!

DOCUMENT RESUME
ED 089 566 . HE 005 275

AUTHOR Gallagher, James Joseph i

TITLE The Competency-Based Curriculum: Collegial Review of
Learning Modules at Governors State University.

PUB DATE 12 Mar 74

NOTE 16p.$y Paper presented at the National Conference on
Higher Education (29th, Chicago, Illinois, March 12,
1974)

EDRS PRICE MF-$0.75 HC~$1.50 PLUS POSTAGE

DESCRIPTORS Curriculum Design; Curriculum Development;

Educational Programs; *Higher Education;
Instructional Innovation; *lLearning; *Progran
Evaluation; *Program Length; *Schedule Modules;
Universities

IDENTIFIERS *Governors State University

ABSTRACT

This document describes a learning modules review
process implemented at Governors State University. The review process
was designed to: (1) assess the relevance of each learning module to
instructional program needs; (2) enhance the quality of the content
of each learning module; (3) improve the effectiveness of
competencies and instructional objectives as devices for
communicating ideas to students; (4) assure the quality and internal
consistency of conmpetencies, student work, and evaluation; (5)
increase the likelihood of equitability among different learning
modules in the amount of work required of students for the credit
granted; (6) aid in the development of learning module components;
and (7) enhance the professional development of all faculty memkbers.
(MJIH)




-

ED 089566

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

EEN Rgp
a
POINTS oF ), TION OR/G 1y

SENT OFp o, NOT NECESsA o OPINIONS
EDU“7lgsléog:"GN‘LAIT«'SLI‘:IZET?E
1CN OR 80 OF

LiCy

The Competency-based Curriculum: Collegial Review of

Learning Modules at Governors State University

James Joseph Gallagher
University Professor of Sclience Y¥ducation
Coordinator of Curriculum & Instruction
College of Environmental & Applied Sciences
Governors State University
Park Forest South, Illinois

Faper presented at the 29Lh Lational Conference on Higher FEducation ‘ *
fimerican Association of Hipgher Education, Chicago, Illinois
March 12, 197h



Introduction

One of the unique characteristics of Governors State University is its com-
mitment to competency-based instruction. This is clearly indicated in the

University's Educational Planning Guidelinesl and in numerous other documents
2,3

prepared by the faculty. In a competency-based instructional system,
certain assumptions ere fundamental including:

1. Competencies expected of students completing program elements
can be described in functional terms.

2. Instructional procedures can be designed and implemented that
will effectively aid students in attaining these competencies.

3. Achievement of competencies can be directly or indirectly
measured and verified with a reasonable degree of accuracy.

As a means of implementing a competency-based instructional system, the planning

staff at Governors State University defined learning modules as the primary

instructional elerent, similar to courses at other institutions. However? there
are several differences between a course and a learning module; among the most
significant are the following:

1. lLearning modules are usually interdisciplinary in content.

2. learning modules arc usually "team taught" by two or more pro-
fessors.,

3. Learning modules ideally indicate alternative means by which
students can achieve competencies.

4, Learning modules are usually self-paced; that is, students
can work at their own rate, imposing thei. own deadlines.

5. Written descriptions of learning modules are prepared prior to
offering and are available to students as guides to study and
work. The descriptions contain several elements including

-- a rationale which describes the relevance of the learning
module to competencies expected of graduates from specific
programs and to the "world" outside the university;

-~ a statem=nt of competencies that students will attain by
completing the learning module;

-- a list of instructional objectives that contribute to these
competencies; :

l<Eduggt}pnal Plannjng Guidelines Park Forest Scuth, Illinois: Governors
State University, Undated.

2 Wartgow, J., et aly An Tnstructional Systems Paradigm for Governors State

University, Park Forest South, J1llinois: Governors State University, 1973.

Position Papers 2,3,4,7,9 prepared by the faculty of the College of Environ-
rental and Applied Sciences of Governors Statc University detail the philosophy
and procedures of implementing competency-based instruction at the senior
college level.



