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NS I would like to do what manv are guilty of at this type of svmpasium.,
¢
- t\: , ' M ) . « ' e A . . 3.
o<l I'in not going to speak to the general topie. One reason is that after
~ '___‘ (\' A
o hearing all the data and summaries previouslv presented -- all of - )
' by which represent fine institutional research,efforts sorelv needed in
. A AN . .
this area -- I'm not going te fall wictim to the "dpagging coals to " - .
Newcasyle“ syndrome. Aubrey, John, Dave, and Frnie, because of their '
O . 3 Yy
program involvement, know more about the correlates of success at
2 ' . i Y N ,
their specifi® institutions than I do, and their institutions are a.
- . - . . /£
« falr representation of the tvpes of nontraditional programs that eyist
todav in higher education.}
' N N ) Ay N ¢
Correlates bf,qudtess implyscriteria of success. Also, T think
we realize that correlates can go down the drain if *institutional °
) ' arthritis thwarts students from activating what theyv might bring to a
universitv of program. }ere is where T can add some information. So
T would like to talk firsc about developments the Cooperative Assessment ° )

» . .~

wf Experiential Learning (CAEL).proipct Las fac%iita;ed‘in the area of

»

lﬁ“ student and progfam evaluation and then what we have learned in the o °
- &
o past two vears. '
& . o
N CAEL, orfiginally funded bv the Carncgie Corporation in March 1974 ’
and now.funded by Carnepte, Lillv, Ford, and the Fund for the Improyv—
W ’ '
e metit of Postsecondary Education, began as a cooperative project of
A ) I . }
A \ |
w w }
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e i; |
y |
Q . . .
ERIC , . P
P v | ‘ d o |
Ay I * .




¢ ' ' '

f »Educational Testing Service and-ten task ‘force institutions, such as

+
>

Antioch College, F1 PEEB,Communitv College, Florida International.

~

University, California State University and Colleges, and the
Massacﬁuse}t& State College System. 1Two institytions represénted on

this panel, Empire State and Metropolitan State are also.g¢n this task

.

force. . > . P

.CAEL has become”the primaryv focus throughout the country for
L A . .

exchange of information about assessment ot experiential learning.”
. . xperignt ,

- Dyring its first vear, the project received some 2,000 requests for

informatfon from agencies, institutions, and individuals. CAEL issues:
¢ . [ L N 4

"d Newsletter to facilitate -copmunication, and it convenes two Assembly
- . Al

meetings each year. The CAHL Assembly includes close to 250 insticut§ons,

3
¢ 3

~ manv of wnich describe themselves as nonttaditional institutions or \

N

-institutions with nontraditional programs. .

Early in the prpject four prigrity areas were established by the

' ' . ' 5 i
CAEL Steering Committee. These were: ° N | )

1. Assessing the achievement of interpersonal skills

- )

Uge of portfolios in assessing nonsponsored learning

[£%)

” .

4
i 1% Assessing the learning outcomes of work or' field experience
4.

qﬁse of expert judgment in'assessing learning outcomes

Durihg 157&—75, ETS staff assigned to CAEL, workin® with a large

!
&

°

! . R A Y
number of educatbrs, .esearchers, and other specifalists from CAEL

metber institutions, contributed to these priority areas through a
series of ten working papers. ’In addition, CAEL‘commissioned‘ZO special

projects on individual campuses and provided small grauts to support
~ .

these und¢rtakings. Five special project rebozts have so far resulted.

.

. .
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In the second year of CAEL, the following areas were designed for
7 - : .
v« project focus in add.cion to Assembly clearinghouse activities: . »
1§ * d °

1. " validation. Evaluatior and revision of assessment procedures, and
» Y

matdrials developed in the firsc year of ‘Qéhyroiect:(through

. widespread experimental use.in Assembly fnstitutions and through
\ . . . . \
. a series?of field studies). g v -
r / 2

2. Operational Models. Cooperative work on problems of ingdgrating g
new assessment. techniques into existing institutional administrative
N . .

procedures, academic policies, and organizationa structures.
< .-

o

3. Facultv Development. Imgrovement of faculty understanding of

o » %' a ; .

rationalesifof efperiential‘learning and techniqu¥és for assessing

» .

