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ABSTRACT : .
This document is an attempt by a former student of
the University of Huuston Competence Based Teacher Education Prograa
to speak directly to the topic of student evaluation of Competency
Based Education (CBE) experiznces. The author ‘approaches CBE from
hree different viewpoints, devoting a section to each. "CBE as an
nstructional Process" discusses the impacts of ,person-centered
instruction and the iampacts of reality-centered instruction. In the
second section, "CBE as an Assessment Process," isplications of CBE
‘as an assessment process are discussed, and a strategy for summative
assesspent is presented. The final section, "CBE as an Encounter
Process," stresses the use of CB? to. facilitate professional,
personal, and social growth. A cenclusion lists some dangers in the
ways CBE is implemented. The approach in all of the sectioms is
step-by-step and from the student's point of view. (JA)
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The, rapidity of groéth of the competency-based éducatioh movement has
been éstbunqing. A few;xears ago the term “CBE" did not even exist in the
lexicon of the American educator. Today nearly 25.000.college students
dre enrolled in CBE programs.‘
Interest in competency-based education has been reflected also in the
pages of the education literdture. Every day seems to bring publication
. .

_of~yet more writing on both the theory and the practice of comﬁetency-
based education. -

Sti11, for all the implementation of CBE programs, and even for all
the rumination on the causes and consequencés of the CBE movement, only
1ittle attention has been given to the reaction to CBE by those that the
approach is designed to affeci. This chapter is an attempt by a former
'stddgnt of the University of Houston CBE Program to speak diréctly to the

toptc of student evaluation of CBE experiences.

CBE AS AN INSTRUCTIONAL PROCESS

As an instructional process, CBE differs significantly from other
modes of education. First, CBE implies that instructional goals will both
be made‘public and stated in precise measurable terms. Seconc, CBE requires
that, while the student is to accept responsibi1ity for demonstrating that

instructional objectives have been met, the student is also to accept commen-
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surate freedom to decide the pace, sequence, and manner in which objectives
will be pursued. Given then, that CBE is a un*que 1nstructiona1 approach,
what are some of the impacts of the competency- -based mode of 1nstruction7

It has beeq‘suggested that compgtency-baged education has great po-
‘tential for enhancing student learning. The person-centered and the reality-

centered characteristics of the approach militate aczeptance of this conclu-

sion.

/
/

IMPACTS OF PERSON-CENTERED INSTRUCTION

In looking initially at the subject of CBE as pefson-centered instruc- -
tion, perhaps a bias should be acknowledged. The author helieves that

| o :
_teacher-student rapport 1s vital to the learning process. .The competency-.

based mode of instruction canl1tself facilitate the géowtn ot such rapport.
Teachers who use the competency-based method o* instructicn tell stu-
; dents that they caré about studenté as persons. Now, beglu;u stucent growth
in:1earning is so impo-tant, no onger are students fcquj-wd t. -3.e$s what
jt is that they are supposed to learn from instructional activities. Where
students alread} possess required knowledge or skills, no longer need;the
stydents pérform activities designra to teach thém thd£ which they already
know. No longer is the pace, sequence, or manner cf <tudent learning as
important as the fact that in the end the students do’ indeed learn. Now,
as respected persons, students are given both the freedom and the responsi=
bility for deciding themselbes tﬁé pace, séquence, ind marnner in which objec-

tives will be pursued.

Thus, the CBE system of instruction is eminen-ly capable of fostering
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student perception of genuine "1 care" teacher inten{jgps. aggifk the
. CBE system of 1nstruct10n-may facilitate growth of teacher-studeet rappert,
might the approach also have effects of a very differant soct?

If teachers really care about students, ratner -han explicitliy stating
‘learn1ng objectives, why don't the teachers s:ruct;r - 1essons s¢ th at in- |
struction itself entices students into a self- direct_d discovery of leerntrb
goals? If teachers really care about students, the~ wh. 32n'T th2 tazthars
force students to acvance at specified learning rates? Ars teachers’ ¢eci-
sions to specify learning objectives only attempts ty avoid the burde' a‘
helping students devise 1nd1v1dua1ized 1earn1ng prog-ams? Wny hauen't pro-
.gram learning objectives been formulated in en.1ghteﬂed respanse %o Stu-
dents' individual interests ans situations? Most :r;:i;i‘f ¢ all. why are
teachers presenting these 1nstrucv10na1 ObJeCtJVES v 'Hers, Macrines, gd
perform these sacred actions® fashion?

