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the outcomes of coilege are we can tr1n¥ about mhether ve 11ke then or
not and what we can or’cannot do about toem {p 3“9)

Tn date, educators have aOIIowed the Panos prescr1ption only to a
yo%nt. ﬂajor attention has been given to what happens presently to
the average stodeot oo the average campus. Some peopig, most ‘notably
Arthur Chickoring (1969),'have‘re}ated student coqoﬁé.to Cawmpus environ-
ment and made some recormendations abouiiﬁzw to def%berate]y educate to
maximize the types of change that,tako place. now without much conscious
planning. But by and large the educational cotmunity has oot taken o )
position on what WE 1ike or don't like about what happens to students as

they proceed through college, and we certainly have no program to accen-*

tuate-the positive and eliminate the negative,

Most prqptitwoners, I suspect, look first to the‘multidiménsiooa!iggg

_ e
for assessment tools ¥or rather obvious reasons. Instruments such as’ ®HE.

Omnibus Personality Inventory-(0OPI) and the Activities Index (Al) were

carefﬁl?y designel by regpected researcoersi they are velatively easy to
obtain, to administer, and to score; and they result in so-called haid

data that has a certéio amount of academic credibi?ity: The problem is :
that”such research instruments are usdally designed to mégso}e what does
happen, not what educators think should happen. For ‘example, the finding
that students across a broad spectrum of colleges become less supportive

of traditional religious values from freshman to senior year does rot

fndicate that educators set out to accomplish that end nor does it even “’h;

~

indicate that we think that one's pesition with respect ta religious
practices is a major dimension of personal development. Most educators,
and especially developmentalists, would be more interested in-the process

‘by which students reached their positions. If traditional reliyion is
1
v

s
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Assesshent of Student Development

LT . K. Patricia Cross e
. Happy SOth bxr;hday, ACPA. 1 salute you for embarkjng,'atiyour 39&}
. _on a new career. I understand that Tomorrow's Higher Education (THE

Project) expeots to. offer some new career roles to student personnel pro-
. . - fessionals, Although career changes at agé 50 are incréas%ng]y common,
they are not'yei common enough to prevent we]1~iﬁteﬂ§ioned friends from

PANR .
wondering if you are flexible enough, at this ‘point in your life, to make

Jo

.

_ﬁf <. 'fﬁe necessary changes; Changes are difficult encugh if&yod know precisely
what is to be accompliéhed. But the ﬁew profession of student develop-

ment fac111tators lies in deep and not very c1ear1y charted waters.

My assxgnment today of d15cuss1ng the assessment of student develop~

. _ment cdn be easx]y likened to nav1gatxon through uncharted waters,

LI

- Webster says that navwgat1nn is the process of/"determining position,

. " course, and o1s§ance traveled." Nh1]e it is obv1ous that we need navi-

gational aids in setting a new course for student personne1 professions,
7N '

] =

% . - +
hd Prebared for the 1975 Annua? Canventwon oft the feerican Co!?ege Pnrsonre}
Association, htian ta, Georgia, March 8, 1975,
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there is no poimt in working on navigational instruments that wil} guxde
'us where we want to go-until we have a-;ea}1st1c picture of the destina-
tion &s well as the rocks and currents that may deflect our progress

Since any good nav1gator needs to consult the pwlot as well as
charts, I talked with some of those piloting the Student develop-
ment movement, and I took a look at the routes as tﬁéy‘are charted
in the literature of education and psychology. My tentative working -
conclusions,were that:: 1) the pilots seem to dtffer among them-
selves on where we are going, 2) the nature of their diffefentés‘7§‘6nT““’“”*”“**‘
dimly perceived by those not on the bridge; and 3) we surely betﬁer '
keep our eyes open because none of us know much about the depth of the
channel or about. the hidden reefs tha lurk just below the surface., Let
me hasten to say that i am not at all distressed by the !ack of unanimtty
regard1ng either destinatton or routes. As a matter of fact I see no
need for everyone in the profess1on to get aboard the same ship. We are
far more likely to find our destlnation if we proceed via several dif-
* ferent routes wlt\\ggod commun:catton among us. Furthermore, given the
present state of knowledge about student development, there are bound to~
be some captoins sailing with éoﬂ?ioence into the sunsgt, and it might
be just as well if the entire profession did not foT1ow like lermings into
. the sea. - ‘ .

