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ABSTRACT.

The purpose of this project was to adapt or develop and to field-test
an evaluation model for conmpetency-based education, using the FACIT teacher-
" training materials as the focus for model development and using these materis
als during the field test of the model. Further efforts were to center on -
expanding the model to apply to other competency-based programs.

Because of problems with' the production: of the FACIT materials, the
field test of an evaluation model could not be carried out. No attempt
was made then to dévelop a model ‘tailored to the specific needs of "Florida
~ schools; instead the project sought a model that could be easily adapted
to the evaluation of any competency-based program.

To meet this revised goal, an in-depth literature review of evaluation

 models for competency-based programs was undertaken, using a set of criterip -

that would satisfy the requirements of program description and evaluation.
" The“purpose of this review was to determine whether a model for evaluation
‘of competency-based programs existed, one that could be either adopted or
modified to meet the established criteria. .Since the literature review on
evaluation of competency-based programs failed to yield any models that
were sufficiently comprehensive, the literature review was expanded to
include general evaluation models that were (with some modifications) also
applicable to the evaluation of competency-based programs and that met the
established criteria :

As a result of this extensive review, the Stufflebeam model was identi-
fied as one that would provide comprehensive guidelines for planning the .
evaluation of' competency-based programs. This model, however, did not pro-
vide sufficient, quidance in the description o' programs to be evaluated.
Therefore, the proJect developed program-déscription guidelines that incor-
porated elements of the Stake evaluation model and the Concerns-Based .
Adoption Model. ‘ N, 0

These guidelines for describing programs to be evaluated recommend a
two-phase process. Phase One includes program description for the purpose
-of planning the evaluation, and Phase Two includes behavioral desc*iptions
- for the purpose of making evaluative judgments.

It is recommended.in this report (a) that evaluators use these guide-
lines but develop their own procedures and use instruments to meet the
information requirements of any given situation, (b) that FACIT evaluators
become thoroughly familiar with FACIT and modify CBAM techniques to meet -
FACIT-evaluation information requirements, and (c) that evaluators who
use these guid€lines, whi¢h have not yet been field-tested, document their '
experience and suggest further developments.

_ Appendices to this report provide the evaluators:-with detailed infor-
mation about evaluation questions and with instruments that can be used
in evaluating competency-based programs.
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Introduction

—_—

The purpose of the project was to adapt or develop an evaluation model that
could be used to guid2 evaluation of the FACIT (an acronym for Florida's Approach - -
to Competency-Based Individualized Teaching) teacher-training materials. -The
evaluation model was to be adapted or developed and-field-tested in conjunction
with the field-testing of the FACIT materials. In addition té its use in evaluat-
ing FACIT, the model would serve as a more general framework for evaluating any. -
competency-based program, regardless of content, educational level, or institu-
tional setting. To enhance the generalizability of the model, plans were made to
~address the needs. of a variety of educational. decisigon-makers, including teachers;
. “school administrators; and district, regional, and state-level administrative
personne]. '

In adapting qr developing the evaluation model, the following sbecific objec-
_tives were to be accomplished: ’

. 1. To determine specific evaluation questions to be answered in each

field-testing site _ o =

To determine the information needed to answer the evaluation questions

To determine sources for obtaining the evaluation information

To determine procedures for collecting and analyzing evaluation information

To determine evaluaiion decisions and constraints on making these decisions .
To test the evaluation model on FACIT field-testing sites ' ‘

OB WwrN

Unfortunately, the above objectives could not be achieved because of problems
encountered in the production of the FACIT materials. Although considerable staff
time ‘was devoted to. attempts to resolve the problems with the graphic design stu-
dio holding the contract to produce the materials, finished materials were not
available. The project's objectives were, therefore, médified to eliminate the
collection of specific evaluative information on FACIT and on the specifics of
carrying out state or local evaluations of competency-based vocational programs.

Before deciding whether to adapt an existing model or to develop a new one,
the project staff searched the Titerature on educational evaluation to determine
what was available with respect to thé evaluation of competency-based education.

A set of meta-evaluation criteria was used to determine the appropriateness of
existing models for the evaluation of FACIT and of other competency-based voca-
tional programs. When little that related to the evaluation of competency-based
programs was found, the search was expanded to encompass educational evaluation
in general. '

After the most relevant evaluation models were examined in some detaii, it
"was decided that the evaluation procedures recommended vy Stuffiebeam, et al.,!
.provided a comprehensive guide to the conduct of program evaluation for competency-
: based education, but that more gu(&ance in program description was needed. Plans
. : were made, therefore, to supplement the Stufflebeam model with program-description

- ‘Stuf?fgg;am, D. L., et al. Educational evaluation and ggcisionAhpking,
. Itasca, I11.: F. E. Peacock, 1971.
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guidelines. The best elements of another well-known evaluation model? and of -
- a research-based model of the process of facilitating tne adoption of educaticn
o innovations® were combined to yield the program-description guidelines necessary
to successful evaluation of educational programs. :

_ Methods

This section focuses on the criteria and decisions that led to the program--
description guidelines presented in the Results section. First, 'the criteria
used to guide the literature search are presented. Then, the decisions involved
in the various phases of the literature search and of the development of the
‘. program-description guidelines are described..

Before the decision was made to focus on program description, the project
attempted to locate a model that could be adopted or adapted for evaluating
competency-based vocational programs. To assist the search for a satisfactory
model, criteria reflecting concerns common both to program evaluation in general
and to evaluation of competency-based education in particular were developed.
The following is a list of the critegia.

1. The evaluation model should guide the. evaluator in asking questions:
that are specifically relevant to. competency-hased vocational education--
questions such as: . . ~

e ~a. Are the program's goals or competenC1es based on empirically
identified needs of the school's service area?
« b. Are students able to perform on the job those skills that they
have mastered in the program?
c. How will program costs change when the whole program is 1nd1v1dualized7

2. The evaluation model should guide the evaluator in adequately descr1b1ng
the program and the ccntext in which it is implemented. Guidelines should
be included for identifying or describing ‘the ‘ollowing

a. The needs the program is supposed to meet '

b. The intended and actual physical, social, or psychological factors
(both positive and negative) that affect the planning or imnplementa-
tion of the program ot

c. The rationale and assumptions underlying the program
'd. The goals and objectives of the progru ,
. e. The actual outcomeés of the program, incliing those not planned for,

whether positive or negative
f. The processes, procedures, etc., that wei e intended or actually
implemented in the program

“Stake, R. E. The countenance model of educationa] evaluation. Teachers
College Record, 1967, 68, 523-54.

'4all, G. E., et al. Levels of use of an innovatfon: A framework for .
analyzing innovation adoption. Journal of Teacher Education, 1975, 26(1), 52-56.




