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- Judgments about competence are always ,relative, =

sltuatlon specific. An effectlve competency-based .

A paration of-school. admlnlst;ators‘must base judgments
about conpetempy development on the same sources that will.judge . °

: on—the—Job admlnlstrptlve conpetency. The four ‘most common ‘ :
‘instructional dxnijentations’ to administrator preparatlon—-tradltlonal,
academic, ‘phenom Ioglcai and . perfornance-based--share an implicit

‘audiences. Regardless of phllosophlcal orientation, the most common
- judge of admimistrdtor preparation is a single grofessor. This,
audience has little or no 1mportance in judging“the competence of the .
~ practitioner. Most gxlstlng programs that have been labeled = ,. -
.+ performance-based,education (PBE) or competency-based-education (CBE) .
are examples of PBE.. CBE may .be best defined as a way of thinking
about program plannlng. PBE" Ls, by tontrast, an instructional .
épproach Yo realize the prollse of CBE demands the use of assessment
riteria that 1nvolve judgnents by multlple aud1ences. (Author/JG) ’
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assumption. that: codpetence can be judged by limited criteria and . ) ,




#

._'at the criterion leVels which are identified and specified within the role he -
‘fills, Competené&, like beauty, is Judged by the viewer. The primary issue
Lin providing d/deflnitlon of competence therefore, is determining the referent
'groups--the vievers or audiences—-involved in Judging whether or not an 1nd1vidual

is competent >. ' B ' o S f oo

ispecific.‘ An indlvidual 8. competence is Judged by comparison of his per nnance

-==there is no guarantee that a person Judged,competent at one.point in time or

‘within one setting will also ;e\gudged

.specificn . : . e =7

'solely by university professors involved i the ‘delivery of instruction. In

. . .y . . N
— U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, C ) i
EDUCATION & WELFAR :

© NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF i °
EDUCATION -

. THIS DOCUMENT. HAS BEEN REPRO
. ‘ i DUCED EXACTLY A5 RECEIVED FROM
. . JI . THE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORSGIN
ATING IT POINTS OF VIEW OR OPINIONS

STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRE

“SENT OFFICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF

EDUC}T!ON POSITION O‘?‘ POLIEY

¢ .

;- ADMINISTRATOR PREPARATION PROCRAMS: PROBLEMS IN EVALUATING.COMPETENCE

///7 ' 'Edgar A,-Keldey b s o :
. . . . . - : “ie

A person is Judged to be competent when he is able to adequately perfonn'

-

Judgements about competence are always relative, tentative,oand situa on- -

with the performance of other individuals in the same or similar sett gs as well
t

as by comparison of his performance to stated or specified ideal sténdards of
1) 2 LY i
rerfonmance. Judgements: bout an individual's competence are always tentative

N, /
compete t at a differing point in time or

!
in a different setting. Thus, Judgeme;ks abbout competence are also situation-
S, ' /

Criteria for competence'can/be determined on y by the identification

C

and inve: vement of the referen groups or audien esy which are actually and .
[ ] LB} .
ultimately invelved in determining whether or ngt the individual is competent
7 . o

And therein lies the rub. /in most academic progr s for the preparation of

hooi administrators Judgements about competynce are, made primarily or

¢ssor, Secondary Education and Educa-
-iong ebraska-Lincoln. This paper was pre-
paréd for delivery’at the Natiohal/ G nference 6f Professors of Educational
Administretion, August 1/-22, 1915,/Bozeman, Montana. .
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the -rk settings faced by most school administrators, uhiversity ‘professoys are

ot a signiﬁicant audience involved in making Judgements aboui administrative

I
“

competence.

Ta both develop and deliver an effective competency-based_program'Tor

~

_the preparation of school administrators, it is essential,that Judgements about .

competency development be'based on thie same sources which will, in all'protabil-
ity., be making Judgements about administrative competency in on-the-Job settings.
This requires, at a minimum, that the major audiences involved in Judging ad-
ministrative commtency bé identified aly that - procedures for tp-lection

and uge of data from tn:se udiencee b&ddeveloped.

