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OUTCOME~BASED INSTRUCTIONAL MANA@EHEN?:

A SOCIOLOGICAL. PERSPECTIVE

Bur1ng the past decade, there has emerged a discernibleé movement
among pub11c schools in the United States to estab11sh 1nstruct1ona1
systems which ho1d exceptional promise for ass1st1ng v1rtua11y all
students 1n reaching socially endorsed learning goa1s These approaches,

known by names such as Mastery tearn1ng, Ind1v1dua11y Gu1ded Education,

outcomes ;" rather than time and rout1n1zed scheduling, constitute the
basic operating principle of instructional delivery and student progress.
These systems all employ methods and procedures that can be characterized

by the term Qutcome- _Based.

It is the thesis of this paper that Qutcome- Based (OB) systems
FeﬁfeSéht a workable alternative to preva]ent; often 1neffect1ve
o i improve the 1earn1ng of students from all ébc1erconom1c and racial’
groups, are particularly suited to the chiildren served by Head Start
and Follow Through §F6§Faﬁs; 0B models are predicefé& on the premise
that 1111teracy and failure are neither inevitable nor aééeﬁtabie con-
sequences of schoo11ng for a anyone. When gu1ded by 068 pr1nc1p1es, chocié

" are expected to become "Success based" rather than ngelection oriented."



THEAEOUNDAIlﬁNS 5F OUTCOME-BASED PRACTICE .

Mastery Leaﬁniﬁégiﬁééiz

The é@ﬁééﬁf%aﬁ of 0B practice advarced here has its roots both in

the psychological learning theories of Carroll (1963), Bloom (1968,
1971, 1976 and 1980) and Block (1971) and in the more sociologically
grounded work of Spady (1974, 1977, 1979 and 1981); Spady and Mitchell
(1977 and 1980) and Mitchell and Spady (1378)- EéFFéii in particuiar
when he déVé1oped and tested some basic prop051t1ons whnich separated

the capac1t[,tgrleéﬁﬁ,‘rom the speed of learning.

Very simply, Carroll's sem1na1 ana1ys1s of the re1at1onsh1p between
fimé and learning opened up the p0551b111ty that low student achieve-
meﬁt could be attributed to inadequate time/opportunity for learning
rather than to an inherent inability to learn per se: Because rates
of learning vary among students, the imposition of fixed and limited
constraints on tha time allowed for learning in typical instructional
settinigs inevitably leads, he argued; to vafiaséiity ini the lsarning
acquired. However, by varying time and opportunity; it is possible

for virtually all students to "learn" (i.e.; "master") given things.

In seizing on this fundamental proposition, Bloom began to examine

both the relationship between time and learning and other conditions
imbedded in the i instructional process which affect learning success.
" His work over the past thirtesn years has been devoted to explicating,

testing, and féfﬁhing the instructional condifions which minimize

' app11cat16h of the variables he has identified is Known w1de1y as

Mastery Learning (ML).

M



While time and opportunity remain central components of Bloom's ML
approach his most fundamental ﬁhilasbphicai positions challenge the
exacerbate) “individual di fferences" in student capacities directly
into variabjlity in learning outcomes. Through ML, Bloom seeks to fmiin=

imize differences ih'Studéht 1éarning by altering the instructional

as a differantiator of studEnt accomp]isﬁﬁéﬁt and a selection agent

for the sociéty. These cond1t1ons are: des1gned to addre;s and redress
the hégat1ve syndrome of learning Failure exper1enced by many students

J
by 1mprdying both the cognitive and affective components of instruction.

Mastery Laarnlnnglements

B1ock (1979) s1ng1es out five elements in particular which contr1-v

bute to the power of ML 1nstruction diagnosis; prescr1pt1on, or1entatlen

or phy51ca] prerequ1s1tes students possess pr1cr to the1r engaging in

‘a given learning activity. While th1s seems like an obvious component

of good teaching, ML implementers are. often appalled at how much "1earn1hg“

time is wasted by studEnts who either cannot comprehend or a1rea§x_know-

the tasks they have been ass1gned to accomp11sh Diagnosis determines

ctl

1earn1ng ‘tasks for each student based on the teacher's diagnosfs." I

clearly 1mp11es that a specific learning ob3ect1ve has been identified

nd that the materials with which each student engages have the capac1tj

[oT 0]
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to stimulate a change in his/her behavior that is congruent with the
objective. It-also implies that different students may be working
toward different objectives and/or with different materials suited

to their learning styles at any given point in time.

Orientation, in B1ock s terms, is "the c1ar1flcat1on of each 1earn1ng
task for each student in terms of what is to be learned and how it is
to be learned." This, éééaiaiﬁg to many ML and OB implementers, means
EAR%ﬁg the learning objective clear to students before.they begin to
address it and describing what successful performance would Took Tike
when the objective ﬁas‘béén reached (i.g. ;‘“mastered“j Orlentatlon
~ should g1ve mean1ng to and take the surprises out of the 1earn1ng ex-

per1ence

Feedback , in the context of B]ock s analysis of Mt; is "the pro-
vision of constant information to each student regarding 1earn1ng progress."
This component requires that assessment and m0n1tor1ng of student 1earn1ng
be cont1nuous and tied directly to the successful accomp11shment of the‘

learning objective be1ng addressed. In order for assessment to facilitate

substantive elements of performance on the 0bJECt1VE being pursued, not

mere]y a value 3udgment (i.e., "not very good"), label (1.e.* "B+"),

ortnumer{céi score (i.e., "75") about the performance In other words,

feedback in an ML or 0B model is referenced aga1nst "the criterion” of

behavior described by the 655é&£%9é; and assessment is built on thé

specific "indicators" of that behavior - whether paper and penc.1 test

~ {tems or an applied performance of some kind.

