Through example, consideration will be given to how teachers can
relate the school curriculum to learning experiences students are having
in nonschool environments through interactions with others, memberships in
youth groups and their participation in activities such as T,V. viewing,
travel, etc. Consideration will be given to Jocal, regional and national
programs dezigned to meet unique needs of special populations of students.

. As an example, the University of Ca11fornia--8erk1ey has developed a set
of materials identified by the acronym SAVI/SELPH (Science Activities for
Visually Impaired and Science Enrichment for Physically Handicapped).

These materials are specifically adaptedto accommodate the sense of

feeling for the visually impaired.
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I1. Teaching Strategies and Instructional Materials:

Two general strategies, didactic (deductive), and hueristic
(inductive) are presented and related to the Learning Cycle. Some
teaching strategies introduced and practiced include the following:

- Inquiry as practiced by social scientists and as a decisioi-making
strategy.

- Strategies that promote critical thinking skills,

- Questioning, feedback and interpersonal regard behaviors that promote
high expectation for achievement in all learners.

- Strategies that employ role play, case studies and group activity.

Teachers must be prepared to utilize the latest technologies in
teaching. This course will require studgpts to make use of the computer
and other technologies for support in th; teaching role. Consideration
will be given to computer software that is available such as the Bank
Street College program entitled "Voyage of the MIMI," "Oregon Tcail," and
the rudiments of LOGO and some classroom applications of this language.
oiher instructional materials to be considered include the basic textbook,
maps and globes, games, manipulatives, science laboratory materials and

equipment and the newspaper.

III.Instructional Planning

Consideration will be given to instructional planning which commences
with a resource unit, which daily and weekly lesson plans are derived
" from and implemented in a specific classroom with a specific group of
students. Working with one or more otheF classmates; a teaching unit will
be developed and one or more other classmates; a teaching unit will be
developed and implemented in an elementary school classroom.

Consideration will be given to various ways to plan for instruction some
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techniques considered will include the Hunter Lesson Plan Model
----- Learning, and the Active Mathematics Teaching Model.
IV. Objectives ‘

A discussion of the difference between facts, concepts and
generalizations and a consideration of how to prioritize facts, concepts
and generalizations to be included in the elementary school curriculum
will be provided. Objectives from various local, regional and national
curriculums will be considered.

V. The Nature of Mathematics, Natural and Social Sciences

A consideration of the K-6 social studies, mathematics, and science
scope and sequences typically found in elementary school; an examination
of the definition of social studies, matﬁematics and science as well as
the reasons for why they are a part of the elementary school curriculum
will be considered. Societal expectations of school mathematics programs,
social studies programs and science programs will be discussed.

yI. Evaluation

A consideration of the types of evaluation instruments available,
noninstrumental evaluations, formative and summative evaluations and
techniques for reporting pupil progress to parents will be provided.

VII.Teaching Special Topics

Special topics or issues to be considered include the following:
- Teaching maps and global skills.

- Teaching controversial issues.

- Censorship and academic freedom,

- Legal and global educatipn.‘

- The teacher as a professional. .

- Use of community resources.

- Use of laboratories including laboratory safety.
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- Manipulative aids such as Cuisinaire rods.

- Care and use of plants and animals in the classroom.

GRADING/EXPECTATIONS/TESTING

The instructors of this block of courses believe that success in
teaching is based on knowledge of subject matter, knowledge of pedagogy
and how children learn, as.we11 as skill in applying this knowledge to
the teaching act. Therefore, the grade earned will reflect performance
in all of these areas. Knowledge of subject matter, learning, and
pedagogy will be measured with tests and projects. Projects will include
such things as demonstration of the abi1i§y to use the Logo computer
language. Skill in teaching will be measured by an analysis of
performance in peer teaching and/or in in-school teaching. This
evaluation will of necessity be somewhat subjective, but every attempt
will be made to make it more objective through the use of videotapes and
rating scales designed to measure teaching effectiveness. A significant
amount of self-assessment will be initiated in the program. Students
will be trained to assess their own teaching behaviors as well as those
of others in their peer group.

It can be assumed that students in this tlock of courses are
receiving & more extensive and intensive practicum experience integrated
with formal classroom education and informal feedback from the faculty.
Thus, it is highly probable that their average grades will be
significantly higher than that of students in the traditional program,

REFERENCE MATERIALS

Social Studies ‘

Textbook: Murray R. Nelson, Children and Social Studies, Harcourt Brace
Jovanovich, 1987.
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Science

Textbook:

10

Selected readings from "Social Education," "Theory and Research
Social Education," and "The Social Studies.”

Gega, Peter C., Science in Elementary Education, (Fifth Edition)
John Wiley & Sons, Inc,

Additional Resources: The major sipplemeatary sources tor El1. E
315 are the sample science textbook series which are located in

Science Resource Center in Room 213 Henzlik Hall. In addition,

there are numerous other resources for teaching science in this

room including science curriculum guides, environmental and ener
education resources materials, etc.

The National Science Teachers Association publishes a journal
specifically for elementary teachers. The title is Science &
Children. Copies of this magazine plus many others Tn science

education may be found in Room 213.

Mathematics

Resource Book for Teachers of Elementary School Mathematics,
Fejfar, Kinko pub., 1988,

Preﬁaring Elementary School Mathematics Teachers, Worth, Joan, (
[} 80

"Multicultural Mathematics Posters and Activities," NCTM, 1947.

"what's Noteworthy? on Teaching," Mid-Continent Re ional
Educational Laboratory, Whisler, J. 5., (Ed.), Fa‘i, 1387.

Teaching Mathematics in Grades K-8, Post, T. R., Allyn & Bacon,

The Arithmetic Teacher, NCTM, 34, 35, 36.
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Appendix 8. Course Qutiine for Language and Literature Biock

Content
tntroduction: 2sycholinguistic theory
{. Language and concept developrment
A. Languege acquisition
1. Theories of language acquisition
. Stages of language scquisition
B Functions of language
C. Reqsters for language
1. Dialect
. Slang/jargon
3. Inclusivesexclusive language
0 Language problems
E. Influences on language
1. Envirenmental
2. Reading to children
1. Yalues
b. Technigue/response
c. DL-TA
F Emeraing hierscy
t Defimtion and research
2. "Readiness skills”

1 Concept formation

Practicum tasks

Take 2 ianguage sample nsing a
wordless book as stimulus from 2
children of ditfering abilines.

Read 3 story to a group 4100 the
DL-TA format.

¥isit 8 kindergarien classroom for ¢

whole day to compare a.m. and 5

groups.