A variety of audiences will be involved in making Judgements about the .

competence of the'school‘administrator. These ‘audiences include but are npt

. . . . o X . L4
limited-to, the following referent groups: ' . , .
--Self. The administrator's competence will' be- closely related
to his own perceptions of whether or pot he is competent.

--Sup;aordinatesr The pe&ceptions held by those individuals
or groups which hold formal or informal role power over‘the
administrator will have a major impact upon the determination
of whether or not the administrator is perceived as being
competent. ~ - f

¥

’

--Subordinates. " The perceptions held by those who are supér- .
vised.by the school administrator\in their roles as employees
of the,organization will have a m&gor pact in determining
whethe! or not, the administrator i3 competent and effective.

--Cliegés. For, sclicols, the clients are pupils.. Pupil per-
depti ns regarding the effectiveness or competence of the
administrator are of importance in the 1ong-range determina-

- tion of administrative competence. .

' --Patrons. The parents and community members, in their inter-

' . ' . actions with and reactions to the administrator, are a source
of Judgements about the competency of the school administra-

- tor,
AT
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. - o --Colleggues._ The - individual 8 role peers, those in. similar .

positions and having periedic contagt with the administrator,
are a source of Judgement about the competence of the school
administrator. .

. .
| I ¢ .

f;;ﬂ gpg S, The positions taken by’ professional groups, normative
v_standards fér behavior' as established by law or-custom, and
“individuals with-either ascribed or earned status as experts
in school administration remain major’ sources of evidence re-
garding the competence of the school administrator. - (1t is
as a member of this audience that the professor of school
. administration most commonly has a role in making Judgements.
about - the competence of the school administrator.]

Both the problems and the p omise of competenqubased education (CBE)

@ 5

are closely related to the fact that competence is not a product. .of what the
individual k&avs/ does, or feels; instead, competence is ascribed when'vhat
a- person knows, does, or feels is\evaluated as being positive in its resﬁlts \

by the audiences actually engaged in Judging competence within a specific

«

settingo In addition, competence in any meaningful gsense can be ascribed

only when the*e is an accumulation of evidence over time, that an individual

“is ahle to applm knowledge and perform certain functions or skills in ways
!
which are, more often thdh not perceived positively by both the individual

¥ . 1

N

And”his audiences. nl & . - . o ’ . N

At the’ present time, a tidal wave of enthusiasm has been witnessed

based educaticn (PBE) ‘A problem of )bfinition has haunted thﬂs m‘vement.

-Many sdvocates of reform in preparation\programs for professional educators

use CBE and PBE as interchangeable terms.2 Others have suggested however,

.. \ v .

lEdgar A..Kelley, R. Stephen Tegarden, J. Lloyd Trump and Robert L.’

. Larson, "Planning Preparation Programs,” Chapter 2 in Continuing the

Search: Preservice and Inservice Educatibn (Reston, Virginia:® National
Assoclaticn’ of Becondary School Principals, 1975) 11.

- 24, Robert Houston, "Competency Based Educa&ion,“ in §xploring

"Competencx,Based Education, ed. W. Robert Houston (Beqkele : McCutchan

Pablishing Company 19755 3-15, . S Y
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" that a defin te distinction should be mede between PBE and CBE.3 Examinetion

- -of those preg ams which have been lebeled on a self—nomineting basis, as PBE . g .

Lo
or;CBE programs euggests that the terms are being uaed on an interchangedble

besis. The position which is taken here is thet on a conceptual besia, a

distinction should be mede between PBE’ and CBE.

. .. M . N -
o SR _ . f o | ) , 1-

G,

Y . ! -
Philasophical Orientations to Administrator Preparation

v . -
7]

;:f ) ' Probeblyﬁéhe! aramount issue in the development of systemetic attention
. P . %
'to problcha of essessmént and research for administrator preperetion‘programs

a > ‘|

is the need for c;Knr conceptuel definitions*of differing philosophical oriente-

tions present in the. planning of preperetion programso' Four instructional

[

epproeches-can be delineated: (1)  classical or treditionel' (2) academic,

(3) phenomenologicel, and (h) performence-besed° Distinctions between these
approeches can be identified by determining the kind~of evidence which is’

used to predict the success of administretors treined in the program.

