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PREFACE . ,
., ., 4 T " ' g

« IS . \ B 'l

This paper represents the 'results of a“year long effort to give mean-
'ing to the concept of competency based education (CBE), as that congept
is now being used to think about element ry and secondary school ing,
Starting in December, 1975 with a fhree-iay cdnference sponsored by the
Northwest Regional Edfcational Laboragory,an effort has b&efPmade tb .
identify and clarify the issues-invdlved in CBE, spell out the ratipnale
and assumptions underlying it, and establish a set of working definitions
that will enable people interested in the coricept to communicate,meaning- .
fully about it, A.draft of the present paper was prepared immediately
follgwing the December conference (Schalock, Spady and Hathaway, 1976).
Reactions to the draft phovided a major. source of .input in preparing the
‘paper i?’it now stands. - % . - ’

£ N v P N ' ’

In the initial draft 6f the ‘paper. an effort was made~to-differ§nti-,
ate between what came _to be called the '"defining' and ''enabling' charac-
teristics of competency based education, and to identify within these the
characteristics unique-to CBE. An effort was made also to differentiate
competency based education from related edu;@tional developments, for
example, mastery learning end performance based learning, and yet show
how CBE incorporates.many of these developmentsg. “Finally, an effort was ' -
made to spell out alternative models of competency based education, and
to'establish frameworks for ‘making decisions about the design and imple- .
mentatiﬁn &f programs based upon them. These same lines of inquiry are
reflected in the present document, and many of t:i'tentative d,et’initi'on‘s"J
and agreements reported in the initial draft_have been maintaipqd. :

A factor which has complicated the prep;{étion of the paper is the
fact that its subjpct matter representsgessenkially uncharted ground.
work in the area of competen®y based teacher education served to identify
many of the issues dealt with:in the paper, and provideg the rudiments of ,
a language for dealing with them. The fledgling literature on the appli-
cation of competency based education in the public schools ‘also proved
to be helpful, but that literature is relatively limited. Probably the’
most important single rescurce drawn pon in the preparation of the paper
was Oregon's newly adopted Minimum Sandards For Elementary and Secondary .
Schools (Oregon Board of Educatlon,- 1976), a 'set of standards that appear
to incorporate the full rafge of concepts associated wjth a competency'
.based approach to schooling. Much of what ks proposed in the papert derives
directly from these standards, and from the understanding that has been
gained by working with schoold and the Oregbn Department of Education in -
attempting. to implement them, ) _ 4 .

Though the paper has’ beenyin preparation‘for nearly a year, it still

should be viewed as a working draft. In its present form it has not had -
wide review, and many of the concepts wrthin,it will undoubtedly be modi-
fied as gxperience is gained with them. More .importantly many 6f the in-

, terprétatiqns and projections as to impact that appear in the paper are
without empirical support. Plans call for the systematic study of compe- ( A

" tency based education in Oregon, both to determine ‘what (BE means opera-
tionally and what its consequences are in terms of costs and benefits, b

\until such inforpation is forthgoming much of what is prop ed must.be
Viewed as speculative. As the process of review proceeds;ocnd as information

. .
. ~— /
. . : .
. 4 , * ' J | (
.
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* ’ . . .
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is gained about the realities of competency based &ducation when actually
implemented, many of the concepts proposed will be refined or simply dis-,
carded. Others undotbtediy will' emerge. With full refpgnition that this

- will be the case it still s hoped that what has beeh kritten will be of
value both to perséhs'infqrested in implementing a competency.based approach
to elementary and secondary education and to those planning research on its’
implementationg, '

i As the reader will discover, the concept of coﬁbetqpcy.based educa-
tion is complex, and in many respects illusive, but it also is a concept "
that holds unusual promise for the improvement.ofsschooling.* [t is this
promise that has prompted the.Oregon Board of Education to design the new
standards for elementary and secondary schools in the state, and that has:

- prompted the National Institute of Education to 'sponsor the Oregon Cdmpe-
tency Based Education Program as a means of determining whether the promise
is real or imagined, Until there is evidence to 'the contrary, the act of

\\préparing the paper has:-led the author to believe the promise_is real:

R - "'_.g N o *
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INTRODOET 0N
s L - .
-The language' of competency based educat¥on is becoming increasingly
. . o . AR
common at aII levels of @ducation, and‘in popular as weﬁl-as profeSSionaI

Ilterature. Anumber of states have - enacted legislation or a opted admnn-

|strat|ve rules that carry the Ianguage, and a number of of ers are in
© * _—
the progess® of.doung so. As xet, however; there is no agreement as to the

i .-

Teaning of competency baﬂed education, and there is"dittle im common be-

.~ / . .

% . .
tween"programs that claim to beﬂ”competency based'.

.
’

s

The ianguage of competence has come to represent an educatnonalf

(
mo<ement whlch pIaces prwmary emphasns on the oyutcomes deS|red of 1earn-

a

3, » ‘
nng,.and evndence of outcome achnevement in contraSt to the emphasr5¢s %;'
é

' that has been placed hnstorncally in education oh mtterlals, procedures,

~

curriculum organnzatlon and other strabegems'designed to facilitate IearJ:
; .

ing. Beyond thns general orientation to outcomes and evndence, programi
1
that have adopted the Iabe1 “compétency based“ have Inttle in'common.

. r
[V 4 M

The nature of\rearnlng outcomes te bezﬁurSued varnes fromufhe acquisi-

_tion of knowledge to the mastery of basic skllls to the performance of . ‘

. - \
tasks requured by ]lfe roIes.~ The procedures followed in program 0pera-

.

- tion _vary From the, admlnnstratcon of a '""competency examlnatlon“ near the

end of ;choolnng to a total organlzatnon of schoolnng‘to support .the

deve]opment of |dentVF|ed competencies. A number of’ programs that vary

°
4 a

aiong these/1|nes are descrnbed*nn Chapter 2. - ‘ . .
' T,
’T.he attractivenl{s’s of the concept of competenc;g based education can

- ] . -

/
be traced t¢ a number of sgcieta] asrwelf as educatjonal conditions.

? o

Probably the mosit podérfhW of these is the sbeady erosnon of confidence ¢

in the publlc schools and thelr ability to educate. The apparent lack -.

-,
* .

of ability to design'effectjse educational programs for children from
. » B R N \ . .

v




minority and Iow-jncomé families hasTcontributed to the problem, and- it
. R ' ) ,
- . 't . R

has been qonfounded by recent reports of declining'test scores ahd other

|nd|cator§ of marginal perfoﬁhanqe on the part of hlgh school ‘graduates s

(Clank and Thompson, 1976). When these clrcumstances are comblned wsth

‘4

the sharp increase, that has occurred in- uhe costs of schoollng durlng the

past decade, the outcry for accountabvl:ty on the part of our: schools is

-

underStandabLe.

Competency based educatTon, with its emphasns on ouécomes and evi-
dence of Outcome ach:evement == and its added emphas:s on outcg*es that
relate d:rectly-to performance in 1ife roles -- is seen ‘as_an approach

to school ing that meets this |ncreaSIng demand forlaccountablllty while
‘e

iovercomlng the circumstances that have glveh rise to’ that demand.

-
‘ Another cond|t|on that has contrlbuted to the emergénce of competency

-

»

’

’ based educatlon is the remarkable progress that has been made over the past
3 ® o

‘decade in tHe technology of |nstrhction, assessment_and information manage-

- > ™ I -
‘ment. The emergence af the performance or goal-based instructionad move-

«
N

ment, the concept.of mastery learning, and the development of tested in-

7

Y

‘structional materials are cases in point. So is the adoption by educa®
. ) \ ,
tors of the principles of applied performamce testing that have'begn used

I'd

for years in industrial and mniltary settings, and the evqutlon ‘of the

. concept  of crlterlon and domaln referenced testtng as aIteznatlves to the

i

norm-referenced procedures that have been used almost exclusively b" v

B

educators in the past. The\\£format|on storage and retrieval capab|lit|es

.

now available through computer technology, and the evolution of strategles
* KSR RN f - N

for data management and utlllzatlon in decisiop making, makes e possuble

L

to applyjeffectlvely the |nstruct|on and adsessment capebllltles presently
P [N PERN P {

7 A .

C
available to gchools. Competency based education makeg.full qu of Aall

these developmehts.ﬂ ‘ 1.1




B N ' . /‘ .
A thnrd condition that ﬁas contrlbuted segnnfncantly to.the emergence
4 v \. . f\ . .
of competency based educatlon'ls the recent but.vldely ?nfluentpal hns- - @
. N ' -'\ “'.« ‘\"' b {.' T + RN - . A ". %

. " _téry of competency based teacHEr edu ron) ‘ﬂnutlated\ln 1968 th&pugh a\

- . ) -
~ 3

grant program funded by the Unlted States Offlce of, Educatnon, competency_ _% )

o -

.
- . A t

" based teacher educatnon evolved from a serles of "'mogde 4’ deyelaped oyer\

a two-year period of time to an approach “to the prepafatlon o}/te

~ P v

e€rs ..

_that is now benng lmplemented in the maJornty of teacber preparatnon in-

v

. -

stJtutlons in the nation. In much the same way ghat states are moving
. . " * .

to adopgt a competency based approach to graduation requirements at the G

. LY . ! . . ~

secondary-school level, twenty states have Yornagly adopted or %andateg,-
. C. . N ‘ .
a:competency*based appfbach to teacher prepgration as a basis:for certi-

.

Lt - Y
-

‘ ' . , . . : Iy .
fication and/or progrdm apprQval ‘(Merrow, 1974). Many of the concepts
(3 . L] ' .

N

and procedures now being used in the design of competency based'prograhs .
+ i Y . * - . .

at' the elementary-secondary level have been taken directly from the work * .

¢ ’ . . . . .

y that has been done in the arena of competency baged teacher education

. N
, . . g )
W|thoqt this resource the evo?utnon of competency based educatlon would

-+ " €

.
- -
.

:have been much slower, and would have reflected ny more false starts
than have been observed thus far.
» - /

A recent chapter &y Gage and Winne in the 1975 ¢earbook of the -
. : . 4 ! -

.

I

’ : National Society for the Study of Education provides an excellent re-

. T ) . ¥4 N e
~view bf the history and.igsues involved in competency based teacher educa- ~1
. L e .

tion' for persons interested in this parallel field of endeavor. . e

Iw’spite'of these various developments, or perhaps because of them, -

tHere s ,a great dealﬂoflconfusica and uniertainty asﬁto the meaning of
. . ]

. ,competency based education. - Spady has described the general lack of con=

ceptual clarity with respect to the concept as follows: ‘

'"With over fifteen states, currently considering or tmple-
) menting a range of [CBE' schemes for their elementary’or . v ...
gﬂiondary #chools, this uncoordinated movement is rapid]y -

1 | . o 1}2» .
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.

<7
transformlng into a bandwagon that promi‘'ses to be the Great
‘American Education Fad of the 1970's. And Jike most self-
respectirg fads in American educatlon over the past few
decades, this -CBE bandwagpn cannot be accused of having
put its conceptual hodse in order before launching on its

.. unchafted parade route and accumulating a vast and Lively
following. "Aside from a universal belief in-~the desir-"
-ability ‘'of stident competenée the? adherents and pracWhN
tioners of currept elementary and secondary scho?;dgﬁ
are marchlng {or. ‘parading) in dlfferent uniforms dif
drummers playlng\dufferent tunes. . Basic definitions, concep-
tual*clarity and analyses -of the organnzatlonal and social ‘
‘implications of varnOus CBE-approaches are badly needed.'
asm,p2) : o |

. \
~ *

~

) [ - V o
- . L . L

Tﬁz\purpqse of the present 'paper .is to. begin the proceas"of bringin;\

conceptual clarity and order <o ''this bandwagon in search of‘definitfonﬂ.

o The wnde variety of educatidnal practices
to the concept oﬁdﬁbmpetency based educatjon, and.the
variety. of programs that carry ‘the labél of competency
based educationy have been revnewed and placed in hns-~
torical .perspettive; - .. . .

- - » -
. . -

y B
Based on the\ésreV|ews,'a ‘working definition for. the
eoncept of ¢ompetency based educatpon has been pribosed'

Toward this end a number of steps have been taken? )
&Zat relate

The |mp11cat|ons of this defnnltnon for the organnzatlon
and operatlon of schools have»been explored, and
Alternative ' deIS“ of cbmpetency based educational '
programs have een developed to illustrate the varia-,
tion that can exist in such programs and still be in

. keep!ng with the proposed defnnltnon -

gy . s : ' 7
‘&
All of these’ steps ars essentnally ana\ytncal and descrlptnve The

h 4

%3 emp‘aical lnvestlgatlon of competency based educatnon .and its implica-
9 - )
"/ %ions is EEnng planned, |nc]uding its impact on student learning and the -

cost of séhboling (Hathaway, et. al., 1976) , but under the best of condi-

‘tions definitive results from these studies will not be available for

three or four years. Until,gkis research is in,persons interested in '

-

. . . ) .. . A . &
implementing a éompetency based approach to educagﬁon will have to'rely -

upon experiential teports of digﬁi%cts or stategfthat“have tried it, or

. paperssuch 4s this that:attEmptgto integrate what is known about. if

413.
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'mthat has a good chance of enabllng school to be-more effectjve and’ -

_naive to assume that what is propose

‘known about competency based education crrca I97S)76 and provide a set 9

Two aQSumptlons have undergnrded the pl*eparat:on q‘fﬁghe present paper.
oo

The first |s th.at gompetency based educatnon represents a definable and
. / [}

/’
potent'ra% viable approach to schoollng in the United States, and one

) .
. - . .

productive than they are at present.f The second is that substantial ele-

- ' L4 . - N

ments within the educational commupity, as well as the nation at. large,

are ready to s‘upport the basic tenets of a compéetency based apprdach tp

1

‘education, and that there is a develdping, base of understanding and

c .
3

.tec'hnology to. support its implementation." It is not assumed, hpwever,~ ’ -

. - , - » . »

that -the-definjtions and models presented in the paper will or should _
: 0y ~ LI (‘ ¢ *

stand without modification. Competency based education represents an

evc‘ng approacf™o schooling, and it wouhd be pretentious as well as

~

in the pages that follow will stand

&

" the ‘test of tlme anq experlence unc anged Much' ha%s been learned «about *

competency based education wuthnn the past several years, however, and it

is the vnevi of the author a solld "f'irst approximation'! can e made

at tnis time with respect to both definitions and models. At the Very * v

»

least the paper serves to collect under a snngle cover much of what is

~
.

of reference poyts against whlch resedrch and development in the field i )

can proceedt .
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CHAPTER .. EDYCATIONAL PRACTICES THAT RELATE TO :
. THE CONCEPT OF COMPETENCY BASED EDUCATION

- . \

Competemey based educat?&hiﬁs an approach to education f‘;t is”
"3 T ' .
avowedly eclectic. It builds upon traditional curriculum and organiza-

*

tional~structurés; it incorporates bot@ old and new approaches to instruc--

- -~ a

» tion; and it makes use of the Qidp variety of measyrement and information

. management techniques now available to education. Thepurpose of this
chapter is to provide a brief overview to these various practites, and

how they relate to or‘aregincorporated by the concept of competency based

’

-

-

education. An eifort also is made to sHow how the various practices relate
4 - . " (3 ,‘.

to oné .another, both historically and opérationally. Without seme under-

standing of what these ‘practices are, and how they relate to bne anothery

»

the full meanifi/ff competeﬁcy based educatiag _js extremely diffiquit ¢

to grasp.

' - )

In an effort to facilitate this di§cu§sion an outline or '"map" of the -

e -

>

practices that relate to the concept of competency based education has been

prepared. As witﬁany schematic, such an out\ine carries the dénger of over-

simpf?fication. .n this case there is the added dénger of inacguracy for

as yet educational historians have not directed their attention to the,

.

rélationships that are portrayed in it. Be that as it may, the outline,
4 - B
-represents a first attempt to identify and place in perspective the wide

variety of practjces that relate to or are encompassed by the concept of

P

competericy based education pbd is'portrayed as Figure 1. Hopefully educa-

- ~

..tional historians, or othersgintereéted in the forces giving shape to the
competency based movement®in leducation, will refine the sketch drawn, Qpr

< : . . . :
the history it portraygvls both fascinating and complex.
l‘ -

} - 'v

N
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PROGRAMMED INSTRUCTION

(Pressey, ISS%

Crowder, 1959; Skinner, 1968)
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k]

] :Zx ; :} .
19/0's

INSTRUCTIONAL MODULES
(kapfer and Orond, 197); Cross, 1975)

AN

. - .
. N . . ) N
TRA_INING PSYCHOLOGY - o000 INSTRUCTIONAL SYSTEMS
B (Glnser, 1962; Gagné, 1962, 1965; Stolurow, 1964) (Glaser, 1962, Davies, 1971; Gagné°¢ Briggs, 1974)
¢ . N K ‘
‘ . N . . i
‘ ! h o/
“ N ¢ COPETENCY D INSTRUCTI
- L TN N : EDUCATION/TEACHER EDUCATION <
, s, N (Rosner, 1972; Houston, 1974; Hall ¢ Jones, 1975) |
1] . & O M X " +
BEHAVIORISH A 1o i¥10uALI ZED INSTRUCTION ‘ , SYSTEMS THEORY
(Goodlad, 1966; Gagné, 1967; Shimar, et ai., 19’71.) .~ ‘
- -~ ) ACCOUMTABILITY
' . v ' ’ o L, HANAGEMENT
. . : MASTERY LEARNING } BY
. ‘ =~ . (Cerroll, 1963; Bloom, 1968; Block, 197 - 0BJECTIVES
. A $ R R T, <~
- { AT o !
A + & . .. 2
. WINNETKA SCHOOLS, 111inois A o PERFORMANCE~BASED INSTRUCTION/
@ o000 0000 BEHAVIORAL OBJECTRVES ©0.000000000000 00 EIIIZATIG\/TEACI’ER EDUCATION 1
DALTON SCHOOLS, ’ew York , . (Mager, 1962; Popham and Baker, 1970) { (Etam, 1971; Howsam, 1972; Glick, et al., 1975)
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"""""""""""""" it e "-"":‘*:"""'""'“""['-'-'-"""'.:--"-' "'."'"'""."" ---
- L T CRITERION REFERENCED ESTING . .
(Glaser, 1963; Popham &)'Huse‘k, 1969)
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(Cronbach, et a¥., 1972) &

JOB PERFORMANCE MEASURES ¢ e 0 0 © WORK' SAMPLES ‘e o
(Flannagan, 1949; Morsh, ,1962)
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\ .
Figure 1. Educational practices that relate to c
to thelr development.
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ENF/E'D TESTING
(Millman, 1974; Hively, 1974)

APPLIED PERFORMANCE TESTING —>— >
o . . (Sanders and Sackse, 1975)
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onpcfcency based education’, an app'roximatlonﬂ to their Interdependence, and some key ’ontributo'rs
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) . \
Performance-Based Instruction, -Mastery .Learning, o,
) #And Cr?terion-Refereqced Testing ..

. »
I3

//' - ’ These three educational practices are at the h?art of a competency

- # 3'. based approach to educatioh. As indicated in Figure I both performance-f
- * ; \ -

ba;gd instruction and mastery Iearnrq? grow out of a Idng‘fistory of .

- w
~ exper i-ence wnth objectives- based instruction. Also, both practices draw*

. J— ‘e .

.o heavily.upon and have been infiuenced by the concept of cri'terion-refer-

N

enced meaSurement. ‘In spite of this common heritage however, the iitera-
\

-

ture pertainin to thede two practices suggests they have developed some -
g 2%

*. T N .' ) ’ 4 -

» what independentiy and carry SOmewha& different points of empba5|s Par-

tncular app?oaches ‘to performance- based instruction and mastery Iearntng,

N for exanpie, differ wnth respect ta” such matters as the extent teo which v
Ec / s ' P
‘ . outcomES aHE assessment are individualized the‘extenb to which the out-

. -

I
« comes expected from instruction are established through gommunity inyolve-
- N . ¢

ment} and the extent to which |nstruct|onal programs a;e adapted on _the |
- N R
- _— " basis of'outcomes acnieved Apart from such points of-enphasis a numbert
PR
N ésjoF—EIements appear to be shared by a maJor?ty of instancesfbf both prac-.
. . ‘;. » «
+of ’ [ -

X - tices::* . . . . -_ ‘
/ - - " ’ o _ ' \./x‘ . . !
" o < ® A &recise statementvof the ocutcomes expected froml
e " ' instrugotion, WL{h the.outcomes being definedyxn
- termsbof obsecyable student performance' , i’

Lo g . : ' ~
‘;

- ° Measures of outcome: chievement that follow directly

_ ’ . from the .statement "6f desired outcomes; !

) " e Standards that spell out'cieerly the level of %e:-
. formance (criterion) that iust be met on éach qut-
S . come measure .for outcome achievement to be judged .
- e , . satisfactory, R . . i? ’ -
\

<
| N i
. . ‘

: ] InstrUctionaI materials, procedures and aCtIVItIQS / i
- C¥ .that link.directly to the outcomes desired, and that '
.o ‘ ‘are known to facilitate outco athievement if suf-
. f:cient time, opportunity to repeat and assistance
) in learn’ing areprovnged, and ' ' .

. e A system of recordkeeping that‘provndes a means

L Py

R ’ of tragking Sstudent .performance in relatign to out- T
: ©  ¢comes desired. . - .

’

. . o 157 . ﬂ . 4
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- . . v . ,
- ! ;/ "/ " ' ‘/ ) “oa
&' ¢ . . LN " * * :
. ’ e . The Individuglization Of 1 4 .
N . Instruct'ionz:Learning Proce . .

. . .Y
i Most writers on- compttenc,y based éducat;f)n have added to the flve

[
~ L4 L J i

. elements common to most performance basegd or’ mastery Iearnmgﬂnode{[s the

N Y -

concept- of mdnvndual |zed‘|nstruct|on. (In thd nar«rowes’t sense.,/th]s Cos )
Y ‘ ’
means that tlrﬁe is: treated’ as aJan,ab‘le m ‘;he aéhlevement of\ the out-

o comes desnr’ed (Elsele qnd Al.verson, ‘1975) ’* In the broade'qt sense, ER .,
. s s ] - n v v ' ’ ) *
R %f .
. , mc]udes an. opt;on for" stu!ents to neg.otlate outco.mes, the lndncators by~ NS
v,\ B , . b4 :

& whlch outhme achlevemert{ is to be e\fg'luated' 3nd the Jearmqg actn&»tles

!~\ l . I

- to be pursued, “Ln working towards negoglated outcon‘s ‘(Scl'ialock and GArrlson, -

‘ y
. " .

, . P - - - . . . I . \'
. L U RARRTS IR PUNI P P
, . REA R C e vl - R R P .
< ; Treatlng time as a crltacal var;ablle in the‘lns;r.uctlon -learnmg pro-
- . i R 2 ..'- ~

Af specxfnqd

cess Is a usefu.l addntnon to thq fnve el.ementxllsted abOVe.

Al § -~ t [T - * . . : ..

A K OquOAS Aare to be achneved by students who vary\wndely in al;cl ity and ) ,
' . I . '

-
' . - . " ; N

.background varylng amounts of time mus; be 'al lowed fgr' ou,tcomes to be met S
- " ‘e AN, ' v v,
The broader mterpretatnon of m(v;dual:zmgtc)r personallz-ngg mstruc-‘
» .Jﬁ . . -

. tIOI"l recbgmzes that mduvndual dnfferenpes in studehts extend to the "
. ’ . ’ \ . » . ’ [

. need for var:atnon not only ‘Wn tlme But |n Iearmng outcomes, and

. - ¢ 2 * 4
Tearning actlvnt\es thaf lead to the achlevelnent Qf“ outcfdmes. It ,also
] - 4 - . 1
. . . y N :
. , recognnzes that xf competenc'e is deflned ann tgrhs of the performancecf/
. . . ’/ J - - ..’ . e W . ' vy

tagks in JOb or Ilfe rela;ed. roles -- ai the Oregon approach to cqrﬁpe-

tency based educatlon aduocates ‘=~ different s'tudents will demonstrate a

l ; . -—
* ‘ - v ‘ N ¢
- panticular comp‘etence in different' ways. More is said about this subtle
/‘ . et . . . s R ” . FOREN N '
L . but complicating aspect of the life-role approach Yofcohpetency defini-
e N * v N '4. « * » .
Lo . ’ ) ’ y, -
. * tion -in Chapter 3. ! e Al . e . .
- ” ‘ v - ' - -

- ' . ¢
. anally, an mdl’vnduallzed appnbach ‘to mstructlon bunlds upon

- o
L < .v! * ¢

mdnvu.dual dnfferences in mst’uctnon, and operatnonally reFutes the '

o
-

a A -4

‘perception by7many that competency based educap,'é\ is ''mechanistic'{and - -

.. .’ . . | . - . 0 1? v .. ‘ | ‘

R

by




r‘( ’ :
productuve of studeﬂts who know’the‘same thlngs‘and act in the same ways. . 1

Although thls is a heavy Ioad for a S|ngle concept to carry, a comprehen- T
) ] : ‘
sive approach to |ndtvudual|zat|on gnves thééconcept the<breadth and :

. \ . a
" power it .needs to dQ'sq. . ‘ . o T
T ey - . ) - ' . .
R 3 + 8 R
a/‘ﬁ » 1. - . 4/ ; 1 .
. he App1lcation 0f General Systems Theory to . .
‘Instruction And The Program Improvement Process \
‘ .' , \\\ '5' ) . AN : : * s
For a wide variety of reasons, the performance-based and mastery
. v‘ .t " - L] )
leardaing models central top competendy' based educatioen have been viewed - N

from the beginning of the competency based movement ag part of a broader .

framework- that has come to be aﬂgyn'as genéral systems theory. in part

this reflect\‘f/e w1de-spread interest in systems theory by educators in i

«
f .

" the late 1960*5 as a facnlutator of comprehen5|ve pIannlng and as a way

to respond to the press for school accountablilty.“ In part it\reflects
co % . X
the philosoph?c commitment within the masteryflearning mode’l, and to a

. ‘ BN

lesser extent in the performance- based mode1 to students ‘being able to

< !, =2
- .

«fe;zcle%ﬁhrough as ,many 1earn|ng experignces as needed untnl mastery is o
. - - , .
reached. F%nally,zlt ref]ects the growing SOphlStl at ion in the natlonale
(

‘and methodology of program evaluation progedures that view the evaluation
prqfess as, one that facflitates the\c&ntinuous'adaptatiqh and"refinement;
. ’ - . ) v : ’
- SN .

of dn instructional program on the basis of systematic feedback on pro-
gram effectiveness. . : i . .
. o - s
This process qf feedback is what makes a competency based approach \
/ - . '
to education dynamic, and open to rationale changey As such it i's ore

+

o . . . .
of the most basic and most powerful cﬁaracteristics of the competency )

)
-

- ’ . /
based movement. The general representation of this process is shown in’

‘ . . ' -~
* ‘Figure 2. ) . . . . \ .
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-

, /
oL ) ‘ Evaluation '
l T, T aI‘d - .
. ) \ Feedback .
* f ‘ - ." . i
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Figure 2. The adaptlve/cdrrectlve cycle of a systematic approach
’ to. instruction and fnstructnonal improvement-. .
t ' . . ) . )
r\', . . ‘ . f ' - N . . '..‘ o ' .
Progrqn d Instruction, 4ra|n|ng Psychology
And The Development Of Tested lnstructlonal Systems®
P S . . o
> The history of programmed instrué(uon and the applncatnon of prun-

c|ples of, learnlng psychology to personnel training (tra»nlng psychology)
/

% share a great deal in common with the histories of mastery learning and ~
: C >

* ' 'e -
petformance-based instruction, buf like mastery ledrning and PBI bot@f

4 P
have clearly identifiahle histories that appear tg be reasonably indepen-

’

i dent.' Programmed instruction was.one,of the first lnstructlonal\applica-
. R 9 ’ &

’tions of the pebfbehaviorism of B. F. Sknqner, and what has beceme known

» -
as trannlng psychology has emerged largely from the applucatl?n of the

¢ S

prnncnples of learnnng psychology to the ‘training of mnlltary and |ndustr|al

[N

personnel In turn, ;Ee prlncnples and practicés ‘developed within the

. ~

framework of g{ogrammed.inStruction appear, to be’ central to the 'whole con-
Ve ‘ . .
cept of instruct’ponal modules SCross,.l§75), armd the principles and prac-
/
tnces developed within training psychology appear to be. central to the
~ Y

concept of tested lﬁstruCtnonal systems (Gagne and Bridgs, 1974). /

Technically, lnstructnonal modules (unlts of instruction organlzed

,;‘ around clearly defnned leanning putcomes, wigh pre- and post-instructional

. . , . )
, miasunes of the desired outcohes) and \tested instructional systems can . be

LR —
-

P . f ' ) . ]2}‘ ' . ) \




consndered as large §cale applications of mastery learnnng or’ performance-
/

based |nstruct|on, but because of their closé ties hnstorncally with: pro-

\

grammed instruction and training psychology they are shown jn Figure )
L 4

"as deriving essentially from these developmepts They can be separated

’?rOm mastery learning agd PB| on another dnmensnon, however, and that is

»
the kind or level of learning outcomes‘dealt gith. Training psychology
R
. Y - -
in particular has focused on the development of learning outcomes that

tend tq be éomplex and appiied. The most complex of these have to do

with the performance of toles in various life settings; fon example, a

)
soldier or a factory worker having a particular job to do. As such, the
- "N . ~ M * , v
training psychologists have faced many of the same kind of instructional
*

dilemmas that are now being forged on' schools by the demand that young

people be prepared through the schools to function effectively as adults
in present-day society. This renewed focus on the applied in our

{
|

" “schools causes the whole literature of training psychology to assume

-— ' , -

great significance in the competency based education movement.
' s .-

Job Performance Measures, Work Samples
And Applied Performance Testing
. i . ,

.

These three practices are closely related to the work ofﬁining
n

psychologists, but they also draw heavily from the arena of i strial

2

"psychology. Their applidation in the context of schooling represents
an}important factor in the evolution of competency based education.
e ) . T * ) .
‘Industry and the various branches of the military have used job

per formance measures and_wewrk sample procedures ‘in asses§ing competepce:

- -
=

for many yegrs, but the concept has been slow in coming to education.

. Teacher preparation programs have employed for marmw yéan the essential

-

idea of applged performance testing in the context of internships and
,i‘ g
. N :

.

13 2323 -




’ A-‘ d
° et L4

studént teachiﬁZ’assignMénts -- including the ideas of job p;rformance

R " [y . .
measures and work.samples = but generally speaking,rlabfoﬁs performance

measures have not been applied in ‘this application. The emergence of
competency based teacher educ®tion programs, however, wizgfgbgjr emphasis

]

ion the demonstr!gﬁon of competence in field settings, has begun. to bring . /

~ .

the rigor of these practices as applied in areas other than education

- 4

@ intogﬁhe arena of teacher education (cf Schalock, Kersh and Garrison, 1976) . -

Applied performance measures also are making.their way into‘elemen-
m y :

.
’ -

't;!y,and secondary education. Examples include the nation-wide iFogram
~for the Asséssmentrof Educational Progress, the Texas Adult Performance
Level program;, and the Exgernal Hig!‘SchooI Diploma program sponsored by

the state of New York. The Center For Abplied'Performance Testing,,

A

established by the Northwest Regibnal Educational LabqratA?y in Portland,
R
Oregon has collected the major applied performance measures currently in

0

_ use in education, and is able to make copies available for interested
persons. ‘ ‘ ‘ \ . , - .
_The emphasis in competency based education on applied performance‘
testing‘reflects one of the ?ﬁndamental distinctions th;t appears to ex%st -2
between pgrformance-hased instruction and competency based instruction, . ,/

namely, the nature of the educational outcomes pursued in each. Per-

[}

formance-based instruction, as the more generic term, has tended to focus

Y

on outcomes dealing with knowledge acquisition and attitudinal, gchange.

) . Competency based instruction adds to these outcomes' that are applied in
. . ’ ' L v ) " '
nature, especially those that reflect the ability to function in 1ife-

A

i roles outside of school. More is said about this distinction in Chapter 3.

) ~ . } . - -
-" ~ b

’ : C % .
2y
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Accountability, Ma’ﬁgement By Objectives And | - .
- Erogram'P]annin And Budgeting Systems ’ L , . /?
- ) ) . 5 N W

- It is difficdlt to determine from the literature the effect the
press®for acaountability in schooling has had on thé development of
- . - "'l .
mastery learning and performance-based instructioh. Clearly there has - '

" - e o . > SN .
. . ®een some influence, but it is probably fair to say that .both mastery

Al +

learning and PBI' have evolved mdre from an interest in a partFCular -

theoretical approach to tnstruction than from the dlssatusfactlon of

. : .
patrons wnth the effectiveness of schoolnng Admlnqstratave gundelnnes
that call for use of “management by obJectlves” er ”program planning' and
budgetlng systems' prohably have had an even less tanglble infiuence on
the, evolutlon of these particular approaches to’ lnstructlon, but this is
not the case with respect to competency based education. CBE cIearIY'
is a Hesponse to the demand for school accountabilbity, and it draws e
- heavily upon established management and £OSt accounting systems. E’A

: i competency based approach to schoollng tends to be ”system-wude“ in its

applncatson (a total school, a d|str|ct, a state), and as a consequence

cannot avond being concerned wuth wnde rangang management and ,cost con-

.
"‘7

L snderatnons. These aIso are considerations that are essential to ,any

approach to, schooling that is to be "accountable'',
. { < R
4 The particular mix that CBE §des to the ideas of mastery learning, ~*q5

the individualfzation of instruction #nd assessment within the context of

. mastery learning, and the press for at least a minimum set of outcomes of

»

schooling tied directly to performance in Out-of-schoo[ contexts pro:

vides the basicfingredients for an approach to Schooling that is not onlx
—accountable but responsive to lndn\ldual dlfferences in students and ' .

communities. When these features are comblned with the concepts of pro-

. gram adaptavnon and improvement that are possible through the application /

s

o | . . ,' : ]5 2‘; o | d ‘l




s

s
- e » <
. .
o ] . .

-- . of systems design principles, and resources are linked directly to out-

- [

comes desired and to program improvement activitjes desighed to.bring them
[} » . .

A I ‘
about, competency based education represents an approach to schooling that

our schools, N . . ‘ L
* * "~ - & .

=

Implications For The Definitidn -
of Competency Based Education

~ (3
~ “

has some chance of\ meeting phé‘increasinglyﬂheavy demands baing placed upon‘ ) +
|
|

. R |

& The range of educational practices that relate to or are encompassed ‘

B M |
|

*’ by. thé concept’ of competency based education provides a quandry as to

- \

definition. How many of the various practices and progedures reviewed ‘

in the preceding pages should be included in a definition of CBE? Should |

1

it be so broad.as to encompass-all of the practices that relate to‘it, or

should itvhighlight only a few that are of.critical importance? A major> ‘

contribution of a competency based approach to education appears to lie :

. ~

in its promise to integrate and articulate major develj::ents that have -

prqged efféctive in education over the past several dedades’, along with
T - :
the traditional ppactices of education that continte to serve students
- .
ell.) But what is to be made of this by way of definition? . Can a single
- - y - |
‘ - . - ‘

efinition of CBE ever do thg concept justice? .

a

. However competency based education comes to be defined it is clear

that it will be an ''emerging' definition, one that is shapéd by the prac-

)
.

tices and understandings of.a particular point in time but not rigidly

mk .

déterminé? by them. Chapter 2 contains a review of current programs
identified aswbeﬁng compétency based jn their mode of op;ra;ioq, aBd‘ -
~ ‘shows_how:these various practices are being applied in the name of CBE.
'Bé;o?e moving to the next_chépter it needs to be pointed out thatm

by attempting to integrate many of the various concepts and practices

that have emerged in education over the past few decades, competency ‘based *

16 RO , ‘ ‘ -

~

P
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Y

@ducation mdy provide the edycation community a. much needed srvice. -At.

sthe same’ time it invites that community to be suspicious. The service

would come from defining an approach to_education that miakes integrated

use of the best that education has to offer at this time, both conceptual ly
. t ‘, '/
and procedurally, yithin the context of CBE, for example, the iideas of

- ‘ maStery Iearnang, criterion- referenced measurement, and the personalnza-

tion of the |ns%{uct|on learning process become not only compatible but
v . - s

necessary parts of a whole. The basis for suspicion comes with the pre-

sumption that such a list of concepts and practices can be integrated

7 * into a sensible whole. "While a response suspicion is understandable,

the position taken in the present monograph .is that CBE can make integrated

sense of a wide range of educational cQncepts and practices, and in fact

3

puts these various concepts and practices together_ in such a way .that
their combined potentlal far exceeds the potentnal of any one of them

|ndependently A recent comment by Gary Woditsch captures' this point

of view nicely. .

Yoo . CBE's emphasis...is not 56 revolutlonary as recon-
structionist. It is unique in th it amplnf»es and
strengthens what has grown weak in ucational prac-
tice. It does not propose unprecedented new. educa-
tional objectives or techniques. |If it did it would
be like countless other approaches to, educational re- *
form and |nnovat|on Consequéatly, lf should not be.

¢ ptefigured as a new contestant for.edycational

: _dominance, butrather as a wise and sympathetic col-

league o what is sound in current practice, and a
. " stern,but patient critic of what is there that is ,
mindless and rote. (Woditsch, 1976, p 2. ) R
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£ o CHAPTER 2. EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS IDEMTIFIED
. : AS BEING COMPETENCY_ BASED .

*
. - - '
.-

.. v A major source ot cdnfusion'about competency based education is the'

. ® . .

wide variation in programs [abe]ed as being'”competency based”._ These

range all thelway.from |nd|v1dual SChOO]‘dIStrlCtS that c‘qulre an exam-

|nat|on near the completion of h|gh -schoq) to show mastery of‘bassc read-
-

ing and writing skills, -to statewbide programs that rea%ire edeencejof-
; . ‘ . . T ,

. ability to_perform the functions required of adults in 1ife-roles outside -

.

of schooI: Some programs Have clearly, defined instructional sequenczs -

that Innk to .the ."*competencies'' to be demonstrated others have students

4
.

4 enter speclal skill development centers or remedlal courses only if a .
¥

requi rfed “level of chpetence'l is not demonstrated “Some require evi-
s ‘
’ dence of competence for purposes of graduatton others use evidence of

-

. competence only for purposes of program placement while stiill in school.
) }
- . Generariy speaklng competency based programs in colleges and unsversntles,

|ncIud|ng competencf’based teacher educatlon programs reflect the same
variability (Merrow, 1974; 0 annell and Moomaw, 1975; Schalock 1975) .

All-in-all, there ls,lltt e consistency in either the.form or sub~r.
‘ . . < .

‘,stancé o?veducafional programs identified as beingneompetEncy'based ‘The

varlab|I|ty that exists in this regard Ieads to coqncepts, Ianguage and

; . examples that make comparlson iiross programs extremely dnffncult It
. - . co.
. " also matjs communlcatlon'between people operat|ng such-programs dlfflcult K '

' ‘as ev;den;ed |n the proce gs~ of a recent conferente on competency basedk
education sponsored by staff respons’hle for the Natloningssesiment df s

w . N - “

Educatwonal Progress (NAEP Conﬁbrenée, Denver 1976)

- N « »

The.purpose of this chapter is to pr0vnde a brnef overvuew of tHe
- “ .

various klementary Snd secondary programs in the Unjted Stat:! that are . N

.o

. -

= - represented in one way or another as being competency based. ,For‘descrupt}Ve
© * 6 . - i , N ' o . R . ) - [N
¢ - . a - 1 N

) . * ., . ¢ ;
ERIC *. L. Sow 27 o
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" purposes these programs have been divided into three groupings: those
. F 3 i . ' .
~ <P

that pertain to programs sponsqred by- individual school districts; those
that are sponsored by states; and those that are sponsored by dastrncp;
or states as external degree' programs. Ihe approach to competency

based educatlon that has been adopted by 0regon is described by itself

since it is unique in scope and.content. " The description of programs at

the individual district level, and those that take the form of external
| v ) ’
degree prog?ams, relies essentially upon the iqjormation compiled by Clark
. ) -

and'fhompson (1976) . The description,of programs sponsored by states atso
d;ahs upon the materials prepared‘by-CIark and Thompson, but draws most

he?va]y upon lnformatnon -recently reported by Goor, Tomlnngon and Schroeder

L]

for the Na;nonal Center For Education Statlstrcs (1976)
.
. Compefency Based Programs Sponsored
By Individual Bistricts S

M ’ L
.

L

i} Clark and Thompson have identified ten§§chdbl districts ihat claim

-

to have a competdhcy based approach to'schoolfhg of one kind or anotheg.

These are Anchorage.(AIaska), Craig City (Alaska), Los Angeles, Denver,
Gary (Indiana), Salt Lake City apd Spanish Fork (Utah), the Phillips

Academy .n AndoVer;'Vermont, the St. Paul Open Schools, and the Westside

.

Community High School in Omaha, Neraska. Some of these schopls require

competency demonstration as a basis for graduation,. some as a'ba;is for

i -

course credit, some as a basis for diagrosis and remediation of basic

skills, some for 'program placement in-the centext of regular course work,
i . rJ

and some as ah approaoh to instruction generally. Table-liportrays,the
various use; made of evidence collected abodt compefenge 69 these distrfcts.
* As, eV|denced lngTabIe ] most dIStrlCtS :hat have bdopted a competency
ba:ed approach to school|ng have done so wnthng_;gg arena of basid skllls,
» .
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Table 1.

-

- - - - - -

| } 2>
Uses Made Of Information On Student Competence By School Districts Who Have
Adopted A ''Competency Based'' Approach To Qne Or More Aspects Of Schooling

. -

DISTRICTS

s N

Course Credit Diagnosis And
And Prografn’ _Remediation
Placement Decisions For Basic Skills

A General
Approach To
Instruction

AsBasis For

USES MADE OF INFORMATION ON STUDENT COMPETENCE
Graduation L

~

Anchorage Borough Schools _

Craig City Schools

Los Angeles Scheols

‘Denver Schools®
L.