'3. The evaluation model should provide Flexible guidelines for conducting
the evaluation.

a. A variety of data-collection instruments should be recommended, along
- with suggestions for their use.

b. A variety of data sources should be recommended. -

c. Recommended procedures for collecting, organizing, and analyzing
information should be clearly related to the evaluation questions.

d. Guidelines should be included to facilitate the identification of

~ appropriate decision makers.

e. Guidelines should be included to facilitate decision making, including
the establishment of standards and the assignment of weights to factors
that might influence the decisions.

4. The evaluation model should provide guidelines for reporting evaluation
results in a way that can be tailored to the needs of a diverse target
audience. :

5. The evaluation mou:l should provide guidelines for designing evaluation
plans. that minimize costs and the use of outside resources in their
implementation. .

The above’ criteria which are rather general, served mainly to generate spe-
cific questions about the evaluation models reviewed. Tables 1 and 2 are further -
examples of the kinds of general and specific criteria that helped in the search
for a model for evaluating competency-based vocational education programs,

The search for such a model was conducted in two phases. In the first phase,
the search was restricted to models specific to the evaluation of competency-based
programs. In-the second phase, an-examination of the more general evaluation
~ literature took place. . ' "

Although much has. been written about competency-based.education in recent
years, there is 1ittle in the way of guideline: for conducting program evaluations.
" Much of what has been written about evaluation in competency-based education has °
dealt with the evaluation of student performance, rather than with the larger
fssue of program evaluation. (Note that evaluating student performance is an .
important element of. program evaluation, but it is certainly not the oniy element.)

The first phase of the literature se.rch yielded no models that adequately met
the criteria 1isted on pages 3 and 4 and in Tables 1 and 2. There were some arti-
cles," however, that dealt with issues that are important in program description.
Relevant approaches and ideas in these articles were subsequently incorporated
into the program-description guidelines; the decision to do so, however, was not
made urtil after the search of the more general evaluation literature yielded a
suitable model for conducting program evaluations '

“Andreyka, R., & Blank, B. A checklist f#§ the evaluation of compctency-based
teacher education programs. Educational Technology, January 1976, 16, 34-37.

Denton, J. J. A field-tested evaluation model to assess a CBTE program.
Educational Technology, March 1977, 17, 23-27.

" Hirst, B. A., Jr. The components of competency-based vocational education.
American Vocational Journal, November 1977, 52, 32-35.
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. a0 ' TABLE 1° . SR 4
- ' . ‘ " EVALUATION REVIEW CHECKLIST:* . AR SENE; :
. b For Review of Designs and Reports of !:valuation Studies on Instructional Products and Systems v é R v 'E'
. . . . ' 5 . a -t
.‘ l 2 ot g .

.l. Cmtm DCSC-!!E“W. (ovenll) ' L] . . » . . . . .n . ' . . . . . n. ‘. ‘e . . . . . . . . . . . . . . :
A. Description of Product/System (Overall). . . . . . S T T

1. Overview - s there good overview of the product/system”? Rasic description of instructional content, teaching strategies” :

Is the nature of product/system clear? . . |, e e . T \
2. Ohjectives - clear, consice, complete statement of purpose and goals of product/system? Instructional objectives clearly : /-'

stated and well organized? , ., ., , . L S I )
3. ‘Lsec - is target population of users clearly specified? Basic delivery, dissemination procedurcs outlined?, . . ., . ro

- ' 1
B. Purpose of Evaluation (Overally , ., ., ., e e e e e s e e e e, . .

1. Focus -answers what Is being evaluated and why? . oL .
. Audiences - are audien: .s of the evaluation clear? Intended use of the evaluation results clear? , ., .,k , |

3. Compatibil'ty - describes relation of this evaiuation to other evaluation work? Clear why evaluation not focused
otherwise” [loes the evaluation seem appropriate to this product ‘system? .Get to the heart of thing? . .«

1. Evaluation Activities/Results (Overally , ., ., . . . . . T -
‘ i

A. Evaluation Questions (Overall) . e e e e e .,
1. Selection - are sources of evaluation questions clear” How obtained clear? Are the Questions adequately related to

. product/system objectives? Clear why these questions? , ., , . T

2. Content - is catagorization of questions clear and adequate? Do questions address concerns of (1) type, amount, )

direction, and level of change, (2) transfer, (3) retention, (4) side effects (5) process implementation, (6) context ,

assessment, (7) cost eff.ctiveness, (8) crucial coniparisions, (9) educational need for systein, (10) useability, disseminability

. -
. . . . . . 4

B. Data Sources/Collection (Overall) .

1. Sampling - are pupulation and sample characteristics clear? Site selection techniques and sampling techniques

. adequate? €Good use of comparision groups? Clcar why these choices? . Sl e e e e e el e e

2. ' Instrumentation - types/characteristics of instrumentation clear? How sclected, developed, tested, validated clear? )
Instrumentation adequate to provide information” Choice of variables clear and defensible? '

.C- Data Processing/Reporting (Overaly , . . , . . . . T T .
1. A1 clysis - How data scored and analyzed clear? Are analysis techniques most appropriate? Clear why these
techniques?  Are inferences made clear and warranted® AT T T T v
" 2. Reporting - Reporting audiences specified? Reporting techniques appropriae? . . .. . S,
Ase L. Manrgerient Concemna (Overall) S S - '
Mk 4 L. Leasibility - Resources avallable” Reasonable allocation of resources” |s eviluation information collected worth cost” .
" "'1 Are time hines clear and reusonable? Workable P T A
. 2. Limitations - Are constraints, limitations, trade offs clear and defensible? Clear what not done and why? Evaluator
N oa biases, Judgments calls clear” T o e ..
“==1]. Document Claracteristics (Overall): ;| L T e e . 1'
« Yo A P i - 18 the purpose of the document elear?  Are the information nceds being met clear> . , . . o e e e
4 B Audience - are the document's intended audience specificd? s the generality-spectficity level, content and format of the '
- document appropriate for the specified audiences?, , , ., |, e e e e e e e e e .
"':: C. Clarty - does the .dm'un'vn( read well, terms explicit and free of jargon? L T r
we-® Do dntegrity - do the docwmoent's sections fit well together?  Good orgmm,crs, teansitions, sence of unity ?

. .. K. Conciseness - does the document edme to the point?  Teli the essemtinie™  Make apropriate use of appendices and "'-'“'"nc”ﬂ:._z__... — ....-:-
8'-fﬁ3urce: AERA-sponsored workshop conducted by B. Worthen and J Sanders; St. Petersburg, Fla., 1976. lj

EMC "‘*hl- cheeklist draws heavily on work by Seriven, Stake, turray and Smich

IToxt Provided by ERI
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TABLE 2
. . &Bnsiderations for Evéluation”ﬁlan: * ,
}*«\Conq_ptual Clarity o R

* Is evaluation formative or summative?
: * Is evaluatiqn comparative ,or single program?
SR * Is evaluation goal-directéd ‘or+goal-. f}ee? »

2. Characterizatidh of the Object of the Evaluation‘

q

. * 1Is there a complete and detailed description of the program? .

