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PREFACE

’

~. -

/ . . - ) . : 4 +
. This paper identifies and discusses considerations

in.facilitating the installation of competency. based edu-

cation (CBE) programs and for 'ma’in

operation.

‘Pining—effeétive program

The paper reflects information prgsented in

other Oregon Competendy Based Education (OCBE) Program

ddécuments.

.Y Competency+.Based .Education in.Oregon:. An Overview, describes

-For example Paper 1, The“Minimgm Standards for

the Oregon context for .OCBE program.activitiess Paper 2,,
Alternative.Models of-Competency Based Education, presents

a workilng definitlon of competency based education.

L]

T~y
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INTR@DUCT&ON
{

' The 1ntroduct10n and operatloh of any 1nnovatlon 1n

Ll

schoollng 1s influenced by cons1deratlons not dlrectly re-

1ated to éharacterlstlcs of the }nnovatlon 1tself.’ These

considerat;ons are aspects of ‘'the scKool-environment in ‘which

b3
an’ innovation is introduced. They relate, for example, to. !
P e ¢
procedures for staff orientation and training related to the
. ﬂ - \ "

innovation, te resource distr}bution,'feedback pperations,

ﬁnd to carefully‘sequenced'imp%ementation"of the innovation.
‘ These considerations nay be‘addressed through various
-
procedures to fac111tate the smooth 1mplementat10n'of an-
[ 2t ‘»
educational innovation. Comblnatlons of such procedures
may be cbnceptugalzed as 1mp1ementatlon strategles, or

systematlc action _plans that reflect an 1nterplay among

the considerations.

o

’ ‘Imp‘lementation strategies influ'enc.e‘th'e form and the '&
fate of specific eduéational7innovations4 Where such stra-
‘tegles are effective, new programs or changes are tr1ed out
in a context that enhances their potent1al success. Where

1mplementatlon is poorly planned or 1neffect1ve, even Ehe

most prom1s1ng"hnovatlony founder.

This paper dlscusses considerations related to strate-

gies for the impiementation ofﬁcdmpetency based educatjon

»

(CBE) approaches. Where approprlate there is also d1scus-

sion of the possible dlfferential effectlveness of varlous

strategles, at dlfferent stages of 1nstallatlon, in operatlon—

ally dlfferent CBE contexts, nd by different change agents.
¢

-




4

- - T
The paper s intqued to be provocative tTathet than ,(

"prescriptivé;.its-syggestions are presented as aiternatiﬁes
‘rather. than imperatives. The information presented derives . \\S

N v - . < ) .
from several sources. Professiopal literature highlights

. - ]
“ strategies for major or comprehghsive change. in education. - .
. Vo Such changes are represented, for example, by innovations.

deiignated as competency  based edutation and gdmpeténcy based o
. ’ . . ) 4

L 2 . . N v .
teacher education, perfdrmance-based education, differentia-
L4 . - -
ted staffing, team teaching,. and outcomes-based ins€npction.
t . N , * : - " e -
- Additional- literature reflected in &h%s.paper examines-smaller

scale change. Such change is tepresenﬁeg, for example, byl
' - J , ; - KRS LN

e ¢

. _ . . EY : 4 . . - - . .
the incorporation o{ any‘concept,‘attﬁtudef skill, or tool in

1 o~ ., " . . A '_‘ . .
education~by a unit that -has rot 1ncorpora‘ed it previously.

Various unpublished. sources prpvide further information. The * °
3 . . . [ ¥ *

.
B

i [ . ’ A
- paper also reflects, the experiences of individuals engaged in’ .’

- [

-

introdu¢ing, installing, integrating, and'maintaining the IR
operation of~p1anned cHange in é&usﬁtionn . ‘
'\_‘ . ‘, . ) . . " ) ) .

ation: - & Definition

v s

Competency éased ‘Bduc

.The definition of competency based education.employed in

this paper is presented in*fylternative Models.of Competency

. ;Pased’ﬁducation" (Schalock, 1976).
/, ' [Cohpetency based education is)...a process that _ .
facilitates with a known degree of effectiveness d '
the acquisition of désired outcomes in learpers

-- inclfiding the ability to perform tasks related

to success in job or life roles --<#documents the
achievement of these outcomes,- and’ links gradua-

. tion refjuirements to specifi® performance levels

onya particular set of outcomes (pp. 42-43),[ '

- . ' -




- v

The defid}tion details three categories of CBE charac- T

4
)

A : o . , . : C e
teristics: defining, enabling, an% inique characteristics. .
. o [ e -0,
* L]
»

. . L I ©L
Defining 'Chtaracteristics . " - ’ A .
. S It is proposed by Schalock that-the essential elements
> ’ ' . - ’ ,—\ ' . ‘ ' .
of a competency based education program include: o : /
. . ’

o “A'listing of outcomes desired from. instructfon, ‘ |
: |

. . ! . v T
'\ . including outcomes that reflect the ability to Tew e
. . i . . ' ) ] ’ ) . ‘ -
function effectively in life roles.
. ) o The identification of a mingxﬁm'seh of these

éutcgmes as thoséAnéeding to be demonstréted ‘ ‘
as. a basis for gradu&fion; o e
‘\.‘8 Instructicnal prog:amg'tﬁat.enable stu?entg'to.\ .

. C aqhieveithq yariods oukcomes‘desiréd from L -
\"' 3 - « Schooling; ‘ o
o} Thé meafis by which to evaluate cutcome achieve- -

~ ment, and certify that outcomed- have in fact P p
~ i . ‘ N . . _o * . .
‘been agpiéved, including:

--measures of outcome achievement that follow

- ’ S directly from the statement &f desir?d out-. 7

. ‘ o comes; . | ) ~ ‘ ‘
-JStahdafd; that fnai;aJL clearly the level

: . . ' of pé?formance (criterion) thud quéi be met

S "’ on each outcome measure for outcome achieve- ¢ T
4 ) . . . ( ¢

“ ment to be judged satiqfagtofy.' . ’ (/”//
. o Procedures thdt enable students to individualize

b . .

,\\'léarning programs and- assessment prdqesses;.

' | o o | - \ . ¢ » ' | ) | .

N - L ’ A
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C e
S Jr-;) L
Procedures tha; enable students to rece;ve 1n-v
] ;/ Lt .

strUCtlon untLl\learnlng outcomes are achleved,_‘

B 4 - N
» » M
R (VR . L - '

and; \.,* o *{ e~ . G S
.\’)' " X ‘ .. N ¢

B .
Probedures-that assure the contlnuous adapta—
tiop and 1mprovement of instructlonal p%ograms

I N .
T~
on the ba51s of student performafce in telatlon

-,

.

o f )/ :
to the 1earn1ng outcomes desired from the pro-

[N
o

Ld N v
gram.- . ‘ f

P , : Teel . =

These seven defining characteristics}“&tfis suggésted, are

.
v c.

.- critical taq competehlb hised education programs.. o
. ‘ 4 . N e .' .

.. C. : ) ‘ . , i n'~'
Enabllng Characterlstlcs . ! L

4 l .
3

< SdhalOck suggests that at least three enabl%ng features

‘,are‘reququﬁ for a conpetency based’ program to ﬁunctlon optlm—

\ > - : S

- 1 S

aliy: LA ' L .

<

1., A means for id&ntifying and obtaining agreement'

.

on the educat{onal outcomes sought by a dlstrlct,-

soc1al condi 'ons, both present-end antici-
pated; and .-« °© ° N

, 4 . ‘o, - - -
what is known about human development and !’

Y R4 ' N E ' .
. learning. - -
i ' - .
A means for-managing or administering the pro-
* . * 4 € : ¢ . '
grgm which insuress .o , s

s

e the functlonal finkage of programoplannlng,

) operatlng and budgeting procedures,

an_1nformatlonJmanagement system that Sup=-
. . Tt , ' ' R
ports data-dependent decisfonmaking; and
- ) ; ' . .

¢

v
0

-




) the aporopriate preparationn placement and
utfllzatlon ,Of personnel e L

3. A means for arr1v1ng at ‘Program related dec1s1ons

‘\.-
off{decision to be made.

that makes expllclt for /;/h major category

o the structure or. mecha// h wh1ch~

the dec1s1on is to be made (e g., an~1n-

.dlvldual téacher or team of . teachers,'a'
departmental or gnade level chm1ttee, a

+

school~uide chmlttee, a school-communlty

Acouncll);
.o © ) .
‘the groups to be é@presented in the-

dec1s1onmak1ng process AR W

the procedures to be followed in arriving
3

[4 -

at a declsldn and

E S
LI

the, data to, belcons1derql in arr1v1ng at

. El

* s+ a‘decision. .,

- v

¥Bniqus Characteristics
. _ o N A ~
‘Finally, Schglock suggests that- there are og&y}tB@ée

aspects of'the defining and enabling chatacteristics‘that‘
haee been identifled that are unlque to the fdea of
.

B competency based ‘education. ‘These are: N

o~ . -

.0 'The-1w9istence that. a minimum set of the ‘outcomes’
desired‘from 'sthooling be defined in terms of the

Qplllty of students* to functlon effectlvely in

life roles when th\y complete school-

[}

The quirement that a ‘minimum set,of these
& ” . ‘ .

-




o

_—

. I’ . ° outcomes (competencies) be demonstrated as a“ .

o

basis for graduation from school; and

' 4
Q@ The requirement that performance in relation

to' this jminimum set of outcomes be summarized

.

and displayed as part of fhe certification

process.

* -

CBE .Implementation: A Continuum

4

The period.of competency based education implementation
may be concéptualized as-a confinuum that begins with acti-
o ,
vities designed to orient potential users to CBE, and to

provide them with-infotmation necessary to make sound'judg-

h] . N

mepts about ghe merits 6f the innovation. Subsequent activi- .

ties relatejto"the "adoption" of CBE, Ar the decisio? to try
o L} “

CBE out in/schools and classrooms, and extend to procedures

-

to 'plan specific program characteristics, and to

econcile-the pfogram-and prevailing structures of the
adopting units. Activities designed Eo'monitor,‘evaluate,

and malntaln the effecﬂyveness of total CBE program 1mp1e-

9

mentatlon complete the continuum.

s

ln presenting a framework for analyzlng the lévels. of

-

installing a given 1nnovat10n, Hall and his coworkers (1975)

.

" observe that 1t is common%y overlooked "that innovation adop-

/
. . M A . , \
tion is a process rather than a decision-point =~ a process

n-'—{‘ *
that gach innovation user experlences 1nd1v1dually (p. 52).
McLaughlin (1975), in a discussion of class;oom organ-

ization change projects, notes that the implementation of

such projectaereduifes users to work out their own styles

»

\ ) rot 6

14

]




, and’ techniques within a broad philosbphical‘framewggi.3
Project boals and methods are beif'formulated by USerans‘
/ .

~-they attain skilld appropriate to the1innovatioqf

- \
It may be qseful‘for some ﬁiannin@ purposes to viéw

€

the CBE implementation continuum as composed of two general

phases: pre~adoption agd post-adoption. Hall and Jongg

. (1976), in a comprehensive discussion of competency based
.teacher edUcation'programs,,emphasize the gmportaqce of
carefully planned, systematic pre-adoption activities.
- 3 - - -

~& plan of action for.actually getting the CBE
program adopted must be designed along with the
conceptual development of the program...the use

#» of the term adoption does- not mean thgt an’ édu-
cational institutjom is adopting someone else's -

. ‘BE program, rathR{re, the term creferstto the ' .
assimilation of th 7EBE program.being developed -
by the “adopti institution. 1Ideally this CBE .
program includes "adapted" components frem other >
programs as well as development of unigue com-
ponents. -Regardless of the origin of the com-

‘ ponent innovadtions, the job is still to get the
"box" into effective and widespread use within
the institpution. (pp. 236-237). .

—  Bassi and wéison (1974) studie¢'certain’varigples per-
ceived to "get the box into effective anq widespread use,;
and to geég it there. They conceptualize the time at whach

' installation is complete and effective, and the innovatiom™

J
+» 1s a well integrated part of the curriculum, as represéﬁting

"institutionalization" of the innovation. Institutionaliza- /

tion, then, is seen by them as the promise at the end of

the.installation continuum. Systematically planned and

¢ 4 .

applied implementation strategies should help ensure that

. - - .v v .
thQS‘gpld—bright vision does not yellow through inattention. -

toa
3
’
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IMPLEMENT&TION bTRATEGY CONSIDERA ONS ///,\{

~

' Generating Sypport

Hall and Jones (1976) ‘obser‘ve that changes may be
attempted or 1ntroduced in a school system "from the out81de

with ‘loud bang1ng on the doors..." or "from the inside" with

persua51ve 1nformatlon and steadyqugic" (p 250) The.

:i) ‘ reallty and durabilkity of change 1mpo2£d from outside is not

prom1s1ng. .Suci changes tend to be short-lived, and to

]

reflect the, rhetoric but not the reality of'the innovation.

v
~ »

A percelved element of ch01ce or potentlal adaptabLllty :
i -~
‘Ibthe suggested change to user needs and preferences is of

great value in creating a spirit of w1111ngness~and support.

For example, &vep changes that are mandated‘by a state'or

local educat1 n agencg, or encouraged through federal incen*

.the program§ stand a better chance of adcéptance if they
s 1
are not presented to potent1a1 part1c1pants as unalterable.

,

Rogers (196%) stfesses. that. | b AN

..‘changes andalnnovatlons which are decfded upon...
. are likely to-be implemented in practlce, ‘because ’
they ate self-chosen. It has. been a familiar cog
p1a1nt that new ideds in teach1ng, in curriculum, |
in methods, are literally "a dime a dozen, " but‘*that
. they tend to be resisteg by teachers and admini !
trators. But wheh indi idual$wyhave chosen to try!
some of these new ideas, the outcome 1s quite dif-
. ferent (p. 312). - . . , /7—3

“When drSQUS51ng the 1mportance of user choice and progra
adaptablllty, FulLan (1975) recommends that:

eeoin s1tuatlons where the 1nnovation is already -
selected or ylll be selected by a'!small group of
‘users fak-political reasons (i.e., in situations
ere the adoption decision excludes user parti--,
clpatiopn) eventual users should be heav11y 1nVo1ved

.- . ' 8




in the plannlng for imp ementatlon stage (i.e., post=-
’ " adoption but pre-ude aclivities) in order to decide RS
' + on the hature of.thé infjovation and the appropriate ’
?\\ implementatior. strategids. This is particularly-
’ 1mportant foY creating-/the 'capacity?’to use' the Yo
. innovation as wel as f¢r. increasing the lcommitment A
to use it' (p. 116). ’

¥
’ 4 »

e
¢

a

Orientation to Program

Program orientation s an 1mportant means of generatlng
. i

» . support for gducational cHange. Or1entat10n act1v1t;es pre-

X

pare poten?ial part}cipants in and recipients of a new program

. i/

to make more informed decisions regarding the proposed inno-\iz
. . R ot
vation. The audience for orientation activities within a *°

P distri¢t may .include 'teachers, administrators, support per-
' sonnel, puéils, parents and other members of the community.
‘ R - Nac .

~ Orientation information may be provided through nedgletteqs,
» ’

.Newspapers, radio, television, meet1ngs and confe?ences,

o

audiovisual presentatlons, and demonstratlons -=- all deslgned .

L

to promote awareness and undersgandlng‘of CBE-type progzamsff :

 (Colyer, 1976). + . _ / A,
- . Pincus (1‘4) identifies the 1nfo:m1ng and cooperative ' . . .

g
’

« 'plannlng functlons 1ncluded in orientation a¢t1v1t1es as

. major contributors to the eventual fate of innovation 'effb'

- . * . ¢ Sepm

Examining instances of innovation barriers, he‘cites‘fﬁﬁian:’
" An gmportant causal factor seems to“ﬁg ‘a lack of .
commgnication between sponsbrs of iﬂnovatlop and )
.U - . . the ultimate users =-- students, parents and teachers
‘ ot -- which tends to work against s1gnif1cant chéﬁge -
A IR at the user level (p. 126). 7

The potent1a1 d1v1dends of careﬁully planned an8 sequeneed

* involvement in CBE orientation activities ave suggested by

}‘ . “Woditsch:

[ v w
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) \ _///;rs and to allow teachers to participate-in- deci- ..
- ]

. There are all sorts .of audiences that must be
apprised of and involved .with the institutional-
ization of CBE. "But if you want the teachers
and gchool administrators work i or you, ex-
plore its consequences with th first. Involve

. all of “the .appropriate audienceg -- parents,

. Studemtsgy .etc. -~ as soon as yoy seek to design-:
and 1mplement, but’ familiarize hool staffs first.
"CBE themes reach to ‘the gery roots of educdation-
al 'prof 551onallsm, and educators like to trace
those roots themselves before others do it e
4Wodqtsch, Personal Communlcatlon, 1976)

Slx ba51CAq‘chn1ques for brlnging an innovatiom in

.

educatlon to ;he attentlon of pfactltloners have been identi-
f1ed by Guba“ 1967’: tel%lng, show1ng,'help1ng, ianlving,
training, and imteruening Guba distrnguishes~between help-=

ing aﬁd i;t;Lvenlng on the ba51s sf how and why the change
i A3
agent, or innovatory,. flrst becomes involved. Direct rgvolve— '

nent of the chahge’ agenton the potential adopter's terms is
'.
1 &S‘ =~ -
,characterlzed as help1ng Invdlvement - on the change agent's

- +

terms is characterlze& as 1nterVen1ng Fﬁe six techniques
- N .
areynot discrete,, and may be copblned to promote favg@rable .

'con51deratlon df the innovation. . T -
Lasser "ang Elam (1934),Kin a discussion of varioﬁs

: ocfgmtatlon act1v1t1es conducted prlot to the¢ fleld test1ng

. )
)("! LI

of comprehens;ye, exportable ;nstructlonal programs,\ db— y

./
ﬂserve'that°'

L]

g

“program’ orientation sessions for classroom teach-

Lee. 1t is desirable fog admrnlstrators to conduct -

’ -

1onmak1ng regardlng progra} adoijloh or fleld
1

-~

’lThe authors define; such programs as having the followind
characteristicsa éxpllc1tly stated .outcomes, classroom-.-
validated materials .and proctedures for promothg those out-
comes, gutcomes-referenced assessment, and rmaterials ghd
procedures for p%ov1d1ng supplementary instrugtion. 10

‘. ¢

1




tedting. Teaqhets who are _consulted regarding .

program use are ge ally...supportlve when new-

prograpms are intro ed.. A’ teacher whese opinion

is typi cqlly sought *regarding program adeption * .
may more 'frequently try to make a newly in lled
progxam "wotk" “een whes. heeor she did not retom- .
mend.adoptldn of .that pactxcular fgram. Further,
teachers‘who,are cOnsulted prier gé district or . *°
school commitment to.a.progrfam are .aware of any’
‘conditions, o projram use ¢e. g.q’data collection
requirements for programs‘uhder dEVelopment), and y
dre mare- l;kely ?o cbnscxentiously satlsfy thos® - #

* conditidns durlnq field testlng (p 2) )

. L IS . “s ‘ - -
In a@dltlon %o- the-1mport§QCe of orlentatlon activ1t1es

[} 'Y y 3

afor stafﬁ amd students~consider1ng the ;ntzoductlon of CBE,,

»

Ruff 19?@) notes a ‘need fcf spec;al attentlon to omgoing -

- T .
'orlentatzon for nir staff ané Students. ~She observes that :

..

cbns1derabLy mére txmefand attentlon‘Thas been\found neces— 4
_ saty fér] orxeatatlon Ln CBE programs than $n more tradxtlonay’
7 . -y - k] . X 1

\ & r‘ograms (p 12) "-' ]

L
3 )

. Utoplc and qgagmatgc models of change advocacy are de- :
. ) e

scrlbed by GallaheF %1965) ‘&he utopic model assumes * that
. . ‘ ‘
e 'change ig best f 111tated by plan;ﬁnq for people rather than

plannlng\with them " The pragmatzc modei deflnes the change
Yy Rad b -~ AN
advo;ate S role as Qne of creatlng a tlimate conduc1ve to
) . ' ]
,’_abceptance. Gallaher summarlzes*the de51rab111ty of the .

L
latter appraach

1

plete”and detailed knowledge of the target system
. +~+There “is...a large 'body of research to. support
the basic assumptlon underlylng the' pragmatic
model, that is that people will more readily ac-
cept 1nnOVatlons that“the¢ *can understand and .
. perceive’ as.'televant, agﬂ secondly, that they
ipave had a hand n plannlng (pp. 41-42).

v Y

T Gallaher suggests that w1th1n the pragmatlc model,

change advbcates are more likely to ‘be successful if- potentlaL/
’ ~ 1
/N—

Y
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‘.. .

»adopté?s percelve them as prestlglous.‘ However, even tenta-

tbveiy détermlnlng whlbh 1nd1v1duals or groups are\llkely to
/‘

have prestlge, or the’ Capablllty to 1nfluence otbers 1n a _

glven educatlonal settlng, nay be a difficult, and dubious

——
. v’
- )

task . “

[y

I

e

Such determinqﬁigps\are/ﬁbvert@eless implicitly- hypa-
/ thesized when change advocates are selected or when' advogacy
. - 4

N - *

.f: \fﬁnctionsﬁare'aéshmed. hhen:program,supportvby specific '
individuals. can be plenned in the design of systematic

1n§taliatiqn strategies, thos® strategies then can’ be
. . ' a
5 testedy and corifirmed or redised.
~ EVIESENCE OF SUPPORT =

. I'd
]

Pl

!

-
LI
“d
f

\

Evidence of support and interest can be critical in

motivating potent1al'part1c1pants qO con51der and to try out

ia new instructional pfogram or system (Ansaldo, 1976; Tdylor,"

»

.§976;~Lasse: and Elam, 1974). Admlnlstrators; peefs; and

\
from.Whom such testlnony may ‘be de51rabie. .

uthorities w1th1n the profe551on are among the 1ndlv1duals-.'

v

ta) Adhlnlstrator Approval v

. Rogert 1965) empha51zes "the cruc1al role of school

)

adminlstrators in causing a school to be more or -

AY

less innovativei.." (p. 61). Summarizimg research
. N .

findings sypportive of adminstrator "involyement, .

Rogers cites Demeter:‘ AR

B®ilding principals are key flgures in the -
pfocess., Where they "are both aware of and
sympathetic to an inndvation, .it tefds to
prosper. Where they are-ignorant of its
existence, or apathetit if not hostile, it
tends to remaxn outside the bloodstream of

’




\

: the school (Rogers, 1965, p. 61). -

a similer‘éiew regarding the importance'of active
-

sgperintendent 1nvolvbment is expressed by House

(1976)** ' . -
Yy '\< The super;ntendent [and his top staff] play
N - a key role in introdlcing innovations into -
',%their districts...The superintendent acts as -
‘a carrier, a catalyst, and a gatekeeper for -
. new 1deas...(p. 338).

Kapfer, et al. (1970) describe'the introduction -and.

implementation of "a life—;nternship instructional
. " " » .
R ) ) R
program® in a southwestern urban school. ,Many char-
P :
acteristics of the program are s1m11ar to' those of

£ -

.competendy based ed%%éflon programs,‘ They dls—

’ , G
cuss the active role of the pr;nclpal in demon- ‘ “é

s *

'strating support for the' new program.and in
: coordinatihg and monit¥oring its implementation.’

. / :
Contrary to current worries Yy some edu-
cators that the principal is doomed to
replacement by a business manage't, the
.rple changes that have occurred;..have
made the principal's role as educational
manager and ipstructional leader much .
. mbére critical than ever to the -successful
. ,operatlon ‘of the school (p. 22)

Flruis:

.« The c:1t1cal role of. school principals in the ef-
fectlve operation of the League of Cooperatlng
Schools is'emphasized by Goodlad -(1967) ¢ F

. It ‘is the school prlnclpal who is the
" link between.the League /as an entity
and the participating school...he car-
ties word of- oﬂgo}ng League activities. T
to his school and vice versa, he pro- S
n vides leadership to his faculty in re-' )
> L 4_gazd.to League activities,  gnd he con- .
veys League-centered business to fellow
'prlnc;pals and educators in the total

‘e

P,




‘district. Clearly, sthe investment in
“the school principal: is a substantial
one. In essence, as they go, so goes
the League -- and so goes the change
process (p. 2).

McLaughlin (19757, in a report of a study of change
. af . '
agentS'condu%ted by the Rand Corporation, notes that:
’ _The receptivity of the institutional
—sétting to a proposed innovation varied
greatly among the projects we examined --,
from active support to indifference to
hostility...In particular, the attitudeg
and interest of central administrators
in effect provide a "signal" to project
participants as to how seriously they
should take project goals and how .hard
they should work to achieve them (p. 3).. )

In considering some, possible consequences of super-
intendent intervedtion in ihtroducing an innovaeion
.id education, les (1965) articulates four gossible
rqles that might be assumed by the superlntendent..
content 1n1tiator, process 1n1t1ator, mediator, and
squasher. As contept initiator, the superlntendep;“
asserts posltive support for a given innoyation. As-
process ini ietof, the‘sdberintendent sets plans -in

motion -- e tablish!%g a structure that will facili- "

tate examinftion and coop'lve plannmg related -

to the innokation.

"As medlqtor, the superlntendent promotes,the

L <

active involvement of potennlai participants in

-the.plannlng prrocess, but’ 1s less active per—*

M

sonally in such plannlng act%vities. As SQuasher,

the superlntendent impedes tHe introductlon of an
1,
innovation by 1n81cat1ng skepklcism or some other

14
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-

negative yreaction to the potential chahge.