Gary Schools

~

Phillips Academy

St. Paul Open Scheols
.

Ohaha Westside Community
High School

Salt‘Lake City Schools .

Spanish Fork Schbols

’

-

. ® ®
"I (English,
1 Arithmetic Skills)

(Read?ng)

(Reaaﬁng, Language Usage,
Spelling, Arithmetiéd)

(Reading, Writing,
Spelling, Mathematics):

o~
.(Reading, Writing) °

(A1l subject areas)

r@ °
(Reading, Writing, ‘Oral
Communication, Mathe-
ma#ics, Consumerism,
the Democratic Process,

Problem Solving)

-

9

(Career Educ, Music, Typing
Phys. Sc., Geography, Mathe-
matics, Home Economics, Art) -




4

L. .
- . v < -
’
5

and'most have taken the position that particul%r levels of competence in P
- . -

these ski}ls tust be demonstrategd as a basis for g(aduatfon. Only one

dnstrlct, howeveﬁ has moved to obtaln this information early |ﬁ the hlgh

school experienge, anduse it as 3 bas;s :for remednatlon, and only ¢ne

dnstrlc; has moyed to make a competgncy based-approach to T#gtruction a

Y

general pattern for instruction within the district. Finally, -only dne -

- .

of the districts identified by Clark and Thompson obtained measures of

compétence in the pqrférmance.of life role functions. Thg Omaha Westside

- LY

Community High.SchooI requires for purposés of graduation the demonstra-

tion of competence as a consumer, as a person who can practice democratic
. . . bl

processes, and as a person who can solve probliems.

]

N

Adult Competency Based Programs That
Lead' To ngh School Certnfncatlon

. —— ~-
' Two programs were identified by Clark anq Thompson that use compe-
tency based a%;cssment proceduresA-- includiné interviews and'on-the;jos )
performa::écméésures -- to determine thé possession by adults “of he know-
tedge 2nd skill ?eeded to meet equ?valenﬁy st;ndards fqr adudj high schoql ;
3 - / A ’ E

diplomas. These are the New York External.High School Diploma program and —
the Texas -Adult Performance Level program. The New York program is de-

scribed by Clark and Thompson as %ocusiné'on ”compétencie;” having to do
with purchasinngkill, occupational ;narene§s,4monetary awareness, and

family -medical awarenesé:"The/Ieigs program is describéﬁ as foéusing on\
“compétencies“ having to do with consumer awareness, societal awareness,

and functional Iiteraﬁy. Information can be obtained about tHese programs
. v

by writing, respectively, Dr. Ruth Nickse, School of Education,'Syrécuse

.

University, ‘Symacuse, New York and Or.Norvell Northcutt, Program Diyector,

'

Adult Performance Lﬁvel Project, University of Texés, Austin, -Texas. -

) 231
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! Competency Based €dugcation Programs . .
I R R Sponsored By“States, R -
' . 2 .~ [ o~ ' ' Lo

! } - . ! ) 4 ) . 'y g '
« Twenty states and ‘the District of Columbid?here,identified by Clark |
, . - . - > . - ‘
. "ang Thompson jas either commrtted,togor‘moving toward a competency based

hd . . LIS : .
.

) approach ta:some aspect of schoo}iﬁq.u-The'more refent report by Goor, - .
Ta - N ) ’ ‘.
- . Tomtinson and Schroeder identified eight additional i&ates moving in this . N
) CQ a E ' ”~ .

" ’ d;rection. From both reports, it appears that there is as much variabtlity
. Pl .

in proérams adopted by states a8 theré istin’ those adopted by individual

districts Usnng the\CIark and ThOmpson data, twelve of the states moVnmg

.
to implement a competency or performance based approach to education, and
» R
the District of Columbia, have chosen to focus on the demonstrat on of
B N ’ N . A% ’
, »bas?c SKR]]S.V Thesefinclude Arizona, Callfornla, Connectlcut Florida,

- .

Georg1a, Idaho, Ldunsnana Maryland aNebraska¢~Tennesse, Texas, Virgina,
and washington, D C Four pf the twenty, however, have yat_to determine

“the partlcular competency areas to be” assessed, or have adopted a posn-.

tion that parmits Iocal districts to determine the ¢ompetencies to be °
. - . ¢ ’ . \
assessed. These nnclude the-states of Colorado, Kansas, Michiga%.and New
. .

T Jersey.
+ N 4

- * s

in only two cases, California and Florida, can students, leave school

/}/// -4n less than twelve years with a diploma once they have passed the state ///"”

-

Vd
'dktermined proficiency examination, and in only eight states -- California,
Cblorado,.Georgia, Nebraska New Jersey, Oregon, Pennsylvania and Virginia --

/. . . . ‘f’/ .
do either current or pending ;egulations suggest that” instructiondl experi-

~

aences need to be provided stidents to facilitate thdir performance in de-

N -
-

- sired outcome areas. Even in these states, however, a fudly integrated
. ' " - . o

«

goals-instructlon~evalyation-certification approach to schooling is sug-
- ]

. : — ~ ,
gested in only a few cases. In most the language merely assures that in-
‘ voos ' ’ (2
- L]

.

- structiopal ‘support should accompany evaluation demands.’

v
b .
. * ' b
= ~ v v ~ [ » .
& y- » . .
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these data.

With

o
/ e

The Goor, Tomllnson and Schroeder data expands,the informat ion pro=

‘vnded by Clark and Thompsoh.

c

The survey on-whlch their report is based

asked respongents to distinguish between basic skills (the ""three R's!')

and life role skills ("'capacities needed to pe;form daily life tasE;P);

’

indicate the‘ixtent to which programs were operational, and describe the

aspects of schoo]nng covered by programs

\

Tomlinson and Schroeder report.

Table 2,

August 1976

L

..

Performance-based education (PBE)
-and life skitls:

14

Tables 2, 3 and 4 summarize

They are taken directly from pages 1,

a/and 5 of the Goor,

in the basic slels
50 States and District of Columbia,

¢

7

States and D.C.

4 PBE activity-statua Numbér T Percent
‘ Total . ' iL 100

PBE activities 29 . 57
In basic skills only . 5 lOv
In life akills only - o 0
In both-basic -and life skills 24 J Y

no PBE activities 2 |

Table 3.

education (PBE)

50 States and District of Columbia,

. Student population and status%bf performance-based
in the basic skills and I'ife skills:
August 1976

Basic skllls

Life skills

] ] No. of No? of .
Current status of program F.students students .
. (thousands) |Percent | (thousands) |Percept
- \ Total 46,468 100.0 46,468 “Tdﬁf;'
rs b ] - .
In planning 19,144« | 41.2 18,275 39.3
Deve loped but not imptemented ‘ e ' 0.7 455 1.0
Operational ,/ﬁ"723 " 25.2° 11,211 24.1
No plans 15,290 32.9 16,527 35.6

Y/
.

<

-

}
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Table 4. Extent of inclusion, of program aspects in Statewide - ° . ,
- ’ . performance-based education (PBE) plans or programs: .
. . ) - 50 States and District of Columbia, August 1976. ‘7 '
P Number and perc@nt.of the 29 States
Program a§pect raporting some PBE activity
e (in order of Including _ Not including No
, ~ appearance on form) aspect aspect response
) - ,_| Number [Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent /
’ ! R )
New promotion or graduation , o
standards that are perform- T .
ance-based rather than . :
course- or time-based . 25 8. 4 ,2 7 2- 7
) ' S “ » | -
New proflcnency tests for N N . .
high school’ entrance 5 17 ,19 66 5 . 17
2 * ' - ’ -~ *
*
New proficiency tests for . ‘ . -
high school graduation | 22 76 5 - 17 2 7
Provision for '‘early exit" . .
from high school 20 69 . 7 24 2 7
New or revised programs\and/ - A
or courses _ , 24 83 3 10 2 7
. -
Multiple opportunities to
pass a required test qf .
competénce 24 83 3 10 -2 7.
» . 4 -
Oyt-of-school learning § T
opportunities 22 76 5 {ZF,/ 2 7
Local-options in determining ‘ . o f" .
performancenatandards or o]
criteria , I 22 76 b 14 3 10 .
Production and use of ' , o - B
research information 21 72 6 f 21 2 7 .
Y oe
* An |nterest|ng feature of the data reported by GooH et. al., is
the |nclusnon of the number of students to be served by the programs de- © /
scribed. Table 3 is based upow’such data.- The aUthors summarize their
flndings in this regard as follows: T
, . Perfd?mance based educatnonal activities of some type, . .
S . regardless of the enrollment sizes of the individual ‘h

tates, were occurring in 29 States with a total combined

4 L -, 25 534
) *® .




,\3// student- population of ove

- . s 35 '

! : . ' T

I million. .This figure
represents about 67 percent e total public sc¢hool
enrollment in thasUnited States. Performance-based

life skiliaﬂip jvities were bein ucted in 24

s;a;:;Tﬁith<a ined student population of nearly .

30mitTion, or 64 percent of the U.S. total. (p 3). : ,
» . N

It is _notewdrthy that the programs reported as operational in Table 3
. : : v :

.

are found in onty five states: Arizona, Califdrnia, New York, Otegon,
and Texas. These five states account for approximately one-fourth of

the total student population.in the Uni ted States.

I h M | .
A third source of information about performance based or eompetency
' . N A a v

based developments in the states 'is Spady's ''state of ‘the art'' paper

-

t
[

Tﬁpady, 1976). Based on extensive contacts wnth state depa;tment per-

‘sonnelsthroughout the natnon,he has conclude@ that only four states’
' S .
aside from Oregon =-- Calufornla, Mnchngan, New York, and Pennsylvania -- °

’)>deserve partncular attention over ‘the next few years as sntes where cur-

. . 4

rent thnnklng about profncnency or competancy based approaches to school- 9

’

“ ing is taknng place. He describes cnrcumstances within these states .

A4
<

as follows: ' :

»
« *

///r - California is, just Beginning the first, stage of its im- J :
plementation ,of recent tegisliation that enacted several pro-
-+ visions of a 1975 Commission Report on the Reform of Inter-
mediate and Secondary Education (RISE). Included in the leg-

e isdation is a provision that the reform plans of local districts

"include mechanisms that assure student promotion and program
placement on the bgsis of damonstrated proficiencies. .
Michigan, on the other hand, has no state Iegislatfan
) supporting CBE but"a climate that has. allowed a number of dis-
tricts to expernment ith criterion-based, open-time instruc-
tional and certification systems. These efforts are expected
to continue and ‘expand. ’ - '

. e
. . .

During the 1976-77 acaderic year the New York State .Depart-
ment of Education will be worklng closely with interested dis-
tricts in shaping proposals and plans for the, implementation of
alternative models of ¢BE. This gradualist qpproach to working -
through... CBE implementation on a pilof basis may prove hnghly
profltable in the long ryn for those districts committed to
substantiial system changés,. but as yet no specific outcome goals
have begn selected. L . ‘ P

\



A}

Pennsylvania, on the other hand, has been exploring a con-

cept of System reform with a defnnlte competency based orienta-

s tion called Community Learning. This program would be centered
around facilitating'student capacities and competencies in five

- major areas of activity, with a stress on participation outside
the school building where appropriate. The areas include a
broad range of basic skills, the worlds @f work and leisure,
community governance and involvement, and a broad range of -
citizenand personal survival skills. Implementation would pro-

* ceed along participatorg)lines similar to those in New York . _

State. (Spady, 1976, pp 17 and 18).

Y . .

The Approach To Competency Based Education
- That Has Been Adopted In Oregon

4
» .
" With the adoption on June 23, 1976 of a new set of Minimum Standards
for elementary and 'secondary schools, Oregon established an approach to
anr ,C" , >
schooling that assumes a major commitment to a'competency based mode of

operation. Onhe aspect of this commitment is the adoptuon ‘of a minimum .

set of competehcies to be dqu#at?d by students as a basis for gradu- .

Y

requirad) the demonsBration of competence in a number of specified areas

is required. . The content areas in which course credits are to Be earned,

)

and the broad areas in which competgncies are to be demonstrated, are .
. o

s‘peff;ied in the new standards. The specific content to be taugl\t with=

‘in courses, however, and the specific competencies to be demonstrated
2y NG sSpecittc rat

within designated areas of competence, are left to the determination of
' N -

local districts. ‘ . | "\

In addition to specified outcomes to bé‘achieved,twehve years of . .
school attendance, beginning with grade 1, also is requ{red for gradaa-
tion, An efﬁort has been made to make this requirement flexible, howgv?r,

i

by encouraging Iocal boards to adopt polncnes that allow individual .
o A
36
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N 3 ‘ N .
program completion in less than twelve &chool years, credit by examination,

<

and credit for of f-campus Iearning experiendes. .
, - L4
]
The extent of the Oregon commitment” to a competency based approéEE,N}\\x/
R to eduqatlon extends far beyond these requirements. . In fact the state

, )
has.lncorpofgied within its new standards for elementary and secondary
. N .

. schools essen;ially all of the edqcatiqnal pfactiqgs reviewed in Chapter

1 that have come to be associated with the congept of competency based - d

. education. Specifically, the new standards call for schooling to be .
N OUTCOME ORIENTED (In addition to specifying the .
,competencnes to be demonstrated for graduation, each .
“district must specify the learning outcomes desire
< for students in the district as a whole, the out-
comes desired from each instructional program offered
. : in the district, and the outcomes desired from'gach
Gourse W|th|n each program) ;

~

- " @ COMMUNITY-REFERENCED (In the language of the standards

et "'...local goals are set by schools and communities
. . together to fulfill a mutual responsibility for the =
« ¢ ‘ education of every student...Each school and its tom-

munity should establish priorities among the goals to.
meet local needs, .and allocate their resourc€s accord- )
ingly'); - , o

N | ‘® CRITERION-REFERENCED (Performance standards must be
established and made public for all learning outcomes
to be assessed, jncluding the competencies to be demon-
,strated for purposes of graduation); .

‘@ INDIVIDUALIZED (In the language of the &tandards ''.
each disgrict shall by. 9-1-79 adopt procedures to (1)
identify individuads' learning strengths and weaknesses;
(2) provide learning opportunities for students re- -
. sponsive -to their needs; (3) determine progress stu-

- . dents'make in their educational program; and (4) main- -
tain student progtess records and report the informa-
tion tq parents and studentsg'); and

/ . -
e OPERATED ACCORDING TO SYSTEMS DESIGN PRINCIPLES (Pro-
grams of instruction must be assessed to determine the

v *“ extent to which they are in fact facilitating the
* achievement of the learning outcomes desired from »
- them, and be modified udtil they achieve the outcomes '
\ /I o -

Y - ¢

, " \ 37 A '
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.

desired if student achievement indiﬁites they are not “n
successful 'in this regard).* *

v

/f
In all cases districts are requiréé to show that desired outcomes, at \
whatever leve), are supported by identifiable programs &f instruction-

In addition to-Oregon's broadly based approach to competenty based

education, the competencies to be demonstrated for purposes of g?adué‘

tion are broadly conceived. The ten areas withifn which competencies are

I3
-

to be demonstrated derive directly from six statewide goals that have

been adopted by the Oregon Board of Education and.endorsed'by the citizens

-

of the ¢ate. These goals are ''...designed to assufe that every student

.
>

in the elementary and secondary schools shall have the’opport?nity to.learn

Lol »

to function effectively in six life roles; \IND[VIDUAL, LEARNER; PRODUCER,

CITIZEN, CONSUMER, and FAMILY MEMBER''. The meénings ascribed to these
/’ ) . ’
various life roles are reproduced from the standards in Table 5. The ten

*

.

 areas that derive from these goals in which:-competence is to be demon-

L]

strated for graduation are

d <€
® Reading, writing, speaking, listening;
/

® Analyzing; o .

e Computing; : L4 . .

® Using basic scientifig and 'technologital processes;

L

. ‘e Developing and maintaining & healthy mind and body; )

e Being an informed citiZen in the community,-state,
, nation; , .

) ’ L

® Being ar informed citizen in interaction with environ-
ment; :

.

<*As the standards now read program assessment is required only with respect
torzsi%g skill.development. It is assumed, however, that in time the pro-
gra aluation requirement will be extended to cover all learning outcomes
desired of instructional pragrams. As a consequence some districts are
developing plans.and procedures that will permit them to assess the full
range of outcomes desired from their various instructional programs, as
well as those having to do with the develogment of basTc skills.
“ o

. 29
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, TaLIe 5. The Statewide Goals Adopted For Citizens Educated In The

.Y Schools 0f Oregon, And The Meaning Ascribed To These Goals
——
. , — .
. GOAL . ASCRIBED MEANING .
, J/ c. W : ] "
* To be able to function To develop the_skills necessary for achieving fulfill-
as. an INDIVIDUAL ment as a self-directed person; to acquire the know-

& ledge necessary for achievirg and maintaining physical
and mental health and to develop the capacity for cop-
ing with change through .an understanding of -the arts, -
humanitibgT\Etientific processes, and the ‘principles.-
involved in making moral and ethical choic¥s.

[} , - . . s
To be able to function To develop the basic skills of reading, writing, comput-
as a LEARNER ing, spelling, speaking, listening, and problem-solving;
and to'develop a positive attitude toward learning as
a lifelong endeavor.
To be able to function _To learn of the vafiety of occupations; to learn to ,
Iy as a8 PRODUCER appreciate the dignity and value of work and the mutual
responsibilities of employees and employers; and to
learn to identify personal talents and interests, to
make appropriate career choices, and to develaep career

. skills,
" l » . . ' . N .
. To'be able to .function To learn to act .in a responsible manner; to learn of
as.a CITIZEN . © . the rights and responsibilities of citizens of the »
' community, state, nation, and warld; and to learn to \
-~ . ‘ understand, respect and intepact with people of dif-
B { ‘ ferent cultures, generations and races. , '
"To be able to function To acquire knowledge and to develop skills in the manage-
as a CONSUMER - " ment of personal resources necessary for meeting obli-
. gations to self, family, and society. ' -
i 3 4 .
To be able to function Td learn of the rights and responsibilities of family
- as a FAMILY MEMBER members,”and to acquire the skills and knowledge to
strengthen and enjoy family life. e .

\

e Being an informed citizen on streets and highways; ~
e Being an infermed consumer of goods-aéQ services;
, :

® Being able to function within an 6ccupation or a pro-
gram of continuing edugation that leads to a career.

While a number of the competency areas suggest only knowledge-level

Rl . :
- outcomes, for example, ''Being an informed citizen in the community, state.

¥

and nation', the intent of competency demonstration in Oregon is that -
> | . o
\‘l‘ - . 3‘J ,
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students be.able to apply knowleages, skills and aRilities to the per-

. \ ’ )

formance of tasks encountered in life roles outside of school. This in-.

tent is conveyed clearty in the definition of competence that appears

within the standards: . s N e . . Z,

. R I

‘ "A statement of desired student performance represent-

4 , ing demonstrable ability to apply knowledge, understand-
ing, and/or=%kills assumed to contribute to success in
life role functions." -

4

Table 6 contains a listing of competenties that reflect this intent.

fﬁgure 3 illustrates the implications of such an approach te. competency—

» . ° s

definition fok performance standards, instruction, remediation, measure-

4 . - i "
d - . “

+ ment procedures and the like. ) ’ . -
One additional dimension of the new standards combines with the.fea-

tures outlined above to further the use of data by schbols in-decision

J . . * * M .
making, but at the same.time make schooling more humane and personalized
. 4’ £

.

. . 5 , - . 3
in ¥ts orientaé}ﬁﬁ to students. This is the inclusion of a standard that
[4

causes the guidance“aﬁd counselirg-program within a distrigt to support

. the educational development of students by fostering - ~ w
S o ' ’
T e The development of decision making skills; ,—
.- ® The ability to obtain information about onels self;

H . *y
® An understanding af opportunitigs and alfernatives .
available in the educational pﬂibramstéTtered by a .
district; . ' . )
. . ) . oo 5!
(\e Setting tentative career and education goals; . iy |

, .

® Accepting responsibility for one'slactions:

e Developing skills in interpersonal rdlationships; .
~ and

”
’ A

‘0 Utilizing schoot and community resqg:ces.'
While the're is not.a’ requirement within the standa;ds fo; evTQence of
the achle:ement of these ouxcomes :n individual studentf districts (a)
must provude a de5cr|pt|on of goals pertaining to the development of theee
'VEI{IIC ~ e n o 40 :
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fTable&{g Role' Related Competencies Being Considered By The Dayton Schools As Requ:rements Por GraduatJton

. A

= F ‘ . . Y ) v '
" THE 'ROLE OF INDIVIDUAL .. oo 4V. THE ROLE OF CONSUMER

- ——
4

7 Abie to ~c0mrnumcate (read, wrtte, speak, listen) ). Able to manage one's personal progerty and
at a level of- prof|c1ency that enables one to ' " resources. ' .
function effectively as an ADULT. learner, pro- 2. Able to function as a wise, andsresponsible
dgicer, citizen, consumer, af family member . -/ ¢ ‘consumer. ¢ ‘ o A

2. Able to apply basic cemputat skills at a Tlevel + 3. Abjde to analyze’ the costs and benefits -of

of proficiency that enables one to function . : alternative solutions to-environmental problems.

effectlvely as an ADULT learrer, producer, citi- : . . Co "

zen, consumer, -and family member. : :
3. Able to es'tabltsh and maintain a healéy bady . ' L oo~

~ %
B AR

. : - : L.
At THE ROLE OF LEA‘RNER ) v ! e X TYE BOLE OF PRODUCER

v ]

<t \ g .
I, Able to identify one's own interests and abl]l" R 1. Able to describe at least three occupations of
ies in relation to all life roles. : interest, the short and long term benefgts that,

le 'to learn mdependent}y, T ) . go with them, and thetrreqmrements for entry
3 Able to apply logical processes to.the solving " and success. . . LI - 1 :

*-of problems . . ) s . . 2. Able to assess with a reasohabJe degree qf

' - -‘z;%ﬁ_ﬁ‘""‘.»ﬂ ' ' " @ccuracy persomel characteristics‘and abilities \
Lo . that' relate to occupationa! sukcess.

3. Able to ftr?d and obtam work

.
a

. i . R ; / ’
I11. THE ROLE OF CITIZEN P . R VI. THE ROLE OF FAM.ILY MEMBER "

.

. .. . - . \
- .

+ P .

I.'lee to describg one's own.valties in relation ' . Abk to cope with everyday stresses and preb.l'ems
to the values that.are dominant in one's com- : 2 AkeBo function ef'fectively as 3 member of a -
munity of residenc«iyr Q .. P . soctal group. ’

2. Able to identify the n‘;o\r\vmsqioof‘ one's com- 3. 'Able to.gpply knowiedge of the den)ands. of mar-
munity of residence, and ,able determine how . . age and fanily living to personal plaps for
best to contribute toward .meeting those heeds. e . C3reer and marriage.. :

3. Able to function as a responsible citizen on - .

[ e e “stféets aﬁd ‘highways .
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RBTTTty to functlon as a] WHERE IN THE | PERSON(S) [™ COURSES MOST REMEDIAT 10N
. wise and responsible ‘}* ' ‘ , CURRI CULUM SUGGESTED DIRECTLY RESPONS|IBLE PROCEDURES IF
) consumer?® . EASIEST TO DO THE FOR DEVELOPING ’| COMPETENCE 1S
DESIRED OUTCOME ! ILLUSTRATIVE PERFORMANCE STANDARD . TO DEMONSTRATE| ASSESSMENT THE COMPETENCE NOT DEMONSTRATED
= ) . I .
INDICATOR 1. The student is able to make
price and quality comparisons for goods . - »
, and services. ' )

1.1 Low Fidelity Measure: A report pre- 1.L.1 A clear, conclse and accurate compar- {Personal Course Career Education Independent pro-
pared by a student which (a) analyzes ative analysis of cost and utllity Finance; instructor and Home Economics| jects; special
‘information designed to Inform the Information provided, and a defens]- Modern . . courses; stance; re-
pubtic of product or service wtillty ble chaice of preferred products or Problems Hathematics /’x{a course
and cost, and (b) Indicates pgisonal ®ervices given the cost and utitity - courses if all else
choice of preferred goods ervices of Information presented. (A GUIDE fails
on the Basis of suggested utilities will be prepared for evaluatimg the - ‘
and costs, report presented by a student given ’ ! N

. N . .t the particular data sets with which 1
“ . D , students are to work) ' R . . . B

1.2 High ﬂdellty’ Heasure: A report of an |1.2.1 Relevant information as to compara- Personal " |Course Career Education Independent pro-
actual® purchase made,.and the cost and tive costs, estifated quality, etc. nance; Instructor angd Home Economics] Jects; special
utility comparisons engaged i{n prior ‘of competing proJucts or services Hodern . couxses; assistange;

- . to the purchase.. presented in easily comprehended Problems Mat tics nepeat a course
- : form, accompanled by verification-. cours if all else
w by one more qual'fd adults’as to. fails
w ! a studo.s‘havlng'actually made the #
) 5 ! ' compar isons that are described. (A >
. o GUIDE will be prepared for evaluating \
. the report presented by a student
. . o . . L . 'against thls Standard) . .
LA ~ . ‘

=~ Satisfactory perform.;nde on-the first indicetor and at least two of the three remalning indicators of this conpetence |s requirdd for graduation. Each
indicator in turn requires both low and high fidelity evide ce of accompllshment. The Indlcators and measutes listed here other than f} are suggest ive
only; a Student may substitute alternative indicators or v{sures through negotiation with hls advisor. .

* ! I

.
[
.

- ~ » . . R - .
s Figure 3. An {Vlustration of the language that has been adopted In Oregon in relat fon to competency assessment, afig! the requirements that accompany compe-
r . tency statements by way Pf assigned résponsibilities for Instruction, assessment, remedlation, etc. e B
’ - . . ' ‘ .

-
P
-
/
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h
, . ) WHERE IN THE | PERSON(S) COURSES MOST REMEDIAT 1 ON
., DESIRED OUTCOME : : CURRICULUM SUGGESTED DIRECTLY ‘RESPONSLBLE PROCEDURES IF
Ability to functjon as a ’ ~ - EASIEST' TO DO THE FOR DEVELOP ING COMPETENCE IS
, wise and responsible consumer N ILLUSTRATIVE PERFORMANCE STANDARD TO DEMONSTRATE| aAssEssMeNT THE COMPETENCE _ |NOT DEMONSTRATED
INDICATOR 2. The student is able to use p ’
published resources, knowledgeable others, B . .
and consumer assistance agencles when doling i . . b .
comparative shopping. . » - L4 - . =
2.1 Low Fidelity Measure: A report pre- 2.1.1 An accurate and reasonably complete Personal Course Career Education Independent pro-
. pared by a student which identiflies - description-of the resources avall- Finance; instructor and Home Economics jects. special @
. publications, persons in the community, > able withlmm community to ‘assist In | Modern - - i courses ; ‘assistance;
! . and consumer assistance agencles that couparatlvo shopping. (A GUIDE will Problems Hathematics repeat a course
. . Can be approdched when makhpg price bé prepared for evaluating the re; courses if all else fails
' and quality comparisons, and a dis- port presented by a stwdent against . ;
cussion of how thgse various resources thls Standard) . " — :
& can best be, used for this purpose. _ A<
. 2.2 High Fidellty Meas:ure: A repoﬁ des-. ]2.2.1 A clear apd _concise descrlptlon of the|Personal Course Career_f&ucntlon Independent pro-
., cribing the actual .use of *‘:h resources ed In carrylng out a} Finance; !nstructo,r and Home Economlics| jects; special
. resources in making price quality comparative shopping study, a‘Ju?g-, Modern courses ; ! asslstance;

W comparlsons for gbods ,nnd services. ment as tad the utillty of the in Problems saatics repeat a course :
s . I B . " _mation obtalned from each source, and courses Tl 1fcall else fails
. 2 . :, - a statement of preference as to B

’ . - - - sources to be used when doing compar- * ,
7 PR L ative shopping in future. (A GUIDE
R . will be developed for evaluating a Lo
. T . student's report against this
. . . Standard) . .
: i e . - . '
. N , . .
. -~ ‘ ; ‘
- - ] . ' * -
. . ’ . ‘ . L » "
: : . . ' . ‘
: LY ) N -
. Figure 3 (fontinued) - r : . i .
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‘ figure 3 (Continued)

. ‘ WHERE IN THE | PERSON(S) COURSES MOST REMEDIAT | ON
B DESIRED OUTCOHE: ¢ ! CURRICULUM SUGGESTED DIRECTLY RESPONSIBLE | PROCEDURES 1F
Abllity td function as a EASIEST T0 DO THE FOR DEVELOPING ETENCE- IS

" +__wise and responsible consumer ILLUSTRATIVE PERFORMANCE STANDARD TO DEMONSTRATE]| ASSESSMENT THE COMPETENCE 0T _DEMONSTRATED

INDICATOR 3. The student is able to exercise

the means available to a consumer to obtain £

a refund“or substitution for goods or ser- - : .

vices purchased that are found to be Ffaulty . A .

after purchase, or that do not Live up to - ’ '

standards’ or ‘performance levels sugges ted *

through advertising L ' : \ .

3.1 Low Fidelity Measure: A report pre- 3.1.1 A clear, conclse and accurate listing |personal Course ‘ Cereer Education: Independent gro-
pared by a student which describes of at least three progedures for finance; instructor and Howe Economics | jects; speclal
various procedures that can be fol- obtainigg refunds or substitutions Modern " | courses; assistance;
lowed in obtaining refunds or sub- for go*nd services purchased. Problems R Mathedatics . repeat a course
stitutions for ds’and services (A GUIDE w1 be developed for eval- ' rses ' if all else
found to be unaccg¢ptable after pur- uating student reports against this q “falls

se. Standard) . . ‘

3.2 High Fidelity Measure: A report des- 3.2.1 A clear, conclse and accurate des- Personal %“"se Career Education dependent pro-
cribing either the student's experi- cription of the experience -- |n- . finance; instructor and Home Economic wjem, special
ence in obtaining a refund or substl- cliding the goods or services in- Modern courses; -’ assistance;
tution for goods and services rchav , “volved -- accompanied by verifica- Problems Mathematics repeat a course
or a description of the experience o tion by one or more qualified adults courses J 1 all else
someone known to the student In this 3 . as to the vdlidity of the student's R falls
regard. description. (A GUIDE will be

’ developed for evaluating the stu- -
. - ’ dent's report agalnst this Standard) . .
. ) —~—
- ' = *
. ;
' , .
- . v

*‘
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! , ~ WHERE IN THE PERSON(S) COURSES MOST REMEOIAT I ON
OESIREC QUTCOME: ° L~ CURRICULUM SUGGESTEO DIRECTLY RESPONSIBLE| PROCEDURES IFf
‘Ability to function as a { — EASIEST TO DO THE FOR DEVELOPING COMPETENCE 1S
. wise and responsible consumer ILLUSTRAT)VE PERFORMANCE STANOARD 7O OEMONSTRATE | \g5gggmgNT- THE COMPETENCE . §NOT OFMONSTRATEO
0 7/ .
INGI CATOR. 4. The ;student is able to exer- { '
cise consumer protection taws against’ . .
frauddent manufacturers, merchants and/or ‘ 3 -
advertisers. - \
.1 Low Fidelity Hea;ure: A report pre- h. 1.1 An accurate and reasonably complete Personal Course Career Education Independent
pared by a student which identifles listing of the major consumer pro- Finance; I Instructor and Home Economics | projects;
major consumer protection laws that tection laws now In exlstence, and Modern courses; special
now exist, and how these laws can be a clear and concise description of Problems; . Mathematics asslstance;
used to the consumer's advahtage. how these laws can be exercised to Business Law courses repeat a
. . the consumer's advantage. (A GUIOE course If all
) will be developed for evaluating a , else fails
< / students' report against this .
Standard) .
.,” 4.2 High Fidelity Heasure:\-v«report ' .2.1 A clear, concise and accurate des- Personal Course Career Education I ndependent
, describihg elther the student's ex- criptlon of the eyperience -- ip- Finance; Instructor and Home Economics | projects; ~
* perlence In using one Oor more consumer cluding the goods or services and Hodern courses; special
protection laws to his or her own ad- the protection law(s) Involved -- Problems; \ Mathematlics assistance;
vantage, or a description of the ex- accompanied by verification bv one Business Law courses ‘repeat a
perience of someone known to the stu- or more qualiflied adults as to the course If all
dent in this regard. validity of the student's descrip- W% else fails
tion. (A GUIDE will be developed *
for evaluating the student's report
against thils Standard) ,
- * - b‘ -
[ ¢ T
-
* , l
» ’
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Figure 3 (Continued) . ~ te
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kinds of outcomesy (b) must specify instructional guidance and counseling

;chvitie; to be 'Ilowed Fn achieving these outcomes; (e} must show the
assignmentfof guidance rgsponsibilities within each school that are de-
signed to bring them\about; (d) must provide a rationale for these assign-.
ments; (e) must sho&‘how the guidance and dounséling prongﬁ’is coordinated

from k?ndergarfen through grade twelve; and (f) must specify the methods

and procedures to be used in evaluating the effectiveness of the program

-~
in achieving the goals specified. ) !
. Clearly; the Oregon apéroach to cpapetency.ggsed educgtion represent’s
® ~
a major cépmitment and a cdﬁprehensive design to restructure the‘nature
of- schooling at the elementary and secondary levels. It is designed to
L4

let everyone withih a community, including students, know the outcomes

that are desired of schooling, the indicators to be looked to as evidence .

“r

" of outcome achievement, and the effectiveness of programs of instruction
. v .
A
in promoting these outcomes. It 4{30 is anipproach to schooling that
N »

is designed to adapt the process of schooling to individual differences

- .
in children, and to insure that pll children achieve the outcomes desired

» / . . -
for them -- at least at a minimum acceptable level.

Perhaps most importanéffff}t-is an approach to schooling that re-

quires evidence of the abiNgyof students to perform the functiaons re--

quired in the'varfous life roles they will assume following graduation

from school. It does not‘treat these as the'only outcomes of schoeting,

but the thrust of the new standards with respect to the demonstration of

-

competence as a basis for graduation is clearly in the direction of the
a4 L]
applied. This peculiar and powerful intérpretatﬁon of competence does ‘l

not déeny the importance qf mastering the knowledges and‘skills that arew  —

»

at the heary of the various programs of study that have been offered by

schools in the past. Nor does it interfere in any way with expectations

- A}
N\ f
\ , Ny

: .\ w51 :

- N IR . ‘ - 6,




! .

about the achievement of .those Quicomes. The new standards simply re-

quire in addition to knowledge and skill mastery evidence of the ability

-

to apply the knowledges and skills obtained through twelve years of study

L. /
to the kinds of tasks faced in day-in and/daycout living as an adult aftér
leaving school. -

- ¢

4

[

Implications For The Definition
. Of Competency Based Education
,/

As evident from this brief r&view the task'of defining competency

based education does not appear_ to be snmplified by Iooklng to the char-

acteristics of operational educational\programs that have been 1abeled

-

as bexng ""competency based''. Should a definition of, competency based

educatlon be structured to |nclude all of the programs so labeled, .or .

should it in some way be restricted? “I1f a restrictive definition were to
be adopted, how restrlctcve,should it be? And how should the defining

.

characteristlcs be determined? If a deﬁnnntlon is too restrlctive it

suffers the danger of unwise or unnegessary exclusion. But the reverse

also is true. |f -a definition is too inclusive it suffers the danger of

losing meaning and utility.

As indicated aftJr the/?eview of educational practices that appear

to be encompassed by the concept, (?/one thing that becomes clear is
a

that any definitioﬁ,proﬁbsed will rbitrary. It also is clear theﬂF.

whatever deyinition is”proposed will need to be viewed as emérging, and
i~ K [ i
as needing ty be adjusted with time and further understanding., The

definition prcposed in Chapter 3 is put forth in this light. -

B

.




CHAPTER 3. A WORKING DEFLNITION OF - . :
COMPETENCY BASED EDUCATION N

¢ T

In arriving at a definiti® of competency based education, it turns
Qut that ;hd definitional questions exist: What is the meaning of compe-
tence? and What is_the meaning of competency based.education? In the

pages that follow, both'termg are defined. After being defined, some of

“®

the subtleties and complexities that have come to be associated with

these terms, and that have major impact on program effactiveness-and

3

operation are-discussed. The chapter closes with a ch#rt that can be

used by schools or digtricts or states that wish to implement a ‘compe-

3 \

teﬁcy based educational proggam to convey to’ their patrons and others

the"ﬁz:acteristiés of the progrém'being implemented. Thq‘Fhart is.

E 3

used in Chapter 6 as a rheans of identifying and portraying "alternative -

models'' of competency based educational programs.

.

'
A Formal Definition Of Competence

In everyday, man-on-the-street terms, competence signifig§'thq

ability to.do something well. Ordinarily the somé€thing refers to a job

or a complex tdsk -- for example, the ability te manage a business or a
farm; the ability to fupction as a scientist or a surgeon; the ability
to play tennis orwchess. This everyday use of the term is consistent -

with its dictionary definition: ''Means sufficient for the necessities
“ - k' ’ - .' // -
of life; fitness''. Syn: Able, sufficient (w§bster‘s Seventh Ney‘CQ}-

legiate Dictionary, 1971).

) . . 1.
UnfG?tuna;eLy, this general meaning of competence has not been main-
£

tained consistently by persons writing about or implementing competency
et e

based educationalvprogramé. As applied in'CBE, competence often has been
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equated with performaqce, without regard for what is to be performed.

-

This ha:;jéd to a3 tendency to designate essentially any desired learner
. ’

- A

> outcome™gs a ''‘competence''.

- Within such a framework, the acquisition of 3 new concept, tAe mem- -

‘ orization of a new fa\ or the modlfncatlon of an existing attitude are ’
viewed as ”competencnes“ to be attained! Moreover, -such outcames are

!
treated no dlfferently than outcomes that' require the a EE]lcatloﬁ of suqh

|nformat|on and attitudes, for example, playing a piﬁho,-building a hi-f{_
set or driving of an autemobile responsibly. Nor are they treated dif-

~

ferently than outcomes/;hat require an even broader application, for, 7
L] o

- example, the ability to function effectively as a plumpeF or a homemaker
) or a physieian. - .
» . .
/i . Defining‘cqﬁbetenEe as equivalent to the acHievedent of any outcome
. [ 4 . o
attained thréhgh schoolnng robs the concept of competency based edueetlon "
> “ .

* of much of its uniqueness and much of its powe" It also ignores the

egbljc and educational forces seeking to invest a measure of accountability
- 3 ~
into the educational process by insisting that graduates demonstrate the .

. abilityto function in key life roles outside of school -- however far

their learning potential carries them in the attainmerit of-other, tradi-

tional and non-traditional goals of schooling. . . - o

¥
e

In a recent paper (1975) Gale-and Pol acknowledge the .cohfusion that -

has existed in relation to the definition of competence and assume the

task of providiné some_degree16}§order to the:conceptuel disarray that
N ’

e

now exists. .After consulilpé a8 number of dictionaries, within a wide.

variety of disciplines and in five different languages, these authors
o . .
conclude that a remarkably cqnsistent and cdmmonly held set of defini-- N

\ . . N
- tions exist with respect_ to the term. They summarize their conclusnon -as
’ e . \
follows: -
S 54 : ;
\‘l‘ Lt 1 r.. -
ERIC : . 40 - S s
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REL ' ’ Competence,,b_y deﬁ;nltn.on, Fs tied to a posi- A
) tlon or. role . The‘ligatures binding ‘the two are
& * v A S - £
- .- 7 abilifies’ knowledge,,skllls, judgment, .attitudes »
R - ' gnd values required for success ful functioning in ,
Co x the posntnon or role. »That is, possessioh of the’
. e scritically’ reqq&red abilities; knowledge, judgment,
C ) skills, attitudes and .values--and proficient use of .
» ) th€ .same-~is what yields competence. in an individual. . v '
;o . (p 20) S, i X . .
. F ] T ' . / ‘ , .
. Gale and Pol go on to deflne compe rmally as: "'...the quality of,
, éelng functnonally adequate in performm% the tasks and assumnng‘l{e role
.. . <~ 4 “ -
I J ofra, speclfled posnt|8n, lncludnn'g the requusnte knowledge, abnlnty, cap-
. - .
;L T ) abvllty, sklll, Jjudgment, attitudes’ gnd values' (b 2l) ) ’ -
‘.-‘f .: ‘ - . . . I~ 2 mw
L 'l\ From thJS point of view a “compe’tence to be nstrated' wilil always
. ] be stated in Qeneral terms, and always be tied to a partncular role or Rosi-
& g .
N oL tlon. Moreover %he term competence wnll not’ be used sy’nonymoutly with )
\ ® ' # .
) the knowledge, SklllS, and attrtudeslthat make up competence or more .
M “ "' . , - N v R
e accuritely‘ that are dTawn upon to perform c<5mpetentlyl These‘,should be
»

~
N
-

g t%elther as J'enabler,s” of competence, or as outd®omes desnred of ed-
ca

o S lndepfdent of then- relat*qonshnp to competence.’Such a dlstlnc-

¢

. . tlon ‘Has ‘eﬁed t/ea'cher educatlon in Oregon and the Northwest unusually . ° '.
; : (Schalock and Hale, l96($cﬁalock Kersh and Horyna, 1970; The
(a4
. “
" " 0regon Teacher Standards and Practnces Commission, 1974; Sch&l{pck Kersh . .

nd Garrnson, l97‘ and‘there?ns every.'reason to belleve it will serve

v educatlon at the eslementar$l and se&mdary school level in the same manner .
F

* '

.. .. As a consequeﬁce tﬂe definition, of competence that has been proposed by
. ¢ \\

Cw
Gale and Pol |s the basis fbr‘ yﬁe deflnrtlon of competency based .education

lproposed.illr’t.he next section 'of‘ the paper.