-- a pre-assessment, which helps students determine if they have
the essential prerequisites for the learning module, or if
they have already attained the competencies and thus do not
need to enroll in the learning module;

-- assignments and tasks that are designed to help students
achieve competencies;

~= resources needed to complete assignments and tasks; and

-~ criteria that will be used in verifying achievement of com-
petencies,

6. Professors can initiate a learning module without prior approval of
faculty, administrators or a curriculum review committee. This is
to enhance faculty members' freedom and creativity by not putting
obstacles in the path of innovation.

Each of the characteristics of learning modules, especially the last listed,
necessitates a system for learning module review that is different from course
approval procedures found in most universities. Such a system should be con-
structive in its outcomes and enhance the quality of each learning module.
Moreover, it should allow for appraisal of the relevance of learning modules
to universitys,collegial and program objectives and to students' personal and
professional needs. The review process should foster examlnation of the
quality and internal consistency of learning module components and it should
help to assure reasonable equitability in the amount of work required for each
unit of credit granted.. Finally, the review process should result in improved
instruction and increased professional growth for all faculty members. A sys-
tem of learning mocule review meeting these qualifications has been designed

and implemented. I is described below.

The Review Process

The purposes of learning module review are:

1. to assess the relevance of each learning module to instructional
programn needs;

2. to enhance the quality of the content of each learning module;

3. to improve the effectiveness of competencies and instructional
objectives as devices for communicating ideas to students;




. to assure the quality and internal consistency of competencies,
student work, and evaluation;

5. to increase the likelihood of equitability among different learning
modules in the amount of work required of students for the credit
granted;

6. to aid in the development of learning module components; and

7. to enhance the professional development of all faculty members.

In the review process, data are obtained from at least five sources:

Professional peers within the college are best able to assess the revelance

of learning modules to instructional program needs. They also may be able to
address the quality of content and provide & judgment on the "work/credit
ratio." Thus, this group will evaluate learning modules from a perspective of
relevance and quality of subject matter.

Instructional development specialists are Yest able to judge the instructional

soundness of learning modules. Thus, they will review the competencies, assign-
ments, evaluative mechanisms and other components of learning modules from a
perspective of seeking ways of improving instructional effectiveness.

Professional peers in other institutions if carefully chosen, will bring ex-

pertise and perspectives beyond that possessed by collegial faculty members to

the appraisal of learning module content and organization. External reviewers
also will provide additional input on internal consistency of module components
and "work/credit ratio." Thus, peers outside the college review learning modules
primarily from the perspective of content expertise, augmenting that which existsw
intramurally.

Students make Judgments on learning modules from the consumers' perspective.

They assess the organization,quality and relevance of content, effectiveness as
aids in achieving competencies, and "work/credit ratio."

Registrar's records on students conpletion rates in conjunction with other

data, provide information of value in improving 1carning modules and their

delivery. Since self-pacing of instruction is one mechanism for individ-

ualization at Governors State University, student completion rates may be
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related to learning module organization. That is, if learning modules are
poorly organized, or require excessive work, students' progress may be im-
peded unnecessarily. On the other hand, if evaluation mechanisms are not
appropriately defined, students may obtain credit for competencies they have
not achieved. Thus, completion rates provide clues regarding instructional

quality when used in conjunction with data from other sources,

Internal review by professional peers and instructional development specialists
is designed to occur during the second offering of each learning module and
thereafter on each third offering, or every two years for infrequent offerings.
The learning modules descriptions and any supporting materials supplied by

the professor are given to appropriate subject matter specialists‘and to in~
structional development staff mewbers along with a Learning Module Review

Forrm (Appendix I). Learning modules are usually reviewed internally by at

le . two individuals from each of these groups,using the criteria spepified‘
on the form. The results of the review are compiled by the College's Coor-
dinator of Curriculum and Instruction who assigns an Instructional Development
Specialist the responsibility of (a) providing the professor feedback from the
review and (b) working with the professor to define and implement appropriate
actions to improve the learning module. '

Students routinely evaluate instruction at the end of each eight week session

using the Student Lvaluation of Instruction Form (Appendix II). Data from

these evaluations and those from the Registrar's records on student completion
rates ére providéd to individual faculty merbers along with collegial averages.,
Each professor can evaluate datu on completion rates and students' perceptions
of content, organization and delivery of the learning module and use these data

in improving both module design and delivery techniques.