There will be no immediate attempt to ccment cr the likelshoed of

these latter perceptions cccurring. It is the lmpltca:toﬁ ;"°‘L percep-

tions‘which bears particular emprasis. Competency--ased educatior dces not

play the proverbial role of knigrs ir shiring armor Tnare ir: ~.riad cermu-

tations of possible implementation: of the approccr Aji irclemerntations
will not magically form themselves into person-cent=red svstems nf instruc-
- tion. Ostensib1y'any teacher can work within a competency-bésed approach
to education. All impiementors of the approach i, nant mystically become
person-centered 1ndiv1dha1s.

" still, in mcst dnstances CBE impluteniutic... A ca person-

centered in focus. Since CBE learning goals are tc:th "made public and




and stated in precise measurable terms," thus the approach is inherently
behavioristic. But, as previously implied, a behavioristic approach to
education may be percieved as being either very mechanistic or very
humanistic. Why then the claim that most approach implementations will
be at the very humanistic end of the mechanistic-huhanistic continuim?
Most CBE apprggéhes ﬁilI'be:imp1emented in huménistic fashion not
°because of beh;vibrism pen se. .CBE tends toward humanism’be;ause be—i
havior1sm makes the approach systematically analytical. Program priorities
are hopefully established bartia]]y in response to the societal and pro-
_fessional contexts in which programs evolve. Modern exiz:ance is increasing-
1y urbamized, specialized, and mechanized. Today. real ani deep human in-
teraction étbtimes seems hard to come by. Thus, sc:xety 5 a whcle apparent-
1y ngw desires that edqcation'ﬁézg;; more humanist~c. Given thesc condi-
tions, responsive and analytical approaches tﬁ education will probéb]y
estéb]ish peyson-ccnteredness as one of the de;ired characteristics of

program instruction.

IMPACTS OF REALITY-CENTERED INSTRUCTION

Per;on-centeredness aside, ToL also tends to “acilitste étuﬁent learning
to the~extent that the approach is raality-centered. Competehcy-based eduy-
cation emphasizes the Qerformance of instructional objectives rather than
merely participation in learnihg activities. It i3 assomed that actual per-
‘formance of instructional tasks brings optimal lea.ning of knowledge and
;ki]]s. 4c a by-oroduct of tnis assumptinn. LBr v yjears len 'rﬂvide'

students with field expe!ﬁgnces different in three ways from those experiences
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traditionally offered during practice teaching, éounsé]iing practicum,
or administrative internship. |

First, CBE field eiperiences may occur in a larger number and a wider
veriety of school settings. This change is the con.equence of a judgment
that students should be effective in as many differ.nt envirorments as
possible. Again, it is éssumed that such flexibili:y, to the extent it
come;. will come largely as a function of exposure -0 these various settyngs
themselves.

Second,‘upon entering CBE programs, students may immediately begin
field experiences of program-long duration. Students frequently wonder why
they should listen to professoré who a;é trying to help them play professional
roies.2 Didn't‘the students léarn_as elementary ard secorda-y sthool pupils
how to play the roles of.éhe p(ofessionais they,encountered? Earlier ex-
posure to fieid‘experienCes of longer duration is crucial because such ex-
posure paradgxicaiiy facilitates on-campus instructional learning. Only the
realitie§ of the practicum situation can foster in students un informed
awareness of their professional ceficiencies and concerns, If students do
not feel such concerns, will on-carpus classes on Jedagoqy be considered
relevant? More, what will be the consequences of instances where the con-
cerns stu8ents feel as learners are radically diffarent from thuse the stu-
dents feel once ;choo! districts hire them as teachers, counselors, or
administrators? |

Third, CBE field\experience may also be uninue ir. that stucdents may
have some say regar&ing wheré and with whos they »ill wo oo dhel 18, thése

may be negotiated and flexible agreements. Schoo’ administrators, counselors, _f“



_or teachers choose to work with given students. and vice versai“ But any
- one can at any time terminate these relationships. ’