1} Ttages

2} Activities toenhance concept farmation

h. dugitsry and syl discrimination Flan and teach lesaens deaiing waty
concept formation, suditory and
¢. Speech-to-print match visual discrimnation, and

directionality {if assignment 1z ¥-
d. Directionslity

3. hssessment and evaluation
4. Early writing
3. Stages
b. Invented spellings
. Lanquage and Titerature
1. Bocks for infants and toddlers
. ABC, counting, and concept books
3. ‘Mordless books
4. Mother Gonse
i dral language in the classroom Conduct 8 "Show and Tell” or

similar activity.
t Types of interaction

2. fchvities

Listening
5. Levels of Hstening Plan and teach 3 histening ackivity.
. Typez of listening

C. Factors that influence listening

D. Roleof the teacher in creating a "listening environment”

I
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iH. Ficture books
A Artistic styles

. artistic medis

(A}

. Caldecott dward

(]

D. Visual Yiteracy

i'f. Storytelling rrepare a stary for telling wiih 3
visual sid and tell it to 3n antirs
A, Yalies class.

B. Craracterstics of a good storyteler

-4

eliing the story

. How to select a story for telling

-

~)

. How to prepare

Setting for telling

o

D. ¥isual aids/types of stories
E. Traditional literature
1. Tupes of traditional literature
2. Comparisons across cultures
F. Parucipstion stories
. Creative dramatics
. fatues

€. Shilis developed through creative drama

[ )

. Types of creative drama Plan and teach 3 ecsans deating w1t
3 different types o7 creative drama.
1. Dramatic play

Cn
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. Creative movement

rJ

Pantomime

(1]

4 :morovisatiza

]

. Chorsl reading

Do A9

. Finger plays
7. Puppetry and masks
3. Yslues
b. Types of puppets
c. Puppet presentations
D. Scripied drama
1. Reader’s Theatre
2. Formal plays
¥i. Poetry

. Elements of poetry

I

. Type= of poetry

co

(]

D. Thildren's poets

rm

. Writing poetry

. Children's interest in poetry

Plan a direct 3 puppet activity,
including puppet coratriuction ang
presentation.

Plan and tesch 2 poetry lessons
involving writing and art.

Y1t woridenntication (All aress include definition of terms, strateqies o sftashve
teaching, and discuzsion of how 3kills relate to comprehension.

A. Sight words

B. Pictureclyes

ikR§

Teach 3 grade level aporopriate word
identification 122s0ns that 1nclude
teacher - made mampulatives.




W

L]

. vontext clues
€. Phonics

F. Spelling

. Yocabulary development

P

. Strategies

(8¢

. Creating interest in words

(e

. Dictionary skills
Compasition
A. Writing as a process

1. Prewriting

o

. Drafting

(2]

. Editing/ravizion

(80

. Forms of writing

o O

. Patterned language books
Language experisnce

Publizhing in the classroom

vy

. "Mechanice” of writing
1. Grammar and usage
3. Types of grammar instruction
b. Sentence transformations

2. Hardwriting

Prepare and tesch one sgelling game/
activity.
Administer 3 2pelling test.

Plan and teach a grade level
appropriate vocabulary lesson.

implement a writing process epproz
with a smail aroup for an

period of time.

Collect 3 writing sampies freman
individual child { beginning, mizaie ang
of semester) and compars.

. Creating ¢ writing “community” in the classroom

Compiete 3 publizhing project
with a group.

Ysing writing from the osrocees
qroup, Jiadno3e and seach 3 skii..

Direct 1 handwriting lesson.




3. Basic strokes of manuscript

u. Basic ztrokes of curave

. Evaluation

<

X, Comprehension

A.

8.

m [ o] (o)

]

{ avsaln
[TV

Metacognition

. Factors that affect comprehension

. Questiening strategies

. Critical reading

. Creative reading

<l Centemporary resiistic fiction

A.

i33ues

1
i

A

wi

4

. Menstereotypic literature

3. Elderly

5. Minority litersture
4. Liceptional children
Cenearship

. Montraditions! families

B. fvaluation of literature

O
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Yisit a 3rd grade claseroom to
abserve an introductory curaive leemn

Plan and teach 3 lessons designed fo
develop a specific area of compren2nsion.
At 12ast one 2hould be based 2 3 chitdren’,
beok.

. Strategies for developing areas of comptrahension

Dlan and teach 1 1esson that involves g
creative follow up to 3 children's bonk.



e

'
atd

£1H.

£. Critical thinking

0. Newbery Award

Apprisches to teaching reading
A. basal resder
1. Components of basal program

2. Evaluation of basal series

ot

Directed Resding Lesson {DRL)
4. DR-TA
S. Management

B. Language sxpearignce

L. individuaiized reading

D. ‘whei2 fanquage

Cantent ares reading

>~

. Charactzristics of expository text

w

. Yacabular:y etrategies

C. Comoarenension strategias

22

. Study skills

-

. Dutlining

-2

. hotataking

wi

. Utilizing parts of a textbeok

[N

Use of graphic aids

5. Locating information

Pian ror and teach a hasal reagiag
qroup for 2 weeks.

Take dictation from 2 srall aroue;
plan and teech 2 word identification
and a comprehension 12sgan Trorm
that dictation.

Plan and teach 2 grade jevel
appropriate stugy sxiis activities.
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6. Report writing

-~

£. infarmational boaks for children

1. Criteria for evalustion

2. Useincontent area teaching

-

. historical ficton
1. Yalues in using histerical fiction
2. Use in social studies teaching

. Bivaraphy

aiY. Assessment Administer 1 district-reguirs: test
{e.g. DRO, cum tfest, etc.t.