External rev1ew is scheduled to occur during the third offering of the learning

module, after the professor has 1ncorporated data from internal review and student

evaluations, The proressor and the College 5 Coordlnator of Curxlculun g




and Instruction mutually agree upon an external reviewer who has appropriate
subject matter expertise and concern about instruction to provide a meaningful
review., The external reviewer is sent a copy of the learning module and any
supporting materials along with a statement about the nature of the College,
its students and the instructional program of which the module is a part and
the criteria to be used in reviewing the learning module. Although these
criteria may vary somewhat depending on the learning module and instructional
program, the following serve as guidelines: .

1. Does the content of the learning module represent valid,
contemporary thinking about the subject?

2. 1Is the content well conceptualized?

3. Is the content organized in a way that is meaningful for the
intended student population?

4, Does the learning module present significant alternative péints
of view regarding the subject matter?

5. Are the learning module competencies important ones for students
to acquire?

6. Does.the learning module represent an efficient and effective
means of achieving the competencies? o

7. 1Is the work required consonant with the amount of credit given?

_Results
The system for learning module review is nearing full operational status in
the Coilege of Environmental and Applied Sciences, one of the University's
four Colleges. Internal review was initiated in the Summer of 1973. Approx-
irately forty learning modules have been reviewed during the past eight months.
Student evaluation of instruction and reporting of student completion rates
wére routinized during the Autumm of 1973. The procedures for external review
have not been fully resolved, and, at this time, only a few learning modules

have been critically reviewed by professional peefs outside of the College.

Peview by professional peers within the College has been of limited effective~

ness. Because the faculty is small, there is usually only one "expert" in a




' subJect specialty. Others in the samre instructional program have their own
specialty; thus, because of faculty size, there is less critical review and
analysis of content and its organization than was an@icipated. Also some
facully members may be reluctant to critize their co-workers' learning modules
in any manner including relevance to program goals. As external review is
expanded, these limitations.of peer review will be minimized; internally, how-
ever, professional peers need assume more responsibility for monitoring
efficient and effective instructional delivery by helping to improve or elim-

inate irrelevant and poorly conceptualized offerings.

Review by instructional development specialists, on the other hand, has been
highly productive of useful information. Faculty members' awareness and skills
have been upgraded in writing competency statements, instructional objectives, .
assignments and evaluation schemes, in improving evaluation procedures and in
planning for instruction., However, much additional work needs to be done espe~
cially in developing the means for measuring and verifying student achievemen®

of competencies.

Data from external review have been significant. Individuals outside the
College bring fresh perspectives on content and its organization. The power of
external review in improving instruction and aiding professional growth will be

more f.ly appreciated during the coming months.

The effects of data from student evaluation of instruction and from module

completion rates can only be speculated upon at this .time. It is hypothesized

that these data will have greater impact as a cumulative pattern emerges over

successive sessions. That is, as a faculty member learns about students' re-
actions to his/her instructional efforts and couples.this informatioen with

| data on completion rates, some serious self-assessment and, hopefully, im-

proversnt in instructional planning and delivery will occur. Moreover,‘as

| duta are assembled from each of the five sources their total effect will be

~profound.




Vorchiaps the two nost significant results are that the review process generally
is ¢ veopted oy faculty pmemboers and that it tends to belp them engage in on-

goin, Clucussion ond reflecbion aboaub ovganizing knowledge and Instruclion.
Roceuse cach learaing module undergoes veview by studenls everytime it is
offored, and periodically by peers if it is offered nmore than once, the re-
view process is wn ever-present reminder that instruetion is a major rospon-
sibility at Governors State University, that faculty nesbers arce accountablce
for it and that 2ll have an obligation to work toward its continued irprove-
rent,
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Appendix [

EAS LEARNING MODULE REVIEW FORM

lodule Title
Coordinator(s} !
Assistant(s)

Units of Credit Session Reviewed

Program Area of Emphasis

PART T - TASK FORCE REVIEW

A. Relevance to Instructional Program
1. Is the proposed Module significant:
a. to the Instructional Program? Yes __ , No __ , To some degree L
b. to specific competencies for the Area of Emphasis or Orientation?
Yes __, No ___, To some degree -
c. to other external criteria of significance to students?