~
.

a

learning outcomes. . . o
. I
’ -~ Y

. s .
During the p@&; year, activities of the CAEL Assembly have expanded

.
t

substantially. For example, 54 institutions ar¢ involved .in tryout of
* '\o, .
+ materials, 24 in field research, 16 in faculty development, and 12 in -
‘ -
opeyational models.-. " -
P . . \

- The CAEL project has as its focus one aspect of nonfraditionaI
j ) ' '
education -- experiential education. Therefore mv remarks concerning

~ tt .
correlates of succes$, succe$s criteria, and program evaluation and

- A d - .
evolution will deal with programs that inwvolve students 'in some type:
: \

of exberiential learninéf. This learning may result from experiences

+

-
prior to co?lege enttv such as work, volunteer efforts, hobbies, and ’

ETanl as well as experiences sponsored by, institutions such as field

experiences, indgpendent projects, and crosscultural studies. T will

.
~

N Y N

qrganize my impressions around these topics:




,

‘*!. ' ’ ‘ . * .6 '\ . . *
n:Nll.; Structure and proliferai;Qn of experiential lgarniﬁg programs
i *aa ‘ et . \ e ) °

¥ , N
. . . 2. Emergence ‘of student as advocate . . v

: v . *
<" 3. \Cﬁgfacteristics of students ‘enrolled in such programs .
" . : . ) ‘ A :
4. Focus! bf expériential education programs X .
. 3 re et A;.' /‘; : -~

«5. Defiming criteria of success fo@ sich programs

‘ BT
™ . i - &

)

Strycture and proliferatiod of experiential learning programs
K J . AR . v ’

Y s ..

., Our panel has already noted thit the correldtes and criteria .of success
P ! v - T .. N
- » ! - . N
are unextricably bound tb program structuresand [characteristics. This is

¢
,

a simple notion but often, forgotten when look{ng at wheres students come ki
, ¥ . b . ' .
from and where they are going. This idea coupled with the rapidity with™
- A

;- which experiential proéra@s are multiplying givéé me cause for alarm. Peter

-
-

. -

- Meyer in his book, Awarding Collegé Crelft for Non-Coliege Learning, ndtes’

. ‘ " ¢ thit Brooklyn College began crediting priar.learniﬁgfaround 20.years "ago.
. ! .
: °  Most of us know that in the 1920's the University o& Qiggignati designed
'\\v“ - . . "/. [ Y SN
the first college-sponsored“%%rk study prograr in the United States.
. - * o] l\ L=y
‘ . 4 .
 Field experiences and work study have steadily increased in institutions - ¢

"N,

-

since the Cincinnati experiment. so that now most “traditional and non-

3
traditional institutions have $ome sort of sponsored learning experience
-, ) »
outside of the classroom.

» . e

|
} .

The xecognition ef prior learning, however, was a long ;ime_coming
0y ' after Brooklyn College. It wasn't until the late sixties ?nd early
. Yy [ 4 N
seventies that the.crediting of noncollege léarning bg ame recognized as,

a viable option for adilts, in terms of shortening the |time needed to earn
a degree., At a rough county from that time-'until now, the number of
(i . ' ©

- i

- programs offering credit for prior learning Ls approximately 200. Because
: P : :

s - - '
. .
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. stem declining entollments. In institutions such as these, the new

Je 5 ¢ : . € -

- . A}
prior lparning assessment is’in its infancy, and field experience programs
- N - .

a>\‘burgeoning and coming of age, few educators and program directors have

.
- -
.

“had time, or the'data, to sit back and reflect on where this is all lead- .

