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Tllinois Central Collefe's Development of Operaticnal

"Reasoning Skills (DOORS) project, which is based on Piaget's -
developmen*al theory'and learning cycle strategy, is described. The
proiect provides a multidisciplinary freshman core program focusing
on +the improvement of student reasoning abilities. For each of the
six DOORS courses--Enaglish, mathematics, physics, history, sociology,
"and social science--several major thinking skills were identified,
and all the classes emphasize the same skill at thesSame time in the
semester. Pretesting and posttesting of 'students to\assess changes in
cognitive skills and other defined parameters were undertaken. The

ABSTRACT

ekills,_ev*aence ‘was found that DOORS stu ess academically
prepared *han the typical entering freshman To evaluate the
success of the DOORS program in altering the normal attrition of
students from college during their first semester, comparisons were
made of grades and attrition frequencies for specific courses.

- Despite several problems in *he eyaluation process, the results seen
+0. suggest *hat DOORS students make as much intellectual progress as
a +yp*cal group of community college students,” and do so, with .

significan+ly lower attrition. The program has allowed six fﬁt

instructors the opportunity +o investigate thoroughly the use of.
experiential learning techniques. Student evaluation of the program
was under*aken by administration of 2 questionnaire and through
written descriptions of student impressions, some of which are

appended. (SW)
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. -1. The DOORS ProJect In Perspect1ve .

The two year DOORS project it I]l1nois Central Co11ege has addressed
a basic issue in high education: Tlow level student reasoning abilities.
As stated in the original project proposal, the manr objective of the
project was to: . s

..... deve]op and teach a mu]t1d1sc1p11nary freshman program at
I11inois Central Collége.- Hs program will' focus upon the
1mprovenent of student reasoning skil's.

Recent research dealing with-the low level of student reasoning via: Piaget s
Model of Intellectual Development shows that as many as 50% of incoming
freshmen are concrete operationa] thinkers,

"The prcb]ems resulting from the low level of student reasoning are ™
varied. They include inefficient remedial programs, high class attrition
frequency, and low academic success. This project addressed these problems
by creating a new core academic program for freshmen at ICC. The essential
features of this new corg program were aimed at developing student reasoning
abilities. These features included experimental based learning activities,
integrated class content, stress on participation/attendance, and emphasis
on process rather than content attainment

At the center of the DOCRS effort has been the psycho1ogy of Jean Piaget.
His work with children of all ages has resulted in the documentation of a
developmental model of intellectual growth. With the help of ADAPT '
(Accent of the Deve]opment of Abstract Processes of Thought) at the University
of Nebraska, Pfaget's model' was utilized extensively in developing all class-
room mater1a1s for use in the DOORS classes.

J

. Piaget's developmental theory of 1ntelligence offers a unique approach
tc the problems associated with low cognitive functioning. ® In a-"nutshell,"
-his view.of intelligence #s developmental, progressing throligh several recog-
nizable stages. Each stage has been shown to be a prerequisite for the next
stage. In a recent articles Fuller, Karplus, and Lawson (1977) Butlined the
prgm‘lnent]charactémstmc of the f1na1 two stages of deve]opnent concrete .
and forma . - .

In Concrete Reasoning, a person

-needs reference to- famildr actions, objects and observab]e properties;
-uses classification, corservation, serial ordering and one-to-one
correspondence in”® re]at1on to concrete items above;

-needs step-by-step instructions in a lengthy procedure, and

-is not -aware of his own reasoning inconsistencies among various state-
ments of contradictions with other known facts.

In Forma] ReasomngJ a penson

-can reason with concepts, re]at1onsh1ps, abstract propert1es, axioms
and theories;

.~uses symbols to- express ideas;

~applies combinatorial, c]assification, conservation, serial ordering
and proportgona] reasoning in these abstract modes of thougrt,
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~-can plarr & lengthy procedure to attain given overall goals and resources;
and ' - ' ' :

-is aware of and critical of his own reasoning, and actively checks on
validity of his conclusions by appealing to other information.

Since the mid-1960's, Piagetian studies of cognitive thinking strategies
have ccnsistently found 1éss than half of all entering college freshmen
operate at a formal reasoning level... Comparable assessment of community
ccllege students suggests that fewer than 30% are formal in the use of pra-
portional reasoning. The problem, from this unique viewpoint, is a basic
one--most beginning college students, who are expected to be capable of
abstract thought, either operate at the concrete level of reasoning or do
rot consistently evoke and use formal thinking strategies‘gfnsistently.

™ N

The essence of Piaget's work is rather complex for the average facuity
member to understand and adapt to his teaching. Therefore, a paradigm derived
from Piaget's work by Karplus (1968) called the Learning Cycle was adopted for
use. A1l COCRS staff members were introduced to the essential features of
Piaget's model and the Learning Cycle through intensive workshops at the
University of Nebraska at Lincoln in August of 1976. A more in-depth discussion

of the Learning Cycle is presented in Appepdix I. .

k]

‘During the fall semester of 1976, the DOORS ‘staff (six teaching faculty
and director of counseling) met together in a weekly seminar to discuss both
the scope and direction of -the DOORS project. Although the project was to be
patterned after the ADAPT program in Nebraska, the needs of community college
students were perceived to be much different. Whereas the MNebraska program
required all ADAPT_students to efiroll entirely in the program foryan entire
year, the DOORS faculty felt this model would not suit tre target DOORS -

population. ' o,

After considerable discussion it was decided that the program would be
one- semester in length--and students would be required to enroll in both DOORS
English and DOORS Mathematics and then select at least two additional DOORS .
courses from the following choices: ,economics, sociology, history, and physics.
The predicted target population for this program had the following character-
istics: © )

1. Beginning students with undefined. career goals.

2. Beginning students with average to just below average high school

academic records/classwork. .
+ 3. 0lder, returning students who are beginning their college careers.

. The weekly seminars proved to be very productive. At each session, in-
~dividual staff members discussed their specific learning cycle plans. As these
were presented, other faculty would respond with constructive criticism. The
result was two-fold. First, participating faculty felt pressure.to continue to
develop curriculum materials which were parallel with Piaget's medel. Second,
an interpretation of the content (each knowing what the other had planned) and

- reasoning required. for each classroom experience was a natural cccurrence.
Through much interaction, a rearraggement of the -order of topic presentation
by each 'staff member produced a cohesive Turriculum.
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In January of 1977, the first DOORS'brogram was offered to ICC students.
Some difficulties were encountered in offering this program at the- beginning
of the seccnd semester--mogé of the courses were fiist semester courses,

designed for beginning stu

nts. Mot many new freshmen are available; however,

22 students entered the program--14 qualified as full time DOORS students and
conp]eted hoth the pretest and posttest evaluation instruments. .

During the surimer of 1977 the DOORS staff again utilized the seminar

rethod to review and revise the1r curriculum materials.

Through our experience

we realized that our efforts ‘were not appropriate at integrating the DOORS

content to make the program "interdisciplinary."

In reviewing our experience

we realized that the program was really "inter-skil1" and should be integrated

through the garallel use or emphasis on reasoning skills.