Before I drown in m} own'watery metaphor, let me make one 13st sea-
worthy point and get on with my assessment message. I suspcit-that we
need navigational aids a little more sophisticated than the North Star, °
but fine precision instruments for' the }ough approximate work we are
embarkung upon would be qu1te lnapproprlote As far as I know we have

]

no precjsion 1nstruments to Worry about in student development anyway,
A

,
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butxou} dependence on rather onude assessment deuices need not dissuade
us from starting the voyage. . , . .

R uould Tike to start my voyage thiSfmonning with a look at the
three major routes to student development that can be identified in the
literature. L.t me attempt to capture the‘essence of each-model, in 2

capsule description too brief tg do full-justice to the como}ei§ty:o?

the concepts, but with the hope thct it may help you as individua) bro¢

. . . fessionals déc{de which routesvare uSefui'and helpful in your situation.

o

" gounds, they make different assumptxons, and most important for my = °

For convenience in dxscuss1on, I shal] label the modb?s*humanistic,

developmenta] and mu?twdimensxonal There is some over}ap amdﬁg‘the
three approaches.and broad}y speaking, probably moré agreement than d1s-

agreegent among thefxfédherents but they grow out of different back-- -

-

particular assxgnment, they assume somewhat different assessment pro-

- . 4 . . -
cedures. ) : -

- The practitioners in the profession appear to be oriented toward the

huménistic model, the researchers -toward .the multjdimensional nodel, and

scnolars and theorists toward the developmental model. I cannot help
D [ "

observ1ng that it is truly unfortunate that these three critical specxa?ties

/

in the student development enterprise do not talk w1th one another more

often to clarify positions and understandings. - To my knowIedge‘ this.is

"the fifst time that anyone has even attempted to identify three different

) approachés to student development. For the most pa:t the. E?ofession seems

to seek consensus on definitions broad enough and fuzzy enough so that no
one can disagree. Ye would [ suggest make more progress if we could
sharpen o;r thnnéxng with ¢ few lively controversies. So far, the develop-
mentolists have shown themselves willing to fight the humanists, but the

’ L 3
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- osman1sts seem unaware that anyone has cna}nenged them on anythwng_mo;e
"'serious\\ﬁan the usual complaints aboyt their vague idealzsm The.

multidimensionalists, however, seem prone to sharpen their thinking

not by controversy, but by keeping an eye out for the good ideas from
p A J

the other two models, . : ;

* ’

Let's talk first about the humanistic approach to student develop-
ment since‘it is most familiar to counselors. It ar1ses out of the theories
of. Mas}ow and Rogers and other’ so-called Third Force psychologists who
bel?eve that there is in each person a self-actGalizing person waiting to
emerge under the right conditions. They stress thg,dignity and worth of
the iooividual, holding that if people and cultures would not thwart and
misdirect ‘development, people wou]d grow in heaithy and self-actualzzing
ways. We can understand their thinking best through the organic metapﬂar
If plants or people are raised in a properly nourlshwng en¥ironment, they
will grow naturally toward their ful? ootential; a poor epvironoent on.

. . { ‘ s N
the other hand, will stunt or arrest _growth. The goa1 of the humanists is

A

“to hgdp studen$¢ grow in unique and indxvudua]1sx1c vays; they would no )/,‘
mére _impdse the1r ideas on thg direction that growth should. take than a ‘
gardener would try to make a tulip out of a rosa\v - .

By and - Iarge. the counse11ng profess1on is humanzstica?Ty oriented.
The predonznant methodology o£ the 1970 s for examp]e consxsts oé pro- ‘, i
vwding warmth, erpathy, and understand Tth'SOme “of thc u351c jngredients -

. of humanwsm Because the student development moverent is spe=rreaded by_ .

persodnel admtnwstrators and counselors, it teo is strongly humanistic.

