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One of the first tasks called for in the design nf the Radi. 
Education Teacher Training Project (RETT) was the development of a 
workzhop to teach staff members the fundamentals if curriculum 

~ develnpment .and- of~ the -preparation of- l isrutoa 
Those members of the project staff who would be involved in the 
production of self-instructional materials would participate, writers 
and producers who would be working directly with ihe radio broadcasts
would be trained separately. Tiie was sh-rt if the project staff was 
to write, produce and field test written materials to accompany 150 
hours of, 16dio broadcasts in time to meet the production deadlines.
Moreover"the curriculum was" long and compled while the writers, deputed

,from the Ministry of Education and Culture' and from the Institute of 
Education, were"ltew to this field. Consequently, the advisor quickly 
began work to specify workshop obj ctives, to complete and summarize 
textbook materials, and to write applied exercises for the 6 weekworkshop scheduled to as as all of thebegin soon approximately 16 
project writers had been. identified. 

Despite staffing delays, the workshop was successful in terms of 
the original objectives. Staff members were introduced to all the steps
involved in the desien, nrganization, iand preparation of a radio education 
project. Participants were pleased with the skills they acquired. 
However, in the course :if the 6 week workshop, it bedamu clear that 
training objectives had to be modified somewh'.<t to reflect existing staff 
skills and the ,orkshop was extended two additional weeks to try tocompleatb a larger portion of the materials. How. vre, after completing 
the workshop, the writers had a reasonably good command of the principles
*of curriculum development and had had experience writing sample materials 
in their subject xreas. 

Unfortunately, subsequent to the workshop, it quickly became 
apparent that the traditional typo of pro-sorvice training as conceivedin the original project document would not be sufficient to meet RETT 
training needs. Writers produced materials which proved ineffective in 
field testing and they were unsure as to how to revise them. Countless 
hours were spent speculating about classroom situations and teaching
problems which would be found among TEETT target primavy school teachers. 
Newprject staff members began ar.,iving who had not participated in the
workshops and whiA were uncertain how to proceed. It was clear that a
further analysis would have be done of the skills and training objectives 
needed to meet RETT production requirements. Since the radio script
writers and producers who had.- . seperate workshop were encountering the 
same difficulty, it seemed useful to consider all the production staff 



(written material writers, sriDtriturs, illustrators, radio preducers, 
and editors) as a team and to iLdentify their -rrup training nees and, 
production requirkemnts in this annaJysis. 

SA sis Saff Skills and Constraints 

An examination of T7"" staff skills following pr3-service training 
and or the production roquiroments they uld havi to fulfill suggested 
that thu training goals had been both too ambitious and too narrow. 
Although they had gainied new skills in the workshop, their familiarity 
with the cbjective -f these actiivties w:as still weak. Since the FETT 

....project is 'Nep l' s -firstteffor- to t-aeh an- ntiro -curriculum -nver-th. 
radio, the Qoncept of radio education was quite now to the writers 
working on the teacher training program. Sincu the staff members. 
participating in the pre-service train.ing had not encountered this 
type of instructional system outside of the workshop, the only examples 
of self-instructional materials and scripts to 1hich they'd. ever been 
exposed were those covered during that tw, months of study. Bereiter"'and 
Engelmann (1966) have written that a concept can only be mastered after 
the learner has been exposed to the full range of examples v.Aich are 
included within that concept. Although participants had bean e posed 
to a wide, range of examples during their pre-servic-, training, this set 
of sampf6' materials was still small relative to the entire range of 
different.types nf self-instructional materials and radio scripts which 
could be prepared. Perhaps an even more serious problem might have been 
that RETT is a vanguard project; the only samples directly applicable to 
RETT target audience and curriculum were those prepared by the writers 
themselves during the wo.kshop. There wero no other examples which were 
directly applicable to the context in whi.ch they would be writing. 

Bereiter and Engelmana (1966) also su.,xget that to understand a
 
concept, the learner must have experience with both good and had
 
examples. That is, trainees should have been 3;.osod to a variety of
 
examples of materials which did not aeet the criteria of 7ood solf
instructional materials as well e positive examplus, Although some 
had been included, they were not directly relcvant to the context in 
which RETT staff members wuru ..xiting. It was difficult to generate 
sanple materials which ".nclded the types of mistakes which RETT writers 
were making. 