- Correction; according to éiock— is "the provision of timely supp-

lementary instruction for each student whose learning progress’ is



1nsuff1c1ent This; without quest1on, has been one of the most central
components of ML instruction from its conception. Bloom recognized

early on that extend1ng 1earn1ng time and opportun1ty would be fru1tfu1

" to some students on1y if they were shuWn their m1stakes and were given

additidha1 jnstruction targeted specifically to correct them:. That

addltidhal instruction was not to be a mere réﬁéiﬁfﬁaﬁ of the initial

assi gnment but an alternative approach to the objective being addressed

Altﬁdugh the full character of the ML approach is not adequate]y
captured in this brief description; the 1ntegrat1on of these five com-

ponents does begin to suggest some important 1mp11cat10ns about

,,,,,

which depart from many conventional pract1ces The potential extension
of these differences becomes even more apparent when the focus of atten-
tion is moved away from the immediate classroom instructional process

to the management of the schooling process as a whole:

ORGANizAIicuAt afﬁenszens-UE,éUfééME:éA§é6 PRACTICE

hensive and thoroqgh]y 1mp1emented ML programs ‘have ooth recognized the
formidable institutional obstacles which stand in the way of SUCH exten-

sive chahges. An 1nforma1 and spontaneous effort to address these

& impiemEhtatidn obstac]es began in October, 1979, when a small group of

-

based“ programs met to discuss thenpportun1t1es and roadblocks inherent
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in these concepts. A number of these individuals were superintandents

or program directors in school districts that had devoted years to

building the necessary support base and developing the technical capacity

to deliver authentic ML instruction. They were aware of both the
struggles entailed in implementing ML and the impressive learning gains
that their students were beginning to Show on standardized achievement
tests as a result of their efforts.

(For example, ML strategies have been gradually implemented over
the past eight years in the elementary schools o Johnson City, a small,

blue-collar town in south central New York state. In the early 70's,

Johnson Eity's iﬁétfﬁétiéhai program and achievement results were undis-

_tinguished: Today their students produce achievement profiles on the

€California Ach1evement 1ests in reading, mathemat1cs and language arts
that are consistently above national grade-level norms: In fact; the
higher the §raaé level, the greater is their achievement advantage.

For example, their spring 1980 grade-level averages for second; fourth,
sixth, and &ighth graders respectively ware 3.1, 5.7, 8.1, and 10.8 in
reading; 3.2; 6.0; 9:5; and 10:1 in language arts; and 3.3, 5.7, 8.6, and

12.5 in mathematics. These flndlngs suggest that the longer students

are in Johnson City's ML progra, the gréater is their achievement ad-
vantage over students nationally in the same school grade:. The ﬁFédém—
inantly b]ack commun1t1es of Red Bank, New Jersey and Un1vers1ty City,
Wissouri also show very positive, but scmewhat Tess spectacu]ar results.)

Two major concerns were expressed at this First meet1ng First,

‘thé?é existed little phi1osophiéé1 and operat10na1 c]ar1ty surround1ng

the many existing "versions" of ML and competency based practice. The
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terms "mastery learning" and “competency based education" had beco & so
diluted and popularized that their true meaning was becoming lost in

the mass attempt of districts to appear "with it." Both well implemented
a?ag;sﬁg and the concepts themselves were in danger of being criticized

or abandoned because the terms were being associated with poorly conceived
and implemented programs.

Second, even the most highly developed programs still encountered
major obstacles to their full development and implementation. ML
strategies are used primarily in reading and mathematics iﬁ;é1éméﬁtafy
and middle schools. Many areas of the carriculum remain untouched byj
these approathéé; and their use in junior and senior high schools in
any curricular area is rare.

" At its second meeting in February, 1980, an agenda for addressing
these issues began to emerge. The nearly fifty participants represented
large urban districts such as Chicago, Cleveland, Dallas, Denver; New
Orleans; and New York ana smaller districts such as Johnson City, NY;
Lorain, OH; Red Bank, NJ; and Waxahachie; TX. The group named itself
the Network for Outcome-Based Schools (NO-BS); salected a planning

committee, and proposed an agenda of work that would benefit member

districts in conducting OB staff development ana implementation activities.
The emergence of the name and a conmon agenda of activities occurred

when most of the ML specialists in the group became convinced of three

" major things: 1) that ML and CBt shared many of ti. same philosophical

and operational characteristics (Spady, 1978), 2) that CBE was not to

se confused with the Minimum Competency Testing Movement (Spady, 1978

and 1979), and 3) that at least four different kinds of obstacles stood



being addressed at all in most programs (Spady and Mitchell, 19807 .
The two riot being addressed were organizational in character and lay
beyond the bounds of typical staff developmeut strategies focused

exclusively on changing teacher attitudes and skills.

Major Obstacles and Premises
The four major obstacles cited by Spady and Mitchell are: 1) the

attitudes and beliefs of staff regarding themselves and their students’

performance; 2) the new technigues and redefinition of roles and respon-

sibilities required of staff; 3) existing organizational structures and

procedures; and 4) the system of power and incentives governing the con=

failure to address and deal successfully with-any one of these carries

with it the risk of undermining either the spirit or operational character
of 08 practice. "

The importance of dealing with the first two of these factors is
and 1979) -and Block and Anderson (1975); and is strongly reinforced in
the "PHilosophical ﬁremises'uadéf1y?ﬁ§'eaféaaé-aasea Practice"” first
and revised in October; 1980 and January; 1981. The premises, or
guiding hypotheses; also include elements which imply that the latter
two factors be addressed as well, and are stated below:

"Philosophical Premises Underlying Outcome-Based Practice”

1. Alfost all students are capable of achieving excellence in learning

the essentials of .formal schooling:
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2. Success influences self-concept; self-concept influences learning and
behiavior. "
3. THe instrictional procass can be changed to improve learning:
4. Schools can maximize the learning conditions for all students by:
a. establishing a school climate which continually affirms the worth

b. specifying expected learning outcomes; 5

c. expecting that all students perform at high levels of learning;

d: ensiring that all students experience opportunities for persopal
siccess S |

6. varying the time for learning according to the needs of each
_Studént and the complexity of the task; :

f. having staff and students both take responsibility for successful
learning outcomes; | 7

g. determining instructional assigrment directly through continuous
assessment of student learning; and |

h. certifying educational pfééféss whenever demonstrated mastery

is assessed and validated.