» The trogblesome element is that there 1s little exp]iC{t recognvtfon 1n

* the personnel profession that student déve!opmént programs ‘can be other
v ~N

- ¢ ?
) " N
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than humanistic. . Many people simply dssume that to be-in favor of student

A X

deveiopment is to be a humanist I hope to show you scme a}ternatives;

-

but to be non-;udgmenta:ly humanistic ‘enough to leave the choxce of direc-
tion For your professaona1 development up to youc ‘ . T
The humanists -are freqﬁent1y accused of lacking both program and
theory, but nothing could be further from the truth. The misunderstanding
arises because humanists ére prone to talk about "loving" and “caring" and
"accepting' --words that many cognitive?y~0r1ented eduéators find hard to.
accept as formulae for determining program direction. But these words
represent a program for action to dedicated humanists. -They want honest?y
to create a camp;s environment of trust and caring in which all persons--
studénts, faculty, c}aff--fee) that they matter and’ that how they develop
makes a dﬁfference to their colleagues Humanists also present a specific

In

' _educatioha1 program for student deve}opment with primary emphasis on the .
- usé ot of encounter groups, human potential seminars and the like, .The theory
behind encounter groups is that through the creatioff df a challenglng yet
g acceptxng environment, st}dents can become free to find that self«actuaiiz1ng
_ persod’wi;hin them that is waiting to emerge.

For some 30 years, eddtatjonal 1nstitut10ns have flirted off and on
wvth group methoﬂs for se}f-exglcrat1on but the technxques meet with con-
siderable ?e51stance each’ time they éurface Nevertheless, the humanwsts
have-made 4 lot of impact on a few co]leges and a little impact on a Iot

<

of colleges. I found in a recent survey of conmun1ty col}ege programs

.that up to. one~4curth of the col?eges offer some form of encounter group
" exper1ence to students. and there are a «few colleges in the country that

L7

attempt to provide a total humanistic ‘educational experience.

L
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Human1!%s have a fair?y sophlstxcated theory, they have trwed hard

e, .

to denonstraoe the ve‘idfty of their approach through research but they . K
have d:fiiculty with assessment. Part of their problem lies in their . o
1nsistence upon the unigqueness of tne indiv1dua1 Thig makes it, diffi-

cult to develop common assessnent procedures and casts the assess- ' T

< ment function into the rather expensive counse}1ng mo?d. "There. are, -,
/ : .

bowever, some humanists willing te make the vatue gudgment that there : ?
are some goals to which everyone should asp:re-»openness and. honesty, for ;
examp}d To some extent, such qualities seem measurab?e. but they run .
1nt0'the buzz saw of the developmentalists who .claim that to adopt .goals
calling for such a "bag of virtues" has been shown fruitiess and nonpro- Lo

ductive. Sprinthall (1972) expresses the developmentalist's scorn whén™ - -

" he writes. ’ . ' ' i !

-

The .virtues [of the humanists] are topica! and
. current but are still an.arbitrary list of static
o traits, time-limited and situational. In this sense
it is no different to talk about openness, spontaneity,

) etc. than it would have been to talk about being - . -
s brave, clean, and reverent in.a previous era. The .o
: : ;traits ark more up to date, byt we are still dealing ¢ B

w.th a bag of v1rtues as educational obJectnves (p 352)

As most of you xn‘thas room wwl] reca}} honesty as a virtue that can

)
be taught was pretty wel! d1scred1ted in the character education era of

the 1930's when the Heozsoorne and Fay studies showed that there {s no
%uch thlng as a siable tralt of Eonesty Ronesty depengs on the:* situa-
tion. So too," ooes the reasonxng,.does open;;ss andﬁ?pontanexty -
‘ Humanists' are probably at their theoretical best when using self- - v N
. asseSSHen* procedores If, in fact, you are coom1tted to the notion . ' v
that students know best what -is possible and des1rab}e for them '§hen
seTf«assessment is surely necessary. WKhether it is sufficient is.a w;

stickzer question, | , L ' .