These four roles do not Jdend theqselves

-

(to mechanical assumptrgn by an admlnlstrator,
nor is each role necessarily- av711able to all

'éﬁmknistrators. Some may be inconsistent with

"a given 4individual or organizational style.
In addrtién, the sub-tasks or sub-changes
%that may be conceptualized within the scepe
_of‘algrven chanée in education may suggest °

the desirability of sequenced,gaifferential‘

.assumption of administrator advocacy approaches.
For example,.the superlntendent might assume

the role of content initiator to 1ntroduoe the

-
concept of CBE and to promote congenlal staff

perceptlons of the 1npovat10p At subsequent

(Y

stages of program planh1n¢¢/however, the-super -~
N / ' .

P

L

intendent might assume the role of mediator, or

facilitator. / . '
The degree to which the administrator's .
overall effectiveness might be compiomiSeé g

through the active advocacy of CBE is another ';
factor is the implementhtion:strategy equétion:ﬁ
The superintendent serves many audiences, some
with eégarently eonflictrng demands. Because

the function of the top district administrator
of;en serves baiencing purposes, many superin-

tendents may view the process initiator tole




¥

(b)

a’”imprqcticable. Gallaher (1965) /references
M L) ’ ;
bl
[The addministrator's] job iszln large
part that'of maintaining a working
equilibrium of at ‘best antagpnlstlcal—
ly cooperative forées. This is one
of the reaséns why school admlnlstrah
-tors are rarely outspoken protagonists

- of a consistent and vigorously profiled
polnt of view (p. 50)

Spindler in this rgbard:

As with othet 1nstallat10n considerations,~

_ decisions regardLng the manner -in which admln—

1strat1ve support of CBE should be communlcated '

( 1
require attention to a complex interplay of.

district-specific variables. In Wilson's .

" words (1965), the superintendent "needs to

' Peer Approval

»>

»

be a good guesser" (p. 84).

The approval of peer elites as a deter-

minant of inno‘ation is'cifed by Pincus (1974)

in .regard to influencing administrator percep-.

tion of a given innovatjon.’ ...

When key figures in the bureaucracy
and their colleague’s in other educa-
tiofdal bureaucracies can agree about
. the acceptability of the innovation .
[the circumstance i§ favorable to
1nnovat10n] (p. 20).
., .
Rogers (1969), in a discussion of intensive
~ ’ . .
workshop expeziencés for teachers, indicates -

that\ the single most 1mportant deterx‘nlnang of
‘individual reglstratlon 'is the observatlon of

- '«
significant changes in acquaintances who were

2 '

’ . . ”o”

16
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- * "
' -

. -3 . ‘ -,
previous workshop participants- " Rogers adds

that early in the introduction of the group
Y - '

‘

) - ¢ . . r] : s
experience he had no expectations of reaching

?ng;xteacher 6r faculty menber‘directlyi

' It is qulte suff1c1ent that any parti-
cipant will have peers with whom he or
she can -share’ experiencés growing out,
‘of the intensive workshop. Since many
of the teachers' superiors will also

S haveéhad such® growing Experlences, . .
the faculty member will be going back .
. into.a school environpent which-will )
be essentlally responsive to any
changes in His behavior, attitudes,
purposes, and relationships. (p. 312).

House (1976) observes that "the people” super—
;ntende,ts find most credlble as sources of‘
information about 1nnovatlon are other superin-
:tendents" (p. 338), and Taylor ({1976) emphasizes
\ the persuaslveness .of pos1t1ve teacher support in

/
generatlng attltudes of acceptance among fellow

teachers..

-~ . . . (N

(c) Authority Approval- ) , ,34///Fj

The endorsement of an innovation in education

Py aluthorities within Ehe~profession may help to
create a climate of aqseptance among potential
adobters.' In discussing the successflil wide scale
.implementation of several innovationg within the
past ten years, Pincus notes that .egch program
was "widely pub11c1zed and praised ﬁy professional
'educatlon groups..." (p. 123). / }
Ansaldo (1976) observes that an important ‘
. - . , ' 17
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, . . . . R
criterion for the adoption of, dommercrally dev-
reloped curriculum materlals has traditionally i‘“‘

\ —

been the direct or 1nd15PCt endorsement of estatﬂﬁaﬁ&

blished authorities ‘or recognized e/perts. For -«

V

example, textHHok adoption committees have generally

been interested in 1nformation regarding the contri-

‘

buting authors and Consultants to textbook series.

She also notes that, in regard to comprehens1ve, '
-~
classroom validated instructional programs devel-

oped through the coordinated efforts of research
anid developnent teams, potential school users

.

often seek information about the "experts" who

have served as consultants or reviewers dur'ing

development. .
- . b o
Loy . B -

. oL s
BROAD STAFF INVOLVEMENT IN ORIENTATION AND,K PLANNING

Orientation and planning actiVities prgdiminary to the
- ( .
introduction of the life 1nternship curriculum described by -
e d

,Kapfer (1970) involve ‘the active participation of school
staff, parents, and other community memhers. Colyer"s (197€)
discussion or CBE‘ptd@?ém,implementatibn'at Oklahoma City-
University emphasizes the sense of ownership that deve%oped'
from broad representation in orientation and planning.

One of our strategies at OCU for involVing faculty,
students, administrators, and alumni on the grass-
roots level of planning the competency based degree
program was to involve members in each of these
groups in five seminars which had the task of
stating competency oytcomes for the unzverSity...
Each [seminar] generated an enormous amount of
concern over educagdon...[and] a reinvestment in
* the best way to teach. The result...was to cause




L N
» -
persons .to want to part1c1pate more fully and to
- .want to’ do a more profess1ona1 job. (Colyer,
Personal Communlcatlon, :1976). ’

- o

Regardlng open partlclpatlon in district plannlng ac-
t1v1t1es, Colyer Suggests that meetlngs intitially dlrected‘
toward 1dent1f1cat10n .f genef!l educat10na1 goals~prov1de

entree to the examlnatlo-n o{ CBE as a useful. vehlcleh for
¢

goal attalnment. - coL . ,

School level meetings for teachers, students,

' parents, and adm1n1strators...[arU] highly

"“useful in getting input from these groups on
what they expect a good education system to
dgliver. Once outcomes...have been named,
you [are] in a good position‘'to suggest ways’
that, CBE can help deliver these o’tcomes and
expec;atlons. After-the program is underway, it
(is] useful to continue [regularly scheduled]
meetings...to update faculty, ‘parents, and cher
interested -members of the community on what-is

. taking place in the new CBE program, "and Aagain
elicit their feedback and input. [These)] meet-
“ings contr’ibute to the strengthening of ah open

" structuret..one of the elements...[of] an -effec-*
tive CBE program (Colyer, persopal communication,
1976) R

Bassi and Watson (1974) stress the importance of actlve

staff plénnlng and 1nvolvement Ln contrlbutlng to the ipsti-—

tutionalization of innovati ns."Thelr 1nterv;ews with a >

" broad rébnesentatidn of'Title 111 projéct staff suggest that

*these fullctionaries regard such 1nvolvement as critig¢al to.

¢

and'a_...[commitmént}...to the resburces peeded
nd planning necessary for carrying ouE’pro;ect :
objectlves (p. 10). 5?. '

q;gsé.\effectiqg a posatlve attltude toward change 4.

y . -
“The experlence of the Toledo dlocesan school system in

\. -

formulatlng and 1nsta11xng a conpetency based‘educatlon model’
is desctlbed by Lawrence (1975),"Staff, communlty, and sub-
Ject matter spe¢1a11sts part1c1pated 1n and eontrlbuted to




S
orientation and planning activities. The ‘curriculum guide-

‘ - ‘ i ‘
lines and pupil learning goals that resulted from this coop-
erative ¢ffort were treated as planning documents by teachers.

The specific classroom curriculum plan...allowed

the teacher to take-thg objectives, activities,

and resources im tie guide and adapt them to the '
specific requirement§ of the intended instruc- ot
tion...the systematic gearing up for caurriculum

change allowed the teacher to determine the
appropriateness of Bistrictwide objectives, ac-
tivities and evaluation (p. 4).

‘
3 LY

ACCOMMODATING DIFFERENTIQ& INFORMATION’NEEDS'

>

In planning and providing CBE program orientation acti- "

Vities, 3 is desirable to - tentatively determine the

different information needs of various relevant audiences

3

(Taylor, 1976)\ In making such a determination, information

regarding the present functions or roles of various

-

individuals .is important. Similarly, the projected impact -

of CBE on those roles and functions is important in

defining both initial indemation needs and those likely
1 /
%o emerge at successive stages of, program implementation.

In sunmarizing the effects of introducing a'structured,

outcome—based reading program into a.kindergarten curriculum

hd .

Whhfh preViously offered no reading instruction, Lasser and

Elam (1974) nowe that it Ls'not only the kindergarten teachers
y\

who Will have need to~know requirements, *

Teachers who will receive pupils for instruction

. the -year after the ‘pupils have ﬁartiCipated in

. a new program-sheyld also be oriented to that &
program. For example, if & school i% .introdtc-
ing a new kindergagten readingéprogram, use of
that program has implications for the subsequent,
first-gtade instruction of pupils. Firstégrade"
temchers.whose cutricula would be affected by
the program should, af the very least, be

. ' 2 g . ’ 20
. . —— . . ‘
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s

familiarized with its.i ructional features

and learning outcomes. / This enables the

teachers t6 plan a opriate adjustments

in their first-grdde reading and related
communication skills instruction -ﬂ\adjust-

ments that accommodate each pupil's teading >
skills (p. 2). .

The authors also discuss some dividends of community
orientation, and thé& types of/infqrmation that have provén

-

valuable to such groups.

Community members are a particu&arly timely
target group, as they share increasing fe-
sponsibility with educators for curricular ‘l
planning and decisionmaking...Community
groups benefit from information and digcus-
sion regarding 1mportant characteristics of
effective instruction. Examples of class-
room act1v1t1es...tﬁat may seem appeallng

but do not appear to efficiently promate :
pupil learning might alsg be discussed. [The
ctiteria emerging from such d1scuss1ons] pro-
vide a meaningful basis for both program se-
lection and: classroom observation activities
#.8Such information facilitates gound curri-
cular decisionmaking.and increases the proba~
bility that apprqpriate criteria will be .
applied to several aspects of program evalua- ° .
tion. In addition, better informed community )
members can contribute instructional and atti-
tud1na1 support during the critical: period Qf
program 1nstallat10n (1974, pp. 3 -4).

Guba (1968) suggests that some information needs may be

determined By the assumptions oné& makes concerning the nature

.of the intended audience.

The potential adopter may be viewed (a) as

a rational entity who can be convinced on
the baslis of hard ‘data-and logical argument
of the utility of proposed innovation; (b).
as an untrained.entity who can be taught to
perform 1n relation.to the innovation; (c)
as a psythological entlty who can be per-
suaded; (d) as an.economic entity who can be
compensa;gd or degrlvea (e) as a political
entlty who can e 1nfluenced; (f) as a_mep-

"ber of a bureaucrat1c system who can be

]




N compelled, (g) as a member of é profession -

who can-be,érofessfbnally’obligatéd (p. 293). A

Though the épprqaches suggested by Guba are not given *
opeerionaf definition, asébmptions regarding the nature of
the adopfer gfed.not be based on hypothesized underlying

states, nor need they place potential adopte:s into rigia,‘<

z

hE . .
mutually exclu51ve categories. Guba's categorles may serve
\ ~ -
as'o:ganlzers and as a.check against some general types of * '~

information <that mlght be 'provided during progrdm orienta-
tion. C 2 i
1gn . /. ‘
. Another approach to andlyzing ahd accommodating dif-

férentiql information needs has Been‘suggestéd by Hall and
his colleagues (léf%). TheY‘proppse;1e$el-of-use categories

ranging- from no knowledge of thé innovation to sophisticated
- i ¥ - ’ .

understanding and use of it. The level-of-use framework

-

/ developed by-Hall is presented in Appendix A- ‘

.

Viewing CBE implementation as a dévelopmental phenomen- .
on, ‘and recognizing that informafion'néeds may differ not
only amofg functional\groups but also within a given group,

-' ' . . (‘ . . . I3 . )
Increases the potential complexity of orientation agtivities

.« v

exponehtially. /At the same time, careful attention to dif-

ferent information requirements can be a powerful tool in

v’ y ' - 3
sustaining planhihg and development of orientation activities.
B . ' « - ‘ :
A framework such' as Hall's permits systematic examination of
- . ’

; . W . ..
the prevajiling Ungertainty related to program orientation

functions. The framework also suggests program evaluati

techniques, including examimation of various orientation ‘

T -
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- activities as anteceden®#®ariables tHat may "fatilifate... —
.
use of "an innovation while minimizing the trauma of change"
. . i

(Hall, 1976, p. 56).

\ 3

:Progrdm’ Infoemation *  ° R ) -
. / ‘ WY
'\. The plannLng and prov151on of CBE program 1nformat10n

requires a. thorough understanding of the 1nnovatlon on the

part of the cha:Se agents. : : L b
-There is no question that aneadoption agent must
'know what he is.talking about. Preferably, he
"must have experienced the innovation in the
trenches as an adopter.. Lacking this he must » ey,

. learn v1carlously from the experience of others.
There is no substitute for knowledge, how%ver.‘
*One cannot bluff his way .through an adoption
interaction with users; to do so is to court
dlsaster. (Hall & Jones, 1978, p. 262).

e )

. Puring initial CBE or1entatlon, various audiences can
e 1

benefit from basic 1n:ormatlon coverlng the'program effec—
tiyeness, tra1n1ng requirements, resource requirements, and

when. appropriate, the his;ory and profected future of devel-
opment. ‘ : ';//<~ .

~

/ : :
PROGRAM DEFINITION AND OBJECTIVES

b
“

. Information on any proposed innovation in education

Y L]

.

should, be communicated to relevant. audiences clearly and unam-
;1g@usly Even 'when supoort for change io education i,s .
apparently wide pread, its implementatlon may be unsuccessful
because audlences do not clearly understand objectlves‘or

methods attendant’ to the innovation (Pincus, 1972). Gross.

and his colleagues observed implementation efforts that were

undertaken by teachers in good faith and with serioudness of
) | . \
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Lo e - L o
"purﬁgseﬁ.and identified~tpe obstacles' to th0se'attempts.
PR . ’ . T
. One barrier that blocked the Leachers' efforts to -~
. implement the'innovatlon'?h?pughout the six-month
. - *. ‘ period was their lack 'of clarity about the new
oL role model. Cur obgservations of teachers indi-
4 . cated- that%most of them did not have .4 ar :
¢ . ~  i'mage. of the role performance expected of*them.
) - §. Our férmal interviews...revealed thay the teachess
r .. .- - never-had a.clear understandlng of -innovation
. .Y . (197}, p 196)s q

.. *Info;matlou for potéﬁtlal users regafa:ﬁsikregram def- ¢

-

1n1t10n should eddTess sgec1f1c characterlstlcs of the °

,, B ~ .

1nnovatlon When m1s1nterpretat10n 3¢.m1sunderstand1ng may

) be antlcxpated1 characterlstlcs that are\not 1mp11ed by the
. e 4
- . 1nnovatlon or .reguired by the change agenteshould be addressed

3
Pl

; v as well. e v : )

€

' © ‘:[{ * Competency based.education‘may'be variousky;defrned d}
) different adopting'agencies, each, deff;;tzdﬁ‘being—sgasis-
E 'tent with®a general, s1mp11fied set of CBE - characterbstlcs.
- The w1de renge of potentxal phenotyplc variations in CBE

&. : appllcatlons 1s dmpiled by Hersh Mallan, and Welto‘.(1976), :

in a d1scuss10n of content cons1derakions related to compe~ .

I tency based teacher educatlon. .
! - - a
CBTE is not a Program (and'as such is not trané-
ferable from place to place). (It is not a
, model ‘program, or even the progpam). . Rath
. CBTE is & .process, a strategy for raising a var- -
s ) iety of hypotheses about teacher training and a
. means for testing those hypotheses..." (p. 100).

L Woditsch (1976) emphasizes the/va&ue of intrédacing and
/ -7 ' - S
defining CBE in a manner>that encourages adaptation and embel-

"lishment by potential particigants. He suggests treating CBE

,'as "a wise and sympathetic colleague to what is sound in

. current practice," rather than as a radical departure from suche
A o / . 7 lad . ’
y . -y -,

_ .
! .
., . .




- of thos9/program features.

A

¢ . . .

+ »
' - ’

- ¥ 4
* practice. Woditsch 'sees: ( . . ¢
. . . l N

CBE's emphasis on éxplicitness [as] not so” -~
revolutionary as reconstructionist. It is .
‘unique in that it amplifies and strengthens
what has grown weak in educational practice.

It does not .propose unprecendented.new edu-
cational objectives or techniques. ' If it.did, -
it would be "like" countless other approaches -
to educational reform and innovation. Conse-
quently, it should not be-prefigured as a

' new "contestant” for edicational dominance

...CBE is..\better seen as a way of marshal-
.ling largely obvious”techniqueés (objective-
‘'setting, assessment, feedback, gtcsy) in

order to keep the central issues central,

and educatore at qgik on them (Personal com-
munication, 1976). .

« f e

Thg specific CBE characteristics édopted by-members of

- a given education unit may usefully be cdnsideréd idiosyn-

cratic embellishmeﬁts:on the general CBE theme. When certain
program specific§ are’definéa in advance by or for the adop-
t?nggagency, they can be clearly communicated to program.

p;rficipants} thereby lessening the fiék‘that implementation
vill founder becaise of misundergtanding or misinterpretation

, / * -
The "dilemma of explicitness" regarding the introduction *

of an innovation in education has been discusgéd by Fullan
(1975). This dilemma is suggested by earlier discussions in
this -document -- for example, on the one hand, it appears .

desirable to treat implementation as an adaptive process in

-
-

which program goals and procedures are determined coopera-
tively by developers and users; on the qipéi hénd, it appears

desirable to explicate program characteristics for potential
LA

users, to facilitate implementation and evaluatipn of the
innovation. * Fyllan suggests the follo&ing guidelines for

33 -
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deaiing'with this dilemma (which _ckdowleages.can never *
. \ » . .

be fully resolwved): . '

}w Developérs or othe¥ $pbnsors of innovations® should
not be the only ones respon51b1e for spec1fy1ng -
the "implementation characteristic of the innova-
tion, nor should thesé characterlst1cs be fully

specified a priori...; ;

o (Despite the guldeline noted above, s developers and’.

- other sponsors of innovations would provide, consid~
erable c1ar1ty if they attempted some detailed ‘
specification of the innovation; o

0- Users of .an inpoyation will develop some effective
specification of*"it g& on their more detailed
knowledge of the s1tuat10n, but we have to distin-
guish between‘pon use or superficial use, and ef-
fective adaptations; .

o (Following the guidelines noted 1mmed1ate1y above, ).
some idea of the range of standa:dlzed structural

- and behavioral spec1f1catlon is necessary if the
innovation.is to be implemented in ways consistent.
with its basic principles. 1In light of the pre-
vious points the process of implementation would
involve interaction between developers and users

. with the intent of deliberately and continuously

. specifying the innovation (pp. 70-71).

PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS .

i

L}

To the extent that CBE -- as defined by potential users --

.

has specific characteristics éqpsiétent with operating |, .
programs, available data on_pfogram effectiveness should be

useful in making decisions about program adoption. For -

example, performance data on previous program operations may
L]

A

provide inférmation on the degree to which ‘stated outcomes

were attained in a range of schdol settings. Such data may ;

assist potent1a1 users in maklng tentative Judgments regarding
the effectiveness of the broad CBE plagnlng and'manaéemqnt‘
5y§tem chatacteristits under consideratiOn.' Unless the
speciffq instructionél outcomes anrd the'specific instructional

oY%

, e v o . . '
strategies ,and materials used in an earlier program.&re also
S - T - 26
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education unit, however, the potential user is not assisted

’

in making projections about the effectiveness of different

. ) U
instructional approaches that may be introduced to promote
N ’ .

unique local objectives. ' N

In summarizing the CBE implementation experiences of
the Toledo Public Schools and the Toledo Diocesan Schools,
Utz and co-workers (1974) emphasize the ‘value of pupil

performance data in prométing new implementation efforts
|

. as well as refining orgoing effarts. . Such data, they feel”

facilitate judgments regardiné the relevance of stated
4 ¢ ol .

outcomes, and the effectiveness of specific, replicable

.
- . K3

instructional interventions (materials or procedures) in

- ,
[} L . -
0 .

promoting those outcomes.
Empirical pupil performance data resulting from the

' . . . -
widescale use of extant instructional material%, pfﬁéucts

v

- or replicable procedures to promote CBE program outcomes$

should fac111tate sound selection decisions. Nledermefbf'

. and'Mohir)ef_(l974) discuss program inforda;ion which can

' be valuable to- school decisionmakers when considering the

L 4
use of commerc1ally available instructional programs. -

*Primary “cr tteria for determinlng the effectlveness
of an.instructional program-are data resulting
.from assessment of the program's stated outcomes. 3
T#ese data should glearly indicate the con;ributidﬁ o
, of the instructional program in prometing the out-
. comes (i.e., baseline data and control groups).
They shoyld be straightforward and . interpretable,
so that a statistician is not required to evaluate --
their credibility (pp. 6-7).

In addition to. pupil performance information, anecdotal
B . ” v - .
data and user reactions are importgnt sources of information
’ - * '__ . ’

" AV ) Q. 27

Nt v .




for potential adopters. The geactions of previous users to
CBE applications, along with information regarding the
specific characteristics of those applications, should .

facilitate more infogmed decisions regarding.CBE adoption or

-
s

adaptation. . ' 7

When such user information is quantified, or is bal-
aé§éa for representativeqess, QoFential adopters can.beéter
estimate the prédictabili@y'of atpar;icular user response.
Niedermeyer and Mohcrief (1974) note the too commoﬁ'tén-
dency of'publfshers to: ‘

...rely on a few carefully chosen testimonials

to substantiate the credibility of a' progcaf.
While such testimonials are invariably positive, ,
they may not be representative of the majority

of uigrs. Quantitative data sgggég/bg presented
when~reporting the [satisfacti sers have °
witin a program] (1974, pP- 6)..

Data on a program's cost effectiveness shouid‘also as-

L I

+

sist potential users in making enlightened adoption deci=

= .

$ions. Schalock's (1976) documentation of Competency Based

Teachgr Education implementation at the Oregon College of °

Education provides useful information regaridng cost, effec-'
’ . -

tiveness, and serves as a model for colecting; analyzing, and

-

reporting data for internal program éva;uation and for com-

- .

munication to the broad education community.

-

i

TRAINING REQUIREMENTS

Potential users of CBE may need training to Hevéldp .

agproériate understanding or skills; in such cases, they may'
find information regarding training requiréments helpful

‘ (UEz, et al.,cl974). That informatiqn mighé addriss §uch

‘ | 28

Jo




»

questions_ as the following: o, ‘ ‘ ’
= . - . N '
. o What staff ‘members will receive training?
. , . :

o What staff members (if any) will have *

responsibility for conducgting training?

: | .

w;//f 0 What materials and equipment will be required? -

) . < 0 Bbw:mu;E/;ime_n;ll be required? ' ’
_ . o When (¢.9.; before school, ‘after school, during -

release time) will training be conducted?
.0 Over how long”a pe;iod of proérém installation
‘ +» ~  will training effgnd? -
5. 0 What existiné teacher skills wikl kraining assume?
o What teacher s&ills will-iraining be des%gned to
. promote?
.0 }Inkaddi;ioﬁ to stafff time, what training-costs can
. . be projected? )

‘o What mechanisms are proviged for teacher par-
A M

ticipation in the formulation of‘training plans?

- ]
- RESOURCE REQUIREMENTS

Program ififormation might also address.resource require-

e

ments that accompény the installation of an innovation in edu-
. )

cation (O'ngé, et al., 1972). Informatﬁpn regarding resource

- 5
>

~:eqd}rements might answer such guéstions as the following:

"o What does the proposed program require in terms-*

of human and material resources?

- . " 0. What does the program require in terms of a “\

configuration or allocation of resources differ-

ent’from what éurrently exists. in the adopting T A

: " unit? . g b ‘
‘- » . ™ . . . 29
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v * ‘ \‘
o Does the program provide dpporfﬁnitx“and mechanisms

b

for using previously ustapped available resources?

Observatlon of¢ External Progre . o . “"“”/’

Program orientation act1v1t1es can frequently be supple-
mented by providing potené{al participani® an opportunity to
observe the operatlon of the proposed 1nnovat10n at-existing
sites (Taylor, 1976, McLaughlin, 1975), Bdird and Belt (1973)
cite the operation of ongoing CBTE programs as-a significant‘
resource for new CBE program planding and staff orientation
activities. ’ T

14
*

Visits to.selected’schools in §our states provifed dis-

. ]

trict personnel with information and experience helpful in

formufgtlng and reflnlng speC1f1catlons for the experimental
yY

Life Internship Curilculum in' the Clark County) Nevada, School

-

Dlstrlct-(Kapfer, et al., 1970). After the new curriculum

had béen ‘installed in tgerdistrict's experimental school,

. . . ' . 4. . .
that school functioned as ‘'a demonstration 51te‘£or inter-
R - . e y
ested educators fromghe broad education community as-well

as those within the district. - ' t 3
) . _ +
The organization and monitoring of five program

demonstration sites is described by O'Hare, Lasser, and Bossing
(1972). The gites, called Information Resoq&ie Centers, pro-

vide a means, (a) of 1nform4ng,the education- communlty about
‘ 8
a new research-based 1nstrgctlona1 program that has beeh ex-

tensively field tested, and (b) for developing geheralizable

installation procedures for research-based instructional

.




/

r

’
;products. ‘ . ‘

.