“*

o - The clessical or treditionel admiﬂlstretor preperetion progranp is based .

. on prediction of administretive success as a function of knowledge to be
i

gained by the _prospective a nistretor regerding edministretive ractices.
'3 > ?

While observation, simulation or other instructional procedures may be used

9’ L]

in the classical preperetion progrem, the neture and quality of these exper- '
iences is so eclectic and individuali!tic that edminigtretion becomes an

idiosyncretic set of beheviors and little basis exists for escribing subse~ B e
(Y .

quent-administretive behavidrs to characteristics of a preparation program.

“' - - b & - v - ’ ’ .

’ . X P . N >

3Edger A. Kelley, Three Views of Competency-Based Teacher Educagiont-
1I1: The Udiversity of Nebraska zBloomington Indiana: Phi Delta Kappa
Educational Foundation, 197h). Also Bee Cass Gentry, et. al., "For Want '
of an Assessment System, CBTE Programs are Lost,”" PBTE, 3 (September, 197k},
(Multi-Stete Consortium on Pertoﬂnence-Based Teecher Educetion) 1-2,
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The academic administrator preparation program is similar to the ciaaqi-

cal administrator preparationgprogramo_ Both types of programs are based on’the

..

assumption that cognitive knowled

>

a practicing schooi administrator.

‘is the best predictor of future‘sucgeas as

wlines is the prime requisite of" effectiv administrator prep ationn Again,
48 1is true in the\olasaicallorientation, th resulta are i osyncratic, the

W nredictability of epe&ific types of learning equired asfrelated to future _

administrative iuccess is not soughta ” .

/’” W
The phenomenological approach {s based on %h premis hat idiosyncratic

»

behaviors are most desired since each w_gividualf in a procesa of aelf-,
f ‘ \ :

actualization where the act of aamix{ii atton %111 bd so unique to the indi-

deua that no. common adminiatrative chara :.1stics chn or should be defined.
Supporters of thia position .can defend‘their ( tion by\reference to the '
generally fruitleaa search for atandard predic. rs of adm}nistrative effective-
ness or ccmpetence. When programafor instruction are based on the phenomeno-
loéical approach;'oonaiderable’emphaaia'ia placed on persona; self-exploration
and“on exploratory acti#itiedywith others. Success is "feeling good'l and
relping others to "feel goo [, . ' ] | ’

| ‘PBE. app*oaﬁhes to administrator preparation are based upon the Bpeci- ’
.‘: . fica f6n of skills or behaviors which muat be demonatrated by the learqer.?
pn assumpticn in each PBE program is that the skills which are Bpecified are

a“so essential to administrative effectiVeneaaa The basis for the ‘gelecti

* of specified 5kills to be 1nc1uded in PBE programa haa, hnwever, varied

’

widely. The commonality of atandards from program to program is limite to

+

general agreement that certain skills should be demonstrated; there is no

’ ‘ ’f ‘ ‘ G".‘I

he difference is in the nature 3f/tbe know- "-

- .

/
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) ;ggreanent, vhich would permit the-comparison of one program to another, regarding

what those specific skills should be.” In fact, as Schmieder noted about teacher )

i e - -

education rograms, the lack of commonality regarding specific skills is so great

-

that one prog:
1

her progreuu,,-h . - | e

is/requiréd ine
Initiators and advocates of PBE approaches for administrator preparation
. : . _

‘have criticized preparation programs based on classical, academic, and phenomeno-,

,

logical orientations charging that these programs are dependent on professional .