X
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. Self-assessment of persgnal dozé:opwent cen vary all the way fron
. a non-directive unstructured interview to a highly structured index of
the difference between "rea?" ‘and “ideal” self. In’between }hesé two

' extremes might be the 5tudent s preparation of & diary or jéurna1 of ‘
personal development or perhaps an ana?ysis'of a video-tape pf&yback of
the student -interacting with others in an enccunfér group. A.f?equent

mode]l toda&, one assumed by the Tomorrow's Higher Education. mode)

(ACPA 1974), is to work with students taward getting thewr own indlvwduaily-.

prescribed objectives and working out wit? students agreednupon assess-
" ment précedures. It should be said that’self~assessmnntrper se is not
attached rigidly to any theoretxcal position It is how one uses the pro- "
cedure that is indicative of under}ying assumptions. A true humanist
for examp1e would he]p-students formulate their own obgectives or con-
struct their own.sca]es for determining the difference between "realt”
and "1dea1" self. One who took 2 position ;&pportiqg common develope
menta} dimensions on tg; other hand, wau?d specify the nature of the
items, leaving’ only the ratiing of quantity to the student . Humanists

frequently éssume a counseling approach to assessment; other schools of
| thought place less emphasis on individualized }elationshfbs;‘ .

- Sg}f-eva?uétign‘has great strengths in.an‘area in which ;tudeng
motivafioﬁfis so crucial and knowledge so incomﬁleée, but it also has
some,ﬂeaknesses in the first:piace. it is difficQ]t t% defend in an . “a
age of accountab111~y and competenee~based educatxon If the student y
says he is persona}}y compe;ent and mature, who is to say he is not?

Th3§ question becomes cr1t1ca1 when advocakes of student development

* programs insist on co-equa? status in the currfculum. If one wants .to

. &
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be equal in curricular maiters, one has to play by the rules of academe;
Tné traditional curriculum that siudent:develop#ent specialists say they
want to be a part éf; ;S,é long way yet from letting studen}s determine
course content and establish grading standards. Yet that is what sowe

- humanists nrcpoée to do in courses fnr which they seek academic credit,
It is difficult, but not §mpd%sib1e, to sell a curricular progran ﬁhat
éiffers radiEa11y from.thét which has shg;n such great resistdnce to change
over the centunfes, A few institutions, especiaily cemmunity colleges, have
managed‘tc'gain equal status for their human developmeni pregnam by con-

e ——X, -«n-... '

verting the entire institution to a humanistic phi1osophy, but that is
““““ 11ke3y to be the exception rather than the tgle for éome years to come.
A secﬁn&*d&fficu?ty wfth the humanistic approach to assessment con-
cerns the credibility of the procedures, not only to faculty ccl}eagues,
-but to students themselves. Many siudents, especially the New Students
that I have written about (Cross, 1971). find 1t difficult to operate
without frequent and fairly fim external points of reference regarding
their progress--whether it be in reading speed or in self-acceptance. .
As we sha13 soon see there is a deve1opmental theory that maintains that ‘«_A
' these students have not yeé\reached the stage of deve1opment where they

. .can deal With the ambiguities and uncergainties of the humanistic approach

A

v

to assessment o .

“;j So what are the a}ternat1ves’ The deve!Opnental theorssts ara wakinn
ékyfgorcus.appeagance now at the co%?ege level, ard they pose some interest-
ing contrasts to the humanists. Developmental approaches to student develop-
ment grow out of the uonk’of personality theorists such as trik Erikson

- and Jane Loevinger and cognitive“theorists such as Jean Piaget and Jerome

it !
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Bruner Un1zke the humanzsts developmental theprists are perfert{y
omfortabie taking 2 position that some directions of developrent are
“better" than others and should serve as ﬂbsxrable goals for everyone.,
Develcpmenta}1sts probably stand a prectj good chance of gaining equa?
status with the acedemic*curriculum. In the first place, tﬁeir approach
has considerable intelilectual appea] but beyond  that deve?opmeruaiists
are likely to feel quite comfortable witn many of the traditions of academe.
They, Tike chamistry profés&ors, be!ieée that zhay know.better than §;udents- -