In addIthn—to guidelines for demonstration site or-

ganization, the authors Present empirical data regarding
the 53véntages and costs of demonstration site operati?:;
‘' .. R4 .
Let us consider 'first 'the "benefits" .of the sites. o
They did function well in further informing ‘the
educdtional community about the program. The par- /
ticipating districts and the broader school and
higher eduction communities all fouad the demon-
Stration sites useful...The data generdted in * -
connection with establishing and  operating. the
ites provide the basig for developing...instal- “f‘*
"lation procedures that will make it possible to
accomplish "visiting" functions for research-based
prbducts while avoiding the costs of treating the
functions as separately costed projects. The for-
mat procedures used...were carefully designed to
be generalizable. Using these prototype materials
it is now feasible to develop a component for an
instructional program that will permit each local
education agency to establish its own [deménstration
center] (O'Hare, et al.,. 1972, pp..33-34). °

SIMULATIONS AT CONVENTIONS/CONFERENCES

- 5onVen£ions“and'conferenées sponsored by professionail
. . .

associations provide confgfence.att;ndants an opportunﬁty to.
l. \' - [

observe and participate in program or. procedure simulations

b - ‘.
and workshops. To the extent that -such simulations/br

workshops address CBE-relevant procedures (e.g., providing

g

instruction directed toward specific outcemes, inferring

competencies from demonstratied performance, providing appro-

priate instructional activities, etc.) potential users may
. , N .
obsertve or even-try out.péecedures that arg under consider-
ation before trying them in their own districts. They -also

have the oppo??unity to discuss aspects of program operatiod‘

_ with individuals who have experienced or imblemented them in

school settings. . . .
S \ ST 31-32
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" . .
Short-term installations that permit individual
-

teachers to try\out varlous aspects of CBE in an exper1— g;
NE

mental context are recommended by Tayler (1976). The tent—

ative nature of expegimentation often contributes to the

v
”

‘ultimate success of the innovation. ’'That is, participants

@;y be more inclined fo giWwe the innovation a fair trial if

they perceive it as experimental, and feel that they wiil

have\a v01ce in subsequent dec1s1ons regarding 1ts adoptlon

—_ .,
S or adaptatlon. = y
L]

. 5 ..

Generating Support: A Retrospective View- -

Techniques discussed in preceding sections relate to

-

. ’ ¢ [ §
the broad issuexof_generating program suppork. *The discus-
sion has addvessed potential problems as well as payoffs ;

8 [ ] .
. attending Various'support generation techn}dﬁes.~ Although

.such a d1scuss1on is not 1ntended to be d1rect1ve, 1t should,

r .

suggest poss1ble dlrectlon - opthgs for facllltaﬁing the
1nsta11at10n of competency baskd educatlon.

- The weaving of’ specific /techniques into an overall

-~ .

b

p

. : N\ . D el o .
design for CBE 1nsi§}1at10971s of ~necessity a creative .and

self-conscious activity:J/f§ attempt to prepare installatiqn‘
fabric for off-the-rack consumption is;io deny the consumer
‘the fun as well as-the fit of self-tailoring. .
To the extent that the technlques descrlped 'in thls

paper ;epresent tested thlons, they deserve cons1derat10n
by agencies or individuals contemplating the introduction

. * v "
of a change in education. To the gxtent that they were“

6 A\ -
L -

Al
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demonstrated effective in introdgcing innovations similer»
y to thoSe %eing‘considered locslly, generglizétions may be -‘ ’;
perticularly‘apt. ' ‘ N o f Cn §:'
‘ Pgsonalization,is _tﬁecvery‘ critical-rkquiremen;t_"in Iﬂakin;g )
any in allation'generalizétion wo“ffk.~ I? is‘the process qf
taking useful ‘nfornation'hbout what has happened many times "

B

to many peopI‘E or' sometimes to some people, or meely.. sand
addlng 1nformation about what 1s u%iéue about your circumstance,

your place, your people. "It is what Herb Gardner means by

. ‘having "the good eye" (1962) , and;what James Wilsop (1965) “
means by being a good guesser. ;t~isfknowing what makes °
st , ) Q< Y

you, 1nst1tutlonally and 1nd1V1dually, speclal.
, ’ . &

The preceding d15cusszon of technlques for generating

-

Ll

program support reflects such a re‘pect for user personall-

tien;é\Subsequent sectlons of thlg'paper, W ch deal with’
L sourc utilization .and scope o progr!m implementation r
attempt to mainta;n-that splf!i.

=
. we R LS . 3
’ Q
s
7 " A

. > . Resource Utilization

' “~

. o . Y

*

¢ B

The effectlve use of avaflable resources 1s\part1cularly ,'
cr1t hl during a perlod of najor-change in schoollng. An R
approprlate balance b;twee percelveq,need and the avall- '
4ab111ty of.nesources to meZESkhat need promotes staff commit-

‘ment and faéll;tates personal contributlon toqthe organlzation. &

*»
Y "In a discussion of resource utlllzatlon Mlles (1965) obsegges
* s P - , . ' ,
' that in ”healthy" organlzatlons o . \\\\ voor
- e ' " , .
- 'The fit between people's own dlsp031tlons ‘and the role )
. demahds of the system ‘is good. Beyond this, people feel
v i \

, )
= ’
’ ) - . . , a

’ . [
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reasonably self-actuallzed' they not only 'feel
) i good' ip their Jobs, but they. have a genuine sense
. of ledrning, growing,. and develop:L g as persops_in -
. the process of making thelr organ tlonalr contri-

N T , butign (p. 19). . - N

4 . . -

v In the ollowing discussion,' considerations.of human and

' material .resource utJ.lJ.zatlon are addressed. Attentlon to’

. such %nSLderatlons should prove useful in formtlatlng a CBE

»

1mplementailon plan o
-~ ‘ '}.. « ' M .

- ®7
L

- - Human Resourdk Utlliza®ion Coe

N
) - — I . ] - .
. - ’ . -
B N ) . ”
-
- ) g A 4

THE SOCIAL ORGANIZER S \ :

. A "soci.al"organizer" (House” 197¢) -- -(also known as N )
- . N
) ) "profgram manager" (Hall, 1976), "chan g agent” (Rogers, 1962(

‘or entrep,reneur" (House, 1974) ig con31dered by some to %e.»
’ A v,

< essentlal’ to 1mpe1ment1ng major change. The soc1a1 organizer

[}

~~ assumes or’ shares respons;blllty\ for 'ad\:ocatlng and managnfg
i ' - S RS ) . . . 0 i H

the lntroductzon of change. ' J"- f‘_ . : L

- - .

& . WlthJ.n the school d:.strlct orgintzatlori ‘a ;uperintf'nde‘nt, . i
v _/.

~

‘6 proqram dlrector, support’ staff mem’ber, currlculum director,

’ ™ N , ‘ ‘ ‘ ’ . v

. . prlnc‘lpal or teacher may‘ functlon as a soc1a1 organlzer. .o
-,

k 4
&@ﬁentlflcatxon otsomeone to f111 \thls role should be’

Y

v , guided by-ca;eful conSLderatJ.on of th per&onallty character-

. £
)

H

c . for the pos1tlon (House, 1976') .

.o

. ngh on the/l1st- of deSLrahle general skills for social
+

T organlzers is the range of their authorlty ‘and- responélbz.llty
-

-
it IR

- )
. .within the p they wish to influence. Social )organlzers
’ . ' oancerngd Jflp'r.omoting CBE implementatign will, of :

. .- . .7
tourse, find a c‘rehensive know’led/ge of. compétenty
H‘\ . ’ ¢ . ) ‘ L .

i :
N

-~

Yy

lSthS as well as the aba.llty gnd ex rlence of those avaliable .

r
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AY ) ' ' . .
based education advantageous in providng support to Both

policy makers and practitioners‘ Fofiexample, they may °

nee!';o conceptualize eperatlonal models of CBE, and to discuss’
P

the hlstory, the rationale, and‘'the 90551b1e consequences of
;mpl:$;hting CBE-type'programs They should be prepared to
#ﬂr}ov1de CBE-related 1nfoxmatlon to all deCLSlonmakers, and

S -

to.answer major conceptual questions. It'would'be desirablé

/.y . . s s
_ - to possesg a. familiarity with CBE position papers, major .

Py " .

policy ‘decisions related to CBE, ayd the gebelopment of CBE

, social organizers will make

&
anization to secure adegquate

_-implementation alans. Frequentl

inquiries outside the immediate o

- answers or resources; thus the ability to establish liaison

{

with abailable"resogrce agencies is also desirable.

.

It is somiiimes considered appropriate to introduce
J

Qrganizers from odiside the orgaﬁizatiod in leadership roles

| as well as in support roles (Goodlad 1967, 1968). Professional

14
.

~

1 4
" consultants, specialists from other agencies such as 1ntermed1-

ete education dlgf;}cts orista?e departments of educatlon and
publishers' represeqFatives may help facilitate CBE installa-
tion. Because the time allocated to such outside agents is
genefally_limited, it .is important that they interact directly
with the admihistrators and staff members who will initiete

implementation efforts. As school personnel gain ‘expertise -

o
in CBE, they gan- formulate spec1f1c models and procedures to

- -

meet local needs. ) - ) .

Outside agents can provide training in conceptual

’
- .

dqvelopment, and Gan facilitate the implementation of YCBE.
They eaﬁ help esﬁablish liaison-with other districts
) ‘ r o3

"4
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attempting s1m11ar activities. Gradually districts will

=

. ° yely more heav11y on thexr own skllls and those of nelghborlng

districts,
?

Evidence from numerous studies reveal that most

. .
. individuals consider outside agents less credible or helpful“

than their professional peers or lnternal agents (Rogers,. 1962)

s .~ This suggests that outside agents may be most valuable durlng
the early stages of deiflopment, and t thelr utlllty w111
\ 4
_— dlmlnlsh as local expertise ‘and’ experlence increase (Rogams,

1962;.Good1adﬂ 1967). McLaughlin (1973) notes that ‘where

3 — .
.o,

outside agents were-consigdered useful in classroom orga‘!ba—

A
tdion projects, their involvement was direct.and concrete, and
M 4 ' s e .
included working with teacheys ﬁn their classrooms and in .

. S e .
"hands-on" workshops. Abstract theot;zxng and interpeyrsonal’

dlstanc1ng, then, boggbtend tq,ggcrease the llkellhOOd ‘that the
° ’ L
outsxde agent will be- effectxve Ln—dtﬁmulatlng program lmplemen-

~ . ~ . - N
« t s v . \

* tation. .

. . '

Ld

The'c&eﬁibility of an outs}de aé\nt/depe ds in part' upon-*

the political.environment and the nature of~any préevious

14

relationshipsnhexween thatsagent and the local school or

.-
. a

.?. " . - \ N o .
district'being served” Rog8rs (1962) suggests that over a —

Y oI v

peri?g of th!, outs13e change agents can becope h;ghly

4

respécted ihd,galn sxgnlflcant lnfluence. He also
suggests that outside agents ‘who are %erceived as peers

rather than as disseminators are hofeilikely to influence

” B - ’ - - f
adopfion of a process, product or idea.

-

Social organizers who are‘kiowl jable and sensitive to

v dynamics of change Ean antidiéate problems that users are

-
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likedy to experience. Hall (1976) calls this anticipation

A~

H

activity manipulation. He suggests that

.manipulation strategies used by internal agents hre
more likely to be of a type that will ensure. develop-
ment of ongoing relatlonshlps among users that...

) : can EJe Yonitored] on'a day-to-day basis. The external

- agent is more likely to manlpulate users as resources
to one another (p. 262) .

L 4
In summary,’ effectlve sociazsorganizérs.shouldibe

knowledgable ré@garding the desired iqpovation able to c05rdi—,;

nate evailaple resouxges ‘to facilitate program exploration,

decisiékﬁaiking, and t;aining, and_gble to identify and

% arrange- for -the use of extra-organization.rEsources, when
4appropriate.\\Inlgaditiop,"secial organizers, like ;ihers
seeking to influence and support other people, need to be

. - L3

liked by-the "social® beings they are attempting tb_"organize.f‘

Additional human resource considerations importaht in

 implementing CBE are discussed in the foliowing subseqtions.

‘.
. N "

ADVOCACY ~6ROUPS
"The successful implementatidn of’an innovation ultimately
' depends on whether an internal advecacy'group is formed around
it" ~(House, 1976, p. 338). An advocacy group is usually a
. small group that forms speuteneously to keép an innouetion alive.
Taylor (1976) provides an example'of such a group: Active
supporters at Ralnier Beach High School in Seattle v1ewed thelr
\ ’rformance-based 1nstruct10nal program as valiuable both to the
school and to themselves. The¥ fought hard for resources and
public support. Taylor suggests that the innovation survived
‘primarily because ofithe greuﬁ's‘gersistent effort, even during
hard times. } - |

~ ey,
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'funds,'galq.ldcai publicity, disseminate and 'share materials

House (1976) concurs with Taylor: "The advocacy group

provides, the real work énergy pn which che innovation lives"
¢ N » ’ - : .

\J

(p. 338)f _Houée also suggests that a strong advocacy group

iS'impOrtant during times.of challenge and>economic difficulty.

When an innovation is strongly sdpported, needed resoﬁrces can ’

usually be found. ’ — ‘ i L~
Taylor indicapes that éhe pe{formance—base% instruction -

advocacy group at Rainier B€ach were able ‘to secure outéidg

with schools in the United Sgates, Canada, and Europe, and
publiBh~articles in national education publications. Members
of the\ad@ocacy group- received incentives through prometion,

public recognition, release time for program development

.
“ v

work and opportunities to share their wqu'at national . .

.

conferences. Such advocacy' group incentives may work. to

enhance 6; to retard the acceptance and implementation” of an

innovation in schooling. For example, House (1976) notes
‘ . S
that: . . . : o,
‘If the advocacy groué is succesaful in competing
for resources, others in the district are naturally
- opposed. To the extent that the advocates absorb
money and promotions. there i's Tess available for
everyone else. * A counter group almost always forms,
comprised of those who arg excluded from the innova-

tion (p. 339). .

MEmbefs of éhé‘céunfer group may concéntfgte on weak of‘
poteﬁgially thrgatening}aspect;.of CBE; finding it cqnsistent'-'
with iheir ipterests ;z resist its'impleméntation. Pincus'

(1972) suggestion that the schools will tend to resist

innovations which may disrupt existing burgaucratic structures
‘ ) ” * \\ ! - :

o . . ”
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also suggests a potential source of opposition” to CBE.
] . .

-

Hall and Jones (1976, , when discussing competency based ] *

teacher education suggest the following:-
-“When beginning an experimental CBE ptogram, be sure : .
. “to begin with a staff of interested ‘and willing :
s people...Be warned,” however, that small dedicated
. groups can be a hazard to the growth and spread of
v the program in your situation if they are not open-
to new people (p:y 250). . o
® — N

1

¢, . . . . Al . ’
Open communication and freedom of participation 1n_esvocacy-

. droups is important to the smooth implementation of .CBE, or of
— . \¢- '
any innovation in schooling. .
o .

Advocacy groups can serve many function<® and can exist..

in many forms. Pellegrin (1975) describes a small ad hoc
group of administrators -and specialists that formed during an
~; gariy Planning phase of program implementation, remained

-

. intact, and developed the basic precepts of a ma%or project Lt

]

~ in differenﬁiatsd staffing. Taylor (1976) .describes another

advocacy group which formed only as a result of district level

initiative to stlmd!ate interest. ‘\ '

®  Goodlad (1975) distusses the League of CoqﬁZ:ating

,échools, an organization which assumes many functions of an
. advocacy group, but at a higher administrative ievel. In' ;
Goodlad's model*for change, the individual schoel is the

change agent, aqd the school princi?al is the ‘responsible

‘leader. The League provides a  forum dithin which brincipals

of cooperaging schools can share 1deas and solve problems. \}
It takes efforL\to establlsh an environment within which )“‘
D ' pérsons feel confldent enough to take risk andlco initiate e
; = changes. Goodlad (1967) references Guba in this §oard: .
. ) . .

: x" - - Lo . \‘ . "" 40.'.
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I v

‘¥Geneqally speaking, the bureaucratic structure of
existing agencies will net allow for the factors
‘= Of high risk-taking, sanctioned freedom to fail,
- and delayed gratification which will be required
t® attack meaningfully the conceptual, personnel and -
organizational impediments to effective planned
chagge in education” (p. 2).\ ;

The League pffefs 4; ricts one means of establishing and
m{intaining an env@ébnment éonducng to change. '
Schools considering the adoptioﬂ~df a CBE-rglated
inﬁoyation'neéa:sbme means of(iéalihgfwith the social and
" organizational factors identified by Guba. They mug? he
able to combineténd utilize inéer@al and external reséurc§§ )

to facilitate CBE exploration, planning and implementation.

This may ;éguire quifications~in present,brganiz?tional‘
operations (e.g., new staff positions, new Q£ changédil
authority/regponﬁib;lity Qtrhctu;gs, ne reward ;ystéms)
and new o£ changed institutiohal.reiatioéghips (;ig,{'the
Léagug Jf Cooperating Schools, the consortia of schpols,
universities and community represengatives)? ‘

[ 4

Discussion of school servic;s and procedures that hgy be

-

‘important to support CBE ia{ementationlis presented in tlge\

-

following aubsections.k\ﬁrograh planners have fouggvthé
se;viceé provided through training activities, program support

'staff and resgurce or material centers to ?e eritical in pro-

moting the implementation 6f innovations in schooling. Those

-

services characterized by human resource support are diqcﬁssed

first. ) ) . _ ) . e

~




’~L§gpgprt Services ’ - I g
TN .
Colyer (1976) suggests it is important to give teachers

i "hand hbldf when beginning to implement CBE=- Adequate

b ]

" supporting human resources she suggests, could provide the

"lifeline" that mfﬁes change possible.
$ T

TRAINING AND FOLLOWUP ; '

3

Intensive in-service training appears to be a critical

ingredient of effective program implementation. Such training

frequently provides teachers and other)participants with
dembnstratlon models, "hands-on" prattice, sand psychological

sqpport and relnforcement (Fullan, .1975). 1It has been
™ . 4
suggested that ueing'a variety of training approaches increases

responsivenees to the needs of participating individuals and
K J

to the requirements of the program (Taylé&, 1976).
McLaughlin (1975) indicates that "one-shot" training or
training provided only at the beginning of a new project or

program 1is generally ineffective.
Although such training designs have the virtue
—~of efficiency and lower cost, they ignore the .
critical fact that project implementors cannot -- .
know what it is they need to know until project .
operations are well underway...there is just sg
much that a would-be implementor can be taught o
or can understand until problems have arisen in ‘
. the course of project in;genentatlon and
N ' sOlutions must be devised. Similarly, it is
! difficult to anticipate in advance exactly what.
xmplementor neaeds might be at different points
in project implementation. Training.programs } -
thdt attempt to be comprehensive and cover all
contingencies at the outset are bound to miss
. their mark and also to he less than meaningful -
to pro;ect partlclpants (p. 7).

+ Weikart and Banét (1976) express similar observations, ~

based on the attempted training related to imﬁiementation ofie

t_Piagetian Follow Through model: '

- : . . ) . R J
N 44
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‘'To our embarrassment, we must admit that oqur.
assumptions about training five years ago were
that (1) one could describe a "model" in
.- largely verbal terms, with perhaps a few charts
and diagrams; and that (2) this.simple verbal
description, presented before-a gathering of
teachers in a preservice workshop, should///' .
_ persuade them to modify radically their - ////
. +  teaching behavior-in the coming year....

: We learned the hard way that these expecta-
tions.yere absurd...not surprisingly, our
training began to be focused:increasingly
on concrete teaching strategies that put
into practice our theoretical corceptions,
and on concrete examples provided by class-
_room settings, ‘either at the center or on
T film or. videotape (pp. 129-130). = *

Many opportunities are being tapped for provision of
CBE-related personnei development. ‘Well establisheg
competency based teacher education programs'(mandated in

.at least 20 statq\; ‘are being implemented to various degrees

- in golleges and versxties nationw1de. Many of these

programs can help proVLde appxopriate preservice experiences

N

useful to teacners who will be practicing in a CBE context.
APreserviEe training in CBTE programs repzéeents one point on
~—_what may be-‘conceptualized as .a CBE training continpda.

Some school districts also ‘cooperate with teacher tr&ining
. b Ao S

institutions'to provide in-school training experiences. Trainees

. - \
- . are sometimes given employment as aides‘or intern teachers

'J '
while completing their university preparation. Goodlad (1970)
.- . —r

q . supports such- extension of preserv:.ce training to school

settings

']

S
T

Tea ei-training -programs must get off the college
campusas into schools serving as teacher-education
centers. On entry into such programs, future teachers,
" must become members of teacher teams in collaborating .
. schools, and receive ascending stipends as they progress

-,

N L . _" Y ! 43
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. and administrators While persons implementing CBE Wlll present

'a broad array of training need, it is desxrable that any in-ser-,f

skills and knowlgdqe' Practitioners need familiarxty with new -

7
from minimal responsibility as aides to maximal . -
responsibility as resident teachers (p. 425). r

‘A subsequent point on the CBE training continuum is

i ' N

)

./- £} . - - * k] £}
represanted by provision of training for practicing teachers
" ‘

1

vice program be based on continuing assessment of specific,.; -

current faculty needs. . The types of training required in the

»

early stages of implementation can be quite different from that

required as imélementation Progresses,.

. £

"In identifying major barriers to the implementation of
an innovation, Gross et al. (1971) found that many serious

’ -
problems arose very early because teachers lacked needed

-

materials a&d methods, and they need an opportunity to conSider .
and work on impleme:!ation plans before attempting to implement
a majof change, The tiznaline- and scope of implementation should
be consistent with that knowledge and experience Gross found
that éﬁfﬁ:quately prepared teachers often entered into an

in@le ntation effort with positive attitudes, but quickly\lost

’

their motivation as the frustration mounted. ] L ]
" Many structured models f05raspects of CBE-related in-service
training are available. One workshop is described by Olson

(1974) i »
4 » !
The workshop is an attempt to provide achers,
admini'strators and teacher aidep with opportunity
to become familiar with the cobcept and processes
‘of individualized instruction. Unlike many earlier
efforts, this workshop models all the characteris-
tics of a good individualized program. The‘&orkshop
faCilitator functions as a teacher in the classroom.

\ \ ol - n.\- PR
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< He def}nes the goals and objectives, adjusts the
I -objectiyes for individual differences, provides
" alterna 've learnlngrstrategles for each parti-

rganlzes the environment, interacts with

ers so that they achieve the objectives,

~

cipant,
the lea

evaluates™progress toward the objectives, and helps °
participants decide on the next app;oprlate instruc-
tional steps (p. 41) . - N <

The functlons outllned by Olson descrlbe some probable .

S/ characteristics of many CBE programs, and may be approprlate for
., / - N

consideration in .planning in-service training programs.

.

g Olson specifies-diagnostic activity as one important

aspect of tge‘individualized instruction workshop. Partici-
pant  have an opportunity'to conduct an informal self-diagnosis,
and the select  the objectives thatzeest meet their isdividual'
needs. Learners do not have.to study someth(ng they already
know or for which they do not feel ready. Since the workshop

.‘is flexible, the learner and facilitator frequently work -out
new objectives based on the learner's individual neees.
Attaining these Sbjectives'gzten requires locating adgitional
resources, or visiting an operational proér in a nearby

’ school. | ’

. An important component of the wbrtshopraﬂd of al staff
development effort, is evaluation. Within the workshop,

? evaluation occurs during the small-group discué%ions that

- . . [

follow compietion of each learning packad‘?' In the course:
7 : -

A~ of these sessions, learners share their cogperns, ideas,
-and products with others who have worked on the same. objectlzes.
This type of evaluation is 1ntended to be formatlve in. nature
It provides. excellent feedback to the facilitator, to help

. in detejmining the effectiveness of the instruction brovideé,'

Q ‘ . ) ' ' B ) - R 45
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and to identify areas in which.supplementary instruction

.,

may be desirable. . .

Utg (1974) suggests that "the necessary teaﬁgﬂrxig—
servicing process should require teachers to build their dwn

curriculum modules, thus.creating a psychologicai investﬁent
for teacher implementa;ion” (p: 8). Olson (1974) addrességi
this concern by asking workshop participant; to prepare
outcome statements,, learning packages, or evaluation items
germane to théir classrsoms. Upondretu;nipé to the classroom,
\participants use these materials with stqdénté and prepare
a éri;ique before.:eturning to the next session. During that .
sess&, ‘they share thgir work and critique with the facili-‘
tator, and then develop a fina: mbdified vgrsion. ,
Qti/(l974) observés that tifcher involvement in training.
is promoted additionally by some form of reward for in-service
participation (p. 8). Olson-(1974) identifies release time,

in-service credit, public recognition, and free materials as

rewards which encourage participation ‘in tLe individualized

-

14
-

instruction workshop. Such 1ndént1ve considerations in plannlng

program 1mplementat10n are discussed in more detail in a
N
subsequent subsection of this paper.

As teachers and administrators begin to “implement CBE,
egin '

they may benefit from an, opportunity to-learn réquired skills

in an environment that models effective CBE program character=-

i'stics.. For example, teachers might work. toward stated or

nbgoﬁiated objectives at their own rate, using resources best
. * ‘ - ‘)

suited to their personal learning styles.
46
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ObserVing'the elementslof a total CBf‘system in operation

- ) ’ . - ®
gives participants one basis of comparison as they begin to,

-’
implement a CBE program in their own schools.