-

It is Qlivnous .,that bhe adopt1on of such a view

i

f competence dov .
;hot in ‘anyway snmpl lfy \'ﬁdeanxng of cQmpeten based e&acatlon Wh *
' 9\ ey

. _such a posntl’on is taken a w“de range of{erplexlng issues energe B
. , . ) . . i '
LA 7 Q ¢ v . . . Y] a
. ) . . - - »
‘ ¢, S .
. \)4 ] . _‘a / "‘;a 50 ! . ’ .
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‘example, what life roles are to be’ addressed- by a public school? How

are schools te deberm‘lne the. kno,wledge,- skills and attitudes that best

. » o

.equip students to function in a particular role? What indicators are

,to be used ‘as ‘fdence of ability to perform successfully iﬁd,a particu-

. 3

lar 1ife rol;k> How are measures of these indicators to be obtained?

At a more immediate level tdore is the simple question of the form

comgetency statements-are to take if they aMe to be linked to performance
4 ~' X - /

) s -
., +

in Iifé roles.-

While there are no simple and.straightforward answers to such ques-

tions, they are not so difficult as to defy being answered. - Efforts are
. . » N
underway currently in Oregon and Pennsylvania, for example, to work out

o illustrat*e answers to questnons of this kind, and to‘Bemonstrate them

. I

in actual practlce. The |st|ng of role- related competehcy statements

in Ie 6 page 30 and the* Ilstmg of indicators and measures of out-

4
" tome *evement in Figure 3, pp 31 to 34 are cases in point. Unquestlc.l 3\
y . X
ably t,he ad0pt|on of a Gale Pol - deflmtnon of- competence brings problems
&

~and added complexlty to the operation of schoois, but while it adds problems

t ‘ . - -
an Qmplexlty, it also provides "schools, a dgreat deal of added leverage in
ey , . ‘ N
makiny the fferenc_:e in the lives of chil'dren and youth they are expected

- L . ¢ A

R '--“;»-t;o";make .

v e ' :5. .
o'e;z : | /

. ]
A Formal D}inition Of Compefency Based" Education

< . M - . 2

Givenl‘all'that has. been said, how should competency based education

Pe defined? In its simplest form, and only suggestive of its full mean-
; . N \ - N .
e, it s proposed that CBE be defined as

.a process that facilitates with a known degree ff
effefnveness the acquisition of desired outcomes ns
learners -- including thS%bnllty to perform tasks

.
.t

9 v, . #




related to success in job orslife roles -- docugents -
the achievementNof these outcomes; and limks graduation
N requirements to specific performance levels on a .

pafticular set of outcomes. . , .
) ©

While Felatively’ Tong and reasonably exacting, there is much that is not

‘ made explicit by this defini\tn‘cn. Asxijwdicated prev'iOust, for example,

it does not make explicit what tasks are 'to be performed for what job or
) . ' +°
o be achieyed, or
»
rm such tasié.

Jife roles': or how -the ability to perform such tasks i
& B

. 7 . y ey .
what is to be ac:.?eptedaas evidence of the ability to

4

By contrast, however, Mtheis made specific by this definition. It

[-3

»

signals clearly, for example, that competency based education is a con-
4

- tinf’usly adaptive prdcess with <«known degrees of reliability in briﬁging

about desired learning outcomes in students; it signals that at leas® some

S

of these outcomes are'}t'o( pertain to the ability of s'tuden;s to perform !
tasks, that are defensibly related to the performancé of out-of-school job

] . s

~ . 3 . ‘ i . 3 p ’
or life roles; and it \sngnals that the process m‘st be sufficiently flex

A ible and broad in scope that it isA effective yith learners having widely

I

d‘?ffering interests-and abilities. : o a

LA . .
All of these implications lead to the conclusion that such an appr&

- s
»

to education depends hemwily on the systematic cdllection and use of in-
v . ’ .
. ] ]
far‘n?ation on the effectiveness of .school programs, and the systematic col-
£ . - e . R .
. . . 2 s
o lection and use of information on the success of 'eagh student in each ‘pro-

——— >

« gram. They also. lead to the conclusion-that 4uch anéproach, depends

\

-

heavyTy on a commitment to successful learning on the art‘)f all students
-8 N ,

in a school, not just a high pel;centage of ‘students.] As one superintendent

»

of a large urban district recently put. ét: ''Educators have never.accepted
]

-

the responsibiljty of achieving success with every student. That's a
£

tall o;'def. And ¥ -believe the only way we’ can develgp that *institutional ‘
frame of mind. is by s-ay;i'ng that's -exactly whatiéwe are,@oing to do." !

< R -~

* r' ' ‘ 4
'Q * C e 457 ’ '
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(Robert "W. Blanchard, Superintendent, Portland Puﬁiic’SchooIs, in:

*

» 'Change And Challenge For Educatjop In The 1970's,'p 2).% =

] . ; . .
! Competency based educaticn,*as it ,is being defined here, §55um€;

such commitment.
A\

s S A s I g

An Operational Definition Of Competency Based Education
. -

" ) . ' . s
‘Given the formal definition that ‘has been proposed for competency

.

based educdtfon,what are the processes that define it operationally?
_ , )
Following the lead of Howsam (1972) a three-level set of processes are

proposed: those that constitute the.defining characteristics of CBE,

+

those that constitute the enabling characteristics, and thgse that con- -
stitute the unique characteristics. These are discussed in some detail

™~ in the pages that follow, and form the basis for a discussion in Chapter’

6 of alternative models of competency based education. i . .
# ‘ e »

’

The Defining Characteristics

~Nothing is conta"wed in the proposed defin?tion of competency based - ,

, L .
edéication that detracts from the position taken in Chapter 1 ipat per-

formance-based and/or miitery learning approaches to instruction:are at .

“+the heart of competency based education. The elements held in ‘common by
these two approaches to instruction are listed on page 8. The defini- ,

. " Rion proposed above, hbﬂévef, suggests that cilipetency based education

=

‘4 . igF}udes a number of additional elements. Four are particulariy critical: .

(a) the 3nc1usion in lists of outcomes desired from schooling the ability
-

- to function effectively in life roTés; (b) thé identiification of a minimam

) )

set of these outcomes as needing to be demonstrated as a basis for gradua-

I .tion; (c) rules and procedures tha¢’énabl; students to individualize to
R ’ s i .

‘
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. .
. . -
en " [}
-, L

the ‘extent feasible learning programs and assessment procedures; and (E)"
. ’ . .

rules and procedures that assure the continuous adaptation and impro&e-

ment of instructional programs on the basis of student performance in

sealation to learning outcomes desired. Adding these elements to those

listed on page 8, it is proposed’ that the essential elements of q'compe-

tency based educatioq program include

e A l-istling of outcomes desired from instruction,
including outcomes that reflect the ability’ tb
¥, function effectively in life roles;

B - 7

e The adentkfucatlon of a minimum set of these
outcomes as those needing to be dennnstrated
as a basis fif graduation;
‘Instructional programs that enable students to
achleve the various outcomes desired fFoncschool-
ing; )

® The means by which to ‘ealuate outcome achieve-

ment, and certafy that outcomes have in fact been

achieved,’ including .
€ measures of outcome achi@vement that

follow directly from the statement

of desired outcomes;

- standards that spell out clearly the
level of performance (criterion) that
must be met on each JSutcome measure
for outcome achievement to be judged
satisfactory; o

® Procedures that enable students to |nd|vndualcze
learning programs and assessment processe-,

L] . [
e Procedyres that enable students to receive T;::>uc4
,tion until learning outcomes®are achieved; andg

) Procedures that assure the contnnuous “adaptation
and lmprovement of instructional programs on the
basis of student performance in relation to the -
learning outcomes desired from the program.

These seven processes are put forth as constituting the defining‘charac-

. ’

terlstacs of a competency based education program A program mlssnng
"t

any one of .them would be judged to be not fully competency based.

® 5y
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Some authors argue that two other elements are equaIIy important to '3

*

the operation of competency based programs, but as yet agreement |§¢noé -

’ -
-

widespread about them. These are the processes of (a) |nvolvnng members

. » * \ ’ ) A 1]
of'a community in e€stablishing the outcomes desireg,from schooling, and

in designating the indicators that will be acceptable as evidence of out-
. . y .
come achievement; and (b) systematlcally determlnlng the costs and bene-

flts assocnated with each instructional program offered. Snnce e
]

processes are‘not widely agreed‘to,the definition that has b propoSed

does not make reference to them. Provision is made, however, for identi-

fying these elements irr the format that has been proposed for portraying

4

. . . - - . ] "4
the characteristics of a competency based program to be implemented.
. ‘ e \
Several of the alternhati models of competency based education discussed

. v ’ \ R '
iX Chapter 6 take these elements into account, for |f |ncluded |n a model 1

s -

of competency based educatlon they Have maJor |mpI|cat|ons for the |mpIe-

mentation process.

Ly

[

4
.
.

It is recognized that a simple listing of the elements to be included
. ¢ .
in a particular approach to education are of 1imited utilitysin establish-
4

ing and operating programE that reflect these elements. To fully under- .
<, ¢ . . .

stand what the elements mean they need to be seen-in operation. The next

best thing is to see how they might be put together in variods “models"

¢

of operation -- that is, descriptions of how operating programs might —

’

look ¢i f the elements were implementqg in particular ways. This is the -
*

"intent of Chapter 6. Less helpful, but perhaps of some additional asgist-
ance are both the simpiificagion and the .elaboration of the eIements'that
have been 1isted. Rkaders who desire simplification ate referred to Table

.

.7, readers who desire elaboration ‘are referred to Table 8.\
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' Tableef: A Slmplnflcatnon Of The Defiming Charactertstucs
- 0f A Competency Based Educational Program . )
, ) . hd ' - o \ * ' ", .

OUTCOME/GOAL SPECIFICATION ' N .

-

e Explicit and agreed to by members of the community

e Known to-students * —
¥’ e Provide directidn to lnstructnon, ‘evaluation, certufncatnon-
e Some relate to performance in life roles dutside of ¥hool
+ e Some are identified as requirements for graduation
. INSTRUCTION = . i 4

. e Explicit and known to students
e Linked directly to outcomes to be achieved
° Provndes ch&ice and flexibility in learning activities .
° 3rovndes chonce and‘flexibility in use of time

-

———

" OUTCOME/GOAL ASSESSMENT
e Expliclt and known to students

J Criterion referenced .
*\grOV|dés choice and flexibility in mode of assesSment
e Provides choice and flexjbility.in, the*number of times a

X1 . particular assessneht ‘may bi}m@beated ' . -
' . PROGRAM EVALUATION/IMPRUVEMENT
. ~ n : .. .
- I G
) Table 8. An Elaboratnon Qf The Defining Characte.#ltics :

of A Competency Based Educational. Prognam

OUTCOME/GOAL SPECIFICATION ‘ . .
e A set of explicitly stated outcomes desired from instruction,
including:

- outcomes that reflect'the ability to function effec-
tively in life roles; and
.~ the identification of a minimum set of these.outcomes
to be demonstrated, recorded, and displayed in order iE
‘ to satisfy certnflcatlon/graduatuon requiremerits.

1

INSTRUCTION

e Instructional programs that:
’

-

- clearly link gontent and process to tbe learnlng out-
comes desired;
- clearly proyidé alternative learning eupernences for
outcome achievement; and , -
' - clearly rely on perfqormance in relation to established
standard®# as a basis for program placement' decisions,

including program exit and certification decision
Yi -

ERIC . sl
N " ' Ny
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Table 8 (Continued) — - L
C , - )
INSTRUCTION'(Contlnued) . . L
® Instructional procedures that individualize the I'ejmlng process
by giving students 3. voice |n the selectton of:
¥
- outcomes to be achieved;
o - learning activities to be pursued while worklng towa piis B
* outcome achievement ;
- learning environments within which to pursue outcome’ '
. : achievement; and
: - the time and number of attempts allowed for acqunrmg ' v
desnred outcomes . o . .
> ? OUTCOMELGDAL ASSESSMENT | C
&,
° Assessment systems that clearly identify: R

- the kind af indicators to be accepted as evndence of
outcome achievement;

’ ) ‘e - how evidence of outcome achievement is to be obtained:
- the standards that have be set for performance in . Y
' ‘rélation.to desire® outcomes, i.e., what is to repre-- -

sent an aE:cep able level of outcome achievement;
‘= the procedures to be followed in e'valu\tlng performé’ce T
- in relation to standards, and
. - how achievement in rekation to desired outcémes is to e
be recognized and displayed. .

s N \

‘e Assessment procedures that individualiZe the evaluatnon process—

by giving students a voice in the: selection of; # . e
» * -
\ - indicators acceptable as evidence )f outcome ac{yeve- !
* ment ;

IS

= procedures to be used in assessing ou tcome ‘achievement; ..

- standards set for outcome achievement; and

= the time and number of attempts allowed for demonstrat-
f . ing outcome achievement.,

PROGRAM EVALUATION/ | MPROVEMENT g N
t [
e A set of explicitly stated procedures for assuring the continuous
adaptatnon and umproven‘ient of ongoing educational programs through

\__-.the use of: - ‘ . .

R - formatlve and’ summatnve program evaluation data, includ- '
ing data on the appropriateness of outcomes being puc-
sued fand, where feasible, data on program costs and
benefits; . o
- student performance data; and : -
- staff performance data, including data on the effective-

- ness of staff development programs. ) ! -
\ - x bt * * . - - [ 3
',‘ - v . ]. .
\ L
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In viewing these elements (processes) collectively two features come
. ! ‘ - \'
into sharp focu;?‘\the extent to which wbat is hoped to be achieved and

what has been achieved in a competency based'program is made explicit,
and the extent to which such programs }ely upon and make use of data.

Both features have adQéntages and disadvantages so far as the operation
» + - 2

» )

of schools is concerned. B8eing explicit about what is to be achieved en-
ables stu%ents and the patrons of a school to see whether the goals being

pu?sueﬁ are the Qoals they wish to have pursued. [t also permits students
: .
) . . S
and faéulty to clearly understand what is to be achieved and when it ng
r.! - \
been achieved. The disadvantagEs of being eprLqit about expected and

.

achieved outcomes is the invitation.it provides to endless debate about
what these outcomes are to be, arid the means they progide for holding

— .
Bath students and schools responsible for the achievement of the outcomes
'des{red. . ) A ‘ o

Operating educational programs omathe bagis of data about student

L . . - .
performange, program effectiveness, and faculty effectiveness also is a

’ »:
twocedged sword. On the one hand it p ides a basis for decision making
. .

. .
that is better than best guess, intuition, or impression. On th& Other

-

.hand it is a costly approach to the operation of schools, both in terms

»

. ‘ < -
af the™Mime and resources required to collect and summarize the data

N 3 . 4 . .
needed and -the time and resources required to get it in a form that is
useful to degjsion makers. Dealing with data that pertain to a particular

decision can q{;o be disruptive and time consuming, and can make schools

.

‘more vulnerable to their.critics. - - »-

L] : ' * ‘ ’
"Be this as it may, a competency based mode, of operation seems to

imply that schools are to operate in an Gkugually public'way and with an
) . N ~

unusual depéndence upon data for d%cision Jaking. .

h .

L}
?
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BN
The list of defining,characteri; i{c% proposed for competency Based ' ‘t

education have two other features that come i sharp focus: the extent 1

" to which a ‘competency based program i§ outcome Oriented, -and the exfent;\‘
. ~ . > N
] M -
to which it is tailored to differénces in individuals and settings. In
. X 1 B 3
addition to identifying and making known to all concerned’ the outcomes’

to oe achieved through an educational orognam,‘instroctiqpal programs are

to. be des;gned in terms of the outcomes.that are des?red and programs S

are to be adapted or improved on the ba;is oT oytcome'oohiomement. |
In combination these various features pf}a competency based'appnooch

to ‘educagion call for schoolnng to differ in smportant wéﬁs from the

approach to schoollng found in most communities today. By addnng to these

characteristics a strong commitment to the need for both students and

faculty to adapt outcomes, indicators of outcomo achievement, And learning

. [ -~

B ' A
actiwvities to fit their own particular needs, abilities and learning styles,
competéncy baseq\education represents an approach to schooling that approxi-

mates what many would consider to be |mpossnbly |dealnst|c Evidence from

-! -

the arera of competencly bas®d teacher educat;on, however,‘sugge;ts-that

»

'Such an approach to schooling is an attainable goal, and attainable without

.

a greét increase in the resources now available to schools (Schalock, Kersh

and Garrison, 1976). '

~ AN .

sential characteristics of competency based education, they
A N i 0
do not constitute an exhaustive nor sufficient set. 'There remain the
questions, for eﬁample, of how the outcomes desired from schooling are ™=
to be established; how resources and personnel are to be organizgd to
N .
carry out/tﬁé processes called for by‘}he defining gharacteristics; how
. - "' .
~ . g,
' SRR N
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detisigns about curriculum, instruction and resource allocations are to -
be made?)énd how the actual operat-ions involved in instruction and assess-

ment are to be carried out. These are the muscle and sinew of any educa-

;ionaliprog;am, including those that are competency based. The fact that
.. - L. »
a program is competency based will have major implications for the form

whichP such enabling aspects-of program operation take, but every educational
s

program must have such characterist%cs, in one form or another, to function

* *

- ‘ A

at all.

2

On the basis of the defining.fgatgres that have been proposed, it

'Y : ~

would seem that at lgast three enabling features are required for a”bbmgt-
tency based prograh to function optimally:

1. A means for idéntifying and obtaining agreement on
thre educational outcomes sought by a district, and
a means for insuring that they reflect

e social conditions, both present and antncn-
pated; and
e what is known_about human development and

learning. . \ ) -

¥

A means for managing or administering the program
which insures .
24
e the functional linkage of program planning
operat«ng and budgeting proced
e an information management systﬁat sup-
ports deta dependentMecision making; and
e the appropriate pagparation, placement and
utilization of personnel.
. . — : :
A means for arriving at program related decisions
that makes explicit for edch maJor category of deci-
s«on to be made

e the strycture or ''mechanism'' through which.the
. decision is to be made (e.g., an ‘individual

teacher or team of teachers, a departmental
or grade level committee, a school-wide com-
mittee, a school-community council);

e the groups to be represented ig the decision
making process;

e the procedures to be fol&wed in arrnvmg at
a decision; and

e the data to be consider@RdTin arriving at a
decision. -

) 51 (L&
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These three characteristics reflect two major points of emphasis. The

first haxnto do wi'th ensurlng that the outcomes to be pursued in an ed- .
é

ucational system are approprlate and of high quality. The secohd hassto

do with ensuring that the program as a whole functions as planned.
* - a«

-In light of the strong outcome orientation of a competency based

approach to education, and in light of the ‘requirement ‘that these out-*

comes be explicit and agreed to, steps must be taken to ensure that the

. Outcomes ta be pursued are those that should be pursued. A competency _

(Y

based program attempting to operate without this. characteristic would

soon find itself in trouble -- {f'in fact it’were able to be implemented
P

v

at all “ﬂ .
| . ‘ ’ " ) A
Much the same rationale can be brought to the issue of pr gram manage-

" .
ta

~ment. If resources and personnel are not wisely used in relation to out-

comes to be achieved, and if decjisions are not made on the:basis of data

- - N - ’
that are available and in a manner that is in keeping with«the public and

. [ B
Outcome-oriented stance of CBE, a program would soon find itself in severe

)

difEimutty. b ST - © -
"While critical in the long run to program operation, the enabling

Y
»

characteristics listed probably do not need to be fully operational when
. A

N A
3 competency based program is first implemented. It is likgly,.however
that unless these characteristics are an nntegral part of pIanngng in rela-

tion to program nmplenentatlon, and unless\they are |mpﬁenented quickly

and as completely as resources permlt, a dvstrlct s expernence wixth compe-
, .
tency based education will be short and unhappy
S

Unique Characteristics

After extensive debate, and after a careful review of the literature

pertetming to competency based edlication and teacher education, it appears

6




there are only three aspects of the various defining and enabling charac-
teristics that have been outlined that are unique to the idea of compe-

.

tency based education. These are:

e The ifsistence that a minimum‘set of ¢he-outcomes
desired frpom schooling be defined in terms of the
ability of students to function efféctively in life
roles when they complete_school;

- N -~

e The requirement that a minimum sét of these outcomes o
(competencies) be meons;rated as @ basis for.gradu-
ation from school; and

-

° The requnremenmerformance in relation to this
minimum set of ou s be summarized and displayed

"as part of the certification process.

-

14
R}

All of the other characteristics that have been listed as either defin-
ing or enabling of competency based education could as well appear in a

mastery learning or perforhance-basqd approach to instruction.

To some readers this conception may seem to miss the point of compe- "

teﬁcy based education, or to so simplify the meaning of CBE that it denies

.

ghéﬂbromise it ostensibly holds. Perhaps so. But the power of .these

three features to fundamentally alter the nature of schooling, and- to

.

notlceably improve the capacnty of young people and adults to .uwctnon
within the contex; of present day society, should not be underestimated.
Comingato grips with whét such outtomes should be has the potential qf 4
o
changing relationshibs between»schools’and communities, relatiothips

be;;jﬁg studentsrand faculty, and the way we think generally about what

th outéomes of schoolnng should be. Jiecogn|2}ng how such,outcomes are
} "

“to be achieved and assessed is likely to change how we think about where .

and how’ instruction is to occur, where and how assessment js to occur,
who is to be involved in the instruction and--assessment process, and the
,* - . "( . N . ’
amount of time required for Instruction. and assessment.

fFacing the reality of having to certify that a student has in fact,

53 67 g
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- 4 - . ° . -
demonstrated the ability to function effectively in various.life roles '

1

in out-of-school settings is likely to force schools to.take their respon-

sibility for learning much more seriously. It #so is likely to cause =

rd
schools and commuﬁities o, be muchsrnore ierious about following ‘aduates
Q. .
to see how in fact they are;able to function in out-of-school céhtexts,
.éaand to yse thtagfnfofmatioq indefining school programs. Finally, it is
T“Iikeiy to briné to the outcome ideptiﬁ(cation process «a much more thought-

ful, analytic and serious orientation than has been the case typically in

.

the past. . ] . .
B et s f. Va
If these consequences occur they must of necessity cause a rethipk-

) ~ . ) 9
Jng of alk of the outcomes desired from schooling, and their relationship

to those to be required For graduation .
In short, it is possnble that what appear on fnrst reading’ to be
‘N
three reIatnver |nnocu0us charactePlstncs of an educational program have

-

.

°

'-wnthln’them the power to influence in a major way an entire educational

Whether they'do SO depends of ‘course upoh the kinds of outgcomes

the indicators ‘that are to be accepted as ev1dence of outcome

AY L]

achievement, the seriousness with which evidence is to be optained on out-

-

come achievement, and the commitment a school and community have to the

system.

identified,

i

achievement of such outcomes by students. |f meaningful oOutcomes are .

established, strong evidence of outcome achievement obtained, and all stu-

»

dents are expected to achieve the_ outcomes desired -- and are offered

\“ * J
- aIternatnve -means of achlevrng fhese outcomes that accommodate their

t

rn(erests and abilities -- schooling as it is knoWh in America today WIII

of necessity change. ) ‘




Some Subtlet1es And Comp{exltles

. Embedded ln THe Defnnlﬁlons Proposed

. . . & ‘"
. s . ) . - o
fach of "the elements that contribute to a competendy based approach

. / P » ¢
) L N “ .
to education cOntains subtleties and,complexities that are not obvious.

from the descrlptlons that have ‘been provuded ,thus far. Moreovéer, thife .

- - .
subtleties and complex:tles tend to rease as elements are combnned in-
- P

to an operational program. Chapters L and 5 are addressed to* these extendeg

»
»

. .meanlngs but two aspectg of a compe&éncy based approach to educatton con=
-
fain suffncnent subtlety and complexity, and“are sufficiently central. to
s 8§ - ‘.t ’ . L3
all el that the7 need to be dealt wi th prior.to these extended dniys-

-'\» 2

SlonS These have to do wnth the ldent|£4cat|on of role-r ted compe-
tencles, and the‘relatnonshlp between such competencies anf othar‘outcomes
e yed from lnstructlon. The subtletles that d;fferent{ate performance-;
based and competency based @pproaches to'educatnon also requrre further

» h i
-

elaboration. . e .
¢ | 8

o)
Implications Of The Prgposed -Definitiom
of Competence For am Operation . ‘//

s

4 . )
Deﬂnnnng competence as tHe abllnty tb functlon el ectively in rote-

related endeavors has major |mpl|cai|ons for botb the assessment of compe-
. , -
tence and |nstruct|on ip. relatlon to the acquisition of compet . Though
4
obvnously related iach is treated sefarately l‘?the pat//raphs that follow..)
.

oy J
’ J’ . IMPLICATIONS FOR THE ASSESSMENT OF COMPﬁTENCE As defined by Gale

and Pol, the-demonsﬁrgjgon of competence requnfes evidence of the ablllty

~,

\

to apply.knowledges skllls and attitudes in_ the performance of role-

reladed tasks Ideally thns ‘would- nvolve obtaining evldence of related f
. ' Y
behayior in real-llfe settnngs, for example, the pérformance of the roles
\ - -
homemaker in a home the.performasce of the roles of -3 garpenter in
4

N

context of a constructnon project; the perfOrmancg of the roles$of a




. 2 » N V“"
£ . / - » £
téacher in an ongoing school s ing;. the performance of roles related
‘ A - . . .
. , to belng a responsnble cit ithin the context of a commuhity. How-"
ever, ilnce access to such real-iife, settings is often difficul arrange,
. and evidence of performance in-Such‘settings costly to obtain, something
",. * less than the ideal may have to, do. : ’ ,
~ L ¥ v ’ - ) .
o One alternative is to demgnstrate the ablility to perform role-related ’

»
- “
. .
N .

tasks under simulated conditions. These may occur within such well estab- ,
* » ;! .

ed laboratories as the woodworking and automotive shaps and the home

fad+$iﬁges maintained by most schools; through ''simulation .games'
i 'l \‘ o.' ’

4 g .

.

, ' o -
,( . % that could be developed by a creative teacher.

% .
Barring evidence qf. the ability to egply knowledge and skill in real
- L M .

.

. . . <> . a
. life or simulated settings, a school may accept as evidence of competence

R the master?bﬁg:Dnowledoes and skills assumed to be needed to perform role- ‘- i’
-— ' - . )
“ ’ s reIated tasks coqﬁetently This é} course is less persuasive as evtdence ‘y
® of competence®, but may for one reason or another be the bes% evndence,that
N\ . .
a school is able to managef

~~ L 3 N
’ PR »

’ ‘While theedecision a school makes about™ the definition and assess-

Y
ment of competence erI aIways represent a trade- off between what is
[ 4 A\l

%

'deSIred and what is possible,-the value gained f¥om strong deanltlon and
r

* assessment should not be underestnmated. The general assumption is that

the stronger the evndence of competence,the better one san predict siccess

4 . ! iy

~ in job or [ife roles foIIowlng graduation fnﬂ‘pchool, an assumption whlch
) [y 3

in turn beqomes important for instruction whilé still in school and for.
certifying what a student -is likely to be able to do after school. The
\' - Lt -

relat}onship between kind of evidence abouf competence and the ability
' - .

*to p?edict success in out-of-school settings ‘is illustrated in Figure 4.

.
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-The rationale-underlying figure 4 is elaborated in papers by Schalock
* « “ ’

. . .
(1977 1972). The implications for measurement of a 'definition of compe-
ted‘f of the kfnd proposed by Gale and Pol also has been elaborated by

a . Schalock (1973), and by Schalock, Kersh and Garrison (1973). . o

: ’ . : ’ . < to ‘
» ; N

4 WEAK PREDICTOR -

S o .
g R - — f
. A MOLNLE\PREDICTOR ol

. A STRON('Z PREDICTOR > p‘
l\‘ v

A l ’ £ '
LT ~- ' .
/ N\ $ ) .
[ ' A, . . . -
\ ! ¢
\ // ’ -

Mast@®ry Of - Demonstrated Demon's trated Competence In A
Knowledges And .Abilij To Perform - 2b+{ity To Perform Particular Jpb
Skills Assumed " K Particular Job * Particular Job Ok Life Role
%o Be Needed Or Life Role Under .' Or Life Role~Under Following -
To Perform fisimulated" Short Term, "'Real * Graduation From
. Competently . Conditions * Life'" Conditions Hi%dh School
In A Particular . ¢ . :
* @ Job Or Life Role E ’ b . ]
Figure 4. A repr;sentgzion of the yalue‘of alternative school-based
a T ‘meagures af competence as predictors of competengf in out-
. of-school settings.’ ' \

. -

N . L

A related implication of the Gale-Pol qéfihition af compitence, and °

one that causes performance standards to assume uhusual forms, is the
* recognition that the demonstration of competence is always idiosyncratic
to a particular student assuming a particular job or life role in a par-

L . ¢ X s
ticular demonstration context. Gale and Pol have recognized this impli-

cation and have stated it forcefully: . A
: ’ - A
. . . N
. s /
' . R -~
, /1
. . 57
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Competence because 1t ’|s tl‘ed to a poﬂtton‘occupned X

by  an lndtvndual human being,. is highly. individualistie, . .

is personal. "No twq instructional tecJ:’noIognSts, for

instance, wiil possess the Fame |dent-|f|able sets of T
© 7 skills, abfTigies, knowledge etc., .nor will, they be

capable of exercising these to the 'same degree and

level of proficiency. (p 20}

, L4

It could be added that students will not only possess a different set of , S

.

enabling knowledges and sknlls, and be abIe tgé ercl_se -them at‘dtffernng

) =

levels of proficiency), \but they would not e

>y

. * 4
\rcise them in the same way:
’ L ’

even if they were possessed at the same“levels of proficie‘ncy'».“ Nor is

B [, . -
there need to exercise knowledge and skill jn aqpargjcular way ,to carrry

—

»

out a task competentiy. The old adage of there belng many rgads td .

L /.
Rome'' must always apply to the beJrr’nance of complex tasks. The rea_Jity Y
. - .0 -~ . “ . ~

<y - . o .

" of differences between indi'viduals, and th,e,‘interacti'on of these differ-

¢ . . ¢ : L . -, ¢ Y "
ences in the m/ltitude of,Settﬂlngs within which a particular task is per- ,
B! v :
formed, wil] always force homage‘o be paid to Rome ‘The papers referr\d

to earlier by Schalock 1973b and"by Schalock, Kersh and Garrison (1973)

elaborate the implications of this apparent dilemma fo?‘hssessment.
T o , ~ .
IMPLICATIONS FOR THE ACQUISITION OF COMPETENCE .. The implications 4
. 4‘ 4‘ .
for instruction of the, Gale=Pol definition of,competence parallel clo.sely

its* implications for assessmént. |f evidencé of competence is to remain ~

at the level of knowledge and skill m3stery, i'nstruction néed not diffeﬁ
4 'Y M . A

from most |nstruct|on that currently goes on in schools ngond its modi-

fncatlon to fit a mastery lea ning or performance based framework IF
' ) - - .
evidence of competence lS ;’gj,ured under ,wmulated hfe condlt{ons, how . s

¢ - ’ ° . e .
ever, or under short term r# life- cond|t|ons, instru Ion takes on quﬂte
» - - ‘.
‘edifferent propertres ~ Under these condltnons, lnstrugtnon tends to a;ume* ,
PR Y , w
« 4 ° .
the- form of’ superv/ﬂon in. tr\ performance- of role-rplated’ fasks Opera~

tionally th/Ls'/means offerlr.rg assnstance in the integration of the knowledge51
. r ]
{

" and ;k“a/lls needed to per.form a partncu!ar task with assnstance benng provnded

LI IS \ ' ., \
YA LRI
I A + N .
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- . -
' . .

through, structured guidance, feedback on successful approximations to

’ [3 ) ' ‘ e
performance, etc. To the.extent that the demonstration of ‘competence is -
to .take place in simulated,‘school-based settings, the organization and | -

. - hy > ? o -

logistics of Such instruction are relatively simple. To the extent that

H4 ! .
v . v - .
it is tortake place in.real life, out-of-school settings,organizational
and Iogistic,considerations-increase,in compfexity.', VO "y
» In comirontihg thes® and other implications of the proposed defini-
s TN ‘ y o, N

tiQQ.of.competence,.pefsons responsible for the implementation of compe-  °

tency basea éducation programs’ may come to feel that the‘@hole concepf of °
PR iy 3 - s

Pl L 4

competency based &ducation s impr%ctica}, if not downright impossible,

>

The readér needs to be assured that this J's'nos the case, though obviousty

. E
h 1§ s v ‘ - - e

such a definition has majpr implications for the nature of instruction and

assdssment wfthin schools, and the nature of‘reSOyrce allocations‘that
a
accompany tHem Such an approachfto competency deflnltnon, assessment

-t
-

and unstructnon‘has been carrted out .atarhe-iqual’ ci\xeaster educatuon,

¢

. ,and -a carefhl ana3y91s of r ﬁsﬂated costs and’ beneflts have demonstrated

“that it is not only. poss:ble but reasonable within essentnally Lhe: same
" L4
’ ’ s
resources avanlaﬁT/'to non-competency based teacher educat»on programs

L3

o
(Schalock Kersh and Gacrlson, 1976) .. By drawing. qpon the experlencg of

. \

A gpch a program and by attendung carefully to the edeence of costs and

* ‘ ,
benefits” that have atcompanled «“dty, the‘appllcatlon of the same pr;ncnples . 8

1 -

to the operatlon ofvschools should bé.vTewed as both possibJe'andlpromising.

4 "' R -

« . oy . o .‘ l . . " . .
.Competedce,kﬁnablers OF Competence, And ¢ . . " Coe o .
Enrichers.0f .Life:~ Three Broad Categories vt - .

" Of Outcomes That Require Attention In A — . ‘ P
Competency Based Approach To Education. =~ . SR , W

‘~ Discussion thus.far!about the outcomes of a competency.based’approach
! ' ’ N . I c" o
to education have centered primarily on coMpeIencies‘to'Be‘demonstrated,

rd A . -
s oo !
that is, the broad categories. of outgomes that ;reflect the ability te: .
. » . S . A - .. . . « s N 0y .‘

~ .
.o >

59 7'3 ' - L .':

v e



-

¥

N ‘ ™~
N .
[ .. -
function effectively.in crigical life roles. <=uch outcomes clearly are
. . "

- ! ] .
“ - .

aNspeciaI focus of compétency based programs, but what about the many’,

A\\ther~knnds 'of learning outcomes expected from schoollng and that trad|-

’

. t|onally have been attended t6 by schools? ‘For example, what does compew

4

tency based educationhaveto say about the acquisition of knowledge? The

acQ‘isntlon of special skills such as the ability to play a musncal instru-
& »~
ment, the abllity to solve complex mathematlcai proilems or the abrllty

to relate senhsitively te.others? And what about the formulatnon of atti-

! 1
tudes, value§, role definitlons, and what generally are el to be the en-

! [

richers of 1ife? Does competency based education‘acknowledge but dssen--
tially ignore these basic and far-reaching dimensions 4}f schooIJng? Does

it attend to some of these outcomes but not others? Or does it atteng
~ »
to all categor:es of outcomes desired ‘from schoolnng with the same atten-
- .
tion that is directed to Itfe role competence7
[ ' v .
in a fully operatlonal performance-based program such questions would

- s
not need to be asked, for all outcomes desired of schooling would receive

-the same systeﬁatic instruction and assessment. In a fully ope;ational

cogpetency based program at least the compe;encfes requlred for graduation,

It .
5

and the enabIers of these competencles, wou!a be attended to in this gay.

i
,1t makes -1ittl , Se to lnsust that partlcular competencses be demon-
-strated for purpe ‘ of graduation withaut being sure that thé knowledges,
) - oo - ' .

. 9 - Co
skills and predis i tions’.démanded by such competencies ‘are in the

I3
- ~
-

repertoire of ¢he learmer.

!
4

Competency based ,programs have the option, of course, to focus"p
what‘é\/er outcomes areﬁudged to be important or manageable by those re-

; >
sponsnble for polncy declslons about such matters, and, so it is completely

A - - -

possane for competency Based programs.to focusson either a very H’bad or
/ ’ " .

a very ‘narrow set of competencles and their enablers, or upon the full

’ | o ) 74* . SR \
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~ * 4 “ . -
'range of outcogv%s desired from scheoling. Depending on the breadth and

. ‘ SRS , .
focus of these decisions, a competency based approach to education may

'Y

extend throughout a district or it may be ]imited to a relatively small

¢

v . M

w of the educational prog'rams‘ofﬁered by a district.
. -

The schematic eutlined in Figure 5 mayﬁ help illustrate the point.

-1t represgtsx an attempt t6~display graphicallly the various catego!"es
. Vo PR

- . . ; , ~
of outcomes erinarily attended to" in the course of schoohing, and how .

N . - ~ T, . . .
these categories re’Iaté to the special set of outcomes within a compe-

,

the basic skills needed to function in.life

regard. The outcomes ntitled Enrichers Of Life are as d‘itical ina

"~M ' competency "based approach to schc'aol ing as they are in any other approach
b.\.ut.‘t{‘e.y. may or ma‘y nmot Be at't‘end.ed’ to in as _sy’Stén]a;tic a way as are
.. - competven'.r:ies and vthe;’e‘nab_e'rsi of ::ompe,.tence .)” ’ _ : s
The spegific ,ocftco.[ne to be attended to";uithin. cl;}e vari_ous categories
. of o'uscbmes portrayed in .L;i’ui—e 5 will.‘_of course be Qtermined by each
) state a;d iocal d'istrict A ::omp;tency based approach to educatnon makes
K o no ass: mu:’uorvw.s about what tl;e SpeleIc conter;t‘ of an educat,n/onal prc;gram
Co -~ :
L ,shduld’be : R | .

o . ) o - - . [ . - -

- / b ) rd ’

i Furthe,_r Comments On The Need-To Differ- : , .

.. enthate Between Perfgrhance Based An{ . : ‘

- Competency Based Edu &tlonal Progcams N ‘
, \'

. Much already has _been saxd about.the close relationship fetween per-—

> [] ’ s

- formanc'e based and .competency “based gducatlonal programs A great deal
. . ‘1 - ’ : ' ‘ S
s » ’, . . L N
1 "u‘ . - . . — . y e L ' !
o . . - \ y 61 7o : ﬂ
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Grade

N Level

-
~,

Al

APPRECIATIONS,

KNOWLEDGE
PERCEPTIONS,
AND THE

PURSUIT OF _
INTERESTS

e.g.,

nciples

L/ /

facts, concepts, pri

EFFECTIVELY
/ /IN/

Outcomes

To Be
Demonstrated
As Minimum
Requirements

»

e.g.,
SPECIAL SKILLS

'g)'
Y
cognitive, socnal
psychomotor

sports

PREDISPOS I T10ONS
e.‘g.., 1

attitude&, values,
role deﬁinitions

wrltlng,

speaking,

listening,

computing

e.g.,

consumer

LIFE ROLES

For Graduation

I
\

Other Outcomes

__ Desired From

Schooting

Figurg 5.

x

A grapﬁlc illustratﬁon ofthegutcomes of schooling to be attended to in a competency based . !
- education program, and-their .nterdependence. .

[ )
' W
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of ctonfusion has existed historically, and continues to exist, between the

hd .
two concepts. Furthermore, therg tends to‘'be no systematic digzipction

between perfor%ance based instruction and performance bgsgd edusation, or
between qompetency based instruttién and epmpetency based education when
probably there should bé. On the assumption that there are functional
andgmeaningful differenggs between these approaches to education,an effort QX;V
"has been made to idéntify‘;he characteristic§ that both distinguish and

differentiate them. These distinctig®s are outlined in Figure 6.

.

On the basis of these distinctions it will be seen that both perform-

ance based and competency based approaches to education are unusually

compiex p%enomena. It also will be seen, however, ‘that cggpetenéy based
edutation, because of its commitment tb app[ied performance outcomes and
its insistence that such outcomes be demonstrated as the basis for grad-
uation, is the more .complex of #he two.. This level of complexity is com=
pounded when competency based programs opt for the characterist;cé listed

at the bottom of the figure, an option which competency based programs

tend to pursue.

~

L Portraying The Characteristics Of
A Competency Based Education Program

¥

Y ..

’ \
Gi-ven tHe many,elements that comprise a competency based education

) program, and the wide range of options withif each element, the initial

task for a district that wishes to implement a competenc#gbased program

’

is to'arrive at the particular combination of options that best meet the
. : . {
-
needs and circumstances within the district. Since the number and kind of

options available are legion, the range of combinatioms possible are

essentially endless. Chapter 6'outcomes a number of such combinat?ons,

and treats them as ”alfernatige models'' of dbmpeténcy based educétfon.

-
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==
PERFORMANCE BASED INSTRUCTION

Outcome Statemen

Outcome Measureﬁgd

Performance Standards

tnstructional yPrograms

Record Keeping Systems

A commitment to continue with in-
struction until performance stand-
ards are met

(The individualization of the in-
struction-learning-assessment pro-
cess may apply on?y to time, but
there is no reason for it not to' be
interpreted more broadly, e.a., to

include learni experiences and
assessment procedures) |

AlJl of éhe above, plug:

. & A commitment to refine and revise

4

instructional programs on_the basis
of student learning until they are

“optimatly effective -for all learners

-
Y

J

—-——-—-——..---..—-—-—_._..--—....__-.-_-.-—-—-—.._.-.._-:-__—-.._—-._......__-—.-_-—.-_---——.-—

-

N-‘

COMPETENCY BASED INSTRUCTION

{

e~

"ALL OF THE ELEMENTS
4 LISTED UNDER PBI

PLUS .

