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The age of accountability in higher education is

here, bit thare has been virtually no development in educational
systeas that has encompassed the task of producing a .
‘'performance-based college campus. In order .to accopplish the .
necessary goal of .developing subsystems which together constitute a
performance-based system, it is negessary that college faculties and
administrators develop measurable objectives for every progranm,
 level, and service. Miami-Dade Community College, South Casmpus, -
.undertook such an effort in five phases: Phase T involved thé
development of measurable objectives and support service on campus.
Phase 2 involved developing course objectives and service objective
Statements and distributing them to advisors,. faculty, and students.
In Phase 3, procedures were developed for evaluating the degree to
which students or vther groups achieved objectives. Phase 4 involved

the statement of measurable objectives.for eyery level of management.

In Phase 5, a system of mutual determination of-objectives for
faculty and adainistration was developed. 'Thes® objectives fors a
1-year plan of action and constitute the basis for written
performance evaluation. (KM) ' . '
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THE pERroJANce.-sAsso‘ CAMPUS: * HOW TO BUILD A TOTAL SYSTEM

In recent years the'educationai'enterprise has grown enormously in
" both size and .cost. Education as an investment‘has surfaced as a:major
’ budget consideration at 1oca1; state and nationa1 levels. During the
decade of. the 60° s.,the combination of increased cost, widespread confusion
and secial dtsruption in nigher education caused a severe decline in pubiic
confidence Loss of public confidence led to»renewed questioning of the pur-
poses of the ‘educational enterprise and brought the demand for educationai
accountability 1nto sharp focus. Unfortunateuy, demands for accountability )
could not be met by educators who were ili-prepared to state, in behaviora1 ;
terms, what objectives the educational enterprise sought to achieve. what
alternative methods might‘be empioyed to.achieve those,objectives or how
to evaluate the extent to which any objectives Weri achieved on the part of‘
the’students Former Commissioner of Education; James Allen, observed: |
. "The people have a riqht to be assured that the tncrea51ngly 1arge invest-'
-ments in education that will be called for:tiii produce resuits They ‘can
_no longer be exaeCted-to be satisfied with definitions of school quality
that focus primarily on such factors as per-pupil expenditures. teacher-
}pupil ratios, and teacher salary’ 1evels. It is c1ear that the .age, of
accountability in higher education is upon us and that, thus far, the Sys-
. tems which we-have produced are not adequate to meet the ‘demands of'an
aroused pubiic and ite elected representatives -
-~ / The* iiterature of professional education today abouhds with tenns such ‘
; as "behaviorai objectives," "perfonmance objectives," "competency-based - |

’. education." "measurable objectives," "systems approaches to education.
R g . . M ¢ v v :
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"management by obJectives." and “administration throdgh objectives."

_ While there exist some vestiges of common meaning within the various- temin-’

ologies jused,. there is also great confusfbn Vagueness'and ambiguity p1ague )
the lan

age ‘of performance-based education. Referents of words and phrases

- are freduently obscured, and most of the phraseology is devoid of any~in-

dication’ of the scope of the educational enterprise which is under discussion. .

Ana1ysis of the Ianguage'prodUces 11ttle that is compe111ng and one is pro-

vided the opportunaty to develop his own phraseo1ogy '
SyStems-thinking in education has been traced from Harbart and~Le1bnitz

(Barbee, 1972, (p.58) through Charthrs. Silvern. Nolfe. and Stolurow

(1bid. pp. 58-62) and still there has been aimost no deve1opment which has |

"encompassed the task of producing a perfonmance-based co11pge campus. 'Inl

fact, Barbee (1b1d PP. 70-105) has described recent attempts at developing

~ systems approaches and concluded "No 1nstitution is directly emp1oying a -

systems approach to e1ther overall institutional development and operation
or to 1nstructfon on an across-‘he-board basis.' (ibid, p. 107)

Any attempt to deve1op or describe the perfonnance -based college campus
involves a comp1ex cha11enge and a rare opportunity° ~a challenge in the
sense that, at least in the judgment of some, no ‘such organization has been

deve]oped and an opportunity in the sense that the relatively short history

of perfonmance-based education allows for<a1most complete freedom 1n‘design

and development of a system. The challenge 1s real and complex enough to
rehder one awe-stricken. ‘

‘Despite the - -Jong history of education there are still three 1mportant
questions about the educatiohal enterprise that have been left unanswered
(l) Hhat changes are sought in the behavior of ‘students;. (2) Hou are. those