Judgenments and\ ssumptions rega;rdinthe essential characteristics required for

competence as a choolagpxinistrator° Un ortunately, at least at the present

t e, the same ch ge‘may‘be'lgfeled at the PBE efforts° The task of improving
administrator preparation programs will 3G‘Qore profitably approached vhen there.

is a shared avareness, regardless of IB%ophical orientation, that littie is

to be gained'by unexamined beliefs whichna_‘ supported almost exclusively by

mystioal, romantic, and religious feﬁ;siizﬁmhe‘ try base provided by existing

-

research about administrator preparation progr and aﬂministrative effective-"'
ness means that none of us can afford to call the k 5}e black. .
_ Al four of the philosophical orientationa which have been described
--clas;ical or traditional, ‘acadenmic, phcnomenological and PBE--are process-
oriented, i, e., their focal concern is upon learner demonstration, in a

‘ preparation program, of attainment of required knowledge, skills, \qr behaviors.

- Each orientation is closely linked with certain‘preferred behaviors which are
to be *shown in‘the,planning and delivery of instroction within a preparation
program: Conceptnally, CBE is not incompatible with any of these instructional

-——approaches, A CBE orientation, however, is concerned with product outcomes

~=with results or consequ&ncea attained by the learner in his actual applica-

may seek ab Avior which is directly contradictory to that whi&h




'4', .- ’ M . N i .
. \ s : ) .
’t}oﬁ/of the knowledge, skills, or behaviors learned. . , ' h%

+

K

~ From a CBE theoretical frameyqu, the~approp:iatengss of any f%strucﬁiopul-
apprbach to administrator‘preparation can oniy be‘aqs;ssed by the detenmihation
of its valﬁe 1nienabling the learner ﬁo become compefént w;th competenfp-being
’Judged, ove;’time, by the actual‘;udienceé the learnef is'engaged with in hié B
post-prbgram'%oles as a pracgltioner; , | ,
;. o : ‘

. . Problems in Evaluating Campgtencé ’ . ,

/ , _
/Tge more complex. and pluralistic ; phépoméndn is, angAﬁgé gn;a&??,the

v vgniety of alternatives which are suggested or'qpéraﬁt, the mpre%likéi& it isx
that discussion about thewphendmenén’wili focus upon the geometric identifica-
tion of issues whigh canriot, in the.view of one or more’observérs, be overlooked. \;
Thg Eomplexiéy of issues relat@d to the asleésment o? learA;r growﬁh or‘program
effectiveness has the effect 6f,stimul§ting the identifigation of an ever-
.inctqasing number of issues and items,which cannot be ovg;iookéd; .Unless
sritical dimensions, ¢ommon to a ?ariety'of conflicting philosophical orienta- {
.tigns concerning administ?ation preparation, can be discdvered, any‘efforts at
improvement of administrator prepsration programs end admihistrative efzecﬁive#
.e88 will probably be abdrtivei//jf . B

# - Phe Current Scene. Efforts to link particular philosophical orientations

L. the.development of administrator competence have, withbut notablq‘exception,

falled:

hAllen A. Schmieder,’CompgtencyQBased Education:' The State of the

. Scene (Waahingtqn, D. C.: American Association of Colleges for Teacher -,
~ Education, 1973), LO . ‘




<
l. The effectiveness of the manager cannot be' predicted by
. ;. ‘the number of degrees he holds; the grades he receives
. in school og the formal management education programs
* ’ he attends° T : , : :
72, Academic achievement is not a6valid yardstick.by which to
measure leadership potential .

3. Leaders must acquire through their own experience Fnd
. ' reflection vital knowledge and’ skills°
’ : 4. We do not have adequate evidence to Justify, particularly
with reference to performance criteria, typical existing
state certif‘pation requirements, university division .
standardg, or. preparatory programs in educational adminisé,
tration.™

5. There is no positive relationship between formal prepara- .
tion and. success in professional leadership. . .''the less o 1

_ extensive the formal preparation of principals, the greater / lﬁ
vas their staff 1eadersh1p0 '9 , ' /4' 1

.