Again a thorough’

review of our materials revealed this to be a most satisfactory method for
interrelating the various d1sc1p11nes

o

To expedite this reorganizat1on, the DOORS staff identified several major

thinking skills basic to the six disciplines.
skills werevarranged in a natural ascending order.
.was then redesigned to emphasize these common thinking skills concyrrently.

- Thus, all the DOORS classes emphasize the same skil]l at the same time in the

semester. A brief outline showing this skill identification and emphasis

As this task was completed, these

Each of the DOORS classes

schedule for the first seven weeks of the semester is shown below.

a

Reasoning Ski]]AIdentification

Math, EtonomiésifPhysics

Week 3 English, History, Socioloay
1. Observation (Ident1f1cat10n Observation (Identification
of variables) of variables)
2. Description (Describing Descripfion,(Describing
variablesQ ’ variables)
3. Comparing or Relating Comparing or ReTating
‘(comparison/end contrast) (grapt ;) i
4, Comparing or Relating Inferring (graphing)
(comparison and contrast) B
3. CTassification CTassification
5. Classification Separation and Contro] of
. ' . variables
/. “Summary ~ Hypothesis Statement
8. Cause and Effect Separation and ContrdT'of
o . vuriab]es .
9.-15. 7 More Advanced use of More Advanced use o%

Skills

.Skills’

Sm—
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. In the fall of 194, the second DOORS prqgram was offered to 32
students. During the semester, a careful monitoring of each course and
the reasoning abilities utilized was conducted. New topics were introduced
via these selected skills allowing COORS students to utilize them in at least

three classes simultaneously.
Fid

During the spring, summer, and fall of 1978, longitudinal datéxfor the.

“two DOORS student populations were studied.

-

‘ -

II. Data Analysis from the Project N .

At the beginning and end of each DOORS offering, students were pretested
and posttested to assess changes in cognitive skills and other defined param-
eters. A good controlled evaluation of the program's effectiveness was-@iffi-
cult for two reasons. First, since students entering the DOORS program self-
selected to enter the program, it was difficult -to obtain a suitable contrul
group for comparison. Inftially, our approach was to select a control group
from the total "transfer population" at random and ask them to participate
in an evaluation study. But we realized the academic profile of DOORS
students would most 1ikely bé'diffgrent from the random group selected. There-
fore, we approached the problem by selecting irdividual classes where students
with academic parameters similar to .the DOORS group could be found. Then we
matched these students with the DOORS group using definable characteristics.

This procedure has met with Timited success.

\

The second problem in evaluation is the Tack of a standard assessment

‘instrument for evaluating cognitive abilities. .In this respect, we have

shared our concern with othé¥-colleges attempting similar programs: (ADAPT -
University of Nebraska at Lincoln; STAR - Metropolitan State, Denver; SOAR -
Xavier University, New Orleans; and the Cognitive Program Essex County College,
Newark, New Jersey). As a result of our cooperation,.many of thése colleces
are giving the same pre-post evaluation instruments. This will allow us to 4
make some statements about the effect of experiential, process oriented program
and about the relative skill,development of students at various colleges in the
greater midwest. e

The evaluative conferences supported through the DOORS grant have had _
considerable influence on our appreach to evaluation. This group of colleges
has attempted to combine their expertise to develop and use a written instru-
ment for assessing cognitive abilities. Although the instrument 1s far from
being perfected, it represents one of the:leading attempts to develop such a
testing 1tem and has been sought by many researchers in the field of cognitive
development. ) _ ; '
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Specifically, the newest version of the test contaiﬁs 7 *sub parts. o
These comfonents of the test were designed to measure students' abilities

in six primary reasoning areas:. e

o Test Component Part ‘ _ Reasoning Area-Assessed

. - @ ) ~ »
1. Metric Distance Proportional Reasoning
¢\ Chemicals ' . Combinatorial Logic
3. Flexibility of Rods S Hypothesis Formation
4. The Analogies - o Spatical Relatfons
5. Mice : - : Correlations -
; Abstractions - Exclusion of Irrelevant Variables

Coin Toss . : -7 Probabilistic Reasoning

]

) A. Gross Student Profiles of Community College Students
The initial assessment conducted in the project was based upon

collected high school grade point averages, graduating ciass rank,
and reported ACT scores. Even .this collection was difficult since
ICC does not require students td file any of, these statistics for
admission. Using available data (approximately 50% of the control”
groups and 30% of the DOORS Students reported ACT scores) a com-
parison shows that typical community college-students (N=832
entering full-time freshman students) are approximately the same
as a population based on the national average, However, DOORS
students were significantly below this average.

In other preliminary assessment, the cogritive pretest was .
ysed to determine students'-reasoning abilities. The results of
this preliminary analysis is shown.in Table 1. R

a

Total . % oY

. N Formal Transitional Concrete
DOORS (Spring, 1977) 28 10, 40 g 50
Control (Spring, 1977) .30 26 67 7
DCORS (Fall, 1977) . 36 - . 6 . 41 " 53.

Control (Fall, 1977) 34 127 . 76 12

.

TABLE 1. Percentages of Formal, Transitional, and Concrete Studentsifound in

€ontrol and Experimental Groups as Determined by Pretest Analysis.

_ These data suggest that regular community college students (control) have
difficulty with formal thought but usually 90% are at least transitional in
their thinking. The students at*racted into the DOORS program have. even more

difficulty with abstract thought, with only 6-10% using formal thinking

strategies consistently.

A



B. Cognitive Assessment . , ‘
Next, an analysis of cognitive growth was undertaken using . |

the cognitive test in a pre-post format. e

Although the DOORS students are at a marked disadvantage cn
the pretest, both groups do gain significantly in thinking skills
during the course of the semester. In two sub-parts of the instru-
ment, ‘the interaction between the groups and the time is significant._.
This.indicates that the control group improved significantly more
during’ the semester than the DOORS students. :

One could-speculate about why both the DOORS group and the control group
made significant progress from the pretest to the posttest. Here again we
see that the first semester of college is a time of academic growth and intel-
lectual development. On the average, students in the. control group were more
academically prepared than students in the DOORS gYoup. Reported ACT scores
(composite) were 20.7 and 17.7 respectively for the controls and for DOORS.
In addition,-the GPA's attained during this first semester were. very different:
2.5 for the -ontrol group and 2.1 for the DOORS group.. These data suggest
the DOORS siudents should be considered to be less academically prepared than
the typical entering freshmen at ICC. This was intended to be the target
population and the program seems to be providing them an environment for ad-
vancing their reasoning abilities.

C. Attrition Frequency Analysis , ‘ \
To evaluate the success of the DOORS program in altering the j

normal attrition of students from' college during their first semester,-

several comparisons:were made. First, Table 2 shows a composite of

the semester results from the fall of 1977. -To evaluate attrition,

grades of F(Fail), I(Incomplete), and W(Withdraw) were reported for

several college groups. The successful column Shows the percentage

of passing grades received by students in these acadeiic areas. The

‘unsuccessful ‘column shows the total percentage of Fy, T, or W grades

in each category.