® A sub-set of outcomes that relate

e (The indiyidualization of the in

clearly to performance in tife roles
(competencies), and

® The requirement that a minimum set

of outcomes, including the ability
to function effectively in life
roles, be demonstrated as a basi
for graduation

struction-learning-assessment

practical for all learning ou
pursued in the program, but edpe-
cially for competencies to be demon-
strated for purposes of graduation)

? . ‘

® All of the above, plus . )
e A commitment to refine and revise

instructﬁpnal programs on the basis

of student learning until they are -.

optimally effective for all learners

g

’

\

. OPTIONS FOR ELTHER PBE OR CBE

~ T .

g .

oA commitment by school faculty to working jointly with students and members . .
of the community in identifying the outcome desired from schooling, and

® A comitment to managing the educational process on 4n objectives-oriented
and cost-effectiveness or cost-benefit basis

3

£

Figure 6.

Characterigtics that distinguish and' differentiate performanea based

instruction and education from competency.bas&d instruction an '

education;

7

r
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er a district has identified the particular constellation of

LRl

options

=4

to be implemented,a way must be fqund to convey this to staff

.

and members of the community. In many, respects this -turns out .to be-as

difficult as deciding upon, the particular options to be implemented. To

facilitate both the process of program defynition and the task of por-

1 - «

traying this definition to district personnel and members of the commun-

-

ity, a chart has been prepared that permits ah implementing district to

portray graphically the various characteristics of the program it plans

o

to implement. ThT¥ chart appearslas Figure 7:,
‘In stydyijng Figure 7 it will bé -seen that only four major dimeﬁsions

of choice With respect to.program characteristics are ‘outlined, ;ven

though the prqposed definition 6f competency based education includes -

"seven defining characteristicd and three enabling cha}acteri;trcs (gge

pp 43 amd 49). This simplification for.purpo%es’of displqy'is made Eoé;"

S

sible by combining sever3dl elements: ‘into a single‘dimenii?n; for exaﬁple,

-

[

communi ty participatijon and.program evalhation‘under.the-PROGRAﬂ OPERAT I ON

dimension, and by assuming all four dimensions are simply additions to-a

P—

performance based approach to instruction and assessment (see the enclo-

< . .

sures ir the upper.Jeft corner and the center of the é\ant). Moving

. L f ] ¢ . . .
counterclockwise from the upper right corner, these include the instruc-

. tion/asséssment dimensjon, the bdutcome dimension, the program inclusive-

.

- ) ". . .
ness dimension and }he program operation dimension. .In combination these

. four dimenstons and the assumption of a performance based or mastery
, Pk

learning approég&rto instructieh cover all of the definihg and enabling

characteristics that comprise a competency based éducational program.
- N $ - . ° ¥
- T‘é Sptions outlined.-along each dimension are not exhaustive'bgt

they do offer a reSsonable sample of the options school districts og states

are likely to implement. |In combination the options listed provide a
. ’ . ) : Py ,
. . ) N

N .
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A

A _ NG
L~ FlGlRE 7 mrﬁmms OF CHOICE IN DEFINING AND IMPLEMENTING A CQL'BETENCY BASED EDLKIATIONAL PROGRAM

¢+

‘A PROGRAM CHARACTER- | - . Lo < THE INSTRUCTION/ASSESSMENT DIMENS ION
ISTIC ON WHICH THERE | - ‘ Vo o g . .
IS NO CHOICE , The ''Individualization' Of The ’ . The '""Personalization' Of The
) Instruction/Assessment Process ' ,nstruction/Assessment Process
o _ B - .. v, @ © D N E 4
A PERFORMANCE-BASED ' A plus alternative/ B, plus alternative/ . C, plus alternative/ D, plus alternative/
»APPROACH TO INSTRUC- negotlable means by negotlaple, time " negotiable measures’ negotiable outcomes
TION/ASSESSMENT* .. “which to achreve - limits within which of outcome achieve- to be achieved
' © desired outcomes | to achi®ve desired ment . ~
. I - . outcomes
fiastery of *knowledge '
’ (| ",— -=‘ - l~ XXXXXXXXXXXXX)(XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX’(X
I, .plus.’demonstra- < .
..tion of skills
THE o~
.OUTGOME e
{ DI1MENS | ON J1, plus demonstra-
tion of attitudes,
o values and interper-
o & sonal o‘rien‘fations

(POINT A)

WD

- . t

-

% A PERFORMANCE BASED APPROACH TO INSTRUCTION INVOLVES
e A statement of out,pomes de5|red from instfuction
® A program of.instruction that Facalntates the
achievement of desired outcomes
* @ Measures of outcome achievement
® A record keeping system that enables both students
and teachers to monltor progress toward outcome-
v . \ achievement - *-
11, plus ablllty to functlon xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxXxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx:sxxxxxxxxxx
ef,fectwe_:ly in dife roles - Tote T SN ~ °

~ > .
. . ~ , -

><><><,><><_><><><><><

1

X X X X X X X X X X

1)
- ’ . \ a

THE PROGRAM INCLUSPVENESS DIMENSION - . ‘ TRE PROGRAM OPERATION DLIMENS 1O
., R L. P . ' o T .
a. Selected outcomes/units . e. Seqdénces of courses - |l. Student referenced {re- & Short.term program eval-
within course (@) or segments of pro- - view, crltique, eval- o uag ion/improvement
" b. One or more. ¢ourses_ ’ grams that cross- ' wate). .- system .
Y wtthln a building .cut buildings ,\ Student: assnsted (adwise, -6. *ong tévm program evah—
c. Sequences of courses or f. District wide pro- . instruct, assess) - uatlon/improvement
segments .of programs . grams “ , ) 3. 'Community r?ferenced . system " .
- ‘within a building * . g. Total building ° (reﬁw critique, 7. Outc achfavement ‘a ‘
4 d. Within bu,ldimg pro- ® curriculym ' *  evattate)- . . basis fof program place- .
“graths © h. Total district . ‘M. Community assisted . ¢ ment decisiops . ’
81 o .., 7 curriculum , (advise, instruct, " 8. Outcome achievement a
s assess) . - basis for graduation

[Kc\-‘ S " L .

roic rovics enc I8 . . . 4 - RS
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v
4
means of dng\%aymg a wide array of prog!‘ams that vary sngmfncantly in *

-

focus and operation. 6 N ,
') - .o L

‘Gener&aly speﬂak'ir.\g, the chart has been constructed so that'pmgfams

- .
- - -
» .

.,fus’ing small numbers .and letters appeaming at the front of the alphabet

. >

as ‘dea;o.r‘i‘ot‘ors are'sirhpler than .programs using ‘larger numbers or Ietters
'éappearmg later in :.he alp‘ﬁabet Ivn this regard examples of&models des-.

o

ct‘lbed in Lhapter-6 range fr% Model 18- -§- 38 (Model I) to Mod&1 1VE-h

‘e

b, 5 6,7,8 (Model 6). Readers mterested ir seeing how tﬁwe various models

'y '_ . ' - :

dealt with in’ Chapter 6 are descrcbed by using the chart are-referred to-
’ A » & ' .

Figure 8, pll&and Frgure 13, p-;.lb,9 Comparable clerts are prqvided for

3

all models“ggscnbed

——\b

(3
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A . 70x provided by ERIC




© . % WhpTER 4. IMPLICATIONS 'OF COMPETENCY BASED EDUCATION »

. . B 3

. . .~ *

|
FOR THE ORGANJ ZATION AND OPERATION OF SCHOOLS . ‘!

Even though competency based educatiion is largely an qgfensnon or o
- &
refinement of what. schools alteady are doing, its adoption will influence
.- . .4 .
" how scti®bls are now organized and operated. 'Thé niﬁure of these implica-
: L . J
tion§ wfli,pf Eourse.vary with the specific program characteristics 1
|
|

adbpted, .for example, the nature and range of learning outcomes to be
(24 l

. demonstrated as a basis:for graduation, but if the definition of competency . -

based educétioh'that has béen propose& id;ﬁhépter 3 is accepted;the organ-
iz?t}on a:; bper;%ion of stheels will undergo con;iderable change. 'The ’ ) »
pu:rpose of this ®hapter is to sLig,gest w'hat shme of ?rpse c'hanges m'ight be‘\"

_ Each of the proposed defining and.eﬁhkling characteristics  of compe-

tency based education programs is treated separately in the chapter, for
. .

L § 3
' " - . ’ . /
' #each carriés its own jmplications for the organization and operation of :
S
' 4 .

-schools. Some related implications also are spoken to, ﬁpr example, the

cost of schooling and the amohnt of work required of'students&‘but these “

.are treated topic by topic. , The full ‘range of hnplicattpﬂs that come with ’
: v \

the adoptjon-of particular confidurations of defining and enabling.char-

.~ . P L ¥

<

- J
acteristics are treated in.Chapter 6 as ''alternative models'' of compe-
) - ' L] ‘ e -
| tency based education. .y “ - 3 ’
. - ‘ . ‘ ' § , . . . ‘.'.' »‘ .. ~
L {‘ . Qef&re proceeding it needs to be poin out that the discussion > »
B ‘ n v
thii fo]]ows JS neéessarnly general Sbecific,imp ications can be dealt
- - @
' “U\WIth,only after-a schooP or dlétrnct makes specnflckdec15|ons about the ~

4
nature ard contgnt of the various deffhing and enablins characteristics

'to be impl nted. Some of the many optiogs that exlst for schools in

-. this regard are outlnned in Chapter 5.

- .
» - -
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- ® Outcome ldentification
) ..

. .
. .

> —

Perhaps mgre than anyt’h’i.ng else,competency based education is seen
" ? ;

as a means of clarifying the outcomes desired- from education, extending
. ¢ : . .

these outcornFs beyond those typically pursued by schools, and insisting

' upon clear evideﬁce of the achievement of a particular set of outcomes

. ‘ L~ ’ v
° . .

. prior to graduation. In many.respects the processof goal settimy

5 ’

competency based educa\fiuon program is.much like that in traditional pro-

« grams in that,

-

4+
e The broad outcomes desired by a communi ty of its N
schools are to e specified; )
. K4
4 ' " “e The programs of instrugtion offered by schools -
. .- within a commumity, and the outcemes éxpected -— - - - -~ - -
‘ from ‘them are to be, consistent*ith these broad

¥ _. outcomes;
. 4 - .
. @ The courses offered-by schools within.a community,

.’ ~ and the outcomes expected from them, are to be *

‘ consistent with th‘e broader outcemes; and

- e Al of thk above are to be gui®ed, by arffarmalysis
. of conditions affeeting graduateS of education
programy in the future, as well as an“up-to-date
knowledge of what is known about human development
and learning. , n
Such goa| settlng procedires are only.a beglnnlng, however. A
|

competency based approach to educatton Nqulres "two addntlonal steps:
- . . & /
- o An insistence hat' a Eu'nimum set of outcomes ,desired
* from school ing‘bo\s,«ta.p?d in terms of- the demonstrated .
ability to function effectively in life rbles outs&de,.
- of school (the set of outcomes desired from school ing ¢
that are called competencles), and - '

. o . o\&n insistence that students demonstrate this minimum
: ) ' sét of competepties as a blasis for graduat.ion, a
A * that the demonstration of competencies by each student )
. . be so certified. . V4
» B v
. . - ! .
: Generally speaking, these ie.ps make the |derft|f|cat|on of desired outcomes

LA i~

within a CBE~mode of operatidn a'more dem’:ndl_ng process than it hasw'.be&n

.

. . N X r ) - . . . i
’\\ traditionally in schools, and.as a consequence tends to require that |,
¥ . P
Q LT . - . © Y

e
-
[y
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- N e
) , .
. . .
. ;l . ’ .
- . . "
. A LY

’

§tructares and procedires be 'establ ished specifically for‘.lrposes of

identifyi‘ng ‘the Outcofnes desired 'om schooling. Mo? is said aof this

on pages 92 -through 94 ) . ‘ 7 . ‘

‘J P . » o» . ,
A third practnce that is advocated |n Oregon as an accompannment to

the goal set‘ting gro‘ce.s's i?,CBE adds further to its complexxty.\ This in-
. M - ‘

> volves identifying thew™ndicators' of.outcome achievement (types'of evi-

' o . v - ‘ :
dence to be looked to in'jgdgéug whether a desired outcome has been
A ) . .

achieved) at the same time that outcomes are being defined. _Such a' pro-

N

cedure helps‘c]arif‘ the meaning of general .outcome statements being con- N

sidered, and provides clear direction as thjeach outcome iseto be

measured. o ’ .

’
’ -~ - 1

When these. features are added to’ the traditional goal'.setting pro-

cedures of ‘educiion some of the POWéI’ of CBE becomes ‘apparent. ‘Tlhq L S
* . o P . .

clarify®the goal setting process by poimting to what will be accepted.as
4 , . ~ R e . ‘o ¢

evidence of goalﬂachievhme‘nt; they press for the outcomes of éducation to
h \

be thought of in terrns of performance in out-of-school cortexts as well * .

as within schoolucontexts, they demand that Schools go bey0nd the point d .
‘ g |
of rhetoréc about achlevung Such outcomes, and obtaurafnrm evidence about ,

T al - # 2

their achrevement, and they requnre that schools Ilnk graduatnon and
L . ’
cert;rncatuon to tne demonstr«ate hievement of such outcomes By tak-

i
a,

ing ‘ns Iast step a school SYStem enters fully |nto the arena of account-

.
E .

J aleuty, for it thereby accepts the oblugatuon to offer mstructuonal _pro- '

N -
grams that will enab‘le students to attain the knowledge and, skill 'requu‘red

'
w \ L . - .
to function effectively in out-of-school settind® as weJl as assess their
.. a . . ‘
ability to do so. ’ ‘ ‘ ' .ot ™ )
. « ) “ - . £
. » _\ - - ) 7 . ~ . . .-
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»

Once desired ﬂearning outcomes have been establlshed, a CI’ItIC&-}r neXt

-
- . .

, step, in a competency based program is determcnlng how these outcomes are

td be evaluated, and how studehts anme to -be certﬁfied as having met;o'r )
not m'et-the outcomes required for graduation "This is the aspect of

3, -

. v .schooling that probably is changed most under a competency ba'd approach
to educatnon, for typncally Qutcome mea_surement is a procéss pot* well
attended to in scbools ln CBE |t is.central. It is in a sense the 4

. heart of CBE; -for instructien in a competency bas&prog‘ram as wel! as

. graduatnon and certxflcatnon |s 1inked dmectly to -outcome measurement
. ’ Cooe - >
L So are the processes of resource ‘allocation, prOgram adaptation, .and

ihe wherewithall to give meaning to the concept of school accountabiUty.
’ . '

0f equal importance *is the fact. that the Stance(a district takes. with
respect to eviuation and cef’tificat?on has mpact on ‘the level of
', ~ .

complexlty |ntroduced to the operatnon of schél 5,.and the resources

Al

‘

‘ R {:qunred for their operatlon
» 3

“In some respects the demand of competency based edlgatnon for evn-
. \ <
dence of outcome achlevement is its moss\powerful feature. Such informa-

-

»

‘

. ‘ tion permits students to be clear about what they are trynng to ‘achieve;

3 it enabIes them to track the progress they are makmg, and it enablei them
' : AN
“to know when they have achneved what they are hoplng to achneug\ l’;i—‘also

perm.tts teachers to be clear about the Outomes both the'y and their

. N @ ‘ - . i -
dents arg trying to alhieve. (t enables them to track the progre®s/of —~

- rs
4 . b . .
\« individual Students toward desired outcomes ; it enables them to ad
] 5 R
structnon aqcordnn_gly, ‘and it enables them to krfpw when ,desired outcomes
. - ‘3 . -
; . -

? - af‘b*ach;eved so ‘that |nstruct|on need net be .carried further These ad-

in-

R : ~ ‘,,,
\ vantages providela means uf_or fhe ’struction-learning process to be sharply

@~ - e

) . . N . b

. N : ) . ..
Q " focused and more effjciégt tham otherwise possible. . L =

: . : .
: e : ‘ 72 87 . L
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4 c ., + .
Flnal%y, evudence of outcome achnevement s a .number'of advantages
’ - .
M ] . .'
for school districts as a whole. Itfenab}es a'district, Tor‘éxample, to

-
¢ )

> ,be cledr about the effect(veness of its vargous ?nstructlonal programs, and

.
b

,to share this information wnth 1ts patrons It also provndes a mgeans of
N 4

allocating resources for Qhe smprovement of weak programs, and for marshall-

< v

Y . N
- ing commun:ty support for program/lmprovement on the basns of fact ragher’
< than argument and exhortatlon. )Lt also pr‘rndes\fhg\E}dH 9f |nformatnon
about outcome achlevement that d|str|cts :ncreas}ngly are called upon

t® produce. ~\N\ . B L T Lo ﬁ *

"While the CBE requirement for evidénce of outcome achievement is in

- 'S [ s oy

some ways iTs most useful featurey it-a1sokmay be its most troﬁblesbme."

[y

~ Standard:zed measures of achlevement do not go far- toward maqtnng'{he

¥ .

needs of outcome assessment within a gompetency based program,, They do
’ ’ . N 7 ¢ .
" not assess performance in out-of-school settangs;-they do not attend to

_ many of the sk:l! and attxtudnnal oﬂifomes that dusiPncts desire; and .
‘they are not a good me for’ provndlng contlnuous Feedback to students
"and teachers about performance in relatlon‘to specnfnc outcomes In addi-
tlon; ﬂhny parents.and educato;s feel they pr0v?a§ lnappropr»ate evndence‘
of outcome achievement, for bhey ‘are commOnIy‘based on a narm referenced
. A ‘ .
approach to measurement rathiE than a crnterzon referenced’app)each
.. As a consequence of such_kumntgtnons,:dlstrlcts'attemorrng to impTe-
. O - a . ™ P
) mentia competenci baSed'approacb to education are faced hﬁth the“tasL éf

‘hauung to develop the tools to assess the vagt majorlty.of outcomes desnred

T e . . {

" from schoollng, .and to do'so acccrding to the prunclples of crlterlon- ¢

3 ’ . LRY
N N

-

rpferented testing. T ‘é,,_\. R :._\:, o . ) oy

30
i
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For persons who are kr\,owledgeable concernung the prunclples of mea=~.

+

.surement, and for teachers and adminjstrators who know how mu‘ch time md
_—

energy are requlred to develop sound teacheramade test$, the magnltude of
N\ .

su\'h\a task is apparent Not onl»l is the technology of cr|ter|on refer-‘- . )

<
’

enced tésting still primitive, dnd the i number of per>ons Fami i |ar~ wi‘th the

v

"technology 1imi ted the resodrceé required to develo'é and yse ‘the tech-.
. Ihe ¢

nowgy on .a sca/le |mpl|ed by CBE are snzeable Given existing‘ .bnst'raint‘

.

on most school budgets large pools of new feSOurces are not’ llke‘lk/ ,(to be -

found, ‘ard as a consequence distrlcts that ass\tﬁb @ CBE mode of Speration
v . .

must find ways to channel existing resources to the assessment:function'.‘ n

i N . ! ’ ~ .
They must also fihd ways to make ddwwith Jelatively unsophisticated'mea-

. LY

sures of outcome acgh—‘ievement, fcr the némber 6f Such measures to be developed

» . ' }

rules against a high degree of. sophnstlcatlon in the l.mmedtal;ely foresee-
¢\

!
*

able future.

.
‘¥ .
.
-

® I'f funds within a district are channeled to‘.the ass'eSsment‘fgnctidn,_
a related.'decision wil}aha\&e to be made: Should: they be placed ip the
. L . .
. AN - O | = ~y

hands of teachers so that Me assess'rr)ént./function can be carried out in.

[S

conJunttlon with mstru:‘tlon or should they be placed in the” h?nds oF

dlStI’lCt assessment personnel who would work c00perat|vely wkth teachers"l
- .
,‘Thus wnlb bg' a matter of dnstr:ct preferem:e, 'hough obvrously the deci-
A
sion made Tn this regard haggmajor |mp'l|cat|ons for staff devel0pment and

the 5”905”9. Oper.a'tiorr of schoolé. ' o T ' : K
oY So there is a dnlen'ma wnthlﬁ CQE On the ohe hand |t offers a set of
i ) ‘\ «

procedures for’ the desngn and operatlon of schools that stardds to lmprove .
r,

cons:d’irably the q}.la-l ity and utility of schoolnng On the other hand it " .
\/b . ,’ . o
requires knowledge, expertlse,‘and' resources that at best are_barely with-
C o SV L . " : ‘ o . R ' ‘ Co
in &he grasp of today's schools. , e :
. L A A X ‘. ,
- - [N .. * . - ' ’ ., L
oy + - ] .
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Nowhere is this more evident than  in the assessment of learning ‘-

outcomes.‘-Uhile nationwide test}ng effonts suchvas Projett falent'and

the National Assessment of Educationd& Progress are deve]oping procedures’

for assessing compétence in relation to er orman;e in Tife rolesﬂ&much

stil1 needs to‘be done before school di
\

‘>

"ayerage resource base will be able to implement an assessment system

the technology of outcome assessment.

g;
agpropraate to c0mpetency based educat(ion. Clearly, the long term gains

v . - 4 .
_

anticipated from the competency based education movemerit rest in part dn'*.~ .

LY

- ~

\
- A ' . [ L,
N ‘ N ~
- . ©

“The Desigﬁ\Eha'ﬁge:ation 0f instructional Programs
‘It has been argﬁed‘in the preceding.pages that. the careful and conh-
. f ’ - " .®

tinuous assessmept of the outcomes desired from schooling contributes

.

toward the achievement of those_outcomes.\,CBE places an added demsnd on.

4 ! S

P

schools, however, by way of. outcome ach:ewément This s the rEquTrement
that in}tnuctional programs’ be l|nked logically and directfy to~the owt-

comes desired(from schodl ing, aﬁﬁ\thaf instructional programs be-judged

* v

successful only when students are able. to attain EB@ outcomes desnred

- e .- Al

through the operat;on of those programs. . <

.

’ * »
. ..
. it

Operattonajly this means that lnstrUCtsonaI prpgrams, c0u=ses WIthln'

. . e

programs, and units of |nstruct|on wﬁthrn courses must be estabfished-on-
‘u r'éﬁ

tha.basis of outcomes to be achleved rather than d|sc1plonbs to be taught

- ‘ - .
or courSe tltles Lo oe maintained.

1 A -

L v

[ 4 B -
Such’an’approach to curriguium and instruction has major implications

v - N

for the' structure and operatton of schools One 'of these'is'therrganLia‘

+ a 1
tson of schoo1s aropnd courses. In a competency based agproach to- schoolw

- £

;ng students are I:ke\y to. engage in modules of |nstruct|on desagned tQ '

- -~ ~

L]

tricts of average size-and-with an -




N .

.

promote .particular Iearnlng outcomes, instead of enrolllnq in courses that

g

have the mastery of a particular body of SubJeCt matter as their objective.

While a number of moduIeSgcould *be 1inked together in the form of a course, -
™«

a course’ structure need not be maintéined unless it is judged to be an

effective and efficient unit of organization for gurriculum devqlopméot
. ' ‘ . L) . .

B

N - TN [ :
. Another implication of linking curriculum and instruction ¥0 outcomes

¢/ and instruction. : - . -

‘

. to'be achieved rather than disciplines to be tgught is in the natu}e and

range ‘'of learning experiences offered. -To remain consistent with the :

.

e N .
principles and pragtices outlined in the previou$ chapter, schools adopt=
- , C -naper, s -

ing a oompetency based mode of operation have little option but to provide
.8 wide range of alternmative {earming experiences fofnthe,achievémegt of

. . . i »
each learning outcome desired. The.intoﬁfependence of the concepts of
L1 T

mastery learning and individual«differences in background, ability and

learnjng styles mdke alternative learning experiences for each outcome a

s, f -

logical necessity. - o o /

- . L. .
For Iearning options to. become functional within the context of on- -

‘ .-goxng instructional programs, however, means must be found by wh:ch they ’

g
can besly exerCISed M|n|mally, this rghuires fcﬁ condut:ons (1) N

/

3 means by whnch students and |nst(uctors can sift thr0ugh the Optxons

avarlable and arrlve at the learning act|V|ty that appears to be most ,

AN . >
" appropriate for a particu}arfstudent working toward a pérticular learning
. % . T '
outcome; {(2) a means by which a learnifg exgeriedsé can_be tried a second
1 . ¢ ' ] :

dr.third time if the deéi}ed‘outcome is notgachieved; (3):auflexible

) . N ’ . ,
treatment of time in relatjon to outcome mastgry and demonstration; and

.

(&) tﬁ; offeririg of alternative learning experiences oq”a schedule that

N

L]
permits reasonably free and repeated access to them. Most §choon‘reerct

in their oberatnon today some of these condutlons, faw refleft them ail.

- 0 L e ' B
’ .~ ) ’
‘ ' ’ )
N . r R 13 . 14
. . - -




v " As in the case of assessment, the practical‘and"financial implica-

' tions: of lnnkzng curr:culum and instruction to des ired learmng outcomes

oo + are sn‘ole “thile the technologies of mastery learmng and modufarnzed

s 1

instru* are reasonably well estab‘l ished the task of transiating the

instructional program of a school into.such a framew'ork\,’and then pre-
paring faculty to funciior] effectively within it, i{ one_that requiPes
” : ‘ o .
‘not dnly a great deal of time and energy, but uM sually ski}lful‘ leader-
W .

snip as well, Also, as Spad;/ has pointed out, there are still other impli-

g " cations that attend such a-s??if't,' for it calls into question

. ""...three fundamental bases' of traditional|schoo] organ- ' . .
ization and pracpice: (1) the meaning and vahdlty of
semesters, quarters, and class periods- a5 bases for:

. a . orgamz:ng instruction and conductrng evaluation..for

- certification purposes; (2) t4e meaning of a course --

' . which typically consistssof as much content as arff .
instructor can fit into a given number of cldss peritods

-y

and.(3) grading practices that reflect Comparisons

across students within semesters. g without a—cri- . .
terion base as a standard. Tn light of these points, ’
'the shift implied by CBE from time-Rased tg outcome-
based principles for school organizationw@resents ch
lenges .to established and time-honored ices thate ‘
may be dlfftcult if _not impossible to ac date.".

(1976 p7r ! .

i . - d .

Pérsonalizing The lnstruction-Learni‘ng Process

) " . Ty ' - K

’ N ~

- » 4 : g . - .
‘. - ' A competency‘ based ,a*roach to education permits: the instruction-

. L4 h W '

f\ for most students within a given quarter &r semester; ) ) j) ]

. ‘A ' ’ “ ‘

learmng process to be personal d in a var:ety of ways:- -Ti'me ffost .
L} . . e 0 K . » !

]

obvnous, and ,probdbly the‘rnost e?ﬁactwe way to do so is thmugh the'

. v
- ’

! -
. personalization of the instructidonal process. In keepmg with the pre-*®
N N . v Vi 4 . . .

.

-

v o Y . s . . T,
ceding di.sgussion this can be done throug'f; the Jprovision of TN
- . § —
4 L. P . .

. » ’ Q-Alternatwe 1ea;mng eXpervencqs for. -the realrza-
tion of each outcome’ desnred - .
-1 . ~ .o ., .
@ An opportunity for students to ‘negotiate preferred ° s
) learning experiences, givem differences in.bgck-
R “ground, learring styles, add the indicators to be . :
Q re.l- Led upon as evidence of Ox.tcome achlevement '

' . ' - I A b R ""




-

can take a wide Qarieﬁ§ of forms, 1:& that One,find of exidence.caﬁ be ;}

"® An opportunity %o pursue a@Barticular learning
-activity (and achieve a particular Iearnlng out-.
ceme) at differing rates_of speed and over dif-
ierlng yrits of tnme,
® An opportunity to choose to extent possible o ~ . %
*~ the instruction and assessmeﬁi:stafﬁ with whom’ :
to work in achieving a particular Outcome' and

® An opportunity to engage in as many different

! learning actiwvities as ngeded, or to work through , ‘
a particular learning activity as many times as . . :
needed, to achieve the learning outcomes desired. '
"A less obvious but equa1l§ effective avenue ,to persqnalization is . \ "
. . ' |

-—

through students being able to negotiate the outcomes to be achieved
thrOuah schooling,. with the exception perhaps'of those required for grad-
uations |f schoof digtricts adopt this point of vieQ, and also identify

- - o . ‘c .
only a small number of oltcomes to be demonstrated‘in‘order to graduate,’

. © +

students ‘essgntially should be able o .tailor .their school programs - to

- . —
- ’ ‘ . ‘ - > ‘

their own interests and abilities. - . ;
’ . . . u"‘

Al '..

Another way in which a competency based approach to education‘can'ben } )

personalized is through students' being able to\nedkgiate the indicators -
U . SRR . .. <,

’ . ’ W1,

-

"to be used as evidence of outcome achievement. x jsiappioacﬁﬁto personal-

T . Lo U SR s - . -
ization is based on the recognitjon that evndenoé:o('obtcome achievement
v o ' o .

[

good as bnother. The following example will serwe to illustrate. _Op&v .
e " = - ; ' \ ..
student might choose to demonstrate «the ability to Peaﬁ at a level re- ' " oa

7

quired td'fuﬁction ingcontemporary sos;ety (a competence no be dennnstrate¢

for qraduaalon) by reading. and 1nterpret|ng cqrrectly the, meanlng 6f a

4. : P
series of ncWSpaper artlcles, Iegai contracts, merchandlse,labels, recipes,

’ .

. or automotive reﬁair manuals. Another student might choose to demonstrate .

[ 3

te

the same competefice throhgh’ceading and demonsfrat*ng a grasp of the mean-,

ing of passages from Shakespeare, articles in populaw scientific and

technological journals, existing laws and administrative rulings governing .

'{ ) \.‘,‘ ) - ) '. ) ..p'
o me N



o S Ce ¢ .

.

advertnsnngrwuthnn a state, and a manual for assembllng a motor scodter-.

- 1 . R

‘Either setigf indicators would seem to be acceptable as evudenge of ability

to reaq,at a level required to function effectively'in contemporary socﬁety, ,;
- - ] . 1
and yet they are sufficiently different in kind to accommodate markéd]y
difgérent ﬁEfére;ts, and perhaps-abilitiés, in thé two studénts. ° )

o . . .
s Stgll another way a Fompefency‘based approach to education'éan be

personalized is through students' being able to negotiate the-specjfic‘meai

- . .. L ', .. -
sures to be used in ohtaining evidence of outcome achievement, and also
- - i

the level of performance to be demonstrated, on these measures as evidence

. .

of sétisfactory achiéquent. These two ‘avenues to personéTization Iink

dlrectly to-the indlcators to be used as evndence of outcgme achlevement\,J
~

The Spec1f|c measures to be used to obtann evidence of the abiljty to read ".

and understand kggal cOntracts, for examplie, would~be dlfferent.#rom the

-

measures- used to obtaln evidence of the ability to read 'and understand

S

4

“he meaning of érticlesj;n current te;hnoloéical and séientifiC‘develop-

nts, though the gener approach to measurement would be similar.f As

. . v , J

consequence of these differences, the level of performance -to be demon-

rated on these two measures as evidence of an acceptable: level of
* "y

hievement also would differ.

The rationale undérlying the assuaﬁtion of the need tc personalize

. the jnstFuction-Iearning pfocegs-within\a competency based -approach to
. . e . 4

education is many-sided. From. the point of view of the mastery learning '

. .

model that-is central to CBE, :the availabil(ty' of alternative learning
1e

” » . - -
’ experiences -and the opportunity ta have as much time as needed to achieve

- ! c .
o . AR outcome are essentral. From the’point-of view of a student's willing-

' ness 'to engage inglearning activities an opportunity to influence a large
_ R ; PP y

y 2T . 794 -

-
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v " » )
, " / .
2’ 3
: /o : _ <
. : .. o,
propartion of the outcomes to be pursued while in schz:l,.and an opportunity’ o
s ) 4 . 4/ . ‘\ C :

to-influence the manner in which they are to be acbﬁe@éd, becomes'a ' o
n‘ - N . ’

" important consideration. From the point of view of matchiné instruction

to individual differences in background, abilities, and -learning’ styles,
the provision of a wide range of learning options, amd an dpportunity for -f ! -

students and instructors to negotiate the-oarticular';et of options that*
- h - e

. CL)
seem to be most approprjate for a particular student working toward a
particular outcome, becomes eminently sensible. - oo

~

. Above all, there is the assumption that the opportunity for students

to be.actively involved in identifying the outcomes to be worked toward

[y .
3

"®"in school, actively involved in identifying the learning activities to be
pursued in achieving those outcomes, actively involved.in idthifyind the l
. i " . . ’ 41‘1' |
indicators and measures to be used as evidence .of outcome achievement, and J

0 * ) \ Lo

"repeatedly held accountable for the achijevement of outcomes as a basis for

progressing through school* -is the best possible kind of Iearning'eprri-‘-
ence’ for becoming flf-directed adults committed to 1ife-long Iearning;; S

' . ~ ‘ « 4
/ S T

"L . . »
.1 .

fmproving The Instruction-Learning Process

- .
O
‘

. i A - |
‘The concept of competency based education has emerged as much frop . |

- ’ ~ . -
the princip& associated with 3 systgms.approach to educdtion_ as wi/ ‘ .
: .. , Y | . oo

any educational movement, and therefore holds"as central .the prinbyéles of

- . -
’ .‘ M bt ) . ' - . * .
feedback and continuous adaptation and correction. Applied tq‘n
‘ \G. [ - . . ,
tion this means, \operationally, that an instructional- program

% ~

always as an approximation to the‘program , p!tfmately desirgd, and is o
N L . . _ . .
subject therefore always to improvement. It also means. thdt for improve- =

.
t - -

ment to otcur, evidence must be obtained as to the effec

!

80
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K 3 : ) . u oo « iy
"unstructnonal program w:th students, and evudence as to what in the .
prOgram seems to "ork and not work. Flnally, it meahs that some' pro‘

S hd
. vnsuon must be made wnthln a schbol system to systenat‘!ally review evi-

. ‘ . .
dence of.program efFectiveness, determtne what aspects “of 3 program need -
to be |mproved carry out the |mprOVEments oalled For and: resubmlt ther

’ v -
4

1mproved program to .the-entire testing, evéluatlon and |mpr0vement cycle
p -

is continuous.

._4

\“ureas snmultaneousJy, ‘and a

\
Practncally, it cannot operate n aII |nstruct¢onal

ponmt is reached eventually beyond whlcn

’

¢ .
further |mprovement of a program is unwarranted so-long as the outcomes
4 P . . ' 4 . ‘
be achieved are maintained. . : .
' J. . ' ' - " ‘?
To act in a manner that is in keeplng’with this orientation to in-

structional .improvement. districts need to identify ; set. of currLguIar-
.areas in which- to carry out such eva1“tive-adaptative studies, implement

. the studies, make the changes needed, and then move on to.new areas of

1

The: number of curricular areas to be addressed in a particular
o~ s~

C ‘ study, The: i
P ’ o

| .year, and the number of times a patticular area will be revfewed before

¢

e the lnstructnonaJ program wnthd\nt is Jjudged to be aSceptabIe, Q'II depend

on an,unterplay of the resourceé'! district has to give to- such actnvnttes

.. , |
t .

and the relative e¥fectiveness of lnstructnon within a particular program

" -area. Programs that consnsténtly Fanl to yield, the learning outcomes

- .
A ¢ ¢’

|mproved (or the outcomes deswred mod'fned) yet

’.Es+red obvnously mes t be
g -
’ there is a limit to the resources that a dlstrnct can give to such-improve-
N . . , f . , "o &
meht activities within a particular period of time. .. PR .
' /f“' ™

¢
“The concepts of gereral systéms theory apply to all aspects of 555‘61-

.

not just to instruction. Program management and governance prqcedu

ing,

.

8T

(

)

U
)

accounting practices, staff assigoment and development procedures, -support .
% N ¥ e L .

Theofetuca]ly, ‘Ips approach téd |nstruct|on (and currlculum) |mprove-/;>

Y
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services such as counseling, busing, and health services,. and relationt

ships with paf“qts and other members of the community are as subJect to

N

‘evaluation and improvement acthltIeS as\&nstructlonx In like fashlon,

e, [ . x
districts are.as .obligated to design and .carry out such activities as

]
-~

earefully and as consistently as they do.in the area of instruction. A

t
‘

sy!tems theory view holds that a1l aspects of schoollng are interdepen-
dent; that the systé/~;g a whole is only as good as, its weakest gart, and
that all aspects must therefore be subJected contlnuously to eva1uat|on

and improvement. Much of .the power of a competency based approach to

%

education rests on an honast commltment to these prnncnples, and to the .
N
£

development of procedures and af{Pcation of resources to carry them“through.

L3
+

. 4 . .o .
Fortunately, development w{thin the past decade of the methodology of pro-

<

gram evaluation has provided‘many of the tools to i@piement these ideas.
4

Involving Parents And Members Of A
Community In The Process Of Education

[}
¥

Competency based education is based on two assumptionsf about the in-

velvement‘of parents and members of arcemmanity in the'edueative'process.

The first i's that~it is desirabie to have, the pagrons of alschopl’be in-

volveq in poliey decisions‘that affect the design and4qper§tion of school
. ' ) . \ .

programs. This rests on two premises: (a) that invo[bing people in

pfanning and poficy dégisions leads.to a feeling of ownerShip.towarg the

programs that result, and this in turn to a héightened commitment to them,

and (b) that cemmitment to the purposes and programs of a school by its

[ :
patrezszﬁyll enhance the Iikelihood of these programs beiqr(successful.
The second assumption is that parents and'members of a communlty are
more llkely to become jinvolved in the educational process under the condi-,

tlgns of a competency based epproeqh-to séa;oling than they have in the
4

Jv




. » - ’
past.  TFhis al;p rests qn_Q#o premises: (a) the commitment withi CBE

v

i
making the ‘outcomes desirled from s:ﬁooling exp]?&it and publié, and to
;;tend the outcomes of:séhéoiing to Inclﬁde successful perfdérmance of life
'rofesg inVi;es Ehé partici;ation of barents and meﬁSeré of tﬁq community '
? T .
'nn d’eci_djng"vbatfthese-‘outcbmes should be; and (b) with the adoption of role-

related outcomes as legitimate goals of schooling much of the indtruction

and .assessment to be done in relation to the acquisition and demonstration
{ '] . . A

of such butcomes will be carried out by persons in & community other than

certificatéd school personnel. More is said about thislin Chapters 5 and 6.
I

&_‘

The Management Of Schools
’ o ~
Under the simplest of conditions the Fanagement of.a school system is

~

a complex undertaking, Unfortunately, the adoption of a competency based

'Sgproach to schooling adds €0 its compleiity. Having to specify unambig-

_uously the outcomes expected from schooling, making these outcomes public,

.

and eﬁsnring they are supported by the community is one factor that re- °

’r L
quires a great déal of time and energy on the part of administrators. This
is eSpecnaIIy the ¢ase when’a sdﬁéol system édents outcomes that reflect

the ability to functlon effectively in life roles outside of schoql. Being

-

sure that evidence is being collected on the effectiveness of instructional

- »

programs ‘in achieving the outcomes des}red of them, and adapting programs

that are not achieving the outcomes desjﬂéd, also requires a-great deal
+

of administrative time and effort. .So too does the tracking of progress -
. ) ~

on the part of student thqough we various’instructional-programs offered
- L
by a district, the trgcking 'of progress ln relatnon to the competencnes

to be demonstrated/for purposes of graduatnon, and cerdnnatlng the\lq:

creased tnvolvemenY of p<rents and members of * the g

-
~'

of education generall}.
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¢ » - . .

As' yet management structures and procedures have /not evolved to

/
:

accommodate‘these added complexities. There has be?m no need for them to !

since competéncy based programs only nqw are beco ing operatignal.l/Shch'

» \ s . . . , / .

structures aMd procedures will emerge as they aré needed, however, for if
. : g ’ .
g - : “ . . .
a"program is to function at all it must have a’ functional centralized ) .o
\ ; ,

: \ ,

management system. i /

i l
’

.

\
|
., One development that is  likely to emeige in this regard is the re- :
ot /
Finement of school management structure;/nn terms of classes of decisions J

that nged to be®made wnthn desngnateq/leyels of ,school organization.

¢ s

* 3

Whtle hot aI[ogether dnfferent from what is now done administratively, it . -

will sharpen\the centralizedf decision making process by (2) fdenttfying

. -~ A
the major cate96ries of decisionk that have to be made within a compe-

-

tenéy based mode of operation;‘(b) tailoring decision structures-and Qro-‘ /
‘ | - .

_cedures to each particulam Gategory of decision to be made; (c) tailoring 7/,

. . r

fartsc1pants i'n the decns»%n making process to each category of dec:snbn

s

to be madé; and (d) ta;lorlng the collectlon, analysfs and- reportnng %:'

-

data to be used in the decision maknng process ‘to the specnfnc require- !

[y
-

ments of each decision to be made. The assumption uqderlying su/ a qu* -
eedare is that different kinds and"levels of decisions require |ffeifnt
kand% of structures, procedureé, participants and data, and %Vly wh?h all
of thcse are matched will the decnsnon maknng process be

3
effectnve\y and. efflcnently within programE as complex ag

gpr4|ed out

here. The decnslon structure within the’ competendy base
teacher preparatnon program at Oregon Coldege of Education ;félects this (
point of view, as does the Handbook For Program Evalgation/that has been

ment 'E pennenée with both suggests the utul:ty of th¢/ concept (Schalock,L/? .

Kersh anlearnigon, 1976; Schakock, Keegan, Spfulda ; q'Thdmpson, 1976) . Lt



A factor

hat adds even further complexity to the task of managing
. ' T v , ~e
€ a coMpetency ased education program is the préss upon such programs to

operate on g e basis of information as to the costs and benefits.of pro- _

grams offeVEd This is in keeping with the general responsiveness of the

competenc% based movement to the concept of school accountability. While,

.