It was also clear that RETT writers needed t o receive feedback 
on their writing from sources which they ronsidered reliable. Very 
few of our writers heA had experience living in rural areas or in 
teaching in primary schools, Thus, they were generally unable to give 
each otl.er suggestions on how to impr'ovo materials. Each writer had 
his/her own ideas of how it should be done and unfortunately, one 
person's opinions of outsiders. 
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The project staff ruviewud thu matcnri;ls which had bon written 
up to that point, examined the dc-ta from the limited field testing, and 
inturviewed thu -itors. Thu result was tne fol- wing list of potential 
prcductinn cor.traints: 

1. Mst f th. IETT staff had had no pr~vi,-us ex.Perience in
 
cur'iculum duvolopJ.cnt, r -'_ ..-r'ipt writing, self-instructional materials
 
writing, text book writing, -)r t a aching in priiairy schcols.
 

Many rf proj.ct stoff :.,n.::iburs wuk univrsity lectururs who had 
had a great deal of experience te'cing to i much hi-rher skill level than 
that of the teac:_rs involved in the project. 'Their writing style tended 
to be complex and their language formal and difficult. 

3. Most of th writers had had limited contact with rem'rte irea 
teachers involvd in the RETT project and 'nrc prsonally unfailia.r with 
the classroom situation and teaching problm inhjrent in that setting. 

4. In generl-, the RETT staff had littl. inf'orm.tini on the language, 
writmng, reading and listening skills of tle group for v, -m they were 
writing. 

5. Sta~ffig patterns were such that the projuct w..s unlikely to 
have the full component of' vriters until lt, in th, project. (qhe 
production staff vaeid between six and 36 staff mumbrs during the 

duration cf th prrject. ) Many st ff mmbrs h"A r esprnsibilities in 
additinn to th-se with RETT so ty w,",; fruju,,ntly out of the office. 

6. Scriptwit,;rs and self-instruction, mtriels writurs had 
difficulty wcrli. ... .lthohh. writ rs nr, ecn to-h shnrw d -n 
nffice, materials ,,re gerely written ind.: r.ndetly and they were not 
well intgrat,.j° 

7. The idoas involved in succesfsful scrii t "Ud self-instructional 
material writing ,.re quite n.w t( PElhi v-*ters. ilh/ g:rnr;al'r were 
unaccustomed to ,_.:ctivs a n wmb.mnunabl.e to writebh:aviorK- ad w.re 
a topical rutline. 

~3. Writers wre ,-xtr.emly vuri -J in tr1,;s 2 tn- writing ,nd 
lairuae skills they brouhht tc HiETT. 

The Rtuasressmunt -f :rairnn is and Si:cif'ic'.tion f : ,vised Training 
Obj ectiv,;s 

With cl,.,rur undrstandin; of' stt: fXin:- ccnstrints, rc;assssment 
of trtining nteeds ,.nd objectiv.z . -.Ftcn. It ..:ap.: a;pent th't the 
pr-ject nt'ff _1.tto devw.!ot s-t;rda:! 1 s .t], wh:Ich Lh.<,r could compare 
their ett.ri. Sine,. no otir i'iiriJ.sthis ty.. ,:xis-,Ud in Nepal, 
the writers hnl tr g,-iur at tln-.r on ,mdel m:trivls. Once model formats 
had bjr deV. irn-, which .. er,..i.,:nsrahly suncssful within the context 
of PT11' t..e. or L.rWCrj.>sfiv-s, it wnuli b.- e,.r easier to specify 
individu., rii" n,eds. 
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With this in mind, tho follnwing list of revised training and
 
production objective was developcd. In some ways they were less
 
ambitious than earlier goals, yet siLultaneously, much broader and more
 
comprehensive:
 

1. Writers should be able to prepare materials which mct the
 
following criteria: 

A. Materials should be written in a concise, simple to read 
Ltyle which the teachers could zasily refer to while involved 
in their classroom teaching. 

B. Scripts should use a conversational style in simple 
language, with mar teaching ,xamples. 

C. Units should be written to include exercises which 
would bo effective and enjoyable for primary school children. 

D. Units should only include resource materials readily 
available in the classroom. 

E. Units should refer only to those simple concepts and 
skills which had to be mastered by teachers to be able to 
implement the primary school curriculum.
 