When taken as a whole, these premises and conditions embody an

approach to schoeling that is both achievement oriented and humanistic

(see Block, 1979). For exampls, clear expectations regarding the school's

recognition of the inherent value and capabilities of students are ex-
pressed in Premises 1 and 2 and Conditions a and c. The requirements

for a "learner-responsive and adaptable" instructional system are stated
in Premises.3 and 4 and Conditions d, €, f, g, and h. In addition,
definite expectations for attainable student accomplishment also exist

and are imbedded in Premfsas 1 and 2 and in Conditions b; c; f; and h:

11




Staff Attitudes and Beliefs

Upon refiection, the four Spady and M:tchell implementation ob-
stacles noted earlier are also imbedded in this'%ra%éﬁark;- First, the
question of staff égbéetatfahs-fégaraihg thé>importanéé of each student
and the desirability and feasibility of creating successful-learning
‘experiences for them i5 addressed in Premises 1, 2 and 4 and in Conditions
a, c, d and f. ML implementers frequently féﬁSFE that decades of
S'o'”cfé’téi b’éﬂéf's; institutional inertia, ﬁ?é?éééi’éﬁéf training,, and per-
sonal practice stand in the way of staff accepting the validity of and

developing a commitment to Premise 1. Beliefs in the inherent selection

In addition, these same beliefs affect the establishment of the
<pecific conditions which give this premise validity and which also
influence the acceptance of Premises 2 and 3. Théy'péfta{h to étt{tudés

foward students from different racial and social backgrounds, toward

their ootential learning capacity; toward the definition and avail-
ability of and responsibility for student learning success, toward the

identity and practices:
Withgut positive orientation toward these premises and conditions;

heir aﬁéfatiaﬁai realization is virtually impossible,

ctl

i
} . ; .
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Second; OB implementation requires the development of technical and
procedural skills that make possible both the sequence of five concrete
ML processes identified earlier By Block (i.e.; diagnosis, prescription,

not only must teachers develop the capability to effectively integrate
Block's five essential procésses into their everyday teachirig repertory, they
fust also acquireithe capacity to effectively implement procedures WHiéﬁ im-
oly the participation of staff outside a given classroom. For example,

all students to experience success (d), varying the time required for student
mastery (e); determining instructional (i.e., both task and grade-level) ‘
assignments (g), and documenting and recording time=flexible student achieve-
ment (h), may require a degree of school-wide instructional maﬁagement; coord-
ination, and mutual assistance among staff that is neither préééhé.ﬁéf sought

in traditional school settings. This implies that gggg'a redefinition. of

teacher and administrator roles and the acquisition of the orientations and skills

required by the people in those roles must be addressed by OB implementers:

Organizational Structure and Procedure

Third, following this same line of reasoning, Spady and Mitchell
*(1980) argue that OB pract%cé may be impeded by the very organizational
structuring which makes Conditions a, b, e, g; and h difficult to 16516-
ment. That is, establishing a positive climate for learning; setting

clear objectives (and standards) for student learning, varying the time

available for learning, determining. student instructional placement,
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examining the basic element: around which ML theory was or1g1na11y

developed and pursu1ng their organ1zat1ona1 as well as classroom mani-
festat1ons '
For examp1e, the var1ab1es of t1me and outcomes exp1ored by €Carroll

and Bloom as elements of a pr1mar11y psycholog1ca1 1earn1ng model are
speCtive ‘This shift of perspect1ve requires us to recogn1ze that the
preoccupation of the ML ‘learning theorists has been on the fTex1b1e use
‘of glggg units of time: minutes, class per1ods; Hours ; or weeks, yet
schooling as an organ1zat1ona1 phenomenon is fundamenta11y defined and
structured around gagrg un1ts of time such.as quarters, semesters and
years in which virtually no flexibility inheres Simply stated; Mt is.
_ an 1nstruct1ona1 approach requiring time flex1b111ty constrained by a
forma1 organ1zat10n whose operat1ons are legally defined and structured
around predeterm1ned, inflexible units of time.

Similarly, the focal points of Mt instruction are clearly deftnéd;
content= or criterion-referenced learning dbjectives that are finite '
in scope and generally ordered in a cumulative and ski11-réihf6réﬁﬁ§
sequence. From a narrow classroom/instructional perspect1ve, ML re-

o

guires that time be adJusted to the taskla541gnment,requ1rements of this

: curr1cu1um

brdadly defined in terms of content but narrow1y constrained by "time-
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determined” ﬁiééﬁéﬁ-éééiﬁﬁﬁéﬁt'"Féajitiés.ﬁ That is, there are “"third

!

grade” books which "third grade" students are supposed to "cover"

while they are in "third grade” which lasts exactly from the beginning

of September to the middle of June. Secause students' time-determined
program assignments are called third grade, they typically enconter

a set of task assignments (i.e., third grade curriculum experiences)
~which are unique to and constrained by the time Slock itself. A de-
cision is made in June regarding each student's future program assignment
status. fﬁbSE'ﬁpromUtédﬁ go to fourth grade; those who fail are "re=.

tained" in the third grade, usually for another full nine month period

. of the same task assignments they had before. Thus, in the nearly

universal model of §6ﬁ661'6héfati6hs, fiXEd time and program éééiéﬁﬁéﬁf
than the reverse.

Orce this tension between the task assignment structure of the
classroom and the program assignmént structure of the school is recog-
hiééd, then the tension within the school over standards also becomes
clearer. In the context of sarticilar ML instructional units or Tearning
objectives, for example; a tfité%ﬁbh "standard" for mastery is set and
diagnosis, prescription, orientation, feedback, and correction are all

. task assignment can be pursued. The term continuous progress describes

£his typical OB instructional delivery/management approach in which
students move from task assignment to task assignment in a timely
(i.e., time flexible) fashion in each separate content area.’ It is-
clear what the student st be able to do in order to progress through

the key EavSHBSéquéht;ihétructiona1.progrééé.

15



At year's end; however, the focus abruptly shifts to an altogether
diFFereﬁtlmééﬁﬁﬁé and use of the term standard, particularly in non-0B
schools. The focus becomes»“how much® rather than "how well." Existing
variations in the student's achievement across sijéots are evened out
by teachers: Students are compared with each other, métched égainst
vague as well as concrete "norms” and cutting po1nts, g1ven comparat1ve

marks of one kind or another, and either promoted or reta1ned Con-

tindous progress, if it ever existed, is replaced by "discontinuous
promotion.” In fact, in almost all schools; promotion to a new grade
(éhd curriculum) is not Based on méstéry of a speéﬁfié EF%teFfoh bUt

and depoftmeﬁt; If it were, students would be entering and leaving
.grade levels continually throughout the school year, subject by subject,
rather than ‘en masse in all Subiects in Jdune:

is that the cohditions of opportunity Which gu1de 1nstruct10na1 delivery
and learning for students are fundamentally shaped ana constrained by

the organ1zat1ona1 reqo1rements of the eva1uat1on/cert1f1cat1on/promot1on
system of the school: The ground ru]es for when and how students get
gvaluated and promoted also set the tond1t1ons fo* instruction and
learning. 08 1nstructioha1 approaches such as Mastery Learning will
never rea11ze their full potential as long as the biases and constraints
of typ1ca1 se1ect1on -oriented student svaluation, grad1ng, record

keep1ng and promot1on systems persist:

 When viewed in this 1ight; it is apparent that the basic ' 'conditions

of opportun1ty" in the instructional system of the,school are a direct

», 18
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consequence of the structures Which determine the ultimate certification
(i.e., promotion and graduation eligibility) of students. . To alter
instructional technology by introducing ML techniques and expectations

inte Schools without addressing the value and structural premises under-
1ying their certification systems is 1ikéuiiy§ﬁ§ to force a large round
peg into a much smgiier square hole: . | ®

When examined in the 1ight of the specified éFTféFié of performance

al system of teacher-based grades and promotion standards seems far more
ambiguous: - As noted by Spady and Mitchell (1980) it is inherently subjec-

unique orientation’ toward the definition of standards and use of goals on the
one hand and structuring of time and péffarmahcé;roiés on the other.

Note in the top row of the table that traditional school practice
and typical humanistic developmental approathes to education share in common

the implicit pursuit of learning goals by staff and students and the private
determination by individual teachers of the standards to be applied to

those implicit goals. Where they differ is in their orientation toward the
how often, and when) and in the degree of routinization (i.e., definition of
role and position; prescription of duties, and location of service) built

jnto the role.

17
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TIME/OPPORTUNITY
"STRUCTURE .,
’Ro]e System)

ERTIFICATION/ STANDARDS

STRUCTURE  FIXED/SINGLE rLEKIBL‘/MULTI £
- (Goal System) —A—lRQJegﬁoas**a1ned\ _ (Role Flexible)
VAGUE REFERENCED/ Traditional _Humanistic
VARIABLE, PRIVATE Schaol Developmental .
(Coa1 Inp11cit) Pracu1ce! Approach
—

CRITERION QEF:QEN6=B/ Minimum ., Mastary Learning/
e FIXED, PUBLIC Competeecy T=su1ng Qutcome 3ased
(Goal D1rectea) :Accountability School Refarm

; ;M':! (Exclysionary (fnc1uswonarj
Model) ‘Model)

Figure 1 -- A Framework of Organ1zat1ona1 Var1ab1es

that Affect Iﬂstruct1ona1 Operations:

[

Note also that fixed-time/<ingle 6b§6ftahity delivery systems inherently

possess an exelu549nagf,se1ect1on bias in estab11sh1ng cond1t1ons of success

?br students. That is; success is ‘reserved for those who can meet whatever
standards are set within the constraints of a predetermined amount of time,
on their first afteMbt; Those whd:cahnct, "fail" and are excluded from
immediate and often pérmanént eligibility for advancement. The inclusion-
ary model of opportUh1ty represented on the right side of the ?igure is

deSighed to kéep dccess and e11g1b111ty open for those with any hope of

sventual siuccess. It embodies what Carroll and Bloom envisioned as the

‘pr1mary condition that made Premise 1 realizable. |
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The bottom row of Figure 1 represents the totality of what has come to be

known as “The Competency Movement." But, as Spady (1978 and 1979) and

,,,,,

Minimum Competency Testing (MCT) programs and "reform" oriented ML and 0B .

instructional models. Nevertheless, both "movements" reprasent a strong.

challenge to both the legitimacy and utility of the present anUEéréferencéd )
certification system. The public demand; expressed through legisiation and
agency policies in over thirty states; that some kind of (either ncrm
referenced or Eiiiéiiéé,iéféiéﬁééﬂ) standardized performance indicators

for learning standards that are mdré public, consistent, and objective.

What separates the MCT and OB approaches are basically different
ﬁ - :
philosophies regarding the kind of opportunity conditions to be embodied
. - 4' . '\

in the school. The MCT advocates believe that tests administered at
infrequent, predetermined times in the student's career should serve as
the primary screening device for upward mobility on the grade-level 1éd§éfg

0B practice, on the other hand; desires not only an expansion of the
aﬁsaffﬁﬁiﬁy conditions in the school bit also a ruch tighter, more frequent,
and more facilitative 1ink between assessment and instruction. As suggéstéé
by the five ML elements i denti fiad by Block, diagnosis and correction

(i.e., formative testing) lie at the core of the day to day delivery of

0B instruction in the classroom. Large scale survey (i.e., summative)
tests for grade-placement purposes cannot serve these diagnostic and

corrective functions in a useful way.
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In genera1 then,; the theoret1ca1 variabies used in Figure 1 to.
describe the major structural COnd1t10nS wh1ch “di fferentiate traditional
schooling and OB practice suggest that a -fundamental and profound trans-
forrat1on of the cértfttcétion system of schoois js in order if the

implicit. The change required is one in-which the structural cond1t1ons

'fac111tate operatlons that are goal based and t1me/ro1e f1ex1b1e in o

terms used ear11er; th1s 1s a_quest1on oF whether the program ass1gnment

structure d1ctates the 1nstruct1ona1 de11very schedule or whether the

taskrassignment,structure is flexible enough to maximize the 1nstruct1ona1

progress of all students; Very simp1y; Whét_is at 1ssue here is primarily
a struggle over the t1m1ng of instriuctional delivery. It is also a struggle

over whether what 1s delivered and learned is c1ear, spec1f1c and v1s1b1e

to all those w1th a stake in the child's 1earn1ng progress, or is 1eft

to be 1nterpreted from genera1 1abe1s and vague symbols on student report

Cards.