There are two important results of giving studeats a ‘voice in this
decision-making process. One result of the strategy is that the "I care"
message of on-campua lnstruction is complemented by 2 s1m11ar message
emitted through the medium of off-campus experiences. Field experiences
greatly affect students as persons ana as young proFeS51ﬂna1s Therefore,
now student preferences as to where and with whom they will work are re-
spected. Students are dealt with in maiure fashion. Students have an o
important voice in the decision-making proéess. but student preferences '
do not autbmatita]!y become reality. Students are respected; they are not
pampered. | B

This placement technique a1so greatly affects .he actual substance of
field experiences. Since studenta can 1mpact plac decgrians. now
field experiences may be less confined to perfors :ce of oﬁservatioﬁa] or
clerical tasks. Now students will learn more, because’ now they will learn

primarily. by doing, and 1gss by merely watching or hearing about.

CBE AS AN ASSESSMENT PRUCESS o

If CBE is a unique instructional process, it 15 a unique assessment
process as well. Examination of CBE as an assessment process will occur

within the framework of H. Del Schaloc

s definition of the terms: measure-
ment, evaluation, and assessment. Assessmant diffars from measurement and
evaluation in that assessment requires CCRidfuiy™ &7dy

wyse of information in service of targeted,
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S;ha]ock's Table 1 specifies the oﬁerations'fequ1red for measurement, .

evaluation, and assessment. - -

g : TABLE 1: THE OPERATIONS INCLUDED IN THE PROPOSED
' S DEFINITIONS OF MEASUREMENT, EVALUATION
AND ASSESSMENT. | ‘

\

Uperation~’ _. Weasurement  -Evaluction Rssessment

=;z=—l4—{dent1f1cation of
Data Needed . X . X X
. -Collection of Data. X X X
X
X

> Reduction ¢nd Synthesis :
of Data , X
: Analysis of Data in
i Relation to Standards
Analysis of Factors .
Affecting Data . | | X
Uti1ization of Data in A - .
Making Decisions - / \\' -

AIi assessment uses data fo. making decisions, but assessment'deci-
§1oﬁs may be différentiated according to the emphasss of the decisions
" "made. Summative assessment utilizes data for the purpose of pub'licly
characterizing a studen;‘s professional growth. Fcr example, a data-ba§ed

2 ’
decision to ceptify a student to teach is a summat-ve assessrent, decision.

‘

Formative assessment emphasizes the use of data duving "the process of
¢ . : : .
cprriculum construction, teaching, and learning fc- the purpose af” im-

proving any of these three‘procésses.“ﬁ Where sanctions are nct applied,

data-based feedback to a student on a lesson the ¢ udant taught would he )
formative assessmert. B, e
» ‘\' .-
\ \".
2 .
.7- .
~
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'IMPLICATIONS OF THE CBE ASS&ESSMENT PROCESS. °

CBE-assessment Ts unique in that all ngxassessment is criterion-

“
a

referenced ratner than norn-referenced Norm-referenced assessment ana—

1yzes performance in relation to the norm of & group's achievement Cri- -(;

.
terton-referenced assessment.';n the other hand, compires performance

against the standard of a program's min1ma1'\earning objectives. What | .

- dare the 1mp11cat1on5“of—such a comparison procedure?

e 7

First, consistent with the orientation of CBE instruction, CBE asses-
ment 1s person-centered in focus. A1l CBE assess sment occurs within the -\ ’
| context of the CBE “pass-not yet" philosophy Where they attempt to demon- |
strate attainment of particular obJectlves, and succeed. students are .given
academ1c credit for their accompliehments. But nhere attémpts to‘tnmon-
strate ccmpetencies fail, ttudents are not penalrzed for their. non-successes.
Put differently, in a CBE program, it is thederogngs of professiona] gromth
“rather than the passage of time which dic.ates when assessment will be summa-
tive, and when it will be formative. .
Because student .learning 15 important, time .is neld var1ab1e while ‘
minimal learngng requirenerts ar: 1ec1f1ed and held corstant. Because
" students aren}%31viduals, no long.r is one studenr'c progress “compared with
the rate and thoroughness of growtt in others. F1n511y, hrcanse students
are respected persons, students themse}ves determine when assessment yill
occur, while their learning pre;;ess-determines whether such astesiment
wi]l be formative or symmative. ‘

Second CBE assessment also facilitates studen® learn-ng to the extent

that, again cons1stent with the CBE 1nstruct1or 1 process, the CBF assessment

]

o’ | . #
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process is‘reaiity—centered' Assessment has such great potentials for *.