F. Units should be written from behavioral objectives, with 
scripts and self-instructional materials tightly integrated. 

D. Suggested teaching skills should be based on skills 
already sov.l~hlh in the teachers, repertoire and suggest 
improvements feasible within the 10 month duration of the 
project. 

2. Writers should be able to evaluate their own materials and 
to be able to integrate evaluation data into revision of existing units 
and into the design of sibsequent lessons. 

Thus, training goals were now keyed directly into those skills 
specifically needed to develop lessons for the RETT curriculum. While 
this theoretically limited the scope of skills the writers acquired
during the project's training program it ensured that the skills the 
staff acquired wouLd enable them to meet the project objectives. It 
became easier for the writers to see thu relevance of skills they were 
acquiring and to measure their success in terms of the products of 
their activity. The mor,' generatl application of these skills to the 
development of cuericulia in other setting coul4 be emphasized and 
discussed as the writers became more experienced and gained a clearer 
idea of the instructional model they were putting together. This could 
easily be handled in informal discussions. 



.i able to d e s i gthe performance goals of RETT writers.:: Simply being n and-
write curriculum materials was not enough. " In a sens h ET rjc 
staff ha to develop skills: as. classroomn teac~hers, ,primary school i : :: 
supervisors, and textbook writurs as well Jcevelopin .skills in curriculum 

e l ' e ttrau:writing, pAllof ty b hac]l t o bo 'addr es sedrod inthes eanp or hformance eeareas , tohe RETT{ 

f Development ofthe Feedback Training Procedur . 

.................. Obviously. merea or longer ,worksh0psw~r ne hesolution to]6 staffi ....
 

skill deficios, Tha initia iorkshop hal proven!i nadequate: for the , "';: i% 
existing staff and now staff wore still slowly 'arriving. Ininddition, 
some staff who ha participated in the workshop had also been assigneditino 
to offices away from the projctn.gh.nd a a thsns,RETT t staff was conscous of the production deadlines which hcs to b met. The proect 

supervor and oup writers as molo vrkshopn yet some t curriculurtdette
training pethod which could be integrated into RETTproduction procedures 

was needed. The ed ke ritrs to poce materials and 
to learn from their mistakes, incorporating n3w skills in the revisions of 
existing materials and in th deelopment of subsequent units.nhat was 
needed was an ongoing system which could provide both feedback and training 
to project staff. w o 

s At the on setof thoproe ct, feedback had ben provided exclusively 

by expatriot advisors who tiiee,. to su ggest revisions an improvement as 
eowever,this was bothathey reviewed materials. mthod probemamti fort i 

advisors and writers since, neither group was confident that-the feedback
provided would correlate with field testing daa. The advisors could 
suggest improvements in format andstyle, but could not be sure if they 
would work in Nepal. Staff members lacked confidene in each others 
op Atthons the debates endless.edand were 

Feedback fromrruraL teachers would be available as the project as 

began field testing broadcasts and written materials However , thiso 

was a year away. It has been shown that feedback is a very effective 
typeinstructionalof instruction of the feedbr.cka-nd Melbtt,lost1980).because the(Krumhus is Yet oftenvalue the feedback is 

timed to occur after the program work is essentially completed. This 
was the case in the initial design of the RETT project. Feedback would 

not be avaidlable to writers until. the bulk of their writing was finished 
which would greatly reduce its ber aefit to the project. At the point at 
which feedback would be available toaRETT, it would be very expensive 
to make major in ofd systems.modifications material design instructional 

notwiter e unil ulkof heirwriingwasfinsheaailble he 

which,: ; : '. reuc its b ri "t the prjet the'-... , atwoldgeal to " At pint iiii 

http:feedbr.ck
http:endless.ed
http:projctn.gh.nd
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Friend (1980) describes a simila:r situation in the design of the 
formative evalu'ation system for the Radio Mathem tics Project in Nicaragua. 
To offset this potential problem, the project develped a system of
 