,
’ * ‘ ¢ .

ing. Some of the exceptions to this observation are sittihg up here right

at
- N _ ; -
now. . - ) \/' ' -~ ‘. v '
~z . N .
. At any rate, we have learned through the CAEL project that haéte in
R . ) . , . c‘ - . .
putting suéﬁaéxpé;jeﬁt}aL\programs into opefhtf n may causé serious probléms.
- P SR .
Many progfdms—a(é'pbbr&y'qpﬂbeptuali&ed. - This \{s particularly true in )
. .- . N .7 .
the c¢ase of pradigi 1 institutioné‘wjtfl3ontraditio components. Many ‘
‘0. i t\ .’ ’ * ) ) | ¢ ‘Q ) :' M *
times field expefience and credit for prior learning are tac on as an,
b v .
e . . ) .
. addendum or a ca gteria offeringotoﬁgecruit new and differemt-students to 'Q

I{,
students shoy disappointmenf withf the lack_of a.rationale for experiential'

‘1éarni§;, poor assessment practices,sand lack of integration of
expeviential léearning with classroom éxperiences. Students become
. . — P . . \% . B
nchanted and eigheruﬂ%%p-out or turn to the more traditional degree

- -

di

plaus-at-their institutions. The persistent ones who fall back to

N * ~

ugually white, middle-class males who desperately

LN .

.

a change in career, or those
» .

traditional sﬁhdy are

need w degree for job advancenlent or
.

1 -

. -~ e
individuals who have a healchv nquer of previous dr%gits in traditional

' . N . <4

»

academic sgitiﬁg§. By the way, .this is one of-thé'changes-bhat noR-

i

B - e

’ P}
traditional higher edtication hasgwrought - the blanket acceptance of - - ..
.transfer. credit for previous college work. C et '
s ] \ . v ' . b <o
1 gueis'what I am saying is ‘hat if/you don't believe in exg@tiéntial _
education and if it is not-integrated with the traditional éurricula, . |
. .. ) )
then don't try i{t. JFor that matrter, if you do try {t, rrelgtes‘and |
PN . |
. .

. b ¢ " . " - : ;4
J i . 1
. ) ~ ’ : . “;
- O ‘ i

¢ ] 3 .




N - . . ) > . -
criteria of success will make no sense since program weaknessesswill
e - . .

. 1

) : I3 Il I3 ’_' ; ‘g . 3
. « give you serindibitous findings. 1In those cases where institutions are.

'
» LI

innovative or where traditional institutions have blerded 'new

' ' . ‘
\

chartere

br9grams with O g in such a way that proggém évalua;ion and Gﬁque’is

. ' . .
. < . . L. . .
. attuned to student clientelg, one can be more assured of ﬁpe success of v -
’ N ! ' . - . Ly . 7 . °* N o
’ - * student§ in terms of their personal satisfaction as well as'their - : -
i : - ' . ‘ ) ’ : ' .
s . further education and future employment obportunities. . .
- ) R . . . ¢ .', ‘
. . . ‘ o . - - .
.. , . < . . - - . N . &
< Emergence of student. as advocate ' e : "
g oty $ - s . '
' R . ;. ' g L . ..t}.s . . |
VAR In this age of consumerism, students are becoming md;e articlilate ) )

A . . .
- . -

\ - . . ‘.
about what they expect from an education and, in fact, once they ' ate
. ) . - o . . .. .

. enrolled, they are deeply coﬁcerned about getting their money's worth ,
> ' and whether there is "truth in advertising." They find an experiential
. (\' learning option described in a b%quJreﬁ they appl;jfor itd. After .

enrollftent they discover hrrangemenps are tenuous, agsessment is.shoddy,

. and that they learn nothing from field pPlacement or portfolio assessment. :
. ' And let me say here that the assessment of prior Learning dgnd field
—
experiencé learning 'should not be a set of administrative drocedures
- ¢ . . . [
whereby studencs obtain credits and or advanced standing. The assessment
n‘. ’ , . . - N ‘
process itself should be a‘learning experience that can be wedded with
- ‘ o .
the student's educationa? and careg¢r goals. Selling or@dits.étrictly

-

.

for time-shortening a degree is an innovation that would be most:
L3 . s

. " *characteristic of a poorly conceptualizéd program with a weak educational

L
r

. - rationale. [ think we all feel this type.of nontraditional optibn has

.no place in higher education. : '
. J

-

18

-;/" L suppose that if we are to take the quote’ from the Commission,
‘pertaining to full educational cpportunity for atl, that Dave Forman

o K .
. 9]
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shqred with ug, we have to mean it when we design nontraditicnal programJ.