student 1eorning. sMost sﬁudents want very much. to do well at piaying the

professionei roies they have decided to fi11. So mcst students value any

°feedback which others can give them in faciiitation of professionai growth

"gress dictates that as

: orients students toward the reality ‘of the consequences their behaviors will

. .._ imposed by reality 1tself. . . '

. Still, whiie students do want feedback, feedback in and of itself is
no value. . Students want feedback which has firm foundation 1n data. Stu-
dents want feedback offered 6} professionals who emnathive with them, their -
deficiencies, and their ideais. Students want feedback offered in an effort
to help them grov, not in an effort to make them feel jnadequate. "
CBE assessment is systematically biased towards just such a reaiity-

centered focus. CBE a sessment is formative, except where learring pro-
1essment should be summative. Thus, CBE assessment

have for the persons who are their clientele. Further CBE assessment

orients students away from the reality of the sanctions which summative ' Y
assessment nouid apply. .CBE assessment is reality-centéren teCause the
system‘of assessment does not inherentiy add threatening sanctions to those

But how reaiity-centered can an assessment precess be if students can't

fail? In fact, ina reaiity—centered program Studtnts will fail more than

ina non-reality-centered program. mTnere will be more opportunity for

failure. uTne_strength*of the CBE assessment prcceds {s that failure‘is’
not‘pegmanqhtly noted in the summative record of a» acacemic transcript,

Failure can be such a learning enperizine w5 i 7l ~orded and

-

" thus punitive experience? Perhaps this anécdote mikes the point, A pro-
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. fessor told it to an updergraduate class once when he failed_

My wother used to tell me that 1f you lay an €99,
cherish it. It's yours.  And there 1s some beauty
_-“1n. {t, because {it's yours.

The professor' s wisdom momentarily aside. however, none of this is to
;ay that a magic assessment process wlll always optimally fac1\1tate stu-
dent growth. In the final analysis, the “magic* of CBE assessment is that,

if students do percicve reality to be threatening. then 1t w111 be the

\assessor or the assessee and not the assessment strategy which makes rea]ity

an enesy. N ' ,

L4 . \ . s p: . : ’ '.' ’
A STRATEGY FOR SUMMATIVE ASSESSMENT - . L

CBE assessment can and shou d be person -centerad. 78F assessment can
and should be nonignreatening or realitywcentered But under no circum-
stances should CBt assessment be non-rigorous.l U1t1mate1y. all CBE pro- '
grams should be held accountable for certtfylng oniy students who can
effectivaly play thecr part1cuiar protassmonal roi-s. '

Fortunately. the CBE assessment process i{s eminently capable of

applying learning objectives assessment criteria 0 as to achieve this

assessment pracuct. But-a sumnatxve assessment procedurs s onlj as vaid
F2} . :

as the criteria whicn the procecire applies. Unfo*tunate1y,/@hat Barak o
Rosenshine and lorma Furst'say of teaching research is also largely true
of research in counseling and adm1n1stration .
This review is an adn1ssion that we know very 11tt1e
about the relationship between claseracr heheasdnie

and S'ddent gcTHS ‘f ic a C1ea §ay mAps rocoirch
on teaching. '



Without suhstgntiel information 01 professionals’ benavior - clientele's

3? behavior relations, what. cri terta can be used to measure the effective-

ness of students? This section presents.an assessment strategy which will -
mitigate the effects of this {gnorance w 11e maintaining the consistency
of the person-centered and reaty-centered CBE asse.sment process

As a basis for this\H’!aussion. note that assesament criteria may be ‘

of two types. Performence criteria measure student 1biii*y to demonScraye

\ understanding of specified knowledge or ability to perform ‘specified skills.

!

[ ]

’ ' 3 PROGRAM TMPACTS on scudent bLehavicr, given

-Product criteria measure student abiiity t0 achieve specified impacts in a

\given c]iente]e group. . ;

Iy Some assessment criteria may be hierarchiﬂ911y ordered For'example.

\hgdayring student ability to ask probing questions {5 alsc pa*L1311y a
measurement of whether or not tie student knows what- consti;ytes a probing

as presented

in Table 2, deliniate such a hierarchy of criteria foci.