Burns (1969) suggests that follow*up traln}ng (after an
innbvatlve program has been lmpiemented) conslit of: -

- Frequent, but short, staff meetlngs. Only require
those to attend who are directly involved in the, . .-
agenda. Frequent meetings insure progréss and provide
for all phases of the project to come uhder observa-

.tion. This prevents mitor - problems fro grdw1ng
.into major problems and also insures thgt all-

. problems receive lmmediate attention (p. 422)

o Huff (1975) notes that new ‘arrivals,, o¥‘those joining the.

program after it has been lnlzlated, may feel left out and

3

. 8
be left out, unless. follow-up tralnlng is provided on a . ..

hs ‘ N -
regular basis. w o, -

“ " 4

: % .
The compleﬁ tralnlng needs related to CBE arecbest-met

. by preservlce and ln-séfélqe traznlng supported by the aphools

.&§£bemselves if qgallty CBE,programs are to be successfully

%

implemented. Goodlad (1970) notes that: pe .
Training should be prqvfded\on cpmpany time and at company
expense. Public schooling is ene of the largest enter-,

_prlses in th& country that does neot provide for systema-
-~ . tic-updating of skills of rtsuemployeeseand for‘payment
. of the costs involved (p. 425)- » )

Training programs are needed for specialists in"CBEM

-

program dé%elopment and staff’renewal. It has,been suggested

that comprehens;ve program development would beneflt eatly

if personnel trained in the complexlties ofaCBE 1mplementatlon
”.

were w1der? available throughOut the educaulonal community )

L}

(Taylor, 1976) . "At least one sich program 4& train general

N
y
1

» ‘ Lo : L
w
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e K r. . . - Y L . R
change facilj.tators :|.s under dewelopment at the.Ingfapa

at

Un:.verslty School of Educatlon, DlVlSlon of Instrfuctional

. Systems Technology (Bhola, l973) . - LN
:
. . Lo ' ‘ . . ~ ) ‘ SN
. ' Materials Resource Support N S e
. Lo - M / . . )
“. - h M ‘! ° 4 v v ' « o
* .~ , RESOURCE MATERIALS CENTERS . v +
R The more: awgre a pérson functi%g as social organizer,
1~ ] . ,
:|.s of avarlable resources, the more helpfyl that person can
ﬂn
-~*bé to teashérs and admn\u.strators, Gross et al. (1971),
Charters -and Pellegr:l.n 6&973) ,- and Crowther (1972), all ;
.o i
'g? . Cike the«' unavallablllty or madequacy of required m&rlals,
. T 5:9 / B
. < equlpment and resourtes as aymajor darrier to ‘the implemen- . ﬁ/
' . té . ' s i
7 tation of an%nnovatlon. . . R
. '_ - ‘"You need'to have use of outslde resOurces. You need
4 -

)
.« to know how to tap consultapts "from lnstltutlons where thmgs

Y ¢

L ) haVé already been done. Faculty n;ed to bk aware i.of materials -
¥ / that -already exz.st" (Hall and. Jonés, . p ‘p. 264Y). o - o
- ’ Once tdentlfled, 1t is deslrable that resources relevant :""’\
. e S .‘to the innovation be made easlly acces51b1e to teaéhers ahd
@" - .Y \/other i%tended staff. For example related to. QBE, a state W W, ‘

’

offlce of educatlon might develop a comprehens1ve lndex to all o

‘., v relevan.t CBE »rélated materlals, references, and even consulta;vts or

-

B . . practJ.t:LPners. That index could be publlsh‘éd and dlssemlnai:ed

- ;": - to ~distr1‘ts and schools for their use 1:1 sele a;’proprl-
,"y' | ,ate, matér:l.als and J,dentliyng other- relee/ant zesources. Inter-’
,‘A o mei*e“te and Targer di f:.cts r&:.ght develog media support fOr R ‘
“ . ‘ staff',ltramrng and Qfor mstructlonal us evg, It 1s partlcuhrly k

A . ' !
bs:l.ral:xle “that teachers Aand other school personnel have access

.‘-to those CBE resqurce's that have been found- useful iyn,CGE

I:C - ‘» . f% 0 L " , ’l»"‘ - Lo . . . .
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o e . " .
classrooms. Some schools maintain an "in-housef collection
v - . \ ’

'of’bboks‘ang tapes related to new programs &id procéaures, fpr

teacher use (Taylbr,.l976); Such resources can:gg,made

§

21 ‘t accessible through an Lnf&rmal cﬁedkout system.

Some districts maintain a curriculum library in which they
»
14

“‘? N . . - 3
" display inS%ﬁpctional,dhterials currently available from
- ﬂ - ks . . ’

publishers and other schools or districts. Such a otirriculum

library is also-a convenient place/from which to disseminéte

materia%s developed by‘teachers and other staff witﬁiﬁ the

’ : -

district. T : K :
. . . - -, - b . . 1 »
A district resource room or curriculum library might

also display available collect#ers of goals, objectives, and
evalua:ioﬁ items,. If it is impractical to display compiete .
4

facilitate retrieving items, from extant coll ioq’k

- ~

‘coilectiops} it might be possible to provide sirvices that

v
o~

PROGRAM SUPPORT ‘STAFF NEEDS ., . .

Personal communicatipn is a basic element of educat}onai T
v v , ) : > . .
change. The implementation of ywompetency based education-type

”\!irprbgrams frequently.require major,éhahge, and the costs’ 7’

* Vinvolved in ensuring adequate personal contact to promote that
‘ 3

‘higge caﬁ be great. Schéols may';Etempééfséminimize tbe ex-
pense by-diséemin!;ing writéen materials or resorting to ¢
other, less éersonal types of coﬁmuniéatioh. Although ngws‘f 4
letters, articles, books, and sample matérials can help

communicate simple, routipe information, persona% contact is
- . . -
, _ _ - s _
.considered critical in many srtuat;fns involving an element o.f
) ‘ o ‘

.’




- " ’ \uanrtain:i.ty -~ for examp]:e, in problem solving, planning or
: . negotlatlng sess1ons. The adequacy of personal' direct support"
. . provided by program staff at al levels (1 e., state, county,
N
_d1stri~<-£and sc}hool) can have a major effect on the rate,'
' sc¢ope and success of CBE ixhplementation. Unless adequate support

- . provisions are made, much of the~burde3 of atgempting to plan

~ and “implement C?E programs "fall on tsachers alone.
—The Oregqn Department of Education: (Hall, 1976) has
@ _ >
developed a list of school personnel competencies which school

’

districts\ specified as necdessary for implementing the instruc¢-

-

‘tional portions of Oregon's Minimum-Standards for Public . C.

. . ' Sch?ols. The list is Oregon-specific and its ‘elemen,ts do
’ . + not all correspond directly or’ ‘s_o_lelya to the elements of CBE
presented ’in the presﬁr‘xt docuent. It does, however, provide
,the Oregon Department of Educatlon, colleges, _ﬁniversities,
! .-

districts and schogls in Oregon an opportunity to
. -

]

. ‘ + assess current staff competencies, staff velopment oppor-

c tgntles, and research and development plans. The list also

N

provides a_.framework for determining whether school organiza-
' tionalucha'racteristiés‘?‘are compatible with the personnel ¢
competenc1es suggest;ed by the Mlnlmum Standards.

- Spec1allzed personnel(can re employed to prov1de support

and assistance in.the assumption of tasks such as outcome identifi-

cation; needs aossessment, program evaluation and information'

R management (Pellegrin, 1975) .', Depending on the size and‘\~ . ‘

el : ’ i D
oo %, n&ture of the district or school, these and other functions ' '
" , , :

* may b‘evsupported’ by s;cisting personnel. It is, of co!rse, “ J

tmportant not to superimpgse CBE-tybe functions on the

Qo - B 4
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N -

\exietingradminietrative and -instructional” functions but

N

rathe}, through accopmddetion and -adaptation By staff, to

[N

design and“impiemegf a program that rep@€sents a set of
. ' |-, ‘

consistent, complementary functions. .. X

.

§;\\ Freeing teachers from ce;?ain regular classroom respon-

' sibilities gives them an oépdrtunity to develop the necessary

skills and knowledge to evaluate éﬁd to participate- in CBE
. P ~ .

plannihg and iﬁglementation.i They not only learn from such"
involvement, but they also have a chance to influence progrargL

adoption and development, and they have the opportunjty to

. -
gain a sense 3f commitment to, and ownership of, any new

program that‘ma? be ins;alled. ﬁany CBE functions can be

planﬂed,'impleﬁented and.fecilitated by teaehers who are

given adequatejtraining, release time and idcentives.
INCENTIVES = : .

Many schools have a highly restrictive reward stru;tu}e,
. \
agﬁ offer few opportunltles for prOfESSIOnal ad@ancement.

Tenure and salary-often depend priferily on years of exper-
ienge. Teachers seeking such advancement often must leave
the classroom in order to secure higher salary, status and

*
recognition. Rewards available to those who remain in the

N

2

classreom are quite 18 iteq. . .
The personal costs invoiyed in implementing CBE-type

programs, where they deviagg significantly from pre&ailing

" instructional programs, are ofteh high for all concerned. A great

deal of time and energy are required to identify, pleﬁ, and’
) ,
assume .the necessafy new skills and roles. Unless implemen-
%

51
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_tation is carefully planned to include t{ie ‘provision of
incentives, resistance to CBE may be hfgh.'

~

Intrinsic and extrinsic’ rewards may be considered in an

impleﬁentation plan. House'(l970 observes that:

Con

3 In éxamining h1gh school reward structures, though

" not 'those directly related to innovation, Spock
(1974) found that the "extrinsic™ rewards varied.
Intrinsic rewards ~- pride 6f workmanship,‘positive
social interaction with peers, and abiltiy'to influ-
ence school policy =-- are relatively more important
in the overall reward structure. Whether the greater
importance of intrinsic work and peer-rélated rewards
is because of the preferences of achers _.or because
.0f the absence of variation in e tr1n51c’§ewards

» could not be determined. Tt is'clear, however, that
intrinsic rewards are 1mportant and that the more
material extrinsic rewards are sC‘rce(p. 74)

= M
: Carpenter—Huffman et al. (1974) in dlSCUSSlng a“/%al

and behaVLoral barriers to and facilitators of change in

< *

performance contractlng programs, note ‘that:

— On the schodl side, the real incentives for trying

“ to hmake the programs work were the professional,
advantage of being associated with a successful
highly visible program and the profe5810nal
dedlcatlon of educators trying to find new .

solutions ‘to theéifjhlems they facgd (p. 166). .

.

Miles (1965) discdSses the invisibility of teacher role

4
.

performance .to péers or'superiors,‘concluding that professionals
are relatlvely detached- froﬁ\“éer estimates of performance1

He p01nts out, lfowever, that mgch satisfactxon derives from
1ntr1n51c properties of the role. CBE may prov1de an
ppportunlty for greater performance v151b}11ty v1a goal

.

deflnltlon and program evaluation, thus affordlng a sound

‘

basis for providing extrinsic .-rewards for,quallty work.

Membership in an advocacy group provides'an opportunit§

for both intrinsic and extrinsic rewards. For many, the“/

*
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satisfaction of béing a part of such an effort compensates .for
~ . .

certain frustrations and for the time involved. In addition,
. . ~t . .

) group.memﬁershig can provide more infdrmal rewards, and can

TN\ place members iﬂ\an~effeétive position to bargain for formal
rewards. For exampié; gaining recognition Eor éffecﬁive

." contributions in a CBE addbéﬁéy‘group can lead to "prombticn”

,to positions of additional resporisibiligy-and financial -rewards~

such as a unit leader or 8epartment ch erson, or to nomination
>

-to contraét for work on summer or other extra-time, extra-pay

projects. i

Comcrete rewards for group involvement have beer described.

Kapfer et al. (1970) discuss some: . , .o
:j;e strategy during the first year of the p¥oject "
was to utilize Title ¥II funds for hiringssubsti-’

. tute teachers for the purpose of freeing teachers
for program development. The administrators worked )
closely with teachers who were freed. for such . )
activities. The plan...was to train the teachers
in writing Individualized Learning Packages (p. 19). -

when production was assessed, the process of"using sub-
. = - g, ‘

) ] * .
stitutes was determined to be inefficient. During the second

Y year they chose to !

- 3 €a . ) . . .
contract with teachers on a extra-time, extrarpay basis
for program development. All teachers were informed

R of the opportunity that would be available during the

: summer to contract for specific program development

' (p. 20). - , . . -

Q ) \ ” ) .

’ They also used the university: - “

- " Teachers were also’given the option of taking some or

. all of their pay in form of university credit through

- ) . a workshop which the pringipal and project specialist
coriducted during the summer, (p. 20). '
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oSindividaul rewards, it is worthwhile to

consider the need for program-oriented, gfoup rewards dMd .,

. incentives. It appears that schools seldom reward program-

level or cooperatlve development. In this régard, Yarger Y

‘et al. {(1975) observe thtt

/ ...posses31veness of ideas of programmatic efforts
as well as a sense of_ isolation are natural out-¢ L /”’/
growths. Educational® respectablllti is typically '(
associated with the product, and the recognition T

. 'an individual garners for his/her professional
effort. . Rarely are groups of pegple rewarded for
develoang a superlor program. In-fact, when.a
‘superior program emerges, one or two 1nd1v1duals
are usually singled out for reward and recognis-
tion, thus creating unpleasant responses from

.others -who contrlbuted to the effort’ (ps 13) a

It is r‘pbrtant to be aware oflthe relatlonshlp betwéen

the personal cost lnvolved in 1nglement1ng CBE (e g., tlme Qd ¢

energy requred to develop new skills) and the amont of resfsx\\\\*J

tance that may result. -Becausg'a reward system can compensate
for personal costs, reslstance may decrease and prqgress -

toward effective: 1mplement§t1on may 1ncrease. Therefore, 4

1Y
school s or district's oapabullty to identify, provide and

control adequate incentives should be of prime conslderatlon -

in determlnlng the scope and rate of an implementation plan

.

- .
- v

FEEDBACX * ‘ , L]
M J > . " . - ~

~The"provision of .mechanisms for communication and,
feedback are also | very important in preparing an imple-‘
mentation plan. This section presents a discussion of feed-
back.related to the infornation needs of individuals affected
by)CBE=type programs. =’ ' - ‘
# o ’
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! Some goals of feedback systems often include -- - "

4
o] "*@roving program implemrntatlon processes;.

-

o

,o; Improv1ng program 1mplementat10n management. . .

. ) v
) Improvrng program outcomes, or program effectiveness.

. Developing an information feedbad!'system in;olves --

o Identifying the lnformatlon needs of potentlal part1c1-
pants.

— ‘ . Ta » . ?
o Identlfylng individuals who should provide and recieve

,the 1nformat10n. .

- Y S U .

o] Identlfylng methods of col%actlng and prov1d1ng the
information.

A very important guiding principle applicabIe to both .
the plannlng an\\fpefztron of an 1nformat10n fee?back system
ig emphaslzed by Hall and Jones (1976): -

Keep your plans open and on top(of tne table. .Provide

contlnq}ng opportunities for input and deq1s10nmak1ng
part1c1pat10n by staff...(p ZSOT“ .

It is approprlate to add the deslrablluty of openness

with the- feedback to partic1patikg oommunlty groups, parent R

groups, professional gfoups. and fEndlng agencies. olyer

(1976) describes a means of provldlng feedback to commqnlty

participants: . . v
~ ) <
When one includes members of’ the communaty...ln a
meeting and solicits their suggestlons...on way.s
they might contribute to the program, it is
to have these items written down by the perso
. making the suggestion (which g1ves them confidence,
’ that their contribution.is not going to be lost))
(A written synthesis can then be) printed and
distributed to those...lnvolved....(p' 6).

~

S

Hall et al.(1976) describe a feedback technlqne used in
developing a competency(based teadcher education (CBTE) program:

‘We know of a small staff cadre in one instigution that
is working on assumptions, oompetencies, and a prototype
b . )‘ “

55
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management system ‘for a new CBTE program. Two ~°
departmen;fchairmen and an associate dean are

among the other participating staff. Each time

a task'is adcomplished such as the identification

of a set of assumptions, a written version of the
action, in proposal form, is sent to the total
-faculty.and to student and school representatives.®
The information is set on ditto sheets for feedback.

(The ditto format connotes something less final than
mineographed or other more polished printing). . Those"
. Who wish to provide input to the committee d& so.
Those who ‘don't, can't say they. were never given the .
opportunity (p. 251).

.
Discussing organizatiénal health and the need for adéqua%e'
communicatioﬁ processes, Miles (1965) ‘sugdests that it is. -
essential!to'héGé'"relatively distortion-free communication
'vertically, ' 'horizont;liy,' ané across the ﬁe§n43ry of the
;ystem to and,frOm the'surrogyding epvironment" (p. 18).
’ N *

R g . ‘ I3
Communication feedback mechanisms must provide accurate and

prompt information about tensions(gnd difficulties withiﬁd}he*

school or program. .Ana.peop;e must be -able to secure and

tQ provide informatio\$with minimal personal effort.
Appropriaté’@ of feedback information in é,ecisiori—

making can inérease CBE program éffgctiyedess. Information cah

be collécﬁeq on a wide variety of topics (eag;, learnfng

outcome achievement, resource utilizatidn, implementation
> _ -

strategy effectiveness, cost effect%veness). Séldom‘can a

school or district collect, process, and disseminate all
potentiallﬁruseful inforhation. Participants in the

school System must, therefor%{ set priorities for information

e

gathering. These priorities helpvdefine the system for

collecting and diz’eminating information. As\informétion

- N,

gathering and processing systems .are initiated and refined,
v L. . . .

they may be expanded td\accommodate increasing categories of
DO [ A '

; ; "
lnfogmagéon. ,

Y. By
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Schools and™districts may cooperate in’' planningfomplemen-

tary ihformation—gathe i
results\of subseguent in mation gathering, where appropriate.
s - . . . < .

{ -

\strategies, and in sharing the

\ .

. Intormation-baséd Decisiohmaking ¥ CBE practitioners need

contlnuous feedback to make effective program-related dec1s1ons.

Informatlon based dec151onmaknng requlres that 1nfarmat10n _y

— -

, needs be deflned and that 1nformatlon be gathered analyzed
and reported in a fcrm that fac111tates object1v1ty Values

naturally and approprlately 1nfluence the ways in which

A4

1nformat10n needs are defined angd 1nformat10n process;ng occurs.
Dec1s1onm&kers can beneflt from an effort to maintain aware-

ness of potential values influences in the decisionmakind process.

A

Hall and Gones (1976) speak to the comblnatlon of the relatlvely

objective and the subjectlve ln decisionmaking:
\ , : C e
As expert evaluators point out, the actual act.
-0f decisionmaking includes a valﬁgsqpellef compo- _
, nent as well as the summarized, relatlvely-objectlve -
reporting of the evaluation data. It is at the )
‘point of making decisions that the mogt rational ;
answer 1s not necessarily the best. However, the s
decisionmaker who has evaluation data will be able
* ) to make a more calculated decision and probably
. be more corifident in his decisions than if the
decision had been completed based on "gut feelings"”
(p. 273).

/ - . v

Hall et al. *(1976) note that feadback can facilitate

~ .

an actlvely adaptive 1mplementatlon envlroéﬁent: T

Deciding on which variables are most in need of

evaluatlons, who will make wh&t decisions, what
X ' ) . feedback mechanisms are needed, and who will handle’ . -
' ' evaluation activities should be settlad before

* program development starts.. Then, thpough .
successive approximations and adapfStlons to events, '

and, data, the evaluation (and implementation)
/ -

\

(o
o
A Y
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activities should be regularly adjusted (Hall
et al., 1976, p. 273). ) . N

Definitions of competency based education type programs.

]

suggest the importance of an instructional management model

~

that .facilitates information based decisions regarding
instruction. The same model may be applied to the management

of the CBE implementation process itself. | /

S

*
.

A Framework of Information-Based Decisionmaking.

Hall et al.- (1975) and Hall and Jones (1976) suggest two
~ L T

" frameworks within which decisionmaking processes can be organ-

ized (see Appendices A and B). One framework (Hprl and Jones,,'

1976) incorporates .two basic dimensions. The first dimension
addresses, three leyels of program implementation: planning,

’

implementing and maintaining. The other dimension addresses

four decision areas: outcomes, resources, strategies, and

- \ -
costs. *

In Kppeng;k B, sample questions are presented within each

‘cell of the framework “The remaxnder af thlS section focuses
‘ Al

on’ each of the four decj'Eon areas as‘'it relates to identlfying
>

1nformatlon \lneeds, apd collecting and, dlssmemlnatlng

information. . .

4

™ . ¢

feedback related to outcomes "will be...most important in
effecting change, because it furnishes data pertaining to

the relevance of objectives and effectiveness of instruc-

tional strategies" (p. '8). - ‘ . .

)

- Feedback Related to Outcomes. Utz (1974) suggests that ¢

/

S
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// ~ -modifying outcomes-referéqced's;rategies. In"this context,

it iéAaépropriate tb‘app;é feedback both tp instructional

- ':’ outcomes and to implementation outcomes.
Woditsch (1975) raiqgs"a caution: S —

Very seldom are objectives set on grounds other .than
- tradition or some first-approximation response ,to

¢

‘~amenable to change than thosé of traditional curricula.
Rarely are conscious efforts made to adjust program- .
objectives in accord=with program experience (p. 13).

Implementation gdalg_and student learniing outcOmégfshould b

’

be assessed regularly throughout the implementation process.

.

If results and efpectatié%s are .ihsiétent, modi fication
may be necessary. Dégisiphmakérs'hust dgél with Shree ﬁajor:
pfenomena that impinge:od?ihe decis;onmaﬁing process:
avaiLabil;fy of»hard dati%:conteXt values, and quitséh's.
researched observation tﬁgg Ehere is no tendency to change -
ouispmes stateméﬁts as pj;;;uii of ggperiencé. ' |

When attem‘pfj:/i'ngl to -ijmplémerft/a competency baséd teac_her. ’
educatipn progfam( Dickson et al. (&3]2) obser;ed that a major
problem related to s;udeni1feedb;ck:' '

While we believe that data sheuld be supplied in
abundance concerning their skilk'@ttainment, etc.,
feedback to our students has been”delayed because of
the cumbersome evaluatiorf procedures we have been
using..’ Inadequate feedback has [also resulted]
because most pProfessGrs tested only once or twice -

. during a .course (p. 6}. ) )

‘- - . . ' >

I

Sound‘aeci&ipna depend on reliable, timely oWtcome -

information. Inadequate feedback hinders decisionmaking -

by both students"and professional staff.

OEPer ®eedback activities affecting CBE program imple-
, 4

v

. ] * . b * 59
L

A major purpose of feedbadk should be to provide a basis for

the market place. Otice set, the goadls appear no more’ "

-

- ' . ' o
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meptation include the review of instructional scheduling{and

pacing information by shpervisory perspnnel. Lasser and Elam
(1974) observe that "regular monitoring _ "of thése aspects

Echeduling and pac1ng] of program operation prov1dps fdr‘ln—

& =

-creased teacher accountablllty, any help focus teacher atten— '

- - s
tion on the attainment of spec1f1c program.outcomes, (p. 8).

LS ~ -
They suggest that "the emphasis of such reView activitfes

(should be) on ldentlfylng and correctlng any problems or .

potentlal problems ‘that might 1mpede pupll progress toward

program goals"'(p 8). o ‘.

.
” .

Southwest Regional Laboratory staff studied the effects
of‘monitoring.and reporting the'reading achievement.of first-

grade pupils on séeveral levels. After studying fifteen sc¢hools,

-

using four different levels of accountability and repor;ing,

'theY'offer the following-comments:

Reporting requlred that teachers ,submit to thelr
_prinéipals a record of pupil achlevement scores on
each -assessment exercise ddministered. A 45-item ~—
criterion test based on the major ob]ectlves of
the. reading program was 1nd1v1dually admlnlstered
at the end of the school year. A significant posi=
tive re}ationship (p. €.001) between -level of :
teacher reporting and pupil readlng achlevement
increased with each increase in level of teacher
reportn)g In addition, program completion ranged
‘from 60 percent for the lowest level of reporting
to 75 percent at the highest level (p. 9).

&

. Progress toward desired outcomes should beTcontinuously
NN
-assessed and irstruction modlfled accordlngly Thus, with each

assessment the performance ideal may be more closely approx:t-

A . ’
mated

-

60
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. Feedback Related to Resources. Major. ca;egoryes of resources

maz be conceptuallzed tor 1nclude personnel materials and”

. ‘.
“incentives. o ‘ ;§;~ L o
- ’ r ’ » AP

. Mlles (1965) suggests that a healﬂpy organlzatlon uses.
L 4
personnel effectlvely so that they ari neither bverworked

. 4

¢

nor idle. There must be a close. relaalonshlp betweenlaach . 6

person's capaclt{ to accompllsh a task and the demqges o%

L3

that person's particular rolep In “this serse, capaclty

is very dependent on- the skllls,.tralnlng, materials, and- ’

}. .
incefitives related to CBE 1mplementat10n. ;

l . » -

Once planning decisions are made, #t is necessary to-

%

obtain adequate feedback on the rate and effectiveness of

L]

resource utilization during both the implémentation and -
maintenance phases of CBE. There is some evidence‘in~the
Jfliterature that additional resources are frequéhtly requlred
. durlng the early staqes of lmplementatlon. As time pasSes,
sﬁhoolslgradually find ways to adapt extant resources qg new

processes. Inltlally, schools may malntaln dual systems

¢

« ©  .until more -appropriate systems evolye to an efficient level.

‘

-

jrfeedback Related to‘Strategies: New 1nstructlonal mater-

xals and procedures are contlnually belng developed. Each .

developer must Ldentlfy the klnds of feedback that will

effectlvely itmprove the product. Some useful types of infor-

-

N ~ mation include‘the following:

© Students' reactjons (appeal, relevance, util ty, o
1nterest,‘etc ) ) .