Identified ™ % Suc- .*% Unsuc-
Group ' F: -1 W | cessful . GPA .| ‘cessful
Liberal Arts (1421) (7059 (1366) ; - 5
. & Sciences = 13.6% 6.8% 13.1% 66.5%  2.45 | ".33.5%
Business - (783) (209) "~ (898) oo ,
. 11.5% S 3% | 13.2% 72.2% ! 2.54 27.8%
S | S ;
<> : g - : - [
Health, Math  (470) |, (123) | (701) 3 :
" & Science ©9.5% 2.5% 1+ 14.2% | -73.8% | -2.49 | 26.2%
b :
: Control - (3167) (1191) . (3434) :
v Group - o T200% | 4.5% i 13.08 | 70.5% 2.50 29.5%
DOORS : (9) (2)" (15) | S -
Group A 6.4% © 1A% 0 10.7% 82.9% ' 2.10 18.5%
S 1 - 4 i T >
TABLE 2. Summary of Attrition Frequency for the College and for Selected Sub- .

population for the Fall Semester of 1977. Attrition-is based upon the frequency .
- . - - - . i ‘;_‘, o .

al .“"“‘ (a4 A 10
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This mas be the most compelling data collected in favor of the DOORS
project. \hereas the rate of unsuccessful completion in the college transfer
program ranges from a high of 33.5% to a low of 26.2%, the .DOORS group, who Coy
are less tagatle academically, had an attrition rate of only 18.5%. :

»

. Tq look more closely at this phenomena, data were compiTed on attrition
frequencies from specific college courses 1ike the DOORS courses. Table 3.
shows the frequency of F, I, and W grades for each of the six DOORS courses,
contrasted with other traditionally-taught college courses. The selected «
* . courses were elther the same courses (when possible), or a companion course
of similar discipline and entry level. -

v

™

. - i ~ Tot.Suc-
Discipline |~ Courses . ' F I ; W { GPA ~ ¢essful
English ' English 110 118 36 . 97 . 2.45  71.4%
. (34 sections) (13.72) . (4%) | (10.8%) | |
< - ’ L L q
DOORS €nglish’ 31 1 12,03 85.3%
3 (8.8%) ! (2.9%) | +(2.9%) o
Math . Math matics 110 ‘19 . 8 21 2.27° ' 73.3%
. (6 sc tions) (10.6%) i (4.4%) | (11.7%) S
i ! - o
. DOORS Mathematics 21 o0 10 | .1.73 : 62/6%
N 1 (6.3%) | (0%) | (31.3%) | | :
i' : — . " i~ et :
Economics ! Economics 110 3% i 1 23 1.94 | 67.6%
~ i (5 sections) (19.1%) | (.5%) | (12.8%) |
DOORS Economics « 1 | 9o | . 3 1.50 | 83.0%
| ' o (e%) | (om) | (11.03) | ;
' [ ‘ f N S i
History ¢ History III | 3 |/ 2 8 2.5 1 69.7%
f (2 sections) 1 (7.0%) ¥ (4.7%) | (18.6%) o
L ' _ i
. DOORS History ] 0 0 2.84 | 94.7%
(5.3%) | (0%) (%) |
Physics ! Phys .Science III | 18 0 22 1 2.23 i 73.1%
! (3 sections) (12.1%) (0%)" | (14.8%) .
— ‘ ;
0 - . - ~ I
. ' - DOORS Physics, |- 1 0 2 2.25 | 78.6%
, L (7.1%) |. (0%) | (14.3%) |

"TABLE 3. Attrition Frequency Comparison of DOORS Cdurses with Composite of
Other Courses for the Fall Semester of 1977. . _ '

[« S | 3 11




. These data suggest that individual DOORS courses are providing léarning
experience for enrolled students which helps them achieve success. The only
comparison which negates this hypothesis is the data for mathematics. Part
of this prohlem has already been recognized and coirected. During the fall
senester, the DOORS students were required to take mathematics. 7Yhis resulted
in a very wide-spread in abilities (even greater than usual). To ease some
instructional precblems which resultec, the DOORS direéetor counseled with four
of the DOORS math students. These students were allowed to move into a lower
preparatory course and therefore appear as withdrawals in Table 3. This
accounts for 12.5% of the attrition frequency of DOORS math and was probably
due in part to ineffective scrékning during registration. To prevent this

. problem the DOORS program has offered DOORS math as an elective in the program.
o In addition, 2 prerequisite will be ass1gneq to DOORS math: students must have
passed a course in high school glgebra with 'a grade of C or above. These
changes have increased the successful rate for DOORS math to 78.€% in the Fall.
of 197¢ (DOORS 3}. e
As the DOORS project continues,.preliminary data collected on DOORS 3,
fall of 1978; indicates’ this attrition reduction has continued. Totals for
the 1978 fa]] program (including 7 classes) demonstrate a successful rate of*
90.6% - only 9.4% were unsuccessful and received a F, I, or W grade. Another
" {positive feature'is the increase.in the DOORS students GPA. Whereas, the GPA
~for the group was 2.10 for the fall of 1977, in the fall of 1978, .it has in-
creased to 2.58 wh1ch was signififantly higher than-the control gr-'p.

Analysis of GPA brings up another interesting statistic. Skeptics may
claim -that reduced attrition frequency simply reflects lower grading standards
found in DOORS classes. - Thus, students who feel they will achieve higher
grades stay with the program longer and achieve higher grades than they would

e An regular college courses. To investigate this claim, each DOORS student
/from the fall of 1977 who remained at ICC to take traditiona] classes during
the spring semester (79%) was followed to determine changes in GPA. This
study revealed that these fcrmer DOORS students on the average made exactly
the same GPA (2.1) as they had in the program.

» o D. Student Evaluation of the DOORS Program
S Near the end of  the fall semester, student evaluation of the

DOORS program was completed in two ways. First, a questionnaire
consisting of forced answer and open-ended questions about the .
semester of work just completed was given to both the experimental
.and the control students. Second, each DOORS student was asked to
“Write an open paragraph about his 1mpress1ons of the classes
attended during-,the semester

| X
&
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HEnOIS entral COI{%QG“
"The DOORS Program

I'linois Central College has been concerned that many

xlitering commuinity college students have a low level of -

reasoning abilities. In many instances, these students are
equired to participate in”ineffective remedial programs,
are ineffective learners in traditional courses, and are
responsible fur high rates of college attrition.

The Development of Operational Reasoning Skills
(DOORS?} program provides a multidisciplinary freshman
core program fecusing on the improvement of student
‘reasoning abilities. The classroom interverttion model is
based upon Jean Piage:’s theory of intellectual develop-
ment. Thus each ‘of the six DOORS courses —English,
mathematics. physics, history, “sociology and social
science—uses the Piagetian strategy of the Learning Cycle.
The first phase is expioration, in which students recall and
share past concrete experiences and assimilate new ex-
periences. The invention phase involves generalization

from tkese concrete experiences toward broad concepts or

principles, which are then used in other settings in the ap-

‘plication phase. This Learning Cycle enccurages students

to think independently, guided by faculty members acting
in'a director or facilitator role.

The DOORS, program began offering courses in the
spring of 1977 to 32 entering students at Illinois Central.
The program is designed to provide an alternative way of
fulfilling ,general education requirements, especially for
students who are ‘unsure of their career goals, who are
returning to college some time after high school gr.dua-

tion, or who demonstrate high ability but low grades.’