' THE OPERATIONAL CHARACTER OF OUTCOME-BASED PRACTICE

When one exam1nes the "essent1a1" operat1ona1 components‘of 08
pract1ce deve]oped by the Network for Butcome Based Schools in October,
1980; the bias toward visibility of outcomes and-respons1veness in 1nstruc-
tionéi deh‘very is unmistakable: it is the consensus of the NO-8S

1. Publicly determined and stated 1earn1ng outcomes for all students.
2. Derived’ from these 1@ earning cutcomes, a cr1ter1on referenced

assessment systém which documents; records, reports, and awards
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credit for student attainment.
Perived from these learning p’ut'cbmés5 objectives-based core and
alternative cirricula.
Ber1ved from thes: iéérn1ng obaect1ves; a systemat1c process for
p1éhhihg and prdviding 1nstruction appropriate to each student and
for engaging the student until 1éifﬁ%ﬁ§'éﬁfaaﬁé§ ire attained.
. This systematic process includes: “
a. assessing current student skills/learning for instructional

assignment; |
b. analyzing the content of each objective so that instructional

strategies match assessment

'skllls to maximize the effect1veness of 1nstruct1ona1 delivery;

d.u o"1ent1ng students to the obJect1ve(s) to be learned;

. ‘1n1t1a1 teach1ng to the ob3ect1ve(s) wh1ch prov1des var1ed

(0]

for learning and success;

f. assesslng student master/ of the obJect1ve(s) to determine
lthe need for movement to a npw jnstructional objective,
extension/enrichment; or cor}éc£{Vé§;

g. for tﬁbSé Who attain mastéry, p}pgressing to the uext objec-
tive or offerlng extens1on/enr1chment' and

h. for those who do not attaln mastery, prov1d1ng correct1V'

using d1fferent teach1ng strategies; until outcomes are
attained.

and building levels’ for coordinating timely 1nstructioga1:p1ann1ng; -

21
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L A o

studant assessment and placement, instructional delivery, and -
program evaluation. |

6. An eva1uat1on/cert1?iéét1on system which allows students to .’
demonstrate and receive cred]t for 1mproved levels of performance
at any time.

7. A program evaluation component which guides instructional planning
" by Eaﬁbafihg the learning outcomes of program graduates with the

performance demands of post-school roles.

tearn1ng Outcome Goals

The fundamenta11y open charafter of 0B pract1ce is suggested by

Cdﬁponent 1 and is reinforced throughout the’ mode]. First, the pub11c; as

outcome goa1s are established, they are exp11c1t1y stated for ii - including

._—-—

parents and students - to see, examine, and” pursue . There are no su I

in GB 1nstruct1on andfassessment

Third, adjusting these outcome goals is encouraged through the enactment
of a program evaluation system (Component 7) which monitors changes in
{abor market; educational, and social demands as well as the quality of
1earhiﬁ§ and aeve16ﬁmeht'cccurring in school 5?65;555— New gééis can

-l
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becoming insular, static, -and excessively academic.

i“gaarﬁh; as just suggested, the range of outcomes améhahiézgg_gg

practice is not iimited to concrete knowledge and paper pencil skills as

some assume. As app11ed performance assessment techno1og1es continue -

<o improve, the potent1a1 for wide- rang1ng 08 1mp1ementat1on increases.

Mahy career education programsf for examp1e, strong]y embrace 0B practlces

as the best way to motivate-and instruct their students. OB practice is
even catching hold in medical schools.
Fifth, the most important thing about Component 1; however; is that

it is Component 1! That is; establishing the intended goals and outcomes

.of instruction (or 565661155 in éénera1) occurs prior to any other Steps

being taken to-assess or iHStrHct; A1l of the other instructional com-

ponents in an OB model (1 e., Components 2, 3, and 4) ‘are exp11C1t1y based

on and derived from these visible and explicitly stated cutcomes.

Critarion Referenced Assessment and Reporting

Component 2 may be the most revolutionary and far reach1ng element in

08 practlce since, for most schoo1 systems,; it requ1res maJor changes in

F1rst this component requ1res that cr1ter1on referenced 1nd1cators
of all stated outcomes be established before &ither curr1cu1um developrent
- or instruction take p1ace. 0perat1ona11y these 1nd1cators represent and

embody the outcome goals, that is, they. 1nd1cate what it means to develop

the capac1t1es and demonstrate the behavo1rs descr1bed 1n the outcome goa1

of 1nstruct1ona1 effort; and, contrary to traditional educational mvtho1oav.-

teachers,shouldcde11berate1y direct their teach1ng,to the test (i.e., the

23
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wh1ch may not match the curriculum or goa1s they have selected for students‘

to pursue.

' The second revolutionary implication of this component is *ﬁét both
teacher record=-keeping. and\réboriﬁﬁé systems need to be designed to- matCh
_the performance criteria which embody these pob11c1y stated outcome goa1s
Such a system records the results of student assessments in terms of the

specific criteria being asses;ed and uses that record as the report of

student progress: The record shows prec1se1y what th1ngs a student has

done well and Whét has yet to be mastereas for this 1eve1;of information

for the StUdeht Judgmehtg about the adequacy of a student's rate of

ihstroct1ona1 behaviors and attr1butes; if they are to be made at a11

.must use this-criterion- referencajoerformance record as a start1ng,po1nt

rather than contaminating the record itself with 1aoe1s and symbols which
serve no d1agn6§E1E ourpose

This requirement adds 3 tremehdous degree of clarity and precision
fo student assessment and evaluation which conventional Eéééﬁé?‘iééoras
cannot match, It also requifes a tremendous ééjoéiﬁéﬁi in ariéhtetioh aho
technique on the part of staff who are used to translating student homework
and test results directly into numerical scores aﬁacietteé grades and |
recording, averaging, and reporting these symbols to béréht§~é§;if they

were valid 5éf%a;aaﬁaé indicators themsalves. Very simply, this component

makes,a,sharp,dj§flﬁct1on between student learning and teacher evaluation

and reporting:

24
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Third, Component 2 prov1des the 1mpetus for a fundamental rethinking

of the concept of "credit" (i.e.; programiand/or grade level assignment).
‘.As ref1ected in this Component 0B pract1$ requires that credit or program
_ advancement be based on the atta1nment of spec1f1c, pub11c criteria. This;
in turn, requires that major organization- Jide decisions be made identifying
which §§eéiFic cr%téria Wi11 opéEaEiaﬁéTIy"ecomé the decisive cut-off
k

It is my persona1 conviction; after hay1ng examined this prob1em
; closely %5r nearly Sﬁi yééég; that these decisions must essentially be
%po11t1ca1 rather than "educat1ona1" or *scientitié“ since most skills
or information-oriented curricula have few e3511y defined or professionally

advocated threshold po1nts While there is not room in th1s paper to

develop sUff1ci'nt1y all of the arguments and evidence about these issues

that should be aired, I believe that the dilemma created by having to set.

specific, "arb1trary" cr1ter1a standards for cred1t or promot1on is that
the latter two concepts as traditionally operatlona11zed in time- based;

role- based, vague~ referencEd,schoo1 operat1ons are fundamenta11y inccmpatible

For examp]e, the combination of Components 5 and 6 implies that

: “performance credit" in an 0B mode] fundamenta11y jnheres in the performance

by demonstrat1ng the appropr1ate performance 1nd1cators, she/he is . "credited”
with mastery of that objective on the performance record. in other words,_
credit for mastery is documented and built into the record itself. How

many ObJECt1VES a student must master before being given a "unit" ot N
credit is an adm1n1strat1ve/po11t1ca1 question that cannot be precisely

answered from an OB perspective.