)
changes to be acbieved, and (3) How are teachers ta know when the changes

A
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have been a§h1eved? On the other hand, a strong tned1t10n=of indiyidualism
in educational content and methods has deve1oped i;msuch a way as to confuse "
, hopelessly‘attempts to seuarate'educationa] objectives fvom educational
str;tegies. For example, if we ask the typjcel college feculty member what
'ohjectives he is trying to achieve, he wjli vEry 11ke1y provide&us:wjth a.
"description of the’activdties in which he engages. This confusion of |
stratngies with objectives is 6ne of the major reasons why it 1s $0 d1ffi-
cult to achjeve mean1ngfu1 and major changes in the educational system. /
After all, if a faculty meniber equates his strategies with his objectives.
theh discussion of‘possihle chenges in education imply changes in his —
' strategies which may be 1nterpreted as criticisms of his performance or be
assumed as threats to his-academic freedom. If, however, differentia’ion
between strategies and objectives has beeh accomb]ished and such objective
statements have been de%ined. then faculty ectivities are properly considered
as strategies and thus can be assessedtas_toptheir relative-efficecy ih e
achiev1ng the stated objectives. - | :

On the positive side of the effort to produce pee;/;mance-based systems
of.higher education, Roueche and Pitman (1972), Coheﬂ. et al (1971),-Cohen ~ .
and Brawer (1970), have contended th?’ uducation must be based on defined ° .
measurable object1ves if educators are to be accountable to themselves. to
students or to. the public. In addition, Bloom (1956). Krathwh01 (1964)
and Benathy (1968) have provided ‘categories and suggested taxcnomies for

'desccibing educat1onal outcomes. * Althougii.these works do not offer the f1na1
answeré they do offer valuable assistance to those who are 1ntcrested in

| . 'designing pefrfor-nance -based systems of h‘lghe" education. ’ .

While we may agree that the age of accountabiiity fs upon us, the '

AR
5

) communify of educators does not agree on the wvsdom of producing a'
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performance-based system of higher education. Perhaps the {ssues are

nowhere more clearly i1lustrated than in the February, 1972, issue of

-"Educational Leadership® in which'Gagne (pp; 394-396) presents an article

entitled "Behavioral Objectives¥ Yes!" and Kneller (pp. 397-400) presents

a an article entitled "Behavioral ObJectives7 No!.“ Gagné contends that

[

the statement of behavioral objectives is necessary in order to communicate
expectations te students. to enhand%tggsign of "the educational experienoe
and to evaluate the outcomes of the educational enterprise._ Kneller, on *
the other 'hand, contends that, "This approach to instruction -rests on
assimptions about human behaVior that are reductionist, deterministic,

and physicalist. It is opposed to. the view that learning is self-directed,

unstructured, and in large part unpredictable. Kneller (p. 397) con-

‘cludes that the program of the behavior objectivist has very little place
~ in education. These opposinq viewpoints illustrate clearly that those

" ‘who seek to develop performance- based systems 1n hioher education will .

7soon discover that the road is not charted clearly ner are sufficient

'models extant to the degree that much assistance may be- providad

From the foregoing analysis of rhallenges and opportunities. the

conclusion can be drawn that many attempts have been\made to provide the

-theoretical constructs and the specific categories necessary to the develop-

" ment of performancejbased education; however. the conclusion that such a ,d

total system has' been developed would not be warranted It s ﬁecessary..‘

that the college campus of the future have clearly developed sub,systems

-which, taken together, constitute a- perfonnance-based system of education.

-:an order to accomplish that goal it s netessary that college faculties -

and administrators ‘develop measurable ObjeCt1VeS for every instructional
program. for every level of management,‘fog every support service:'and
. . . ..*\ | ) .
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~ objectives. Despite all of the difficulties attendant on attempts to

-

“hat all college personnel make a mutual commitment to achieving those

develop performance-based systems and despite the history of . partial

failure in previous attempts, the necessity for educators to seriously .
httend to the goal of developing perfonmance-based educational systems
remains compelling.A In blunt temms, we will use our professional expertise

to develop such systems, or they will very 1ikely be developed by those who

have less educational expertisé and will be superimposed on the structure

of higher education. -

Keeping in mind the complexity of the educational enterprise, consider-
ation of the strategy to be\employed in developing a perfqnnance-based

acampus becomes of paramount importance. The remainder of this paper will .

be. directed. at describing an attempt undertaken by the faculty and admin-

jstrators of Miami-Dade Community College, South Campus, to achieve the
goal of developing a perfonnance-based educational system.

4As.is the case in the planning and execution of any complea endeavor;
it 1s necessary to-develop the performance-based campus'in phases. The .
question arises where to begin such development. There are two major ‘
beginning points advocated by those who write in the field: (a) begin-
with the top level of ‘administration and proceed through the various levels

of the campus to the'coursés and'serVice'areas; (b) begin with the courses

and service areas and proceed through the various’levels of “administration

-~

.to~the top of the campus. We chose the latter.