N
- .o

. o- Teachers' reactions (utility, manageabili ty releuance,
i etc.) N . _ : .
4 . -

.
- . ‘
. <o A - 61-
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T o Amqunt of tlma}equired for: students t@ comple"fe a /"
unit or a.equbnce of -instructign * ) ﬁ,\ .-

V
4« ors) and o oups, b
: N . o Areas of confusxon, errors, and :|.nformatlon gaps )
LY ) R s X - ) 0 .
K/ SR > o ’ Student pez.fongance data6 e ,
~ - .7  As.méntioned earli'er,ﬂ teachers can develop materi
. . ] e 75’

a\ workshop sgting, Use them w1th thelr sfudents, secure -0

-

- <

student feedbick, apd return to the next worlgshop sessxon y '

to make aPPropnate modlflcatlons. Workshop ,fuoxlxtators L g £

* >

can“"develop s!mple checkllsts to help teachers ensure quallty

5

. cqntrol AppendJ.x C includes a checklist developed by staff

. . -

" 2 =,
‘of the Sea;l:le Publlc Schools. Teachers‘partlclpatlng ln‘inb
- \

~1nd1v:.duallzed lnstructlon workfop use that . llSt to evaluate

' A

learnlng packages before Qslng them w1th, students. ) . -

- \ « *

LY Publlshers,~reglonal educ‘&tlonal laboratorles, state : ‘9

- departments of educat:éon and scl;pol, districts that repare - s

-— .

]
;1 e quality control proce ures. Matgridls are evaluated with ¥
8 ? -
- %
ard tq‘ usabll:.ty, adapta.bcl:l.ty, cost )e/ffectlveness, .and

é‘ ) materlals for w:.de dlssemlnatlon generay/i requlre comprehen-

ef‘fectlveness in meetlng goals. .Developers need to secure
. ) 7y
the krnd of leedback that 'leads to construc;ige modificatioﬁ:

often there are attempts to ensure Ehat the final product will
< ' .

-®pe effectlve 1n a w:.je variety. of# setgings. = 7 .

' Learnlng packag‘es or lnstructlonal modules are frequently

éveloped by teachers and currlculum spec1a]¢sts. It is - -
important to colles lnformatlon about: these modulés as’

developx_nent progresses. Hall and Jones‘(1976) descrlbe a - —

-2
* process used in some CBE‘. programs' . 2

P ) 62
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Studeilys are asked to make notes in the margins -
an the backs of pages as they prpceed through
dule, highlighting p01nts‘they believe should
é brought to the attention of
o To further systematlze this pro

& ¢

dule: developer.
a module feedback
form of.the type developed by Eng ehardt, Gouge, and"
Hall (1972) can be filled aut by students after

o completing a- -module (p./279L.

A sé&nle module £eedback form is displayed in Appendix
’DD d

€

Hall describes another feeqpack form tnat has been used:
. -

» & computer card inserted within reusable ins ructionel materials
/snch as films or tapes (Sée'Appendix E for a sample form). ~ ~
Information from thls form provides feedback to learning

resource center s@aff- aﬁout the percelved effectlveness and
qppeal o¥ the materlals.

[ 2 .

‘All new materlals shouid be evaluated for their quallty
and effectiveness.

Students; parents, teachers,‘support '
staff, and Zdministrative staff can all provide information
§ .

N \
.

when appropriate feedbackssystems are operable. Tha for-

matiod ﬁov1des a bas:.s for J.mprov:.ng the ‘terlals, as well.
. I 4

-

as annotating them for. new users.-

1
'

. [} 1
Feedback ‘Related to Costs.
. 2

i

.
r

Cost .is a critical factor‘
having" 1mp11catlons fow the success or fallure of c
such as CBE frequently represents.

qfnges - © -

Funding processes and
trad&tloggl accountlng and budgetlng procedures make

te

detalled cost dlfflcu‘r to monitor." Frequently, costs are
not itemlzed

In addltlon, a wide varlety pf costs must
“be cons1dered

*

e.g,, costs relatlng to personnel facili-
tles, materials, serv1ces, and equipment,
_— -

.These costs

v " i
) aper .
(U

) %3
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may(be usefully monltored within progtfam, act1v1ty and imple-
\
mentation time frames. For‘each CBE program, adequateAfeed—
{back‘systems should'enable schools to report the costs o{*

4

agtivities such as developing matérials,-tr&ining'Eeachers or

» ~ . - i
e ‘other program participants, pilot testing,.planning, diagnosing, .
. indtructing and evaluating. ~ ' A ’
A s . ; ¢ ' .
Little formation is currently available on the cost //

of CBE:type'progréms. Initial indications are that CBE
programs may be«more expensive than gi?SLBE(programé. Woditsch 'g

., (1975) discusses costs related to learner-centered curricula:
53‘ . . t’, ! N
. " The costs of learner-centered curricula‘in terms
ofs human resouraes is higher. This is a totally
predictable outcome much._ratified by research.
Even in ins¥ances where léarner-centered .
. curricular costs roughly equal those. of comparable
traditional. programs, faculty. activity studies - R n
.».". disclose a greater commitment of personnel time
. .- . _ to the grogram. "A not unattractive corollary .
] frequently emergea in-evidence that students, !
« ' too, give themselves more-intensively (p. 13).

s . . g
Tﬁere-are some exceptions to the cost trends. One.is
-" cited by Olson:(197lf: "a compgté‘cy based.program in busiﬂess'
ed%cation repbr;ed a net decrease bf 16.7 percent in student-
v 'semester:hourlf instructional co;is." Olson explains that
the program comblned three typed of change. IZCBE/;?nd1v1dual—'
ized instruction and differentiated staffing."- glthough the'

two‘iears of planning, developing, and training were expensive:

ipg and staff use to pewmit additional subseqdent modifications

. . . /
at no more than baseline cost. ./'-

- the new program provided enough flex}bility in stydent schedul-
1 ‘ | ,
;. . Hall .and Jones (1976) re:i;* efforts to develop CBTE .

-




programgvln fig state-sppposted institutions 1n Washlngipn

' -.-' ‘« .
state- ?~ . . A T
. K . © N
—. Hite (1973) weports that it was a consensus that
the prototype,programs were more costly tharr .
e the traditional programs. Hite'has clustered. - ’
thle’ increased dollar costs around thrge factors: M
(1) the resources, manpowey, .and money. . needed T
. for program development, (2) the.program rsqulreﬁ ;
‘'ments for indivi lizdtion of- instructien® and . T
- .(3) the involvement of added personnel, such as . e
scheol faculty Hite found that each, bf-these :
cost fac counted for over S0 percent of .
the estimased 150 percent ingrease in costs over C oy
the traditional programs for prototype Performance
Based Teacher Educatlon (p.- 283) . ” w0
— L % ‘ .

‘Hall and Jones suggeSt, however, that costs w1ll decrease ,' {

‘(

follow1ng;t§f 1n1t1al development and- 1mplemenbdtlon phases. °

-~ “ N B
They have drawn the1r information from CBTE program costs._

~

kd +

.o CBE programs developed for K-12 schools: may requlre qulte .
dlfferent i'pendlture levels. Although thi ev1dence to =» ’
w4 ‘ .
date 1s.not extenslve, it is fair to assume that CBE prdgrams. - .~
will be more expensive than t&e traditipnal progrqms - . e
(v at least durlng the1r early\development stages. —/here 1s ////
a need for carefully estlmatlng, budgeting, monltorlng, and
- 6
reportrng development costs of clearly spec1f1ed CBE programs~
or program elements. o ‘ g . ' Coo N \{
’ ' Hall and’ Jones (1976) descr;be one system that addresies;‘ .
,’the néﬁ@ for a monltorlng system. T N fvf’
On? particularly useful. system” that merits dlscu351on T e
N -~ $4 that of Wallace .and 1tzke'%1972), who Have attempted :
o n{g’develop a monitoring®eystem for large -scale program-- L
. . tic’ research and. developmént efforts that can’eéasily .
. be adapted to the needs o£<§m? proggam managers. , The X
«compgsite system has Been ‘named the GEneraI;Accountlng . -
.ot - System or GAS, and was developed. to-sysﬁematlcally
‘ mobltor and estimate the time, resources, and~dollar
. cost of future R&D efforts. Using the en system !
o requires adjustlng the budggt reéporting an phrchas1ng
. prbcedures as well as enlisting the cooperation of the
. - personnel involved (p. 284) oYL~
EMC T ﬁ., . R
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" R }n.planning; developingvand implementing CBE programs,

]
-

” costs to federal, state, and lobai‘educational agencies may be

‘projected and analyzed Cost 1nformatfbn may be useful in .
} »

. 19 ’
part, in ans%erlng questlons or, confirmjing answers to questlons

-

‘\scch as’.the. follow1ng. e //'_ . o .
‘:. v ;“,5' what development‘eff;rts should be undertaken? T
* o - What agency can best undertake a spec1£1c develop-
R /ment effort°. S ) -
. o “What agency can *provide serv;ces that meet commgn }

. . . R - : '
v’ ,”/." Feedback systems that reflect copSLderatlons such as those

o needs bost effectilely?

The financial1burden?6%.developing CBE pquram%\has fallen
. % s " .
. heavily on jlocal education agencies. . Thls trend is llkely

'

' to\éontlﬁue unless development éfforts can be approprlately
shared by commerc1al agenc1es as well as by federal; state,
} : ‘ a ‘ E
- “and. local agencles. ) - . . .
A3 _r‘ _l\,‘ .

' -~
~

dlchSSed in thls subsectlon should facllitpte 1nformed decisions

related to cosfs ‘of plannlng, 1mplement1ng, and malntalnlﬂgf

t

Scope of Progfamg;mplementatlon o -

©

CBE‘programs are hexng implemented in’ a W1de’nang of

’settlngﬁ As w1th other educatxonal 1nnovatlons, soma may be
stempted to encourage CBE melementathn systemwzde - the

- assumptlon belnglxgat If CéE or elements‘gf CBE are nbetter

’

.‘ than elements of the present system, they should be adopted

1
- .
-

and 1mplemented as soon as p0951ble. ."In determining the
scope of an 1mplementatlon pLan, gchool personne} should fo
SR cons1der the ‘complexi ty” and extent of the requlred changes

land the‘degree to" which’ the CBE'E@pmehts bemng considered are

‘ S 6
"~ + - A < A)
» . . B . °
. , ;

e e 1

. cBE- type prOQcams. S ST B L !




| N 3
o transferrable from ore situation to' another. Determining the .
L ‘0 - ’, ] . ‘

8cope of program implementation-:pequires addressing questions

o What is’ the appropriate rate of implementation’

such as the following:

. . O How much of the instructional program or the total
L currlculum should be affected?

-

-—
o] How many and Wthh schools or classes should be 1n4
volved? .
v
s P '
Rate-of Implementation . : » - ’

5

Among the.factOrs that Rogers (1968) suggests would
‘ affect rate of program 1mplementat10n are: relative advan-
= tage, complexlty, d1v1s1b111tx‘ and cdmmunlcablllty Rogers - Z

aldo suggests that an economi st would say rate of implemen=
\

A
tation depends pn the relatlve balance betweeq costs .and - o
. )
rewards. - . ‘* /{
Relative advantage is described as the degree tg which - -

people perceive a ghange or ipnovation -~ in this‘case CBE,

L3

as an improvement over tradition. Degislators, school admin-'
1strators, teachers, itudents, parents and communlty members

may 1nd1v1dually and collect1 ly have verx‘dszerent '{

¢ . .
i ﬁ-z f"rspectlves regardlng CBE's ad tages.- This has 1mp}1catlons
;5 X r tralnlng and’ orlentatlon, as well: aSofor’the amount of

ime arlotted to other1;mp1ementatlon actlvities‘attany . m'.f
4 oarticuiar‘site. ‘ ) ST L ’

’ b O
. .+ Complexity is descrlbed as a measurelpf how drfflcult
a dhange or innovation, 1n this case CBE, is 'to undersﬁahd -

Y
Compleklty 1s a functlon,ln part,of an operat;onal CBE model

, 2
5 .
‘Basxc ‘elements of competency based education‘are,descrlbed in
/ ¢ % . " ' 'Y *

- - ! ~
'
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‘- 7 . ( ’ . v %'. ¢
an earlier section of this paper.' These elements, and varying

‘

* -v. Dt ~ » . . N » - .’
* program emphases consistent with the elements,nare’dlscussed in

the Oregon Competency Baged Education Program peper, Alternative

. ’ . -~

Y

Models “of Competency'Based Education,s
’ L » * )

. ,'Divisibility.is described as the degree to‘which a change

' or-innovation can be implemented in separate, flnctional patts.:
- ‘ . A 1
CBE lends itself to divisibility. Schools tan identify'desired\\
. odtcomes at the-district, program and course levels at one,

péint’in time, and identify or prépte -related measures “of

o .

outcome attalnment at another tlme. leferentﬁschools can
even take different aggroaches to CBE program development.

Communlcablllty‘ls described as the degree to which a

. . . ' .
hange or innovation can be explained and demonstrated to

.o%hers. The processes hasic to competency based educatlon
Y. frequently be percelved as\dlfflcult to commUnlcate . \

siccinctly and clearly. 'Thls may be a function, ih part,

' thesk Basic elements at present. P REEN
s ‘ o N
Degrde of Program Chang_ ‘ L . .
‘ hd .
ghe characterlstics of CBE mak°‘POSSlble a WLde range of

’

lmplementatlon optlons. A number of variables. that'help ‘

determlne whether CBEszll be accepted lnvolve the proposed
” : \ ,
rate endwdggree of change A few varlables dre c1ted by . . *

‘ S 7 - %
Gallaher {1965): FR , . - ‘ e

x . ' o T ,
. For instance] what is the ektant of the tarbet
gysten's felt need for change? Is the time .
‘vfacter right; that is, is the system dalréad

. undergoing change, or is thére a ‘target \ . .N\_LJ)'

system apathi//pdeced by prev;ous lnnovatlve

V . '
-~ . ‘ . L. N [ \

£ . . - R , .
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it may be easier to 1mp1ement CBE 1n mathematlcs classes than

failures? 'There is also the matter of $*%ze 'in the
system to be changed, and the associated organi-
zational complexity that varies with size. The
latter bears 1mportantly on communications effective-
ness, which is in turn related to the problem of
determining the most viable upit for effecting '
change. It~mlght be that even when the entire '
target system is.scheguled for ghange, it can L
be done best- by ¢hanging smaller, more manageable

components one at a time (p. 44).

~

. There are many ways in which to determlne what portlon
N
: of an instructional program should be initially affected by

CBE implementation. One way is_to identify only curricular

.

prodrams or;con‘Eng-areas whose staffs are eager to implement

€

CBE. After sufficient "experimentation” and field testing,
¢

additional interested staff may ﬁoin the prajecé. Another
approach is to begin wlth the largest component or currlculum'
area ©f the program*:assumlng that its activities will

pos;tlvely affect the act1v1t1es of smaller program components.
- . < * .
or cufriculum areas. A third approach is to begln with the

Al

program component that’ promlses to be easiest.y For example, .
“ly \ A

in soclaf-stpdles classes, because of the adaptablllty of . -

'mathematlcs content”and skllls to preclse measurement.‘

<

In1t1a1 syccess in 1mplement1ng CBH is important because it offers

- ‘

administrators tHe\oppontunity to learn "process” skllls, and

prov1des stafg the intrinsic reward of be1ng assoclated w1th

and be1ng able to dlsplay a model for peers to’ obsgrve.

. It may be abpropriate tg 1ntent10nally and even openly
lgnore sqme‘problem drea 1n CéE 1nstaI1at10n when developlng
an 1n1t1al approach to 1mpleme tation: Hersh (1976) reafrs to

. thls stra€egy as selectLVe n gligence.' '
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How Many ami Which Schools to Involve

e

A state or federal agency.considering implementation-séga-
tegies for CBE programs may be interested in House's (1956)

<

observation that: =« B -)

\ , < : f
nnovation in a region will be 1ntroduce6 through
he largest city...and will follow a combination

. of two routes. One route leads from town to
./ _nearest town over the transpoftation network.
’ The other leads from larger to smaller towns -
"down the urban hierarchy (p. 337).

The findings cited by House bear on the selection of
initial implementation sites. Special consideration may

have to be given to very small or vgiy remote districts.

= \

In somé schools and some districts change is valued,
and people have learned to expect it. . Such sites may
. s
provide excellent opportunities -for success. Disé%asions

among staff and cdmmuniti members. may help clarify expecta-

tions prior to adoptlon and 1mp1ementat10n dec181dns. Colyer

-

(1976) suggésts it is important to show teaqhers from the
outset that they have a voice in whether, as well as in how
far and . how, fast, the implementation- of CBE will proceed.

In _discussing the League of Cooﬁerating Schools,. Goodlad
» . ‘

(1965) acknowledges some school selection problems:
. R

Conditions surrounding entry of some sthools into

the League have hampered progress from the-begin-
ning. IA retrgspect, we think that we left to the
dlStrlCtS too much of the initiative with respect

to the process of school select}on. As a conse-
guence, the oriengation of pgincipals and teachers
varied enormou . Some of the principals attending
our first meeting scarcely knew why they were there,
and many of th&m floundered when it came to explain-
ing to their teachers what the League waS‘de51gned
to do - (p. 8) .

.

LY ' - '
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. &
The knowledge of expectations combined with open dialogue

about deéifed chapgee in plans may promote a feelingrof -~

i ¥
security: - . ’ (?\ .

. I am suggesting that in formal organizations of a
service varigety, such as educational systems are...
those who are secure can sustain the threat of
examinihg alternatives, whereas, those whose
margin of security is low will resist ¢ ging
a system that has accommodated to them.h3§a
practical terms...I am posing the_hypothesis

- that the 'better teachers in a given school system
are more_likely to accept innovations than are the
poorer es....(Gallaheg, 1565, p. 43).

In summary, several coggttions appear desirag}e

<

to6 smooth and effective implementation of changes in

.

. schooling sésh as those generall? represented by CBE:

o . Persons considering CBE implementation should
Clearly understand, and preferably even
cooperate in deéfining or describing, the scqpe

of the lmplementatlon task. Planned and moni- .
ﬂEred increase in scope may be a part of the
implementation design.

o Involved staff should have planned assistance
in attaining the necessary Skllls and knowledge
to implement CBE.

) Involved staff should have resources<and . s
materials  hecessary to support operation of
the CBE program they have designed.

.o The organizational ‘structure of the imple-
. + menting site or agency should be compatible
with CBE procedures. b '
, Resoﬁrces util*zation strategies should, of cburse, be
]
dlfferentially deSLgned 1n1t1ated and managed to create and
dustain these CBE supportlng condltlons in dlfferift settings,

with different' program emphases.
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IMPLEMENTATION CONSIDERATIONS FOR FEDERAL,

STATE AND LOCAL AGENCIES
4

This document has pfesented’a range of considerattons

-

for implementing cdmpetency based.education, with-its

maj9r focus on the school district. Two areas of'queétibn
remain: What implement;tion ékrateéies at the fedeéral

- and state levels‘can_beiemgloyed to sppport\the_efforts,of
‘;local agengies? _And how can these three *levels be made to

-

interact with one another smoothly to support ‘the implement+

“

ation of competency based education programs?

Federal Agencies C
— p

In discussing. incentives for implementyng innovations
in the public schools, Pincus (1974) identified a number of

current conditions that might affect the capability of
. . ]
“federal agencies to facilitate the implementation of changes

+ in schooling-such as competency based education. Following
’ are excerpts from Pincus' discussion.

_"R&D'organizations fregquently do not' provide

. sutficient implementatienmguidance in light of
the variety of school situations where adoption
is tried" (p. 125). : .

. A related dlfflculty is the tendéhty of federal

\ and state'agenc1es to view their contrlbutipns

as' seed money pé be replaced by dlstrlct funds b

if the program is a success. . . i

) .

But school districts know that the €ypical cost “

of such programs ($100-500 or more per student

Per year) is :beyond their ability to_fiaance

for the student body at large-and to use up

-~ district funds for.appdying the innovation to

: only a small number of 'students raises serious |,
ethical questipns for a rfegulated public utility.

4 - . P
e« . -
: : o . . 72
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The school districts do not perceive the federal-.
government as demonstrating clear or consistent.’
policies toward innovation. There is no clear
long~-term benefit or penalty to a district if -
it adopts,or fails to-adopt one set of inno
tions in preference to another. This tends to .
reduce the school's respect for federal policies
toward innovation, and to breed a certain cyni-
cism as to t merits of serious efforts at
innovation. thermore, since federal aid
fails to systematically support hard alterna-

- tives and to schmp easy ones, it in fact en-
courages a stra egy.of Grantsmanship.
" The schools lnterpret thege peculiarities of
federel aid poljcies as meaning that federal
aid is unreliable soft-money that will disappear
as suddenly as it arrived.. Therefore, school .
districts characteristically refuse to use
federal money as the basis for any substantial
long-term changes inm ways of doing bu51ne§s .
(p. 127) N ”), .

Many options nevertheless exist fé‘ meaningful'federe;
level support of CBE, impiihentation. These'options may
be grouped accordlng tao the follow1ng citegorles. Geherat-"

ing Support for CBE, Incentldhs Scope of Implenentatlon,

Research and Development, ~and Eeedback.

Generating Support

Ev1dence of or commltmeht to long ter@ federal-level
support for CBE may bé helpful in’ creat1ng and's";a1n1ng ¢

a,climate favorable-to adoption and implementation. Such™

- -
- -

]
cCommitment may be demonstrated, in-‘part, through-legisla-

.

tive aetion. The :federal sponsorship of progranmatic'

‘ e

research and developnent activitieg cak provide encourage-

ment and generate 1nform%tlon and materlals helpful to CBE \

1mplqmenters. _The support by natlona; genc1es of. suchjacti-’

- ) -
¥ vities as conferences, workshops, demongtration centerg,

>




. . - 0 N .
~‘and$training pr%grams, can provide opportunities for the .

sharing of CBE-related information and‘experrences. ’

. Additional supports sySEEmatlcally provided or shared
. ‘ d B I3
at the national level may encourage the "intfoduction,
. . . . ‘

study and refinement of CBE dh a wide scale.

PR N s ) : ‘ W ‘ .
N Resource Utilization. w . . . )
) T - .
[ 2 . . 4

¢ . t
Resources made® available through action at .the national

/

4

’

level can oe used to support the implementatiqen of CBE. A.
. . . ’ []

4

~ S - 4 \ . - T~ P
- federal- agency, professional organization or legislative:

D ‘committee can serve as a CBE change agent. Federally sup-

\

ported demonstration sites may provide state and local

"~

) X \ N N B - -
agencies an opportunity to observe'CBE programs operating,
. ’ “* \ L :
. vin a var1ety of formats and settlngs.\ Closely monitored
. J [

stu@;es W111 prov1de addltlonal 1nformat10n in such areas

[ -

s o /as CBE . 1mplementatlon strategles, organlzatlonal changes.

. -

supportlve of CBEb,program effect1veness and cost effectlve~ .
" ness. - Such stud;es m1ght ;&lustrate alternatlve CBE program
:emphases,‘and provide state and local personnel an upportun-

. . Y ‘
7 1ty %o partlc;pate in deveIop1ng§he necessary skllls and -

4 \ [ N

- prqceédures for 1ntroduc1ng and ma1nta1n1ng a CBE program.
o0 - :
The importance of’ pract1cal program demonstratlon 1s high-

11ghted in the following dlscus51on by Scanlon (1973).

* For any ;nnovatlon to have real impact, broad—
' scale implementation in'a variety of student
‘ s pqpulations is a necess1ty We have estab-
ot lished a Nationwide Network of School Dis- = .
. tricts \in arder to demonstrate to the educa- ' '
< . tional community that individualization ig.a )
viable amd practicalastrategy for teaching .
youngsters to be independent and self-dlrected

.74
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learn&s. The assumptlon behind the egab- - e ' 3
lishment of thé Network is that demonstration‘ . y

. is an effective way to diffuse new -educ tlonal
. ‘programs to the greatest number of schabl
e - . and students -- in the shortest amount pf tlme.
Thus' far, 80 elementary schools in 43 states
‘ have joined the Network, and many “state educa-
. . tion departments have,indicated significant . . -
interest gin the project. The goal I's./to build
a network of ‘100 school districts, at/léast 2 . .
- in each of the 50 states. Although we. cannot
- financially support the Network schools, we are
. helping schools locate possible souxces of
. . funding so that .they can part1c1pateW1n this
, o effort .to bring individualized learning 1nto

~ [ A

the classroom. .
.. In aﬁtion tokernng as demonstration gites
; for riculum innovation and onganizatlon, .
Network schools also serve as training centers -
. for teachers and administrators interested in '
bringing "indi®#idualied ‘learning programs to 2
L .‘their school districts. Training materials. '*
o «, and procedures have been devised and are
o T avallable to Network schools. Also, a staff .
R - of developmental specialists regularly visits \\'.
e . the schools and assists schoo¥ staff in identi- . = 7 .
' ‘fying and solving problems relative to the . ' i
. implementation of .Andividualized. prognams . R ‘
L (e ey / - o

/

i 8 . . The opportun1 /. fo try out CBE progtams on a short- ) &
- term, low-risk basis may epcourage\participation'by'schools . o

'/ * and personnel that geherally resist ,i:nnoVati'ons: Such '

,ﬁv'trial‘runs“‘might involve the use of validated, exportable SR

-

.instructiona@ programé and/or local dévelobMent projects

L S -
- - “funded Yia mini-grants. e . ‘ g Ao
. .j ‘. ‘Incentives B ‘ ,’“:t. - ;;f ) :-. . ‘ %
.‘* P ~I Trad1t10nal educatlgnal reWard structures; I to‘be .,!,\
3 ,: restrlctlve. Incentives prov1ded at the natﬁiral ievel may E
stimulaté‘stétq>qnd district levgl ;genc1es to 1‘p1ement CBE.
. ‘ ' T - L :f ) R .
e . - R




1? 'Some,have already been suggested. ' Two are identified-
’ b LY by Rebell (1975): . -, . -
v&’ As an alternatlve 1mplementatlon approach, con-
- sideratich might be given to a voluntary induce#
. A . ‘ment model. whi¢h would provide -special grants or
L ) other funding to‘ schools which choose to adopt '
& - " . _CBE approaches. Consumer-oriented feglslatlon . . '
o B, mlght also be enacted whichywowld grant students-, ,
. . 3§tand1ng or™ apply;ng to’ co?leges (or even ' . v
. . condary 'schqols}.a right to Y¥emand detailed .
information. on 1nst1tutlonal goals and approaches
or to enter into contracts through which’ schools

I -could be held accountable for providing specified

: , ) processes and learnlng sltuatlons (pp.- 8-9). . )
, B W . . ™ ’
S 1‘ 5 . , .

sScope of Implementatlon

When ind1v1dually Prescrlbed lnsttuctlon (IPI) was |

4 »
‘ f“*<\\ } d;ssemlnated natloﬁally, the necess1ty of . netralnlng school‘

adm1n1strators was\ldentlfled among the most apparent needs = 4,

-

?
‘related to CBE may wgll°be s1m11ar to those related to IPI S

> .