Select | DRO; plan and tesch 3

i.ooJses creative lesson designed for
) mastery.
2. 3core interpretation
B. Informal Assessment
1. Informal reading inventories Administer an iR} ;
interpret results.
2. Miscue analysis
3. Cloze and modified cloze : Prepare and teach 3
moditied cloze activity.
C. Grouping for instruction
w¥. Interest and attitude
. Assessment Administer an interest inwentory
ta 1 child and select 5 boni oaseq
B. Creating & "reading environment” on the results.
C. Sustarnsd s1lent reading
0. Beok 3haring Prepare and give a Book Talh.
L. Reading materials




F High interast Literatyra

1

Humaoroys 1iteratyre

[

. Mysteries

(22}

. Science fiction 2nd fantasy

4. Children's choice award programs

Culminating sctivity: Plan and tesch the entire Language Arts black of time for anenhire week This 1)
include management of all the children in the classroom during this time. The themed learning center

part of thiz management,
Practicum

Through the practicum experience in the Lanquage and Literature Block, it is
gxpected that the EETEP student will continue o grow in these aress:
1) recognizing the developmental Tevels of childran
2} using observational skills
3} developing decision making ability
The EETEP student will spend approximately 1 1/2 to 2 hours inan assigned
classroom daily during the time that the language arts are taught. Specific tasks have
been designed to correspond with Block course content and to involve the EETEP student
in working with individual children, small groups, and whole class. These tasks are
rnoted on the course outline. To serve a3 a framework for the tasks, the following
axperiences have been identified a3 essential to meaningful mtegratwn of theary inta
practice.
1 ? work with groups of differing abilities
2; placernent of children in and work with groups thet are based on factors other
than schievement
3% useof & variety of instructional options in a classroom reading program
41 demonstration and modeling of good listening skills, effective use of oral
language, good handwriting, good spelling, and appropnatu grammar angd usage
8 amhfg t0 a3k questions that are clearly stated and at an appropiiate Yevel af
i uuaut and inguiry
6) evaluation of educational materials for the following:
a) quality (text angsor illustration)
5} student interest
¢) appropristeness {according to ability, maturity, etc.)
d) evidence of stereotypes
7) assistance with the evaluation of students
3) provision of 3 2ound instructional rationale for planned sctivities that reflects
£nowizdge of current research and theory and assessment of students’ necds
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3} implementation of the writing process

10) .reation of an accepting, relaxed environment in which childre are encouraged a
apeak, listen, write, and read

113 use of literature as 3 base for sctivities to develop oral language, to stimuiate
writing, to-premote reading for pleasure, to teach content ares concepts, to develap
reading 2kill, and to enhance critical and creative thinking

12) familiarity with professional rezources for teachers, including bouks, iournaly,
review saurces, selection gids, etc.

13} provision of opportunity for children's response to litersturein a variety of ways

14) development of 3 personal resource file, including children’s books, poetry,
pictures, bulletin boaras, storytelling, activities, materials, and the like

15} daily and weekly planning of the total Tanguage arts

167 familiarity with scope and sequence of reading and language arts programs at the
grade level of sssigament.

Jorne experiences may not Je possible in every site school setting but are highly
des1rable in terms of the philosphy and intent of the Language and Literature Block.
These include:

1Y reading to the students every day

&) participstion in a parent conference relsting to reading/ language arts

3) participation in the classroom teacher’s decisions reqarding avalustion of
students and assigning of grades

4) abserve reading/lanquage arts instruction in a Chapter 1 and resouice room

S} attend an LPS starf development session in the 1anguage arts area.

10
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EETEP JOURNALS

I was interested in the use of Journals by EETEP students. The
students themselves, at times, wondered why they had to go through the
process of journal keeping. A couple students felt that it was a great deal of
work; tedious and time consuming. I am not sure that even after two
semesters of keeping journals they have a very strong sense of the potential
use for the process. However one of the three students I talked with about the
journals offered: "Sometimes I didn't know what he (Egbert) wanted. He
would say things like "more" and I got frustrated. But now what we do is
write when we have something to write about and that makes more sense than
putting down all that detail.”

"Journaling" can mean any number of things from a very rigid and well
defined process used in spiritual therapy to a form of now and then personal
note keeping.

I have spent the past two years observing clergy between the ages of 40
and 55 in an effort to see what it is they have done and are doing to keep from
total burnout in the ministry. The fact is that clergy in main-line
denominations who have not left the full-time active ministry are in the
minority. A vocation that has the reputation of being a life-long service, in
fact, loses over 60% of its advocates by the time they hsve had 20 years in
ministry. Of the thirteen active Episcopal clergy I interviewed, between the
ages of 40 and 55, 11 had identifiable "journaling processes" going on in their
daily routines. Only three had the more formal, daily, set time, disciplined
format. They could show me rows of book-type journals that represented
twenty years or more of practically un-interrunted "report keeping.” Six of the
eleven clergy, while less disciplined about the process, could give me, in

various forms, the same kinds of journals. The latter were not nearly as
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faithful in their regularity of journal use (one had ar: 18 month gap). These six
seemed to turn to their journal keeping mainly when they needed an outlet
because of isolation and stress feelings at a particular time or in a special
situation.

Finally there were two clergy who, when I asked if they kept journals
or diaries, said they did not. However during my time with them I saw them
carrying out the journal process in other forms. One had a large book-like
calendar that kept appointments and activities in order - and at the end of each
day's record he would write something "to remind me what I was saying or
thinking about things." More often than not this dav-end "reminder of
activity" was several paragraphs in length. The other priest who denied
keeping journals had a practice of reporting his activities on a monthly basis to
his vestry. To make that report he would several times during a week write
down a summary of what was going on. At the end of the month he would
digest those sheets of paper and come up with a summary report. He has kept
those sheets of paper in boxes for the 13 years he has been making such
reports; he also, of course, has each monthly summary report.

The point is that journaling is one thing that 11 of 13 still active clergy
have in common. In a postcard survey of 200 randomly selected Episcopal
Clergy under the age of 40, out of 112 returns, 22 indicated that they kept
some form of journal on either a regular or semi-regular basis. Another 15
said that they have kept journals in the past but no longer did; and 13 indicated
that for a brief time during their ministry they kept a journal. Journal keeping
is not a normal activity for clergy; but of the 40% who have survive .n the
ministry into their 40s and 50s - journal keeping may be a trademark. That

makes journaling a possible tool to combat the forces of bumout.




What about teachers? In the burnout literature three groups of people
seem to run similar profiles - clergy, social/health care workers, and teachers.
These three professions have a great deal in common. For example the
following list of institutional and personal factors has been used to describe
the main issues involved in clergy burnout. They have been "re-written” here

in a way that describes the situation faced by teachers:

Professional isolation;

Unmotivated students;

Student load;

Evaluation of performance;
Professional and bureaucratic role conflicts;
Input into institutional policy making;
Lack of autonomy;

Clerical work;

Extra curricular assignments.

Need to utilize skills;

Unrealistic expectations;

eed to achieve results.

Teacher's, faced with the same professionai and institutional factors as
clergy, ~ught to be 2bic o benefit from some of the same preventive
interventions - i.e., journals. What is it about a journal that could possibly
help a professional people worker - such as teachers and clergy? Simply,
journals are like a peer who can listen in a non-critical fashion and help put our

moment by moment frustrations/joys in perspective by recalling things we

have said or dor -. 1\ icumal will not conveniently forget either our




shortcomings or our long suits; it is totally accepting of who we are, where we
have been and how we got from there to here. The journal plus me becomes a
team when I am isolated and alone; it is my sounding board; my whipping
boy; my confidant.