‘rather than on the 1earning readiness of the student.
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The problem is created when eligibility for the next step in the

learning sequence also has time conditions associated with it: This;

according to OB theorists and practitioners; is ﬁFééiSéTy what is inherently

out conventional practice; because instructiona
delivery is predicated primarily on the clock; schedule, and calendar

If, for exafiple, lorg division (LD) is only taught in "Fourth Grade

Math" (FGM), then students should be eligible for FGM whenever they

develop the cognitive prérequiéites required for learning LD. And, they

should receive credit for FGM and become eligible for whatever comes next
as soon as LD is mastered. Another problem is created when time itself,

as in the case of the “Carnegie Unit;" becomes an essential condition in

the definition and granting of a "unit" of cradit.

Therefore, while the issue of student promotion standards is one of

ths most politically heated in many local districts, from an OB frame of
reference, it is a false issue. It is the inertia of time-based, age-

grade, one-=shot instructional delivery mechanisms which makes OB imple=

0B practice requires that the now pervasive but artificial age-grade
assignment Structuré of schooling be subordinated to the requirements of
a time-flexible continuous progress task assignment system. This means

that access to different program categories could be allowed on a time

flexible basis such as that described on page 1%.

Simply stated, then, 0B practice assumes the availability of a contin-

uous progress instructional delivery capability in which student eligqibility

for program advancement is not predetermined by arbitrary time factors.

26
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The documentéd OB performance record of objectives mastered establishes the

student's instructional e11g1bll%§¥;status

Curricul ur

The design and delivery of curriculum typically poses three problems for
" 0B imp1ementers. FiFsE; few Eaﬁﬁéftiaiiy-deveibbed curriculum materials
are organiiéa around outcome gaa1-aéféVéa iéarning objectives, pae£€6u1a;1yﬂ

tioners face two important curricu1um,ré1ated challenges before comprehensive
instructional 1mp1ementat1on can begin. The first is to translate the
bﬁBTiély derived learning outcomes estab1§sﬁe8 in Eomponent 1 into discrete,
well- sequeHCEd sets of manageable 1nstruct1ona1 obJect1ves The second

is to compare thé content and behavioral requirements of these objectives
With existing curriculun materials:

The results of this compar1son typically allow for three kinds of
choices. The first is to deve]op in your own district mater1a1s wh1ch serve
the exact needs of your Students and your obaeet1ves. This alternative
was- taken by Chicago ahaAWashingtani DC, among others, when the gap
batween their objectives and available materials appeared too large to
justify. The second alternative, sé1ééEé8 6} Red Bank,. NJ— is to incor-
porate materials from several different sources or pub11shers 1nto the
—carFicaTum design on an objective—by—object1ve bas1s. They found that any
g1ven set of materia]s might only sat1sfactor11y address a third to half

of the objectives selected: ’herefore, many . d1fférent sources had to be

ised to assure adequate coverage. The third a1ternat1ve, chosen by Jehnson
C1ty, NY, was to use the mater1a1s of one part1cu1ar publisher because they

offered a close; obJect1ves/or1ented, approximation to the outcome goa1s

27
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Johnson City had chosen. However, district or teacher designed supplementary
and corrective materials have been found to be necessary by v1rtuaiiy all.
0B districts. |

The second major curriculum issue, that must be faced is whether a .given

.array or seguence of obJect1ves forms a va11dated learning h1erarchy for
given kinds of students. Ser1a1 sequenc1ng should not be confused w1th
conceptual; skill; or content’ sequenc1ng This has tremendous implications
for both curricular design and 1nstruct1onu1 delivery. ‘An ékce1Tent example
of this prob]em is 111ustrated by a comprehensive "Integrated F1ow Chart" |
of mathematics $ki11§ developed by Stephen Rubin (1967 of the New Canaan
Public Schools, New Canaan, CT. Rubin's “road map" demonstrates the dozens

some of which may Lbe very a%??"r" t from those in a paraii 1 route.

Flexible and responsive de11very a11ows each student to pursue the route
that works best for her7him,; as 1ong as all routes are eventually covered
Commerc1a1 pub11shers, HOWEVET; USUa11y have charted one fixed route through
their graded materials for all students to follow.

- The tird major 1ssue concerns the terms "core" and nalternative”

curricula. Very s1mp1y,each is intended in Component 3 to convey two
*meénings. Core refers both to terms like basic, essential; and,requ1red
Which denote the scope 6%"&5;?%aa1aa/gasjéet coverage demanded of all

students;and to the major Content or experiences provided in the initial

or primary instruction related to a specific objective.
means both "elective” in relation to curriculum/course selection and

i g ETGRET {0 the sense of providing suppiementary materials for enrich™
nent oF corrective purposes following initial instruction. The central

28
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materials é”d per1ences can be oriented toward an 68 approach,; not just

Instructlonalgﬂrucess

Component 4 represents the core technology of OB instruction. Its

eight elements represent an éiéﬁbrétidh on and a more dynamic description

of the five elements of ML instruction 1dent1f1ed earlier by 8lock. The:
three 0B. eemponents JUSt d1scu§§éd are its cr1t1cél enablers in that théSé‘
1earn1ng goals and obaect1ves, assessment too]s,and record keeping systems,
and curriculum materials make it p0551b1e for teachers to engage in an »
1nstruct1ona1 process that is oriented toward and bu11t upon the 1earmng
outcomes being sought.