Students in the program are required to take three DOORS
courses in their first semester; some take as many as five
while others enroll in regular courses in the college.

The six DOORS courses are taught in the regular depart-
ments of the college, with the linkage among them coming

not from content but from skills. During the development ‘

~f DOORS materials, the project staff identified several
miajor thinking skills basic to all six subject areas and ar-
ranged them in natural a ending order. DOORS classes

were then reorganized so ‘that all courses emphasize the .

same basic reasoning skill in a different context at approx-
_imately the same point in the semester. For example, all
classes begin with observation and description. The
Histary class began with the college itself; the English class
started with oral explanations of geometric shapes. Physics
students measured the mass, volume, and density of
various objects. From such simple concrete exercises the
curriculum moves to more abstract reasoning skills such as
comparison and contrast, classification, inference, and
cause and effect. Student learning is reinforced by the
repetition of reasoning skills in the contexts of several
disciplines. ‘ : !
Evaluation of the DOORS project has been hampered by
the difficulty of selecting a matched control group and by
the absence of adequate instruments to test the skills the
program tries to foster. Given these limitations, however,
DOORS has undertaken a substantial evaluation effort.
Comparison of DOORS students with a control group of
linois Central freshman on a number of measures
demonstrated that the program did indeed bring about
significant improvement. Pretest-posttest comparisons on
cognitive instruments showed 86 percent of the DOORS
students making upward progress; S50 percent of the con-

El{\l‘ic ) ) | [

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

trol group also improved while 10 percent made®no
change. In interviews and questionnaires, students
responded with favorable comments about the program,
with some of them noting specifically their improved
reasoning abilities. :

The DOORS program: has also influenced the faculty
members involved. The goals of this program require
radical departures from traditional teaching meth:ods,
forcing instructors to redesign their course offerings. In the
development phase, under a grant from the Fund for the .
Improvement of Postsecondary Education, DOORS staff

‘met together weekly to°teach their new courses to one

another. Each instructor became familiar with the materia]
presented in other classes, received assistance in revision of
courses, and learned of student reactions across disciplines
to the objectives of the program. Some faculty have made
substantial revisions, not only in their DOORS courses but
in the other classes they teach as well. In addition, one new
faculty member has joined the program; the DOORS staff
‘hopes that others at the college will use thewe approaches in
other offerings. . ' :
DOORS has developed a formal cooperative agreement

for evaluation wist: other cognitive-based programs at

Metropolitan State College 1 Denver, The University of

" Nebraska-Lincoln and Essex County College in Newark. In

adai\tion, the staff has visited a number of other institu-
tions to share™ the philosophy and experience of the
DOORS program, and to encourage others to devise
general education programs appropriate for students with
low reasoning skills.

&ntact:
. Thomas C. Campbell )

Director, DOORS Program

Illinois Central College

East Peoria, lllinois 61635 ’ .
(309) 69?-5525 .

s
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1. Evaluation Guestionnaire

This guestionnaire was adapted frcm a variety of questions which
~ask for general reactions from students/concerning their experiences
in the collece serester just completed. Thé questionnaire was sub-

divided into several categories including."Enjoyment of Studies,"
" "Instructor Rating," and perception cof "Skills Learned." The results

are shown in Table 4.

‘“Enjoymeﬁt "Instructor "SkiTTs

Group . ' N of Studies" Rating" Learned"
A
DOORS Students : 32 £.0 30.3 4.2
Selected ]
Control Students 34 5.3 28.3 3.0

TABLE 4. Summary of Resujts from Evaluation Questionnaire.
«

These results suggest that DCORS students enjoyed their studies
-s1ightly more than the students in the Control groups (6.0 out of a
a possible 8.0), but rated both their instractors and the acquisition
of basis skills much higher. .Again, COORS stidents indicate these
.perceived changes during the semester are important justifications for
the program.. - -

i On an open-ended question on the evaluation, students were asked
to "...Please describe in the space below the ways that you learn best,
particularly those that may be unique to you." In summarizing the
results, students in the traditionally-instructed control class keyed
on things like "Taking good notes-in class--taking notes from books,"
"Study hard on material and just review," etc. The DOORS group, on the
other hand, mentioned a very contrasting list of things: "Through '
teachers taking the time to carefully explain," "Through experimenting
with other students," "Class discussions," "By figuring things out
for myself," "On my own through research and asking," "Through problem-
solving activities," etc. DOORS' students chose a more humanistic and
probing approach to learning, although they probably at one time have :
utilized each of the techniques mentioned by the control students.

2. Students Descriptions of the DOORS Program

Hear the end of the 1977 Fall semester, students in the DOORS
program were asked to write a paragraph expressing their perceptions of
the classes they were attending. Students were asked to be honest and
to write as if they were describing the program to a new student who was
interested in enrolling in the program.

Thé paragraphs illustrate the very positive student view of the
program. In summarizing the comments made by these students, four re-
peated- views can be found below. :

a. Unlike traditional classes, the DOORS program provides a more
meaningful classroom atmosphere where students are allowed to

actively participate.
a .,
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"The difference between a DOORS class and a .conventional
class is like the difference between participating in 4 foot-
ball game and sitting at the top row of bleachers in the .
stadium. The student's role in a regular class is mainly to
be a spectator at a lecture session, while in a DOORS class .
he becomes an explorer and participart in rediscovery."

"In my.experience, nearly all of the classes provide a
new and different way of learning. There are more group
sessions, more student participation, and a better student
to teacher relationship than in the conventional way of teaching."

b. Since DGORS students are enro11ed in most of the DOORS c1asses,
students get to know one another better.

‘ "After the first week or so, I got to know most of my
classmates pretty well. This proved to be an advantage because
I felt more free to ask for their he1p and opinions."
"In the average co]xege schedule you seldom have classes
- with the same people, but in DOORS you are in different cliasses
N with the. same people. As a result of this, friendsh1ps form
that may last a lifetime."

_ "Getting to know averyone puts the classroom atmosphere -

at ease, and everyone is willing to Tisten to others' opinions..."

c. The integration of the DOCRS classes and the stress on reasoning
make learning more mean1ngfu1 and 1onoek\{ast1ng :

"AT11 in-all the intermingling of subject matter along with
fresh, new, and Togical instruction makes the DQORS ‘program an
experience which should enrich the 11ves of students in and out
of the classroom.”

'“Another advantage of the DOORS program is that individual
classes are designed to fit together, and the knowledge gained
in ore class can be s1mu1taneous1y applied in another."

d: A1l of the DOORS students recommend DOORS to - new students

"DOORS s something every freshman should get into. It
gives the student.a better insight into college and lets him
discover new ways of learning and developing his reasoning
‘skills. It has helped me 1in getting to‘know the students as
well as the idstructors and has given me a better 1ns1ght into
co]]ege

"T feel that DOORS .courses are good to take as 1ncom1ng
freshmen. They he1p you get off to a good start in your first
year at ITlinois Central College." i .

"“I think anyone having this program for a semester will
find regular college classes easier."