.dévelopeﬁskpf competency based education programs have made no assuhptions

about s&&h programs costing less than traditional progfams, ’they have

assumed ‘'that in the long run CBE programs will provide greater benefits ~
Ly , ) ‘

per uniE of cost than traditignal programs:. Methodolidgies for conducting

cost-benefit anal%ses on competency based educational programs are now .
. x>
\ being developed (Hathaway, 1976; Schalock, Kersh and Garrison, 1976), and

,should be 3vailable for application soon.

The Governance 0f Schools

In some respects the governance of schools (the setting and imple-

méntation of policy) is made morg complex by the -adoption of a competency
"y
. ] ’ .
based approach to sthooling; in’other respects it is made simpler. Factors
! (3 B )

Lo . M g R . %) N
that;add to the complexity of gerrnance tnclude the requirement that stu-

i

dents achseve the outcomes of schoolung a commun:ty deemsnumportant in" s

. . .

order wto gradqate, the press for schools to operate on, the basns of cost
P D

.and beneflt |nformat|on about programs of |nstruct|on, and the tncreased

-

participation by parents and members of the community.in thé process of
\ .

.

>

. school ing generally. Factons that *tend. to reduce the;epmplefity of govern- _
" * ' ' .
ance include being clear about the outcomes to be achieved by a district;

A

having goo&,evidenté as tosthe estent to which these outcomes are, being -

’

realized,; and having available good cost and benefit information abqut
/ el - - . » ' '

s -

‘ ‘alternative prbgrams of instruction.

v . . L . 8&{}0 . N . N
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Depending on local school board resoonse and community\militancy, .o .1
- r . [ - . Al
> the increased partncnpatnon of, parents and members of tne comkunity in the . J
- educatubnal process nay or may not ‘lmpllfy the governance process. |If
isves pr - ant,
a,board e;ﬂabrnshes procedures by which parent and comdunity inyolvement,
: - " . . o, N
are recognized and utilized, added complexity will be kept to a minimum. )
’ If a board chooses not to utilize or recognize community involvement when
the community wi5h§§tto be involved, complexity will e increased. The
I3 ! N . ¢ '
impact of a competency based approach to education on the relationship %

*

between teacher*associations and local boards of ‘education is of yet unclear,

’ \\\\ . ot Related implications i ©

.
. . - -

To complete the discussion of implications that follow from adoptin§

7

a comgetency based approach to educatlon, some’ |mpI|cat|0ns of a different

|nd must be considere®: These can be represented best as ''"Things CBE

e

does not douf'and need to ‘be unde‘stood in order to maintain a balanced ‘

perspective about the ‘competency based education fovement. They can be

summarized in six state‘men,t‘u o > . "o -
. . ' . A
‘1. Thé cost of schooling will not decrease. v
: 2. 'The proces; of ochooling will not be'sjmplified. ' ‘o
_ * 3.. The work demanoed of students will not be less ,
_ L. Differences between stodents will notcbe oiminished.

v S E \ 4

. 5. Students who graduate from a competency based pro- )

gram will %ot be equally competent.

. 6. SVudents who graduate ffom a CBE program will not - '
' be assured of success in later 1jfe.

.-

—

a -

Each' of these tbpfcs is treated briefly .in the.paragraphS'that foll

H

y . B P '

L
- . .
. , .
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The Cost Of Schooling . o
In all Ilkellhood a fully operational competency bas

.

program wvll be more costiy than a tradltuonal ‘program.

is that both" the short and long term‘beHEF1ts gained per‘unifwof coSt‘are

likely to be greater for competency based programs.. fThe results of the

v .,

hd -— -
costs-benefits analysis at Oregon College of Education Qith respect to "

4 . .
teacher education, though limited to an analysis of short term costs and

.benefits{”supports this.conclus‘ion. .

While the ratio of benefits to costs may faver a competengy based ‘%

. A \
\\approach to education, particularly over the Iong term, the immediate '

T
.

How much WIII |t cost(beyond what education now costs? At

guestion-is:

e —

present there is no evidence’of this kind for, the operafioh of eJementary'
ang secondary schools:
based teacher education, aM® for whatever it is worth will be repofted.

0CE found that it costs the college only $62 per yeﬂr par student

more to operate the profess jonal year of its competency based eIementary:
teaohe; education'program than it did its ear;ier program; aod this‘pro:.
‘gnam-reflect§ all of the»detiﬁing and epabléng charactErigtic§ oé CHE,pro:
A hidden cost assotiated‘with theipro:
: . »

gram is an estima'ted $510 pér student per year cost;that is}borne by

pbsed in the present monograph.

.

cooperating sphools for the added supervision and assessment called fo;‘
(Schoo] supeyrvisors spend an average of fodr and a

by the new program.

_THe trade-off. .

There is evidence from the O?E'study of -competency
) . . LY .

. half hours per week supervfsing student

in the new program, compared to

1

an average of two and a half hours. per week in the prevnous program.)

a« - ‘

But this added cost tq schools appears to be offset by ;he added benefnts
that come th gh teacﬁer partlcnpatnon in the progrem, and through the
g ros N

contrnbutlons that better prepared students make’ to, school programs.

. To operate such a program, OCE has had to shift resoucgss‘formerlx

4"."7 . l

[

,87'1-02: o
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. . ' ' A/.i "" ' ‘ . ' e
e allocated to classroom instruction and.assessment (for purposes of know- s
" i b Y . s ) B (-

edge and skill mastery) to*sdpervision and assessméent in field settings

-
b “ . .

i
|
|
(for purposes of competency adﬁuisition and demons%ration). This same
' .. . LI - - - .
} kind of shift probably will need to occur ‘in eiementé?y and secondary-,

pr“qgramé.l In terms of costs and beTefits, OCE views thls shift in resogrees

-

~
as reflecting a reorganization of priorities in terms of kinds :5 outcomes

J'-to be achieved, and thus: régards it 3s, 3 benefit rather than a iiabnllty
’, '
' Another encouraging finding abdﬁt‘cost fﬁbm the OCE study is the = °

reiﬁ;ively small amount of extra money requireg\fbr program development.

Development costs amounted to.only 10 percent of their ofiginal estimate,
E * -

. ' v 2 )

. a figure that is esseniially unheard of in days of-spiraling prices and.

¢

"

\ N . . L, .
cost overruns. ' These figures reflect in part a ''make do'' * philosophy on

3 v N b " /

the part of the OCE faculty and administration, but in Iarge’part they:

.- reflect the philosophic comm{tmeqt of the faculty and administration te ’
. ’ ' * - : - )
N\ . . .. -
. design and implement a competency based progmam that can be.operated wi:hin/w .
' - . A ! ‘ ’ - /’
the resources curfently available to the institution. _— ’/‘

4 . * - . i /

‘ The Complexity Of “§chool ing

~ A competency ba§ed'appioach to edugation'iﬁ no way simplifies the
L] . ‘ sf

» . . -

. . educational process. [t brings,order, direction apd &larity of bUrpo§q

.7

to education, but it does not’ bring srmplicuty The/jgllgging are major”
(Y

. contrrbutors tq its complexity the process of ciarufying outcomes and
. I
indicators acceptable as evndence of outcome achievement~ bbtaining trust-

- . .t
« -~ .

worthy~:¢\dence of outcome achlevement desngnnng instructioné) programs‘
¢ IR/ i
that '

-
- ’

¢ ‘ . I

ration process; evaluating-program effectiveness on' the basis of
- ’ - , ~ R .

. 4 ’ - ¥

L-— \) | ' . . ’\.~ . . < 10") : ' - :- ~' -
| ; . 88 < - : ,
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. .

- T . -
. leArning outcomes; adapting pros?Ems until they promote the learning

. » B N
L
) outcomes desnred, allocatnng resources on the b‘le of outcomes desnred ' =
- and Operatlng programs that prepare staff to functlon effectlvely w:}hln !
. 3 competen?y based approach to schooling. S
' . -

4 N L 7

e ! . . . 5 .
Fortunately this added complexu;y is not so great as to make it
hY
impossible to manage. In almost all respects competency based educatipn ~

\ - .
simply Yepresents an elaboration or refingment of what teachers and- .

administrators already'do, or weuld like to do if '"the system'' were only

_abit different: Competency based education represents good pedagpgy,
5 ‘ . . ’
and teachers and administrators grasp quickly the principles it embracess

What takes time and energy, and in Some cases‘knowledge and‘technology.
. ‘\
that does not yet exist, is the implémentation of the principles of CBE ’
‘ bt ’ .

*within the context of ongoing school programs. Tre mechanics of assess- : |

|

" ~ f i - . |
meént, data management’, and the‘personalizagion of instruction represent

L ' o : s |

* ''major developmental efferts for\post schools, and a major reorientation ’ |

. o . L ). . ' . .

to. the lnstructnon-learnsng procesy .for most teachers. The interaction

* /

“of rhe varlous characternstlcs that make up a cpmpetehdy based progr&m add

. 5
"l even more ' to thenr_complexnty. The experience with, competa\tV'based .
- Y hd .
' teacher education, however, indicates that with time faculty and adpin-
P “ 4 h .

istrators learn to function within the centext of competency bas€d pro- v

o gr?fs‘as easily and naturally as they function within present day pgograms.‘ )
g/ . Work Demanded of Students
- . T

’

kqppetency based educatxon makes _no assumptnon about’ the amount of

D 4

"y

N work required of students. What it does assume is a different‘kind of

' ' < - v ]
work. Studénts witl '‘be CJearer about the outcomes to be achidved; many

-

. of these outcomes,wnll be ‘of ,their own choosnng, unstnuctlon will be Ilnked
. I

€]
e U moré dnrectly ;o specified Iearnnng outcomes, a wnder variety of learning
‘ ! B s ' .

|

|

}‘ . T /» , ... ‘)
}"\‘_ . . o . .
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" quired for graduatibn. . ’

. 5 t . . /- c
4 J : .
: \ ) ) ’ ;7’1
* ’\ K .‘, 00
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i
&
activities wull be pursued lq achnev;ng partncular outcpmes, many outcgmes '
wnll be 1inked m?re directly to ost-of school circumstances; a portngn of

\

instruction will tak& place |n contexts outside of school, and students

' LTS
will, know clearly whether and when desired outcomes have been achleved
C 4 /
In this sense Iea[ning.willtsécdhe more goal directed and varieq than it
oi:en is in‘schooi today, and atadents will assume more.inftiative in -
defining both what the 0utEomes of schoolingwshall be and whas learning-

- T e S . . '\
experiences are to, be purused in achieving them.~ Whether more or Iess

r

work will be :nvalved wull depend on the nature and number of the outcomes

3

to be worked toward, the level of performance_expected«nn relation to these

outcege;, and the number and kind of butcomes pursued that are not re-

.

LY

Dﬁfferences Between Students :, - i ‘
-

Competency based education carries no threat of reducing différences

between people. ,In fact, as CBE is now conceived, it should heighten shch
,\
differences. A greater, clarlfucatlon of the outcomes . desnrei{of kchool-
L 4

ing, an opportunity for students to select from among these outcoMes those

.

that are“most approprlate to their own interests and abllltles, and some

)

4 .
assurance that outcomes pursued will in fact be achieved, are all features

v

of competency based edhcation thaa’ﬁe designed¢to encburage and extend

di?ferencea between students. The added commifnent withiﬁ CBE to a?apt-
ing learning activities to individual differences in Background: abitity,
and learning style, and to allow d}ffering ;nounts of time for individuals
to achieve particula%"outeomeg, is also desiéned to beth’heighten~the

awareness of individual differences and to respona to thgm.

~ ‘\
4
‘ - | » .
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On the basis of what has just beeh said it probabiy is obvnous that
’ ' [

students who graduate from a competency ba;eﬂ program wnII not be equaIIy

- AN

competent. Many people, however, on first encountering the concept of
- )
- ) competéncy based education, assume that one of its basic premises IS to

» Fr

- aSSure ‘that all students going through such a program wnl be ”equally

1 .
- -

competent“ to Function ‘in out- of school contexts. This snmply is not
]

* + she case. Competency ?ased edubation assures the achievement of a mini-

mum IeveI of competence on the part of those graduating, but not equal .

competence. In this respect compétency.based education ensures only the

v < -

achievement of the foundation of education ‘that a comMNnity déems desir-

4 -

' ab-ie. In every other re.specb CBE IS designed to sharpen lI"ldIVl'dua] dug

ferences, and enhance each child's achrevement iq relation to hrs or hér

K .. « 1 - N - . . ose

~ potential. . . ‘ :
i - ‘ - s . . b

o Such a view of the purposes of competency based edgcation is in part

- / ) . * . ' ’ -

philosophic, and -in part a simpLe recognition‘of the reality of differences.

An approach to educat4on thaf is not committed to ?acilltating the opttmai

A
growth and development of each chlld whiie at the same tima a;suring a

’

’ ' ) m|n|mum Fioor of competence for a?l children, and faciritating both in

.
.

* ’ Y

// COful recognition of the individual,differences involved, w0uld be~untenable.

On’the other hand, an‘approach to education‘thatlasgumes tﬁat schoofs can
overcome individual differences in iearninq ability and background.to the
; point tha}/all chiﬂaren can be equaliy'competent'would be‘naive. )
=, A host of factors contribute'no competence besndes schoolin;, for,
example: abllity, experiences in the home , energy, and the psycholog;cal
s ‘health and‘makeup tbat permits‘iearang to_be pursued. '0f these various
factore, schooling may be the Iea;%iinfluential.' No'matter what the .
) ) T PR .

approach to schooljng, the reality of individual differences dictates -~

that most students who graduate will refléct minimal cBumpetence in some

Y
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-k o " areas’and uhusual competence, in others._ Some.students, of course, may
R . .- K « ' 4
¢ . N . .
be unusually competent in all_areas, and others barely competent in any,
. O ' ! '
. < but differences’of this magnitude ave rarelz attributable to:schooling.

At best, CBE can ensure a minimum Jevel of. cqmpetence for“deaiing with

. selected life roles, and more should not be expected of it.

. . » [ , “' A . . . .,- .
I ' t . . - . . . .
Forecasting Performance In . . : . A ‘e
Out-0f-School Contexts ' o i ’
oL, Graduates of competency programs will not be assured of succes in

. later life. . The work of Jencks et. al., (1972) and others .ha‘demonstrated-
\ : . . . )
the tenuous Iiﬁkage between schooling and success in life, and apparently
. : \ . T
it is even 'more tenuous than was suipected in thefpast. Success in l'ife

©

. '
is a function of a multitude of circumstances, and depends only in part i
¢ ! : . Jepe

Qn specific competencies.w Moreovér, sdccess is determined byfperformance ;

in*a number of life roles where a wide range of comp’tencnes come to bear .

While school gannot’ensure success in life, it can enhance each_young
: ' .
N
persons chances for success by reliably and efficlently promoting essentlai‘

-
competencies. Schoofing can make a difference (Smith and, Orlosky, 1375)
/

%nd compe tency based education represents an approach to schooling that

¢

' offers the promise of cIarifying and enIarging that difference

’ . b R ’ coN » . '
. . f '
Fostering,lndependehce In Learning, And | J
‘ A ‘Commitment To The Value Of g!arning } ‘ ‘
Throughout One's Life - J :
‘ 1] )

Some of the mafd’ benefits that #nay emerge from a competencyased‘ =

¢

)
. approach 59 education -- and some would argue the most important'benefits .

, of all -- are indirect. These are the benefits -of Iearning how .to learn;

4 .
A TR IR -

"ledrning.how to define what is important to e learned; and experiencing
’ ‘i‘ / -~

‘the lasting satisfaction that comes with having learned something that -

is deemed important. . ' \ﬁ ’ N
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S Tt xs assumed that a contnnutng opportum‘ty to heI’ deftne and nego- vy
. . .
t|ate what is to be Learned a. c;Ontmumg oppcrrtunlty to deflne and nego- "
. - R - { ~‘~'. )
tlate the learnnng adtnvntles to Ve jiurus,&d x\and-a conﬁnulng Opportumty ’ ¢
to |dent|fy and assess performance ln relation to- what is to be learned '
‘.wHI provide weI.I establishe& 'hab,‘its of learning. Par§1cnpatxon in such e
A L
. I
dn approach to schooling, and the achi'evement that ?oes with it; sh uld . .
' 4 ” ‘ ) ) ' ."’
: enhance satisfaction wnth school i ing and rraxnmtze one's commitment to 0o s i
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— - CHAPTER 5. OPTIONS T0.BE CONSIDERED 1IN THE ' :’
) Le ’ ] DESIGN OF COMPETENCY BASED EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS | ,
o " " The design of a.competency based educatio‘rﬁ\ilﬁprogram for a par‘sicular
Yes  district, or for a‘particular school within a distri'ct, requires a set of‘

¢ .

v

‘ . /decisi'ons not- yet co’nsi-der,e’dt These are decisiops about.conte t,

proposed defnnnng and enabl |ng characteristics of a competen&y/b%s
. . N4

PR | & ., . ~
' to educatnon maRe no reference to content. 6t‘he\ than indicating, that a -
. proportron of the outcomes to be punsued‘by students are to reflect the BV

. . ability to function effectively in out'-of-sc,hool co'nte'xts, and ,t_ha'f‘ some °
e <3 . «® S
‘- . . . . . . - .o .
) of ‘these -in turn are to be demonstrated in order to graduate, the charac-

) teristics say nothing about what these outcomes are to be, what form indi= ~
) - : .. E ' " A . -
. . cators of outcome achievement are to take, or what the stfindards of per- .o

-

-formance are to‘be, Nor do theJy,sEeak* to the materlaIS and,procedu.res to
. .‘ : be used in translatmg content |nto operatnonal programs.. M o .—b e
" ‘ | ,"‘ In short, the def'n'tlSDn of éompetency based\educatnon thas ha’s tge‘h ) ,
L l 'pr‘oposed ig for all |ntenu ahd. purposes‘ a procesﬁs deflmtlon, wav'nng ‘/ -

. declsdons about the content of education -- and the materlals and p“rocedures
) = ~ -
* used to convey content -- stchtIy in the hands of lmplementung sthaols. BN

- S

Decusions about contenbof course have major impl ications for 'what R4

- “ ,, R R

A happens in: 5chogls] They also have major |mpltcat|ons for the cost of <
' oo

-

K4
schoollng, and for the d|fference schools are likely to make in the I|ves
* ' ﬂ . . * . - .
S tOf cn‘rén and’ youth By all counts decvsnons about content are as | ' L

L s ’ynaortant asgdecus&ions about process, and,communities” that WISh to imple-

-

ment’ a competency,based'approach to education Tust ‘arrw_e at such decision$

. " _for .each of -the defin'ing and epabling chafacteristics that has been dis-
. ~ cussed. The puirpose of this thpter is to draw attention to this fact and

. » .
- to nllustrate the knnds of content related dectsnonégthat must be made if
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a com‘petency based program is to be implemented. Since content decisions

reIatnve “ the enablnng characterlstlcs of a compptehcy based program

\ )
wnl‘epend on decrsnons made* about defnmng characternstlcs, illustrative

L
. -

dec_ision options are,.provided only for the defining characteristics of CBE

LY a

programs.

Outcomes. To Be Achieved ' T e

-
. . . P
>

“« B g - . . "
Central to the im&lementation of any competency baseq program are the

.‘outcomes to be achieved through s'chooling. eéompetency, based program

)

starts with the outcomes to be achieved, and ends with evidence of how well

Qwey have be}!‘l achieved. It takes as @ first principle of operation the

tion in contemporary society To the extent that this prunmple |s vnolated

or *n any way dimini in |ts effegtiveness, the power of oompetency

based educatlon make a dnfference in the education of chlldren and

- !
youth is also diminished.

One way to increase the Inkellhood that )(he outcomes desired of Q

school lng} appropriate and meamngful is to insist they be estabI ished

only after a careful analysis of the nature of the society that griaduates

of educational programs will be entering, both present and anticipated

. . - h i
* and an equally careful analysis of human development,and learning. By

.

‘consideQng this information in conjunction with the knowledge that has

accumulated within the disciplines the appropriateness and meaningfulness

of goals established for a school system should be enhanced considerably.

As with all other aspects of a competency based educational program,

the matter of outcome jdentification as well as the analysis of what is

1iy
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| . . .
cgmes selected as a point of aepartufe in such a program need to be re- .

. ‘ > . ' L b . -
viewed periodically .to be. sure they continue to be appropriate. The -
‘ £, & -
" questions listed in.Table 9 are suggestive of the options availapte to a
' v - L 4

< ¢

. .

A - c0mmhnity in identifying the outcomes desired from its schools. .

. .
Al L

Outcome Evaluation And‘Ce(Iificgtion . 1

As indjcated in Chapter 4 (see pp 69 to 72), once desired learning

Y -

outcomes have been established, a critical next step'in theé design of
- * -~y

o’ \ ’ .
’ known about development- and learning, is-a continual process. The put-
L competency based programsis to determine’how these outcomes are to be 1

evaluated, and how students are to be certified as havirg met or not m%t

B . A}
that probabli//s changed most under a competency based approach-to éduéa-‘-
tion, for ‘typigally outcome measurement is a process not well attended to

- . /
_in schools. In CBE it i§-central. "It ?!'in a sense the heart of CBE, for ° .

.

in€truction in a competency based prograq: as well as graduation and

certification, is Iinkeg directly to outcome measurement. So are the ! N
\ : - : ya
processes of resource allocation, program adaptation, and the wherewithall

. “

to give meaning to the concept of school accountability. Of equal import-
s .

' the .outcomes/required for¢graduation.- This is the aspect of schooling
ance is the fact that the stance a district takes with respect to evalua-

tion and certifiecation has major impact on the level of complexity intro- . 1
N / ' y . ‘ ‘ l S . .
duced “to the .operation of schools, and the resources tequired for their

operation.
.

For all these reasons the decisions reached by an implementing district

about outcome evaluation and certification are of critical importance.

- -~
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. Table 9. Questions To Be Considered In Identifying The

. Outcomes To Be-Achieved By A School System

— _

District Level Qutcomes

[N

'y How broad or narrqe are these to be? For example, are they to reflect the
learning outcomes expected from each of the various. instructional pro-
grams offered by a district, or ace they to cross-cut programs? Are they
to-be tied to subject matter afeas, or are they to be essentially philosophic
in nature? How many district leyel outcomes are there to be? Ten? Twenty?
- Fifey? - _ L e . :

What kinds of outcomes will be emphasized? Will_they focus on knowtedge and the
basic sgzzgs-qf reading’, writing, speaking and computation? W11 they focus
on physj skilis?'. Mental health? Attitudes and values? What 1ife-roles
will be looked to as a basis for_identifying the cdmpetencies to be demon-

4 strated for purposes-of graduation ‘ i -
Are outcomes at the district level to be measured? |f so,is a particular lével
of achievement in relation to these butcomes to be required for ‘graduation?
« If district level outcomes are not to be assessed;- are they to be Inferred from

-

L program level outcomés? ‘q k R

v

*Building Or Profgram Level-putcomes"

’How broad or narrow are these to be? /for example, are they to be the 'terminal''- .
"outcomes expected -from a particu r program of study, or are they to be a
set.of outcomes achieved at varigus stages in the process of schooling?
How will these outcomes differ flom district )evel outcomes? How will they
relate to them? ' 7’ . C -
What ‘kinds of outcomes will he emphagized? Will these also focus on knowledge
and basic skills? On physical skills? ‘On attitudes, values, and psychological
. well being? Will building or program level outcomes be treated as ""compe-
.« tencies to be demonstrated for purposes of graduation™? : ‘
Are outcomes at the building or' program level to be .measured? |If so,is a particu-
lar level of achievement in redatign to these outiomes to be required?
tf program level outcomes are not to be assessed, are they to be inferred from
the achievement of course level outcomes? '

-

/ ° ' : Courée Level -Outcomes - -
Hew broad or narrow are these outcomes’ to be? R R R \:\v
What kinds of outcomes will be emphasized? ' el
Are outcomes at the classgor course Jevel to be measuregd? If sb is a certain
. - level of achievement in relation to these dutcomes? to be required? _ °
How are class or course level outcomes to be related to program level outgomes?
" /- To district level outcomes? o _ . . .
« If course level oytcomes are not to he assessed, are they to be inferred from the \
achievement of individual students in a course? . . '
g Will course level outcomes be treated as ""competencies to be demonstrated for pur-
poses of graduation'? (or thereverse, can competencies.required .for gradua-
tion be demonstrated through the achievement of cqurse.levql outcomes?)

.\ © . Individual Student Outcomes’ ' L
v ' C v . -
Is each student to meet all Vrequird!’outco@es“?

How long may a student take to complete required outéomes?

-
’

. - Are there limits to- the number ,and ®ind of "elective' cutcomes that a s udent _ .
At may pursue? , . s:/}' .
Are required and elective outcomes to be found only in the context o courses? \

If required or elective outcomes are to be pursued outside Qf courses what are .
(<) the nature of thasec outcohes? 110 ‘ E ' .
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The design of ‘the evaluation-certiF! tion_proéess within a compe-

/

. » { .
* tency based approach to education ﬁinvolies five separate steéps:
. 1. Identnfynng indicators' to be used as evndence of
. butcomé achlevement, ,
2. Identlfxnng the measures to be_used in obtalnlng
evidence of outcome achuevement

.
-

Identlfylng the level of performance on a particular
_measure (the 'performance standard”) that will be
accepted as™evidenge of outcome achlevement'

Identifying the prodedures to be followed in Judglng
Whether performance meets the stand rds that have
®een set; and g . f Y
ldent|fy|ng how a school is to certnfy that a student
has or has not met an‘acceptable level of achlevement
and how that level of achievement is to be displayed
in relation to standards. -

.

These five s"bs obviously are inten\:Efndent, and decisions made in rela-

© .

_tion to one wiII'aﬁfect decisions made in relation to another. Horeover,
some decisions have to be made before otﬁers. For example, identifying
imMdicators to be IookeJAto as evidence of outcome achievement can and

) probably should Qccur at the time outcomes arehldentnfted but establlsh-

|ng standards for performance can occur only after measures have been
selected,ibzsthe assessment of performance since‘performance standards
depend directli upon the’measures of:p rformance used. Given thisitind.
. Ve N .
of jnterdepenqence, and the fact tnat "t is not poss}bie #o arrive at

‘decisions_about all five items at the same time, questions that need to

be considered when reaching decisions about each item have been prepared

separately. These appear in Tables 10 through 14, AS’in the case of the .

.
- ‘\ L L 4

questions IWstea Wn TaBIe 9 the questnons that appear in Tables IO through

1y are |ntended to be |Ilustrat|ve only; they are not exhaustive, and they

.

are not interided to reflect the constraints of local circumstance.
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, Table 10, Questions To Be Considered In Identifying |
S - Indicators Of Outcome Achievement . N .
S i - M . o ' . L
F ‘r N .
) .’: N ‘ District Level Outcomes ‘ . .
If dlStrlCt level qQutcomes are to be evaluated, is derformance on standardized .
. achievement mgasures to be used as evidence of outcome ‘achievement? -

Are measures of students' performance in-relation to course or program.outcomes
to be used as evidence of outcome achievement at the district level?

Are judg of a student's peers, g§rents or members of Y"commurtity evaluation
téam''\to be ‘used as evidence of the achievement at the district level?

Are some orl all district level outcomes to be treated as ''tompetencies. required:
for graduation''? Do indicators, of outcome achievément . assume different,
properties for outcomes required for graduatlon than for 'outcomes not re-
quired for graduation?

. % ! b '

e X K Bylldlng Or Proggam Level 0utcomes
. . . . a
» o if- bunldlng or program level outcomes are to be evaluated is performance on ,
) standafd:zed achnevement measures to be used as ‘evidence of outcome achleve- -

. ment? ™ ¢ N L

© -+ Are measures of student perfovmance in relation to ¢course - Ievel‘outcomes to be .

,_'; accepted as evudence of oetcome achnevement at the building or program

achnevement at the bulldlng or program jevel?
. “Are judgments of a student's peers, parents or members of.a community evaluation
A team t¥® be used as evidence of outcome achleVement at ¢he buz*ﬁcng or pro-
‘bram level? - v
Are some program level outcomes to be treatéd as‘competencnes required for grad-
. uation?.: Do |nd|cat6rs of outcome achlevement assame differént properties
A o * for outcgmes- requnred for graduatnon than, for outcomes not required for
EFf graduatlon? - , ‘ s A . . A3

- -

-

o . . ' . Lo B . . -
. Course Level Outcomes . .

«

. t . " \_
. .- - .
Mill teacher mlde tests be accepted as evigence of 6utcdme ac?ievement at the.
class or course levell. Will teacher Jddgnent, based on 4 review o? work
done or products produced be acgepted as evidence at- this level? Will -
v peer dgment based on -participation in work activities or 3’ review of- ‘
~products produced? Will J;dgments of 3 student $ parents or members of
a community evalgation tedm?
bf some course level outcomes to be. treated as competencies required for grad-
b uation, do.unducators of. outcome achievement assume different properties
. for outcomes reqqued for graduatuon than for outcomes not required for, .
oY -« ~graduation? . -y '

S IeVeI7 N v ‘
T Wil a"spec¥al set of measures be deveIOped and wsed as-evndence of outcome - .

o '\Jh: Indiyifual Student Outcomes ' 7
. -

Will g_ er judgment, based on.a reVlew of work done or products’ produced be
et epgted as evidénce of 0utcome achlexemtnt for- individual- students? Will
., peer Judgment, ased on partlclpatlon inwork activities or a'review of
products produced, be acgepted? \ill Judgments of a student's parents-or
members 6f a community evalfatign team? _ -t

\ K v

S R ' " <

. . .- , . . ' :‘-v ) ]Oll(i. - - “.
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. . ,
if some district level outcomes are”to be assessed through yse pf stan{hrdizi&
achisvemant tests, what tests specificaMy are:to be used? v
I'f measures of":udm: p.rfomanu in‘relagion to progrnputcomu are:-to beend'
as evidence of achlevement a(this level, what' mugurn spoc f’ahy dre to
be used? .
(f peer or parent ;udgauts ‘or th. JUW!S of a cmaty ovﬂu;uon team ar,
. to used: as’ evidence of outcomse athisvement, what form afe thede judgncﬂts
¢ *go.takel htlngs? Obutvatlmal goccrds'l Evalmtlb{rof prbducr.s produccd?
PR

N

’ L %.Buuldlnqaor Prdgrtm ch.‘l Outcomes
* e J» - \ -
If spme program l.vol outc,cus arc to be assuud through use of standkd;zcé
dchievement tests, what tests spccnflc‘lly ard to be used?
A special meddures are to be dcvelopcd “for_ assessing bwlqu‘or Srogn@ lev.l
ou(cemes ,“what form will such meqasures take? Usll’thoy be ''griterion- *
. refergnced" meastfes? Will they be ""dons i ke Fyren " measures? Wi Ll :hey
be terminal mouuns, that g, édxcomu asse S e ohly at tm.“t:cm-nmctu:ml of
. the program, or; uiH thcy bo !uuru of outcomes amﬂstanthmghqut N
.the program?- * . .. ’
I f pear or, parent Judgmcn:s or. thg Ju ts of ¥ community eval ion. team !
afe to be used as eyidence of program lavdl outcome’schievament, what form
< wiMr theSe judgments take? Qctmqs? bbsrrvaqml records? Evaluatim
¥ produc:s 6roduccd7' .0 . ¥
. o, A .

* Course Levol ou:cms , v CRN Y
. . .

f :uchcr made, tesés are to bo used as cv'ldmcc of bntcom achievement at the
course level, what 'kind of teagher madde tasts should bc-uicounqod? Also, -
shotid they be treated as ' tec'' orgtifing}’ c.uninat.loag, or should *
they designed to asseis forma in relation to 3,particular oytcoms
whenever 3 student or gl'oup‘ 8¢ stxﬁghts wishn O ho ¢vplya:cd int r.latlcm
td that outcome? - .t

"1f ‘teacher” judgment in relation tq prqducthproduad by studo %5 to be uud

S

=

I s
" -

A.' ~ . 13

k

8

't

.-

/

\

n

* “as cvodmco of,_outm schisviment at thé course’ feveiare these Judqlun:s n

to be in the form of ‘ratings? Will there be a.description of whe nnag;hs
and weaknesses of the, producy,' sccompanied by an-lvaluatjvo judqmnt syth

. ' as a detter grade or pus-fall grade?  * |

I f spccul measwres are to be déveloped for ususinq pourse-feval outcomu. .
“ what’ form will ‘such measures take? ‘WI1} they'bd eriterion-ceferenced .

. measu uk Norm=rafetenced ‘maasures? Domplﬂ-nlu'mccd measures?

If a student's peers, or soosone $lise- fron the couumlty. s to judge ja student's

aroducts as evidence: df’d;tcon achi.m-m \-hat form should their jodg-'

‘ments taks? -, |

1f !uchor or’pestr Jadmts are sought ahout p,rfomonco ‘outside tho oontcxt of

K

v

b

formai talts and produce, reviews, what fofm should such' judgments take? And ~ !
" what avidence should be colloctcd in support of such’ judgments? Should judg-
meAts: take™ the form of ratings or letger grades, and be supported by.video " °
. tapes or observation records? Would fhe pooled judgments of two or three - '
Independent observéré about”the quality of performance be atcapted?

° ? . 1f individual student out aré to be combined and analyzed for purpous of -
N ¢ dctomhﬂng Eouru lebwl outcomes, how is this-to Be donc?
4
PO - o _‘;Indlvidu.l Student Outcan'o.s Lo L et ’ v
. ¢ o, ' - - . . .. .
. (A1l of the questions asked,ip relatian to course level outcomes apply to the, .
assessment of 'indlvlduﬂ student: Outcom‘os} ‘v,
) & - PR - ’ d — -
- 4 ) R !
~ N \ -
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‘ ) : - #Table 12. (Questions To Be Considered 1n -
) Setting Performance Standirds .

7 ..

» t

/--/ ‘ . .
. ' District Level Outcomes - <.

- . A
g - 4 - -

. If district level outcomes are to be assessed by means of standardizog achieve- .
" hent tests, what norms are to be used in establishing the level of perform- ..
‘ , #nce desired on, the part of students in the district? How I3 the desired
1 leve} of performance to be established? N ot
" If district level outcomes are to be measured.-in terms of performance in relafion
! to bujlding or program tevel out s, how are.performénce standards 3o Se .
. established? Are they to-be established {n terms .of the perfarhance of stu- _
derdts’In the district (who have completed a program of study? Are thay to be
established without aly reference to student's actual performance within a .
prg@ram of Study?. What di'fference would it make ‘to.such decisions if spro-
gram level outcomss wefe assessad by means of criterion or domain-referenced
- tests instead of normreferenced tests? . N
" If evidence.of outcome achievement is to be in the form of judgments about per-
. formance or products, are performance st#ndards to be In the form of & par-
. - ticwlar rating or grade, for example, a rating of 3 on 8 5-point gcale, or
, a grade of C on a scale of A te.F? Do performance standards that Ingol%
; judgments reguire statements about the nimbar of times & student's perform-
- ance is .to be observed, and under what conditicrls of the number and )inds

\

. . of products to be reviewed? .
’ ) ' .
A4 .
(A1l of the quost‘hu/asked in‘relation to performence standards for distrigt
level outcomes appiy to the issue of performance standards for buildfng or

Building Or Program Level Outcomes

’ »

prograr level outcomes, though 'program level' outcomes need to be substi-
tuted for ‘'district level' .outcomes where appropriate.)

Course Level Outcomes - oo ™

Are performance standards for outcomes expected from a particular course to be

criterion-referericed or norm-referenced? If they are to be criterion-refere
sncad, how are these standards to be established? . And do they apply to all
students within a course, or only to students who tan meet such standards
withih a reasonable period of time and with a reasofable allocation of
resources? Jf performancs standards for course level outcomes arg to be
Aorm-referenced; how“ere the stapdards to be established? | i

: If judgments by teachers or peers apout performance or-products are to be used

as evidence of outcoms achievinent, are performance standards to be in, the °

form of a particular rating or grade? Do performsnce standards at the -

course level that involve judgments require statements about:the number of
time$ a student's parformance is to be observed, and under what conditions,
or the number .and kinds of products te be revlmcﬂ‘

- !ndivyual Student Outcopes - .

4

- v - ’ -
* 1f teacher made tests are ageepted as evidence og‘outcomo achievement for indivi-

ERIC .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
.

-dual students, how are performance standards for these tests to be estab-
lished? Is an expected performance leve! to be set wlthout referénce to

‘actual performance on the tests involved, or are performance standards to
be established in light of student performance on the test? ' (This is not
to be confused with assigning norm-referenced standards; it deals, rather,
with being sure he performance standards set are realistic, given the
ability and background of students, the time availpble for instruction, the,
availability of instructional resources, stc.)

-

If judgments of a student's work or a student's products are to be taken a; ‘dvi-

dence of qutcoms achievement, what: form should perfosmancs standards take?

If judgments by teachers qr peers sbout porfommc;ﬁr products are to be used

as evidence 'of outcome achievemsnt for individ®h! students, are performance
standards to be in the form of a particular rating or grade? Do perform- .
ance standards invoiving judgments require statémsnts about the number of
times a student's performance is to be observed, and under what conditions,
or the mumber and kinds of products to be revVewed? ’ :

i . . .

!
.
-

. N .
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<y . ‘Tablelﬁﬂ‘,Quésgions'To Be Considered in Evaluatiqg . ] .

N - © { Student Performance In Relation To Standards . [

* . . -od , [ e . - P ?
t - y

. . . 3 * " M . . \
. . : Distriet Level Outcomes . o
¢ - ) o g o

T If district level gutcomes are to be measured, how is performance in relation to
“ . these d#tcomes to be gvaluated in terms of the s;anﬁqg. that have been set
\ ) ! for them? - Is this to be dome by district personnel:and rePorted to parents

. and teachers? Js it to be.done by building level personnel, in cenjunction

- 7 with parentstéﬁh“stgdepts,‘and Hepqrteq to the school board and community as,'
. barge? |Is-/it to be ‘done by persons resppnsible‘for-the administration of *
'\ ) ihstructio’al_programs_within the district, and, reported to appropriate
" . .school authorities? ' Sqme combination &f theée? L.
. ) . ) . *’ ‘) ‘r - ' 1 ~ ,
. p o Building Or Program Level Outcomes ;

. f building or program level. gutcomes are to be measured, how is performance in *
: relation to these ttopes to be evaluated in“terms of the standards that - ¢
have been set for 3g2h1wels this to be-done by distfict personnel ang ie-

poripd to’ parents' and teachers? s it to be done by teachers or aides

. - and ‘reported to theschool boasd and co unity at'large? |Is it to be done
> . by. parents and students? Is it to be ddpe by persons responsible for the
administration of instructional programs within the building, and reported

,to appropriate school authorities? "Is it to be done by teathers responsi-

bte for instruction that occurs within programs, and reported to appropridte
distfict'personnek?v Some combination of these? '
\

¢ o .

. , . 4
Course Level Outcomes

. . )

—~ . =~ 7 . . . /

If course level.outcomes ‘are meagured,. how is performance in relation to these
outcomes to be evaluated In terms of the standards that have been set for

) C thém? Is this to be done by district personnel and reported to parents
¢« ' and telkche#s? 1§ it to be done’ by ‘teacpers of aides and reported to the
distrjct at large?. By individual students, in conjunction wjth parents
and members of!the community at large? Is’it to be done by persons ’

responsible for the administration of the instructional program ‘'within
which a course rests, and reported ‘to approprjate school authorities? |Is
it to be done by the teacher responsible for instruction within a particu-
Iar'c0urse,'wi;h reports 4oing to parents, prfnclpals and other appro-
priate school officials? Some combtnation of these? :

-

A —~

. i .
Individual Student. Level Outcomes P

' ’

t

Hew is’an indjvidual student's performance ih relation to the standards set for
a particular outcome to be evaluated? 8By his or her advisor? y the Lns!ruc-

r tor-responsible for facilitating the development of a particular learning
: outcome? A jury of peers? A jury composed of a peer,, a teacher’and a ,
member of the community? Some combination of these? - ¢ {

. How should the procadures used in evaluating performance in relation to standérdsf
- vary for outcomes to be demonswrated for graduation as opposed to outcomes’
not required for graduation? 'Hoﬂ!should-they vary for outcomes relaging to
''‘competencies'' as opposed to'outc’mes that function as "enablers'' of. compe-
" tence (e.g., .knowjedge and skills)? ' - ’ ’
. ”r " V4 R

\ ¢
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'
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Table 14, Questtons To Be Considered In Certlfynng
. Outcome Achievement.

.

. Outcomes.Required For Graduation

Will, numerlcal ratings that correspond to‘plrformance ip relation to standards
' set for each outcome to be demonstrated -- where the numevical rating
reflects less than acceptable performance, acceptable performance, of out-
standing performance -- be”’ us%d? Will a simple pass~fail or acceptable-
non-acceptable descrlptnon of performande in relation to each outcome to
be demonstrated be ysed? Will there be ‘somes written de&scyjtion that
- .summarizes performance in reldtion to standards set for each outcaome to .
be demonstrated? Will' one of the above translate into a 'prafile'' of per-
formance across all outcomes to be -demonstrated for graduation?: Will one
of-the above be accompanied by a portfolio ‘of work and performance evalua- )
+ tions for each outcome to be demonstrated? - .
Should certification and performance display procedures vary for “competencies”
to be demonstrated and ‘'capacities'' to be mastered? .