'3, Recognition and Representation of Legjtimate Aqdiences

* Is there 1nput from and reporting to all audiences? '
*  Who is the auﬂience for the evaluation? :

L !

4. Sensit1v1ty to Political ProbleL_

*  What are the eonstra1nts on data collection?

. [

- 5. Inforpation Needs and Sources

e | * + What are they?
: * How do they relate to evaluation questions?

* ~ 6. Compréehensiveness and Inclﬂsiveneés

o : }-* . Have data related to dbjectives been collected?
. : " * Have data on side effects been collected? '

7. Technical Adeﬁuaqy

v *  Are sampling, measurement, and design concerhs accounted for?
" 8. Cost
“\.,
- * Is the plan cost- effective?
9. Standards/Criterla - ¥
* What are they? )
10. ‘Judgments and/or Recommendations'
* Is the program effect1ve7
.* What recommendations can be listed?
N 11. Reports Tatlored to Audiences
* Do you need technical reports? . - S
* Do you need nonteehnical reports? T Y
*  Will feedback on interim reports be analyzed? T ;; Vg
. . L .3 .
. Source: Unknown
Q 6 .
- '. ] N :




- The -same cr1ter1a used to examine, the competency *based’ 11terat&re‘rn the
: “f1rst phase were esed in the second phase of the literature search. Thi¢ search’
. , of the more general evaluation, literature led to a detailed consideration of -and
‘e supsequent adoption of the Stufflebeam” guidelines for conducting program evalua--
- tion (see,Table 3 for an outline of the evaluation tasks Baséd on.Stufflebeam's
<., model). These guidelines seemed sufficiently comprehensive (according to the
. g\\ . ‘criteria listed on pages 3 and 4 and in fables 1 and\2) and flexible to gu1de

‘the evaluat1on of any competency based program.* .

d

&

’

_ "While the Stufflebeam mgdel was the most comprehensive one found, it lacked
, syfficient gquidance for describing the program. to be ‘evaluated. Thusgﬂ}he search
- “continued-until it was clear that no additional’ 1nformatig;/would,be ined. On
- +  the basis of the literature reviey, it was decided to incorpprate, into the pro-
gram-description guidelines elements of (1) Robert Stake's ‘model for descr1b1ng
and Judging educationa] programs anc >f (2) the Concerns- Based Adoption Model

S —

-

Stake S mcdel was chosen becausé 1t provides evaluators with a genera1 frame-
. work £or” describing. educational programs. Using Stake's model; -the evaluator is
* directed to look not only at program outcomes, but alsg at program processes,.
antecedent comditions, and the contingencies that exist between thesg three
categories of information. In addition, the evaluator is directed fo look at = °
the congruence betwees what was 1ntended in relation to.the program and what’
“actually took place. -Another important selling point for the Stake model” i§
: that standards and-the judgments based on those standards are related, in a one-"
\ to-one fashion, to the categeries of information in the program description.
Furthermore, Stake's model allows both absolute as wall as comparative Judgments,
a feature that increases its adaptability.’ (See Figure.l on page 8 for a graphic
‘111ustrat1on of Stake's model.) | ~ .
.- X
Stake's model, as comprehens1ve as it is, does not prov1de sufficiently
detailed quidelines for the collection of description information about the
.. program or its implementation. The categories of information are supplied, but
the details of what to look for are not. Therefore, the guidelines for describ-
'ing programs (to be presented in the Results section), while incorporating the
information categories from the Stake model, also 1nc1ude elements from the . '
Concerns- Based Adoption Model. ST e

’ Although not intended, to be'an evaluation model, the Concerns-Based Adoption
Model has implications for those involved in evaluat1ng educational programs., The -
model, graphically dep1cted in Figure 2 (page 9), views the adoption of &n educational
innovation as a process that takes place over time and that varies from person to ‘e
person depending on individual needs, concerns, capabilities, and so on. Two =
concepts from the model and their related instrumentation have particular sign1f1-
cance for evaluating competency-based vocational programs. These are (1) the
concept of stages ..f concern about the innovation (see Table 4 on page 11) and (2) »
the concept of Teve's of use of the innovation (see Table 5 on page 12)..

Specifically, the concepts of stages, of contern and levels of use help the,
evaluator to operationally describe the program as it is being implemented.
Instruments and procedures have been developed to document the concerns of pro-
gram users and the ‘extent to which they are implementing the program. The model

. also provides for the description of the level of use within various categories *
‘ of implementation. Table 6 on page 13 lists the implementation categories and
their definitions. ‘ - , . . -
. . ‘ ' . Py
Vol “ :

7 ':I . . . - - M TY S .




U N ]
L4

Intended
rntecedents

' -/ Standards for

P > judging logical
\ .+ ' contingencies

e ~

' { ’ ] ':. . * _‘:j
-~ a

’ .
<. ' " |Intended
‘ Trans- -

k-
Ly actions

Standards for

. contingencies

Intended
Outcomes . ¥

*Adapted from-Stake, R. E.

"judging logical.

Figure 1

Standards
for judging
congruence

Standards .\\
for judging

congruence_

. &
Standards

for judging
congruence

The countenance model of educational evaluation.i

_.JObserved

o”

Prdgram-Desc:*bt?np Matrixs

Y

Antece&t'

- Standards for

Judging. empirical

contingencies

- Standards for

Jjudging empirical
contingencies

1

Observed
OQutcomes

. Teachers College Record, 1967, 68(7), 523-540.

&




Components of the Concerns-Based Adoption Mode!®

Figure 2 '

LINKAGE
CHANNELS INVOLVING
CHANGE AGENT

-

__- —————— - R
. INFORMAT ION _
' Needs ) .
USER SYSTEM :
¥ . Y -
Analysis of - —t—> Capabilities F-—" RESOURCE SYSTEM
Institutional Needs | - " Innovation
Concerns. . Development -
Ana,lysis of ' :
“Institutiona) Usage 5701?109 S{stem
Capabilities ' . evelopment
Resolution of - Concerns Analysis
Goncerns crion Usage Anaiysis
{ Progress 1,. Usage . Probing for Concerns -
and Readiness for . - . Dia900515 and
‘Use | : ~ Orientation Evaluation
<" progress in | . Training B Action and
~Stage of Users' : .. Treatment Selection
Concerns | Consultation = | ~} |
v | Treatmeat
——
STaken from Hall, G. E.; Wallace, R, C.; & Dossett W. E. A
developmental conceptua]ization of the adoption process within.
educational institutions. Austin: The Research and Development
lggaer or Teacher ucation, The University of Texas at Austin,
' l 9 . o ' 3 A' ¢ 'r‘%
.EKC ‘o "
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, Table 3
Evaluation Tasks and Activities

[. Delineate information needs _
A. Define the system to be evaluated
1. Develop a model of tne system
. a. Set system boundaries
b. Define elements of the system
c. Define characteristics of system elements
Specify the decisions to be made
1. Describe antecedents
2. State decision setting
a. State decision authority
b. State decision responsibility
c. State decision influences
d. State clientele for information
e. State decision timing
f. Summarize decision questions
E
a
b
c

———

. B.