Of course there are journals and there are journals. A journal's value
depends a great deal on how it is used. Used in passive, now and then, only
when needed, ways - they are tools for temporary relief. On the other hand if
you know that the journal is an important part of keeping professional sanity
about you it will be capable of functioning as an intervention method for
dealing with professional burnout.

Finally, the literature is fairly clear about what professicnal preparation
schools should be focusing on if they are trying to deal with burnout. Like the
theological school, teacher's college is focusing more and more on earlier on-
site, hands-on, actively involved student teaching experiences. The five year
program of EETEP will allow additional time that will involve more
concentrated and varied "live" classroom experiences. Professional burnout
begins the moment the student walks into a classroom and "for real" takes
over. By the time a student leaves a "teaching" institution like a seminary or
teacher's college s/he is already moved a distance down the burned: out path.
Recognizing this, the training institution can take advantage of the situation by
"forcing” the student to learn some skills that will be useful as they proceed in
their professional careers. The journals are such a skill and EETEP has
exposed its student to their use.

For this reason I am interested in at least three things concerning
EETEP student journals. Over a two semester period of time:

1. Do the journals show improvement in the student's ability to open and
honestly express iheir feelings, describe their professional and personal
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settings, make use of perspective and cc.tain other attitudes that make
Jjournaling the valuable tool it can be? Are they learning how to keep a
useful journal? (It may be not all together the student's fauit if the
journals are not useful - the EETEP staff may have intended the journals
to be for teacher monitoring of progress not for student ongoing, self-
evaluation.)

2. Do the journals show the traditional signs of burnout? Are the issues
that surround the burnout process for the professional people worker
showing up in the student journals?

3. Can we see indications of whether and how EETEP students have
changed over a period of 18 months in their attitudes/relationships

toward j.cers, classroom and coooperating teachers, students, parents,
and commitment to a teaching career?

I read, fairly superficially, nine journals. Each student had two sets of
journals representing two semesters. The ability of each student to express
themselves in writing varied at first but by the end of the sezond journal
keeping period they all had gotten into their cwn comfor:able and identifiable
style of expression. Each set of journals can be picked up and by comparing
the first 3-4 pages with the last 3-4 pages the reader can see the differences in
expression. For example in most cases you move from the view of an
observer to one of a participant. At the start you have statements about they
and them and she and him; first person opinion runs rampant; people are
des cribed like inanimate objects; great details about shapes, colors, sizes and
the like are recorded. At the end you have nearly total expression of feelings,
hurts, loses, joy, pride, love, hate, concem; you have inanimate objects (such
as buildings) now taking on personal attributes! Withé)ut reading anything
more than the first and last few pages of the journals you know something has
happened to the writers. They have grown; they have matured to a level of
personal and professional awareness that allows them to be comfortable with

expressing their frustrations and doubts 3; well as hopes and joys.
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The beginnings of burnout can be seen in each EETEP student's

joumnal. Some show strong expressions of several burnout issues. I would
guess that the burnout level being expressed by at least two of the students
would be that of a first year teacher. What is going to happen by the time this
college Junior reaches the Fifth year of EETEP? All things being equal she
may well find herself in the position of the 3rd or 4th year teacher looking
around for aﬁother pmfession. But by allowing the burnout process to
progress freely and naturally as much as possible while in the school setting
that student could be given the skills with which burnout can be dealt. She
can learn those coping and adjusting skills that give the professional the tools
by which they can deal with the reality of burnout. This is a great
opportunity. What is going on now? A senior goes out and teaches, for all
practical purposes, for the iirst time a total of 12-15 weeks. What level of
awareness are they at concerning burnout? I would guess (and it might make
a good study for someone to measure the differences between EETEP students
at various stages with the senior, student-teacher. A couple instruments come
to mind.) I am going to guess that the level of burnout awareness and
expression would be equal with the end of the first semester of journal taking
that the EETEP students did and the conclusion of student teaching by the
seniors. And I would further guess that the regular teacher's college nroduct
will feel at the ¢7 d of one year of actual teaching about the same way an
EETEP student will feel at che end of their senior year. The beauty, of course,
is that EETEP continues to have contact with that student as they deal with
burnout issues and hopefully teaching the skills that will cope with those
issues on a day to day basis.

1 took three journals that I could compare dates of entry (or at least

approximate similar timing - this was not easy, by the way!) and pulled out 10
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dates (I know that I did not have entire journals; that some portions of each
journal had been removed.) and evaluated each dated entry on the basis of
whether or not one or more of the burnout issues (listed above) was raised.
The results are interesting. The entries are numbered from 1 through 10 and
represent a time spread of about 18 months with 10 representing the most

recent entry and 1 representing the earliest entry.

BURNOUT ISSUE 1 23456 78910
Professional isolation: X x| x| x X
Unmotivated students; x Ix {x xix | x
Classroom/teaching load; xIxlx [x
Evaluation of performance; X X x x] x
Professional and bureaucratic role conflicts; x x] xtx X
Input into schoo! policy making: xix x| x| x| x
Lack of autonomy; x|x]x X
Clerical work; x{ x} d x
Multi-school assignments; X X X
Need to utilize skills; x| x}x]x] x}x
Unrealistic expectations; x Ix X x| x} 4 x
Need to achieve results. X x]x x] x| x} x| x

Another person could do the same evaluation and come up with some
other evaluation however the point would be that anyone making an evaluation
would find at the beginning there was next to nothing in the way of burnout

related issues raised and toward the end 2very issue of burnout is on the table.
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'€ hese three students are typical - and they probably are, more or less -
of the rest of the EETEP students then the issues * .t are normally not being
faced until after graduation and during the first year of teaching are now, at the
junior class level, out in the open. But we still have two years to lay out
strategy for the counter attack on burnout and we can do it in the experimental
environment of the EETEP classroom. We may well have, as the literature
suggests, with a five year program a stronger degree of burnout with the
graduating student but we will also have a student who is far better prepared to
cope with that burnout. As it is now the teacher recognizing the issues of
burnout for the first time during the first year of teacning has little, if any,
coping mechanism on hand to fight the inevitable process. What ar.
opportunity!

Finally, the whole EETEP process, the success of which is well
represented in the pages of the student journals, has given this researcher into
professional burnout and its "cure”, quite a boost. The journals are clear
indicators of professional "people worker" growth in general and within the
teaching profession specifically. In the journals I find indications that EETEP
students have changed over a period of 18 months in their
attitudes/relationships toward peers, classroom and cooperating teachers,
students, parents, and commitment to a teaching career?