Outcomes Not Required For Graduation
Should the same pFocedurés used for certifying the achievement of required out-
. comes be used to certify the achievement of outcomes not required for
,graduation? |f not what procedures, if any, should be used? Would simply-
listing the non-required outcomes that have 'in fact been demonstrated be
, ,sufficient? Would listing :s schools do now the various learning exper-
iences (courses) ‘that studeats have taken as a means of achieving required
outcomes be sufficient? (It is possible, of coﬁrse, to deal only with
per formance in relatlbn to required outcomes in the certification process. .
While ]ogncally consistent with the philosophy of competency based educa-
tion, this would lead to a loss of considerable information that could be
of value to.the graduate as well as others.) '

= : . = —
L - § ’ / '
“ The Design And Qperation Of Instructional Programs '
\ ' . A
Historically, id%truction in schools has tended to be organiie&’ .
around subject matter rather than well defined outcomes desired from the c |

o

- educational process. While competency based.education is in no way anti-
subject matter in its orientation, it does require that instruction be
o sy . ) . ’
organized primarily in relation.to outcomes rather than'disciplines or

some other organizing framework. To the extent that desired outcomeg
- : )
. [ ]
. . s . e .o . Lo
are tied specifically to a discipline, of course, instruction within s

competency based program would be organized around the discipline.

BTG ‘ <
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Fortunately, a good deal Has been learned durnng the past half decade
I 4 . »

about the organization and operatnon of |nstructuonal programs’ for'pur-

* . L -
poses of targeted outcome achievement. The experience of competency'based~
teacher”ducation with modylarized ‘instruction, and tHe e erience/gained

.

- : e ,
in mastery learnipg programs at the elementary and setapdary level, have .. - y
v, d : ] .
provided a wide base of experience in this-regard. So too have the lon *

“ histories of work in programmed imstruction and the development of specif .
. (‘ \

skills vithin military and industrial"settings (Crowder, 1959; GJaser. 1962;
Morsh, 1962). Surprisingly, instruction in relation o tie development
F 4

Ofigblllty (competence? in job or Ilfe roles outsnde of a school context

also has a Iong history, though it ofgten goes unnoticed. This history

draws heavnﬁy on the concebt of, supervnsnon wlth1n the context of pro-
. ~
.Fessnonal preparation programS'and |ndustry. Collect|9ely2'these various .

histories of experience with |nstr9ct10n toward targeted outcomes provide

a rlch base for plannung instruction within the context of competency basid

i,

N elementary and secondary programs-. ‘ )

1 4 1/ - [ 4
Independent of’ the various structures and procedures employed in

competency based instruction, and independent of the subject matter arda

within which instruction occurs, competency based instructionalhprograms

.. . T .‘ ’ '/

- will always have three defining characteristics: . ‘

e Both,content and process are clearly linked to the
p outcomes desired; .-
® Clearly identifiable alternative learning experaences' p
are provided for each outcome to be -achieved; and

ot \e Performance in relatiom to established standards is
clearly relied upon - as a basis for .program placement
decisions, including program exit and certnfucatlon
decisions.

Some of the optjons thag adopting districts have in relation to these
three features of-comnetency baaeq instruction are highlighted bk the
questions posed Inj’able ‘15‘. 113 S .
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Table 15. Options ‘I"gaj,e Consideréd .in Reaching Decisions About The Degign
And Operation Of Competency-Based Instructional Programs %

i , {
The Linkage Of Content And Process To Qutcomes Desired /

v

» r & - iy .

Is instrugtion to be "modularized" -- thit is, divided into well defined units

of instruction that take their focus and organization from, the particular

- outcomss-to be achieved? If so, are the. instructional modules $0 be ''pack-
aged" so that students may wdrk through them at their own leisure? Are in-
structional modules to be thought of more broadly than individual learning
packets, and have included in them some lecture and small group learning

. activities? Will the concept of modularized instruction apply to instruc-
tion for purposes of competency acquisition and demonstration, or will a
different view of Instruction have to emérge to accommodate the demands of
competency acquisition? Will the concept of modylarized instruction apply
to the achievement of outcomes that aré primarily attitudinal or social in
nature? - N L

|f competency based instruction is not organized within the framework of modules,
how is it to be organized? Are tourses still an appropriate unit of organ-
ization for instruction? Are Individual instructors? Are teams of instryc=
tors? What are the implications of CBE for the organization and use of in-
structional resource centers? What are the implications of CBE for the
organization and use of textbodks and published curricular material?

Apart fromtheorganizational implications of competency based education, what
are its implications for instructional stratégies or methods? Are some
kinds of gutcomes acquired better thrddgh use of particular instructional
strategies or ‘methods? Are some strategies and methods effective in reia-
tion to a particular outcome for some children, but not for others? What
do we need to know about outcome-aptitude-treatment interactions that we
do not presently know? « !

) * .
- . The Availability Of Alternative Learning
. Experiences For The Achievement Of Outcomes :

How many alternative learning experiences should be available for the achievement

-

-~ of a particular outcome, and how should these expsriences differ? For exampie,.

should there be at least two l'earning options, each of which makes use of
quite different kinds of learning experiences? Should there be & range of
options available for both gifted and non-gifted children, as wel! as chil-
dren who will require more time ¥ad effort to achieve thé outcomes desired?
Should alternative learning outcomes Bfailorcd to fit children who have
“preferred'’ learning styles? To what tent should alternative Jearning
experiénces reflect the interests and preferences of instructors rathefr
than students? v

A Reliance On ’Pcrformamio in Relation To Standards .
As A Basis For Program Placement Decisiong .
Should there be the requirement that students engage in learning experiences
oriented to'the achievemant of a particular outcome only after evidence hag
been obtained as to a student's standing with respect to that outcome? -
» (The matter of pre-assessment, and program placement on’the basis of pre-
Should evidence of a student's progress toward the achievement of a partieular -,
“ outcome be collected systemstically during the course of Instruction, and
used as a basis for-plenning next steps in the instruction-iearning process?
1¥ 30, how frequently should ‘such information be obtained? What measures of
PLogress .in relation to outcome achlievement should be used? Should progress
sured be reported? How should such information be reported to students?
What is the student's responsibility for acting upon such information? .
Should students be requjred to demonstrate mastery of a partlcular outcome beforé
working on other futcomes that are assumed to depend on its achievement?
How many outcomes should a student be permitted to work towards at any one
time? -How long should a student be permitved to work on any particular out-,
come, and how many times should a student fg.permitted to chdllenge an out-
come without demonstrating mastery? .

N

1zu - ’
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Table 1'5 (Continued)

AY
’

L
. 3

Are all outcomes required for graduation so0 be achieved.before a student can*.
'graduate? What would happen if all but one or two required Qlitcomes ,were

; - able to be.demonstrated, and additional instruction seemed to make no dif-

- ference jn terms of the mastery of the one or two outcomes uncompleted?

Are the standards.set for outcome achievement never to be modified to accommodate
individual learnem citcumstance, or will. the realities of settings and in-
dividual characteristics. be allowed td enter. decisions about outcome mastery?

To what extent will outstanding performance in relation to outcomes desired, as,
well as poor performance, be recognized in the certification process? Will
cgrtification and the description of pergormance ig- relagion to standards
be designed to provide as much information as reasonably pdssible about -
the strengths.and abilities of indiviudal students, or'will it be designed

to indicate'only that a student has met or not met graduation reguirements?
2Le N | ) K

b,

3

kY

5 +

Pecsonalizihg The Instruction-Learning Process - )i

As discussed in Chapters 3 and 4, the ‘press to personalize the in-

. , .
struction-learning process comes from two sources. The first is philo- .

sopﬁic;’the second is pragmatic. Philosophically,‘instructfanand the
K P . . ] ' * ~

outcomes to be achieyed throuéh‘instruction,‘should be adapted to meet “

'indiviauaP differences in learners. P}agmatically, they must be. With-
“in a ma§t€r9 Iearniﬁé approach to equcation ldarners must ha&e both éccess
altérhatdve-meaﬂs of-achieving desired outcomes'and vafying amounts of

ti for their achievement. Within a competenéy based .approach to educe-

*

tion, yhere a portion of desited I;arning outcomes assume the form of
" abjlity to function-in life role settings, there must. also be opportunity<
to adapt outcomes to fit‘indibid;al differences and circumstances. As
4 -
chalock haspointed oyt\elséwhere (1974}, so long as the outcomes of

schooling.ére defined primarily in terms of the mastery of knowledge the
personalization of instructiaqn and assessment =-- with’%ﬁe exception of

having to provide alternaiﬂvq learning experiences and varying amounts -

- " -




of time =- }s‘optional. As outcomes become more complex waever,-and

demanding of ‘performance in JOb or Ilfe role sutuatnons, the lnstructlon-

»

o *

Iearning process must of necessity become more persoﬂhl and ldnbsyncratlc
‘ ¢

in, jtS operation- Thns dnlemma qugqit the ponnt of: graduatuon*cgrfyfi-‘

cation decisions, is pointed up by the last set of questions that appear

’

in Table 15.

-

Given t%f requirement ‘that competency based education be personalizea,

¢ v
» Y

how is its personaliazationd ot occﬂﬁ?ﬁggﬁe'6btioh!5program designers face

-

Iv this regard are essentnally endless, but the questlons raised ing_
’ é

Table i6are at Ieast suggestive of way?qto proceed.

W .(

Improving The Instruction-Learning Process

. A; b
As indicated.repeeted?y, a dominant feature of competency bas
. education is its~incorporation of systems principles as a basis for pro-
. . r

gram improvement. The elemehts involved in such an abq?oach have been

<
describéd in considerable detai} on pp 77 §6~79. In implementing system-:

atic procedures for program improvement,<fgréver, formative and ‘symmative
. . N

- evaluation studies assume a critical role. At least fdyr kinds of evalua-
tion data are useful "in undertaking program improvement efforts: (a) data

* ' xS

on the acceptability of ﬁ?ogram_practices ang, procedures to program parti-
. AR~ : , -

‘cipants; (b) data on the performance of staff within the program; (c) data:

on the costs and benefits associated with the program, sincluding the achleve-
ment of learning outcomes desired from the program; and (d) data from |
research studies designed to determine the Iong-ierm effects of the progfbm.

Some of the options.available to school dlstricts in obtannlng such lnforma-

tnon are suggested by the questlons ]'SteiJ)}/*ib]e 17.

12¢
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Table 16. Questnons To-Be Considered In Personalizing The
lnstructlon Learring Process .

p—

‘Outconhs chuired Fo?f Graduation

To what extent will students be able to nogotiate the outcomes required for grads
* uation? Are these to be fixed by the district, with all students having to

« demonstrate mastery of the same set of outcomes, or-will students be- per-

" - mitted to pursue at least some OutLo trat are of*their own choosing?
Should the district require no specifWifoutcomes, but indicate that appro-
Prlate outcomes must be established dnd gemonstrated by each student in
order to graduate? Some combination of these? For example, a set of out=~
comes that are non-négotiable and a set that S negotiable?

Are indicators of outcome achievemant to be open to negotiation? For all outcomes
required for qraduation? Only for outcomes that students are able :6 negotfate?
Are indicators of outcome achievement to be established by a distruct but stu-
dents permitted to negotiate which of the: accepted set of mdncators tﬁoy
wish to use? , .

Are the measures to be used in assessing outcome’ achievement to be negotiabie?
Are they to be fixed? Or will students be able to negotiate only .within an
V'accepted set'' of measures adoptad for the assessment of particular outcomes?
Some combination of these? Wjll this in part depend on the indicators and

- measures of ogtcome achievement' to be used?

To what extent will the standards set for performance in relation to a particular
outcome be negotiable? Will this in part depend on the indicatorg and mea- ~
sures of outcome achievement' to 'be used? |f standards are to be Hhegotiated,
what meaning does the concept &f performance”standards have? |f performance
standapds unnot be negotiated, what muning does the concept of a person-
alized approach te education have? -

* Tq what extent are the learning activities to be purused while working toward the
achievement of a.particular gutcome to be personalized? To what extent will
the environments within which outcome achievemsnt is pursued be personal ized?,
- For example, is learning to be confined to a particylar classroom? A class-

. room, adlbnry and a learning resource center? A number of class rooms
within a particular school? OF can it be extended, through negotiation, to

*  a number of schools? A school and a coﬂmmu:y college? A school and a

; nity-at-large? -

To what extent will time be free to vary in the ins:ructional procédss? Are time
limitations to be placod Qp the achievement of particular outcomes -- for
example, a week, & month or a year? Are time constraints fo be put on some
outcomes and ndt others? Within whatever time constraints that exist, will
thete be IMmits placed on the rumber of outcome demonstration attempts per-
mitted without ality? For example, can a student attempt to demopstrate
mastesy of a paMgicular outcome three times without ggml.ty. Twice? Five
times? Does the number of demonstPation attempts allowad interact with the
length of time parmitted for a compo:encrunqnstra:ion? " Does the numbar
of demonstratfion attempts vary with the ability of the students involved?
With the naturg of the outcome to be demonstrated? What.is the maximum number
of demonstratibn attempts feasible in terms of the time and resources avail- -
- able before students must be req‘t.nred either to redefine the outcome being
worked toward or renegotiate the performance standards that have ‘been set for
outcome achievdliant? .

s

»

~

. Outcomes No¥, Required .for Graduation -

4 .
To what e:;g!wll the lns:rucf:lon-luming procuss be personelized in felation
to outcomes ‘not required for graduation? Vul 't Ro greater than for’

required outcomes? Widl it be Tess? Will nt d on the nature of the
optcomes ‘being worked toward? To what extent d éhas sef of decisions®
|nleract with decisions made about performance s tndards ald evidentd o
outcome achiavemeat for non-required cutcomes? To what extent do sueh’
decisions interact with resource availability and phitosophic comitmengs‘I.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Table 17. Questions To Be Considered In Improving
i R ] The Instruction-Learning Process
¢
- Formative And Summative Evaluation Of Program Operations,
Including The Reacfion Of Participants To The Program
4o - o~ .

To-what extent are formative evaluation studies.to be incorporated as an ongotng
aspect ‘of the program? What i# the nature of the formative evaluation de-
sign? What aspects of the program are to be evaluated? What provisions are
there for déta;from formative. evaluation studies to enter program adjustment
decisions? Who in the school setting is to collect such information? How *
wide a range of program participants i5 to be included in the evaluation
design? What propdrtion of program participants is to be included in the
evaluation sample? Who is to summarize such*}nformatipn and ready it for
use by decision makers? N

-+

Formative And Summative Evaluation Of The ,
y v Performange Of Staff Within The Program. ! N

To wiat extent is the performance of staff to be evaluated? \hat will be attended
to in.the eviluation of staff performance? For example, will evidence of
outcome achievement on the’part of students be considered? How is evidence
on staff performance to be dbtained, and who is to obtain it?- What uses are
to be made of evidence about 'staff performance? Who is to see the informa-

\) tion collected about staff performance? '
Summative Evaludtion Of The Costs And Benefits Asso%iated .

‘.‘\-With'Program Operation, Including Learning Outcomes Aéhieveds
Willipvidence on the costs associated with progyam‘bperation be systematically
“collected? |If so, what aspects ' of the program are be costed, and what
categories of &st are to be reported? |In addition to learning outcomes .
achieved, how are program benefits to be defined? Who is to collect evi-
dence on <osts and benefits? - How is such evidence to be used in decision’

. making about the program? Who is to see the cost and benefit information
collected? ' , 4
' . . o -
3 I Research.0On Long Term Program Effects

» . )

~~ Is a program of research on the long ¢erm effects of the program to be updertaken?

If it is, hqw should the follow=up study be designed? How should long«term
-effects be defined and measured? How large should the sample, of graduates
. be, for the follow-up study? How .Jong should graduates be followed? Who
should do such a study? How are the results ‘of such a study to be used in
. '+ '-making decisions about the program? Who is to see the results of Such'a

study? . R ;' . ; '
. . ] , .
5 , .
' L ]
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: -~ Additional SouMes 0?'Variation Within Compet Based "
. Programs That Impact The Nétufe And Cost Of-8chooling .
- - ) - /‘ L v :
I TN / P
' f A host of decnsnons must be made about content and procedure bé}ond "
. tHos¢ 1isted in.TabIes 9 through 17. Some deal with decisions pertain- >
. N .

-iné to\the enabling characteristics’of CBE programs, for exampie, deci-

_sions about management and governance structures. Others deal with more > . .
v + * F- T

"

* mundane matters,-fo:'example, the ratio of students to teachers, efficiency .
. ,

\{ .
in the instructional process, quality.and background of faculty, and access

P J ) ¢ \
. - - t
to paterials and space. All such matters are well known to school admin-

S [}

N
istrators and membérs of schoot boards, and all ‘depend to a large extents

.

2 [ o
upon decisions made with respect’ to th€ defining ¢haracteristics of CBE ,

programs, so more need not be said about them. All affect the nature and -

cost of schogling, however, tand must be dealt with as‘careful]yOend as -

systematically as.the decisions that have been highhighted in the previous
. - . _ : »

pages. ' T

.Because of the particular chafacteristics.of competency based ,
programs,a number of issues.that school addinigtrators and boards of

. d education teno:to deali nith‘routlnely, or have not had to deal wiﬁh.in the )
[ 4 : &
. Past; take on new meaning. Three of these are ‘ v
1‘ " e Adistrict's orientation to exceptional children; \ A
- .
. ® A district's orientation to the use of technology . y R
. L as an aid to the process of schoollng, and X

® A district's orientation to research on the effective-
.- : - ness of schooling. - . oL

.- / .
Each of these i$sues is discusséd priefly Tn ‘tye paragraphs that follow.
T s’ X )
. . . N '\‘
A District's Orientation’ T
To Exgeptional Children * __—
- . i k ‘ L. ‘ » . .//
/4ks indicated in Chapter 4, and again in Table 15, exceptional children

+ .
-
N 4 A
N 4 [
, . b 4 . ¢

' .
| ) . pose somewhat of a dilemma for the designers of competency based educational

) | . - .
EKTC v . om 125 ﬁ . Lo
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programs. Are comgg;SnCIes.and othervgutcomes required for graduatloﬁsi'

tosbe designed to accommodate all chiidren, .independent bf learning

- ~

ability, or should they be geared to»abconnodate‘children having at least
< . ' * . )
average ability? |If outcomes requijkﬂ for graduation are such that: they

cauno{'be met by some children, ‘Bw are these children to be accommodated
within the prograﬁ? How do CBE programs accommodate the gifted? These

are quéstions that mudt be dealt with in every edugational program, but ~
because of the“special features of a‘;ompgténcy based approach to educa-

&

tion they are particularly vexing. \ -
. v PEER . ,
With the passage of Public Law 94-142, with its pless for handicapped

. 4
learners to be included as much-as possible in regular classrogm instruc=

-

‘tion (the concept of '"mainstreaming''), these questions take on added

+ -

. i
meaningf In many respects competency based programs are ideal contexts

within which to mix learners of all aBintVesdvfor a mastery approach to
instructTon,a::/;he-personslization of the instruction-evaluation process
\ ‘ '

are designed accoMmodate great differences in learners. The management

and resource ‘denfands that accompany tfe adaptation of & competency based

s
F) .

instructional program to wide differences in learners, however, are great
. \ . -

and those who opt for such an approach to schooling should(pe aware of

“them. ) . ..
N . L
The QOrientation 0f A District -
To The Use Of Technology : ;
Many of the educational innovations that have contributed té/the. -

emergence of competeney based_education make heavy use of technology.
These include programmed instruction, computer managed instruction, com-:

puter based instruction, and combuter based scheduling of jinstruction, as

well as the long established use of educational ‘media andg'packaged' in-
g es ¢ g

structional programs. The emphas}s wiqpiy competency baséd education on
» . N - .

— 112 ) '
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instyuctior that 1inks to loutcomes, on the as‘!%smgnt of outcomes, and
: 1 .

o

Y

‘on the use of Jnformatioﬁ on outcome achievement for purposes o?nnanage- S~
L J - * . -

ment and governance decisions invites the continued use of technology
e

B \ - ’ ——— ) -
in the operation of SUCD programs. The Qrientation a district has with
K3 P ¢ '

respect to the use of technology, as weM as the expertise that is avail=’

a able in its use, 1s a majbt factor to- be considered in the design of any

N\
competency based program. : . " .
- 4 '
A District's Orientation To X G _

Research On The Effect Qf Schooling

1t has been argued,recentlf (Schalock, 1974, 1975) -that competency. - -

— LY
3

based educét{on and competency based teacher education programs are

.
.

unusually rich contexts for research.. The aréument rests on the assump-‘
tion that ome of thé most promising feathrqs of the cbmpeteﬁCy based
movemgnt'is its poiénti;} forgovercoming\maﬁy'of the measuréﬁént-problgmg,
that have plagued educational research ové; the years,‘and for préVia-

ing better defined and more powerful treatment conditions than. educational -

.

€. r .
researchers have had access to in the'past. An equally critjcal assump=

tion is that if these contributions are of the kind and qualit§/;;ticipated;

and if %he research community recognizes them as such and takes advantage -

-
)

of their availability; both applied and basic research-can be carried out
* . . ! . »
within the context of competency based programs at Jow cost and with high

external validitie - .

Schalock goes on to point out, hopever, that while it is possible-
* . )

to combine research with program operation, considerable risk is iAvo] ved

in attampting éufh a venture. High quality measures, for\example, are
often difficult and costly to obtain. Also, requiring that program.opera-.

tions meet.the fdhstrainti of experimental design tends to create a cum-

"bersomeness and rigidity of program operation that frustrates both program

T , m3 127

» \

~\




managers and parti'oipants. He‘retofore,efforts to design data collection-
. b } Al T e TN N ' . :’
“'systems that support both prografh pperation and rasearch have ‘tended to; ©
g o . -
end in the desngn of research programs lnstead of operational programs

J ?‘ -

that ha\gﬂd dati When thls has ocqurredr there has been a- nearly uni-

versal reaction on the part of p’rogram manage?s‘ and partucnpants t’hrow,
_tlle researchers qut ¥ ’(Fariett and Hamniton‘ i97,£).' \*
Recognizing thlS.‘Plt.fa”, |t |s suii’ possnbie that if done with care
’ data‘generation systems Gan be desng\ned\that\mili suppo?'t both program -
s,
operat.ion and redearch. ‘Jhen this is the case €he best pos‘sib),e, cantext
. . .
for‘basic research exists: i.t,c'an be carried out aé low cost and it has
; good chance of meeting‘ the requ'i rements of external validi t'y/ that are
y NG T b . i ,/r
. not'met in Tnos;/e‘ducagional experiments (Schulman, 1970) .

While the issue of researth on the effectlveness of schooiing is
fprei'gn to most school 'boarq:s and administrators, it is an issue that
- >

“looms large in |mpiernent|ng competency’based educatlon programs . Not

! only dis;- such programs for the flrst time provnde 8pportun|ty for educa-

} - g

T tion moving to an ‘empiricaiiy based mode of-opdration, but Shey‘provide=
c" N .

' -y .
the medns by which educational programs can. be systemat:caiiy improved
K e .

as well. For these reasons, all designers of competency based programs

heed to/;onsuder the extent to which a program is to serve as a context

for ;research.‘ If the decision is to have the program become such a con-

text, there are impiki%a‘tions that stretch throughdut essentialiy every

«
[y

facet of program operat'yon.
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CHAPTER .6. PATTERNS AND CONTEXTS:: PROGRAM:VARIATIONS ‘
THAT ACCOMMODATE DIFFERENCES [N SCHOOLS AND/COMMUNITIES .
. ..

Before implementing a competency based aperEEh/t;/education a schoo1_

or district must settle upon the particular set of defining'an&'enabling

characteristics its program is to ?;tlect. “In most cases thése will :

b
represent a complex set of ""trade-of f" decnsnons that reflect a compro-
] L4 \
: .mise between what IS des ired and what i4 possidble, what is Ilked and what

-

is not liked. - Phllosophnc commi tments and‘bolitical pressures will enter
¥ : . , »

:
! =,

O “ - : . . Ly .
the decision making process in this regagd, as will financial considera-

tions, staffing considerations, and the nature of programs that a]ready

\J Y

exist. Program options will be selected on the basis of all such gonsi-.

.

derations, and if the seIectnon process is treated with care and consnder-
{ atlon a set of optnons wnII be selected that wnll combine to form.a pro-
gram that is functional, internally consistent, and accommodating qf the
.-parficular;desires and c}rcumstances of the adopting schopl ‘or dlstrfct. 7
7Chapter 5 spelled out some of the options available to adopting dis-
tricts when considering these decisions. The present chapter provides
examples‘ef hpw wariogs aets of options can’go togetnérrto.make up‘@ompe-
tency based prdgrams that reflect different point;lof emphasis, commit- ///~:'
ment and resource availability, but at the same time are internally con‘//-
sistent and potentially functionaf. In keeping with the title of the
paperﬂthese aF?\{(eated as l'alternative models' of competency based ed-
ucation. B | . . ’ - . .
Six different models of competency based ecucation are described i
the pages that follow. They vary fron'the relatively simple to the’reT:-
“tively complex. . All, however, reflect acceptable variationg.of the defi-

nition of competency based education pht forth in Chapter 3,-and thus

represent relatively complex approaches to schooling. The distinguishing

© 1 2 -
Q ) i LN |
s
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characteristics of ehch.model are '"mapped" against the dimensions Of, -

- : choice outlined in-Figure 7, p 64, and a label provided that reflects

* d » , R
.these characterigticss Each model also is ac¥ompanied by a discussion

of the conditions necessary ‘for its implementation and the developmental
tasks, costs and benefits, and the liabilities and limitations that are /

likely to accompany its implementation. These, of course, are 6nly'gro-

) °

jections, but they do reflect the‘experience of implementing competency
Jections

.

based teacher education programs that geflect many of, the same charétger-
’ - \; *
- isties as dutlined inhe models. They also reflecf the exﬁerience gained

thus far by school districts |n\0regon attemptlng ;n_+mplement such pro-
grams. |In time the research that 15 planned as g accompanyment to the

"/)Oregon experience in competency based education will, provide better esti-

‘

mates than those provided here, but until that time the estimates- made
- 4
should be of sgme assistance to persons contemplating the implementation

.
'

of programs thgt resemble those cutlined. ;

'

.
- -

. Notes On The Concept Of Model
In The Context Of Educatio

- i
¢

Educators use the term model jn a variety of wéysf Sometimes it
is5,used to refer to somé;;ing that is exemplary or illustrative, for : )
example, a 5rogram in early childhood educat}on or career educationatgaﬁ
. shoﬁld be'viewed as a model for others to’follow. Sometimes it is used

. - ., . . . o,
to refer to a miniaturized version of something, for‘example, a model of
~ " -

a school building that is about to be built. Sometimes, however, the term /

is used to refer to an abstraction or representation of something that is

— complex or otherwise not easily understood. |In this context the term re-
fers to ''..%a well developed descriptive Pnalbgy used to help’ visualize,
.. . , , .
“ .- - - ¥ . .
often in a simplified or miniature way, a projection of a possible system N
‘ L |

<, .

. ! ndso o e

e - .
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AJ//r of relationsﬁjps (emphasis addeq) among phenaomena, realized in verbal,
material, graphic or symbolic terms' {Snow, 19?5, p 81). Foilowing this,

\ « ,
use of the term a model of competency based education.is viewed as’a. well
: »

defined and funétfdnaljyIdifferent'pattern of emphasis oriinterpretaiion-

that, can be gnven the defining and enabling characternstncs of c0mpet¢nqx

’

based education, as these have been elaborated in the precedlhg'chapters.

By defining a model in this way it is possible to establish an.

a;sentially endless number of fodels of competenty based education. Taken .

< . g L
by themselves the .defining and enabling characteristics of a competency
based program-can be combjned'in hundreds of different ways. Wben these
) .

. various possibilities a comblned wnth the optlons that exlst around

b

»each defunung and enabling characterlstlc the model variations that be-

come possible -are for aII lntents/and purposes unending. In some respects

. this constitutes an advantage, for the model variations possible approach
) . . . -
the variations-thHat exist in different conmunities and schopls that need '
N " E

to be served by such models. In‘some respects, however, it constitutes

andisadvantage, for it implies that each district that wishes to impTe-

ment a cémp;tency‘based'eddaa;}oq program must develop its own modelz}
k oo

A middle ground exists, and it emerges through the idea of "model-
. B L

baseq" ﬁrograms. The essence of the idea is that a model of'competency

L &

based education can serve to foster or give focus to a wide range of

- . ~
1‘:rogram variations, and still have each program reflect the essential
L
,characteristics of the model from which the program was derived. Func-

~ tionally this has two advantages: fewer basic models need to be ‘developed,
’ ’ ) . ’ : .
and schools that have derived their programs from a particular model

recognize immediately that they have a great deal inh common. This per- \
; . “ ,

mits each to benefit from what hds been learned by the othér, and yet be
4 . : . '_' . +

e ‘\)
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A~ 3

L .
free to implement the particular model variation that accommodates best

‘.

their own needs and circumstances. .

-~

The models of competency based education that are described in the

pages that follow reflect this point of ¥ew. Each is viewédfas an appro- .

~

priate variation of the possible combinations of the defin}ng anq'ﬁpabling
1§ .

characterisfjcs outlined in Chapter 3. ‘jn combination the six models are
viewed as representing the full range of models éqssibke from the point

of view of the complexity-simpliciéy of such models, a&d gh? major dimen=~
sions aiong which CBE programs cqn va;;. As such the six EOdels Autfined

should serve as guides to program development for a wide_ variety of schools,

in @ wide variey of contexts. Other models, of course, are possibte, for

.

those that have been selected for description aré arbitrary. The range

of models. described, however, should cover the range of program vaiia;

tions that schools are l\r*/ to implement. - > -

4

- Notes On The Concept Of "Partial Models'' And .
""Appromimate Programs'' O0f Competency Based Education -

For purposes of the present paper, a partial*model or an approxi-.
mate program of competency based education is one that does not reflect.
all of the definimg and enabling characteristics of co&ﬁ@ge;cy &ésed,ﬁro- .

_.grams in clearly recog;izable form. Since the developmené of a}ternative:
- models of c&mpetency based educatiom'is largely a paper exe;cise, i; is ,
' e . .
unilikely that partial models a}e likely to be propdsed -- unless of course
the model bu}lder chsoses’ts ignore one or more of‘the defini&g o;~gn- A
abliing characteristics that haye been propQsed, or chooses to define
* competeriey based education in a different way. The implementation/of
competency based school programia however, is a different matter. :Here

4

. 1 ‘ .
it is likely that most implementation efforts, at least in the beginning, T
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/ ..‘\Q‘ . ) i , . : - .
- . ! . : N * Ty
-”ﬂwill be approximate programs, for it is unlikely that a school district )
- . £ 3 . -~ - . . .
will be able to implement a full fledgéd competency based program alt at .
. ~ . .
. once. The magnitude of<change is such that most districts will require: * -
. . at-best a three- to five-year period to shift exnstnng programs to a /
. ,q.. .
» . \

Sonns 'c0meQpncy’/;sed mode of operation, and then it is-likely that such pro-
grams“ﬁgl} bg operated in,é,m;nner that only approximates what is desired,
or what may exist at a later point !n time, o .
. ' 1t is important that this be qn&erstoéd,'and not only from the poiﬁt

.

af view of p}ogram cost. Equally importaht is the matter of time, for

so many of the principles and practices of competency based education‘are

-

sufficiently at odds with what now goés on in elementary and secondary

" schools, that considerable time must be allowed for students and faculty

to internalize or act habitually on the basis of CBE principles and prac-

tices. A clear undbrstandnng of the time required for shifting from a

Y - - -

. tradxtvdhal to a competency based mode of operation should lead to con-

.

< . .
siderable tolerance for schools that only approximate a_fully operatuonal
4 .

Y

/ CBE program during the transition years.
- ’ o

Model 1. R Partially dndividualized, . .
g * Board-Referenhced, Basic Skills Model .

- <

\

This is the mo¥t simple 9f the §ix models hresented, and probabfy

the one which most sphools4attempting to implement a .competency based -

approach to education will adopt as a point of dfparture. As reflected in~
its label the model pertains to only a part of the school curriculum, for

it takes as its focus the mastery of basic skclls and the acqunsntnon of

-

knowledge that makeg'their mastery possible. |t minimizes the indi-
- ]

vidyalization of instruction and the involvement- of the ¢ommunity in the
4

design*and operation of the {nstructional program. The model represents

-

‘in essence a ''no nonsense'', ''no frllls“,approach to schooling. «+ The mode | .
A

ERIC in full (Model |IB-e 7,8) is charted in Figure 8. _
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A PROGRAM CHARACTER- . ol K THE.INSTRUCTION/ASSESSHENT DlMENSION
ISTIC ON WHICH THERE ‘ B
IS NO CHOICE , The "Individu Ilzatlon" 0f The " The “Personallzatlon” of The v
. . Ingtruction/Assassment Brocess lnstructlon/Assessment Process
> (POIRT A) ‘ ,
: ' . ' B - ' b : E
A PERFORMANCE-BASED - A, plus alkternative/ B, plqé altern‘ Eve7, C, plus alternative/ D, plus altdrnative/
APPROACH -TO INSTRUC-- negotiable means by ' negotiable time negotlable measures negotiable outcomes
TION/ASSESSMENT which to achjeve limits within which of outcome achieve-- to be achieved.
‘ des ired outcomes to achieve" deslred " ment .
| ‘outcomes s ' '
N Hastery of knowledge . \&is
: N ) |
f, plus demonstra- - | .
. tion of skills
THE
OUTGOME Hi . .
DIMENSION fi, plus demonstra- ' .
tion of attitudes, .
values and interper- 5 :
sonal orientations i - .
- - . ’
v . t ’ -
I, plus abillty to functlon ’
effectively in )Jig§e roles
o . ’

a. Selected outsomes/units

THE ?ROGRAH INCLUSG¥€NESS DIHENSION

e, Sequences of courses
or segments of pro-
grams that cross-
cut buildings

f. District wide pro-

within course(s) .
b. One or more courses '
. within a building ‘
c. Sequences of courses or

» THE PROGRAM OPERAT ION. D MENS I ON

.

l..Student referenced (re- 5. Short term program eval-
view, critique, eval- uatlon/lmprovgment - .
uate) system :

2. Student asslsted’1a3vlse,/.6 Long terh program eval-

instruct, assess) *- uatlon/lmprovement

segments:of programs qfems N 3. Communlty referenced system
wlithin a building - g. Total butllding L (review, critigue, 7. Outcome achlevement a
d. Within bullding pro- : curriculum - - evaiuate) . 3 basls for program place-

h. Total distrlct

curriculum
7 ) X

. grams

-

Figure 8.

ment decisions,
8. Outcome achievement a
basis for graduation

' . Community assisted
(advise, ihstruct,
assess) .

A partially Inlelduallzed board- referenced basic skills model (Model llB-e 7,8)
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From Figure 8 it can be seen that Model | is sfWple in some respects,

but not as simple as it might be. fﬁ\is relativgfy complex, for example,

in that it focuses upon both knowledge and skill acquisition across sev- '

eral programs, whereas a simpler model could focus only on the acquisi-= =
N A

. V. - N . .
tion ef -knowledge in one or more courses. On the other hand, the model is”

. a‘simple as it poss,ibly can be with respect to the $ndividualization of

. | - ,
instruction and the operation of program, and still be treated as a _model -

‘ Wy ¢
"~

of competencg'based education. Time,is not allowed to vary for skill

.

A \~ o, - .
»acqufsition, at least not beyond the Iimitgfit is allowed_to vary in oon-

- competency based programs, and program evaluatiou#improvemgnt'pfocedures -

are no more formalized than they are now in most educational programs.

These omissions, in fact, will cauwee some to question whether Model 1 is

’ \~/13 in fact a competency based model, _but the view taken.here s that it is «-

£

minimally. . . .
. .
I , - PR 1 ’ e
- N 4
Conditions Of Implementation s

<

A number of conditions must exist within a school system for even this

. ‘\v' ‘ \_‘
relatively sinple model of compétency based education be implemented.
These include )

- , @ Clarity as to the basic skills to be demonstrated in -
order to graduati; ’ - Py o

¢ L4 / -
' !}\‘ +

® The availability of ways to assesslfhe~presence'or ab- -=
sence of these skills; and clarity as to the level -of
achievement to be demonstrated with respect to them in§

 .order to graduate (the matter of performance standards); -
: - ’ .-
® Instructional programs that facilitate their achieve- v
' . ment, and that include in their design alternative
learning experiences for their achievement; .
I 4 -

® A record keeping‘syétemftH;f enabted. students, €eachers
and parents to monitor progress toward their achieve-
' ment, and use this information in arriving at'program
placement decisions; ‘ 8
o L - -
® Remediation programs for dtudents who do H&t obtain
desired skill levels during the course. of regular' in-

struction; %

136 S
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Q Program management and adminis?Fé'&‘V‘e‘ structures
that permit ctudents, the resources of the school, \
and time to ‘intetact in such a way that each-;student 3
in the school system hds ample opportunlu to achleve

) the ,outcomes,desnred, and

’ -
.

' " ! . / '
;o Instructional, administrative, and support staff able .
. to carry out the.various functions required of them
in order for I of the above- to be/a;gompl ushed '

- These represent a -relatlvely complex auét.lghtly lnterdependent set of.
b

condntlons tha; must be in place f‘ this relatnvely sngrple model of -

-u.,," ~

” competency based educatlon to be sslemented Some d|’5tr|cts, of course,: ae

v 7

have most or all of these condltuonsﬁell establlshed; others have none.

J It is probably fair to say, however, that mos t d|str|cts have a great

deal of. developmental work to do before even th|s snmplest of CBE models

‘ “
3

can be implemented in full,

s

DevejLop'ment Likely To Be Needed ‘f

Assuming_that “the basic skills to be demonstrated for graduatien -

: '_ 9/ . '

» C )
have_been ldentl&jsed, and that lnstructional programs are ae’onably

well establlshed fg f\ew‘\achtevement, a number of maJor‘ develop&\ental

-

-nmplement a Model bas/ed_“pr:ogram. These are lik‘ely. to in lude the

E]

y ) S, .
development of procedures for measuring’ the acquisitidn of the desired

* ' “ /

’ sl<|lls, agreenn to the level of achnevement .to_be de nstr ted in rela-‘
) tlosl to each Skl” in o gr to g(bduate (the matter 6 rformancé .

. ‘
. standards), the’ development oF a record keep'!ng sf¥tem that permits the

- =
-~ °/

tracknng of mdnvndual student progress dn basic sig d‘evelopment, ar,ﬁi‘

. LY. : o
the design of remedlaglo.n expef/lences for studentssnot able to achieve @
. v - - 4

.the desTred \ley.efef_/b;ﬁic skill achievemens under regular instructional
— ' ) R

F - ~ ' » .
~conditions. It is llkely also that staff development programs will

. - .
neéd+to -be designed and carried out in order to have: instruct‘mal ,

-

>R
’




b

'costs “associated wnth the preparatnon,of(staff to operate the program. ]

eterjﬁ: based

adm|n|strat|ve and support personnel sufflclently familiar wuth the re-

qulrements of the model based program to permit lt to functlon ef

e

#

]

-

9
. -

t - 3] .

Costs To Be Antic ipated

Three kindsnof costs can

-, i .
ucational

program.

\J

Thes%re oosts associated wi th deve'loplng the

-

A

‘igdlvely.

-

]
L4

anticipatéd in- implementing any new ed-" -

pro-
-

gram,” ‘costs associated with th’Eactual operatlon of the program, and

All-three are llkely to be |nvolveﬂ |n lmplem!ntnng

educatnon program that is basfd on Model l.

LI

»

L
K

Whnle it is lnkely that costs of this kind will be |ncurred

¢ .
dffcu

[y
© v -

1t to anthlpatkthell’ preclse\nature and amount unt|l

*,
.

-

it is

.

speci-

LN

N . flcs of the program arg determlhed, and the extent to whlcb the program

4
f ldnffers from the existing pro;ram can be estabﬂnshed +Costs also lel‘

. 5 .
i@epend on the'abllntyt of” staffa,wnthln a school systen "to carryjout pro-
- s . \ .I - . , ] ] \ . hd
. gram development activities, and ko opkrate the program dnce‘it"ﬁs:been

. &

"In llght of these llmltatlonstlt is possuble to antlcnpate
s - a

L.

developed

.

only generally tpe cosxs llkely to be |nvolved in |mplemeatrnb a program

Je,

¢
K bas§§ on the particular model of competency based educatlon that is out- T
f N J ) f :i’:‘ . . L
-

. .in Model (AN S C C .
;-b‘e - o e

The ‘major factor in determlnlng cost of program |mplementat;on will

S . » . Y !

=%~ be ‘the dedisiorn mad¢ about approach 4to"0utcome asiss;nent.(\ If gtandard- "

’ ‘ . . N - . ' . . 4 )- .. . ' W > .
‘i'zed measutes oF achievement are tq be used in hssesglng basic gkill s

/. T . ’ \ N -, Coe ooy %
acguisition developmen!i[,cbsts will_be minimal. |f such measures, are, -

-

& » d . ‘ . ‘
- not to be used in‘assessing outcome achleveme‘t, howéver, and,lf an’il- .
v ' * o - @\
o lustratlve set of measures ‘o be developed "afe not avallable for adapue- .
. tlotthe la,rgest share of progr development costs pﬂ)bably wnll go T

(S

The deveLppment of a d|str|ct

a .

‘toward the development of such measures

wide assessment program wnth respect to basic skllhgdevelopment is easaly

- 12 g
,f\,“' ]3 138
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- \ ‘
as, complex and time consuming as' the development of ar.new K-12 “instruc- -

tional pgogram, so time and resources need to be allocated aci:ordingly. .

v

As |indicated above, to the extent that “standardized measures are

used in assessing outcome achievement, or illustrative criterion refer-
enced agsessmeht gystems are available for adaptation, the cost. of this,
»

fask will be remd apprecnab]yt Even here, however, con5|derable time

— -

\ and enengy will be consumed in*tailoring an established assessment system

L
to meet |the particular needs of a’ d|strict given the particular outcomes

- L4

to be demonstrated within a district for purposes of gradudtion. Addi-

tional tlme and energy will be requ‘ed to reach agreeme t upon perform=:

4 ) E

ance stJndards with respect to the various outcomes to be emonstra‘d
\

and in d‘eve"lopiing a r.e'cgrd keeping system that permits the progress of

each st,u?dent to ;e_mdnitéred with respect to outcome .acquisition and
a4 SN ' T
demonstration. . '

"Curriculum and staff devebopment 'tasks are likely to follow from

what emerges by\:ay of outcome measurement. On yurriculum side, for
. o .