/ ) 3
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"Overall, I believe that the DOORS program is a success.
It is beneficial to the incoming freshmen as well as the
older student. For tle student who wants to learn but can't
decide on a major, this prcgram will open doors." -

"The DOORS program will provide you the once-in-a-life-
time opportunity to start off on the right foot at the very
beginning of your collece career, and it will secure for you
the foundation you will need in your future course of study."

II1. DOORS as a Model for Curriculum Development . J .

The status of change in American Higher Education.is a concern of many.
The back-to-the-basics movement threatens much of what we have learned about
education psychology and learning theory. In a recent article for The Forum:
for Liberal Education, (November, 1978), Theodore Lockwood (President of Trinity

ColTege, Hartford, Connecticut) discusses the general education movement in
America. . :

The current trend at colleges of reviving distribution
requirements does not coﬁ%ﬁ@pe me we are improving the quality
of education. -Giving the curriculum more -structure doesn't
necessarily give it coherence. I am skeptical-that meaningful

. educational reform can occur if it is not based on a new
philosophy of education and shared assumptions by faculty members
of whet education should be jn the last quarter of the twentieth

century.

Later he goes on to state that:

The desire to strenc*"-s the Tiberal arts is an essential
preoccupation of educator.. ‘owever, in the absence of shared®
assumptions about what is 1._urtant, curricular reform will result
in 1ittle more than tinkering or it will degenerate into a process .
of academic log-rolling, with each discipline guided more by the

- desire to-maintain or increase enrollments than by any educational
ideal. S .

I am troubled by the absence of faculty initiative in much
of the present curriculan reform. They may, at the prompting of
the administration; work out a different approach to, or a re-
ordering of, the curriculum, but...few...clearly articulated and
shared philosophy of faculty members... ' :

Whereas we agree that this view may represent the general trend in = .
reform of general education, such as assessment does not £it the DOORS Project.

The DOORS staff whole-heartily agree that much of educatiorfal reform
suffers from a lack of basic agreement by faculty on new philosophigal approaches.
But this is exactly the DOORS project strong suit - a deep running thread of
basic conviction by the faculty that most traditional education stagnates.the
cultivation of students'thinking abilities. It is upon this foundation that a
new core curriculum can be truly integrated across discipline Tines. The DOORS
faculty have agreed that thinking, patterns and their development are basic and

'
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prerequisite to most course content.” Therefore, the constant reflection on,
these hasic skills can produce a series of learning.environments which allow -
students to explore their thinking capacity in each of several disciplines

simultaneously. ’

We also share Lockwood's fear for "lack of faculty initistive in much of
curriculum reform." But again, DOORS exemplifies an alternate pattern because
the program is 100%faculty initiated, directed, and promoted. Actually, the

" program has grown and survives with the traditional curriculum without an active
administrative directoriate. '

' Through our experience, we think we have learned how the modern.curriculum
should be integrated. This cannot be accomplished around thematic designs or
forcec general relationships. We propose that basic thinkin¢ skills (as defined
by Piaget and ‘others) are fundamental to every discipline and offer the most
practical answer to the call for "back-to-the-basics."” We are further on-
vinced that this model answers® the primary questions which.lLockhead raises at
the close of his article..."Can.we reach agreement on priorities? Once we
articulate our convictions can we reach a consensus that enables us to carry
out genuine reform?" ‘Let us hope it will not be another decade '(or longer) be-
fore higher education can agree. upon some fundamental purpose for curriculum
reform. The DOORS model could perhaps be the model for creating this atmosphere
of basic agreement. ) - :

/

IV. DOORS as .a Model for Faculty Development

As educational institutions have attempted to respond to the demographic
and education needs of their student bodies, faculty mobility has. been markedly
reduced. With the threat of continued decline in enrvlliments during the 1980's,
schools in higher education have continued to enroll an increasing number of
acaderically Tess_qualified students as well as more adults.  Each of these
groups has special education-needs. . Neither educational programs nor faculty.

has responded to quickly meet the needs of these diverse groups.

- At the same time, a phenomena known as the "knowledge explosion" has placed
an ‘enormous strain on the question of .."what do we teach?" Faculty are unable
to coordinate learning experiences which are basic to all knowledge. As 2 result,
attempts to coordinate cooperative efforts in curriculum development have been
met with resistance and cries of "encroachment" on academic freedem.

To complicate things éven more, faculty are less mobile, less able to move
within an institution or between institutions. Schools are faced with the reali-
zation that during the 1980's as many as 90% of their faculty will receive tenure,
and 10 years from-now the faculty will be, for all practical purposes, the same
faculty they have now, and from this group, educational change must be initiated.

IT1inois Central College-is a refhection of the description given above.
Since its conception in the Fall of 1967, only 25% of the original- 75 faculty
are still on the staff. Today, 90% of its academic staff are on tenure - in
same more traditional departments (e.g., mathematics and science) this figure
soars to 97%.- It is within this-climate that the DOORS project was initiated -«
(by faculty) and has produced significant changes in a small number of faculty.
ATthough the individual ‘Ingredients which lead to change in faculty attitude
are complicated, we believe that the basic model of DOORS will work in other.
settings. ) o -
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As Lockwood (Forum for Liberal Education, 1979) points out, a basic
agreement -on the philosophy of education and shared assumptions on the
recuirements for change are extremely important te curriculum change. The
Piagetian model provides this basic framework: reasoning abilities underlie
all content disciplines and thus provide the essential unifying feature. '

Faculty mer®ers were selected to participate in 'the DOORS project by
their past teaching record. Since its beginning, ICC had rewarded faculty
for being excellent lectuirers-thus the’ DOORS faculty were expert teachers
whc had received many vears of reinforcement for their lecture style of
teaching. The DOORS project was tc be a drastic departure from this “student
passive” system to allow a great deal more student freedom and less teacher

dominance.

The project began with an:intensive two-day workshop on Teaching and
the Development of Teaching led by the ADAPT faculty. This workshop intro-
- Guced the DOORS staff to the basic ideas of Piaget and how. his work can be -
applied to college teaching. The workshop is non-passive and requires much
participation, thus using the education philosophy of Piaget -to introduce the
faculty to Piaget. .

| The reaction of thé DOCRS staff.was mixed. Some were more enthusiastic
about the project; one in particular was very frustrated-not seeming to under-
stand what was happening. - ’ ' .

. After returning to ICC, the staff began to work together in a seminar.
format. After much discussion over the recguired reduction of content coverage
to allow for increased classroom activity, we began the lona process of
raterials deyelopment. Thus several precursory conditions were fulfilled:

1. Each of the staff had made a definite committment to join the
project, and develop and teach a selected:course.

. ' \
2. Each-staff person had agreed to attend a weekly staff seminar.-
) His responsibilities would be two-fold; first, to present his
classroom plans, and second, to make objective comments/suggestions
- concerning the plans of other staff members. ‘

- The climate created by this atmosphere was most productive. Basic issues
were raised and discussed. Some disagreements surfaced but were eventually .
resolved by mutual consent. The faculty growth was greatly aided by the multi-
disciplinary aspects of the project. As we viewed what was occurring, we found
that facult: outside of our own discipline were excellent reviewers of plans

made for teaching our cldsses.