The most obvious change that EETEP students seem to have made in
the time span of these journals is the move from the position of "observer, un-
involved critic" to a positic;n of participant with the ability to give and take
constructive, creative criticism/evaluation. There were two striking attitude
changes, probably not unrelated, that impressed me. 1. As the year went on
the cooperating teachers seemed to get a lot smarter. By the end of these

journals, for the most part, “ve have respect and understanding sometimes
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verging on "awe" at how and what these teachers are able to do. That does

not mean to say that the students are 100% in agreement with methods and
styles that they are observing in the cooperating teachers rather they are
recognizing different ways of doing things than their own. And most
important they have learned to "allow" and value the cooperating teacher's
classroom style and methods. Obviously with such an attitude the present and
future ability of the student to work with peers is greatly enhanced. "I can
learn from just about anybody something of value" one student indicated in
her interview - a student who was fairly critical of the cooperating classroom
situation a: the beginning of her journal.

2. The second ar*” ude that comes across as the journals develop is
growing respect for UNL faculty. The face to face interviews with EETEP
students demonstrated a high amount of respect, admiration and appreciation
for the faculty that they were involved with in EETEP. The journals do focus
on Dr. Egbert; but the change in the student/professor relationship seen
concerning Dr. Egbert is probably typical of others - i.e. Cahoon and
Kluender. There are signs of fear of Dr. Egbert - he is "demanding, difficult,
hard to understand, not organized, too organized"; the gamut of sophomore-
like, "me student, you enemy" attitude about instructors. By the end of the
journals - like the cooperating classroom situatior: - most of the students
recognize EETEP as a team; a team that includes Dr. Egbert as not j.st an
authority figure but as a team player. There is a peer relationship going on
with the UNL faculty and EETEP students - a peer relationship that clearly
comes out over the journal keeping time frame. It seems to me what EETEP
has developed is a level of relationship between students, cooperating teachers
and instructors that is less adversarial and more "cooperating” than can be

found in most classroor: . <iexerally, not until graduate college and seminar
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settings, where small groups of "equals” sit down together to teach and leam,
is such quality time developed.

Relationship between students is another growth area documented in
the journals. One particular set of journals shows very well the beginning
development of a professional/colleague relationship between two EETEP
students. This is different than the collegiality nearly club-like situation that is
fostered by the EETEP setting. What we have going on with these two
students by the end of the journals is professional peer support; and it does ziot
just happen all at once. Each student begins to acknowledge the talents of the
other and to recognize and value those gifts. This relationship is not unlike the
one the students have developed with the cooperating teachers - respect,
appreciation and a sense of being a team.

Finally attitude changes toward students anid parents/family settings. I
could not find a single journal writer that did not have at least 40 or 50 close
grade school friends. Knowing how to accept individuals into your life and
then to let go is critical to the people worker's sanity. Other than actually
experiencing it, I do not know how you learn it. What comes through the
journals very clearly is the movement from the students as "them" to Sue,
Bruce, Billy, Mary with individual personalities, backgrounds, who have
different needs and abilities. Too, early in the journals there is almost a critical
attitude toward either the school, the neighborhood or the parernts. If the
school, the neighborhood or the parents would get their act together than these
kids wouldn't have so many problems. After a semester in the classroom the
student teacher recognizes the need to accept circumstances and work fiom
there. Even at the end of the journals there are questions about family settings

and community situations bat they are now a part of picture that includes the
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student teacher doing what s/he can to change those things yet recognizing the

limitations a teacher has in making those changes.

A year ago I was asked by a seminary to prepare a brief outline of
suggestions I would make to a curriculum committee on what might be done
to confront the issue of burnout in the three year seminary program. Off the
top of my head but based on the research I had completed up until then I came
up with some suggestions that can easily be couched in "teacher

education/classroom" terms: -

o Put into the classroom and inic fieldwork assignments experiences that allow
students to analyze their ability to adjust to change of any kind but especially to
rapid change.

* Give the teacher the tools (and the settings in which they can be used and
experimented with) to do seif evaluations - i.e. journals, video-taping, peer
contact, professional counseling.

* Do not have "unreal” fieldwork assignments. Make certain the student teacher
is functioning at a school site with people in an intensive anc extensive way.
Drinking coffee, babysitting, sitting in on in faculty meetings, are not the only
kinds of involvement a future teacher needs.

» Over a period of time the student-teacher should have at least three different
field work assignments. And those assignments should be different in as many
was as poss.ble.

* Help the student get a hold of how much tolerance s/te has for dealing with
"things the way they are" and how much need they as individuals have for
"changing everything immediately."

» Take stress education out of thic "academic” and put into the real, daily,

experience of classroom teaching. How am I dealing with stress and how might
I do it better?

I see EETEP being able to do each of the above for the future teacher.
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An Analysis of Policies Effecting
the Development of New Programs
at the University of Nebraska-Lincoln
Teachers College

Marijane E. England

The success of any organization is dependent upon the
initiation and implementation of programs that will lead it into
the future. The literature on »olicy implementation provides a
conceptual understanding of what choices need to be considered
in order to bring about or implement substantive changes that
can, indeed, lead to a productive future. The major question in
this study is, to a degree, the reverse of how to implement a
policy decision. A new program for the preparation of
elementary educatior. teachers that differed significantly from
the current program was formulated at the University of
Nebraska-Lincoln Teachers College and implemented on an
expe;imental basis. Were there policies at differert
administrative levels at the University of Nebraska-Lincoln
(UNL) for which a desired outcome would be the initiation of
this type of innovative program? To answer this question an
analysis was made of the development of the program, of the
policies that existed at the time, and of the relationship
between the goals of the policies and the program. Based on the
analysis, recommendations are also made on how to make future
policy choices that will foster the innovat:ion and changrs

needed to pozition UNL Teachers College for the futur..
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Ihe Progaram
In spring of 1985, a proposal was approved by the

Undergraduate Te:icher Education Council of the Teachers College
at the University of Nebraska-Lincoln for the development of an
alternative to its present program for the preparation of
elementary teachers. Development of the proposal was jnitiated
because the investigators believed that there was a general need
for reform of teacher education. This betief was based on the
increasec amount of research information generated in the
previous fifteen years and the interest that had been aroused by
such reports as A Call for Change in Teacher Education by the
National Commission for Excellence in Teacher Education in 1985.