“example, as Qutcomes to be achieved from a particular curriculum are

A4 L)

* sharpened currlculum revision tends to occur and Rrovnsnons for remedia-
)

tion tend to be established: These developments in turn often lead to
“

[
-

revisions in course,scheduling and reassignment of personnel. As a

consequence of these changes, or as a consequence of changes in assess-
S A .

ment procedures, recordkeeping procedunes or performance standards, staff

deveiopment activities may-Qep-called for. While cosg minimizing pro-

cedurés cafi be introduced into cwrriculun{ development and staff develop-
3 . M

i " ) . * []
“‘Eément programs,. both education personnel and members of the community must

‘-‘ F . - .
gﬁ!_ aware that in entering the arena of competency based educatidn some
s ', Y . -
L a L]

costs will be incurged along these lines.

o




L J ® - )
In additionp to measurement,*curri‘culum and staff development costs,

.

a . district that wishes to implement a Model | based program needs to be
. . . 2 S
aware that thezcosts':._invol\}ed in operating such a program are likely to =
' - e = ' ~ ot
be greater than those involved in operating a non-competency based pro-
L ] ‘ - .

3

gram. Time and energy are'required f\gr assessing desired learning out-

comes, maintaining individual student reco‘r&s, and reporting outcome
3 .

achievement infarmation to patrons. Time and energy also are consumed

by remediation programs, and by program lmprovement fctn-vutnes that aré

lnkely to stem, from increased sensntnvuty to outcome. achlevernentmnfoﬁma-

[

tion. Taken by themselves, these adde‘d «obl@igatlons couid increase the '
. e J . ‘

cost of program operation by as.much as ten or fifteen.percent, but since
. . ya -~

- ¥ 4 ‘ > .

few school budgets could accommodate such a cost increase, the added costs
b4 ' ) - o
will tend.to be absorbed through increased eff"ic’ie”ncbi"es of insﬁt;rdction

1
-
'

©

and assessment, or decreased expgndnture of%e and enerby in other
f’u ~@ . ‘
activities. -9 .’ . R '___‘-.,_‘

-Benefits To Be Expected * . T
: The major benefit that comes- from |mplernent|ng a p@gram b)sed upon

this particular model of competengy’ based edycatnon s .one of being.sure

1

that students graduating from a schoI' system POSSess the basic skills

. l'. * . ’

assumed’ to be needed to functlon)fﬁeétwelx I‘lnfe roles subsequent to

i

their graduation. Re at benefi inclyde an awareness of program ‘e
g 55 v

strengths and ueaknesses', as ev%’ned by outcome achievement on the pawmt
of students moving through various programs of instrugtion, and¥an aware-
ness of the strengths and weaknesses af inai‘\/idual studentb so far as
basic skills are concérn;d. \Poth?rovide an infarmation"(basegt‘permi'ts
teachers to adjust their instruction accor/\)gly ’ 3 -
It will-be argued by some that such benefits‘do not warrant Qae
costs invMimplemeﬁting 'a competency based program of this kind. \ ‘.
. T 125 140 "
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Others, however, wil19take the opposite view. Each cornmunity,\ of course,

. » -
will have to make its own determination in this regard.
- : , .

Limitations And Liabilities . . -

\Jith’ir; the framework of a f‘ully deve loped competency based ed‘ucationa‘

program, Model | has a number of limitations. These include its focus ¥

L 4
only on basic skill development, its limited attention fo the ind¥vidual-

ization of ir{struction’, the absen® of well developed program evaluation
and improvement procedures, and the abseree of wide-spread community in-

i, . o s .
volvement in the design and operation of the program. As stated in the
initial defcription of the model, it represents a "N nonsense'', ''no

\: ‘ R . . i -~
frills' approach to scHooliing. As such it probably represents a-model of

competency based education that many communities and schools would choose

to implemept.

. -

“w Schools that wish ultimately to imglément a more.fully deve loped
compeFer;cy based program migh‘t also. choose to start with this relativew\
s.i/mplew model, both as a wa); to determine whether CBE i's. really as des'ir-
able as it sounds and‘as. a manageable way to start. .
.:The‘ Ii‘abilities that go with a M'odel | based program’are those that
accompany“ any competency bés:éd program, namely, students being obligated

N A
to achieve. designated outcomes in order to graduate,and schools being

.

obligated to_‘ovide instructional programs that afford geasonabde-oppor-

tunity for students to achieve such outcomes. From the point of view of

{

1 4 . .
some students an!scho‘ol persennel, a related se\t of liabilities include

{
. students having persist in their learning until desired outcomes are

~
in fact achieved, and school personnel having to gontinuously ¢eview and

B €

‘improve programs of instruction to be sure they do Ln fact achieve the

. R 3 s, ’
q’utcomes expected of them. |It'is doubtful that parents and members of

%

‘he community in general wolld share this view.

AN 1.26 l 4‘1 *
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Model 2. AgFully Individualized, Community-Referenced, ’
"Basic Skills Q¢l That Incorporates Cost-Effect,isieness Data
-' ¢ . - »
. LY . .

-

Model 2 has much in common.with Model~1, but it calls for more of

*

-

the advantages that can be gained .through a compé'tency based mode of
» . ' . .
operation. Like Model I its focus is basic skill development. In

contrast to Model I, however, it is more fully individualized (students .
. . 2 Ca

have access to differing amounts of time as well as alternative learning .
. . ' -
experiences in achieving particular dutcomes); . .the basic skills to be

-

demopnstrated in order t6 gradt@., and the indicators to be used as evi-
dence of theif achievement, are establisﬁlge'd cooperatively by school per-

sonnel and members of the community at large;-and programs of instruction

are evaluated both in terms of their cost and their effectiveness. Like

.

Model 1, Model 2 still represents a ''no nonsense'', '"no frills' .approach . o,

- )

to schooling so far as graduation requirements are concerned, but it does

v

provide for mbre’ flexibility in' terms of outcome attainment by. students,

o
<
-

'/ . . » .
more involvement in-the desigm of the educational process by members of

the community, and more commitment to' program evaluation as a basis for -

’

p_rogrérg improvement. The model in full (Model 1IC-e 3,5,7,8),is Gharted

in" Figure 9. ) . * ;
'y . )
Conditions Of Implementation ) .-

i

If a school system wishes to impjement an educational program based -y
. . L

on this-mbdel, three conditions must exist #bove and beyond those needed ™

.

to implement a program based on Model 1. These include
. RN ‘ -
® Instructional programs that incorporate in their"
design an opportunity to vary time spént in oytco
] acquisition and demonstration as well as an oppor-
s " tunity to-pursue alternatiive learning experiences
. “in achieving a particular outcome;

. . e ~
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A PROGRAM CHARACTER- THE INSTRUCTION/ASSESSMENT DIMENSION
ISTIC ON WHICH TRERE s/
IS NO CHOICEN\\ The ”Indlvlduallzatlon“ 0f The The ''Personalization' Of The
. N Instruction/Assessment Process instruction/Assessment Process
K (POINT A) )) , o
. B8 - C D & E.
A PERFORMANCE-BASED A, plus alternative/ B, plus alternative/ C, plus alternative/ D, plus alternative/
APPROACII TO INSTRuUC- negotiable means by negotlable time negotlable measures negotlabLe outcomes
TION/ASSESSMENT which to achieve . limits within which of outcome achleve- to be achieved
- . desjred outcomes to achleve desired .ment )
B | outcomes ’ T e "
.Hastery of knowledge ‘ .
i . | )
I, plus demonstra- ) S Lo
- ‘ tion of skills , "
THE . “ 7~ . @ o S
OUTCOME N W " ~
_ DI]@SION I't, plus demonstra- S .
- . tion of attitudes, ~
values and interper- . L 4
sonal orientations T ) ‘

" 8zl

A v

"

I, plus abllity to function
effectively in life roles

THE PRQERAH INCLUSIVENESS DIMENS IOM

. Selected outcomes/units

within courseTg
One or more courses
within a bulldan

. Sequcnces of courses or
segments of programs
within a bullding

. Mithin bullding pro-
grams

THE PROGRAM OPERATION DIMENSION

Short term program eval-
uat fon/ improvement A
sys tem ' \

Long term program eval-
uation/improvement

e. Sequences of courses' 1.
or segments of pro- . |
. grams that.cross-A ¥
- cut bulldings 2.
. f. District wide pro- ~

Student referenced (ra-' 5.
view, crlthue, ‘eval-
uate)

Student assisted (advise, 6.
Instruct, assess) -

grams 3. Communjty referenced system
9. Total bullding (review, critique, " 7..0Outcome achlevement a
curriculum ~a _r evaluate) basis for program place‘
™ h. Total district h. Community assisted  —— ment declslons -
curriculum ) (advise,”MNgstruct, 8. Outcome achievement a
. . " assess) . basls for graduation’

A fully Individualized, commun | ty-referencéd, basic skills
model that Jncorporates cost-effectiveness data (Model 11C-e 3,5, 7 8)

=

Figure 9.
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e Thé means by which school personnel and members of
the .community can identify' cooperatively the basic
skills required for graduation, and the inqicato#s
to be used as evidence'of their achievement; and

o The means by which information is to-be\Qbtained on
the cost and effectivefess of instructional programs
that facilitate the acquisition of basic*skills, and

[ used for purposes of program improvement decisions.

The increased complexity inCLrog?am operat}bn that comes with these addi-

tions will cause, the program management and administrative procedures

-

that support Model 2 based programs to be more complex than those Ehat

support programs based.on #Model 1.

e

Development Likely To Be Needed

n

Schools or communities that wi;h to imﬁlement Model 2 based programs
face one major developmental task and two orgqnizational;administrativé
tasks that are ‘above and beyond those required to Implement a program
based on Model 1. The developmental task is one of designing and imple-
. » B *
menting a program evaluation procedure that identifies the cost and
determines the effectiveness of instructionallprog(aas in bringing about
the basig skills desired for graduation. This is a relatively complex:

-

task, but fortunately a number of prograﬁ evaluation models are now avail-

+

able as poiﬁts of reference (Stake, 1967; Scriven, }967;.Pro;us, {é7l;ﬁ5tufflebean,

. -
-et al., 1971). Another is the Handbook for Program Evaluation developed

by members of the Mid-Willamette Valley Consortium for Educational Develop-
e } ) N . -
ment in Oregon (Schalock, et. al., 1976{. The handbo® is particularly

A &>

" useful'in that it is designed as a workbook, and ¢t focuses on both cost
and effectivenags data. It also is flexible in that it can be applied to

a total K-12 program or any segment’ of such a program. .

The demands of the model with respect to time variation for outcome

achievement and community involvement in outcome and'indicator definition

‘.




. L4

will most likely cause adopting districts to engade in additional develop-

mental activities, but the major implications of these two characteristics
v - - 2

of the model are essentially organizational and administrative in nature.
The organin’iOn and scheduling og classes, for example, will need to //,/’

accommodate the greater flexibility in time. Structures and procedures
) - 4
J
will have to be established, that permit school personnel and members of
N ‘ ' — .
the community to work cooperatively in~establishing the basic sRills to be

.

achieved. Time will have to be built into cdrriculum development :and re-

view schedules to aceommodate this interactive process. ‘A1l of these,
- -

- however, are largely organization-gdminjstrativé tasks rather than basic

. -

- developmental tasks. .

-

s . ] -
’ Lt

Because Model 2 demands several aspects, of program operation that --

are unfamiliar to most school personnel, rather-wide ranging staff develop-

menE\prpgrams probably will need to accompany the impleméntation of a

Model 2 based program -- especially so-with respect to the collection and

.

use of program evaluation data if a school systemdéeeﬁ‘pot have on its

¢ : N : .
. faculty evaluation specialists. //////

C Costs To Be Amicipated | R ~ -

v

Both program development "and program oheration costs will be greater

for Model 2 based programs than for Model 1 programs, but by far the
) - \

greatest‘inctgase in cost will be accounted for in cost of program opera-
-~

‘tion. While allowing students more control over the, use of their time should

- ~have F‘tle effect upon program'costs, the -involvement of parents and
? ’ .
members of the community in program design decisigns, and the collection of

~

/ .
cost and effectiveness data as a basis for program improvement decisions,

. » Ly

will add to the cost of program operation. The precisé cost of both, of

course, wjll depend upon the f&rm they- take, but school officials a
a »

I
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contemplating the adoption of Model 2 as a guide to program design need A

A k]

" tQ be aware that these two characterastlcs of the model will increase the
cost of program o eration appreqiably. It also needs to be recognized i
. o L]

-

that it is difficult to absorb these costs in ongoing instruction
programs. They are instruction-related activities, and as such_tend to

. ) A
be clear dand simple 'ladd on' costs to instruction.

] "‘Benefits To Be Expecte;i{ >, ‘_fi : =
Districts that |mplement a Model 2 based program can expect to‘share ‘
:Fe same- beneflts that come with programs based on Model 1 (see p 116),
'
T and a numbgq of additional benefits as well. Model 2 provides clear-cut f

Y

—_ o,
benefits to students in the form of greater control over time, at least

so far as the time required for basic skill mastery. It also provides

-—

clegr-cut benefits fb the community ag,large. These come in two forms.
The first takes the fqrm of confidence that the schools are fostering

the development of the basic skH\,s that agp held to be mvportant in

the community. The second takes the form of clear-cut evidence as to
- Y
both the cost and the effectiveless of the various instructional pro-
P
grams offered by the schools in achlevnng the basic sknlls desired.

School personnel als?:fiszlt from Model 2 charactertstlcs Some =

direct. -Instruction, for example, is
. Y ’
made easier when time is allowed to vary for the achijevement of particular

M i
, l

are direct benefits; some

outcomes, and instruction can_be made more efficient and effective when

. .
informatidn is available on the cost and effectiveness of particular in-
structional programs. Indirect bengfits accrue to instructional staff '
through knowing that patrons of the schools are sypportive of at Ieasti

—r-

ome set of outcomes that .the schools are trying to achieve, and through

-

being ablesto work with students who are clear about outcomes to be

- o147 : ‘
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- .

achieved and who have some sense of control over when and how fhey'are \
' .
to be achieved. o .- : T,
- - ’ ‘
All in all these represent a sizable array of benefits, but whether
they justify the greater costs bf Model 2 as compared to Model Iibased .
» . - i Y
programs is ‘a decision that can be made only -by the adopting commupity. “

0

Limitations And Liabilities : . )

Three of the limitations associated with Model 1 would be effectively \

reduced by impf;menang a Model 2 based program. These are the restricted

——

view of the individualization of instruction that accompanys Model 1, the

limited information ‘available on program effectiveness in Model 1, and the

\
minimal involvement of parents and members of the community in Mode 1 1.

based program degign‘f;Fisions. Model 2 based pragrams still. carry ser-

jous limitations, for example, limiting the outcomes to be demonstreted

for graduati_on‘to basic skills and the absence of information on program

benefits, but compared to Model 1 its limitattons are much less handi-
capping. ) . s . " g
- * 1
Because each benefit associated with a competenhcy based education N

v - ’

program seems to carry a related liability, the charactefistics that dif- \\\\\\

.

ferentia%e Model 2 from Model 1 carry a sizable set of liabilities. Pro-- ‘\

viding students an option with resgfiﬁjﬁo time allowed for outcome acqui-

T - ¢ N
sition and demonstration, for example, carries with it the danger of stdk 2

dent procrastination-and abuse of privilege. Opening the outcomdﬂ?dénti-
- P .

. 4 L : A . . . ‘ "
fication process to broad public involvement carries with it a majQd I
- _ .
commi tment of time, and the danger that school personnel and members of. .
the community will not be -.able to agree on the basic skills to be acquired

- through the schools. The availability of cost and effectiveness ir-
formation,on school proggams make both teachers and administrators much

. more vulnerable to citizen attack and'control. These obviously are

. 145
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factors that need to be considered by adopting communities, for they add.

significantly to the cost-benefit equation. . »

& : "\
Model 3. A Partialiy Individual ized;—
Board-Referenced, Total Curriculym Model
That Makes Use Of Students As Teaching Assistants

'

ModeT 3 resembles Modet! ]a with two exception§: it:incorporates

all instructional'offerings, instead of being limited to basic skills, _

and it incorporates students as assistants-in the instructional process.
. 1 ! - N -

In some respects Model 3 represents a relatively 'exfansive" approach to

*

. .
competency based education; in others it repres&nts a relatively conserva-

\

tive approach. It is exptive in_that it'calls for the total curricular
offerings of a district to be treated within a- competency based mode of
. —~

operation, and.it calls-for students to assist with the Fhstrucpional ~

process -- both as a means of reducing instructional costs, and enhanciné\\\\\\\\

their own tearning (Allen, Feldman and Devin-Sheehan, 1976)". It is con-
servative in that it calls for only a partially individualized approach

to instruction, it does not call for extensive involvement on the part of

parents and.membgrs of the community in program design decisions, and it
. S '

does not call for program cost and effectiveness informatiion to be used

" as a basis for program improvement. The model in full (Model I11B-h 2,7,8)

is charted in Figure 10. o . '
~» "

-

Condftions OF Implementation

P

All of the gon?itions that must’ exist to implement a Model | based

.

- -

program must exist to implement a Model 3 based program, but at a level
of inclfi¥iveness that: makes the latter a totally different order of busi-

ness. Rather than having simply to specify the basic skills to be demon-

strated for graduation, and devélop the measurement and recqrdkeeping

- —
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" ['A RROGRAM CHARACTER- | ~ oo, /w THE msmucnﬂu/Asssssan ‘DIMENSrION T ]
. ISTIC ON WHICH THER® . . o, ’
R ‘1S NO CHOILE - AR The '"tndiyldual ization" Of The ¢ nallzatlon" of The -
e - | Instruct bn/Assqssmeqt‘Erocess\ ' ) strucfion/Asséssment Process-
- 5 (POINT A) ‘ L < w0 Vo : '
. P B s c - D E
. A PERF@RMANCE BnASEﬂ b A, plus alternﬁtlve/ B, plus aTternatlve[ C, plus alternatlve/ D, plus alternative/
APPROACH TO 'NSTRUE- negoflable means by negotlable time negotlable measures negotiable oufcomes
JION/ASSESSMENT S . whlch to achieve limits withln which of outcome achieve- to be achieved
R ) o deslred outcomes to achieve desired ment B ’ .
' - ¥ é’ _ outcomes PN "
Mastery.o knowl edge - " - ’ - - , S
nu ;, g N ' . LY o . |
”n ;L s ' - "
, . plUs° de?\onstra- : : - ’ |
o tion of sKills o ' ' N s
mhe S o v/ .
. OUTCOME . ’ " " . ) C - |
DIMENSION - 11, plus demorvstra~ o : ’
. tlon of attitudes, .. - . .
. : values and 1 interper- e \' *
i - sonal orientations " - ' . .
Ry " |v ' o . . 7 ) ' - . ' .
R 11 @ptas ability to func;lon ; : . e . K ¥ e
. ‘effectivegly,in life roles , ) C . :
. » ] . » - ‘ 'g‘ . . . , ¥ \ "‘ . . .
. — : P — . - - .
' ) . ’ . ¢, ! N &
* . THE.PROGRAM INCLUSIVENESS DIMENS ION ) THE, PROGRAM OPERATION DIMENS ION
X + , AR | .t ' . . ’ — - )
, a. Selectad outcomes/unltg "e, Sequences of courses 1. Student referenced (re<= 5. Short term program eval-
i within coursers) e or ‘segments of pro- ~ view, crlthue eval- uatlon/lmpro ement
b. On re courses’ o, -~ .f grams ‘that” cross- uvate) - system ,
LR bui lgdeg .t ocut buildings’ Z__ 12, student assisted (advlée 6. Long term pr
c. Sequences of colrses ofr. f. District wide pro-  + Instragt, assess) A uation/ improv

N

-
¥

- L4 -
Ll +’

b

segments qf prograims K grams Community referenced system -«
" within a buildin g,..Total, building " (review, critique, 7. .Outco(ne achievement.a g0/
d. _Wlthid building pro- ° 77 curricalum. ' ' evaluate) " basls ‘for program pl
§ . ’ . :h. tht‘.al district . 4. Community assisted, -mént decisions
. curriculum A (advise, instruct, + .8, Outcome achlevement a
a o AR assess) . bas.ls for graduat
kY
’._Figure, 10. A partlﬂlly indlvlduallzed board- referenced. total currfculum model. that 7) . d
makes use of students as teachlng asslstants (Model 111B-h 2,7,8) C - “'
. i ~ . ‘
i:‘ " " v N . . ' R - g 9‘



ve s . - ™ ’ \ i i
systems needed to tha"u evidence that pertains thereto, these aspects
. [

of .program development must be in place for all segments and phéses of

e, R ] . :
the curriculum offered within a school system. Operatienally this means-

that the outcomes desired@m each program of instruction offered with-

%

\ in a district have been identified; indicators, measures, and performance

-

standargs yelative to these outcomes have been established; instructional .
o ad

]
L T , .| .
programs, rem_gdlatlon systems and recorckeeping sy geared to the.
. . a ‘ . - &
achievement of these outcomes -are in place; and the™hanagement and admin-
L —————

istrative structures needed to support all -of the above are functional.

) -
I% addition , Model 3 requires that of the various outcomes to be achieved
- ’ N , ~
by a school system a particular set of outcomes have been identi-fied as

those to be demérstrated for purposes of gradu_aticvan. These-represent an
13 » ) " ) )

, . ‘ .
inf‘itely more omplex set of prerequisites tha& those needed to imple-

del 2 based program, though they gbviously are only

~

' |

' ment a Model 1

. AN . L
extensions of the conditjons required by the simpler models.
o
L one further condition must be met for a Model 3 based program to
. e R

be implemented, ngmely, ’Iarity as to where in the curriculum student

-

are to*serve as instructional as'sistanfé, and what. they are to do speci-
-y, .
’f_ically in doing so. This is not a particula'rly difficult condition to
- A)
4

meet, but it does require careful planning ongthe part of instructional.
. ) . ¢

-«
faculty and extensive training on the ypart of students who are to func-
. 4

t?&gs assistants. . < ‘

Development Likely To Be Needed

b4 “
-

The major areas of developmeﬁbb?kely to be faced by a district that

wishes "to implement a Model 3 based program follow directly from the en-
£ ‘

abling Ednditizﬁs listed above. . If an &dopting distArict ‘already has thes‘
conditionsfestablis’h'ed, the developmént neeﬁd.will.»’be small. |If théy’ are
o - o - :
:)4 ] .= ¢ 4 . 3 152
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not established,,or if they are only partially established, the require- .

ments for development will be large. SO too will the requirements for

« - = - -

staff development. ;f eéienfiaily.all‘bf the conditivns listed above

are yet to be establjshed, a gisirict smould ello@ at least th}ee years *
for'fulloénmlewéhiixgon _and prabably five. Under;‘hese cond{tions the
decision to implement a Model.3 based program must be viqyed as-a mejor
undertaking by a community;JMith qime'énd resources and expecfations —

aIIocated accordingly. In light of these con51derat|ons it IS probable

that only those districts mo%t committed to the idea of competency

v

based education will be wn}lnng and able to meet the demands of develop- ¢

Y

ment,that accompany the implementation of a Model 3 basad program.

o A ]
’

Costs To Be Anticipated
As in the case of districts'that decide to imp}ement a Model 1 based
program, the largest share of_prognam deveIOpment costs tn implemehting
a Model 3 based program are likely to be taken by the development of mea-
sures of desired Ieamning outcomes. Some resources are likely to be
‘required for 'the fgentiffcation of desired.outcomes \some for the cléri?i-
catlon .of performance standards, some.for the development :? record’ keep-
ing systems, some fo? the development of alternatlve ledrning experiences
in existing instructional‘programs, and some for the dévelopment of remed- ,
iation programs, but . together these develaemental costs probably will
not exceed those requnred for the development of outcome measures. Speci-
#‘c cost estimates cannot be given for these developmental tasks, since
costs‘nill be determined:by the amount of work ?"Et'remains to be done on
them, “the quali;y*of work that has been done, who within

the.district is to do;the developmental work, the size of the district,

- A . - - -4
etc., but it is clear that most distri?ts wanting ® implement such a -

.. w153
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prdgram will have to earmark a sizable portion of- its budget- (3%? é%?‘ Ty
- 3 w L ]

7%7?) for developmental activities and to i so over & number of (3:to 5)°*

years.

Much the same situation exists with re t to costs to be antici-

pated for SEE:j development --,it all depends. |If staff are famnlnar T

ur

with such an dpproach to schoollng, training costs wnll be small.. If .
\
. e . g
they are not familiar with such an apprpach they will be'large. Staff "
dsyelopment costs also will depend the involvement of staff in the )

program development process. |f instructianal and administrative staff

=

carry Tajor responsibii;tygfor program development,'the need for sta%f .
training tb make the_program operate will be reduced -- since staff have
essegtially created the program.” If o;hers within the district are
primarily responsible for prograé»developﬁent, however, for example, a.

‘'program development .and evaluatlon staff'', or persons outside of ;Ue k.

district are ipsponsnble, for example, lpcal college personnel, the need

-

for staff traming will be increaged.

A firmer estimate of costs to be expected can be provided for pro- .
[ 98
gram operation. As in the case of Model | based programs these shauld .

not exceed ten to fifteen percent of the operatlonal coéts |nvolved in

non CBE programs, and they should be monz easnly absorbed when dealing

with the curriculum as a whole than with only the few\;:;§ram§ that o
" A - PR ‘
focus on the development of basic skills. ~ 4 ~

Generally speaking both developmental and operational costs for

Model 3 based progrgms will exceed those of Model 1 and 2 programs simply
LY -

- “ P‘
because of the greater .mass of program involved. Some economias  may

LAY .

.

emerge as a result of scate, but so little is known about the actual

-~

cost of developing'ahd operating cohpetency based programs that little

can be said in this regard at this time.

¢ - L)
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Benefits To Be‘Sxpectgd ' . ¢

' The major benefit that detives from implementing a Model 3 QuPe-

e

. tency based eddcational'program is the achievement of the essential

. N &
condition needed for a school to become ''accountable'' in the fullest
- ¢

‘ -

sense of the term. The outcomes desired from schooling dre specified,

. . , v .
-and evidence .of outcome achievement are collected, In a strict sense -
-~ - .

- ®

of tHé(term, however, Model 3 is not an accountability model, fqr it

. . ]
roes not require that cost effectiveness and ¢ost benefit data be u
= N .
as a basis for ‘program improveﬁent. * These elements could be added to

*the model with relative ease, of course, so in a sense.the model anti-

+

’ I }
cipates this kind of orientation. Other benefits include the greater

-‘clarity and under;fanding on the part of both students and teachers as

. . . . L4 \
Mo what is expected of them within the schodls, 2nd a general awareness

-

L] - . g . .
‘on the part of education personnel+and .the community at large of program
strengths and weaknesses -- as these are evidenced by ftudent achieve-

.
b

ment as they move throygh the various programs of instruction offered

¢
within a djstrict. - "
Y
“Limitations And Liabilities ) ’ ’ ’

.
4 LA

- . . . 3 . ~ . . ‘;' =
The major limitation of Model 3 is its essential imbalance. It
calls for a great deal of attention to be directed to outcome clarifi-
cation ang attainment, but very little atteéhtion to be directed to the

< Sy . . ' -
effective utilization of informatidn that comes with such a focus. In- .

: - ™. . .
formation on outcome attainment should be used systematically by schools .

—_ ’ v

as a basis for incteasing plogram effectivénegs, program efficiency,”
. . ,

,and assuqind that the outcomes being.pursued by the schools_aré in fact

i

" the outcqmes desired by the qéﬁmunip large. .)\

- 4
The majér liabilities associaté®with Model 3 are those that paraliel

e
.naldu

~ . -
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. “.‘ ’ 3 ' ‘ ‘ . . . % )
the benefnts that accrue from an ou }nented approach to mstru& s

tion. For students and teachers, the maJor lnabnlltles are an mcreased ~

responsub|1 ity. for performance,-and an mtreaSed exposure as to quallty
R 1

of performance. For a school system as a whole it means an increased- ",

’
L]

expostre as to strehgths and wea‘kness'\es, ‘and with it an increased vul-

[

nerabiligy to criticisﬁ as well as aJincreased opportgrii.ty to improve.

As with the other models discussed in the chapter, the limitations and

liabiljti_es that accompany 'a Model 3 based program ‘must be taken into

account when considering its overall costs and benefits.

- -~

- . . v -

]
\ “ Model 4. A Partially Personal |zed . ~

Commumty-Referenced Total, Curriculum Model - ) .
That Incorporates CM-Effectweness Data

]
Model- 4 is desMNned to correct the imbalance that cha®acterizes
v
Model 3. As in the case of Model 2,it calds for community irfvolvement
3 ' .

in the design of instructignal programs, and evidence aAo the cost .

-and effectiveness of instructional programs. It also calls for the ‘ ‘

instruction-learning process to be fully individualized so far &s stu- . -
Al N “

dents having access to-alternative learning acti'y1ties and options in
" the amount of time available to achievq particular outcomes. Finally,
Jit callsﬁ‘ the instruction-learning process to be at least partially

personal'ized‘, that is, for students to be able to m—FIuence the c*ace £

of indicators to be looked to as evidence of outcome achlevement . Model .
- *

10 obviausly represents an unusually.complek approach‘to schooling, but
Ft |s actually the first model thus far desciribed,that begins to capture

the full meanigg of a cofr\peﬁency based approach tq education. ‘It is

-

s w
also a model that begins to strike a balance between the harshness of . , A

[}

an ''accountability' gnodel and the responsiveness to individual differences
"t

P

. o9 56
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v

Ca of a "humanistic" model. Fqully, of the six models described in the
. chapter Model 4, is the one: that represents most close[y)the model of "’
' ’ . «
competency based feducatiop being, implemented ‘in Oregon.. The model in.
¥

.: full (Model Ile-h 3,5,7,8) is charted'in Figure 11.

Conditions Of Implementétion

- ,‘ -
.. . wx\\\~lj‘a district has lmpI;mented a competency based program of a Hode1 LI

-

> & 3 var:ety, either as a first step in ‘the program development process or
. . - P . .

Y
as a secqnd step after starting Lnitially with Model 1, thrge add&%ional -
¢ ' .

sconditions must be met in order to effectively implement a Model 4. ’pro-

-

, :\ vg gram. These include “ . .o ) .
, e Instructibhal ppoﬁrams that include in their desngh ' v

alternative @pproaches to the assessment of out N -
achievement, as well as an opportunity to vary time
spent and learning activities pursued’nn outcome ' .
. acqu¢snt|on, - . “
~f . /q The means by whlch school 5ersonne| and members -of '
\ the community can reach agreemant on the outcomes g
to be achieved by the loc&! school system, jnclud-
ing those to be demonstrated for purpose$ ciigradua-

tion; and - T,
: n&\ ) A - ( <o

‘@ The means by which to obtain information on the cost .
and effectiveness of the: various instructional pro- . _
grams offered by the district, and to use this in- / o
formation for purposes of program improvement. o

' 1 N

Management and administrative pfocadures also, will have fo have been .
9 : { K
P * ™Y .

established that accommodate the added complexity of program operatioﬁ

tth come with thgse additions to Model 3.

€ . . ~

‘Deve logenent Like[y~To Be Needed

. 4 -
Assuming a.district already has implemented a program that reflects
‘the characteristics of Model 3, two major developmeﬁtal tasks and a number

of organizational-admiﬂistragive tasks must be dealt with if a program

. . «
N . - < A ’

that reflects the characteristics of Model 4 is to be implemehted. One

—_ ) ‘ ) ) —]—40 15"7 V —
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A PROGRAM CHARACTER- . THE INSTRUCTION/ASSESSMENT DIMENSJON
ISNNC ON WHICH THERE ’ e -
- S NO CHOICE ) The ¢'Individuatization' Of The The "Personallzation' Of The
' . Insttuction/Assessment Process Instruction/Assessment Process
“(POINT A) ™| N . )
: g B C D E ,
1 A PERFORMANCE-BASED A, plus alternative/ B, plus alternative/ C, plus alternative/ D, plus. alternative/
APPROACH TO INSTRUC- negotiable means by negotiable time - negotiable measures negotiable outcomes
T1ON/ASSESSHENT which Po achieve limits within which of outcome achieve- to be achieved
. des ired outcomes " to achieve desired  ment

: ! outcomes ) w:
. Mastery of knowledge P |
' Tom :
N R N
b, ﬂlus demonstra-
C e tion of skills
THE ;
OUTCOME AN
DIMENSION I4,.plus demonstra-
tion of attitudes,
values and interper-
sonal orientations
e v

f11, plus ability to function * .
effectively in life roles -

{ ~ 7
-THE PROGRAM INCLUSIVENESS DIMENS |ON o THE PROGRAM OPERATION DIHEN§ION

B Q . .

a. Selected outcomes/units e.ISequences of cou&s 1. Student referenced (re- 5. Short term program eval-

within course(s), ’ or segments of pro- - view, critique, eval- - uation/improvement
" b. One or more courseg grams thaf.cress- uate) "system
. within a bullding _ cut bu“* 2. Student assisted (advise, 6. Long term ptogram eval-

c. Sequences of courses or f. District wide pro- . InstPuct, assess) uation/.improvement
segments of programs grams . . 3. Community referenced system
within a building g. Total bullding - , (review, critique, A }. Outcome achievement a

d. Within building pro- curriculum evaluate) T T basis for program place‘
grams . h. Total district ‘44. Community assisted ment decisions o

- ) curriculum * (advise, instruct, 8. Outcome mchievement a g

assess) . basis for graduation
. —_—

153 -« Figure 1}. A partially per$onalli,ed,'countrnmlty-r:eferenced, total curriculum
model that incorporates cost-effectivene$s data (Mode! 111D-h 3,5,7,8)
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ofsthe developmental tasks is 4o design alternative procedures for assess-

ingvaach learning ouicoﬁe to be achieved, a task of no mean undertaking/

The other involves the design of a program evaluation procedure that

idqntiﬁies”the cost'and'determines the effectiveness of instructional

- -

programs in bringing about the outcomes_desired.of them. As indicated

.

/‘ﬂrevnously this task cah be simplified-by drawnng upon any of a number

of program evaluation models that exist, or by modifying the Program

Evaluatlon Handbook developed by the Mid- WIIIamette Valley Consortium

for Educational Development so {ha; it meets specific program requirements.
A Y .

»
A number of organizational-administrative changes also wiIT\ﬁave

to' be made to support program operation. -One ofgthese is the organiza-

tyon and scheduling of classes in a manner that accommodates the in-
creaded flexibility available to students by way of time utilization,

learning activities pursued and assessment procedures used. Another is

.
\

the creation of structures. and procedures thaE);ermit school personnel

and memoers of the communlty to reach agreement about putcomes to be

. achseved through sqhoolnng Stgj another is the creation of structures.

and procedures that wiII enable the collection of cost and efféctiveness
. - ]

data relative' to program operation‘ the red on and analysis of these

. - h
/data,, and their review from the,point of view of program improvement @
decisions, . *
' - N
Establishing structures amd procedurés that facilitate these various

LI

dimensions of schooling repreéents a complex task for any school adminis-

trator.’
”

challenging.

Finding the time and resources to carry them out may be even more

_administrators and ‘support personnel to fun!Fion effectively within such

- an approach to schooling are added t of the above,lt would not be

model of schooling.

142

surggnsung to hear school administrators cry ENOUGH; and .turn ‘to. a svmpler‘

160
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When the staff development programs needed to prepare teachers,.
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' \\‘\7\\\;Costs To Be Anticipated ~ ) ‘ ' " )

" formation on program ‘cost and effectiveness, and the review of this in-

. v - ) ]}3

¢

~

Ass;}ﬁng that a district that wishes to .implement-a Model 4 program w

already has:-in operétion a program baged on Model 3 characteristics,
¥

additional development cbsts should not be great. Some resources will
be required to develop alternative assessment procedures, and some to

develop the evaluation system that prbvides,costﬁgffectiveness informa-

4
hasl A

tion, but these a;e not great when compared to the developmental Eosts
involved in the initial transformation of a school curricqlum from a .
non-competency based to a competeﬁcy Based mode.of operation. Séme
resources also will be'needed’to prepare staff: devefopment proérams, to
establish procedures for working with.parents and members$ %f the cqmmunity

in identifying outcomes to be achieved by the local school’ m, and to

L4

developing management and administrative procedures to accbmmodate all of

the above, but again these should not be great..
. At .
As in the case of Medel 2, Model 4 has greater implicatioms for ‘the

cost of program operation than it does for program dgvblopmenf.' The

’
4 ’

individualization and pgFsonalization of instruction requires time and

instructional resources{hot required by an épproéch to scbo&ling,that en-

courages all students to work toward a common set of learning Sstcomes

within a particular course or course sequence. Wbrkigg cooperatively

with parents and members of the community in identifying outcomes to be
- ? “.

achieved, and{reviewing data to determine . how Vel they, have been

- ’

"achieved, also adds té proéram cost. So.too does the collection of in-

' d v

formation for purposes of program improvément. R - ‘ 3\

. L. ~

As in the case of other model based programs, these costs will vary

depending upon the extent to which the program is individualized or per-
. s . :
sonal ized, the nature and extent of interaction with parénts, etc.’, but L

‘ 161 - L
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. no matter how simple or streamlined these various practices may be, thqy Lt

stjll‘will add to the cost of program dOperation. Moreover, as.pqinted

Y

out ip relation to Model 2, these are costs not 'easjly absorbed within

- ' ondoing instructional programs for they. represept p;sent}ally add-on

-
v

— costs to instruction. - .
\ - :
Without question,a competency” based program based on Model 4 willi

. ' § ’ &,
cost more to operate "than a program.based on, Model 3; but the benefits

¥j

to be gained also.are greater. V&sther the costs outweigh the benefits

is a decision that-each community must make.

l/ hd ‘ i : L
- .
e . . -

Benefits To Be Expected

. Hodel 4 holds clear- cut benefits over Mode] 3 for students, parents,
. * 7 Tand members of the commqplqb at large. Students have greater control

'over their own instructional programs, ircluding the indicators to be - -

0y

‘looked to as evidence' of outcome achievement. .Parents and other members -

of the community are able to see how effective the schools arg in achiev- .

"

ing the outcomes expected of them, and how the costs of individual pro-

grams relate to their effectiveness. They also are able to influence
' . ’ - . ‘ v ~
directly and continuously the kind of outcomes to be pursued-within. the

local school system, and the kind of evidence to be looked to in judg-
. ' — »

’ . ing outcome achievement. ‘ : . .. ' LT

o )

School personnel also benefit from Model 4 characteristics. Like

I )

; . | 4 . ‘ Ml e
students, they are much clearer about the outcomes to be achieved within

¢
. ~ “ ., -

N their respective instructional programs, and they have some assurance \\\\\_
s L

that the outcomes being, pursued are those desired by parents and members-

3
.,.

of the communlty at large. Teachers ‘also have a chance to make their )

. -

N__/ : instruction more effective.when they have access to information on stu-

dent progress and students have aEcess to Jearning and . assessment options.

ERIC . . w162 S
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There are accompanyidg liabilities, of.course, but taken in combination o

' \

these represent an impressive array of benefits to be gained through a

- . .

grogram of the kind called for in Model &. - . ’ T
’ . . *
] $
: ' ‘ ’ o
Limitations And Liabilities J o ®
Compared to the two ‘remaining models of-céppetency based education L\
to be described, Model 4 carries thée Iimftations. The ficst is the * .

absence of role-defined outeomes to be\achleved as a basis for graduatloh .

0
’

The second is the absence of information pn program beneflts. The third
is the failure of the model to fully persoEaIize the instruction~fearning
process, that is, the failure to let students negotia;e at least §Pmefof .

the‘butco;es they erelso take from their schooling experience. Some would

argue that these are serious Iimitégigns, especially the lack of role- ‘
I'4 R ¢ .

relgted outcomes .apd the failure to give as much control as possible to
N i . .

students for the design of their own educational programs. Others would

A
argue &hat these are not particularly critical short- com§hg7, and would .
opt by preference for ‘an instrectional’ pregram that reflects’the charac- :
! teristics of Model 4 over the more complex models that follow. The .
B ', > '
liabilities gssociated with the model are largely those associated with )
I . - Models 2 and 3 (see pp 124 and 130). _ .
e"' -
Model 5. A Fully Persopalized, Community-ReférencedF! .
LI - Role Based Model That Incerporates Cost-Benefi¥ Data
. - . . ,
r I

Model 5 has three impdrtant characteristics that set' it apart From
- . -
anHﬂmake.{; more powerful than Model 4. These are the increased per=
sonallzatnon of the. program s; that'students can negotnate at least ’
some\of fhe outcomes to be athieved bhrough schooling; the inclusion as v &

. «  outcemes to ‘e achieved through schooling, and particularly as outcomes

) ¢ e ] 163 : - ’ . ' ‘
ERIC: =~ - Cous /

r >




[}

‘e

to be demr.;nstrated_ for purppéés af ggadué’éion; theF déemonstrated ab% l'it'y g\

hd -»> @
. ) 3
to p*t’orm role-related tasks in out-of-‘school contegtsq ahd the in-

-
-
. o v

clusnon of mfo?matlon or program benefits as weII as information on

& .

program.cost and effectivenes's. As used in the present paper,program

.

¢ : M Coe a
- benefit information .includes e{%ce of both short term and long Qerm
'b_enefits, with evidence of long m bepgf!ts,comlng esSentially througg
program related res'earch.' "I'he dddition of th‘ese characte‘risfics to Modal
* b makes Model 5 an uﬂusually proﬁsnng app‘roach to’ educatuon They also
[ . »
mal@ it an approach-te competemy based ,educationithat is even mote
~ ” - .
.~ complex and demandnng than the model being adopted in Oregon.. Tie mode
yin full (Model HVE-h.3,6,7,8) is Ehaf’sed i Figure 12.g7 ) ]
- . . ) - ,
" /\‘ . . b’ . "
» \ Gonditions Of Implementation . - . . - N,
N~ o . —~ ‘ .