> .
v

Brochures that contain .descriptions and the educational rationales of

&

) 4 L b . . *
pxograms'should accurately reflect reality and. the commitment of the

- - ’

« e » ) 3
offering institution. Full opportunity implies this type of honesty and
' S

e

.
. -

also impfieé (pardon the ghan€e of Cy Houle's title)lﬁflgxibility/b§

. “ -
design." i A . »

or . . . @

- -

Characteristics of student clientele ~

Z

At this point instime, several sgpdent profiles have emerged from
. N
our experiences during the CAEL project. Prior learning assessment

options are usually exercised by white, middle-class males or middle-
‘ -

clads homemakers witﬁ previods college work who feel.it is «time for
. b . ‘},-

.the'ir second. chance at obtaiﬁin%‘a credential. In field experience

.- -

programs, we find younger students who have always been restless in a

classroot and’who are orfented toward doing. These ‘students often have
/ .

had significant extracurricular achievements during their adolescence

'

.and are now ready §§r more of the same. Another profile is emerging

though. Students who might be classified as lower clags or lower

" LY

< :
middle~class, and are attending community cqlleges because of pinches_,

. . . - ~ . &
in family fundsy seep attracted to field experience because of the

-

.
-

o ) L -
bread*and-butter attractior of having a work experience that may 1ea7

w
‘ -

ty a job or may pay them while they are getting credit for_ the eiperiencel

- v
The profiles we have uncovered pose.some interesting challenges for
g

the future. We know ‘that individuals that succeed.in ngntraditional

~ v '

programs are much like their cohorts in traditional programs. We still

%.\ i ) . P ~
don't know If we afﬁ saviqg more indivjdtaYs that are, associated with

,

.

outgroups from educational extinction than traditional program$ might.

[t g ’ .

We do know that nontraditional programs are attracting more of these

.
.
»

N




-

. o
* 1nd1viduals dun}traditiona programs. Still in nontraditional

. L/ . ° . . ) \.~
. education, we have to find ways of becoming more facile at accomm8¥\
. ‘ _ '
dating minorities, senior citizens, welfare recipients; and, for ghat

matter, prisoneéﬁ. Again, if we are to live up to the sp{rit of the : y
sl . . . ) . . P &/
Commission's question, we must find ways of doing this. Some gf You . y

may not think veu have the faculty resources, time,-on the space to do
- \
this, and vou may think why should vou. Well, I am sure you have seen_

.

the gloomy picture that NIE has painted about the declining enrollment

.
e

o} 18 }ear—dlds. dhe baby-boom is over; the 18 year~-olds you expect

: - ¥ . >
N . to apply as freshman in 1985 have not been born. They are not here.

Therefore, more .and more middle-class males and females will be eager

.
-

to také up this slack if ﬁbu les them and plan for them. There is a °

catch. Since the minorityibirth rate has not decrgased, we can also ’

=Xpect more young people coming to college who will be the flrstoin -

their family to do so, and, as‘?ud Hodgkinson of NIE says, more and
m;re students wito don't speak the language we have been used té hearing
\ Bnd who eat qtraﬁge things for breakf;st. ‘ s -

. ' ~ From Qpe data 1aih out for us today and frsm CAEL ‘studies, I don't

think we know for certain that we found the best ways of receiving these

\
‘ people, dealing with the%1'{ndividua1 learning.needg, and helping them

[y

receive maximum benefit from their education. Remember-nontraditional '

h

»
study was defined as a .student=-cefitered approach to education. It would ‘
» .

seem that institutions jﬁ'thg CAEL Assembly. have fsved up to this

» s
-

definition, except that the target population is limited. Some groups

&gre easler to c¢ast into nontraditional modes than others. Here is a
£AY | r y [
. 4 .
.

chalienge. How can we design programs and learning assessment so that

there are no differential rates In terms of student success between

whitqs and blacks, lower and mtdéle-glaSS, oryoupg and old?