These eight elements in Edmhéhéht 4 suggéét that: i) assessmeni should

= e

already know something, why put them back through it?); 2 '5 what is to be

taught must match what students are expected to be able to do; 3) truly

hierarchical learning sequences should be aEVéiaﬁéd,aha used whéﬁEVér they
are {ﬁhéréntiy imbedded in a series of learning objectives; &) studéht§
should know the 6bjééiﬁvé they are trying to reach and what successful
mastery looks like before instruction begins; 5) even initial instruction

should employ d1fferent methods/strateg1es for students with d1fferent

1ea?niﬁ§ styles; 6) format1ve/d1agnost1 ssessment shcu1d follow 1n1t1a1

instruction in order to provide a decision making frame for subsequent

teacher activity and studént task assignment; 7) faster students sﬁauig be

2§
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others to reach mastery on the same objective; and 8) students who:do not
ihitiaiiy attain mastery sﬁouid be given additional, corrective-focused,

While cons1derab1e disagreement ex1sts among 0B advocates concerning
the best strategy for student grouping and instructional placement, they

do agree that Component 4 is describing an achievement grouping;rather than

age or ab111ty grouping, model of delivery. THat is; ihStFﬁétidhai piace;

ment and delivery are based on having in the same group, whether it is

15?@5 or small and whether they are of similar ages or abjlities, studé;ts
/

groups‘m1ght be qu1te small in some delivery models.

Tnformation Management System

Component 5 as éiaiéd on page 19 s highly consistent with sbady‘s

1977) description of Competency Based Educatron as data based and adapt1ve.

What needs to be added to this character1zat1on is that the entire mahagement

mode1 for OB practice at both the c1assroom and bu11d1ng 1&vels is -assess-

ST

ment driven:

on the ready ava11ab111ty of informat1on on how each student is performing
on which bbjectives Without & record keeping system that is re?erenced‘

aga1nst the obJect1ves be1ng pursued, up-to- date, and ava11ab1e to al

managemeht decisions: Instead, teaching ends up be1ng driven by the

inflexible organizational RUSE (1 e.; the Raut1n1zed/Un1‘orm Scheduled
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based.-

Although this proposition may at first appear to be simplistic or

and effectiveness of instruction are dependent on quality and effectiveness

of assessment: Its validity rests on the fact that'quality of instruction

others are.indirectly ?agiiitated by it. The unstated critical condition
that must a1so be met is that staff must intelligently use the assessment
data they collect (which, countless OB implementation struggles suggest,
they are not accustomed to doing): | '

In brief, teachers with a diagnostic/adaptive eye to instructional
management can use student formative assessment data to: 1) monitor Studént
progress on a specific objective; 2) discover specific areas of §tudénE

strength and weakness, 3) assess the effectiveness of particular instruc-

_tional materials or approaches, &) regroup students for subsequent instruc-

tion, §) design or préscribé particular correctives for specific students,
65 revise the content, approach, or timing of the assessment instrument
itsalf, 7) revise the substance; sequencing or timing of curricular units,

and/or 8) identify students in other classrooms at similar lsarning levels

+o their own. This presupposes a commitment to professional improvement

and stands in sharp contrast to the "instructional failure syndrome”

" described by Joan Abrads, Supsrintendent in Red Bank, NJ: 1) teach,

2) test, 3) record student grades, 4) go to the next chapter, 5) teach, etc:
Assessment driven OB teachers no longer define success as "getting

through the book by the end of the year." The issue for them is not

31
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a significant number of thes sssential objectives. Having accurate Studéﬁt
performance data svailable on a daily basis allows corrééiéyés to. be
applied to the instructional delivery system as well as to student learning
to assure that this occurs.

.Haéing direct access to an up-to- _date student performance recsrd
system also enables principals to provide teachers with far more instruc-
tional management assistance than Ee?ore. Rather than monitoring teacher
performance and instructional de11very by ?ﬁ?redﬁehtiy gxamining lesson

p1ans, grade books; and annuai achievement test profiles, principals can

1dent1fy strong and weak areas in the curriculum; students Bartiéuiariy

.ahead of or beh1nd their peers, and teachers with particular strengths and

weaknesses. In fact, if anything, all of these 0B components place

a heavy respons1b111ty on pr1nc1pals to he1p the entire téaching staff

coordinate 1nstruct1ona1 de11very so that few students are put in un-'

productive "holding patterns” while others receive the builk of teacher:

time and attention.

Success _Oriented Record Kéépi@g

6dmeonent 6 fundamenta11y alters the t1me or1entat1on and pirpose dF
traditidna1 student record. systems: As described on page 20, this component
fiore than any other; reinforces the "SUCCESS or1entat1on” of OB mode1s
In brief, it ref]ects the s1mp1e rea11ty that student knowledge and skills
in most areas cont1nue to improve - .after an initial per1od of instruction

and formal grad1ng (1 g., a semester or schoo] year) yet 1n most sit-

uations; the grade awarded stands as a permanent h1stor1cal,record of he

1n1t1a1 performance eﬂaln_t1on

By a11ow1ng tmprunements in performance to be validated and recorded
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to increase their 1earn1ng 1he term used by John Champlin, 5uper1nten—
dent in Johnson City to descr1be th1s adaptive approach is "open trans
scr1pt:" This conveys both the mu1t1p1e—oppcrtun1ty character of OB
assessment systéms éﬁa the reality of ae'ﬁé;?a;aaﬁéé ;ééaEaé providing

Program Evaliation

As noted in the discussion of Component 1, OB goal setting and program
evaluation do not occur in a sotiai‘br historical vacuumi. School adiiniss
trators must regularly seek community input and Examiné_é_ducatioﬁaii social,
Eé&ﬁﬁé16§?6&1; aaa éééﬁdﬁié trends in order to adapt outcome-goais and |

1nstruct1ong1 programs to the rea11t1es students will face when they 1eave

schoo]; Static conf1gurat1ons of schoo] subJects and textbook based

ihétfutt1ona1 delivery 1nadequate1j reflect or prepare students for the

roie déaanas b# late tWéht{eth ceftiiry iiféi fﬁis Féa1ity has §&idéd the

The forego1ng d1scuss1on has described the ph110°oph1ca1 premises,
optimal 1nstruct1ona1 cond1t1ons, and operat1ona1 components of Outcome-
BaSéd ﬁfaétité and suggasted how they a?é rélated to abhaféhtaattituaiha1;
role performance; and structura] 655tac1es to the1r 1mp1ementatidh ' Wﬁéti

AAAL,1ntend to exam1ne very brwef1/ in th1s conc1ud1ng sect1on 1s How a11
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“six of these factors aré related to what may be the most sensitive and
1ntrans1gent po1nt of potEnt1a1 resistance noted on page “éi the system

of power and incentives ahich governs school operations:

The' Four Funcx19n549£4$chgulsgan44Classnoons

ana]y51s of the fundamental goa1 and role prob]ems confront1ng all forma]
okgan1zat1ons; They see the schoo] serv1ng;as a pub11c1y supported agency
of the sosiety to engage in the aarai and technical sociaiiééiﬁéﬁ=6?'
youngsters so that: 1) "these fundamenta1 goal and ro]e prob1ems uan be

redueed if not ent1re1y reso1ved at the soc1eta1 1eve1, and 2) youngmters

: féFiéﬁbHaSis; ThéSé Four "games" are learning, statuss c1t1zensh1p, and

TTeredit.