forward revision in which data from a formative evaluation was used to 
vite subsequent units. Only major problems were revised in existing 
mater~as. This system alowed thu project to m,ut production deadlines4 
in a cost-effective method while at the sae time continuing to incor-. 
porate date obtained ,n their formative evluation. An oxaminition of 
these issues suggested that a formwive evaluation system could be 
developed which would (-Iso meet RETT' s ongoing training needs. A gr up
of teachers would have to be identified who resembled the rural untroaned 
primary school teachers for whom the program was being developed. They 
would have to live cl se enough tu Kathmandu tiat RETT writers could 
visit their schools eid return t-. the .)ffice on the same day i.e. no 
more than a few hours walk from -. road. Al.so, since RETT materials pre
sequenced and mastering later units is c-ontingent upon completion of 
earlier units, these teachers wuld have to be available. over a long 
period of time. The teachers selected sh)uld be teaching in small, 
one-ro )m, two teacher schools like Lhose in which RETT teachers were 
gener,.lly fouid. A group of ten untrained primpry school teachers who 
met these requirements were selected. Their scho~ls were clustered 
at the northeast edge of Kathixaidu VaJ-luy, about an hour away by road 
followed by a )nu-half to tw ;tnd uno half hours walk. Arrangements 
were madde for these teachers t:, travel t,) thu .ffice each Friday 
afternon (scho.l is only in sessi-n f)r a helf day on Friday) and on 
that day t-, pr,,vide, feedba-.ck t, -iy writer who wished to tryout a unit. 
Of the tun teachers who pxticipated, n, more th n five worked with a 
unit -n ,zy particul. r Friday. This ensured the project staff of an 
additional gr.uL r&..ing iiu tea:chers) wh.. were available for 
an additimnal try ,ut if this proved necessary. 

TV) f_)rmats were established f r )btaLnin- ±edback from teachers. 
The first was used to )btatdn feodb. ck ,_l content units. No specific, 
directl- me.surjible cl-assr., m teachin, skills wore inv)lved i., content 
les' . Rther the u:-i+ - - vidud backgrund information for a methods 
unit which would f l.low oJr included more g, ner(al information like 
"How +.) recruit fumale studento anmd keep thom in schJool" or "How to 
work with the Echo-,iI iaaagng For these units, members of the 
project resuerch amn were given c pies )f the behavi.,ra'il ,bjectives of 
the units being tstud. huy prupared six ultipl. choice items on the 
unit. The t,;..chi, s w i)rep-tested ,n the, six multipl,. chc-ice items as 
soo ,as they ririv( at thu ,ffice. ThkIy thun listened t.J .1 cassette 
re,,rd.Lng f the unit and studied the ci. , ritten matriS. 
Fell vj n.ng this, they were given a p )st-tust which c )nsisted of tho 
sLUne six items they had r,_sponded t, n the pru-t,:,st. The tea-chers 
eas filled ut , questi in-aire which .sked ft.r fu db'ck on such things 
as the; speed .,f the radi,, "i,.icu, thu number of pints c vercd on the 
brac . st, the relev.ice kf the illustrati ,ns in the w.rrksheets, and 

http:feedba-.ck
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the integration of the scripts ind written materials. Writers remained 

roomin the during the time the teachers were listening to the tape Ond
studying the written materiarlhs. They bservd points where teachersbecame confused and noted questions, but tried not to provide answers
 
until the post-test was completed.
 

A method unit consisted -f -.specific lesson which the teachers
should implement into their classr 
 oms. It included teaching objectives,
suggested teaching method, exrwiplc s, ev.lu ation materials, and romediation 
procedures.
 

The format f or btaining feedback -,n ,. mthods unit was similir'to

that used for content units in that the teauchers still travelled to the
office on Fr'iday afternoons tt.. 
 listvrn t, a car settes recording of the
radio materials and to) study written wrkshets. They also continued tofill out the general information qustionnaire. However, for -these
units, written pro- and p :st-test items were rnt preprred. Since these
units dealt with specific classr-o m exercises, the writers' success in
preparing units was evaluated by ,bserving the teachers actually try toimplement them in their classr Dis. .RETT stf.f -ombers visited theteachers in their schols to- obsurvu them ii.,olercnnt the lesson they'd

studied the previous Friday in the RETT 
 .fficu, the writers filled outsimple observation sheets to help them .;rganize their notes, iaclud~.ng

such items as "Did the teacher hve any questions bef.ore beginning tie
lesson? 11, 'Did the teacher use teaching pr.cedurus correctly which werecovered in the unit?", "Did the children appuer t-- learn the concepts

covered in the lesson?".
 