A proposal was later submitted and approved for funding by
the OERI - Teacher Education and Development-Demonstration
(TEDD) under a request for proposals on using research knowledge
to improve teacher education. The program was to consist of
three parts: 1) a program for the preparation of elementary
teachers; 2) & graduate program to prepare teacher educators;
and 3) a related program of research.

The teacher education portion of the program, the Extended
Elementary Teacher Education Program (EETEP), is a five year
preservice elementary teacher program. Students enter the EETEP
during the first semester of their sophomore year and continue
through one post graduate year. Elements that distinguish it
from the regular elementary teachers education program at UNL

inc’ude: 1) more extensive early field experiences that are
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supervised and integrated with didactic course work; 2) an

increased focus on general liberal education and a non-education

major or two minors; 3) a bridging course betwecn early field

experiences and educational psychology and later methods
courses; 4) methods blocks with‘accompanying field experiences;
and 5) a fifth year internship. This program, based on the
research knowledge base on teaching, represents a break from
UNL’s traditional program and is designed to position Teachers
College for the future.

The program for preparing teacher educators builds on the
existing ccurse work in the graduate program. In addition to
the regular program, graduate students serve as members of the
planning team and participate in teaching and supervising field

experiences of undergraduate students in the EETEP.

Facrlty members and graduate students have individual ard
team programs of research related to the EETE’. There has also
been collaborative research and curriculum development with
cooperating teachers and principals at the site schools.

Although the EETEP is only one of three parts of the entire
project, the major focus to date has been on the EETEP, in part,
because the grant funding was for the teacher education portion
of the project and, in part, because the EETEP is the foundation
upon which the other two components must build. For the sake of
simplicity, references to EETEP in this report will mean the

entire project and not just the teacher education portion.
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Ihe Policy LIterature

New programs like EETEP do not " just happen." Programs
and activities can usually be identified as outcomes of
implementing policy. Literature exists that helps elucidate the
process of implementing policy (McLaughlin, 1987; Boyd, 1987;
etc.) When a policy decision is made, implementation strategies
can be designed to maximize the degree to which desired outcomes
occur.

Policies can be made by decisionmakers at any level of an
institution. Making cthe desired outcomes occur at the level at
which the policy must be programmatically implemented may be
more difficult. McLaughlin, 1987, states that successful policy
implementation is dependent on two broad factors - the capacity
of the unit responsible for the outcome and individual will.

The capacity of a unit can be increased to a level necessary for
the unit to implement a given policy. Influencing the will of
either a unit or an individual is far more complex.

McLaughlin states that successful implementation usually
requires a combination of pressure and support to influence
individual will. Pressure is required to focus attention on the
desired change. Support is imperative because success or
failure of a policy depends on how individuals interpret znd
respond to it. According to McLaughlin, implementation
ultimately becomes the responsibility of the smallest unit. 1In
a university classroom or research program the smallest unit is

most commonly an individual faculty member. McLaughlin states,
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"Organizations don’t innovate or implement change, individuals
do." Individuals must be provided with the proper balance of
pressure and support for change to occur.

Clune, 1987, points out that another factor critical in
policy decisions is often the choice of the institutional level
at which implementation decisions are made. This theory of
institutional choice requires that policymakers look at the
comparative advantage of making a decisions at different levels
of the institution. The ability to achieve policy goals is
constrained by the characteristics of the institution making
programmatic decisions. Clune is in general agreement with
McLaughlin when he states t - - order for substantive policy
goals to be achieved, the institution charged with making
decisions must be in agreement with the policies goals - what
McLaughlin terms as will - and must have the capacity to achieve
these goals.

According to McDor.nell and Elmore, 1987, policies work when
the resources of the institution - money, rule.' and authority-
are used to influence the actions of units and individuals. The
authors provide a framework for understanding the basic
mechanisms, or policy instruments, that exist that enable the
policymaker to translate substantive policy goals into actions.
McDonnell and Elmore define four categories of policy
instruments. Mandates are rules and regulations intended to
ensure compliance and govern the acticn of units or individuals.

Inducements transfer money 1a return for certain actions or
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activities. Capacity building is the transfer of money for the
development of human, material or intellectual resources.
System changing is the transfer of authority in an attempt to
alter the delivery system of goods and services and the

incentives determining the nature and effect of the services.

McDonnell and Elmore also discuss situations in which policy
makers would be likely to choose each of these mechanisms as
well as how each category of instruments works and what the
likely outcome of the choice of instruments would be.

The literature on policy implementation was used to
understand if there were policies regarding program development
at different administrative levels at UNL that would have EETEP
as a likely outcome.

M fo ilecting Information

In order to determine what policies were in place that
governed or effected the implementation of new programs at UNL
at the time EETEP was developed, two sources of information were
examined.

The first source reviewed was the official UNL policy
manuals and documentation. The role and mission statements of
UNL and Teachers College were reviewed. These statements
articulate the underlying philosophy of the institution rather
than any prescription for how these ideologies can be realized.
These were reviewed to determine if EETEP was consistent with
the basic mission of the institution.

Bylaws were examined to determine if any specific
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committees or governance bodies —'ere charged with assisting with
or ove-seeing the initiation of new programs. Specific rules
and regulations were looked for that might effect program
initiation.

‘The second source of information was a series of interviews
with the project leader and key officials having decisionmaking
authority over the development of new programs. Administrators
interviewed were the Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs, the
Dean of Teachers College, and the Chair of the Department of
Curriculum and Instruction. An interview was also conducted
with the Associate Superintendent of Lincoln Public Schools.

Each of the interviews conducted with UNL staff was based
on a structured set of questions. Interviews conducted with the
project leader and UNL administrators consisted of sets of
questions on 5 topics. The inquiries of the first three sets
were intended to determine what the individual interviewed
perceived to be the implicit or explicit policies at the
institutional, college or departmental level that influence new
program development. The fourth set was an exploration of what
the individuals’ thoughts were zbout the appropriate level for
making decisions about new programs. The last set focused on
how the individual being interviewed thought faculty members
could be enccuraged to think innovatively about their
discipline.

The interview with the Associate Superintendent of Lincoln

Public Schools explored the official and unofficial policies or
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attitude of the school system for working with UNL. Questions
were asked about how, from the schools’ perspective, EETEP
differed from the traditionalvprogram. The Associate
Superintendent was also asked some general questions concerning
the level at which programmatic decisions should be made in
organizations. Question about how to encourage development of
programs were posed in two different ways. One was to ask
questions about the influence the schools could have in
fostering the development of new programs at UNL and the second
was to ask an outsider’s opinion about “ow UNL could internally
foster this typé of development.
Findin

Policies at UNL

The role and mission statements of UNL and Teachers College
are generalized statements of institutional philosophy. The
statements contained points that are particularly relevant to
addressing the question of whether cr not EETEP fits
conceptually into the mission of the institution.