In reviewing our classroom materiais, we found a natural cohesive thread:
the basic thinking abilities which we were emphasizing. This discovery added
to the faculty's determination and confidence, in the teaching done by the
staff in their traditional classes (outside the DOORS c]asses?; Some were
using the DOORS approach.rather than lecturing. . : :

1
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My own analysis of the change which can occur in faculty during the
initiation of a project for curriculum is outlined below. There are essen-
tially four, non-equal, steps which faculty take when involved in a DOORS

typg prcject.

Step 1 (Small). Participating faculty must agree to take part; attend
meeting, write materials, etc. :

Step 2 (Medium Step). Faculty must agree to place less and less emphasis
on their Tecture and allow for more activity on the part of students.

With this comes an agreement that some content "coverage" will be :
necessary but this will be compensated for by the Tonger-lasting learning"
produced by participating students. '

Step 3 (Giant Step). At this level faculty recognize that a non-tiadi-
tional classroom approach will procuce a different type of student °
learning. Thus a non-traditional evaluative method must be used to
follow student progress. ’

Step 4 (At The Top). Faculty are convinced that experiencial learning
1s important for all learning regardless of age or ability. Thus they
begin using the pew approach in all their classes, not just those taught

within the special project. . ' : -

At the end 'of the DOORS project, the current DCCRS faculty were asked to
‘write a short account of their DOCRS experience as it related to them as a
teacher. These are displayed in Appendix II. From these statements and from
other evidence I have observed, the seven DOORS faculty are now distributed
in.the following manrer: Step 1 (2), Step 2 (1), Step 3 (0), and Step 4 (4).
-These data show that the model is not full proof-it can't work for all faculty.
But Tordover half of the staff, a rather significant, leng-lasting impact has
resulted. ‘ . ’ ‘



V. Impact of The DOORS Project -

During the 2 1/2-years since the project began at Illinois-Central
College, word of 'its existence and unique nature has been moderate but
consistent. On the local scale, through numérous newspaper articles,
radio talk shows, and brochures, the public has been informed. On a re-
gional or national scale, reference has been made to the DOORS project in
two major magazine articles and a feature story in The Forum for Liberal
Education Newsletter (Appendix. 1I1). What specifically has happened as
a result of these efferts? :

£, Llocal Impact

I11inois Central College has a rather traditional college
transfer program which lacks from much real inriovation. The
DOORS project, in our estimation, has been one of the only
significant attempts at providing a real option to beginning
college students. In this climate, a new and different approach
is viewed with some degree of challenge by traditional instructors
and administrators. On the other hand, those who were eager
--enough to learn about what the project was attempting to do were
impressed with the effort. Local workshops for ICC faculty _
" suffered from Tow attendance and most Tocal department chairr :n
were urcertain as to what we were attempting. The one most
~ consistent misconception about cur program was..."it's developmental-
~ therefore, it must’be remedial and designed for the weakest students!"

Through discussions with local courselors and interested
faculty, some of these misunderstandings have been dispelled but
many faculty remain unconvinced. Currently, the DOORS faculty
are recruiting new faculty to participate in our program and by
the Fall of 1979 we have reason to *“lieve that two new courses,
-developed by other faculty, will be :dded. We agree that this

“willingness to participate is meager at best, but gratifying from
the standpoint that..."it's hardest to be recognized among your
academic PEERS." :

B. Regional and National Impact

5 _ In many respects, the DOORS faculty feel that our biggest
impact has_been on the regional scale. . During the past year, the
DOORS faculty*have made numerous workshop presentations, or
participated in presentations with the ADAFT group. In each case, -
the response to our program has been quite positive and many faculty
at other postsecondary institutions are now designing or considering
the possibility of designing DOORS type programs. - -

In-addition, our,mailing list continues to g}ow each month.

It now totals over 250%and requires a constant effort to keep others
informed about our efforts. . -
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VI. Summary and Conclusions

The summary of results from ‘the data. collected in this project has
beer somewhat disappointing. Our major objective concerned the enhance-
merit of beginning college students' use of more” formal thinking processes.
Cither through ineffective evaluative efforts, the shortness of the
-intervention period or due o a host of other uncontrolled’variables, this
result was not varified. On the other hand, the résults do seem to suggest

" that DOORS students, even though they are as a group much less academically

prepared, make as ruch intellectual’ growth as a typical group of community

- college students, and do so with a significantly Tower attrition frequency.

This conclusion 1s even more significant in the 1ight of longitudinal
evidence showing that the DOORS students are continuing in their pursuit
of academic courses with nearly the same frequency as typical students.
The exact reasons for these vesults are not known but here are several

hypotheses - -

R. The experiential nature.of the program has enhanced. the
motivation and thus the success rate of students who were not

as successful #n a traditional program which stressed memorization
and abstract thought without reference to concrete experience.

-B. The intensified socfal climate augmented by the DOORS method
fostered a new awareness in participating students. Meeting
classroom situations requiring individual thought, self-examin-
ation, and defense of a personal point of view may have encouraged
individual sedf-perception which resulted in increased determiration.

C. The unified nature of the program (both in content and in
social -engagement) may have incrzased students' confidence. Nearly
all DOORS students say that having the same peer group in several

of their classes was of ,reat assistance in completing assignments,

finding their way around campus, and in making wise academic decisions.

The second, and equally important conclusion relates to faculty change
and cormitment. -The DOORS program has allowed six instructors the opportunity
to investigate the use of experiential Tearning techniques thoroughly. Because
of this involvement, a permanent mark has been left on them, some of their
peers, many students, and the institution.. As skeptics insist on "proof" the
project .-has been successful, we point to the dedication of our faculty and to-
the enthusiasm of our students. Granted, the statistical proof is not compelling.
But to find interdisciplined faculty dedicated to the pursuit of a single
educational goal through a unified program which provides a path for below
average students to enter postsecondary education - its existance seems

Justified. _

On behalf of the.entire DOORS staff, we wish to extend a heartfelt thank-
you to all those connected directly or indirectly with the project. Specifically,
I wish to thank the ADAPT 'staff in Nebraska, Dr. Carol Tomlinsan Keasey (now at
the University of California - Riverside), each and every DOORS student and

~control student, the many ICC faculty who gave up class time to provide control

data for evaluation, to the ICC administration who continue to be suppértive -
in continuing the project, and finally to The Fund, for without their support,
the project would not have been possible. ) ~
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APPENDLX T
THE.LEARNING CYCLE MODEL

Piaget (1964) has identified four major” factors which he believes
relevant to the development of cognitive reasoning abilities. These

factors are: .

1. Maturation - students must bé biologically mature and
- physically developed and therefore capable of operating physically
in their environment. . ’ '

2. Exgerience'- students past concrete experience and the
ability to recall these exper;ences are critical for further

development. Piaget outlines’two types of experience: Physical
Experience gdrawn directly from objects) and Logical-Mathematical
Experience (drawn by actions which affect objects).