A%summg that a district Ras in full op'eratlon a Model 4 based pro-

- e '

gram, the lmplementatlon of a Model 5 based program would requnre that
°
“y, C

ntification of dutcomes desi.‘d from schooln@g
flect the ability of students to function gffec-

4 3

four addlétional 'ion itions be met. . These Q‘e_

-

° fhé development of instructional programs, remediation
prodrams, assessmeng.procedures and performance standards
that pertaln to the acquisition and demonstratlon of U
role-related outcomes, o g ¢

4

‘o Thé.adoptjorg of mstructlonal and assessmeng procedures .
. that perfmit students to selelt at least some of the
outcomes to.be achieved through schooling, and some of  ° ‘
. mg( glcators to be uséd as evidence of ‘outcdie achleve- .
Ct 4 v . & *

~

‘o The es‘tablishment of procedures that enable.the collec-
.. tion of inf8rmatian. on bo®® the short term and long™
term benefnts associated with the progr‘am

'
* . »

All for of these COI"ldlthI"lS add to the com.plexlt;y of program operatuon,
. .
and as a sconsequence cause a corrqpondmg mcrease in-the complexlty

s “

of program management and administrative. proceduges in order td accommodate

. L .
.~ . . -

“their impact.' . - - .o . . . _
_ - 146 164 (‘ ;o ;

v

in #ife totes in opit- -of- schooikcontexts, A . /

A1)

FY




“PROGRAR CHARACTER-
[1971C ON WHICH THERE
IS NO CHOICE

.-

)

/(POINT A)

N
A, PERFORMANCE-BASED _
APPROACH Y0 INSTRUC-

’ negotiable time
TION/ASSESSMENT

negotiablie means by
which to-achteve -

desj?ed outcomes

-
d
» Q
. /

| outcomes
Mastery of knowledge y
s
"1, plus demonstra-
tion of, skiiis :~

giage

i orlentatldhi

mongtra-
tudes,

1, pl
no

. v
1, pfus abitity to function

effectively in iife roles
%

&

- ‘

.
—m—rt

i Iternative/ D, plus alternat

negotiabie measures negotiablé outcomes
limits within whidh )
to achleva desjred

A‘ ‘ ’é ‘. ’
- . : St
THE INSTRUCTION/ASSESSMENT DIMENSION ° .- '.H X
. ' V - ) * N \.
e "Individualization" Of The . The "Personalization" Of The .- -
struction/Assessment Process Instructfon/A¥sessment Process
V 8 \\\\ ¢’ * | é
. ' . D ) :
’T‘, plus alternative/ B, plus alterna C, plus a ive/ \

of outcome achieve- ¥

ment

to be achieved

W
1

a

THE PROGRAM INCLUSIVENESS DIMENS ION

. Selected outcoﬁé?fﬁgzzs

¢
¢

e. Sequerices of courses

- within course(s) \ or sedments of pro- view, critique, eval-
b. One or more courses ‘ grams that cross- vate) = ’
o. Within a building ~ ¥ cut bubldings 2. Student assisted (advise,
c. Segucncea of coursds or f. District wide pro- . instruct, asse
" segmentd of programs » Prams 3. Community refer
within a buliding g. Total bulldipg (review, critjpe,
d. Within building pro- curriculum evaluate) -

A

Figure-ﬁi. A fully personal izeg, cbmmu

grams — h. Total district

- curriculym

‘—
v
* assgss)

-

I. Student referenced (re~ .

4, Community assisted
(advise, instruct,

nity-referenced role-based
that incorporates cost-henefit data (Mod

THE PROGRAM_OPERAT |ON -DI HENS }ON

1 . . ’ .
5.  Short term program eval-
uation/improvement
system ’

6‘9 term pgograp evad- -

L]

tion/improvement
system (

7."Outcome achievement a

- 'basis for program plat

ment decisions

8. Outcome acklevement a
basis for graduation

L ] N
¥

=~
~

e-A
A
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Development Like To Be Né&ﬁed: ' . -,

s,-

refiects the charaeterjstics of.Modef 5 two major deVeIop

)y

. . s ) s .
wouId have to be undertaken: One would involve'the identifica

‘ 14

life role outcomes, bulldlng |nstructlonal programs aqd assessment pro- - ,

.~
a ‘
. .
d

cedures for the acquxsitlon and demonstratyon of these outcomes, etc. - .

e

The other would lnvolve thé deslgn of re;zarch studles to pfovnde udfor- .

matlon on the short term and Jong term benefits that come, ‘From the pFo-

gram, with long term benefits having to be obtained essentiaily.through
A o ". = . ‘\’>\ ¢ “ . .

a longitudinal or follow-up research design. = . . . ;

Both represent'complexoaglfpioneer}ng tasks . The assessment oﬁ ]IféJ
- P “ "

_role performance in out of- school contexts tfnvolves,an approach to out-

come measurement that s ‘net wéll understood and that has few examples
t : :

.~y & v

. i T N
on which to build (Schalock, ‘ﬁ. al., 1976). The'design of*research to

obtain program benefit |q’ormatxon |szegually primitive (Schalock, Kersh

and Garrlson, 1976). In splte *of such acknowledgeaqbandlcaps,Model‘5~“ =Y

(and Model 6) are based on the assumption that both program characteris- %
| . . . .
tics can be implemented, and that they need to be if schooling is to be-
R '] - . A [ -~ ‘
~come as effective as it can.and should be. " o ;

>

\

In addition to ‘these developmental tasks a number~of'organizat§onal-

‘\

admnnlstratlve tasks must aIso be accompllshed Chlef among these is the

organization and schedu of cIasses (or other udlts of |nstruct|on)-to
‘ ' 1b . - .
"accommodate the acqulsltnon and demonstration of rele-related outcomes. o,
’ < - 3 - . . N . ¥ .
_ < N ‘. [ Wt —
Since instruction and as;'ssment ir relation-to SL& outcomes is likely -
P > * Y . » \ -

. - - - . N . . .
to cross-cut traditional course structures, and éven take pracejeutside
! - = ) JVel &

“ - b o ) w

..of the school context, caonsiderable adaptation id courseéstructure and.

scheduling |s<llke]y ta be needed Instructnona] managemertt pr0cedures \(“' .

also will have to be modn?ned to accommodate the |ncreased personallzatnon-,

,of the :nstructuon Iearnlng assessment process.

% o P
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) . . . v . r .
" .As in all aspects.of program develOpment. the specific organizationil-

. -

P s
' administrative structures needed to accommodate the demands of such a pro-
s - L
: canpot be determnne( in the abstract for they will depend: \%pon the'

specifics ot the program be:ng lmplemented Generally speaking,‘however, -

’

it is 'ev.ndent that such‘structures wnll duffer in |mport:ant ways frOm the

1 3

’ 'organlzatlonal-adminustr'atlve structures that have b¥en used traditionally

in elememary and sec&dary schools, and adoptnng dls_trlcts need to be

. Qrepared to move acco.rdlngly . - R s .
N\ . o ’
. ' : '~L« .. ".. . , ., N S ._ * .
: Costs 16" Be Antlclpated ' ’ y
N SR , -
. : Even if a d|str|ct alraady has lmplemented a Hodel l& program, a
\‘ -

L 4 sm‘ft to a- program based on the;charactern'sucs of Model:'5 wnH mvolve ‘e

QnSIderabIe add|t|on\(,‘ cost.” Some of the, costs will be’ dlrected to pro-
' .o > B i a /, ) N .
py s gra#r development; some to program operation; and some to staff develop- .
b |

* . ment . Hajor program development costs wall center bn the pwparatlon of ‘

. . .
. . “tion and demonstration o#rolevrelated competencnes mctudong the lden-
v ” A ~
tlfncatlon of}ceptable perfoFmancC standards in relation to tFese compe-
N a
a N
AN tencies, reco:d keeping systems the used in trackn.ng progress inp rela- ”

. -
-

N t:on to them, etc. lncreased program operatuon costs wull '‘come mth the
Lo —) ~v ”
addltlon of lI"lStI’UCtIOﬂ ‘and assessmentractlwtles thath'e'late to role-
. . - - .
‘Q ., related. outcomes == which are essent.aally. costs' above and beyond those
- i ’ . Al

assocnated W|th aIready esrbl tshed |n5truct|onal programs -- and wnth

. S i " e ”
AN T L the cdllectlon of both short and,long terrr program benefut unformatlon
ResearchJ in general is costly, and foIFS/up research .on program b'-
N ‘ ’ ' N ) . . ‘ v
. ' . fits is no exception. ' T ‘ . )

. A ~ .
~ ”
N » ‘ . . N 4

y .+ Some alddition’al\costs also are 'Iikely to accrue as a resutt of fully

. e et s ., R ‘ R ) - - S . . ~
personal.izing the mstruct»on-learnnng-assessment,prdcess, for undoubtedly +

0 . S 149»—16 o '
.ERIC . , .
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mstruct»onal pr‘grams ‘and assessment systems that SuppotTt- the a.cquisi- .
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- . ' - -

this will reduce some of the 'efficiences' that accompany instruction and
: ‘ # .

. - .. . . ] » : .
assessment procedures that do not take. into full account individual dif- -

-~
-

A<fqrences in background, qbi1ities and inte sts.

L

Benefits ToBesExpected . " ) . . - o
\ . - R b= -

Costs to be anticipated for staff ‘devdlopment also are considerable,

for Model -5 calls for the pursuit off outedmes and approaches to instruc-

tidin and aSS,e'ssmenE?‘rthat are rélativel.y new to the experience of most
’ ’..
,teachers, administrators and school. support pqrsonnel. As a consequence,

most districts attempting to implement a Model ¥ based pr&gram probably
will have to implement an accompanying staff developmeq;.progrém,that

I * ] s
would include in its focus the nature of role-related outcomes; the nature:

]
of instruction gnd assessment with respect to these ?‘Vcomes; how these
. - "" °

instruction and assessment procedures are to be articulated with instruc-
L] : . _ ’ —
. » .
tion and assessment that bears on other outéomes to be achievedf how, in-
. »

formation relativ® to the achievement of these outcomes is to & managed;

and the full raﬁge of implfcations thaiﬁco&e generally with the personal-
. L - \

izatjon of instruction and assessment within a school system. While it =

~ -

is possible that the faculty of ‘a district that wishes to implement a
- . / ' -
Modetl 5 program would not need such a ptogram, it is highly unlikely.
. ' T ) .

. ] , . ,

) -

There arJgt e .major benefits that -accompany the imp]emeptaiipn_‘

e
1

! » « . . ‘ . . .
of competency+badel.educational programs {hgg reflect the chargctérnstlcs

,of Modé]\S. Probably the greatest of these‘is the bénefit that dérfves‘

. -
-

, . N » ' , .
from the focus of. . the model on life role outcomes, and making their

. .
achievement central to graduation. ;he nature of .these heneflits hd!e, ‘
< . .
been discyssed .repeatedly throughout the paper (c$ pp27 to 29 and 53 -
’ - c® ' : ,77

to 57). Other benefiTs that accrue from .tha implementation of a Model
1 4 - - - Q
. R L :

.

*5 program cqme to ;tuQents’Tn Fhe foqh of greater control over t;:}r per- - 7

,s9nal programs of study, i.e., the benefits that come from persoﬁalizing~

: - S . N .
; o » 150 165 . o \
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, . . ' ‘
! thc instruc§7on4learp[ng-assesament process, and to schqol personnel apd
member; of tpq*conmunity génezall& in the form of evidence about the sﬁprtf 3
andriong termibenef{ts that derive from such a,przgnam. An added bene- - -
_ : - 3 . .
fit comes with the opportdﬁjty‘éo viey sucp informatian in relation to
~prqgrain cost. Seme in&{rect ben;fits'afe also likely to accrue, for

»
- - B

. exampli‘ ivcreased interest in and commitment to learning by students as -
. - . ‘ - . -
a consequence of an increased Obportunity to shape their own educational

- -~ * B .
programs ‘and inﬁ;eaged confidence inm and support' of the work of the schools”

//\ pers of the ‘cgmmunity at -large A
. o .
~ L : %
iabilities '
; . ]
. odel 5 represents such an ndeaﬁ»zep approach to competency based

- ~ "

—lt.lt has very few llmltatlons, at_least ;o far as the con- w

education

©

cept of compe '
. “
paper. " The model dogs not call for cost, effectiveness data, however, and

it does not call fof community assistance in“the instcsttion and assess-

Model 6), but by rnost'eeople's standards these would
. i .

r,,io‘us limitations... All of the liabilities, that,
L}

based educatlonal, program accompany a Model 5 "~

ment process (as does .

I . 4
not. be tohsidered-as
. T * ’

-

accompany a comppte
R

. . prdgram, and'as a coﬁse-uepce,the lList of accompanyang lnabnﬁltles is .3

m ' . - :

e%sentlaTWy as long as the-list of accompanyang benefnts.
¥

.
* . .
.
. ) p .ol ’ - . ’ .

. ST LT Model 6. A Fully Personalized, Community-Assisted,
A i : ‘Role Based Model ThatIncorporates Both )
' +, Cost-Effectiveness And Cost-Benefit Data, ' «

‘ ‘ . . . ‘ . ’ ) ; - . . . ] . / )
c o ) - awf’/ » . '
. Modet_ 6 has two importang characteristiCS that set it apart from * -
. - . . . R ? * "' . .'
A  and makes - it more’%owerful than Model 5. These are relnance upon adults
. ) .

4.'~|th|n the communaty to assnst wnth iq;tructaon and assessQent programs,

! ;nd‘the addition.'of cost-ef?ectiveness information to informat?on on
) ~ T ! . R BN ' L
- ) oy B
Qo . ,\ 1 151 i .
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. ’ »
’ , z \ -~ .
program benefits. The addition of these two characteristics to Model ;'

0}
3 s .

“hions the most powerful version of competency based education that the

)

framewo5k ‘outlined in the present paper permits\. The model in full (Model

- . . Y

“ IVE-h 4,5,6,7,8) is charted as Figure 13. S -
| : » y
Conditions Of Implementation . T
- ) - )‘ \
Assuming that a district wishing to implement a Model 6 program al- ‘
. _l \

ready-has in place a program refllect]ng the characteristécs of Model, 5,

. only one critical condition needs to, be established for an effectivé

»

» l : .
-trgnsition.to-occur., This is the c#-mi;ment on the part of .members of:

P -~
the community to a$sist With instruction and assessment furctions within
p R ¢ .
’ . the program -- particularly those having to -do with_ the performance of

. 1vfe role tasks --, a cadre of persons within the community able to carry
; out SUC! fungtions, and a plan for progréqn management and administration

that permits school and communpty resour_c’és to be effectively coordinated.
J ,

.

. ! . ! ! ' . ) - . 3
' The deSign of evaluaton procedures that yield information on pro-
v N ‘ p— * )

ghgm effectiveness is also a condition that neéds,rt‘o be establ ished, bg&

. * - . this is a relatively simple task compared to the ‘marshalling amd coordin-

’
¥ &* e ! ’
4 ! . -

ation of community rdsources. r :

’ * z N X -

. Deve lopment L“ij<e‘ly'Tc'3 Be Needed

= Ré‘[atively few developmental talks. of the kind encounteréd in imple-
.- : ’ L 3 - !
+ . menttng programs based on Models 1 through § wﬂl? be encountered by djs- \
N o N . 4 a

.- . . - . i ‘. 1 -
tricts attempting to implement-Model 6 assuming, of course, that ghe,

N »

-

% implementing district already has egtabﬂshed a program that reflects

- the characteristics of Model 5~ Some formal program development &tivi- :

v . ties may"be required to faéi‘litate instructiog and.assessment fynctions
. » ) . - Ly ' .
A \' by members of the conmumty, and to help school persohnel and members of

.
4 *

b

) the communhity understand their respective roles i the instryctjon-assessment
— < ' * o, : .
) . . ) -t . s - -
¢ 1 :
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A}
A PROGRAM CHARACTER- , T . THE INSTRUCT ION/ASSESSHENT DI MENS | ON
ISTIC ON WHICH THERE . : . S -
IS NO CHOICE « The "Indlvidual ization" Of The The ''Personaliizatiof'" Of The
Instruction/Assessment Process : Instruction/Assessment Process
(POINT A) . . g .
. B C € . D . N
4 A PERFORMANCE-BASED A, Blus alternative/ B, plus alternative/ C, plus alternative/ D, plus alternative/
APPROACH TO INSTRUC- negotlable means by negotiable time negotiable measures negotiable outcomes
TION/ASSESSMENT which to achleve limits within which of outcome achieve- to be achleved
4 “desired outcomes . ' to achleve desired ment . ' ' '
- N . " outcomes N .
» Hastery of knowledge - ,
3 s
’ [ ]
N
!, plus demonstra- ‘ . .
tion of skills - ) e
THE . ’
, OUTCOME 1 .
2 DIMENSION 11, plus demonstra-
’ - tlon of attltudes, A .
3“- values and interper- ) : '
o S
W, * sona) orientations .
. \ M
v : ‘ T
111, plus abllity to function- :
effectively In 1ife roles . \ ' e &
’ THE PROGRAM INCLUSIVENESS DIMENSTON ° * THE PROGRAM OPERATION DIHENSION_ '.
a. Selected outcomes/unlts e. Sequences of courses’ 1. Student refenenced (re- 5. Short term program eval-
wlthin course(s) or segments of pro- view, critique, eval- * uation/improvement - \
b. One or more courses grams that cross- " uate) ‘system :
within a bullding . cut buildings 2. Student assisted (advise, 6. Long term program eval-
c. Sequences of c¢ourses or f. District wide pro- Instruct, assess) uatlon/lwrbvemnt’
' segments of programs qrams . 3. Community referenced system
‘withio a bullding g. Total building . (review, critique, 7. @atcome achievement a
d. Within building pro- . curricuium - evaluate) - basis for program place- '
grams * . h. Total distrigt k. Co.munify assisted ment declislons _A
"curriculum (advise, lgstruct, 8. Outcome achievement a
¥ e : assess) _A basis for gradua_tlon_A.
[ ' . ” .

;»orates "

1Xs

o . 172 " Fidure i3. A fully personallzed, !:om;un'lty-assisted role based model that incor
EMC . e both cost-effectiveness and cost-benefit data (Model IVE-h 4,5,6,7,8
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process, but these are relatively simple tasks compared to those required

in the implementation of other models. Some energy also will be required

d

to develop the procedures to be followed in collecting cost-effectiveness ..

v ¢ Se
B

" information, but these too are relatively simple jf cost-benefit fnforma-.
tian alréady is being collected. Probably the most demanding ‘develbp-
mental activity associated with the impleméhtation‘of a program based on .

Model 6 is the creation of the organizational-administrative arranjements -

needed to eﬁgqre that such a program functions smoothly and effjciently. ‘

.

The specific nature of these arrangements, of course, will vary by the

- nature and extent to community participation, but the fact of having to - |

4

devise organizational and administrative structures to support such g pro-

.
r
N

gram cannot be ignored.

Costs To Be Anticipated.

A}

° Some costs will be involved in caﬁ?ying out the developmental tasks
described above, and although these should not be great considebable time

should be allowéq for .working out the details of community involvement in

the program, and agreeing to how community involvement is to be coordinated
* ! .

" . . ‘ _
with the functi&ns and responsibilities of school personng‘i_ Costs -asso- 4

ciated with staff éna’cbmmunity development programs are likely to be‘cop-

* siderable, at least in terms.of time required for training, since the kind -
o 4 ’ ~ -

-

~

of program to be operated, and the roles and responsibilities of the various
. . \ N -

participants in it, will be relatively’ new to all concerned. Costs of pro-
“gram operation, however, should actually be reduced from what they are in

"Model 5 by Bringing the resources of the community to the instruction-
N - . . 0

assessment process. This saving could well offset the costs required for
»» ’ R

4 '

progrém and staff development.

' o : 174 ‘ o
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Additional}costs also will be incurred in implementing the evalua-

tion procedures that provide information, on program effectiveness,'but

r -~

these costs should be no greater thap they are when such procedures are

F

implemented within the’context of a simpler model.

‘

Benefits To Be Expected . ' -

N The greatest benefit éxpectéd to accrue from Mo@el 6, as comﬁa(ed to
Model 5, is the increased involvement in a d assuﬁed commi tment’ to the
instructional program of the district by~ﬁempérs of'theﬂcbmmunigy at
large. A related benefit is the "external validation" that is brought

to the program throuéh the involvement of members éf the community in its
.operation -~ a benefit that is realized most airectly through the involve-
me&t of comm&nity members in\the assessment process.. Some €aving§;gn

personnel costs should also derive from members of the community assum~’_

ing some responsibility %\Y tnstructlon and assessnent but these qelns

+

may be offset by the added cost of community-involvemekt in program
planning and evaluation. Benef:ts also should accrue from the add;tnon
of, cost-effectxveness information to the information available in Model

5 progrems on costs and benefits. . \\

s »

Limitations. And Liabilities

So far as the approach to‘education that is being proposed in the

-

v
-

present paper is cincerned Model 6 has been desngned to bé free of limi-

tations. It is an idealized form of competency based educétion, as CBE

is now un¢erst2%:. As indica!!d with resﬁect to each oé _the othe® modelE,

- N

however, each benef;t assocnated with”CBE appears}to have an accompanylng

Ilabuluty I f th:s is trae Mpdel 6 probably has more I:ab+1|t|es t an

P *

any of the other MEdeIs described.

175
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[N

4

“increased lack of confidence in the gchools, endless:argument abogt the

- . . N H

. - - o '.‘,
The most obViou9~IJabiIities‘9hat have not been addressed previously,

of course, are those~associated with community invoIVement in the design
-and operation of schools. While there are cTear and distinct g’bantages

to such-involvement, if all’ goes well, there~are clear, and distihct dan-
- - - b s . *

gers to -such involvement_if all does not go well. Rangers include an

-~ -

form that schoqﬁﬁngISBOuld take, endleég argumenf*about the outcomes to
be achieved -through schooling, and the.:eeling by an elected boafd of 5
-.é

education that .their responsibilities to a community have been, uslirped

. N
- -

» .

'by others. While/it‘is not possjb?e.at present to determine whether ‘such

liabil'itied are moreéimagined than real, especially“within the context

of a competency based approach to education, the recent history of com=- -

munnty ‘school telations in Amerlcan”s"darge c|t|es “suggests tQat such

» o

. - v )

llabnlltTEB‘are a’ dlstlnct gossnbnlity )
) s - - . ; . . ‘ \

,.l o ’ ﬁ/ by ‘ N '\‘ ¢ .
The Concept Of -‘Alterndtive Models Of. . =~ . ’
e Compete Based Education In Perspective

- Lo ’ ’ & : .
In Chapter 3 a model of competency based. educatlon was defnned as

-3 well defnned egsnly recognnzable and funrctlonalidlff'erent pat-
K]
terp,of emphasis or interpretation that can be.'given the defining and ’
. T o 3 .
LR Y -

<

.enabling characteristics of CBE'" (p 40). Defined in this way, it is pgs-

sible to establish an essentially endless number of “alternative models"

of CBE, 'The number ot‘defining and enabling‘characteristics that comprise
s
a competency based program are suffncnently large, and can be combined in

L] “

suffncnently manf ways that P sibfe‘combination§ become Iegioh. Add to =

¢
v -

this the fact that many optlons are avanlable for each characteristic at .
E

the polnt of |mplementat|on, and the possnbnlnty for aIternatnve models
\ v

is for all lntents and purposes wnthout Inmnt Pt - . ¢
\ - .

. -~ . . * ~
- »
- -
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At 3

' ,\\_'workable in a wide range of settings.° Without such fIEleillt% there is

&

ulate a model of competency based education is to specify a reasonable

Y

-

In approaching the issue of model building in the face of this

diuersntx the poéﬂtion has been taken that all that is requnred to form-

- -

Y
potentially fundtional consteIIation of the defining and enabling charac-"

ﬁeristics that constitlute a CBE program,

it either as a model of CBE or a moge | based CBE program.
x ' ‘ '

label it accordingly, and treat
N

-

.. & .
I's such a catholic view of the concept of model useful? d{s it logi-

In the author's views the answer to both questions is

™

yes .. The defnnntndn ‘that has- been proposed for competency based educa-

cally defengible?

tion prov:des its defense. It .is useful bsuse it permits a reasonably
well defined approach to schoo‘\g ‘to assume the wide variety of forms

® .. S
and emphases it must if it is to be accepted and fxncgional.

So long as

a particular approach to. schooling possesses this !evel‘of flexibility,it ‘.

- - %

\;has.a chance of accomquating a wide range

,the‘six mode 1 that have beeh outlined is

.

-

*

of pHiIosophies and being

¥
.
o 1 4

little chance of it being acceptable or workable in other than a few *

( . - N
seJedt communitles. .
. . . ‘ .

A, judgment as -to the utility of the c

competency based.education is one thing.

portray reasonabie combinatuons of the defi
tlcs of’Eompetency based education program

vary in: complexnty as. to mode and cost of

they will ser e effectiveTy as gundes to p
rojected mo educa

Is of,competency based e

"

projected will turn,out to be functional in the -real world.

177

‘v

-
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“another.

»

oncept of alternative models of

‘A judgment as to the utility of

While deSIgned to
inipg and enabilng character|S*
b

s, and to reflect programs that

operation, there is no assurance
’ \ ‘
rogram implementation. IPe? are

ticn, rdther than empirically

~ . LI ' -~ 4 \/.
verified mfdels, and: there is no way of krfiowing whether what has’ been
e » .

*

There also

»

e
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

v

4 .

¢

is no°w§fbf knownng whether the prOJected |mpl ications of- the various

n\odels are real |stxc fgr e;ample.,‘proje(;ti'bns as te needed’ devélopment,
c°omplexl°ty of bperation related costs an'd henefuts, or whether they too \
will turn out to be wide ;ﬁ the ma:k once program lmplementatnon is under- .
w’a’y" L;ltumately *'he research studies that ‘are ‘pl‘anned for 0regon will

- . )

[N . l .
prbvlde evidencg'On‘ these matters, butduntﬂ 'that evidenle is in schools
. » ) “w! PLE
frnplementlng a competency‘%ased approach to education wnll

[ ¥

[ N hd

have ;t,otgudge for themselves the stock to be placed in the models outl med

.

interested in

. '
i




@; Art? \Washington, D. £.: American A

N . R~ | REFEREHCE(§ .

|

. ) ' . ‘
o Allen, V. L.: Feldman; R. S. andADeViﬁ=Sheehan,\L. Research On Children
" Tutoring Children. Review of Educational Research. 1976, 46,
355-385. - . ' - ’

{

. Qlaﬁcharjk R. W. Change And Challenge For Education In The 1970's. A
R paklication of the Portland, Oregon Public Schools, 1974. 4
\ . ~ . R . J
Block, "J. H. 'Introduction.”" 'In J. H. Block (Ed.), Mastery Learning:
‘ Theory and Practice. New York: Holt, 1971. ‘
Q S,
_ Bloom,,B. S.
-

»

Learning For Mastery.:'UCLA Evaluation Comment, May 1968.

- ¥ : - .
Carroll, J. B" A Model of School leqrnjng: Teachers College Record,
1963, 64, 723-733. | -8

-

Clark, J. P, and*Thompson, S. D. Graduation Tests And &raduation §égpire-

-ments. Prepared by a SPecial Task Force of the Matienal Associatio

Cronbach,.L. /., et al. The Dependabilf;; Of'BehavioraI’Measurements..
_New York: John Wiley, 1972. h8)

~

-

«Lross, K. P. Accent On Learning: imp?oving Instruction AndiReshading -~
¢ «+ The Curriculum. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1976. e
'Créwder; N. A. Automatic.Tutoring By Means Of Intrinsic Programming. In

E. H. Galanter.(Ed.) Automatic Teaching: The State of the Art. New
York: Wiley, 1959, IO9-IL6. ' .- '

L]
, Davies, |. K. The ‘Management
. * ) -

Eisele, J. E. and Halvéfson, P~ M. Assumptions .Underlying Competency- “e
Based Education. In Thrust for Educat$onal Leadership. A publica- .
tion of the Association of California School Administrators. Vol. 5,
No. 2, 1975, 4-6.. ’ ’ ’ ’ -

of Learning. london: McGraw;HilI, 1971.

.

¢ ., ® : 'a
. Elanu‘ﬁ. .#erformanpe-Bésed Teacher Education: What Is The: State 0f The

sspgiation of Colleges For -
_ Teatcher Education, 1971. *\f RN )

(]

Flgﬂnaban, 47€. critical Requirements: A New Appfoach To Em
h ~-Evaluation

e mployees . -
. Personmnel Rifthorogyn 1949, 2, 418-25" .. © T

»

N i ' N
Gage, N. L. and Winne, P. Performance-Based Teacher Education. In Teacher
Education, "1975. Chicago: The Nationa} Society for the Study of

- Educhtion, 1975. - * '

'
hd L]

. ‘Gagne, R. M. . (Ed.) Psychological Principlds in System Development. New

York:e Holt, Rinehart and Winstgp, 1962. -~ '

“

. |
[

- . . '~
g . ' ) "l..

o=l

1
15

3
L~ 3
/
.‘{? :
//

‘ of Secondary School Princippls, Reston, Virginii, 1975. kﬁ

-\




-

Ragne, R. M. (Ed.) ‘ﬁearningggno Individual Differences. A Symposium
of tHe Learning Research and Development Lenter, University of

S Pittsburgh. Columbus -Ohio: Charles E. Merrill, 1967.
. ' ) .
Gagne, R. M. and Briggs, ¥. J. Principles of Instructional Design. New s
York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1974.
[ 4

Gale, L. E, and PoI G. Competente: - A Definition Angd Conceptual Scheme.
Educailonal Technolo , June, 1975. Pp 19-25. -

Glaser, R. (Ed.x Training Research And Education. New York: Wiley,- 1962.
. ) d . PN X f ] *
-~ Glaser, R. Instructional Technology and the Measurement of Learning Out-
comes: Some Qustions. American Psychologist, 1963, 18, 519-521.

5

Glick, 1. D,, Henning, M. J. and'Johnson, J. R. CBE: How to Prevent a
. Second Orthodoxy. Educational Technalogy, August, L3975.. Pp. 17-20.

Goodlad, J. I. School, Cd?riculum and the Individual. Walthém, Mass.:
BIansde?I Publlshlng Co., 1266 )

Goor,-J‘, Toml|nson T. and~$chroeder, A. Statéwide Developments ] S -
Performance-Based Educatjon: A.Survgy of State Education Agencies, '{’
» 1976. Washington, D. C.: Natnonalﬂsinter For Educational Statistics, ,.
' Departmemt of Health, Education and Welfare, 1976. £ l@

_ Hall, G. .. and Jones, H. L. Competency Based éducation: »A Process For .
*The. Improvement Of Education.. Englewqod Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice- e ¥

Hall,. 1976. N '
. . G - ' Ly A ® - v ’ v
Hathaway, V. E. and Staff. Qregon Competehcy Based Education Program:
v - Researth And Yevelopment On CBE Policies, EBnvironments And Qutcomes.

: A proposal submitted to the National Institute of Education by the

Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory, October 1976 S . .

Hathaway, W. E. (€d.) The State Of The Art And Plan For CBE Cost Analysis.
«
A documgent prepared by the Oregon Competency Baged £ducat|on‘Program .
Octohar 107& N
. . ‘ & fp °
- Hive]ey; W. Introductnon to Daflain- Referenced Testing.. Educatfonal R

. Technology, 1974, 14, 5= 0ng .

~

n Houston, W. R. Competency Based' Education. In W. R. Fouston' (Edp)
Exploring Competency Based Education. .McCutchan Publnshlng Corpor—
N atiq:: Berkeley, California. 1974. Pp. 3- 15 .
i v L .Y A .
Howsam, R. B. Performance-Based Instruction. Today's .Edu€@tion, April,
. 1972 Pp. 333-337. ’

LT
-

X . . ¢
. Jencks, C., et al, lnequglity: A Reas§ESsq9nt of the Bfféctivés of

. ' Family and School in'ii in America. New York, Basic Books, 1972 .
, y - -

]

’ § ) .Kapfer, P. G. and Orond, G, F. Preparl?z And Usnngﬁlndlv1duallzed L&arning
-, Packages For Ungraded Cgnttriuous Prag res¥ Education. Englewood

“f\il B Cliffs, N. J.: Eduoatlonal Technology Publications, 1971. . . " :
- ‘ - . Y T o

ERIC " '\;)"‘.’ el 5U SRS




S w N.E. ,» Salem, Oregon,. 97310."

- . .
f . R .
. -
' -
* e . . .

Magerm R. F. -Prepa.ring Objectives for Instructiop. . Belmo\nt, Calif.:

Fearon, 1962.. - . ‘ T ‘ 4

Merrow, J. G. "The Politics of Competence: A Review of Competency . ‘
Based Teacher .Edutation. ,}Jgshirrgotob, D..C.: Office of Research and
Exploratory S,ti:die‘s,'Natignal Institute of Education. 1974, -

Millman, J. 'Criteraion:Ret_renced Measurement. In W. J. Popham, (Ed.).
Evaluation In Education: Current Applications. San Francigco:
McCutchan, 1974, N -

Morsh, J. €. Job Analy‘sis ir{:the"Uniied States Air Force. Personnel
Psychology, 1962,s§_z_,'r£-"l7. :

National Assessment of Educational Progress. The Sixth Annudal Conference
On Large Scale Assessment.. Denver, June 14-17, 1976. . o .
. N C .
0'Connell, W. R. Jr. and Mogmaw, W. E. A CBC frimer. L Report gf a Confér-
*ence on Competency-Based Curricula ig Genkral Undergraduate Programs.
Undergraduate Education Reform Projecty—Southern Regional Educatign

Board, 130 Sixth St. N.W., Atlanta, Georgha. +1975.

Oregon Board of E"d.uca.tion. El‘enentagx-SecondarLGuidg Fon: Oregon Schools.
- Part J: r’:nimum Standards ForPublic Schools. Oregon Departmggt. of © ~-
Edu€ation,* 942 Lancaster Drive, N.E., Salem, Oregon. 1976. ‘

¢ A ~ ' ; - : ) " *
Parlett, M. and Hamilton, B. Evaluation as |llumination: A New:Approalh
to the Study of Inpovatory Programs. Occasional Paper, Centre for
Research in" the Educ§tional Sciences, University of-E inburgh,.

~

Edinburgh, Scotland, October, 1972. . : ?
Popham, W. J. and Baker, E. L. FEStablishing Instructional Goals. Englev‘od <
Cliffs, N.J.:: Prentice=Hall, 1970. \ e SR S
': - i ’ ) ’ - 2 N = ! F\
Popham, W’.‘ J.and Husek, T."R. Implieations of Crit®rion-Referenced Mea- .
surement.. Journal of Educational asurement, 1969, 6, 1v¢9, . - :
.. .o . ‘o . . . . . . , .- "
Pressey, S. L. .Dévelopmen't and aisal of Devices Provfdi_ng Immegfate \
Automatic Scoring of -,Objectk Tests and Concomitgnt Self-Instruction.
BJourhal of Psychology, 1950, 29, 417-447., . " ) I
Process‘Standarcii For Ed.ucac.ion Personnel’ Dev.elgpmen‘t Programs, 1974. o “

Teacher Stehdards and-Practices 9ommission-, 942 Lancaster Drive,

A ' .

v - » - .
Rosner, B, (Ed.}.'. The Power of Competenty Based® Teacher EdnScation.
Boston:* Allyn -anqd Bacon,’ 1972. ) ’ " -

S ]

Schalock, H. D. A Com‘pet‘ency-Based, .Personai ized and Fi'eld Centeged Mo'd'ql
of an,Elementary*Jeacher Education Proggcamwm Jourpal.of Research and
D&velopment in Education,_JSVQ', 3,-68-30- £ 8N

3

Schallocks H. D. BEPD, NCERb, and Te'qchg';'r‘ Education That-Makés A Demonstrable-
./Difference. In Ben* Rgszer (Ed.) -The' Powgr of Compepency Based Teacher .
Educathmon. New York: ° o

1lynand Bacon.~ 1972.° *

» N e




."’

Schalbck H. D. lmplucatnons of theé Oregdn Board of Educatnon rgposed 4
.~ "Process Stahdards' for the" Dssngn and Qperation of Teagq Educatlon
Programs. ImWterpretive paper No. .I: Dgf:nlng and Asses ng Teacher
Comgetence.  April, 1973. Mnmeographed/ ’
Schalock, H. D. The impact, of Competency Definitionon Teacher Prepara-
' tion Institutions. Educational -Leadership, January, 1974;
-Pp. 318-321. P, T , ¢

¢

Schalock, H. D. Closing The Knowledge Gap:. CBTE'Programs As A Focus.
Of And Context For Research n.Education. Albany, New York: - .
MuFti-State’ Consortium on Performance Based Teacher Egucation. 1975.

LN |
Schalock, H. D. and Garrison, J. H. The 'Personalization of Teacher Educa-
tion Programs. In Anderson, ‘D’ W., DeVault, .o v, ahd 'Bickson,”
G. E. (Eds.). New Directions In Teacher Education: Problems And
"Prospects For The Years Ahead. 5an Francisco: McCutcheon, M§72.

‘Schalock, H. D. and Hale J. R. (Eds.)., A.Competency Based, Field Centered
Systems Approach to Elementary' Teacher Education. Vol. 1: Overview
.and Specifications. Yol. ll: Appendices. U. S. Office of Education,
Bureau of Research. Project Mo. 89022. Portland, -Oregon: The
‘Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory. . 1968.
Schalock, H. D., Kersh, B. Y. and Garrison, de H. From Commitment to
Practice in*Assessing the Outcomes of Teaching: A Case Sfudy. In
T. E4 Andrews (Ed.). Assessment. Albany, New York: Multi-State
Consoctium‘on Perforpance Based Teact catibn. 11973. Pp 58-90.
3 . c - ’ : "
Schalock, H. D., Kersh B. Y., and Garrison From Cqmmi tment to
Practice: The OCE Elementary Teacher Educatlon Program. ' Washington,
"D. €. The American Association for Colleges of Teacher Education.
1976 ’ . ) " ,

Schalock, H. D, Kersh Y. and HoryRa, Lo A £¥3n for Managing the
' Develqpment Implemen ation, and Operation of a Medel Elementary
=" Teacher Education Program. VolIsY | & 1l. Superintendent of Docu-’ .
ments, U. .S. Government Printjng Office, Washington, D. C. 1970. N

B . % » ;
‘Schalock NH. D., Spady, W. G. and Hathaway, \l. E. Alternative Models Of
Compedency Based Education. A paper prepared for the Oregon Compe-
ased Education Program, January, 1976. ° .-
. ) ~— .
. . - .
H. D. > Keegan J., Speufda, i,‘ and Thompson, G6.- Progpam Eval-
A pcoduct prepared by the Mid- WIIIamette

Oregon Com’.téncy BaseduEducatnon Program 1976.

Schalock H. D. and staff from the Dayton, Oregon Public Schools
Developlng An ‘Approach To Defining And Assessing Competen |é% To Be
Demonstrated For Graduatioh That R cFoThe ABility To Fungtion
Effectivelyxdn LiFe-Roles After Graduation.. A product prepared

_ the Mid;Willamette Val]e:jonsortlum For Educational Deglgpmen&
- through fulds pqpvnddu b he Oregon Competency Based Education

Program., w
! . N % '- o s ]6%" 182




" Skinner, B. F. The Technology of TeachLAg New York: Appletod-Century-
. Crofts, l968 . ce .
i - 5mlth B. 0. ahd Orlosky, D. E //Socuéluzatlon and Séhoolnqg The\Bas;!g
of Réform. Bloomington, Kndiana: _Phi Delta Kappa, ‘1975, Y
. ® ¢ - .
" Spady, W. G. Competenty Based;fducatuon \,A B;:;Qégeh tn’Search:of a
, . Definition. A paper submitted for publlcatlon [43] the December issue
. of Soccial Problems.
. ' L ] v X . ’:' « *
Y Stolurow, L. M; A Taxonomy of Learning Task Characteristics-. .AMRL-TDR-64-2,
E! Aerospace Medical Research Laboratories$, Wright-Patterson Air Force .
Base, Ohso, 1964 (AD.433 199).. -, '
LIPS » -
'Webster's New WOrld Dnctnonary, College Edltuon, ¥371 “
' ]
Woditsch, G. A, Respon;e made to a conference on competenc? based educa-_
o Y " tion sponsored by the Oregon. Competenéy Based Education Pro;ect
) . Salem, Oregon, February, 1976. °* ..
° , ' s
L [ . s ' r * '
\' " v ﬁ .
i ’ Lf ’ . . ' ' . ¢ ”
-~ PR . T - ., - s )
S s o B .
3 “ ’ . ' 9. v ~
- <, AU ) . N ' s ¢
> 1) i .' 4 LIY) '
- P . -~ w7 .
I - 3 A '
< . [ W ¢ : :
2N \ ' , .
¢ . : 2 . . ! )
. ;“ ) h .- A i N h/ !
- ’ - , . ! . ;‘/
. i . . . , , / , . -
' > 7 / T #.. M\_ y & ) /H ] ' [N
S A : S N T
s * "k . ’ . ) - ~
p] . P s
i .f\ ‘ . PR . A »
.. : 153 _ e
3 . e ‘e T
' . . 163 - -
N >',. ’ .

-

Shulmpn L. S. Reconstructlon g Educatlonal
_tional Research, 1970, ko, 37l-396

Sherman, D. A., Culyer, C. M. and L4eberman;
Individualization: - The \ay We Do It.’

Research, Review of .Educa-
t

A.. (Eds.).
New York-:

ks

’

Teachers On .
McGraw Hill

. 1974,

5y