:’}'~ * (Scanlon, 1973) Many adm1n1stratoy”and teacher needs, ‘(
rl - .

.,

'Practltioners at all levels will need not only the compe-"
‘ LT ~ / -
- . tencies requlred to plan, manage and implement CBE prog!ams,
,’ ~
but also skills relat1ng to the follow1gg fungtlons- _out-

»
come spec1f1catlon, assessment, needs identlflcatlon, program
] . oy

Y
development, program evaluatlon and 1nformatlon management
‘ - . ’ - - , - oo ' S
v (Hall, - 1976) ° R O .. . .
. i ’ ) - h o 7 L " R - 2
4‘ , .- N ‘ ' (' 9 .

Reseatch and Development . T ‘ -

Federally spd%sored research §nd develop%%nt eifprts

»

LV

can strengthen tha base for CBE 1mplementat¢fn. -For example,L

Systematloally developed resources and products can bé used ;4"5

f q% 1n effectlvely communlc;atlryg program 1nformetlon and’ promotxng . ’%
Y% . =

. . . P -~ - . - .
o " v@ L 4 N -
M . - - . . ¥ . + -
. R ’~ ‘,-‘ - , b L 4 ‘0 . ~e .
. - . .
.
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_teacher skiils related to CBE. Through such naterfals,

local agenc1es seeklng information -on alterﬂatlve approachés

to CBE and the1r ‘effectiveness may obtalq the docugentation

they desire. ‘ ) -

CBE relevant traininqjmaterlals and .programs can be }

developed and valldated by reglonal educational laboratories .

"

and.centers. ,To the extent that exportabie'training'materiarsf'

. o
are' directed, to the required state, district and school level

personnel ski}lsrﬁkhe implethentation process should be facr}i—

tated. - d » o
v 7 .
Training school distrige personnel to a t and
institutionalize -innovations requires s t¥matic
strategies' and products. These strategies’lie |
outside the typlcal publlsher consultants, teacher
guides, and’the university settingg. As an inte-
grdl part of the.disseminatioh strategy, the 7
} t;zlnlng (or more accurately, retraining) needs
a often of three basic levels: school district ¢
.central office personnel, school adm1n1strators, "
. and teachers (Scanlon, 1973,:p. 9) . S *

Natlonally sponsored development and dissemination of
1 v

CBE,fesources and materlals-can be effective: Schodls.may

LW 2 »
find 1t useful .to have well defined alteraatk&es for -
o Identlfxlng outcomes . . ) C e
. v ‘. ’ mu
o Measuring oqtcome achievement R } &
: ' \': . k -
0 Strucﬁerin r 'eslum - ' ';
n ) . :\ . ! . : - -~ Q )
o P;ovydlng 1nstruct§on - L , e
o Llnklng strategles to outcomesg *
o Malntalnlng management systems consistent w1th ,
) the above € L ~ . ’
"“Regoérces avaliabLe that address CBE-rel -needs are’
/ :l \\ ' s ) " A
o : \ o . '
i X - 77 e
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v ) (Scanlon,

-

k]

degcribed in the CBE Sourcebook developed by the OCBE
: ) _ . » o . ,
Program and available from the Northwest Regional Educa-

tional #aboratory. \ r ’ p

‘Feedback

When federal agencies . become involved with research‘and

-development, product d1ssem1natlon, prqgram or1entatlon ,and

respurce support for such 1nn0vatlons as CBE, they generally

'develop feedback systems to obtain 1nformatlon on feasiblllty,

effectlveness and cost eff1c1ency ) . 4

Th1s feedback wh1ch is cont1nuous in nature, .
provides’ data on the efectiveness of product
utilization, curriculum implementation,”and
school management~pfoblems. This assists 1§¢
the redesign andtrev1s1on of products and .
procedures (Scanlon, 1973,.p. 14). ﬁ’}?

When large sums of money and effort are expended on the

development of CBE matérials and procedures, quallfy control
q »
procedures help to mabntaln the 1ntegr1ty of the prodﬁcts.

Qual1ty.control procedures ‘also help monitor the process* of

1
*

program implementation. T . . " :

t . In the past, many well-publlclzed educatlonal € .
innovations, _after attracting widespread interest,
failed when ;gplemented outside their initial
se%tingg A major cause of this 996{ record of
implementation has been absence of detailed.
systemati% specification for the control of
the opevatlon“ coupled with a reallgtlc me thod
*for- mon1tor1ng and changlng the impYeméntation. ' '
once it was operational in a given. locale o ?

1973, p. 12) ‘ . N .

£ ' *

Assessment instruments can pr ide 1nformatlon on the ’

extent to which an rnnoxetlon hag beef 1mplemented In

d1scussfng the 1mplementatlon of IPI 1n schools; Scanlon

[
I4

(1973) descrloes twn;such instruments.
e

P o
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The Copsultant Diagrfostic Ipstrument (CDI) which
. is th’checkilst for ie consultant s.use in
* = " .periqdic observations and reports on Network
,3 . " schools,- was des1gned to prov1de basic descr1p~;,
) - ., tive data’ goncernlng the degree of implementar - _"f
‘tion, for any partlcular subject to allow for
- < valdation comparisons across schools and to ' o S
‘ ihov1de an 1ndex of degree of 1mp1ementat10n ) : . N
for each schbol. ‘ ) T o |

. The segpnd 1nstrument developed for use by the . o |
‘ o . dél school principal is' "Self Improvedment Guide- ‘
’ , . ytnes for New Schools." SIGNS ‘has been designed '

. ' to provide beginning schools with 'a means for- . .
. . assessment of the degree to which recommended ‘ ‘
processes and practices are used in an .individual~
L school. The checklist and form provided enable
‘¢ the administrator to make integpretable observa-
tions on variq\‘/Aspects of the innovation (p. 13}.

Any effort to support CBE implementat{on natidnwide .
L will likely inyolve state and local education agencies. ' o
el » v
Therefore, state and local representatlves would approprl-
L NS
ately ‘be 1nvolved 1n the plannlng of any 'national CBE
)

.\

support or_1mp1ementat10n.strategy. State departments

of educatlon and 1eg1s1atures have the legaléauthorlty
. .
: to implément change in educatlonai policy,- andgycan retain

S 1ocaliperspect;ve-regardlﬂgsthe needsvand potent1a1 for
- PR . . (-," "~' . . \“._"'

‘. .

.,-CBE 1mp1ementat10n.

o . . Y A
- ) Jl‘he s’e agenc1es are jnterested in the’ stat Lo ¢
T, wide dissemination of new ideas ‘and. programs’ )
S - . of schools. Developments such as the 1967 Q&gup///
amendments of ESEA, which strengthened the"
. fole in phomoting -imovation, and‘the‘PreSidznt’s
‘ . - . revenue sharing. plan are evk:ence of increasing

. need for greater.state invollvéement in educational

change. Structura®ly, ne ‘agéncy is in a. better .

« . position to work foy innovations than the State ' : T

" Education Agency: This agency* ‘had power which

.+ . it must use prudently and with  due recognizance R

o L of the’Amerlcan autonomy im educatlonal affaigs. ~ . »

= ) "' But thé& fact remains ‘that.1®cal school districts , g
" - 'derive their legal authority from the states 7

oY (Scanlon, 1973, p. ,13). - .

- il ’ ~ .
b N o .
. ] ) i.' ' . 2 .
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To the extent that information, pc;?fcts andéprocedures .
1
ments of CBE and
I 4
are appllcable 1n a var1ety of settings can be developed at

that are- cons1st!nt w1th ‘oas1c program

the national leyel,‘federaluagencles.can fac1litate the

. A I3 a_:
. . LA L e
dissemination Jf CBE: ‘
. "‘ \ -
-~ R v -

. N

‘ b . State Agencies . L o

No'specificrcombination of impf!;entatlon efforts will -

. *

. . * . M )
assure Ssuccess for all agencies. Cer;aln elements of change

'R : . . ’ L

’

strategégs may be most effective at the state level. In

~

deScrlblng attempts to implement planned change in New York

state, Frédeborne (1975) identlfled some problems that mgy
be typical of other state env1ronments.
» ,
In New York state, all too often, research and _,
development in education have been carried out
in lsolation from t real- operation of schools
in the lpcal schook@stricts.- The R&D programs
"have not been pla with local problems and
censtraints in mind. In our cdrrent work, we’
try  to have-a ‘hands-on relatlonshlp w1th
" "local school districts: ( ,
ther factor \has- been tih’ inadequate provision
of plementation assistanc¢e. The traditional
assumptidon hae been that officials of Iocal .
school d1str1cts are capable of defining their
own problems and, given sufficient resources, -
'tak1ng appropriate action to solve them. Our
experienge has shown that many school districts
"do not h#awve this capability. They need outside
help. Qur effgort to develop a better instruc-
tional manage t support systenm arose. ot of .
our field experience which suggested/that .school
dlstricts could not make such” an im rovement
on thE1r own.

Undue and misplaced categorlcal emp !sis has |
also been xmportant in -affecting thle %success

or failure of Iim mgqtlng change .in-local
sghool districts.' Not' omdy -8id many ‘prolrams,
for exaﬁile,%under Title III, assyme th ocal

1
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'school’ districtS\could define their problems

_strategy. I question this assumption. ‘Many -

R //:Dat the same time solicit their cooperation in

" has not worked: 1.” People like $0 -feel that

~ include v151ts of person elito other school

precléely and confdct the- necessary R&D to bt
effect change,*but also. that<they could fit .
them.into an oveérall linked change plan or )

categorical programs tend to lead to a 'paro-

chial' rather thap total systems view of

schobls. . Foraexample, the ESEA Title I pro-

gram in thé United States has 1l&d manx':chool €

. distrActs kto. develop separate educatlo

programs for categorical proyects. sDistricts . .

do not often make fhe.effort explicitl]y to

Yink{the *catd orLcﬁi\gereqts to .their regular’
instructional ®programs. * It is part of the

state planner's role:to point-out the fragmented
nature of the total effort and- underlige the

* price. belng paid by this empH!s1s on categorloal '
projects undertaken 1n isoletion. )

Too often,,Ehe implementation of change ,has been
impéded by . excess1vely thh expectatldhs regardlng

»resul;s It has been my experlence that local -

incentives for .implementings |hange are not great. ° --
he barrier of.the current condition looms too . _®
high. The state planners must be content.with ,]'
small incremental gains in'the direction of their
goals. We.dte talking.of an- evolutlonary process.
It'is igportant t£o note that one cannotvchallenge
authoriiﬁnand power si}uctures dramatically and

implementing change at the local level , §15

.
s

The avallablllty of extra resources is meortant
for. success. : Therg are certain start-up costs
which must be funded. They ‘generally have not .
been adequately prov1ded o ;o v
last ‘factoy 1nfluénc1ng the successful
lementatipn of change i5 d#ssemination. Thege
has beeh’an all too pervasive, “assumption that- -
writing.general articles about successful educa-. v
tional™progiams in one locallty wouild convince -.

' 6ther school dlstrlcts t0 "adopt ' the reforms. .

I.think ‘there are at least two reasons why. zﬁls

they are ‘creating dodething that ig dlfferegt
and that 1s a response ‘to the problem that 'they » :
derstand 'best.. 2. Such general articles ' :
edlly die’not- sufficiently -detailed add .
prescriptive ,to sigw the l'ocal officials how .
- £o.go about the-task. Effective'dissemina- . -
tion of educatlonal change programs mighkt well - ‘

r

. el
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. ever'optlon or comblnatlon of optlons are chosen, 1t is

districts; the tra1n1ng of - core staff to work on-
a contlnuous -basis in dlstrlcts, the adoption
“of procedures in a cookbook format showing. how
the program can be implemented Step by step; and* el P
.. - certain money, 1ncent1ve sysG‘ms (Freeborne; 1975, "”“ )
pp. 20-21). - v _ . ‘
- os ) v
Implementatlon strategles appllcable to state agenc1es T

-

may, be conceptuallzed in the same categorles dlscussed in

regard to federal agencies. Qeneratlng Suppért fqr CBE,,‘ Y

%

/
Resource Utlllzatlon, Incentlves, Feedback, Sqrpe of Imple- ot

| -

nentatlon, and Reseanch and Development Act1v1t1es.‘

¢ . . . . r,‘ . .
.
. - .
. “ - -~
f .
. .
. L,
H

Gene;atrgg Supgﬁrt .-

»

v State levﬁ} agencies have four baslc const1tuenc1es.
The state board of educatlon,_the Gevernor and the~state
legaslature, local and 1ntermed1ate sbhool dlstricts, and

‘ L]

the general publxc (Freeborne,,l975)

N

- In attemptlng to’ persuade these’ const1tuenc1es that \ / \\*\
_CBE shou#d be cons;dered‘ adopted, or 1mplemented, a state -
. N i
"’agency\m:ght consider a range pf optlonS rncludlng advocacy .

¢ . L] . M ~ »
for voluntary adoption and implementation or mandate backed

~ i
by e*&stlng incentive and accountablllxy structures.. Hhat-
« 4

Lo
1

heIpful io gain the support of top-leve¥ people in each -
. agency. This supportlmay»be'partially obtained tnkbugh"

erientatron.activities'Ce.g., demonstrations, néwsletters;
L3

confepences, eﬂplanatlons of alternatives. and coeperatl%é -

- »

plannlng).' Close con51deratlon should be given to the -

- ) “'v\.af‘

nature of the_constltuency berng addresssed and the respec-

Dot v : LT o
tive motivatidhs and interests 'of itg members* (Guba, l968
. - . 8. ot ] - ‘ 82 ‘ L

’ .
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WOdltsch, 1976) . 4

‘ - State agenc1es %hould be prepared to prov1dé their

constituencies as much 1nformatlon as p0551b1e abodt CBE

its implicatj . 9a51c CBE processes should be clearly -

and concl y defined, its de51red ‘outcomes. 1dent1f1ed, and

. ‘ : . N "
: information regprding its effec}ivgness presenteq. Constitu- °

> '

information about CBE's history, emphases
. v . 0 \"

-

ents will need

characterizing CBE programs being implemerftdd- élsewhere, -and
- _

. fesources needed for 1mp1ementatlon. If needed information”
’ '

is not allable, the state may wish to conslder establlshlng

A v

.. :research and: development programs and short term tryouts,

“,demonstrations, or“51mulatlons. I ot =
‘ ‘. . ‘ . P .. ' .' Y -

' Resource Ut1112at10n

— . v

Sgate departhents of educatlon are often 1n an excellent

» ‘ @« /

- position to help dlstrlcts 1mplement CBE. A state department\ ka

; . . may choose to‘act as a change agent“and mﬁjor‘advocacy grou

Sfaté ag;%cisf often have control  gvér or|access.to the neces

sary mater1al, 1nformation pand human resou cesy including

tion.’ - - 4 P s - //<T‘~

S . A -~
¢ .
¢ * . - »

Strategies can: be deV1sed for 1mplement1ng and ma1nta1n—”

¢

1n§ CBS w1th1n a state s schoor system. Scanlon (1973) suggésts

the follow1ng flve change strategles, each modffled sllghtly

P \ ‘: W . " e

- here to make 1t CBE-spec1f1c. . f~ AR ‘~ .-
\ 0 Establlsh cr1ter1a -to ensute* understa-ndmg ' B ‘
About and commitment to CBE. o ) ‘
- A} N . N - .t L
s l ‘_ ] . » (L . i
W | ) . . /
) oo . 83 J
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o~ Develop CBE training pragrams for ‘schopl
. district central office personnel, adminis-
- trators and: teachers. .
o Establish 'CBE demonstratlon ‘sites in a var1ety
_ s of settlngs. ) v
» - » ' N .
o Develop ‘an information network and feedback ' "
. systems that permit the monitoring.gf C ’
N . schools in terms of student progress and
degree of implementation, and the collecting

) of research data on strategles,‘procedures .
‘ t and roles. N . ' .

e

o] !hvolve d1str1cq-level c&ntral office adminis-
trators in the development of a. capac1ty for
1mplemént1ng and maintaining CBE. .

By trac1ng the flow of personal contact and influence,

one can chart the likely’ course of 1nnovatlon (House, 1974,

p. 6). CBE is lzkely to be dlffused through a netwdr# of

"

personal contacts.- A state ageney can e1ther use exlstlng

networks or develop*new ones at the state, local and school

1 . ’ -

levels. Because .frequency of personal contact is pattially
‘a functioh_of distance, proximity is dn.important considera-

- . tion in designéng a dissemination network.

Freeborne (1975) describes three act1v1t1es that state

X
‘ " agencies should consider. The first' is the development of
» &

conceptual or practf‘gl.models. ThHe second'is provisién | (
; .. s o

B " of technical assistance to district level personnel.

.

«

school dxstrlcts can most .
[}

(Freebdrne suggests that "lo

.easily overcome their probl ms if experts are b:ought in

from oytside -- not hecessarlly personnel of’the state
N » L » : '
depagtﬁent of education,”,;p. 24.) The third is provision

of financial_asslstance, especially'durinq the early stages

of innovation when the risk andiﬁinéncial burdén are




A

..greatest YFreeborne, 1975; Hduse, 1974- Plncus, 1974).
The state leglslature, local or state tax measures,

federal agenc1es or prlvate foundatxons may prov1de fqnds

to help solve short term,start—up funding problems. ) -

It is de51rable that state bersonmel advocatlng CBE—

type change .work closely with school staf? during imple- "

P —

- '. - M ké 0y - - ‘/
mentation, Pincus (1974) xpresses the view that Y.

*

...incentives to adopt and incentives to
implement-are largely different from each other.
InmmoYation and implementation work through dif-
-ferent agents in the institutional settlng

The federal or state age cies propose; school
‘'supgrintendents or princ pals dlsﬁose, the
teachers and students transfqrm (p. 135). A

Therefore, the efforts of the state department should

+ not end at the school dlstrict offlces. State a%zpcxes

may want to consider tra1n1ng and 7ecru1t1ng peopIe who
. - A
work well with both R&D.agencxes and school pbrson%.ﬂ.

: : . - . T
Such collab?rative effo?t proVidec;%luable'support to
- - . L N E .

~

CBE‘inlementation. .

District . .
‘ L
The major focus of this pager i pecific dis-
tr‘ict livel 1mplementation strategles for E. A few ¢

general‘dlstrfct level 1mplementathn strategy consldera-
tlons 2re d scribed in thls sectlon._lr -

i

. School dlstrlct structures frequently allow only top

ll.

admlnlstrators oportunlty for extensive contact outslde .5.

- "!'.‘ \ Q &
the organiqation. Pr1nc1palsrgenerally ‘have less and |
s R - .
teachers.generaly‘have even less. School dlstrlcﬁs in  * _
~ ' A i B L
. ‘,‘".'
- 4 f ' .
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the process of selecting new sqperintendepts may wanf EB’
* oy . - '
consider tﬁe'follgzing: ‘

The supérihtendent (and his top staff) play a
key. role in introducing innovations  into their
districts,’ s1n$ they have 'the most o_uts1de &

o

‘contact...The reer~bound superintendents’
look "forward to“their next job and feel’ that
they must innovate to build .a reputatiorf. ]
They also have a freer hand inside the district, Ay
as, opposed to the place-bound person, who has
made many ¥riends and- enemies in hlS rise to
the top ~ The place-bound man is ‘more ‘con-
strained by the school "stfucture, whereas, the'
careet-bound man does not mind stirring the\
waters, the man domimg in ftom the outside
doés indeed 1ntroduce many more innovations
than the man promoted from within: The out-
side man also cultivates many more external
sources .of innovation. The supeéerintendent
acts as a carrier, a catalyst, and a gate=
keeper for new 1deas -=- within the framework
of advancing his career (House, 1976, -338) .«

t

»

House (1976) also describe central office staffs ‘a

3
’

playing a keyrrole in promoting 1nh}biting an innova-
. . . ‘a .*
tion. The superintendent acts as a carrier, a catélyst,

3

and a qatekeeper for new 1dq?s -- within ‘the framework of

advancing his career (Ho%‘f, 1976’/jV{=b o .

House (l976) also depcribgd central. office staffs as

Lolaying a key rOle in, pcdmoting or 1nh1bitind>an innovation.

N
He sliggests that because of- their control oqer communication,

. .
' '

internal resources and policy, it is very 1mportant to have

the support or s’onsorship of at least dne central ofiice

staff member . ’ . C

Tarion (1975) suggests that'a dis%rict's capability

fto 1mplement a ma]or 1nnovation depends on the following
L

T - factorst. e S

¢




» 4 ~
\ : v ’ ¢ - ¥
4. .: ) . . . ' ] . - . .
. o Long-range commitment. of Ithe] school boa¥g: Py ‘
» and . superintendent to...programﬁplannlng a ) - <
C 1mp1ementat10n. B , ] : T
) - o WilYingness of the school board and superln- '
¢ b tendency team to devote substantial time to .
the process «.qf plannlng for the- program. )
) ,
o Recognltlon by 1eadersh1p of the *normal human
* . reaction to fesist a new program and the con- .
- ' sequent. need to adopt a strategy designed to
‘ v ‘overcome negative reactlon.
. ¢
o} Ablllty to achieve a balance within the admin- .
R istrative team to enéﬁre an orderly transition
from traditional prqgram orientation to an em-
phasis on ;nnovatlgns in general, "and CBE spe-
* . . c1f1ca11y. .
) - — .a ‘ . ’ .
* Ironically, teachers -- who have only limited access.
~ to outside cont&cts and new ideas =-- are often experted to - )
) assune the major burden of 1mp1emengéng CBE. Although they
; r are 1nf1uenced most by profe5510nal feers, teachers must
4 .. ,rely pr1nc1pally on dlstrbf§ admlnlstrators, perlodlcals
ani‘college courses for thelr ‘new 1nformat10n (House, 1976)
.. . (Even if a teacher should wish to try a’ new program or - '
procedpre, .the Bistrict-ceﬁ?ral office may limit access
to) needed information.)
. Given the yﬁgh cost involved in providing the needed
‘ *

» 4 Q Al »‘ -
training, resources, materials, progrfin support staff and '
tangible”incehtives, it is likely that a school district '

. - - :
¢ will initially implement a partial CBE program. Schalock
te (1976) discusses one cdncepfua]ization of a partial CBE’
. program: ) -
For this discussian aipertial model or an, . -
.~ approximate program of competency based !
‘;~ - education 1is defined as one that-.does not

incorporate all five of the defining .- . '

CT 87
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characteristics of CBE 'in clearly recoegnizable, m-
form. Since the development of.alterhative
modelg of CBE is lardely a paper exercise, ‘it"’
is unlikely that partial models will: octur,
unless of course, the model builder chooses
to define competency based education on a -
different basis. The implementation of school
programs, however, is a different Matter: here
it is llkely that most 1mplementat10n efforts,
at least in the beg1nnlng, will be- -approximate »
programs. It is unlikely that schpol districts

« will be able to 1mpleme9& a full-fledged campe™-
tency based. education pregram all at one time.

_The magnltude of change is such that most dis-
tricts will require at best.a three- or five~ .
year period to shift their.programs-to a com-
petency based mode of peration, and then‘it
is likely that they wil\l be operating in a - .. !

manner that is only a rQugh approximation to -~ -

what is desired or what

exist at a later
point in time. a * T

- -

It is important that this be undergstood, and.

a not only as a matter of resourck avallablllty.
Equally important is the matter of.time, Mor
the principles-and practices of competency

- based education sare so at odds with much of '

what goes on_ in contemporary schools that )
con51derable 'time must be allowed for students
and faculty to act habitually on the basis of
CBE principles and practices. A clear under-

’ standing of time required for shifting from

’ a traditional a9 a competency based mode of: ;~.4—
operation should elicit & great deal of t011 ‘.
erance for schools that only approximate.a

fully operatlonal CBE progran (thalock, et e T

al., 1976, pp. 25-26).

L3 RS Y ’

The~ spec1f1c 1mplementatlon strategy alternatives

-

discussed throdSEout the rest of this paper rhould be of

use to districts in. choosing, plannlng and managing the'
‘ .

level and type of CBE zmplementat1on best suited to

thelr needs.

R
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PGTENTIAL PROBLEMS OF CBE IMPLE:ME,NTA'I‘ION _

Many 1nnovatlons...have been ‘adopted- but are
often pot successfully implemented..:;. The -
impedimenta of these inn®vations -- in the' . R
form of.equimment, or a_new- set of managenent
structures, or thé vestiges of "bold, new“‘,¢ P,
. currigula.-- remain beached by the wake .of X ’ "o
L ephemeral educational revolutions while the
h syStem continles to operate as before. 4
1 ¢
e he responses of schools to opportunltles for
,* Aifnovation appear therefore to be complex)
‘between ‘the adopgaon and -the implementati
innowations reoutinely’ disappear, or suffet

chahges (Plncus, 1972, P 117). N - -

=

i o w ot
Some' potent1al obstagles to CBE'fmplementation have . -

. been succested in earlier sections ‘of this paper. ' Fo ex- "

—~

ample, a spec1f1c SFchn1qye for prov1d1ng CBE 1n§\fma ion ,

may e11c1t negative responses, for reasons, not related«to
competency basig_educatlon 1tself. Advocacy groups may { .

engender “counter groups (House, 1974); cost reductlops may
' . ' o~ ' - ’ -
seem appéaling to certain constituents and uncongenial to

a

others (Pincus, 1972) ¢ demonstratlon sites and experlmental
classroons may provide useful, 1nformat on, but may be per-

Celved as<‘Fo unliké the heﬂemSChbols of v1s1tgts to be )

.

taken serlously (Gpoﬂf;d 1967a). '

.