3. Social Communication - students must be capable of
communicating informatfon via written and oral language.

- 4.. Equilibration - for cognitive growth, students must be '
supplied a sTtuation of cqgnitive challenge where their existing
mental operations are not adequate. The accommodative process
(called equilibration) by which the student deals with this new
information will result in cognitive growth. '

A trané]atHon of this Piéggtian theory into a workéiﬁe model for
designing learning experience should incorporate each of these factors.
hen applied to ado]escent'studenp§, factors one and three are probably
not as~impqr§ant as factors two and four. ‘61aget himsejf stresses the
1nterdebendence of all four factors but suggeSts fadtbr two andgits

J proper relatior to factor four are fUndamentgl,to learning and develop-
menf (Piaget, 1964, p.-178). . o ' e

For this research problem, the Learninﬁngycle wi]f be divided into )

~ three major segmenté: expioratién,.concept,inQention and qonqept

application. The following is an overview illustrating thefimportant

genera]gcharacteristics of eadﬁfphaseL
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In applying the Piagetian technique to the classroom, a direct change in
egphasis occurs: From the_teacheg (teacher-centered approach) to the student
(student-centered approach). Thig is accomplished by using a learning model
(callec the Learning ch1e$ which has three distinct and separate parts. Each

is outlined below. . ,

1. Exploration

Fotlowing a brief statementof topic and direction, students are encouraged
tc learn through their own experience. Activities may be supplied by the in-
structor which will help the students recall (and share) past concrete experiences
or assinilate new concrete experiences helpful for later invention and/or
application activities. During this activity the students receive only minimal
guidance from their instructor and explore new ideas spontaneously.

Emphasis - Concrete experience.

Focus’ - Open-ended student activity. s

Function - Student experience is joined with appropriate
environmental disequilibrium. .

2. Concept Invention

In this phase, the concrete experience provided in the exploration is used
as the basis for generalizing a concept, for introducing a principle, or for
providirg an extension ¢f students' skill or reasoning. .Student and instructor
roles in this activity may vary depending upon the nature of the content. :
Generally, students should be asked to "invent" part or all of the relationship
for themselves with the instructor supplying encouragement and guidance when
needed. This procedure allows for students to "self-regulate" and therefore
move toward equilibrium with the concepts introduced. ‘ .

‘Emphasis - Generalization of concrete ekperiences to abstract

: possibilities.

Focus - Student's active involvement with instructor for
generalization.

Function - Student self-regulation and ejuilibration of gen-
eralized concepts and/or skiils. ‘

{

3. Concept Application

.. The application phase of the Learning Cycle allows each student an
opportunity to directly apply the concept or skill learned during the invention
activity. This activity allows additional time for accommodation required by
students needing more time for equilibration. It also provides additional
equilibrating experiences for students who have already accommodated the con-
cepts introduced. ) * ‘

Emphasis - Relevant use of geﬁéra]izéd 6oncepts and/or skills.

Focus - Directed student activity.
Function - Further equilibration through broadening concrete

experiences.,

Although the Learning Cycle allows:each student the- opportunity to think
for himself, the instructor must be an ever present "overseer" of the activity, '
and by providing probing ‘questions, hints, and-encouragement keep the activity
going. Yet the instructor must guard against over playing his role as director
and planner. e | :
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. » APPENDIX II. o

DOORS HISTORY
Dick Thompson .

My experience in thé DOORS program at I1linois Central Co1fége has
certainly affected ge as an instructor. I was primarily a lecture-type
instructor for the first eighteen (1s) years -of ‘my teaching career. 1
tried to interjéct appropriate examples during the lecture in an attempt
to make tHe subject matter relevant and timely to the student. I felt
very comfortable in the classroom because the teaching method I employed
seemed to be successfu] from the standpoint of the students.

The association I have had with the DOORS program over the last couple

of years had made me more aware of the necessity.to involve the students

to a greater extent‘in the learning-that is going on in the classroom.

A colleague of mine shared an old Chinese proverb with me a short time ago.
* The proverb goes as follows--"Tell-me and I'11 forget. Show me and I may

remember. But involve me and-I will understand." This proverb sums up

exactly what I and the otner instructors in the DOORS program have been

striving for. - '
_ I have become more aware of the need to develop 1ea§ning-activities
that will meet the needs of the students and aid-them in-understanding’
some basic historical concepts. I have also tried to develop® learning
activities that will improve certain basic skitls that the students will
be able to use in, not only history classes, but other classes that they
will be taking throughout their college career.

With the exception of my:first few years of teaching, I have never
worked as hard preparing for classes as I have with my involvement in the
DOORS program A considerable amount of time is spen developing materials,
activities and general preparation for classes. Once in ‘the classroom,
the air of uncertainty creates another challenge. Open-ended questions,
simulation games, etc., establishes a certain feeling of uneasiness because
one never knows what the responses or reaction of the Students will-be.
The instructor must be able to adapt to the various conditions tnat develon.
It is precisely because of this challenge and-uncertainty, that teaching has -

become, once more, exciting: , -
A1l of this effort has had its dividends. I have been able to give a
much fairer evaluation of the student because I get to obserVe each of them
in various capacities other than a listener and a test-taker. I can base my
evaluations of the students on something other than mathematical averages.. ’
I .have also found that class attendance has increased appreciably. In the’
same token, student withdrawals have declined. As a result, both the students
arid instructor have become more highly motivated and happier in the classroom.
This type of atmosphere can only have beneficial results in the long run.




.- MY DOORS EXPERIENCE
. ) : Tom Campbell - ; ' A A

During the two years of the UUORS project, I served a dual role-project
director and physics instructor. Although these two roles were somewhat
independent, I thfnk that the total DOORS experience has helpec me, pr1mar11y
as an instructor, ‘but also as an adm1n1strator

The job of be1ng a good c]assroom teacher is not easy. The shee%‘time
demand required to do a decent job becomes almost overwhelming after a few
years. ‘As. cix experienced instructors began the project in the summer of
1976, I realize now that each member of the team volunteered to do additional
work - over.and above what was expected. - »

The early months viere exc1t1ng For the first t1me in my career, 1
feund a creative and product1ve nitche within my own env1ronment Although
ICC had been a new and deve]op1ng institution, the cooperative atmosphere
created in those early DOORS seminars was something that had not existed at-
ICC during its development.

During those seminars, each member of the team was responsible for two

things. First, each in turn would explain fdeas for lessons being prepared

~ “using the P1aget1an Model which the project.had adopted. Second, each team
member was to express ideas cancerning the proposed activity (e.g.. How does
the activity fit with other centent area plans?). Although I came into the
projrft with a good knowledge of learning theory and some practical work with
experiential teaching and learning,-these seminars were a real exciting
learning experience. )

What specifica]]y did I 1earn7 First, I learned a great deal about
history, English, sociology, economics, and mathematics, both content and in-
struction. Second, I learned tha. instructors from other disciplines can be - .
very helpful in ref]ecting on ideas for-classroom activities in my disciplines.
Since this is a maJor discovery, iet me expand on it. -

Instructors in academic discip]ines have.a broad and formalistic under-
standing of their. field. This understanding has been develgped over - period
of years through hours of hard and dedicated work. ‘Students, on-the-o -er-

¢ hand, “have tunnel vision while .trying to study and learn from these. knowledge-
' ab]é“instructors. I think that this is part of the.problem with the vast

majority of .undergraduate.education. Some refer to it as the problem of the

. "cognitive match". However, I learned through the DOCRS seminars that trained
academic persons also have tunnel vision in subjects outside their own teach-
ing specialty. . This means that ‘in many respects, an experienced math teacher
zan look at a proposed English activity and comment on the content appropriate- -
ness as a student, yet at the same time, be able to consider the technical
aspects as a seasoned teacher. This was a very effective method fqr _development

" of program materials and for development of facu]ty sensitivity to content
issues.