Following b 1th types of feedback sessions ixiters and members of
the research th-r. discusste,.- to dat.. Ea-ch member contributed 
comments and observations av.d provided suggestions for possiblerevisions. Initially m0any of thoso c-me fr.om expatriot advisors, butas writers gained confidence a.d experience they provided a larger andlarger portion of the critiques. Th feedback training sessions occurredweekly f r about ,ne year. After thr.,t time sessions were scheduled onlywhen a group ,of tw.) or thrJo units ha-4 been prepcred on which the writers 
wanted feudback, !ippr)xi-oately every three weeks. 

Advantages of the Ieedb,.ck-TrPnin,Prcedure 

The feedbac':-training pr ,coiure was uell suited to help thestaff members achieve r.visud RETTth. training objectives. Thisprocedure .,ffreod the f11 dnLnU advantages t, ,:iretypic-a training 
procedures:
 

1. The staff received ,ng in. h i.j., imititely afterpreparing a,.new unit. 

2. Fxrm-tiv u i pr vide d writers direct contact with RETT
priminry sch. ol teachers ud thus, incrua'-sd their understanding Ladapprciati,.n of the cl,!ssr., ms situation and teaching problems. 

http:iaclud~.ng


3. These procedu~res gave writers skills in analyzing their own
writing style to determine which les son formats and teaching,techniques could be included in subsequent units and which would

need further revision and testing.
 

4. While visiting teachers thein sample group,. writers were
able to actually take over classroom teaching for a few hours and
tryout lessons themselves, thus gaining informAion on 
the speed
with which children were able to master new material and improvingthe d)sign of the classroom activities described in the written 
materials.,I 

50. uroupae 6rfrngmetingsfollo~i ng the foxriative- evaluation'sessions provided valuable training. Writers became better and -better observers, focusing on critical features of classroom
teaching practices. They ]r-arned how changes in their writingproduced improvements in the effectiveness with which the teachers wereable to actually implement these suggestions in their classrooms.Writers also became more skilled at criticizing,their own writing
and the writing of their peers. Over 
 time they were increasinglyable to suggest revisions in their materials and to incorporate
these improvements into subsequent lessons. 

6. The feedback-training format provided a simple arena forsettling controversies about what resources were or were not available
locally, what skills were or were not within the reach of the

teachers' current repertoire, how 
 much time the teachers would beable to devote to preparing materials, how many examples had to beprovided in lessons, how much could be covered in one teaching
period, etc. If project staff members were unsure about the 
answer to iiese cr any other questions, it was very easy to simply 
prepare a sample unit and try it out. 

The debriefing sessions also put writers into the position of
thinking as a team. The entire team, scriptwriter, producer,
self-instructional material writers and illustrator became

accountable for thu pcrinormance of the teacher 
on the unit beingtested. Successes were team successes and revisions had to beincorporated into all components involved in the production if thelesson. 
Writers became more sensitive to the strengths and
 
limitations of their team members, medin of instruction and were
 
better able to support each other's work.
 

7. The feedback-training procedure allowed writers to develop
individually, at their own rate imd in their own style. Some

writers moved quickly through lessons,. having many successes andtrying a variety of formats; others progressed slowly, requiringmary feedb-ack-training sessions to produce . single workablestyle. The procedure also accommodated the. staggered inmanner 



which new staff were de-puted to the project. However, by the endof the feedback-training sessions, writers in coreall the subjectareas had developed at east one style which could be used effectively in the classroom end were able to adapt their successful fcrmatto subsequent materials. 

The feedback-training procedure had additicnal benefits which hadnot initially been specified. Since the project research team was
involved in the formativo evaLuation, the feedback-training procedure
served as a useful opportunity 
 for these staff members to improve theirability to write clear evaluation items. Gbod luestions could usu ally
be delineated 
from those which were poorly written by watching errorpatterns and/or -by. subsequent intervews with- teachersrr 

The research team also gained skills in writing test items whichadequately measured the attainment of the behavioral objectivesspecified in the unit. 
With both writers and research team members
accountable to the same measure for achievement, the post evaluationdiscussions were lively and useful. Each toam member was anxious toprovide corrective feedback when problems occurred during the formativeevaluation and anxious shareto credit and praise when units provedsuccessful as measured by evaluation gain scores. 