-

Rathqt than causeg for d1scouragement, howEver, f‘!or-‘

[3 '\ .
mation regarding potentlal lmplementatlon problems may

- - 4

be viewed as advanta?equs.\ That is, such ;dformatlon '

Y 4 ‘permlts _the arch1tecq of change. to prepare a CBE 1ns¥al-
. . ‘

“lation bluepr%pt*thaé reflects a sensztfve analys1s of - f-&
’ the tekraln on which a spec1f1c 1nstalla ion w1L& take '
* " ‘ ’
! ] 'place. _One cahnot beksure that the analysis 'wh1l 51ght‘
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‘ N . ’ .A . ' ’

{ “ - ' . * ' b ’ .wla
./
all’ the p1tfalls in that terraln, howeyert , to the. extent

-

; that pitfalls can'be\antlclpated, progress may be fac111-
. tated. ' . ‘\ ' s . i
The potential.problems addressed. in. the remainder of | /)
. . tthls section concern proad ané bas1c implementation con-
| s&derdﬂSQns related to schools, to CBE, and to change
,1tself. To pursue the topographical metapbor,'these pit-

falls are deep.

. L Schools as Noncompetitive Organizationse
! As an education -agency becomes more open Qy'introducino
. £ -
change, it also becomes’more vulnerable to elements‘against‘
which self-perpetuating systems routinely.protect themselves.

Pincus (1972) proposes that the noncompetitive market struc- - -

ture of the pub11c schools has a major ‘effect on decisions

. ™~ .
- regarding innovation adoptlon, and t s bureau-
cratic and 1ncent1ve structures predlctabLy shape gﬁe trans- .

ition from innovatidn adoption to implementation!

\ .
Scnools have little incentive, he notes, to adopt

innovations that are compelling in a market economy -quE;se
that contribute to economic efficiency. Carlsdn (1965) con-
curs:

A

oo The slgnlflcance .of the relatlonshlp wlth clients ,
/ . is- 1mp11ed in the label of "domesticated or.anlza--
tion" which.is given to organizations like the

school.... They are not compelled to attend,to

- all of the ordinary and useful needs of an.ozgani-
zation. For example, they.do not compete with
8ther organlzatlons for clients; in fact a steady
flow of clients is assured. There i3z no struggle
for survival for this type of organization --

! ex1stence is guaranteed.... :

. N
s 8 ’ .
N -

. Q ‘ . . C
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' The conseguende of domesticating organizations; p
. o " as f4® as organizational change is concerned, 4
is to restrict the need for, afd{interest in,
L - - change because of the environment of the domes-
> . .- ticated organization in many important respegcts
‘ is more stable than it is in other types of
o organizations..... '

~ _ Th efore,.ifvseems/reasonable to suggest that
. .the domestication of public schools is a hin- ¢
* S ~ drance to change....(pp. 6-7). — ) "

The market economy of schools as defined by Pingus and
by Carlson is not supportive of the type of fnnovatfan typiF
cally congenial to competitive organizations. Pincg& also

7 o,
identifies three factors favordble to innovation ingthe, j

schools: ' . )
. %.ax 1 3
Bureaucratic Safety - When the innovaticn is Eer-.
celved as favorable with respect tp the currefg s

statps and organization of the bureaucracy o

(becguse in a sedf-perpetuating non-market system,

these bureaucratic values become socialized and

tend to dominate other criteria; or in other words, \

the bureaucratic costs are the real costs of the '

systen) . .

- . ) - h

- Respo to External Pressure - 'When external .

pressuPes for 1nnovatlon are perceived as irre-

stiblé: (because school systems cannot be enEi}ely

unresponsive to external pressures and finane¢ial

constraints). - )

. - {

Approval of Peer Elites - When key Jfigures in the

' bureaucracy and their colleagues in other educa-

" tional bureaucracies can agree about the accepta-
bility of the innovation (because in the absence .
of clearly defined output criteria, consensus
among the elite is often the primary decision-
making criterion p. '120). ¢ ’

L

‘From Pincus' view, schools would be unlikely to adopt

- ) r

CBE 1f they perc-eived it is iniplying' ‘a radical chanée'in the

organiz@tion of the~échoo; system. Suchichange.confronts the

4

bureaucratic safety constraint.’ - ‘. -




pressures.

¢

L4
2

Fear of external pressures could make school personnel

reluctant to Follaborate with other groups at the policy

" /
making level. Tg the degree that CBE seems to promote -«

increased involvement of and collaboration with other .
.0
groups regardlng school policy and productivity, 1t&nay

be percelved as contrlbutlng to increased extra-system

)

Pincus' discussion of tH% elite consensus constraint
suggesﬁs that prevdiling practice is 11kely to change only

m1n1mally Local education agencies are, he feels, neces—

) sarili unclear regarding educational goals. (

/

v ¢
(To the extent that] educational research and
develo ent has failed to enlighten them sub-
stantially about the relationship betweeen
various ‘educational technologles and any -
specified instructional aim...a rational bur-
eaycratic elite waquld be unlikely to experi-
ment voluntarily with major changes in struc-
ture or method (p. 122).

.

-
-

- Demonstrated Effectiveness of_géE:
The Crowning Disincentive'? .y

ta

Bureaucratic structure constrdints such as those dis-
. '
cussed by ‘Pincus suggest that where the possible social and'

political consequences of an innovation loom large, and

where the instructional benefits are uncertain, an innewa~ﬂ

' tion'is likely to meet stfong resistance from administratiep(
. : ¢
House (1976) considers the jincentives to engage in in=-

novation from the tggcher's point of view.
& -

""The personal costs of trylﬁg somethlng new are
‘greatly underestlmated The teacher thas ac-
qgquired...teaching skills laboriously over a

long period of time....” These skills may not—-




be superb, but he' knows how to operate with
-, - them -- how to get by. "Someone comes along
‘ and says, "Trys this." The new skills make
the old ones-obsolete.... Furthermore =-
A the crowning disincentive =- there is seldom
any conclusive evidence that the innovation
.is really worth much in the classroom.

'Thus the teacher is faced with learning a
new mode of behavior at high costs with no
expectation of tangible reward and with no .
assurance that the .innovation will wor any
better than what he has been doing. N :
wonder .teachers regard many new programs with /
some cynicism; too many- such programs are not NN
worth the perspnal investment. Few corpora- )

, tions would invest under s1m11ar circumstances

« (p. 339).

.Schutz (1969) observes the "elegant no significant
difference” of a comprehensive summary report of experi-
hments on instruction cénducted .over the last 50 years. o v >
The report by J. M. Stephens démqnstrates "the remark-
able constancy of educat10nal results in the face of
w1der differing dellberete approaghes” (p. 2). 'In' o ‘! 1

Stephen's words, . =
\ \ L]
Every so often we Jdopt- new apprqaches or
new methodoelogies and place our''reliance
on new panaceas. At the very least we ’ .

\ seem to chorus'new slogans. .Yet the

\ _academic growth within the classroom . o

" - contjnues at about the .same rate, *stub- :

bornly refusing to cocperate with the i

\ - bright new dicta emapating from the . .

, conference room (Fch tz, 1963, pp. 361- 362) v B

’
T m“‘

\ With 11tt1e emplrlcal data to demonstrate the effec-
)

tiveness of a given 1nnoVa€ion, the message is clear and
' . ;1 . . o
compelling: Why chan?e? . - tj

'?'" A
What data exist to snpport CBE ad@pt1on’ Indeed, what

‘data-can be expected regarding the’gffectlveness of-a...

; .

l i

—
»

S
.
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- ‘process that dictates neither outcomes nor 1nterventlons, '
. . .

but rather 1s deslgned to facllltate the systematlc reduc-
LY . v ‘

tion of uncerta1nty regardlni appropriate outcomés and -
: %

means of 1ns€ructlon° L - o 4 .
. ~g Huff (l976) obServes that CBE prov1des a framework for
¢ "deduclng ‘a relevant educatxon ‘form what is to be done”

Al ad

(p.-S) She’netes furtner, however, that - ,

¢ no CBE program thus far has had ‘a body of infor~-
) mation derived from systematlc empiricat investi- .
. gations, to use as a basls of the deductions....

(P. 5}. - Lt

Wodﬁsch and his colleagues {1975) concur:
- L 3
Desplte the mOuntlng t1de of commltment in all
sectors of,competency-based reform, first- - o
o generation performance and competency con- ' .
stnycts remain largely untested. In some
- ‘j a1nstance§ the surrégate for a behaviorally
. v ~ specified competency has become the affirma-
(AR ’ tive nog from a panel of faculty, and one
) ~questions how vast a divergence from tradi-
tionhis really is. ¥n gddition, the -
question of which educatlonalttreatment best °
. * serves the deVelopmen; of a partlcular com- .
petency has parely been phrased (p.,

T ) o The need fo: fufther refinement and study of procedures

e

and materlals employed in competency based eéducdation is clear.

Procedureseeonsidered essential to CBE - procedures that

should facilitate, in part, the devélopment and- formative
. R .
evaluation of complete instructional programs: -- are still

in the formative stages of development. themselves.

?

Some cards remaln face‘down at this stage of the game.

The value df CBE xn facilttating more 1nformed decision

< '
~ makLng - and ult1matelyff1mproved student outcomes in

[N

\: » . A . ﬂ . R
[ 4 , . !




h'
-
N
W
-

‘(:1%'3‘:‘«‘.. ) ‘ |

. education -- is to "some deg}ee still a matter of faith.
! . \ N
'Nevertheless, 'some institutions and 1nd1viduals will be

*

*bold and will bet on CBE now. Their efforts and experl-

3 . -

. . ences with competency based education will provide one * .

-

basis for meanirdgful assessment of its value. .

.
Y ) . . . —

- ) Change by Mandate: What Cha;:> for Succéss" o

‘ ) We are concerned about forc1ng people in any way‘ . .
' - with cegard to CBE, Several states now mandate '
, competency-based criteria for teacher certifica--
. tion, effectively requiring that all teacher
\\ ) education in ‘thase states install CBTE programs.
- ' There are many who go along willingly. Others )

; cannot see anything of yvalue in CBTE. For those )
who would try it and sde, no trial is p0551b1e, ¥ r
at least no real trial with the option to reject ’

] “the new system. ‘Frankly, we think the mandats
! ' is one of the worst things that.has hefallen Coe
M the CBTE movement. . The movement has,enough T
going for it,to succeed without a mandate, so .,
why stlmulate the emergence of aswhole army
. of organized opponents? e

< If you want to sell CBE, prove its viabiiityn
with a well managed pilot progrdm. Let the
enthusiasm of students, faculty and cooperas’ 3
ting professionals have its effect on the rest S
of the institutton and you will probahly end. cot -
.. up with a full-fledged, volurftary CBE operation
(Hall and, Jones, 1976, pp. 251-252), - A '

Phe ‘degree- to wh;ch CBE~£//;ecree threatens seri%u

‘

implementatlon efforts 1s;conlectural.' Mandated p

and materials have an anc1ent and honorable hlstory

. education. o 'fé " ] .
v N ‘ .~ "

. ~ P N " . » .

: . Compefency baséd-educatioﬁ-type programs are now

v ~Q“l '
belng con51dered.1n the publlc schHools'of at least .29 states,

c o »

. and serious effo:ts to implement' CBE are apparently

underway (Goor and Tomlinson, 1976). Competency basgé teacher

- \
[ 4 . ' ’
. - .

4

".




educatlon programs are mandated.in-at least twenty states,
\\

and CBTE is reported allGe and well 1n many institutions

within those states.3 /

r

Sensitivity to praéditioner need&\is not‘prifluded

by mandeted practice in education. s«Practices’ may be
"¢ oL

”required“ while leaving coﬁfortable leg room for ‘ownership
by

and personallzatlon., Requlred practlc S, 1nc1ud1ng compe-
tency based educatlon, may ne6§351tatd little’ real change
frgm existing practices -- dependlng on\éhe adopting unit

and the empha51s in definition or 1nterpretat10n of CBE.
* 4

- Thus, as Wdetsch Q1976) has suggested, an

organlzatlonal system with asplratlons to
"spread CBE throughout a state-must have a
capacity to detect existing strengths within
‘schools and districts that comport with CBE
. dynamics and priorities. These “surely .
exdst at the level of the individual instruc-
tor who...habitually churns quts with in-
structional outcomes and student skill
~development. It also exists, -often not
neatly labeled, irr the occastonal  curri-
cular planning team. Here and there the -
CBE spirit already dominates an entire
scitool, and needs little more than sanc-
tion and a Bew expressive vehicles to
become explicit (personal communication,
1976). :

A problem area related to mandated change and requiring‘

. . Y oa
'L‘ T . ‘k . . '1
v

- . st 7

Becaqse of the pressures of developlng and‘refining new
programs while teaching and cpnducting- othet customary
activities, estimates regardlng the robustness of the )
staffs at these ingtitutions are.more conservative. The
staff time and energy required to develop, install, 4and
refrne comprehensive CBTE programs has been described .as
inordinate. Strategies for maintaining staff commitment
and motlvatlon to continue to expend siuch energy are just
beglnnlng to be explored (Hersh, personal communicatfon,
1976) . P . ' g 2

+
e
e e

: ' 96 .
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sensitive attention during-ove Pll prqogram design is

% diﬁcdssed by-Pellegrin (1975) fin rega;d to a differen-
. . ’ 4 : J‘
g tiaged staffing effort.

Ip the abstract, it is possible that .innovatign
is best attained through-concurrent attacks on
multiple problems., For such an approach  to
succeed, however, it would have to be preceded .
~and accompanled by systematic planning enormously
comprehensive in scope. Furthermore, the imple-
mentation of_radical revisions i education
programs requires 1mpresszve financial support,
assistance by many ‘administrators and speclv.ls\ts,
acceptance by personnel, .etc.
The pro]ect planners gravely underestimated the
complexity of the tasks undertaken and overesti-
mated the resources available for achieving the
objectives they had in'mind. It is a curious
fact that some educators believe that radical
changes in education ig easily accompllshed even
in a short period of time although it is univer-
sally- known that even minor changes in the schools
are ‘achieved with great difficulty (p. 96).
. / ! o
Gentry (1972), in refletting on the ambitious goals

. and the actual progress of a oompetencyrbaSed effort in’/
teacher education at the Un1ver51ty of To;edo, acknowl?éges

the complexity of the task. In a mempo to the Collegg /of

’

Education staff engaged in the CBTE efﬁor;l he suggegts

a realistic strategy for coping with the omplexityﬁand

controlling the change. b
B 4

In maklng the decision to systdmatlcally develop
the instruction for. students in our elementary
“and secondary program, the facuwlty of our college
assumed a task of enormous Proportion. 1In fact,
if we were to stipulate that each of the modules
or components of the model were 'to meet minimum
requirements for effeq{lveness, the task becomes
1mp0581ble, given the time.and.resources avallahle
to us.... . ) g

An alternatlve...permlts us to operate the instruc-~
tlonal system aLmost at once wlth a m1n1mum of -

104
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resources. This...alternative is‘also §Stema-
.tic'in its development of instruction, But it
accepts approximations of the minimum require-
ments of ‘the sask. That is, each(component of \
the system must still be d€alt wikh, but the - .
criteria for each.component are mgt to. varying’
degreés. For example, behavioral|objectives e
may contain only the performance gtatement apd ~ /
lack of conditiony~.or level statepment. We may

deal only with terminal objectives, ‘ignoring-
enabling objectives, for the momeht. Assessment’
Ainstruments may have insufficient{orftoken items.
The means for accomplishing our_opjectives may,"
intially, be chosen because they-are possible-
rather than for their™pedagogicaljqualities.’

As one faculty member pointed out} the above
conditiohs are not much different'from those
that exist now. There is one-all-important

tdifference, however. Our systematically de-
veloped approximations will be subject to
coptinuous systematic revision...

The point is, if we arefto be sudcessful in
developing meaningful, effective |instruction,

/ and in maintaining an open academic community,

we.must each consider these critital alterna-
tives carefully. This does not mean that we

wait for perfect solutigns for eadh problem,
there will obviously be many occagions for
compromise, but, that we monitor alll decisions
in light of their effect upon our btudents and %
our professional lives. We have selected a
strategy for accomplishirng important goals.

If any part of that strategy is inefficient,
ineffective, or antithettcal to thoke goals,

we must have the flexibility and comtrol to :
change the strategy as well as‘its Brodutts.

K Sum
T . ' \v
The preceding section covers three potential prob-
"

~

e S

i ]
lems that may confront any Ma%Bf effort to.implement CBE

in education. The first conce&ns the noncompetetive-nature

-

of schools. As organizations with somewhat captive clien-
’ °
tele, schools are not compelled to opt for economic effici=-

ency, and can therefore afford to be highl& resistaht to-

~ -
4 .

10, . - - \
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to certain.innovations. ™ | .

The'gecqnd problem concerns the fact that CBE's

L4

effectiveness has yet to be demonstrated. Educators may '
"thoughtfully weigh the proposed advantages of éBE-type

- . programs against éhe time and effort they mus invest.

‘ - in p{énn%ng, iﬁplemehtin@; and Eontinually. éfining such
pr;graﬁé or. program élgments, ‘Asimore'CBE programs’are‘
implemented *and the rgshlts hade known,‘educat;rs will
acquire a more soﬁnd baé;s’fob méking decigiqgs regarding
édopt;on aqg_iﬁpie;entagion.l < ( ,'

The third pfqblém concerns the fear thit'legisiativ

.mandates or other mequirements rqgégdiég CBE may ggim&iasén

oppositioﬁ to thé innowvation, raggé;-tﬁan build support.

~~-
.'

a -~

It is suggesfed, howévef, that'a15hough CBE ,as a general

v

practice may be mandateq or_strongly'encourageq;.schoolg.’

0 and teachers should be.assisted in persenalizing their

s programs, desigﬁing and implementingic&ﬁtiﬂﬁ%u§ly adaptive
d P . ' . ) . / .

programs which reflect sefsitivity to their. partictlar

needs, skills and preferences. o e

f .
F - *
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* GENERAL SUMMARY

]
Definition of CBE

. . . .
L] N N T ¢

Thfs papef begins—with a genenai definition bf CBE as *

+«++d process that facilitates with a known degree of
effectiveness the acquisition 6f desired outcomes in
learners -- 1nclud1ng the apll;ty to perform tasks
‘related to succéss in job and life roles -=--docu=

ments the achievement of, these qutcomes and llnks . S
graduation requlrements to specific performance

levels on a patticular set of outcomes (Schalock, f,
“1976) . o A

The definition detalls three categorles of charactiﬁlstlcs.

deflnlng, enabllng, and unique characteristics."

' v

I .

Installation'Strategies[ ‘

Strategies presented .in this paper ate intended as ‘ &

N suggestioné for consideration by schools:and districts in- |

, .

’

"adapting these strategies..

tending to implement CBE. It is expected users will exercise
A . -

imagination and flexibility in considering and adopting or

9.

CBE installation may' be, viewed as a continuum which
begins with usér orientation, proceeds through iﬁtitial .
adoption and adaptlon, and culmlnates with. the integrgtion of
CBE into the ex1st1ng school structure.' The p01nt at which

1nstgllat10n is complete may be cdnceptualized/as in;titution- '

alization v
o. < * .. g‘ . ‘ '
In the followiny paragraphs, some'considerations of
\v

importance in facilitaténg a smooth transition to CBE are
briefly summarized.
‘g.,~ : e
» . . B
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Generating Support N . _~,‘tv

o It is 1mpotant that‘

and the CBE 1mp1ementat10n prd%egs. The extent to‘ﬁhlch éhey

~
do so may;depend partially on whether the'change is impose§'§.'

LI
-

embers of{En agency suport CBE . et
. oV )

' externally‘or'initiated internally. Interaal"‘fﬁexlb
changes -= those Rerceived as most adapﬁ%ble to’ users‘ -
needs — generally stand a,better chance»of agceptance and

. L 4 M . * .

"support. Users need some assurance that they have a voice

.1n .whether and to what extent an i&ng‘?tlon is adopted -and .
¢

in subsequent adaotlon act1V1t1es. K'Y —- -
' . '-... y ] /' o) ) -
Orientation . ° Cooe et ‘ < c "
.7 1t is critrcaa-that potential users Sn-probided a- ';':
thorough orientation‘to-CQE. Informatlon on CBE can be- “t, |

provided 1n QEVeral ways, including workshops, pr1nted mat-

[

erials, one-to-one céhsultatlon sess&ons,.and classroom i
- .

observat1ons. Through or;entatlon, users not only gaxn

* information -about CBE, but. may also pe ome involved in. the
CBE adoption decisionmaking process. Support «for CBE tends
< ' ° N - -

to increase in proportion to users1 understanding of and

anolvement in the CBE change process, ¥ ) ) ' -
” . R ) - ‘ ' —

v ; . N .

Evidence of Support - : . ‘.- .

Adm1n1strat1ve support appears very 1mportant. Adminv

v

. L4

. - ¢
istrators may express oﬂEn appfoval of the xnnbvatlon,
rd
initiate actual implementation act1v1t1es and. encourage
part1c1patron by others. Peer approval tends to enhance

- ' i .. , 0.

P
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“ﬁ& the cred1b111ty of a, proposed change beeause of the. rapport

. , and trust .common w1th1n peer groups. External authority
L g ' ' -

{ﬁ' J,approval may!also facilitate CBE implementation; many users
ce value the opinlons of recognlzed experts in the field. :
o . — /
" Staff Involvement in Plannéng A

' hE - In order to be part of ‘the, plannlng process, sta

-

requ1re a clear understanding of the 1nnovatlon.. All.infor—

mation pr0v1ded should be préclse, addressrng spec1f1c

o b

.*piogram character1st;cs. Communlty fembers 'and educato&s

on‘mmny levels will need 1nformatlon on CBE-'therefore,-
the dlfferent 1nformatlonal needs of: a wlde range of audi-
ences will require careful cons1deratlon. )

- Plann1ng also 1nvdfves evaluatlon gf program effectlve—

- o

. ness.

-

- process1ng oﬁ reliah;e data regardlng past and present stu-'
. dent performance. "Anecdotal data and partkclpant 4eact1ons

a?e also 1mportant in assess1ng pzogram effectlveness.
Training B "

To comp}ement initial or1entatlon efforts, training
may be prov1ded to help users develop the necessary kno;l-
. 3 A
L eQ!F and skllls to des1gn, implement and ma1nta1n a CBE

¥

- /,‘program& Su%h tra1n1ng may be prov1ded at the unlvers1ty

level, as well aS‘through ongoing staff- development in’ the'
. distrnct.lmplementlng CBE. . e L .
=. ) . ) ~. v - T ‘ - ,‘ ) /
) . e I 102
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Such evaluatlon depends ln part on the gafherlng and

.
»




Obsegvation of Extetmal Programs
\Th'e‘e are several advantages in ‘giving ,potential users

. an a'portunitx to. observe an oi[rational CBE program in .

an external setting. For ekamp e, the experié;:1:2§} provide

s

far more 1Qformation regarding CBE procedures and 1mp11cations

- 4 s,

than, could readily be communicated through other means."In
1 1 L Y -

addition, external sites may serve as exnerimentai environments

which foster.the development of generalizable implementation

procedures.

._ .\. .. C oy
Simulations

- ‘ To 'suQElement'other training, users may be exposed to

simulations of CBE—felevant'procedures. Participants learn -

A ¢ L

and have an opportunity 0o discuss concerns with colléagues.

®

L}

Short-Term or Sm =Scale Tryouts -

B

, émali—scafe tryouts are often effective because-the§
enable users to build confidence in CBE befupe feeling com-
mitted to full—scale implementation.' A chance'to‘try out %
particulapgfcomponents of CBE on an e;perimental.basis allows
users sto .become acquainted with the concept in a reIatiyely

N

risk-free eentext.

Using Strategies
- % -

" Personalization. is the key to effective use, of any imple-
mentation stragegy. Users must weigh the relative value and
. 3 i

. . appropriateness of any strategy, adopting what sdems suited to

L)

, .

v)
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3

a school's or district's needs, and modifying or creéfing.
< _ .
new strategies as needs dictate. s

- 7

L
'

L}

Resource Utilization

In implementing CBE, it/{s especially imoortant that
/’

» L)

-

" resources be used effectively. Following are some suggested"

| —

techniques 90r helpiné to ensyre efficient resource utiliz-

&

~

ation.

~g

-

Appointing a Social Organizer g ’ -

¥

The social'organizef may best be thought of as a

program manager: one responsible for implementing a major

v

change. Such an 1ndlv1dua1 should be selected w1th utm?st
|

care, singe the position demands 1ndepth understanolng of

CBE, an aolllty to conceptualize an operapional CBE program

L]

within a specificlcontext, skiiﬁ in locating and organizing

resqQurces, and.ability to'motivate and unify personnel. 1In

~

some cases, it mey be advisable to enlist the specialized

skills of someone out51de the organlzatlon ‘to f£ill thls

“

role. . ' -

4

Forming an Advocacy Group -

An advbcacy group, whlch often ra111es spontaneously ,

/
in suport of an 1nnovation, serves several 1mportant func~

tions. Frequently its members provide much of the work

energy which keepss an innovatien -flourishing. Advogacy
droup members can also do much to enlist public support and

S~ . .

obtain resources. In addition, the existence of an advocacy

’111 ) , 104-
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v . N . ‘L.
group rv help minimize internal opposition to an innovation

by providing open support- and serving as a source of reliable ///

information regarding the innovation. . ;

3

. ;- : // .