Both statements emphasize that the educational programs of «
the institution must be responsive to our ever changing society
and must provide the student with a sound knowledge base that
will prepare him/her for the challenges of the future. The UNL
statement points out that research has a “close associaticn with
the undergraduate curriculum® and is a "vital part in the
graduate program." The Teachers College statement states that

the college has " a responsibility for research aimed at the
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improvement of practice." The philosophy underlying EETEP
closely matches the above statements from the mission
statements. EETEP was conceived as a program that could better
prepare teachers by build on the research base of knowledge on
teaching. The program was to design to combine an undergraduate
teacher education program, a graduate teacher educator program
and interrelated research.

A review of policy documents identified three official
bodies established in the Bylaws of the University of Nebraska-
Lincoln that are given the authority to effect new prc ram
development. The Academic Planning Committee is given the
charge to formulate and recommend goals in the areas of
education, research, and extension and to recommend procedures
where new and existing programs can be studied and evaluated.

It is also charged with assessing resources available to meet
goals and identifying resources needéd but not available. The
Bylaws also establish the Teaching Council and the Research
Council. According to the Bylaws, the former was formed to
encourage and support efforts for the improvement of instruction
and learning; the latter was formed to encourage the development
of research throughout UNL and to seek funding for research
projects. The campus wide Curriculum Committee reviews and
approves proposals for course additions, changes, and deletions
that are forwarded from the College Curriculum Committees.

The consensus of the UNL staff interviewed was that there

are no identifiable institutious wide policies on development of
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projects similar to EETEP. Even though the official bodies
described above are exnlicitly defined in terms of their
intended effect on program development, they were viewed as
having little or no influence. 2approval by the Curriculum
Committee was seen as a necessary bureaucratic formality for
final course approval, however, courses can be developed and
taught on an informal basis for quite some time before formal
course approval must be sought. The general impression from the
interviews was that there are so few institutional policies that
they are not much of a hindrance in the development of new
programs but they are no help either.

There are several committees at the College level that
effect program development, but the relationship between the
committees and program development is not as explicitly defined
as those at the institutional level. In the interviews, three
committees were mentioned as having an effect on program
development. The Undergraduate Teacher Education Council (UTEC)
was formed to encourage coordination of teacher education. The
College Curriculum Committee reviews new course proposals after
the course is fully established and then passes those
recommendations on to the University wide committee. A third
comnmittee, the College Resource Allocation Committee is a
faculty committee tha£ reviews all requests f.r permanent
funding by the departments and formulates recommendations to the
Dean.

The impression of the administrators interviewed was that

10
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Teachers College has an overall atmosphere that encourages
change. All three administrators cited the process employed by
the Resource Allocation Committee as one that requires the
departments to think about their unit as a whole and how each
position or request for dollars fits into a plan for the future.
The administration’s -Z_titude toward innovation on the part of
individual faculty members seems to be one of allowing them to
work on new ideas by not building administrative roadblocks.

Influence on program development at the Departmental level
appeared to be minimal. The Department can give approval and
support to a proposal. However, the department does not have
any formal means to stop a proposal. In the case of EETEP, the
derartment did not give formal support to the prqgfam at the
beginning. Project developers sensed that there was no base of
supp ,rt at the departmental 1evél for EETEP. So rather than
risk a negative endorsement of the project, the developers went
straight to UTEC, a College level committee. Since the
department has no formal means to stop a proposal, support at
the college level enabled-the program to be developed.

The project leader presented a different viewpoint than the
administrators about what policies influenced the development of
EETEP. At the time that EETEP was being developed, the college
had a support position designated to assist faculty members in
preparing proposals and seeking funding. The project leader
cited the assistance given by this position as key for two

reasons. First, the most obvious one, it provided the support
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necessary to complete the mechanics of the task and to move the

proposal through the bureaucracy. Second, and more important
from a policy standpoint, the existence of the position was an
explicit statement by the administration to the faculty of the
importance of proposal development. While external funding was
not essential to EETEP’s existence, it did influence the nature
of the program by providing funding for some key planning
activities and stimulated increased attention to program
evaluation.

The project leader also indicated that the support provided
by UTEC was as another factor that assisted in the development
of the proposal. It provided a forum for discussion of ideas
and cooperation among faculty. It also provided a formally
recognized College committee to support an idea as opposed to an
informal group of faculty.

Policies at Lincoln Public Schools

The relationship bet:ween UNL Teachers College and the
Lincoln Public Schools (LPS) is positive and mutuvally
supportive. A formal contract éxists that affirms the desire to
work together in programs of mutual benefit. The agreement
between the Board of Education and the Lincoln Education
Association has a formal discussicn of the arrangements for
student teachers.

The LPS Superintendent.’s Executive Committee and the
Teachers College Dean’s Chair Cuuncil meet four to five times a

year to discuss what has been happening and what elements need
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to be looked at. The Associate Superintendent said that if
substantive changes in teacher education or the relationship
with the schools is considered, UNL always requests a LPS
representative on any committees considering the changes. She
said that the formal and informal relationship between LPS and
the University are so positive that LPS will be generally
supportive of any new program UNL wants to introduce.

EETEP is viewed positively and has the support of LPS
administration. The working relationship with LPS is not
radically differen. from that with the traditional program.
There are a smaller number of students who spend a greater
amount of time in the classroom and as a result have developed a
stronger relationship with the céoperating teacher. The
students are also more closely supervised by UNL faculty.
Teachers and building administrators have been included in
planning and cﬁrriculum development. This is viewed as a
benefit for staff development by the schools.

Discussion

Lack of funding is probably the major drawback for new
program development. If the program does not require funds in
addition to those currently allocated then it will not attract
University wide scrutiny. If it needs University funds, because
of the zero-sum nature of budge£ing, a detailed evaluation of
the program in comparison to competing University priorities is
required. If funds required are either College funds or from

outside funding sources then, in general, the program will not
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undergo campus review.

Because EETEP is a project that has both the elements of
improvement of instruction and disciplinary research, it could
have been considered for funds from either the Research or
Teaching Council. Funds were not sought from either of these
groups. The general view of those interviewed was that no one
was quite sure what funds were available or how they would be
obtained for a project like EETEP.