\Xo the extent that specific cr eria related to what the administrator must / . 'i
kriow, feel, or. do can be ident ied, training programa could be designed an
implemented vhich would permit the preparation of administrators at predio - o e
able levels of competence. 4The»existing state of knowledge & about effect e
v predictora of administrative competence is so0 weak or non-existent that BE

- approaches will remain for the immediate future more dream than reality.

, . Unless and‘until a knowledge base can be obtained and strengthened vhich will
permit the predictable linkage of instructional.prooesses with the de elopmeﬂt"'
ot oompetq'ce; little can be gained from debate over‘thev"beat" inat/uctionaly
methodology to use in planning or.deliverinz\administrator preparat%on programs.

5Donald P. Mitchell, Leadership in Public Education S dy (Waahington' ,
Academy for Educational Development Incn, 19725, 32, L - -

4
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. ‘ The' Need, .At the present time, data which would provide a solid base

for linking standards for learner perfomancé, while in & preparation program

to sixbsequerit cou;pgterice ‘as demons_trated 6n-the-;,c ‘ re non-existent or in-

[}

il

'ad_eQuavteo The mosgt pfessin‘g need is for t{m developient of careful assess-—

. LY - : . . ’ . T
me}t/procedures whi@ wopldApermit the linkage of process and product. Such ‘
efforts might begin with a model {or program planning similar to that which

is illustrated in Figure 1 and described in subsequent parsgeraphs.

I3

- ) - ] - o,
' rmm= S~ | Legitimacy }4 -
. 1 T . e :'.' : _ T
.. . v . . o - . .
"M,.« Goals for : . : Criteria for
e  Program & ' ' . » | Program .
' Development T | S ‘1| Evdluation
; _.m . - e
P v_. A
i . o S o
L Eas » | ‘Process ( .

“7 ) ‘Figure 1. A Model for Program Pla'nn'in'g o _
S .

\
.

_ , , » D
The fcur camponents of the model may be described and defined in fhe

following mg.nn‘ef:' (1) a goal is a broad, a.'bstraqt, general avﬁd no -speciﬁc\

Fd ¥

*gtatement of a desired end to bé\attained by 1ez;.rnérs involved in the program;

o (2) gOals are converted into ¢riteria for program evaluation through the
specification of ‘outcomes. which are being sought, on'a lon,
: groups of learners vwhich have completed a preparation program; (

.refers to any meth‘bdclogy, pattern of organization, set of materials

>

LY
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*~
‘program in the expectation that it will hel totransiate a goal into,learning

outcomes which racilitate the attainm nt, of crit%riatselected for program (or ~

. upon a component or the interaction betw en components possessing characteristicp

Oe.

¥ oo--

~ Much of the recent efIp .rected toward the reform and improvement of

administrator preparation programs has Been focused upon‘the:improvement of - l
. ~ , e ) .. T . : ' 3

.inst uction--a process elemen ~in training programs. In some instances, ad- - -
:

\
vocstes of particular philos»phical orientations ha;s either implied or even

exp. icitly stated that 'a particular mode of delivery is essential fer etfective
* : . ve
preparation of adminj,.str.tors° Ag_an illustration, much of the discussion of
. ' '\

g

pleg. The heat whjch is often generated by such discussions has caused some

ipndividuals to fdrget that there are ro spokesmen seriously arguing that plans

shoulﬂ?be.mad qir the training of incompetent administrators.

Operating from a univetsal premise that administrators should!%e competent, L
E 4 / ¢
the rquowing asaumptions are postulated as beihg of possible valné tor use by

ministration Certification Commission aummarizzng meeting of . une
Columbus@ Ohio, 1971, Mimeographed. , {

/ Nea.l GI'OSB Staff eadershm in Public Schools ( w York: .
b — 9 ¢
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. -Judgements ebout competence ere always relative to the stan ards
. of the specific setting -and to the standards’ pccepted and péed . -
/ ' by the audiences in ved in the Judgement of c‘ompeizengeu - ’
AP o
' 2, The more diverse the sources of data used for anaking Judgenrents -
ebout competence the gfeater the neli-ability of the judgement.