3. tstablish criterion variables
State questions to be answered
State alternative answers to questions

State alternative actions

~_/

4. State decision rules -
a. Set single-variable decision
rules
b. Set multiple-variable
decision rules
5. ldentify and utilize availahle
evidence
C. State evaluation policies
1. State access to data sources
2. State access to data base
~and information
3. State role of evaluation
authority and responsibility
State budget and resource
limitations
State scheduling limitations
6. State reporting policies
State evaluation assumptions
1. State sampling assumptions -
2. State treatment assumptions
3
4
5

o

C.

State measurement assumptions
State analysis assumptions
Model the evaluation design

Establish plan fof obtaining information ’
A. Collect data
1. State information source (sample)

a.- Establish sample size ‘

‘b. State sampling procedures
- c.--Establish population

- 2. State instrumentation
a. Match items to criterion variables

1.

'b. Set scoring or coding format
\Establish storage and retrieval
““requirements
a. Establish coding format
for storage
b. Document storage procedurés
c. Specify storage and retrieval
facilities

N

b Describe—instrument—type T

. €. Specify items of information
3. Describe collection conditions
a. Establish responsibility for
__instrument administration .
b. Schedule instrument administration
c. Establish setting for administration
Organize data
1. State unit of organization
a. Establish level of disaggregation
required

-

d-—Speci fy j
3. Establish quality control
procedures
a. Establish editing procedures
- —— -b+—Provide-error—checks
c. Establish audit trail design
C. Analysis of data .
1. State unit of analysis
2. State analysis method
3. State analysis facility

[I[. Provide information
A. Prepare reports
1. Define report au¢iences
2. Depict reporting levels
a. Specify micro-level reports
b. Specify macro-level reports
3. Describe reporting mode
a. Establish reporting media

b. Establish report content
c. Establish reporting setting
4. Establish reporting schedule
B. Disseminate reports
1. State procedure for trans-
- mitting reports
+ 2. State p:ocedure for pub-
lication of reports.

’Adapted from StJfflebeam D. L, et al.

I11.: F. E. Peacock Publishers, Inc., 1971.

Y
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Table 4

Stages of Concern About the Innovation®

Q¢ AWARENESS: - Little concern about or involvement with the innovation is in-

dicated.
. &

1 INFORMATIONAL: A general awareness of the innovation and interest in
learning more detail about it is indicated. The person seems to be un-
worried about himself‘herself in relarion to the innovation. She/he is
interested in substantive aspects of the innovation in a selfless manner e
such as general characteristics, effects, and requireme: s for use.

2 PERSONAL: Individual is uncertain about the demands of the innovation, LT
his/her inadequacy to meet those demands, and his/her role with the innova- "
tion. This includes analysis of his/her role in relation to the reward
structure of the organization, decision making and consideration of poten-
tial conflicts with existing structures or personal commitment. Financial -
or status implications of the program for self and colleagues may also be
reflected. .

31 - MANAGEMENT: Attention is focused on the processes and -tasks of using the
innovation and the best use of information and resources. Issues related
to efficiency, organizing, managing, scheduling, ard time demands.are
“m't o ' ' ' . ’

.4 __CONSEQUENCE: Attention focuses on impact of the innovation on students in
his/her immediate sphere of influence. The focus is on relevance of "the
" {nnovation for students, evaluation of student outcomes, including perform-.
_ance and competencies, and changes needed to increase student outcomes. - A

5 COLLABORATION: The focus in on coordination and cooperation with others )
regarding use of the innovation. '

6 REFOCUSING: The focus is ‘on exploration of more universal benefits from
e the innovation, including the possibility of major changes or replacement
with a more powerful alternative. Individual has definite ideas about al-
ternatives to the proposed or exysting form of the innovation.

“Taken from Rutherford, W. L. An investigation.of how ‘teachers' concerns influence -
innovation adoption. Revised version of a paper presented at the annual meeting of
fﬁe cmezican Educational Research Association, Session 9.02, April 5, 1977, in .

iew ‘York. .o
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Levels of Use of the Ianovation ’

LEVELS OF USE DEFINITION OF USE

state in vhich the user has little or no knowledge of
the innovation, no involvement with the innovation,
and ie doing nothing toward becoming involved.

Decision Point A _.akes action to learn more detailed informatica
' about the imnovatica.

v 1  ORIEWTATION State in which the user has recently acquired or is
soquiring information about the innovation and/or has
gecently explored or is exploring its value orienta-
tion and its damands upon user and user systea.

Decisicn Point B Makes a decision to use the innovation by estab-
1ishing a time to begin. : .

II FREPARATION state in which the user is preparing for first use of
the imnovatiom. '

<

Decision Point ¢  Changes, if any, and use are dominated by user needs.

I11 MECRANICAL USE gtate in which the user focuses sost ef‘ort on the
' short-term, day-to-day use of the innovation with
1ittie timd for reflection. Changes in use are aade
. _more to mast user needs than client needs. The user
: is prisarily engaged in a stepwise attempt to master
" ¢the tasks required to use the innovatios, often
b resulting in disjointed and superficial use.

Decision Point D-1 A routine pattern of use is established.

IVA NOUTIME Use of the innovation is stabilised. Pew, it any,
changes are being made in onqoing use. Little prep-
azation or thought is being given to isproving inne-
wation use of its consequances.

Decision Point D=2 Changes use of the innovation based on formsl or
2 ‘ informal evaluation in order to increase client
sutoomss.
VD MEPINEMEWT—— - State—inwhich the user wariss the use of the inngra~-

tion to increase the iapact on clients within tha
ismediate sphere of influence. Variations are based
on knoviedge of both short- and jong-teri consequences .
. fox elients. '

Desision Point £ Initiates changes in use of ianovation baséd on
input of and in coordination with wiat eollesguas

are doing.

¥ IDTEGAATION state in which the user is combining own efforts to
wse the innovation with related activities of col-
lsagues to sshieve a collective impact on clients
vithia their sssmon sphete of influance.

Deeision Point 4 Segins exploring alternatives to or major aodifica~
" tisns of the innovation presently in use.

VI AREMAL . State in wvhich the user reevaluates the quality oi -
wse of the innovation, seeks major modifications of
. er alteznatives to present innovation to achieve in-

ereased impact on clients, exaaines nev davelopments
4a the field, and explores nev goals for self and the

systes.

Prem the [oU Chart. Austin: Ressarch and Developseat Cente
Educetion, The University of Tease at “““mu. r tor Teacher

. .
Taken from Hall, G. E. Implications for planned dfys
9:&3@“02 revealed in the gﬁ [/NON evaluation and leve
studies. Paper presented at the annual meeti
Issﬁoclhatﬂiion, March 27, 1978, in Tor'oﬂtc;.eet "




Table 6
Functional Categories of Use of An Innovation'®
Tre categories listed and described below represent typical behaviors of

the iniovation user. A user's behavior, or level of use (se: Table 4), may
vary from one category to another.