TABLE: 2:> ASSESSMENT CRITERIA CATEGORIES, CRITERION
LEVELS AND THEIR FOCI ‘\

— Criteria F}iteribn Critert o Focus : '
Category Lavel .. X : ;oo

Performance 6 'PROGRAM TMPACTS on ‘gtudent understanding of
. © knowledge or theoryk f//
given

— 5 PROGKAM TMPACTS on student behavio .
~ “unrealistic" conditions e
4 PROGRAM IMPACTS on stufent behavior, given ~
\. some simulation of reality (e.g.- role
- played counselling situation)

“real ‘werld” cond it cxosee s Tirst
G grade classruom)
Product 2 STUDENT SHORT-RA'IGE IMPACTS on clientele
group, given "rea! world" conditions - * =
| STUDENT LONG- RAINE TMIA2TR an clientele ' -
) Group, Givea ool Lorte woootiions

ko

N

. . - g - v

. “question.. Richard L. Turnérjs assessment criterionlléve1s‘§ ' : f
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Summative assessment of students requires analysis of data in relation

‘to two standards. First, the student must be demonstrany effective in

producipg specified behavior changes in pupil, clien:, or other appropriate

group. For example, counselors should be demonstrably effective
in helpin their clients cope with their environments. Second, in achieving
“their result s. students must employ only *appropriate” methods or tactics.
Thus, the first standard {s a standard of effectivercss. The second stan-
dard{s an ethical standard. ) | _ ’

. Regarding assessment of professional effectiveness at what criterion
" level should summative assessment occur? For two reasons, summative assess-
ment should occur at criterion 1eve1'one or two. F'rst, eeucat1ona1 research
has not yet determined which student behaviors in wilat situations. Oroduce
what behavior changes 1n cl1ente1e groups. Until such Jeterminat1ons are
made, how can benformance criteria be used as indices of & students produc-
tivity? Second, even if 1t could be determined tnat given student behaviors
sevoke given results,; perhaps competency-based assessment should still empha-
size use of product criteria, I possible, snuuldn‘t students be assessed
~on the basis of their ability te 7aster specifiad hehavtoral charje rather
than on the basis of their abii: .y t0 demonstrate 01ly usually rp]ated in-
dicators of such an abiiity?

. Assth\g that summative assessment should occur at criterion level one
or two, who should specify criteria contept? Summaiive assessment so vitally
affects stqdents; Students‘are respected persons viho have a riaht to rep;
resent to others their vital 1ntere§ts. Thus, tn a person-centered CBE

program, students will_have a significant voice in specifying summative

-12-
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assessment criteria. For example. it should be the teacher education stu-
_dent who spectfﬂes that, during one year, pupil reading level must 1mp§ove

by 1.5 grade levels before the pupils have been competently moved toward
1nst¥uctiona1 ends. v

Summative assessment should be both fair and vi:lid. The conditions
of’e;Eﬁ'student‘s field experiences will differ wic2ly. Students aié very
fami11ar with the constr-ints an* potent1’1< of spede graedd 21 environ-
ments. In a reality-centered program, students wilt then have the right
to specify situation particular assessment criterie.

But what {f students specify non-r1gorous procuctivity criteria? This
petent1a11ty caﬁ be dealt with while assessing the means students employ in
pursuing their ends.\ By what process does the sticent detarmine assessmen;
criteria? What are the consequences for the student's clientele of'the
cr1teqia,spec1f1ed by .the student? Are these ‘cons=quences "geod” or *bad?"

Finally, who should specify the methodology oy whicr assessment data
will be gathered? For examplé. who should decide ‘what instruments should
be used to measure pupils' reading level achievements? These decisions
should be consensually arrived ¢ tr-ough discuscisng asons c*idents and
- their professors. Szudents snroesd hgve the optior of affecting data-
collection mefhodology be-ayse muthodology can »3- 1y affes rec:1ts ' Pro-
fessors should be copsu1ted at Jeast for their psychometric input.