A truly unanticipated benefit was the quality 'of the feedbackprovided by the teacher' s. They gradually gained confidence and learnedthat writers really did want to know when materials were unclear .econfusing. Teachers were shown revised units units and could oeservefor themselves that the project staff had made changes based on suggestionsthey provided. DDuring the time the teachers were involved with the project,they became increasingly constructive and helpful in their critiquing ofRETT materials. This was a real bonus for the project staff. Earlierattempts to get critical feedback from other teachers had been unsuccessful.Even after two or three encounters, teachers wer<j reluctant to suggest thatRETT materials were anything less than perfect. 

Thus, the feedback-training method proved iob e very effective inhelping the staff meet the HETT training and production objectivej. Newstaff could fit into the system as could staff who had been in the systemfor some time. Staff members could participate in as much or as littleof the procedure as their training needs required. Not all staff memberswere involved at all times so that the feedback-training could be scheduled 
around production deadlines. 

Perhaps most important, although more difficult to measure, was achange in attitude among staff. Ambiguity in the criteria for successfulwriting had put everyone into avarsary positions, arguing over questions 

. oe qetin 
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for which no one had reliable answers. Who,n the feedback-training
procedure began, the situation changed comltely. The criteria for
successful writing became andclear simu~laneoully observable to dliJconcerned. Thus, the staff really began functioniag as a team, united

behind achieving a more clearly definoable, menasurblo objective.
 

Limitations ofthe Feedback-Tr,ninp Procedure 

The f~edback-training procedure proved to be quite effective for
RETT." However, there were potential problems which had be 
 resolvedbefore the method could be effectively utilized to rn-1 the roj_ ct 

One issue was an assumption proposed initially by B.F. Skinner

(1953), that is "the subject is always right." In the case of the


RETT project, that assumption was translated to: "The teacher is
always right," That is to say, the feedback-training procedure 
 wasiased on the assumption that the teachers were doing as good a jo.6as they could to implement the suggested methodology. If they were not

successful or became confused, the project staff had to assume it was
because the RETT unit being tested was not well designed and writers
returned to their desks to revise their materials. Sometimes RETT

writers felt that teachers involved in the feedback-training system

sere not taking their work scriously enough or trying hard enough

follow suggested procedures. 

to
 
Although it isdifficult to access the
 accuracy of the writers' Shinner' sconcern, assumption seemed essentially

correct. Teachers involved in the feedback-training system with fiveor six RETT members observing them, certainly had a far stronger incentive 
to implement methodology than rural teachers would have. The teachers 
wrote songs and dramas and completed for opportunities to have RETT
staff visit their school. 
 If there was a problem with this assumption,
it may have been that the teachers wore somewhat reluctant to make a
mistake with "such important people watching them." .They generally
appeared to be quite nervous and often lapsed into their more familiar,traditional teaching methods if they started having difficulty. It is
possible that in a more rel: xed situation they might have had more
confidence about implementing a new methoAology. Thus, this system mayhave had two affects on the teacher's behavior. In some ways they weremore motivated to perform well, yet at the sametime they were, perhaps,more reluctant to make mistakes and cautious aboub trying unfamiliar 
procedures. 

second potential prablen with the feedback-troining procedure
was the limited size of the feedback sample that essentially determinedthe design of the RETT instructional system. 
Since only ten teachers
 
were primarily responsible for shaping the vriti-ng behavior of the staffand thus, the style, format, and the language of the RETT materials, it
is possible that a siall number of teachers could have skewed the 



instru ctional system in a direction which would have made materials
inappropriate for the majority of the rural teachers. 
 The project staff
 
made every effort to ensure that teachers pcxticipating in the feedback

- - training sessions resembled the profiles they h .Ldeveloped for the total
 
S., "population of teachers RETT would be training. But there certainly had to
 

be differences between these two groups. If nothing else, the situation 
in which project staff observed the teachers attempt to implement the 
methodology was unique, i.e., a number of rather high level teacher 
educators and Ministry of Education staff sitting in a small classroom 
observing the primary school teacher. Thus, it was important that the 
feedback-treining procedure was supported 'y a separate system of field 

.. _ .__.. testing conducted under more typicel crcumstaice5. Consequently,.Li additional. field...tesin... ,....... .... i
was odone with-a more-'diverse group of~rural _ :_ 

primary school teachers. Without supportive data from this more extended 
population, the project staff could not hae been assured of the appli
cability of the materials produced in this system to the larger target 
population of the project. 