- wWhat constitutes their fie1d of expertise whiie they are not quite sé

.«\m-—»‘“,_‘ .
r

crass as to give A's and F! ;_j$ personai deve?opment, they do have confi-

dence that position 9 or stage 6 or whatever is better than stage 1. 0n their
Qascale of °go deve?opment or moral judgment, '
To il]ustrate the devezopmenta! posjtwon, let me describe briefly one

model that was specifically created for understanding the college year;.
It is the intellectual and éthica) development séheme of William Perry‘ : ;
of ‘the Bqlgau of Study Council at Harvard (1970). Perry qbserved that
students moved thr04gh a common developmental sequence, At the }owest
level of development are students who perceive the world in absolutist

. terms of. right and wrono, good and bad,. -?hey seig to Tearn from their

ry .

teachers, who are perceived &s authorities ‘the Mright” answers. These

4

students at tne}?ow‘end of Perry's developmental Scale are c!ose.to some-—

» -

conéeptions of the idéal‘saudent--siwple, udqdést%oﬂinq, and obedtemt:

Needless to say, Perry found few of these paragons at Harvard, .,

A}
N

< As the student begins to deveiop th'ougn interaction with a stamu~

lating environment he percexves greater diversity of opunxon GCLEDtS 1t
~ =N

as legitimate but tevporary. still hopeful of a final answer. Gradually

. ,
' .
. . .
3 59 . . ‘ , \
. R . s .
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1t becones ciear that uncertairty in this world and Hts knowledge is

9xténsive and widespread. Students in the middie siagas of developrent

attempt to deal with ambiguity by not trying to make sense of it, grant-

ing instead that "anyone has a r@ght to his own obi&ion." At the highest

Tevels of &evelopmeu;, the student finds his own identity and his own

commitment. In the theory of developmentalists, growth moves through %

sequences from simpiicity to compliexity aﬂd from differentiation to

integration, f

J This description of the developing student is a much tighter model

" than that of thehumanists, Indeed, most 6&V§Tﬁ§m§ﬁ€§?'tﬁ§6?§$ts talk ' ‘“""“%

about‘mcre circumscribed areas of concern than personal development.

| *%hw;g;y use adjectives 1ike moral development, ego development, or ethical :
developwent, but basica!!y they are all talking about a core of being -

W/
that is so basic that it is hard to see how it would not pervade all of A‘

«l

what most of us mean when We tatk about student development.

In a nutshell, developmenta? theory posits a central structyral

-

orgahizatWOn ahxch is contxnua??y mod/fied throagh interaction with ‘the

environment to evolve inte higher-order structures representing levels
of development. The three basic ideas around which developmental theory
is built are structural organization, deveiopmnnta! sequeﬁce. and.

* {nteractionism. The developmente] position s that .

deve1opmenta! behavior change is irreversible,

general over & [1elC T TESPONSES, sequenttaty T

and hierarchical. 4hen a set.of behavior

changes meets all these criteria, changes are -
< termed stages or structural reorganizations

(Kohlberg & Mayer, 1972, p 486.)

Developrentalists would implement their theéry by providing appro-

priatély challerging and stimulating experiences which would push the

4

L

-

14



developmental stages provigifig the clue for the type of problem tha

would serve as the apprépriate stipulus for the student at a given ?t;;;\\\\\\\\

"~
of develogment, . '

Lawrence Kohlberg has sparked a great deal of interest recently in
moral éevelopment. He implements his theory by teaching courses wﬁiéh
consist primarily of small-group discussions of moral dilemmas and of
principles for solving them. There are aiso iectures and readings de-
signed to-raise some basic issues in mpral phi?ésoghy and in psychology
related to persona) deve!opmeﬁt, Sprinthall and his colleagues (Mosher,
Sprinthail, et. al., 1971) present a related but somehwat different .