Overall, w respect to assessing student prcfescional effectiveness,
1£'has been suggested that summative assessment struld accur at criterion

level one or two. Students should specify assessmant criteria. Students

and their professors should together specify data-collection mefhodo]ogy.

o
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" classrooms, the student-counseIo}s conference FOOM>, or the student-

If student effectiveness can be assessed, so must student tactics be '

Judged. 'Is Johnny learning because Ms. Smfth has fac111tated Johnny's'hc—

ceptance ‘of self and thus h1s growth in curiosity to know his now less

.threatening environment? Or !s Johnny learning becaase Ms. Smith won‘t

et him,go to lunch until he passes his spelling testS’ Judgments of

student tactics are c1ear1y‘1mportant How then shcu1d student tactics

be assessed?

First, who should assess the students' use of instructional, coun- -~

selling, or administrative tactics? The very best-group to asggss im-

_pacts of tactics 1s the group toward which the tactics weré directed.

Clientele group members are optimally able to iudge tactics impacts.

A university facu1ty'member cannot always be in the student-teachers’

.administrators offices. Furthenworé. un1versity facu]ty-members are not

omniscent. C]iente1e group members are very able to deL°rm1ne how a stu- ’
dent's feelings about self, profession, 3nd them affects their growth.

This is perhaps least true with respect to younger e1ementary school

pup11s But even here, reliabla instruments have hpeh constructed for

the purpose of obtaining pupii feedback on student, performance7 Thus
L ]

@ven younger pupils can make some impacts on summa“ive assessment deci-

_sions.

. \ -
Nevertheless, it might be wise to incorporatp precautions to insure

that c11ente1e group members are app1y1ng apprOpriate judqment values .and

are open]y shar1ng their conclusions. 'For example. in sbme.situations the

. university supervisjng teacher might discount pupw\ inputs that Ms, Smith

-14-



¢
1s "nice to us." Why then won't Johnny get within tun feet of MS. Smith?
Why did Johnny say that Ms. Smith is a nice ‘teacher? What does "nice" medn
to Johnny? Probably, however, such discounting of p.pil input should occur -
only in the face of faif]y formidab]ﬁ evidenre, ' .

But how would an assessor know that c]ientele C;oup members are openly'
Sharing the1r conclusions? First, the assessor could examine the clientele
group' s envdronment. Does the environment fosten ;s nNecs v regwmentat1on?
Second, the assessor cou1d test feedback by measur irg the extent to which it
“concurs with evaluations of supervising un1vers1ty faculty, cooperat1ng
teachers, counselors, or administrators, and possib'y parents.

This tactics assessment process also has porteits for the’growth of
c11ente]e group members themselves. If a goal of = t on s te foster
self-actualization ¥§ pupits, trhen why not allow pu~ i]c te specify whether
oinnot students are attempting to facilitate pupil arowth? 1f {t is a goal

" of edgcation :; produce counselors who respond to cllle_Aeeds, then should
nat clients be asked 1f tneir needs are being met? 17 it 1s & goal of edu-
.cation to produce adm1n1strators who are professioral, then shou1dn'g ‘

e

\
teacher professiovnals be askec treir opinfons of aaripistrative-interns.

»

V4 Second, what criteria shouia pe employed by pirsons who assess student
- ~N
- use of 1rstruct1on31 <:omse]Hn‘l or aﬁmiantratife'means? Two sets of

. cr1ter1a should be applied by c¥dentele and professﬁonal groups respectively

!

Clientele group members can tell assessment nersorfel whether or not students/

\’ ‘
are respondinq to their needs Co]Iege aru]ty ar a.blic school personnel
; I

can assess students in terms of student a6 LH\] . Lhu berCprate code

of ethics. For example, student-teachers might bc assessed on the basis of




adherence to the National Education Association's Code of Professioﬁai-
Ethics.
Finally, how often'shou1d tnstructional tactics be observed for )
purposes of assessment? ' If assessment 1s.to be valid, it must be based
- on representative observat1on'of student behavior, C!iantele group mem-
o ibers again have advantageﬁ‘over other eva1uators tc the extent that they
are usually present during student instructionaY. counse]]1ng, or admirri-

strative efforts. These considerations also argue for frequent observation

‘i

of] student efforts by both supervising and cooperating professionals.

Overall, Qith respect téiassess1ng the means students employ to achieve
effectiveness, assessmenf shouldfﬁredomina#f?j but not ekclusively be guided
by c1iente]e group members' e§a1uations ofistudent tactics. dergets of-

criteria should be;gtilized for this assessment. Constituents-shou1& be

- ———————

given a virtually free hand in determining whether or fiot students responded .

to these needs. Professional groups should assess tactics by using the .
approprid%e code of ethics. Finally, if assessmertl §s to .t valid, it must

originate in a data-base of representative observations of student efforts.