Categor | o Description S Y
Category kY

KNOWL EDGE Knows about character1st1cs of the ipnovation,

. . how to use it, and consequences af its use’
This refers to cognit.ve knowledge related ‘to
“using the innovation,.not to feelings or
\attitudes ‘ _ S

ACQUIRING INFORMATION - Solicits information about the innovation ir
‘ ‘ a variety of ways--questioning resource
persons, corresponding with resource agencies,
reviewing printed materials, and making visits.

SHARING | - Discusses the innovation with others; shares
‘ ’ plans, ideas, resources, outcomes, and
problems related to use of the innovation.

ASSESSING . Examines the potential or actual use of the
’ ‘ - : innovation or some aspect of it. This can
involve sinply a mental assessment or the
actual collection and analysis of data.
PLANNING ° ‘ Designs and oatlines short- and/or long range
‘ .- steps to be taken durind process of innovation
‘—a*optfon’ i1.e., aligns Tresources, schedules
activities, meets with others to organize
and/or coordinate use of the innovation. LR

STATUS REPORTING Describes personal position at the present
—— . "~ time in relation to use of the innovation.

PERFORMING ‘ ~ Carries out the actions and activities
: entailed in operationalizing the innovation.

19Adapted from Hall, G. E., et al. Levels of use of the innovation: A framework for
ana?yzing innovation adopt1on Journal of Teacher Education, 1975, 26(1), 52-56.
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Together, the Stake evaluation model and the Concerns-Based Adoption Mcdel
provide "considerable guidance to the evaluator of educational programs. When
used in conjunction with the Stufflebeam model, they enable the evaluator to
describe the program completely and to relate that description to the needs of
the appropriate decision makers.

Results

As noted in the introduction to this report, the primary objectives of the
project could not be achieved, because the FACIT materials were not available.
Therefore, a shift in the focus of the project led to the development of guide-
lines for describing competency-based programs to be evaluated. These guide-
lines were designed for use within any evaluation model that focuses on the
decision-making purpose of evaluation, although Stufflebeam's model served as
a prototype of all dec1sion-mak1ng-or1ented evaluation models

- The follow1ng assumptions, which gu1ded the development of b e program-
description guidelines; have implications also for the evaluatio plans that
1ncorporate the guidelines: . .

1. Each competency~based vocational program differs from all others in
the way it is implemented, regardless of any labels tWat might be
applied to the nature of instruction used in the prxi:am

2. Each éompetency- based vocat1ona1 program, _changes ove' t1me 1n\the way
it 1s implemented. ,

The outcomes and 1mp1ementat1on of all vocational programs are influ-
enced by factors beyond the control of those respons1b1e for adminis-
ter1ng and implementing the program.

-4——<The—%nformataen~obta+ned through-any evaluation—is used for mak1ng

w

dec1S1ons affecting the implementation or continuance of the program.

5. There is no one set of techniques and strategies that is most appro-
priate for evaluating a competency based vocational program “

6. The financial, personnel and other resources used in evaluating a
competency- based vocational program vary according to the nature uf
the program and the purpose of the evaluation. ‘

Program-Description Guidelines

The task of describing the program to be evaluated can be broken down into
two major phases, based on the specificity of the information needs delineated
and the use to which the information will be' put. Description activities in
Phase One result in a rather global picture of the program and its context.

This global picture is most often used to plan subsequent evaluation activities.
Phase Two, on-.the otheg hand, provides rather detailed information necessary for
ing program 1mprovement, continuation, and so on.

making decisions: regar




Program Description: Qpase One

Most evaluation models call for a description of the program to be evaluated.
The description serves primarily to focus the evaluator's efforts and helps to
ensure ‘that the client and the evaluator have a common understanding of what is
- being evaluated. The nature of the program description in Phase One will depend
to some extent on the objectives and purpose of the evaluation. For some pur-
poses, program description in this phase will ‘be quite detailed, while for other
purposes a broad general description will suffice.

A flexible framework for describing programs in Phase One is provided by
Stake. As Figure 2 illustrates, Stake's program-description matrix provides
the evaluator with several broad categories Jn which to put the information
desired. Appendix A includes definitions and examples of these categories.
Because the categories in.the description matrix are so broad, the evaluator is
free to describe the.program in accordance with his or her .needs and those of
the client. Appendix B contains a collection of criteria and instruments that

are related to the evaluation of competency-based vocational programs. ~Each~~ — =

set of criteria or each instrument is suitable for the Phase One description
of one or more aspects of the program to be evaluated. :

. Phase One program description is used most often in planning the evaluation.
As such, it focuses on program intents, rather than on program observations.

Once the program is described in terms of what was intended, the evaluator can

plan the collection of information to determine whether or not what was intended

actually took place. o : '

_ . -

Program Description: Phase, Two

The nature of Phase Two program description varies according to the purpose
of the evaluation and depends 'to a large extent upon what was described in Phase
One. In terms of the broad categories of information needed to evaluate any
competency-based program, Stake's program-description matrix is useful. As
mentioned above, the evaluator in Phase Two concentrates on the behavioral
déscription of the program. ‘ .

In order to obtain more process-oriented information than is specified in |
. Stake's program-description matrix, the methodology from the Concerns-Based——

Adoption Model will prove useful. Tables-4, 5, and 6 describe the main concepts
related to information collection in the Concerns-Based Adoption Model. The
purpose of collecting information about stages of concern (Table 4) or levels of
use (Tables 5% 6) is to determine the nature and extent .of program implementa-
tion and to discover possible causal relationships. »

Appendix C contains interview and questionnaire guidelines to determine the
levels of use of FACIT. Using these guidelines in conjunction with an in-depth -
knowladge of FACIT, the evaluator can develop the necessary instruments to deter-

- mine the nature and extent of FACIT implementation. The criteria and instru-

ments in Appendix B can also be used to make information collection within
the framework of the Stake matrix more precise and relevant to competency-
based vocational programs.




| Summarv of Guidelines

Program evaluation cannot take place without a precise and detailed des-
cription of the program to be evaluated. One approach to describing competency-
based programs is to break the task down into two phases. In the first phase,
the program is'described with just enough detail to plan the information-
collection and decision-making aspects of the evaluation. Then, in the second
phase, the evaluation plan is carried out by describing all aspects of the pro-
gram in sufficient detail for the nature of the decisions to be made. _The Stake
program-description matrix provides an overall framework for categoriiing the
descriptive information about the program, while the Concerns-Based Adoption
Model. contains guidelines for collecting detailed information about program
implementation. Bcth phases of program description are.consistent with the
generalized evaluation model of Stufflebeam and can be used to enhance the
relevance of information collection-when evaluating competency-based programs.