3. Competence in the Aplicetion of specific knowledge or the use

.. - - of specific skil an be’ ascribed as a characteristic of an *
4~ individual only wien multiple examples of &pplicati "and use ..
, gan be considered, i. e., "replication of performance at levels
& ptrceived to be s cessful 63 an dssential criterion for the

. definition of competencyu

Exig ting programs which have’been lebeled as being PBE. oQB/E programs

. are, with fe& exceptw\s, ewples of PBE, i, /e. s the emphesis in these programs

‘ nas.‘been on the behavioral specification _of ognitive, affective, and pe,ri“or;nence . L
criteria which are to be"met by the leerner/:n his completion of tne preperet‘ion |
orogremu Almost exclusively, assessment ;.nd ?ﬁluetion of leerner per;rmence

L] -

) is made by a single audience--the proiﬂessor charged with superviling the student‘

work., Most of the program obJec iyes re uired have been edopted by the Q
planning approaches based’ on "a mixture of evidence and intuitive wi om,

1\ Assessmeht data a!-e lacking, vhich would permit the metcﬁing of thesre obJectives

e

" for learner performance to the subsequent presence or absence of "competence
\

in the practitionerc ) Y ‘ h

CBE may be best)defined as ‘eing a°way of thinking .about program planning.

*

. e

. -t

PBE is, /by contrast, anzinstrucktionel approach, * Other instructional epproeches s

e.re, in the ab nse of

’

o~ 4
vidence to the contrery, as theoretically cepeble of

~

10Kelley ?;g%.rden Trump, and Larson, op. eit., 12, - \.

~ i “Ned -A. Fian8ers, "The Changing ,Base of Performance-Based Teaching,

Phi Deltsa Ka: LV (Jan 1974), 3125315, , ' o T
g B B B o
Co . % . /7 o | R ‘




';;ihg competency-basedias is the ‘use of PBE approaches CBE,.regardless of the ‘

instructional fbrmat used has the followlng characteristics ‘-‘_“.

il;i Competence areas--knowledge, skills, functlons behav1ors, atti-.
s tudes--are 1dent1fied and qriterla are speclfied.

ﬁMultiple examples of performance are’ required before competence -
o is Judged to be present for ‘the 1ndiv1dual learner .
‘»* 3. The Judgement as to whether or not the. individubl is competent
S ~ is made by the involvement of multlple audiences and inclides .
. ' "that audience. of'those - audiences to wh1ch the required competence v
. 'is directed. [For example, if the learner is required to know -
.- a body of knowledge about principles of staff supervision the
’_primary audience gnight ‘be an expert in that ‘field, e. g., & = .
college professor. If;EZe learner is- ‘Equired however, to

v o

S _demonstrate competence ln the appllcati n of that body of

.(;%*A: sfo:"knowledge, evaluative dback from those being Bupervised by
W . the individual is a.requisite for making-Judgements abOut the

’5mlevel of attainmentoj . _ :

s < \‘ﬁ” “ e \
'.?r The Promise of CBE~ .~ v«

S . : : WL
- o . . O

It is the conceptual framework implled by CBE which holds promise for

‘fVT}meaningful change and development in the design and delivery og\\reparation pro—-

'jf‘”grams for school administratorso' Since data_are not currently avail\hle to

-.{. N

'{fsupport the value of any slngle philosophical orientatlon toward instruction _

as being greater than that which is possible h use of a differing orientation,

_there is no evidentlal base for récommending that any glven instructional format E
«“r

- lshould bq‘selected in,prag_rence to anothero. Regardless of the instructional

- a

",ﬂecmat used however, the following steps -are necessary for the application of B

*E:BE principles RERR ..,_j_.;i;‘ L Co «.,_fv“_‘- .
»/; .imf ii~l.v Exit criteria shduld ‘be specified “at present this will need

- to.gcour, for the most part, on the basis of. a mixture of
evidence d professional ,judgement° , E :
2,  The primary and secondary audiences to be used as data sources .
" in the judgement of competence for exit criteria must be(identi-
<  ;Tfied. [Once dentified,” these ‘audiences can also serve as a.