CBE AS AN ENCOUNTER PROCESS

_CBE can be a person-centerad and a reality-centered approacn to educa-
_tion. But the approqéh is semehow more tnan the sum oi ‘these parts. CBE
is also an encounter process. Encounter is "an irtuitive reversal of roles,
a realization of the self through the other; it is identity, the rare un-
forgotten experience of total reciprocity.“g )

But why implement CBE so tbat it is basically an encount;D\ﬁrocess?

£
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There are two reasons for implementing CBE with,such an encounter focus.

First, the encounter process facilitates professional groﬁth. -ggucation

students play several roles. On campus, Students p1;y the role of "learner.”

Will "learners" percieve classes on pedagogy to be sertinent if they are
concerned more about their persona1 than theiv prorass1ona1 adequacy?
During practicum periods, students play the role of profess1onal. . Exactly

how will students play their professional roles 1f injec urity rather than

) reason guides their behavior? ° ;

Before students will either effecthe1y learn professionaT'pedagogy -
or effective1y play their professiona] roles, students must first recogn1ze
the existence of their concerns. Encounter is a moress of ~ntnn<1ve in-
teraction with environment and others. Do people come *5 knoy themselves
only by 1nteract10n with others? Will Fred really feel his love for Nancy -

until he speaks to her of his love? Interaction is an encounter process,

because interaction requires analysis of one's own thouahts and feelings.

1
pBE programs which structure in heavy personal interactions force Students

to better know themselves. This program emphasws is possible where students

work mostly with the same professors and classmates througnout . -ogram in-
volvement, and where field exposure to clienteles are longer and more in-

tensive.

K

But kngwlgpge alone is not the key to effectiveness. Before students
will effective1y learn or effectively play their professional roles, the

students mu;t first cope with thp1r concérns. Hpra 70 reermw=amc ~an Create
a very special-teqsion. ‘Strudtured-in encounter implies dec1sicn-making.'.

Students with concerns abgut self as persen may find encounter “interaction

Q
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. FIGURE 1: AN OVERVIEW: THE ICONSEQUENCES OF THE CBE ENCOUNTER PROCESS
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discomforting. Students with concerns about self as'brofessional may find
o exposure to field experience to be painful. Maybe such .persons will c;oose
to de-select themselve¥ from CBE programs which force them to gecognize
their concerns. '
Or maybe such persons will choose to grow and ciange. Egrtunately,
encounier need not be only a process of .concerns recogn1t10n It can also
_be a/;tocess supportive of concerns resolution. 1In 2 human1st1c CBE pro-
- gram students will bt: able to say to each otl;er. "Hey, I have that concern
too. ﬁ;ybe I'm not that unique afterall. 1 accept ny concerns. I will
, cope with them. And I accept you and your concerns. They are a part of
) you, tco." Thus. CBE can create tension between deciding to exit CBE pro-
| grems. or deciding to grow and overcome professionally debilitating concerns.
There is a second reason why CBE should be an encoun@er process. True,
. encounter does make CBE more effective in credting the product of effect1ve
professiona1s. But process as well ee prodect can be an endjof-education.
Even if ﬁrowth did not improve profe;sionel effectiveness, shouldn't CBE
still emphasize encoenter? Shou]dn't all education efforts try to facili-
tate student growth? Jugf because education students aﬁé becoming - pro-
fessionals, 1Sn't the gcowth of these persons still valuable in jtseIf?
\ ¢ To say that encouncer improves pcofessjonal effectiveness of students
is not to say that student ‘growth is in itself not valued.\{ A bvint bears \\\\N '
pec1a1 emphasis. Where CBE progr;%s structure-in.interaction only for the
purpose of fac11itat1ng professiona] growth, this hteract1on may not be-’
come encounter. Encosgzer is personal and empathlc | CbE programs with only

product-orientat1on are mechanistic and dehumanizlrg Students must per-

19~
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- cieve program personne1 as emphasizing empathy for® the sake of procesg,

before 1nternct10n will become encounter.