Any request for College or departmental funds must be
considered at that level. Some discretionary funds exist at the
College level. There are very few discretionary dollars at the
Departmental level. At present the College does have an
identified pool of money set aside to assist in new program
development. This did not exist when the EETEP was being
developed. The proposal for EETEP was approved by the UTEC, a
College committee, however, College financial support f»r the
initiation of the program was limited to the assistance provided
for proposal development and submission. Even though the
college and department both strongly support the ongoing
project, financial support is currently limited to one graduate
assistantship and the teaching loads of the faculty in the
project. Curriculum development, planning time, and committee
work associated with EETEP have been done in additici: to regular
loads or have been paid for by OERI-TEDD funding.

All of those interviewed felt that programmatic decisions

could and should be made at different levels depending on the
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scope of the impact of the decision. The majority of the
decisions about.the developﬁent of EETEP seem to have been made
by either those working directly on the project or at the
college level.

: lusi | R jat ]

The UNL mission statemsht states that the quality of the
institutions programs and degrees is based on the attributes and
judgement of the faculty. The theme of the responses was that
innovation and change come from the faculty themselves. A
faculty member sees questions that have emerged in a field or
understands the direction knowledge and research are moving in a
discipline and then takes steps to develop a research agenda to
answer the queétions or advance knowledge beyond where it is
now. EETEP and other innovative projects happen because someone
champions a new idea and moves it forward. Several of those
interviewed felt that if policies don’t inhibit or stop
innovation it will happen because of the will of those
champions. Perhaps in a University this can happen.
Universities are a unique collection of thinkers whose goal is
to seek new knowledge and advancements in their disciplines.
However, if innovation and advancement of new knowledge is the
desired outcome, perhaps it should not be lef: to chance.

The results of this analysis showed that virtually no
policies exist at any of UNL’s administrative levels that
explicitly encourage the initiation of innovative research in

teacher education. The College actively encourages departments

15

202




to plan for the future through the process employed by the

Resource Allocation cOmmitpee. However, the same encouragement
is not applied to individual faculty members for planning their
research agendas.

Rather than taking tre position of actively encouraging
specific types of research, the College policy has been to
allow or facilitate researchers to pursue ideas by not
preventing them. EETEP came about because some highly motivated
individuals wanted to respond to the call to re-examine teacher
education and develop a program in teacher education based on
the present knowledge base. Policies were such that development
of the program was allowed to occur.

Actions in the College are consistent with tﬁe policy of
eliminating barriers to program development. Placing primary
decisionmaking authority for new program support at the College
level is consistent with the concept of institutional choice as
explained by Clune, 1987. Clune stated that the choice of the
administrative entity that makes decisions is critical to
successful policy implementation. The decisionmaking
institution must be supportive of the basic goals of the policy.
In Teachers College, if a new proposal threatens the existing
pPrograms within a department, the department could block further
development. By moving the decisonmaking from the department to
the College, the policy of laissez-faire is assured. When EETEP
was in the proposal state it did not seek support from the

department.. UTEC, at the College level, supported the proposal.
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This was sufficient support to allow the develonment of EETEP.

Policy instruments appropriate for bringing about different
desired outcomes are described in McDonnell and Elmore, 1887.
Again, the College’s choices of policy instrumer..s, as they fit
into the four categories defined by McDonnell and Elmore, are
consistent with the policy of allowing individuals to pursue
ideas.

Mandates almost never work for trying to influence the yill
and attitudes of individuals. They are notably lacking in the
College. Mandated control, like that applied by the Curriculum
Committee, while still existing, can be avoided. New courses
can be developed, taught and evaluated without formal approval.
Therefore, the mandated control is ineffective in stopping
program development.

Inducements are provided for pursuing new program
development. When EETEP was in the proposal stage, a support
position was in place that could assist faculty members in
developing proposals. That position has since been eliminated,
however, a special fund has been established by the College to
provide one time seed money for development of.new proposals.
According to the administrators interviewed, even though not
specifically included in guidelines for awarding merit pay, the
more innovative thinkers seem to receive consistently higher
increases. One problem with the inducements in the Colleqe is
that, while they can assist the motivated individual in

advancing a proposal, they provide limited sncouragement for
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those not actively seeking assistance. Individuals not already
highly motivated or knowledgeable of the system will find
limited support.

The role of the College Resource Allocation Committee is to
promote capacity-building within the departments for the future.
Departments are required to provide explanations of how all
requests for funds fit intoc a plan for the future. Resources
are allocated in order to provide the departments with the
capacity to fulfill those goals.

The range of policy instruments used by the College -
mandates, inducements, and capacity-building - are consistent
with the policy of allowing program development by not
inhibiting it and providing supﬁort for individuals who come
forward to champion an idea.

McLaughlin was cited earlier in this paper as stating that
change is made by individuals not by organizations. This view
of change in an academic discipline appears to be held by the
administrators interviewed at UNL. McLaughlin also stated that
successful policy implementation of policy required a
combination of pressure and supbort - pressure to provide focus
on 4an issue or desired behavior and support to enable the
individual to succeed in the desired endeavors. At UNL,
support, both direct and indirect (by lack of barriers), is
provided for faculty trying to advance an idea. However,
pressure or focus on what direction the research or program

development in Teachers College should take is not clear. 1If
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the desire is to position the College for the future and to
influence the direction that future might take, perhaps full
reliance should not be placed on the chance that motivated
individuals will come forward with the right ideas. Perhaps the
College should provide that focus.

Two comments from separate interviews seem to summarize
what must take place for the College to control the future
direction of research in Teacher Education. In the interview
with the Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs, he was asked how
he felt policymakers could best get individuals to pursue the
policymakers’ visions. His response was that policymakers need
to paint a picture for faculty members of what their goals and
visions for the institution are. Then, policymakers should
describe exactly what they hoped the faculty member’s role could
be in attaining that vision and how deeply the faculty member’s
support was appreciated and needed. The project leader was
asked how the administration could foster innovative thinking in
the area of teacher education. He responded that, if the Vice
Chancellor (or the Dean) were to come to the faculty and tell
them that his goal for the College was for it to be on the
forefront in research in teacher education within the next five
years and then to proceed to tell what role faculty might play
and how he could lend support to their endeavors, it would
provide a starting point for thé faculty to begin working
together in programmatic research to move the knowledge base on

teacher education forward.
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Based on the analysis of the development of EETEP, it is

the reccmmendation that if the College wants to encourage the
program development and to foster programmatic research in
teacher education, it needs to take a more direct approach in
providing pressure or focus on the issue and in providing more
explicit support for faculty members to develop research
proposals. By assuming a more active role in fostering
development of a research and program development agenda in
teacher education, Teachers College could help shape its future

and also effect teacher education nationally.
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