model for what they term "deliberate psychological education." Their

developmenta mode) emphasizes practical experiegnce in working with
other people as a means to seif-understanding,

* Since the theery and the programs of humanists and developmentalists
differ substantially it i{s to be expected that assessment procedures
will differ also. Developmentalists are interested in assessing the
process by which conclusions or decisions are reached. They are not
concerned about measuring which attitudes and values are adopted; rather
they are looking at the reasoning of the student, Thus, their instruments

for assessing student development are complex scales designed to reflect

\

“;Eé nature of the underlying structural corganizaticr which may be called
the eéo, or cognitive structure or whatever. While such scales are |
extremely attractive because they are the only insirurents we have to ﬁq
date that were designed specifically to measure developrental progress, R “

they have some disacvantages tot. They are almost aluays cifficult to




trairing in a specific theoretical posx;xon Furthegfore because they

4

’

T =12 -
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aawiﬂiste: and complicyted te score, usually requiring spec;a!x’ed

/

aim_ax complex ard’ 1ittle unders'ood processns the measures of develop-
mental theorists are not nice clean jnstruments from a psychometric point
of .view. There are almost always problems Witu'rglxabx3ity, validity,
etc, It is probably fair to qay that the contributions of the develop-
mentalists to date have been more theoretical than practical, but I
Qou!d suggest that enyone who is ;eriouslv "*ﬁ*esied in student Qevélop-
ment as a prcfegsion,would be ;e31 ady v ve throughly grounded in
tbé theory and models of the developmentalists. .

The thirg approach te student development is familiar to many of
you who read the research on students reported by people such as Trent

and Medsketr (1968), Chickering (1969) Fe!dnan and Newcomb (1969), and

. Astin (196*) Multi¢imensiona! models for student development grow out

of fesearch'ﬁeaésres and ¢ .cefve of people growing at kifferent rafSS
along separate, but not Aecessariiy independent dimensions, Models
typicafiy measure 3&ve?opmental status along 7 to 12 scales or vectors
or competehicies spaaning the breadth ang depth of human abilities.
Huitidiéensigna?ists are usually. not much concerned with iheory but if
they bow to any thecrist, it is to 8. F, Skinner end behaviorism in which

the responses of organisms are linked to the stimuli of the environment.

They try to establish the connections between cause and effect. The

most forthright statement of an empirical approach to student development
. i p

has been made Qy Panos (1968) who suggests that rather than starting with
broad gaals for educatioen, we might go at it the other way around and

find out what actually happens to students in college. “Perhaps” he

B sa§s. “after, we have been able to discover and adequately docurent what *

b

I

.t}

%
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the outcores of coilege are we can trink ebout hhether ve Tiks them or
not and what we can or’cannot do about them {(p 309) .

Tn date, educators have followed the Panos prescr}ption only to a
po%nt. Major attention has been given to’ what happens presently to
the average stddeﬁt oﬁ the average campus. Sore peop]g, most ‘notably
Arthur Chickéring (1969),.havearelated student cﬁqué.to casmipus environ-
ment and made some recormendations aboutgﬁzQ to def%berate]y educate to
maximize the types of change that.také place. now without much censcious
planning. But by and large the educational cotmunity has not taken a”
position on what wE 1ike or don't 1ike abnut what habpens io;studéﬁts as-
they proceed through college, and we certainly have no program to accen—

tuate-the positive and eliminate the negative,

Most praptit1oners, i suspect, look first to the multidiménsinna?fs&;

, e
for assessment tools Yor rather obvious reasons. Instruments such as’ ¥HE.