Another limitation of this method is that a few writers tended t r 
use only one writing stylei "winding a format and style which was 
effective was difficult for some RETT writers. 
When these writers found
 
a system which appeared to be successful, they had a tendency to write 
unit after unit in that style. Although the style which evolved was 
effective in meeting unit teaching objectives, the lessons became a bd.t 
repetitious. However, the advantage of this methodology was that it was 
extremely individualized, that is, each writer developed a slightly
different individual writing style. Consequently, although the feedback
training method may have reduced the variety of formats within a subject 
area, it mey have increased the diversity between writers beyond what 
may have resulted from more traditional training methods. 

A final limitation -f the feedback-training method was that it
 
was not always easy to assess the potential sources of problems in a 
weak unit. Was the language too difficult? Wa: thu suggested teaching
exercise too complex? Was the format of the lesson difficult to follow? 
Were the instructions unclear? It was in this area that project efforts 
to train the teachers tc provido accurate feL.dback were extremely helpful. 
In situations where writers were unsure about the sourcs ef problems in 
the unit, they could simply ask the teachers and incorporate their 
suggestions into the revision oif the materials. The teacher' s feedback 
could then be validated by testing the materials again.
 

Thus, the limitations of the feedback-training methodology were

largely surmountable within the constrainbs of thr RETT project. In 
gemeral, the problems of this method were related to the size nf the 
group of primary school teachers involved relative to the total target
population and the specificity to the feedback. However, with the 
support of an independent field testing procedure, it was possible to 
validate the general applicability of the materials prnduced under this 
training system. By including in the post evaluation session discussions 
nf the more generic aspects of instructional system, RETT writers were
 
able to begin to suggest ways that these ideas could be adapted to other
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curricula. It is clear, however, that if RETT members wore to initiate
work on an entirtly new tr:in ,,io ct, they would need further trainingin curriculum development. Or preferably, ley could once again croate 
an ongoing feedbacktraining group which give the1m the specific guidance
and confidence needed to attack the new proje~ct. 

Implications of this Method for Future Projlcts
 

The feedback-training system could be applied to any project in
which the primary responsibility of the staff is ';o produce a set ofmaterials which is changeto the behavior of the recipients in some 
specifiable, observable woy. 
 If the project objeotives provide
information which must be understood ly the target group, then the.
effectiveness of the mate6rials 
 coul bems1rdwth''te et 
or interviews and then "feedback" to ixiters and production staff.If the project is designed to produce a progrpm which would change a
 
more complex pattern of behavior, then this method becomes even more
exciting. in this type of programas. with RETT project, 
 writers and
production staff could jointly 
observe the extent to which their
instructional methodology was effective in producing the desired changes

in behavior. 
Since they had observed together the effectiveness of

their unit in tryout sessions, it became e.sier to work as a team to
identify ways to improve the product. 
In a sense this method almost
 
functions as 
a kind of simulated game to shape "teamwork" as well as
 
writing -and production skills. 

In applications to future projects, it would probably be useful
 
to introduce this procedure as soon as staff members begin tocan 
identify the characteristic of the target population well enough t,

form a feedback-training group which resembles the total targebpopulation. 
The procedure could replace pro-service training.. Or 
preferably, it would be integrated into pro-service training toincrease its relevance, to provide motivation to the staff to improveskills, and to help clarify the applicability of 9rinciplcs incor
porated in the pre-service training. This procedure could also help
staff members move more quickly into production, i.e., staff members
could almost immediately begin producing products to tryout in feedback
training sessions. The feedback-training method could also help reduce

the production pause or transistion between training and production.

PrCblems frequently result afe:., the end of a highly motivating, highly

structured pre-service training when a project staff faces the un
programmed, more ambigious every-day world in which they must produce
their wares. By adopting this method, programs should be able to
greatly reduce project start-up time and movo rapidly to building ateam of staff members who function as an efficient production unit,
responsive to the skills and needs of their target population. 
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