. source of in? rmation for the. de81gn of program comppnents.] '



- : ’ ) | 13
fo T | 3. Students entering a program should be diagnosed.by companison

of their existing knowledge, .skills, behaviors, attitudes, and.
experiences to required exit criteriao ;

hos.Instruction should be provided to the indavidual or to groups‘x
of individuals through the utilization of a variety of methodolo~-:

RS gies selected as illustra s of the intended outcomes and .
"”_ aiso selected for proven or testable utilitarian value in
' ) facilitating the accomplishment of intended Outcomes.v : e,

The definition of the audience or audiences whose demands are to.be met .

\ - \and used as’ measurement criteria is related to the issue,of acceuntability.
. Y

¢ As = concept\ CBE demands that Pre ara; tion programs’ demonstrate their account-

\‘1;

feqp to the reality Just _'/}he wish™

abilityu The demand, however, does no
3 A
ﬁ/ does not without effort become the fact. Thb task of specifying levers of
2
. 5
accbuntability-for preparation programs raise7 umerous questions. "How 1s

\ n .
limits of accountability appropriate for a preparation program? is the accbunt- -

1 (-

udents ended with the student s

\\\\ accountability‘to ‘be defined. for a preparationxprogram? What are the real

: is§s o Qié;ability to deliver on ‘?f
Ty - .
: h are madeo I€\refers to the*abili; tofprofide a rationale for. -

‘ -

. actions ﬁhich are~taken, the responsibility of 1

promises

Jlxing promises to criteria
f‘ ‘.
for which sufficient control is possible,so that tbe_individual or organization

can legitimately be heldfto account for the outcomes obtained, and the willing-_': ,

iy

* -
A;-) . -

.o ness to accept responsibility for the qutcomes which are actually achievedo

The accountability of administratorjpreparation programs should be _ g
5o . 5 S ’ . X 1
limited to the completionw_ of specified exit criteria with regard to individuel o '

- students. Beyond this point, sufficient ﬁ’ n1srol“is ot pOSBible 80 th‘“ the
?§§\, @reparation program could of should’be heﬂa accountable for the irdividual 'C?T%
\\}¥V For grouos of indi iduals “however, the pieparqtion program 3h°“ld be able to /
_ . -\’ o §S |

- ¥
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L ghersteps;Ahead'

CBE involves a willingne o seek predictive re'ationships betweEtt. ‘

T exit criteria, however they might be Specified and the . subse%uent Judgements

T of competence made by any and each type of audience the practitioner interacts

~

bb“vwith. ‘Until such reiationships are known and specified until the deiSSi°n

\
of students into preparation programs ‘caw"be made iop the basis of predictive

'possibilities of future success 4m both the preparation progr and the pro-

i' Y

fession, until prdgrams and curriculacror administrator prepara ion--preservice .

~~. or inservice--are kesigned and specified\so as to maximize.strengt s and mini-

. proframs, and until exi%“7 iteria can be‘related in a predictable tashion to

«

mize weaknesses oﬂﬂindiv1dual.students enrolled in'administrator.prep'ration A '.j
R | - |

:

|

. the assessment criteria which are applied to the practitioner iﬂ?subsequ;nt Q\é;\

professional roles and settings\:CBE will remain an idealo_. P o '
' - . A
The four most common instruct%onal Orientations to administrator prepara-

tion--classical or traditionel, academic, phenomenological, and performance- S

< ~ .

-baaed--ahare an implicit assumption that competence can be Judged op single

or limited categoriea of criteria and audiences. The ‘classical and academic' ;

-

eorientations, in practice, Judge competence on the basis of cognitlve criteria, B }é

"often, the application of- these criteria ia made on an idiopyncratic baais by . ?

”%profeaaora charged with the preparation of’the schgol administrator. Proponentai_ 5‘.