EMC ) S ! . . I/. . ' \

i v R /
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Focus oﬁ:experiential education programs.
- v : '

v ¢ ’ .

N

.. . " What T have to say about this}topic may border on hefesyﬁ As-far +

. , - ’
as I can tell, most CAEL and individual and institutional efforts have
emphasized insquutional needs and ;onstrnints‘oser student needs anh

, |access. This could be because of the infant-nature of expetiential 1

’

education. I would hope that in the very neejjfuture, projects and

programs would be developed that have a student-based approach in ‘the
‘ * & l Cd
form of access or outreach services for counseling students and providing

information, .so that studeats could find a match between their’ educational

. .
and lifelong’ learning needs and program~offerings.e Many of us have a

pd S

pretty good fdea about the panoply of nontraditional programs now ,

functioning in higher education but prospective students do not. As a
| . .;' . . . . ¢ .
——matter of fact, many individuals just have an.inkling\that they-may be

prospective students, but they do not know how_to 8O about flanning an

educational program and finally f1nd1ng an institution that can assiqilate

, .

. . a' .
them and respond ro their aeeds.’ ; ..
. . ) y ) '
~ . -« o \ A . .
. . > b .

K s’ » ' - i .
Deflning of criteria of success for experiential learningfprograms .
* .) ‘ .

I ap in total agreément with the 1dea that hds been repeated here ’

~

several times. Nontraditional education indicates nontraditional out-

¢ \tu ] - ) - ; !

comes and criteria of~success. 1 am sure we will be delineating these

-

/,,,,~—””"€;iteria dnd finding methods to measure these outcomes in the next ° ’

.

several years. However, I will run the risk of being labeled as an ’ . }

* 2

"elitist" (though I feel I.am not) by reminding you that the health aund

-

. vitality of such new programs as|described here today w1l be dependent

on some traditional readtings. .




Iy .

From our experivnce in CAEL, we know that students and lpstitutiong”

are deeply concerned about the acceptability~and hegotiabllity'of non- -

"traditional credentials. Acceptébilfty.has to do with further education

~
"

. L 4 .
in terms of getting admitted to a graduate or professlonal prosram,
r

- N

- \ o
doing better than average in the program, or completi the program.

- e @

. \ o
Negotiability, in occypational tepms, could mean gettihg a new job, a

raise, a promotion, or meeting professiofal requireménts for licensure.
2. ’ 8 r
»

Clearlv, we need to know whether a nontraditional degree that usually

A .
produces an atyvpical transcript is truly the coin of the realm. T am
N - -
\ A . - .
not saving that some of the criteria mentioned by Dave are irrelevant.

-

. 9
They\?re important.,\ﬁowever, to protect and ensure the future of the

students at institutions such as Metrop?litan Stawe, Fmpire State, and
. "o
M -

. \ . -
the University of Mid America and to prélong the lives of new educational

.

» .
programs, we first have to¢ know more about the accégtability,and

negotiability of nontraditional degreé§\\ . A
. . . : . ! S, "
H

In conclusion, perhaps I have- actedas ajneocritic and emphasized
: ’ ' ,

3 . ;
j negative impressions ove. positive ones 'even though I feel the gains
. i »

- . -

in this area have been great. However, with the press of reduced fund-",

ing and trise of anci»nontra@itional feeling in edugation, I think some
- . . y ) .
critical introspection on onr part is ne€ded. .\
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