In &ffect, each of the functional activities a1so organizationally
represents an operational "curriculum" for the pursuit of the 1ntehdéd
dutcomé In thejr éné1&§?§ they assoc1ate four h1stor1ca11y familiar terms

L

curriculum is embod1ed-pr1mar11y in the instructional system, the extra

'€;€;
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curriculum in the acculturation system; the hidden curriculum in the super-

vision system; and the required curriculum in the certification system.

The Inherent Power of the Certification Systef

is that the fundamental 1everage of the school over students res1des 1n,,
its unilateral power to certify; that is, to provide students with the

" Formal quaii?icatiohs“ hEédéd for=praaaiﬁaﬁ;-&a11é§é aamissisﬁ; aha:

the "cred1t gamef and "1earn1ng game” become ea511y confused.
~~--Thajssue is_JOTned in their analysis when they show that the entire
time and role structuring of schooling also creates an overlap between the
"citizenship game" and the "credit game." In other words; what, gets cartified .
is both att1tude, deportment, punctuality, and éEEéﬁaéﬁée on the ohé hand
and vague referenced subjectively def1ned learning performance on the other
Their po1nt is not that schoo1s or teachers’ de11berate1y distort and
cohfuse these two agendas (a]though overwhe1m1ng exper1ence suggests that

they regu1ar1y do)' but that the very structur1ng of the cert1f1cat1on system

and the pr1vat1zat1on of certification (1 e.; grad1ng) dec1s1ons both lead

individual teachers the professionally 1eg1t1mated and endorsed right to -
grade students however the/ choose Because of the overlap between the ‘

contro111ng student behavior.
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Since Outcome-Based practice seeks to clarify and make public outcome
‘goals and performance criteria; it removes most of the overlap between
supervision and certification; severly redices teacher autonomy in establishing
grading standards, and thereby fundamentally alters one of the major pillars.

o of perce1ved and actual teacher power.

In addition, OB record keep1ng systems enab]e adm1n1strators, other

teachers, and parents to readily munltcp,and,comgpehend the status of 1earn1ng

progress for students. This is unquestionably perceived as a threat by many
‘teachers who, if only Because of customary practice, are uncomfortable with
having "outsiders® in or near their professional domain. |

‘What teachers must be Wﬁiiihg'to risk; béiiévé, and what experienced

08 1mp1ementers cons1stent1y conf1rm pays off is the potential for loss of

1nf1uence over students when th 1uat1on/cert1f1cat1on system is transformed
bl .
from an éXC]USibhary; comparative, contro] oriented one to an inclusionary,

diagngstic; success oriented one. According to many 08 EF&E??Eiaﬁéié; gtﬁaéht.

learning success and discipline ﬁ5651éﬁ§ appear to operate like a Séé-saﬁ.

When students begin to eiper1ence a éénu1ne sense of success and consistent

intellectual engagement in the c}assroom; even pervas1ve,patterns of dis=

ruptive and violent beRavior diminish afaaaticaiiy. It appears, then, that

the trade-off for teachers, wWhich is also strongly supported by the Spady- -
V'Mitehéii theoretical wbrk, appears to be a choice between éééuf%éy Eﬁ?augﬁ,

effectiveness versus security through autonomy and enforcement.

IMPLICATIONS FOR FOLLOW THRGUGH

NS

The forego1ng analysis has 1dEnt1fTed the bas1c phi]osoph1ca1 pfémiSésf
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between the emerging power of this approach and the numerous attitudinal,
tééﬁﬁioaig stfucturai,_ana procedural points of resistance that are inherent

The dilemma %acéd by current OB advocates who see enormous potential in
this approach for Follow Through clientele is that they lack the systematic
data required to "justify" the model's overa11 gffectiveness, even though
individual district improvements sucte as those mentioned on page 6 are
obv1ous to those conducting the programs (and are occas1ona11y ‘rather we11
documented); One major paradox 1n this s1tuat1on is that one of the strongest

réV%éW§'a? the research on ﬁastéry Léarning effectiveness by Block and Burns
\

apprec1ate the inherent organ1zat1ona1 obstacles under1y1ng the- att1tod1na1
Ny,

and techn1ca1 issues they were address1ng in staff development programs -

during the past decade* Their grow1ng awareness and soph1st1ca*1on in dea11ng

_with these issues will undoubted]y strengthen what are a1ready rapidly i,

.v/‘b

J

- 1mprov1ng programs

Despite the 1imitations of formal validation data -sources; however,

" there is a strong case to be made for 1mp1ement1ng fu[ly,deve1oped OB

-models in Fc11ow Through sites. Ph11osoph1ca11y—a well as emp1r1ca11y,

" this approath 1s 1nherent1y su1ted to the c11ent 1e served by Follow Through

programs and possesses an operat1ona1 character that is well su1ted for
affecting pos1t1ve1y both the cogn1t1ve and affect1ve outcome agendas sought
by a,Var?etf.of current Follow Through models: Recognizing that 0B practice
resembles some of these models, its unique poWér:appears to be that it /
_ , E . . 7 |

37




36

orientation. That is; it is as 1nc1us10nary in 1ts methodo1ogy as it is in
' the cond1tidhs for student Iearn1ng success it tr1es to estab11sh

A f1na1 point regard1ng the inherent appea1 of 0B pract1ce for Follow
Through implementation. is its basic openness. Pub11c.1nvo1vement in goal
: sett{ng, public visisi1i£y of objectives and standards; and ﬁer?érmaﬁéé records
and report1ng systems which descr1be the actual behaviors béihg sbught a1l '

and communication bBetween parents and the schpo1.

The Network for Outcome-Based Schools itself represents a unique and
powerful resource for techhic*i assistance and implementation to any sites
oriented toward OB practice. It can tap resources in any section of the
United States and provide many sites as (differing) examples of how particular
components can be defined-and Eéﬁéééa' Its potential as both a catalyst
and resource for schoo] 1mprovement rests on the d1vers1ty and w 1ires'ébi

lTished expertise of:Tts membership.
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