Yes y o » To some degree

If "yes" to (c) specify source of external criterisa

Comments:

2. In the judguent of the Task Force members, this Module relates to the

following Areas of Emphasis and Orientatiors to the -degree specified:

Area of Fmphasis or Orientetion o . (Pheck One)

oignitxaan 4y " 5' Somewhat

o Significantly ' Somowhdb

Gignificantly

;[Somewhat

1’ '7151gnificant1y




(Paie 2 - Appendix T)

B. duatity of Content

1. Is at least one of the reviewers competent to judge the quality of the

content of this Module? Yes s No » To some degree

2. In the Judgment of the reviewers, is the content of this Module:

a. valid, representing the btest contemporary thinking?
Acceptable___ ,Acceptable but could be improved __ ,Needs improvement

b. well conceptualized?
Acceptable___,Acceptable but could be improved__ ,Needs improvement_

‘ c. structured in a way that will be meaningful to students?

Acceptable __ ,Acceptable but could be. improved__ ,Needs improvement__

d. representative of significant alternative points of view?
Acceptable___ ,Acceptable but could be improved __,Needs impfovement~*_
Corments :

C. Work/Credit Ratio : a
1, In the Judgment of the reviewers, the amount of work required of students

for credit given is about right___, too much work___, too little work,

Comments:

. Reviowers_
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PART Il - INSTRUCTIONAL DESIGN TEAM REVIEW

Needs
A, Module Components Checklist Acceptable Improvement Not Included

Title

Coordinator(s)
Assistant(s)

Credit

Availability by Session

Rationale

Competencies

Pre-assessment

Topics

Suggested Work

Evaluation

Resources

Comments:

B. Pre assessment

1. TIs the student's command of prerequisite knowledge and skills measured?

—

Yes No yTo some degree

2. Are pre-assessment data used to prescribe instruction for individual
students?

Yes No ,To some degree

——

Comments:
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B. Corpetencies
1. Are the competencies appropriate for use on transcripts?
Yes__ , Need iﬁprovement_ﬁﬁ_ ;
2. Do the competencies describe desired outcomes of Module clearly?
| Yes___ _, Need improvement
3. Are the competencies consistent with the title and rationale?
- Yes __, Need improvement

k. Complete competency grid below (description of criteria in Appendix‘II).

Mark an "X" where you feel there is congruence"
between the Objectlve and the BethiOIo 1isted

Competency Number

1 |2 3 yols | 6 7 819 id»

Yno¢1edge and Comnlehension

Annllcatlon of Sclentiflc
hnowledge,and Hcthods

Manual skills,

Atﬁitudes and Tntelp»tq

Kol o e

Orlcngzrion‘

-

Processes of Sc1ent1f1c‘
Inquiry I: Observing
a"d Measurlng

Processes of Scientific
~Inquiry II: Seeing a
Pro®lem and Seeking
_Ways to Solve Tt

*f‘Processeu‘of Sc1ent1fic ,
- Inquiry III: Inter-
. preting'Data and

Formulatlng Generall-,[
| /ations :

“rocesscs of 801ent1flc L
' InqulryfIV ' Bulldlng, ,
‘ c~t1ng~ andHR¢v1$1ng L

| STUDENT BEHAVIORS (PERFORMANCE CHARACTERISTICS)*
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Suggested Work

2.