S R
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tion of unQpecified and idiosyncretic criteria or to a laissez-faire acceptsmce

of the student's performsnce° Most PBE programs, as presently implemented re~

. v
W

’main tied to assessment prsctices which reduce Judgements about - competence to

// decisions made primarily or solely by professors of school administra.tion° Thus,
regardless of philosophical orientntion, the mostscommon audience for judging B
the.leerner.in_a preparstion prbgram is a singlé professor whosi\ﬂudgements are

‘often‘made on an 1diosyncratic basis. This aud ence of professors has,little Qr .

Y no 1mportance in making judgements about the etence of-the prsctitioner.

\\\ The student in a pxeparation prog am can divide and conquer the demands

. ~ . : . ‘ _ .
dards held by different individuals who serve\as his professors. To do this,

the learner keeps each part of the preparation ph grsm'isolated and then adapts

-

" to the implicit br explicit standsrds he feceso Thi, flexibility, while perhaps

F

feces situations

o

important, mey have negative consequences when the . studel
where he must cope with a variety of au iences and: demands w‘ich miy be in con- .
“f' flict° It is.not’ surprising, ‘for example thgt many beginning edministrators
experience serious problems in coping with multiple demands from conflicting _' "‘.‘;
role groups, often, it is the tirst time that the individual has had such an \
experienceo Yet, the professional and personsl development of the individual
dm*nistrstor, to no smell degree, will be dependent upon his ability to simul-
{ taneously interact with' multiple audiences. ".' . . o ';fﬁs\\;L o
| While the use of s single audience for assessment and evalu:ti:n of o

competence lq a common. pheﬁomenon, there is theoretical consensus the multiple

measuresfpermit greater accuracy'in~the assigning\of va.lue° The promise of CBE, v




. . o / ’ R )
— b . . )

prggram involves ,judgements made by multiple eudiences. The mere restructuring A

%

of criterie within a differing instructional formet--a. process which hes, on

occasion, ha,ppened ‘in response to the PBE ba.ndwagon-will not gu.e.rantee the

‘Nt

+

. pre \puretion of more competent edministretors. E .
: e : /
T // : Man of\the research d essessment efforts which are needed will be
, e N

long-rangl ana\ developnenta.l. l'}xisting technology may be ineppropriete, few

AR

/over thT need for caye!

ha.ve been no deta. et all or
é.s to be highly ‘suspect. SN .},‘_;‘ T ‘

¥

ultiple vatiables involved
N

' It may well be that the ﬁsk 8t linking/ t

in a preperetion program with the s bsequent demonstrstion of competence by

.

R4

a prectitionexf-—et leest in a.ny re, ctab.’dgcv manner--is 80 broed tha.t the. time |

~ to the’ CBE and PBE movement in teacher. educetion, a. shameful vaste .of mental

‘\ S ‘ a.nd materie.ls resources which could be put to be'tter us{on‘ thorough etten-_f
} R " .
¢

tion can ot be given to needed essessment and reseerch fun ti ns, it might be\

.. L 4

better to. leave the task untouched. No a.ssesmnent evidence other tha.n thet

Ty

) . p(i
5 which is ngsently being used, sl}'%d/with a continued relia.nce on intuitio'h
. '(\
and professiona.l Judgenient is probably: better thannthe proliferetion -of frag—

A A ’y 'h"
mentery and mea.ninglesﬁ essessment or resee.rch efforts which fdil to
. Az » i

. s ’ ' R ~

, .

: - . - R " . ’ "'-\ R

- </ . tor competence. o T \ ’ : ] 4
) . i L . }:;, : ' e . e ."

© 12w. David Ma.xvell, "PBTE A Casegs? the Etnperor s'New Clothes,! *
 Phi Delta Kappan, LV (Janyary,'197h), 306-311. o '

1'7

collection dnd analysis;ﬁﬁ”d&te. Thus far, the results

s.nd effort wh(lcn would be required would be, es Ma.xwell has cherged with regerd

. a preparet.ion program a.nd subsequent Judgements which- ere meqe sbout a inistre-.-'

T

ata which a.re\ so fragmented and o‘tiviously self—sérving

»
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