Conclusions -and Recommendations

.Because of the unavailability of the FACIT materials, the focus of the

projeét had to pe altered. Thus, instead of developing an evaluation model
" tailored to the meeds of local institutions involved in evaluating the FACIT

materials, the project- focused on the need for a generalized evalyation model
for competency -based educati0n After reviewing numerous -approaches to evalua-
tion in general as well ds to competency-based education, the Stufflebeam model
for conducting decision-oriented program evaluations was found to meet most ,
criteria that are important in evaluating educational programs. Since; however,
Stufflebeam's model provides little guidance in the program-description aspects
of evaluation, it ?a s decided to prepare additional program-description guide-
lines. The guidelines that were developed represent a synthesis of the Stake

_evaluation model and the Concerns-Based -Adoption Model.

It would be premature at this point to draw any conclusions regarding the
effectiveness or efficiency of planning evaluations based on the Stufflebeam
model as supplemented with the program:description guidelines. However, the
popularity 6f the Stufflebeam model does suggest that it will facilitate the
evaluation of competency-based education. In addition, the Stake model and

~ the Concerns-Based Adoption Model have each beén used independently as the bas'is
for numerous evaluation studies. Therefore, although no firm conclusions can be

drawn, confidence in the Stufflebeam model and program-description guidelines
would not be unjustified e )

Several recommendations can be made regarding use of the Stufflebeam model
.. and the program-description guidelines in evaluating competency-based programs.
" These recommendations apply not only to evaluating FACIT, but also to evaluating
programs based on any approach to ~competency- based education

- 1. Evaluators should use the program-description guidelines as intended and
not as a sole source for ready-made evaluation instruments. That is they
should develop or obtain instruments that are most appropriate to the

.- program they are evaluating Since not all competency-based programs )

‘ operate under the same assumptions, it would be inappropriate to compare
a program against criteria that do not reflect the intents of the program
originators, except when such additional criteria are consistent with the
purposes of the evaluation. -

6 .0




2. Evaluators planning to evaluate programs developed according to FACIT -
procedures should become thoroughly familiar with the conten: of the.
. - FACIT matertals. This is necessary because the guidelines for levels-
' ' of-use interviewing do not include behavioral statements reflecting
FACIT implementation. These must be determined by the evaluator.

3. ance guidelines for program description have not been emp1r1cally
"tested, it would be appropriate for evaluators who use them to care- ‘.
fully document their impatt on the conduct of the evaluation. ‘Although
this should not discourage their use, there is almost ‘certainly room

-.. for improvement in the guidelines. '

“
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Definitions and Related Examples Useful
in Describing Educational Programs
for Evaluation Purposes* | ' oo

© GENERAL

Definitions B .+ . Examples : -

Antecedents: - 4

~ A1l the existing conditions that are
1ikely to influence either positively
or negatively the transactions or
outcomes of a competency-based program

or product .
.Antecedents sggjeet to change: ° o _Antecedents eubject to change:
Prior conditions existing within a o The attitudes of administrators
setting that may affect the transaction . toward CBE. '
-and outcomes and that can be altered 0 The placement of teachers' aides
. and other paraprofessionals
within the institution.
Antecedents not subjeet to ehanggi ‘ . Anteéedents not subject to change:
Prior conditions existing within-a o o Socioeconomic status ‘of the
setting that may affect the transaction students.
and outcomes, but that cannot be altered. . o Climatic conditions needed for
P : o ~ year-round instruction in the
L ‘ ‘building trades.
Transactions: »

- Activities 1nvdlved in the competency-based
instructional program or the use of the
products being.evaluated' '

Instructional transactions. | " Instructional transactions:

- ”Thoee teaching/iearning activities that lead o A teacher conducts a demon-
directly to mastery of program or product stration of a job task.
instructional objectives 0 A student works through a

| ' module on repairing carburetors.
) Noninstructioha]Ltraneactions: - Noninstructional tfansactions:
Those activities designed to directly 0 A teacher creates a file for
’ support the implementation of a competency- , each class member.
based instructional program or use of a o Community volunteers are
product. solicited .for participation on
S : a CBE advisory committee.

*Adapted from Stake, R. E. The countenance mode! of educational evaluation,
Teachers College Record, 1967, 68(7), 5623 5490




Definitions‘

Negative transactions: -

. A1l activities that obstruct or delay
the implementation of competency-based
programs. -

Outcomes :

A1l the results or consequences of .a
competency-based program or product.

lnstructiona1'outcomes:

Those cognitive,. affective, or psychomotor

~ skjl1s that have been acquired by individual
learners as a result of the competency-based
program or product.

Noninstructional outcomes:

A1l the results, or consequences, of a
competency-based instructional program
or product other than individual student
achievement of cognitive, affective, or
psychomotor objectives. .

'INTENTS‘

4 Intended antecedents:

Expectations or presuppositions about those
prior conditions that may influence either
positively or negatively the transactions
.and outcomes of a competency-based program
or product.

LENERAL=--LONTINUEd

| Examples’

Negative transactions:

. 0 A series of bemb threats are

made toward the institution.

Instructional outcomes :

0

A student masters the <kills
required for operatinj a piéce °
of equipment used on the job.

A teacher in an in-service
program demonstrates a more
positive attitude toward CBE.

w

‘Noninstructional outcomes:

0

A cioser working relationship
- between institutional and
community representatives is
attained.

Student enrollment invoca-
tional curriculum areas
increases by 15%.

»

Intended antecedents subJect to

change:

0

The initial attitudes of teachers
toward CBE are expected to be
positive.,

Some change in the placement of
teachers' aides and other para-
professionals within the -

“institution is planned.

Intended antecedents not subjgct

to change:

0

The average family outcome of
students will be at least
$5000 per year.

Heavy snow -and winter rains
will be no worse this year
than in the past. '




. INTENTS--Continued

- - Definitions . ‘ - Examples

‘Intended transactions: : Intended instructional transactions:
A1l the activities planned for a 0 _A'teacher plans for a student
, competency-based instructional program " ta practice the use of a
. “‘or the use of the products being evaluted. . circular bandsaw for beveling
' , R four planks of lumber at a
450 angie.

o CBE training supervisors plan
: " for teachers in ar in-seryice
. 2 : program to analyze the hierar- -
: chical arrangement df a set
of enabling objectives

Intended nOninstructiona] trans-
- actions:

' , o A teacher plans for a proctor
' ' - ” to inventory available con-
sumable resources. -

o CBE teachers plan for a (BE
advisory committee to provide
them with job-related infor-
mation needed to solve goal-
setting problems.

Intended outcomes ’ Intended instructional outcomes:
A1l the goals obJectives or results o Given the needed .student-related
that a competency-based instructional ~ and job-related information, a
program or product is designed to . ~.teacher-in an in-service train-
achieve. A -ing program will Fa able to
' ’ solve student go..-setting
~problems.

o Given a group activity that .
requires cooperation among
group members, the student
‘will choose to contribute to
the efforts of cy-workers by
answering their questions and.
assisting in their assigned
tasks.