Omnibus Personality Inventory:(OPI) and the Activities Index (AI) were

carefﬁlly designey by regpected researcﬁersi they are velatively easy to
obtain, to administer, and to score; and they result in so-called haid

data that has a certain amount of academic credibi]ityl The problem is :
that’ such research instruments are usdally designed to méqsé}e what does
happen, not what educators think should happen. For ‘example, the finding
that students across a broad spectrum of colleges become less support:ve

of trédttxonal religious values from frerhman to senior year does not

-

fndicate that educators set oot to accomplish that end nor does ig even “’ﬁk

indicate that we think that one's position with respect to religious
p-actices is a major dimension of personal development. Most educators,

and especially developmentalists, would be more interested in-the process

’Qy which students reached their positions. If traditional reliyion is

Ty

~
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rejected to demonsfrate emancipation from parents or to curry favor with

with peers, we are likely to think tpat the mdw‘iu 1 13 insa fan'Iy
adolescent stage of development If on the other hand, the student
‘reaches a p051t10n on §e11g1on after a earefu1 examination of its place
in his‘or her life, then whatever the dxrectlon of the decision, the
‘individual demonstrates personal development in the ability to make
Judgments, consistent with a sense of identity.

While peréonality"and attitude inventories can-be. used to assess
student development, théy must be carefuliy selected and. all concerned:j
students, faculty, and student development facilitators--should have a
clear undergtanding of whét q&alities are bding meésqred and whether they
. represent dimensions of personal development. t

T Most hompetency-baséd'programs of education are multidimensional.
and some of them have used some very creative approaches to assessment.
Alverno Co11ege in Milwaukee, wxscon51n (1974) has designed a competence-
*. based program which defines eight competencies eacn with six leveTs of
) accomplishment. Levels are sequenced in ‘steps of iﬁcréasihg complexity
ﬁnd conceptual di}ficu]ty, and students proceed step by gtep to demonstyate
competency. By carefgl definition of what they wish to accéép]ish and by
*-obtaining congensus within the Pollege community that demonstration of
thése competeqcies fulfills graduation requirements, Alverno has set the
stage for good assessment. -

Let's take a simple example of how an Alverno student might deron-
stra;e Level ] achi;vement in Competency 7. (omwpetency 7 is defined as
the development of an awareness and understanding of the world in which
the individual lives. At Level 1, the student is- expected to demonstrate

perception and knowledge of events in the contuzporary world. OCne.way to

a
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assess, *haf competency wouid be through a typical test of cugrent -avents.,

But A]verno takes the posztxon that the competnncy fhey W%sh to encouragev

'15 nof‘paper andg pencil knowledge but the ab111ty to converse with other e

adults abcu; contemporary evenos ¢hus thewr assessment consasts of .

directed d}scusswon in wh;ch four to six studeots sit down w1th a trained

¥

discussion leader to engage in ora? exchange A tra1ned four-member

\J

assessment team drawn rfom students, faoulty, alumpaa, and people from.

- the community, observes the performance, eevaluates it in specific terms

and reaches consensus regarding the competency of,epch student.
Such a modgl has potential for student. devé.opment programs. «The
abilxty to comnunlcate effectively, the development of rnterpersona}

sens1t1v3t1es .and an understandlng of the contemporary ‘world are all®

.

developmental competencies that can be assessed thvough use of directed

*
.

discussion, ) : L

-

’ Forfﬁﬁéfélywwe‘are*becomtng incfeasxng:y soph1st1cated 1n the

-development of a great variety«of assessment techn1ques. The CAEL

- Project- (Cooperatxve Assessment of Exper1ent1a1 Learn1ng) is, successfuliy

Comblnwng the meéacurement expertlse of Educational Test1ng Serv!ce with =\\\ \

o .
the pridctical experience of educators in the search_fonwgew ways to ‘ ' »

Ape Swrm Ll s g

assgss experientiai learning. Since personal development leans to - . z

LA AT A

experiential 1earnxng, as opposed' to clas;room or book 1earning, the

new booklet 1ssued by CAEL ent1t1ed A Comrpendium of As sessment Techniques (Knapg,

l & Sharron, 1975) prov1des a he]pful overview for student deve]opment spe€ialists.