“As for my own teaching, the project has allowed me to develop a unique
set of classroom activities for .physics instruction. I think that these materials
exemplify, through an effort of the active DOORS staff, a serious ‘effort to . -
match students' intellectual abilities and the demands made by learning materials.

. 3
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. préviously. As a result, I seem to be able to
- effectively than in-the past. ‘!ﬁ

e

a .+ MY EXPERIENCE [N DOORS

by .
Karl Taylor ~._

" Sometime ago %you asked me to send you a statement, expressing my
feelings about my involvement in the DOORS program. I am happy to say
that it is one~of the finest experiences I have had in my professional
career. Here are my reasons.

First, I believe that the DOORS experience has changed my teaching
style. Although I always tended to be an inductive teacher Or to present
material inductively, the students in my classes played a relatively
passive role. Since I have worked in the program, I believe my students
are much more active, doing more involved learning on their own. As a
%es¥1t, I believe my classes are much more interesting, lively and worth-
while. . . & ' L

Second, with:ﬁore knowledge about Piaget's stages through which we
all progress, I believe I can understand 'my students' problems better than
diagnose and remediate more

°

~ Finally, pérhaps the most important and rqwéfding part of the
experience for me occurred during the first year when all the teachers in
the pregram met weekly to plot out thezdirection of our. work. The,exchange

"~ of ideasy} the give and take of constructive criticism - these were high
points in my educational career. I felt colleagues cared enough about what

I was doing to ¢hallenge me,-yet professional enough to offer suggestions
when they were needed. \ : . )

' These are some of the reasqns why DOORS has meant so much to me.

~

£
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DOORS TEACHING
by -
Phil McGill .

£

For the past few years, I have been involved in the DOORS project as
the mathematics instructor. During this time my attitude toward teaching ,
and students has changed\considerably. I have always felt the key to Tearning
mathematics was the establishment of good problem solving techniques.” All of
.the research verifies thig conclusion. The major difficulty has been develop-
ing these problem solving{strategies in the students. My colleagues in the
DOORS project have given me some, insight into Piaget theories.

Having some understanding of these stages has helped me develop materials
to guide the students in learning mathematics. I think, primarily, I am now
able to help the students develop problem solving techniques. So I must thank ;
my colleagues. for their assistance in this area.

My best teaching mode has been lecture-discussion. I found that this has
not changed, but I am much more aware of stgpentjinvgliement-in class. Whereas
the lecture was the only aspect of my teach#ng, now I find the discussion as an
integral part of each class. I spend more time trying to get the students in-
volved. This student involvement has had its rewards. In particular, the
stucents attitude about mathematics has improved. This in turn Kas improved
with class attendance. When a student attends-class and feels that he has

something todcontribute, his performance changes drastically.

- ! b

The DOQRS'prongt has given-me an opportunity to work with outstanding
instructors in other disciplines. They have shown me that there is a common
denominator in al he disciplines.. I feel this interdiscipiinary aspect to
- the DOORS project is what makes it so unique. I have learned alot about
teaching from the other menbers of the DOORS staff. As a result of their help
and-understanding, I have become a more invo]veq, understanding and compassionate:
instructor. I have enjoyed the DOORS experience very much.

-
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" 4 although I have always enjoyed teaching, I personally

THOUGHTS ON MY DOORS EXPERIENCE
- by .
Karen Kay Zucco

Like many other faculty members at I11inois Central College, my initial -
reactions to the DOORS program were mixed. Although I'd read ‘Piacet, he was
- only one among many writers all of whom it seemed had devised their own -
respective theories. When I was first asked about teachina DOORS Sociology,
1 was ambivalent, partiallv resultant from my own hesitancy and otherwise
resultant from peer skeoticism. I decided to do so nrimarily because I was
not satisfied with the performance level of my introductory (nor my intermediate)
level Sociology students who .were being taught via traditional methods, and
secondarily because I felt it would offer a challenge to me.

Developing the DOORS Socioloay class was indeed a challenae. In an
introductory, transfer level class, terminoloay and ‘theorv are important
(my traditional self speaking) as those students who elect to take intermediate
level sociology classes would he expected to "know" these basics.- Althouah I
agreed heartily that reasoning skills were equally as important I wanted to be
confident that the DOORS students did have a arasp on"the basics" by the seme-
ster's end. The challenae: to develop learning activities which would satisfy

both of my concerns.

My fears reagarding the "content" concern were quickly dissinated, for I
found that throughout the first semester, my DOORS students performed as well
as if not better than my traditional students.on the same examinations (I have
always attempted to use examinations requiring thought, analysis, and apnlication
of facts as well as recall). T also found mv DOORS sttdents to be much more
active in and enthusiastic about class than my traditignal students, and conse-

quently, .I was persona]ly,ah]e to "relax" and enjoy the class.

Two semesters of experience with DOORS Socioloay have altered my- attitudes
towards teaching and learning significantly. I find myself applyind elements of
the Piagetian theory to even my most “traditional” classes. -1 have actually
‘developed learning cycles for other sociology classes and have elected to teach.
classes which are by design experientially oriented. Today IMam convinced of the
value and benefits of the Piagetian model for .community colleae teaching,” and
‘ find- the use-of this model

not only more challenging but also much more rewarding as I observe the student's

Tesponse and intellectual growth.
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The Forum for Liberal Education is
a topic-oriented publication featur-
ing a subject of importance for
liberal education in each issue. It

does not endorse or evaluaté institu- -

tional activity. Rather, it describes
the various ways in which institu-
tions of higher education address
important common concerns.

New Approaches to Geheral Education

General education is one of the topics for higher ‘education in 1978. The
discussions at Harvard have attracted the attention of the media nationwide:
other colleges and universities are asking the same questions at'a more local
level. Almost every campus. it seems, has a committee studying the general

. education requireiments for its students.

This issue of the Forum for Liberal Education 1s designed to assist institu-
tioris in the process by providing examples of general education programs on

'six different campuses. The philosophies and approaches vary widely, from

college-wide competency requirements to optional thematic clusters. from
Piagetian programs for woorly prepared students to better integration of
science concepts in required courses. Each institution has tried to achieve
broad general education goals through a mechanism appropriate to its own
students and faudty

This issue aizc contains a list of additional general educahon programs and a
set of other resources. In addition, it provides an update on the progress of
some of the specific projects described in the October 1977 issue of Forum on
core. curriculum. Finally. and most importantly. Theodore D. Lockwood
reminds us all to ask the right questions about general education. beginning -

~ with the most basic one: “What does it mean to be liberally educated?”

I
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