1. Is the work required of the student clearly described?
Acceptable  , Acceptable but could be improved __, Needs improvement_
2. Is the work required of the stddent relevant to the Module's competencies?
Acceptable__ , Acceptable but could be improved _ , Needs improvement
3. Is the work‘required'of,the student commensurate with the credit given?
" Yes__, Too much work__, Too little work___
L. Does the work required of the etudent represent a reasonably efficient
‘way of achieving the objectives? ,
Acceptable_ , Acceptable but could be improved _, Needs improvement_
VS,A Is the work consistent with evaluatxve eriteria?
Acceptable_, Acceptable but. could be.lmproVedﬁﬂﬂ, Needs improvement;*ﬁ
Comments:
- Evaluation k
l. Are evaluation p1ocesses and criteria clearly desceribed?
Acceptable Acceptable but could be 1mproved ,,Needs improvement
Is the evaluation cons1utent w1th the competencies?
Acceptable ‘ Acceptable but could be 1mproved ‘ Needs 1mprovement
Does evaluation allow for feedback to students as they progress throubh
‘the Modwle? - , .
e Acceptable‘ ' Acceptable but could be 1moroved , Needs improvement : ,
k. Can EuCCess on’ the evaluatxon be shown to be directly related to compe- g

‘ktenciés of the program, Area of Empha31s or 0r1entation?

SPITL Y ) gTIEN

To some degree e S

Comments:
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GOVERNORS STATE UNIVERSI'TY STUDENT EVALUATION OF INSTRUCTION




GOVERNORS STATE UNIVERSITY '@ ~ STUDENT EVALUATION OF INSTRUCTION

i ~

Module Number@.(_:i@@ Session __Q_Q Year: 1 Q.Q_Q

The results of this side of the form will be available to the Coordinators(s), the College Dean, and other appropriate

personnel to be used to improve the quality of instruction in the University, and will serve as input into decisions
regarding salary and retention.

KEY
PLEASE MARK ONE RESPONSE StA = Strongly Agree SoD = Somewhat Disagree
OPTION FOR EACH STATE. A = Agree D = Disagree
MENT. IF THE STATEMENT SoA = Somewhat Agree StD = Strongly Disagree
"DOES NOT APPLY, MARK “NOT NA = Not Applicable
APPLICABLE." PP
StA A SoA SoD D StD NA
1. The instructional objectives for the module were clear . .. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2. Consistent with the objectives, | had an opportunity to :
~ pursue individual interests . ... .. ... 0 0 0 0 0 O 0
‘3. In-class time was used effectively ....... S 0 0 O 0 0 0 0
4, The students were exposed to contrasting viewpoints on ‘
issues studied inthe module ....................... 0 0 O 0 0 O 0
5. Instructional activity was consistent with the stated | ‘
instructional objectives ........... ..., 0 0 O 0 0 0 0
8. The coordmator(s) has command of the subject matter ‘ o
of themodule ............ e e e i -0 0 0 0 0 O 0 BE
7.1 was able to arrange for personal consultation and ; ;
assistance from the coordinator(s) as needed ........... 0 0 O 0 0 0 0
8. Evaluation was consistent W|th tne stated instructional | .
 ObjeCIVES . 0 0 0 0 0o 0 O
9. Student inquiries were encouraged .......... R 0 0 0 0 0 | 0 0

10. The (earmng experiences in this module were interesting

and stimulating . . ... P 0 0 '0; O ; O | 0 O

Compared to all college (evel |nstructors you have had, how effectuve has this coordmator (have these coordmators)
: been in this modu(e? : :

: One of the More Effectlve : Sarnh ,Abottt ~ Notas Effectlve , One of the
e Most Effectlve ~ ThanMost  ~ Average asMost - Le
; (Top IO%) ‘ (Among Top 30%) : e (In Lowest 30%)




. 1
SEl Form ~ . .
(Side 2) . | <

hallT Y

This side of the SEI Form is designed for the exclusive use of the Coordinator(s) in improving instryction,

L4

COORDINATOR OPTIQN QUESTIONS. If the coordinator{s) provided supplementary questions, use this section
for responding. :

18,

7
ABCDEEFS T ABCDEES
2 0000000 | 7. 0000000
1B 00000¢0C0 B 00000G0
4. 0000000 1. 0000000
5. 0000000 2. 0000000
0000000 2. 0000000

~ STUDENTS COMMENT SECTION: One way in which coordinators can improve their modules is through thoughttul
student reactions. If you have any comments to make concerning the coordinator(s) or module, please write them
~in the space provv_irdred below. If you need additional "szpa,ce, use' a separate sheet of paper,