It defines, illustirates, evaluates, and prov1des references for nine
procedures‘ for the assessment of experiential learning. Included are

very brief discussions of performance tests, simulations’, assessment

\‘\

*
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centers, examinations, interviews, self-assessment, ratings, and product

.1 have" spent much of my precious time. this morning tryfng.to clarify

the meaning tehind three prominent models for student development because

-

it is my firm conviction that most of the sins of assessment are-committed

because people do not know what they want to measure rather than because

they do not know how to measure an objectfve that, is c]ear to them.

. Student development specia11sts need not be frightened out of the assess- ’ ‘ B

ment arena because of a mystique of technical. Jargon. ﬁhat 1s needed is? -
a careful cast1ng of procedures into an assessment fraﬁework with due

respect for such elementary concepts of measurement as reliability and

~validity. Does the technique give consisteney of measurement fron time

. to time and from person to person? Does .it measure what you want it to !

-

e

The f1e1d of student _development s quite fluid at the moment This

means that there is room for a!most any carefully formulated hypothesis ;
about the Qevelopmental process No one of the three models I have pre-
sented has a c]ear mandate to serve gs the model for student development '

spec1a11sts As a matter of fact most pradtwt1onershere‘eo]e;thﬁprgg;““;;h

B N o

matists, drawing from whatever theory seems to work.” But pragmatic -

]

license should not serve as a'cover-up for blissful ignorance of the

atternatives available. I suspect that ACPA will Rot find successful

N 4
new careers for student development facilitators until individuals
within the profession are able to formu]ate'and articulate their own ]

. . i ‘ B
clear concept of student development. Obviously, not 'everyone needs to -
come to the same conclusion, but we do need to extricate the profession

from the massive confusion that reigns today as ACFA mcves into its
1 .
Y
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.second half century." ) ! T oy
. ', Let me’ give hrm(amp]e of the sort of problem that exists noiy-in

our professional journals. A recent article described nine "student

~deve1opment" projects 1nc1ud1ng among them such é€t1v1ties as an 1nf0rma- ‘ b

» m—

tion/cris1s sw1tchboard and 3 student characteristics survey. However - - L;;'
va]uable such' campus services may be, calling them "student deve1opment"

only confuses the issue, leading to the inevitable artic]e-that followed

”\

in another journal entitled "Sfudent services vs. student Hevelopmenf'
7’

Is there a difference’"1n which the author urges readers to do thelr job - . _:\\

and not to worry about dist1ngu1shing betweeﬁ“deve]opmenta! ana serv1ce

programs. T . ‘

h There is, I think, a profound and important di?terence"between . _—

stqdeet.services end student development that must be recognized if the - ( C.
'movement is t6 have)any credjbility. Offering student‘services that are 7. )

useful and desirey-and even necessary is not the same thing as offering .

Tprograms de11berate1x.desxgned to help students know who they are and what
_they wish to be and to do in this Tlife. This is not to say that certain,
student serv;ces cannot be student deveiopment oriented. Grant {1972), ‘
for example, notes that f1nanciel aid can be administered to stimulate
student growth as well as to meet‘finangfal need. What should be made
clear is that_stu&ent deve]opment s not just another euphemism that ‘

will give student pérsonnel work a more modern look. It is an educational

program de]1berate]y designed to foster the personal development of students

in the best way that we know how N

R 4

-

If we are to make substantial progres; and to gain the respect of

students and academic colleagues, we will have to begin to educate a new
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generation of student development spec1a11sts in the ‘graduate schoo]s and
in substantlveqtn servwce workshopst They‘will ‘neéd to be ab]e.go conJ
.tribute to the scdearshxp and research and theory and pract1ce of human
development feom birth through adolescence and col]ege--from mqrr1age

: through rettrement and.death. e have not yet started to tratqﬂthis kind

. of Ieadership in our graduate gchoelsf thtlixe develop our own scholars

- and theorists and reeearchers"we'will make no Hong-lasting co;tribqtion ‘

to student deveIopment and the concept will die onrning )

May your SOth anniversary represent the continuation’ of the best .of

- the old and-the start of a successful new careér. o,
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