Y

SONE<?TNAL CONCERNS ‘ ;

CBE is not Vﬁluable only because the approach can so effectively fdster (;
profess10na1 growth in students. Nor i{s CBE. valuable only because the ap-
proach can facilitate deep, 1mportant personal .growth in students. CBE s
valuable because the approach can optima11y fac111tate personaI and pro-‘ i
-fessiona1 growth so that both types of growth suppert and reinforce each n
other. -

Nevertheless, for a11 1ts potentials, there are zero guarantees that

CBE will not be 1mp1emented in a distorted and thus 1neffect1ve fashion.

. Potential' implementation distortions must be recognized and avoided if the

[

approach is to achieve 1ts fullest potent1a1s As ‘suggested earlier, effec-

" tive CBE approaches must generally emphasize person over product. Where

product is emphasized, such emphasis must have its genisis in genuine con-
cern for people. It is a paradoxfca1 but real truth that such emphasis ) =
on person brings better product. If this is such a patent truth, where
are the potentials for distorted approach implementation?
First, there is the danger that CBE may be implemented in response to
.perceptions that soc1ety desires more individualization in education. This
is only partiaIly acturate. The development of L{BE is largely the result
of societal desjre for more humanness in education. Humanization of edu-

cation requires both individualization and personalization of education

processes. Personalization of ‘education does*imply individualization, but
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individualization does not necessarily 1mp1y'persona113ation. The thrusts
are.not 1nhé?ént1} reciprocal. Why {ndividualize instruction {f not-to
acknowledge the human differences 1& the people who are learners? w{i1
1p;truction be percieved as méchanistic if 1t is {ndividualized only for
reasons of efficiengy? . - .

How can Prograﬁ 1mp1ementor;ofoster sgudgnt perceptions that iﬁhiyidua-
' 1ization efforts_ have genﬁsisxjn concern fur perscn? Students can be given
both the freedom tJ\Maké decisions and thé;kesponsib11ity for accepting. the
_ consequences of thelir degision;! CBE 1mp11es.student freedom to determine
rate.?saquence and method éf attaining léarnfng objectives. The untapped |
potential for humanizing education lies in ailowinggstudenté to also affect
.thejcontent of program learning objectives. Coﬁpetency'conien; should
partipily be determined through negotiation'among indiwidual students and s ot

1nd1JQQua1 professors. Negotiation is é‘humanistic decision-making process,

because negotiated decisions are decisions consensually achieved through

discussion among persons who as persons are equals. Summarizes H. Dg1 e
Schalock: - | e _ \ST§¢
” Individualization of instruction refers generally to '

the provision-of pptions in learning experiences at
different rates and in different sequences, etc. Per-
sonalization of instruction assumes in addition ah
opportunity to negotiate that which is taken from a
orogram, to assess continuously the relevance or
meaning ¢f that which is taken, and to increase un-
derstanding of one's self so that judgments as to
ends anc the selection of means can be done with as
much >ensitivity as possible. Expressed in other
terms, the personalization of insthaction xequines .
its individunlization; the humanizgticn nf instruc:
tion nequines 4ts pem&anazization.

There is a second'significant danégr for distorted CBE implementation.
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Certification personnel must not represent criterion-referenced re-ce;ti-
fication assessment of in-service personnel as being competendy-based
educationc- Such assessment may be a viable responsé‘to societal desire
that salary resources should be allocated commensurate to each person 's
A professional effectiveness.. But an assessment process becomes education
- only when Joined with an instruction process. Moreover, such asses sment
;;' - will only be criterion-referenced. and not competency-based. unless in-

service professionals are given time to overcome identified deficiencies

4
-

Third, modules must be used to increase'professor-student interaction,
and not to reduce 1t. Modules are only'outlines of minimal learning objec-
tives and suggestions of ways to achieve these objectives: Thus there is
plenty of room for vital professor involvement in the learning process.
Modules should be used to free instructors to work more with students wh%
‘are having special problens. Modules should also be used £o allow stu-
dents and professors the-opportunity to get to know each other as persons. |

CBE has such potential for facilitating growth of more effectivefend
humanistic professionals. . Wh hen CBE achieves this potential will oe- v
pend on how the education profession responds to the ‘social forces which
have brought the evolution of the CBE movement Hopefully, approach im-

’

plementations will place a consistent and ndistorted emphasis on person
Lore compatible with the pur-

and reality. Afterall what emphases are

poses and processes of education?
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