The projecf.was organized into five7phase5' Phase I involved the de- =

velopment of measurable objectives for every course and every service area
(support service) on the campus. Phase Il involved the restatement of

specific'outcome objectives in‘gimple terms and the dissemination>of those

Q



statements to interested constituents i.e., coursé objectives statements
were distributed to academic advisors and to students, service area obJec- .
tives were @Mstributed to faculty and to students. Phase III invoived the
deveiopment of’procedures to evaluate the degree to which studénts, or .
other constituent groups, achieved stated obJectives Phase 1V invoived
the statement of measurabie objectives for every level of management on .
the campus. Phase v invoived the deve]opment of a system of mutual deter-
_mination of obJectives for facuity. department chairmen, division directors,
campus deans, and the campus vice president which form a plan of actJon
for a. spec1f1c period of time (one year) and fonns the basis for writter
performance evaluation. ) ) [ . . X |

) The need for expertise in developing measurable objectives and evalu- -
ation systems on the part of the campus staff is obvious. The need for a

ss for approaching the enumerated phases is

carefully-struc

equa%lxﬁnbvi6u;fu The campus approach to the development of the necessary
expertise began with the_app intment'ofia’Steering'Committee for the

ries of workshops, and much survéy of the

- N ' .
literature, the Steering Committee \developed the expertise necessary to

- Objectives Project. Through a

produce guidelines and formats fo the impiementation of Phases I and tl

of the project. lFo]]obing that development, the Steering Committee members '
were reassigned to their departmental responsibi]ities and serued as de-
partmental experts and a professional staff was appointed to head the entire -
) effort on the campus. That staff was assigned two roles: (1) to assist
faculty and administration, upon request, with acquiring the necessary
technical information so that a sufficient level of sophistication could be
~ieueioped which would result in the writing of objectives in measurable’

.terms; (2)_to’review thelﬂork products of faculty and aduinistratoys who

v . il -
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had been assigned responsibility for. deveioping course and service area .
objectives SO as to insure that the technica1 requirements of the pub- ;‘
lished guidelines and formats had been followed. In addition, a committee
made up of the coordinator of the objectives project, the campus deans and
t\e campus vice president was constituted,as a Campus Review Committee and
charged with the responsibiiity for neviewing all packages of'measurabie '
objectives for substantive and technical requirements.-'The latter reviéw
was especia11y_va1uab1e;in deiineating areas of proiiferation. overlap.
.duplication in the curriculum apd in the‘support‘services. |

To further e]aborate on stratégy, those who were charged with re-
sponszbility for any area of. teaching or service were a551gned responsibility,q ,
for producing the measurab1e outcome objectives for that function. The
process began with cour ‘es and service areas and proceeded to the several.
1eve1s of management fina]]y, the process'for”mutual determination of |
objectives sometimes called mutual goa] setting, was added as-the capstone -
of the entire" process. Apart from commitment on the part of the campus ‘
administration and staff to achieving def1ned objecttves. adequate 1mp1e--
mentation of th9 perfonnance-based system could not be assured. The'
mutual discussion andjdetennination of objectives for faculty and'adminis-'

" tration, related to already defined objectives for courses and services,.

.

provided the driving vehicle ‘and the cementfof the system. Nithout,some
mechanism‘which cemented the respective sub-systems together into a_dynamic

relationship, measurable objectives and -the evaluation plans were mere words
) , L . .

L

‘on paper., . - . B ‘ - .
Considerable progress has been nade in the deve1opment and impiementa-,
tion of all phases of the ‘plan; however, we are nowhere near the end hope-

fully, we will never be. sincewthe total process provides a se1f—correcting

< B
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mechan{sm through which we may assess the cost, the quality and the quantity

of our services to the students and the community. In fact it can be said,

we have only Just begun. , . [

The perﬁonnance-Qeird campus offers siganicant benefits to those who
successfully 1nst1tute the concept, but attempts to develor the total system
should be approached with caution Those who would develop the perfonnance-

'based campus should understand, at the outset. that commitment on the part

!of faculty and administration”to the concept is necessarys,that a consid-

;erab1e degree of expertise is required; that extensive time and money must
" be invested. Strong'educatiunal leadership is essent1a1 at every 1eve1 of
administration. Progress is slow and positive results are not. ﬁnmediately'
forthcoming. For those who persist. however, s1gnif1cant benefits to stu-

dents, faculty and adm1n1stnation can be real.zed Implementation of the

L]
system may:

B 1. enhance communication between and among facu]ty and -

adminxstrat1on, ; -

2.4 ass1st 1n art1cu1ation between 1nst1tutions of higher
educatvon,

3. encourage testing of the efficacy of instruct1ona1
~and administrative strategies.

4, provide a feedback loop upon wh1ch a se]f—corrective
- mechanism can be built;

5. surface constra1nts with1n and outs1de the system
more rapidly; . N e

6. provide for cost~effect1veness ana]ysvs of the
. campus operatvon.- .

7. free educational strategy and make time'a variable 1’
rather than a constant,- .

[ !
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The performance-based campus is not a panacea for solving all educa-
tipnalvproblems. Its principal strength resides in prompg 1dentificatfoﬁ
and analysis of problems. As Walker has observed, "Education will always be °
-in part an act of faith, But it does not héve to be a Iéap in the dark.
We cén try to become aware of what we can and take the rest, hopefully a
stead{ly diminishing range of considerations, on faith.," (Center Repovt,
p. 22)

The perfomance-based éampus can serve to diminish the scope of
considerations based on faith and increase thelrange.of those‘baseq oh;l

evidence and logic.
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