.

Using Support Services ) _ /

MaQigtypes of suport serv1ces fac111tate CBE 1mplenen€e-’
Y W Q_V
tion. Yy f;&auﬂe training, mélntenance of resohrce centers,

-

effective and possibly 1nnov§t1ve program support staff, end
establishment of some means of persogaL communication to

facilitate and maintain understanding of the innovation as .

o ’

Amplementation progresses.

Incentives

It is widely recognizgd that the ‘reward structures
operating within school s¥stems are sometimes quite\résgric—
tive. At tge/Same time, acqui}ihd the necessary knowLeage

. o - R A

4

and skills to implement CBE often demands that teachers.and

administrators make great personal sacrifices in terms of -
L

k4

/

Eing andtﬁneggy. Schoo%/systemé may ;onsidef efﬁeting‘ -;

certain incentives to encodfege_fﬁis expenditure df“ﬁﬁe and ‘ﬁ

energy. - ‘ | . P ' — N
Membership gn an advocacy é}oug may provide both extrin- %’;

sic. and intrinsia rewardé to some users. - Such membership

may increase the chance, to obtaln needed resources, provigde
a sense of accomplishment 1f'the,1nnoVatipn is successful,

and may frequenf;y generase peer approvél, Traiﬁidg offers

part1c1pants a chance to interact with- peezs and to enhance

their knowledge of: CBE; release time for,part1c1pabE?ﬁ'

. !
Y ) ' 3
- N . \
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[

“~ » } ‘can make a trammg option even more attract1ve. The

>

-opportunity te learn more <about CBB can be a very strong

incentive, depending on what value users place upon the?

.

innovation.
Feedbachﬁ
’ Appropriate usg of feedback from students, teachers,
‘ adm‘nistrators,z commuhity; representatives and others can
’ impicve implementatisn a?d managepéht processes anq'help
increase overall program effectiveness. 1In addition, =
feedback may help pinpoint areas of confusion and highlight
needs for additional ‘information. ‘Feedback may be gathered
on'virtﬂglly any CBE-relevant topic. It is important that
an effecti;e‘system be developed for obtaining, proceszzhgg
*and d1ssem1nat1n9 r;edback information. Data proces51;g
"'methods should promote ob3ect1V1ty 1n analy21ng program
_effectiyeness; and methods for obtalnlng and qlssemlnatlng

feedback data should be sensitive to audience needs.
, )
. ¢ / A 4 . -

% . -

. . Scope'of ,Prograr&mpl-ementation

»
.

e . . .
Potential users need tiécohsider and to determine the

rate at which CBE should be

’

or schooi, the extent to which'any existing.program will be

Loy affected, and the number of schools, classes, and pupils

.

- * that w1il be 1nvolved. These factors together help deter- o

v

mine the scope of CBE 1mplementat10n.

10%

) .

-" . ‘{ . lld . -

mplemented within their district




. » Implementatlon Conslderatlpns fon . PR Y
.Federal, State andjLocal Agenc1es\ : C

'T‘Xgenc1es at federaf, state and local levels can do’

. . R . / - .
N much to suport various CBE' implementation efforts. o,
‘ . . - T ,/' N > .
Federal Agencies v ) ’ ‘
= ‘ Y . @ @

s
AN © L3
N

Federal agencies can generate support through Yederally ‘ T

'] ®

funded .training and program 1mplementatlon, Support of
. . new leglsIatlon, and sponsorshlp of analyses of the exlstlng

'knowledge regardlng QgE ‘fol}owed by systematlc research

. .
L A N . &

and developnent efforts. In addltlon, federal agenc1es o T

N < G N L]

vcan 'hélp ensure avallablllty of CBE- related-resources

Lats state ~and local levels. , ' : _ L

- - ~

.
.- o~ - 4 P
. N A . ") . ‘ Y . .
. P te
.

-~

State Agencies {k .o L A ) -
f . - . a . ' . i ) ’ e~ -
¢ Lii éimblementation of CBE ‘benefits-from tHe'suppost of
. R N N . ) 4 . ! . ‘ ] .
. the state board of education, the governor, the state
y . .{ 1egleatn/7f‘local and intermediate school d%;tricts and . .,

N -

- . . the genefal, publlc. ‘Each of ®&hese const1tuenc1es needs . T
current‘ releVant 1nfefmatlon on €BE. ;' ,

State agencies can furnish - 1nformatlon, prov1de
., ‘4 ) . . ~
ttalning an provide human and material resources. They
.. /
. can develop TS8E models fer consideratlon by local districts,

offer tEchnical assistance in planping apd implementing
& -
a CBE program, and also furnlsh financlal assistance -- ’ U

.-eSPec1ally during the earLy stages of - 1mplemen;etlory /
\,’
» . ~ H .

' ) ".._ '\

S




_ R ;. _ T -
Qistriggs : SR .

-

Lbcal d1str1cts can i,upport the 1’1er’r\intatlon effort
through a long—rangq commlbment In.addltlon,‘lt 1s help—'

ful if the Superlntendent S offlceaand the school’bdﬁqd .

4 Y

become fully actlve 1n all phases -of plann1ng. The/trans—
& ( < A

1t10n to CBE can also belglded by d;strLcts' f{ctl;tatlng

access’ to avallable resources and iﬁlatlng and sup orting
Lﬂ Q R

)
“ . . ¥, -
' R

N a personallzed commuqlcétlon system. 'f . . " 1

“ ’ [
‘Y . N » AR

‘ . .. s R Aw* .- v . > ‘ '
] N T . k] e R -‘ i
* oo Potentig;ﬁ?roblems of CBE. Implementatlon { L g;-
. . . ' ' . = o )
LV L Many §tob1ems can ar1se in- the course of EBE 1mplemen- .
. Lo ot A -‘ S . '._.,
4

'Satlon. For exajple, adv0cacy groups mqy engender opunter

gro&ps. Demonstratlon s1tes and experlheokal modele may 5
X

. seethoo un;ike observers‘ own schdol sett1ngs to be Q(] R
\ : X .
, <t. . regarded’ as useful squrces of generalrzable 1nformarpon.
N \y ‘ . L 34 .
Many probléms whlch arlse -are {elated in some way to‘|

- . v
-

one of the ', fpllow1ng factors. Flrst, schooLs are&bas1ca}ly

nqgsompetit1ve Organlzatlons- BeCause the1r cl;entele 1s

-« ' ’

" assured, economic eff1c1ency may not:. be a- hlgh prrorbty.\
A
Therefore, schools can afford to be hzghly reslstant to

3

) ‘anﬂfpnovaﬁlgﬁ regardless gf how attfactavely it. may be

H

- . . 3 '
- .

presented ; ,

Second, the potentlal of 'CBE has yet to be fully

demonstrated -As more schools ipplement CBE, greate;
’ s’c_.
>amounts of fewdback data wlll becoﬁe avallable. 'Although
/ ‘\
it 1s pos31bly unresllstlc to expect that evaluatlon of

~ \ -~

? change 1n educatlon w1ll yleld unequlvocal ®vidence. of ‘e
- . " . ¥ - ' ’

-
1

i \; . . .' : o v o ’ N . . .
ERIC. . . . . IIJJ.. - . L




prograq effects, outcdmes-based data collectlon 1n CBE

programs will provrde use*s w1th 1ncreased information
W '

far maklng sound decisions regardlng CBE adopiW,ﬁ

; }mplementation. o .
Thlrd, there is some concern. that 1f dBE 1s 1ntroduced

-to dlstrlcté externally,-as through Ieglslatlve mandate,

4‘ather than\lnternally, 'through voluntary- adoption w

+

design, users may opposé it withdut due consideration of its
potential benefits. Itfie suggested, hoyever, that even _

when CBE fs mandated.as a general concept districts should

be encouraged to retain and .exercise control concernlng
\/ ie
the nature, degree, and sequencing of 1mplementatlon. This

w1ll prov1de .users a sense oﬁ cholce regardlng the melemen-
tation proCess and will help ensure program respon51veness

to partrcﬁlar needs of an»adoptlng unit, Long after 1n1t1al
a;

1mplementatlon, a CBE program should be treated as’ flexlble,
w1th the expectatlon that" 1t:w1ll be Contlnuously mddlfled

) based on changlng needs, expectatlons, .ang capabxlltlesh ’

¥ A\
\

! \
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Decision Areas

*

I. Planning for"

v
II. JImplementing

—

III. Maintaining .

Does it lock as if we are

implement? * °

. Outcares ] Why are we not getting what jhhat outcomes are we regular-|
] Studeiit we want? -] .going to get the outcomes | ly getting? ¢ .
. Desired ' what are the des:l.red out- we want? . jthat urexpected out:oares aré"
\ " Faaulty o comes? ’ What unexpected outoomes _we getting?
Occur : R - -1 are wecgetting? - Jhat new needed ocutcomes
: Inst%tution . J have been identified?_
™ :
. Resources . ., |What resources do we want? | Exactly what resources are fhat resources are now freed
. Materials What resources do we need? feeded? up?
Havwe ~ A ' W1llourrmuwssupportmtmexpectedr&eoumare
\ - Facilities CBE on a regular basis? | being consumed? .
Need\ * | .
A Skills . ‘ :
, \\ A . .-, s
Strateqies Which instpuctional strat- | Are the instructional How effective are the
. S egy do we want to use? -strategles working? - -} instructional strategla?
Instructla\@l . |How should we inplement? What changes msut be made [How eff@tlve were the
\ ich adoption strategy? in the strategies? » implementing. strategies?
Installation - t training?) Is furmet fasulty tJ;airr- e .
. . Will everyone be able to
. ' do his part? ‘
. Costs (Personnel and How much is it oosting to what: is it costing to Hcmmx:hlsl.tcostmgto
Resources) plan? ‘| implement? | maintain? .
. Dollars 4 How much will it cost to What_do the uamtenarpa How much did' it tost to plan
N One Time implement? costs now look like? for and implement this
A Time .. Once implemented, what will innovation?
- Ongoing /| maintenance ‘cost be? _ ’ o / "
= Resources ' How Jong will materials last? . K
“ 0 How much staff timb to - - - AN

‘n
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-

‘orga;ﬁzatioﬁ of the lgarning package that yourhaie just developed.

g v 130 . 121

SPECIFIC‘EVAUMTQ‘I_O_FLE.AH‘IINGPAG(ACE

-

Use the following list of.criteria tg evaluate the consistency' and

Major and Oatponent Ideas (Concept and' Sub-concepts)
1. Are the concept and sub-concepts stated simply and cmpletely?

2. Arethecomeptandsub—conceptsmttenatthelangmgelevel W

~of the proposed learmer? *
3. Am'ﬂxesub—caﬁep‘tslogicalﬁreléyantsegmpt?oftheogweptg
4. Are the sub-concepts manageable within a single learning package?
P ) V4 R . N .

Learning Objectives’ -
1.4 Are d'xe learni.ng objectives stated simply and completely?

2. Aretheleamngobjectlveswnttenatthelangmqeleveiofthe
proposed learner? .

3. .Are actions, described that can reasonably be expected to result

only if the desired conceptualizations have occurred?
4. Aremtendedoutcmesdescnbedspeaﬁcallyexnx;hsoﬂwt
evaluation is possible, byt not so specifically as to result
in segmented, non-functional behaviors?
5. Are the condJ.tJ.ms specified mderwh:.ch evalbggaiw:.ll_occur?
6. Are the qual:l.tatlve and/or quant:.tat:.ve expectations clearly stated
, or implied? ‘

Learning Materials and Acthta.es '

]

1. WiutrxeleamirngnaterlalsuldactlvztlesMIQttxesttﬁmtzealize'
the performances specified in the learning objectives?

2. Dotheieam.ngmterialsandactivztles pmviéedirectperceptual
experiences with the properties of acbjects, processes, and/or " -
consequences? Ifmt,dotheyeliatvividrecanofprior
experiences with those propert.l.es? /

3. Do the materials and activities qrployed operate- through sense
channels thatmtdmtheproperties aboutwh:.dxthestudentls
learning?-

4
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4. Do the matenals and attivities etrployed operate through vemal
J _ channels when necessary and effective? : .

5. Do student required by the matenals and aCth1t1eS
utilize the following twq processes, eMher separately or in
combination: (a) verbal or plctonal responses, and (b) overt -’
pon-verbal executlms? . .

‘6. Have uatenals and activities been prov:.ded for the student who
: 4 LleaJ:nsbestbyvzsua.lneans?byoral—auralneans?l:vypl'lysn;al ) }
. means?

7. Has a variety of materials and act1v1tla beenpmded each
‘of several specific performance levels?

B. Is there sufflca.ent range of difficulty in th’e matenals and
actw:LtL&s lxsted? .

&

- 3 " . ¢ ’ . ﬁ 13

Evaluation . ~ Y

C 1. Doﬁ:et&stltarscallforbehavmrsmentlcalboméactlmtems‘
’ ine the' learmning objectives?

2. Deespre—tatmgdlagnosewhat shouldbeleamedmtl'xeleaming
package (in other words, wh:.chobjectiveshavealreadymenmtand
which have not)? .

N
L]

- \ 3. Doesself—taungl'xelpﬂlesuxhntdeademether‘heneedstom-‘f e
. . ¢ycle himself for additional learming activities before’ taking. the g
v post-tat?
4. Does the difference in responde between pre- and pgt—t&st:.ng
prov:.de a measure of learning growth? .

5. Does ‘self-testing help student set his own speca.ﬁ.cat:.ms for
ach:.evmg t-he leammg objectives? .

6. Does self-testing take the student's focug off the teacher and
place it on the learning task?

» 7. Dotest;ngpmoedurenfocmonad:ie\mmtratberthanmfulure?

. &

‘8. Do test results helpteestudent determine his next steps in .

9. Does testing provide feedback for continued curriculum development?

. .0

Orgamzatlcns

1. Are your learning packages organized accord.mg to a format? , Can the mdl-
ficatmn or omission or any of the elements in your fcrmat be justified?

<
-

R / . \,\‘.': S 1220,
ERIC - .13l




%
Will students be able to understand what they sge and read? In other

words, mlltheykrmﬁhatﬂwyaremwtedtodomandeuahzed
program that incorporates your learning packages?

3. Are the learning packages attractively designed? i
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Student Module Feedback Form : ’

.
. < PR
Al -
A *, -

., Instructions: In the items below, £ill in the blank; circley'yes" or |

"no"; or place an "X" on the continuum in the appropriate blank,

’

e U mvm‘chtimdidyouspmamthemdue? . hours.

.
2. How relevant was the topic of the module to you? (Indicate
thlsbyplacmgan "X intheappropnateblank)

Irrelevant : "3 : : : mlevant

, " - Somewhat

3. 'lbmatextentdayoufeelttEpre-andposttests actually
. tested the matenal presented in the nndule? .

Not at all : : : Corpletely .
’ Scmawhat '
4. How helpful was the information pmted in the module °
toward acqu:.nng the carpetenca.es descnbed by 't:he object.wes?

Confusing : : : : . Very, helpful
, No Help '
5. How useful wer€ the "objectives" in learning what the mdule
_was trymg to teach? -

Detrimental - . s+ ¢ useful

. No Help

6. How appealing was' the overall structural arrangement?

Distracting : : /. Appealing
. . No effect ‘ . '

§ . - * .

7. How helpfyl were the pictonal J&lustratxms? T ‘
Confusmg 2 e ‘ : Pacilitation - t 3

' No help : N

Please @fy confusing or unhelp}ul 1llustraticns and poinj: out where -
additiondl ones are needed.

- 8. Vhatlstheoveralllevglofvocabtﬂazyinthlsmdlﬂe?

- Too general s : : te 'Ibotnechmcal

Just right
' . - ' [ N
9. What amount of information was provided in this mpdule?
? little .3 : : 2 Too :tuch
_ -Just right ‘

- .
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*

10. . In doing this module, how did you feel you were treated?
As a robot e : . e . s Humanly

. 1l. Bow much worthwhile mforimta.m do you belleve you learned .
. ‘ " from )havmg had this modular expeq

None . v : H : Agreatdeal
Some .

12. How enjoyable did you find this approach to inpstruction?
Distasteful : : : : Very enjoyable '
o - Indifferent . s
13. If you had your choice, what percent of your future instruction
+in this couzsewwldyoulz.kebohavebasedonasmlarmdule
. format? -

»

. 05~ 0% . Ta0% €% g0v T 100%
- " 14. Did you have the backgrouwnd the module seemed to  Yes No
. require? ) )
Y 2 lS'.WereyouabletoskJ.panysectJ.onsofthem&ﬂe Yes No

due to the results of the pretest?
‘If y&e, did you do it?
: ' v
' 16. Did the object:wes desane the most mport:ant “"Yes No .
¢ o tlu.ngsyoucoulddoaftere:q:enencmgtﬁis o .
. . module? - X
. ) ‘

17. Does the module really teach the abjective it " Yes No @

purports to? ) /
18. Were there activity :Lnstrmtlms or explanat:.ons Yes No \
. that were unclear or misleading so that you we,re
unable to pmceed and required help?

19. Were there any statements that were inaccurate Yes No —
) or inconsistent with ‘respect to your previous
knowledge?

20. In the "dlscmsicn of responses,” were y§u ’ Yes ) No
satisfied with the answers given?

21.Wereadd1t1malnaterialsneededthatweremt Yes No
provided?

*., Except for the pretat:.ng, did the module prcv1de Yes No
foryouasanmd:.v:Ldual? .

wy A- ) = ‘ - ,
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. . . -
.
_ . ‘ ¢

. » 23. In doing this module, did you feel a nee'(for " Yées .No.
alternate mutes? ' - .

., .
\ \
24. How do you feel about filling out questionnaires?
Yuk ' (#%2@) ~ T, . : : Yea,: ' e
Take it . o
. . ‘or s . . . . j
" . ‘Leave it LN R
v v k .
|\ ,25‘Inthespacebelw,pleasehstanysuggestimsasto}xwthls v
) mdule migfit be changed or mpmved ‘ .
' . * Thank you for your help! )
» ~ ~ - ‘
' . . &
.. , &
- - ) . / A
]
’ \ - ) ﬁ A
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’ i , *
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

/ RESOURGE ﬁwn N AND UTIZATION

¥

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION ' LEARNING RESOURCES ceum .Ql lL
RIS KA TR ‘3. 2
cpriem AH Promems are checked and qurrecieg
THE NEXT STUDENT AND THE LRQAPPREBIATE YOL' COOPE
. lsoundqumyocmour;ﬂ : .1 )moum {)a

2 Vus) uaity of resource? { ) adequate  { } 8 'pd
:ns.nymingm-u.ng-r { ) mo () ym
. .

LI

L PROBLEMS {use other side f nocomry)
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ARPFNDTX F

"Introduction

~

a.two-dimensional matrix designed to assist s

majordBE i:gpfenen@:ation cons:.deratmns are sbecif.ied within three -
‘categories: generat:.ng support, resources u&lizatich,‘ and scope of ’-.

N mpleuentat:.on At each J.ntersectlon of the matr:l.x-for exatpls Means
for Eva.luat:l.on of Outcames vs., Or:’:entatlcn to Proqram—-a mxber of, ques-=
um&smvberalsedreiatuntomnlarentauonsmateq;#anmemm
will tvm.callv varv in nature and scooe ffor state, dlstnct and’ J.ocal
aaencles. Even amnc aoenc:.es at the same lev;l mxstlons will’ differ.

reflectunﬂxemuauemnlanentaumneedsarﬂcome;nsofeadqucv

To illustrate the sorts of stratecv Lﬁs that mﬁx arise at‘the
e

state and dlstnct levels sam::le cru&stlcns a.re Doeed for one J.ntersectm
" of the matrix: contJ.mnusAdantatlmofProaransvs.RateefIm

-
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S

GJESI'IQS'IHATWBEASKEDBY
STATE DEPARIMENT OF EDUCATION (SDE)
PERSONNEL TO-THE RATE OF

"| ment of ongoing edt:catml *proqrams

A set of pubhcly declared rules
and procedures for assurmg the
continuous adaptat:.a; and improve-

L~

thmucmtteuseof

o Fonratlve and suunatlve Droqram
Vevaluat:.on data on program costs.

3

e Formative and sunmatlve progran
evaluation data on the appropri-
ateness of outcomes desired.

IMPLEMENTATICN

-

e Bow soon should districts be able
to demonstrate decision making
basedcosta:ﬂutlhtyuﬁonta-
tion? - _

@ Can the state demonstrate alter—‘
native cost-feedback decision

%mgmdals appropriate for °

e Can the SDE prov:.de ted-xmcal
support (computer technology)
to districts with similar (or
different) program cha.racter:.s-
tics?

,loCantheswprov:.detbetedml

cal assistance necessary to
design cost analysis systems?

e Can the SLE provide districts
. with resouree collections of
ocutcome statements?

e What types of technical assis-
tance do districts need to deter-
mine the appropriateness of
outcomes? oL

‘8 whit materials and products do
districts need for initial imple-
mentation of decisidn making

p:.'poeBees related to program
improvement?

® How should the rate of implemen-
tation be adjusted based on -
available ‘technology, technical
assistance, and materials- and
sproducts?

e




[}

® How should the rate of implemen=
tation be adjusted based on
districts' capability to assmu.—

late the changes?

-@ Can implementation be facilitat-
ed by prior SDE development *
activities: e.g., goal bank, ,
goal retrieval systems, training

- materials, pilot test sites? ‘

" _

e Student performance data ‘ ﬁ e What student-performance infor-

AN

"

0 -

® Staff perfommce data; includ-
ing data on the effectiveness
of staff development programs.

mation systems exist? !
-‘ L w7

‘® How soon can alternative
approaches be piloted?

o!-bwsomcanneededsystasbe
‘developed?

| ® What technical assistance will
be required by districts?

® How ‘soon can the resulting in-
formation be effectively used
in pmgran improvement decisions?

on’w:.lltherateofmplanenta-
. tion affect other elements of -
CBE? ~ -

-~

e At what rate can practitioners
deve.lopthereqm.red‘evaluatm

® Who should be involved in deci-
. sions about rate of mpletenta-
' tion? - i
, L]
e At what rate can digtricts be
+ expectedboinitiatépmoedm'es
"that reflect needed changes?

olbmtdegreedodis&ictadtﬁ.n-
istrators perceive this'element
as an improvement? . -

\ oMo what degree is the required
D changecmplexmddlfflwltbo
% + understand?

) ' ‘ Zo'lbmatdegreelsﬂmechange

divisible and implementable in

! separate parts?

P




Y et

(N — : _ !

[ ’ o'IBwhaI:dﬁegreemntl'xelr"e\'.;n.x.irenzll

- . changes be communicated and

: demonstrated?

.‘ o *|° ® Do existing state laws impinge
-7 Ja - |- on this element? N

,o';b‘lwlut‘ degree can/should state -

° ' : @ Is legislative action desirable ‘
' . » o0 provide external pressure?

- ’ +

) O - 4 1.44 . ‘ 135




CHARACTERTSTICS OF QUESTIONS THAT MAY BE ASKED BY |
| SCHOQL, DISTRICT PERSONNEL RELATED - | -
TO THE RATE OF IMPLEMENTATION

.A set of publicly declared rules ‘ .
and procedures for assuring the AN L

continuous adaptation and im e~ :
St ment of ongoing educational ) ’
- grams through the use of —

e Formative and summative program | @ To what degree does rate of im-
evaluation data on progr "~ plementation affect costs?
costs.. - :

® At what rate can CBE act:.v:.t:.es
replace traditional expense-
items?

- -

H ’ R )
P ® What technology is available to . .
‘ assess Cost. gffectjveness? . .
e “; o , [ .
® Dges the district have the
skills to assess cost effective- s
ness? ‘

"® How frequently are programs
mdified based on cost effec~ ‘
tiveness feedback? . i

e Is it possible to implement | -
‘ programs with built-in cost - : .
.monitoring systems?

e How soon is costéffeqtive in-
. formation needed for informed
y _ i ) decision making? ~

' ® Should cost effective analysis

be piloted in ene or more sites [ )
X : prior to implementation district .

s o Wi@? . '

. ' -

e Formative and summative program | e How frequently should outcomes
o evaluation data on the appro- | be modified? -

priateness of cutcomes ‘desired. |, - P

. - ®'Is it possible to select out-.

‘eames with documented evidence
. of appropriateness?

e In what sequence should outcomes |.

be evaluated for utility?

e What portion of the program
should be assessed for utility? ‘?

- —_
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Y 1)

" o Studént performance data.

-

-

® Staff performance data, J.aclud-
ing data on the effectiveness

of staff development programs.

~—

e To what degree can schools pro-
vide student performance data?’

e What support is availablé from
_other'agencies?

-oDoesthedistricthqvéﬂ'wex/:

pertise to develop or implement
the necessary support systems?

® How long will it-take for teach-
.ers to develop new skills?

® To what degree wild teachers-
and administrators perceive the
collection of student perfor-
uancedataasthreatenmgtheu
current status®? —

’

Qmwﬁdteumlvedmnakirxg

degisions about rate of imple=
nentatzm?

omwhatdegreedostaffnmbers
perceive the collection of
staffperfomancedataasan’
improvement?

o‘Ibwhatdegme:.sthieqmred
change camplex and difficult
tomderstand?

.o'Ibmatdegreelsthedmame

divisible and inplementable
separate parts? /

o'Ibmtdeg'eecanthereqmred
change be commumicated and
demonstrated?

® How are staff involved in deci-
sions about rate of implementa-
tion?

& That implications does this have
for negotiated agreements?

® To what degree are staff develop-
ment programs replicable and
demonstratedto change staff
performance? .

e To what degree will the collec-
tion of staff performance data
bgperceivedj:othreatenthe ’
a:rrentstatqsofad\'dmstrators
and teachers? - °

A