Intended noninstructional outcomes:

o The number of students who fail
to graduate from a vocational
program will be reduced by 50%
over- the next two years.

0 Teachers will share consumable
and nonconsumable resources
~ among themselves for the pur-
poses of economy and efficiency
in instruction. :
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OBSERVATIONS

Definitions o | | . Examples

Observed antecedents: - Observed antecedents subject to
) o change: .

‘Actual prior conditions as indicated by : ] )

relevant information or records, regardless 0 90% of teachers have &

of whether these conditions have been : . positive initial attitude

expected or assumed. o . toward CBE, as indicated by -
. . the results of questionnaires
and interviews. '
o Seven teacher's aides 'and other’
paraprofessionals are available
to help in meeting the require-
ments of managing CBE classrooms,
according to tne records of
the institution.

Observed antecedenfs not subl;pt
.to change:.

o The average family income was
found to be $3,500. -

3 o 0 Snow and heavy rains prevented
N - , ' work on outside construction
. o - projects on 60% of the school

days during the term. -

b

Observed transactions: . C . Observed instructional transactions:
A1l planned or unplanned activities - .0 A student bevels three planks
that actually take place in the program ' : of 2" by 4" pinewood at a 47°
or_all uses of .the products being- - angle using a circular bandsaw
evaluated ] during a forty-five minute
' period while a trained tutor
. monitors the student and pro-

vides feedback.

0 A group of four teachers .
arrange an -unorganized set of
enabling objectives within a

- procedural hierarchy during a
sixty-minute in-service group
-activity period, which is .
monitored by a CBE training ‘
supervisor.

Observed noninstructional trans- ‘
actions: ‘

o A teacher's follow-up evaluation’
file indicates that (s)he con-
.ducted a 30-minute interview
with the employer of a former
stddent to gather-information.
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OBSERVATIONS--Continued |
Definitions | a

;Observed outcomes :

A1l the actual. positive and ne.utive | .
consequences of a competency-based : '

Y instructional program or product.

o
30 {

Examples

o A report submitted by a :
adviggry committee to tegchers -
- who wish. to help student§ solve

‘the avu11a
in industri

0 According to a poll of the

student body, 25% -of the
institution's students are
under the influence of an
"i1legal drug during the
majority of school days.

_'o During.a, teachers' strike,

65% of’theuinstitution )
faculty did not sreport to
~ work. for eight sthool days.

. 0 A recession in the fatfonal

economy causes axcut in
" funding to school Systems.

dbserved'instructiohal outcomes :

0 In, three out of five group
activities that are monitored
by a trained tutor, a student
chooses to answer the questions
of his co-workers and to assist
in their assigned tasks.

0 During an . in-service group -
activity that is monitored by
a CBE training supervisor, a
teacher resolves a. hypothetical
student's goal-setting problems
to the satisfaction /of his group
members four out of/five times.

Observed noninstructidual outcomés :

o The student drop- th rate in an,
institution's vocational curric-
ulum decreases by  20% during -
the first two years of CBE
implementation. .

o Two teachers resigned their .
positions in opposition to CBE -
at the end of the first year
of implementation.




Definitions '

ards for. antecedents

Crit§ria-smat Spegify different degrees
of congruence betwgen intended and
observgd antecedeq}s

-Standards for transactionsc

Criteria that specify the allowable
differences between intended and
observed transactions.

1

Standards for outcomes:

. Criteria that specify different degrees
-of congruence between 1ntended and
observed outcomes. .

STANDARDS

£xamples-

* Standards for antecedentssubject
to change: . -

o 85% of an institution's
teacbers must display a positive
attitude toward CBE.

o The number of necessary teachers
aides and other paraprofessionals
within the particular 1nst1tution
should be no less than 13

~ Standards . for antecedents not '
subject to change:

0 The average family income
should be at least $4,500.

o Participation in tne pilot-
test project requires that a
program use the new materials

~on at least 80% of the school
days

Standards for instructional.

transactions:

. 0 The student must bevel the
wood within 1% of the assigned
angel without marring it, and
the assignment must be com-
pleted within 30 minutes.

\\Standards for'noninstructional
transactions: .

0 The advisory committee must
make available to teachers the
required job-related infor- .
mation within their areas of
expertise.

Standards for negative transactions:

. 0 The teacher strike must not.
disrupt the training of
students.

Standards for instructional
outcomes :

o A teacher's resolution of a
hypothetical student's goal-
setting problems during an,




STANDARDS--Continued
Definitions | . Examples

Standards for instructlonal
outcomes: continued

in- service group activity -

must be done to the satisfaction
“of group members w1th 80% .
consistency. '

Standards for noninstructtonal
outcomes

0 The 1ntroduct10n of CBE in a
- . . vocational curriculum will
- . decrease the student drop-out
'y . _ g cate by 50% during the first
two years of implementation.

JUDGMENTS
Judgments ggggrdikgfantecedeq_s- .  Judgments regarding antecedents ‘
| subject to change: o
The decisions that specify any needed . ~
courses of action on the basis of what o The initial attitudes of
is known about antecedent conditions. teacher?® toward CBE are posi-
- : _tive, and no action to alter
initial attitudes need be
undertaken. .
N , _ . ' 0 The number. of available

. teachers' aides within the -
institution is six short of
the number needed to help
meet the requiremgnts of CBE
classroom management ; action
should be taken ‘to hire six
more teachers' aides.

. Judgments regarding antecedents
. not subject to change:

AN 0 Since the average family

: income was below the standard,
it is recommended that students
in the special program not be
required to purchase the course
materials.

0 The building trades program

should be -dropped from the
program. until next year.




JUDGMENTS- -Continued

Defin#tions

Judgments Iiggrdinggtransactions

The decisions that specify any needed
courses of action on the basis of what
is krown about the quality of completed
_transactions

Juddments regarding outcomes::

The decisions that specify any needed
courses of action on the basis of what
is known about current achievement of
intended outcomes.

33

fJudg nts regarding negative

Examples

, Judgments regarding fnstructional
transactions

o The student d1d not complete

- the activity qn beveling wood

" as planned; action should be
taken to evaluate and possibly
revise the instruction pro-

~ vided for this objective, and
to provide the student with
additional -instruction.

Judgments regarding non1nstructiona1‘
transactions: :

o The CBE advisory committee did

not complete the activity as
planned. because job require- -

- men*s were not reported to
‘teacners; action should be
taken to inform the committee
about its functions, and to
obtain job-requirements

1nformation .
N __{’-

transactions: \

0 The teacher Ftrtke disrupted -
the training; of stwdents; action
should be taken to avoid strikes
in the future ard to provide
the 1nstruction that was delayed.

" Judgments reggfdingﬁinstructiona]
outcomes: .

o The objective that deals with
a teacher's ability to solve -
goal-setting problems was met;
no action to evaluate and revise
the instruction for this
objective need be undertaken,
and no additional instruction
for this objective need be
provided to this teacher.




"\ JUDGMENTS--Continued

/ Definitions ’ S : . Examples

. o ‘ Judgments reggrdiqg>noninstructionél
. outcomes: ‘ |

‘ : : ' : o The criteria for achieving
-t , - . the intended outcome of
- reducing student drop-out
rate have not been met;
action should be taken to

‘ . . o evaluate and revise the
. ' : - instruction aimed at this
o outcome. ~
$
’ ¢
g
h ’
¥
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~ Competency-Based Program Assessment Instrument:

(The instrument that follows is designed to be used by program designers
and. implementers ip evaluating the degree to which competency-based education
. has been implemented. Five areas are addressed: competency specifications,
instruction, assessment, governance.and management, and overall program
effectiveness. ) . .o

Source: Burke, J. B., et él; Criteria for describing and assessing competenc
. . hased programs. New York: Multi-State Consortium on Performance-Base
ugation, no date. '

’




‘ AMPLIFIED FORMAT
COmgotoncx Sgecificatiom S
1.0 Competoncios are based on an analysis of the profmnonal role(s) and/or a theoretical
) formulation of professional mpomnbnlitm - . G

" Indicators: 1.1  Rationale for program model and competencies is written ¢ -

Y

concretg and dofinmvo . not wvit;on

1.2 Assumptlom about leavae? ofessnonal role, program constrainu
« and learning and instructi principles explicated

yes . no,

. 1.3 Each cémpatency in program can be logically linked to program

model ' . *
_— N 100% 50% ° no
competencies comp. comp. comp.

14 Program porionnel who designed pragram can describe rational
and link competencias to model.

all personnel ‘ only small core of‘ developers

‘1.6 Entire program conceptualized as an integrated whole

total prigram specific parts - specific parts

conceptualized designed; overlap designed
then specific " and gaps formed
parts developed by analysis, then
* linked together
<

16!

1 Each cmenon has an mdncator added tu facilitate the study of mdncators unique to specufnc_ -
programs. Users are encouraged to add as many as are appropriate to the situation.

37
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6.0 Competencies are specified and made public prior to instruction.

Indicators: 5.1 Reqmred competencies and options are known to leamm as

-they enter progran‘
Written statement ~ Written requirements  Students can not °
of competencies - . are available to student describe the program,
and diagnostic prior to each program  its competencies,
procedures are © part. and their options.
P, provided student as ‘ ‘ :
' he enters program.

5.2  All required competencies are specified prior to initial instruction.
Allspecified ~ ~  most ©  competencies written
and published } ' as program implemented

* 53 Indicators of competence vary among mdmduals and from
setting fo setting.
Flexible indicators | Rigid indicators
' as appropriate ' o required of 4ll

” e

6.0 Leamors completing the CBE program demonstrate a wide range of competency
profiles. . .

" Indicators: 6.1 Both reqmred and optional competencies are included in the
‘program.

many options open to studanu : no options




mnrqction '
The instructional program is derived from and linked to specified competencies.

Indicators:

6.2

6.3

. 6.4

65

6.7

7.1

Individual léarnor needs dictate program omphasés.

always o generally never

Roqt::ired compotencios and options are made known to students
in advance. :

N

always generally h ‘never

Program options are not closed.

yes ' no

Students may choose program options.

yes ' no

Learner cognitive styles, teaching setting, area of instruction aid _
in determining program options. :

yes . ‘ : | no

Competencies determine the learning outcomes to be acquired.

All learning outcomes ~ Activities are not
(knowledge, skills, etc.) related to specified
of the instructional program competencies.

are derived and linked to
specified competencies.
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" 7.2 * Activities provided for the student to use in acquiring the compet&nciu '
are determined by the nature of the competency: (i.e., Onedoes
not learn problem solving skills from expasitory teaching).

Activities are derived from ‘ Therelationships

_ and linked to the com- between activities
\ petencies to be acquired. and the competency
' being acquired are
notevident. . .

»

7.3 The elements in evaluation instruments are directly related to

A : | specified compatencies.
Each element of | There appear-to be no
studen’ evaluation ’ . relationships between
instruments is directly the items in student
tracable to a specified ' . " evaluation instruments
competency : ‘ " and specified -
' competencies 4
* 7.4

8.0 Instruction which supports competency development is organized into units of manageable
size. : - '

Indicators: 8.1 The size of the instructional unit is dependent upon program variables.

Thesizeof the - The size of the instruc-

instructional unitis tional unit is not

related logically to o logically established.

appropriate program . The size varies widely.
. variables.

8.2 Instructional units are organized and partitioned to provide data:
and feedback on learner’s stage of development.

i

. At the end of each instmg:tional ' ;l'he unit size is not
: unit the learner is given feed- related to the student’s
back on progress. . feedback needs.

o !

40
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' : 83 Lum&'s experience with instructional units is used to

LA . ~ determine suitability of unit size.
- Student's foedback 77 Noattemptis

concerning the suit- " made to obtain

ability of units (by ® knowledge

length, complexity, of student’s ex- .

-amount of content, : perience in using

~ etc.) is used to re- - units.
vise units.
84 '

9.0 Instruction is organized and implemented so as to acqommodati learner style,
sequence preference, pacing and perceived needs. .y

Indicators: 9.1 Instruction provides alternative Iuminﬁ activities.

+ e s et ——— N

| Instructional units pro- 4‘ No provision» is made |
vide suggested alternate L in instructional units ¢
learning activities ' for individual students’

which accommodate the learning styles.
students’ learning style. . '

@2  Program ssquence includes a wide range of options. -

Program sequence options are ' Program sequence
known by learner. : ~ options are neither
' known or available
to learner.

93 Instruction is paced to the learner.

’

Learners proceed Some differentiation Learners all '

, ~ atvarying paces ‘is made in learner proceed at the

. ~ through each segment pacing but determin. at the same pace
of the program. od primarily by through the
. . : learner circum- program.
. ' . . stances rather
' ' | than program design. | :
41 ..




9.4  Instruction provides for learner perceived needs.

[ / :
. instructio'?ll:nniu . : In;tructionaltoptiom
include “léarper , *  for achieving competence
. salect’’ options for - ' not available to
| instruction. ] program.
- . 95  The |oarno‘r is ﬁivon opportunities to assess effsctiveness of his preferred
learning styles. ' -
*h;ro“;ro opportunitm _ " Little or no attention
. for the student to ' ' is given to the relative
closely examine with ~ , » effectiveness of particular
-+gchnical and pro- . ’ learning styles as they
fessional assistance ‘are applied by particular -
. the learning styles individuals in reaching
preferred. their objectives.
‘ _J* ' . 9.6 Conferenéos are held with learners at prescribed intervals.
L . Know schedule of : No conferences
. o ' _, conferences combined " held.
' ' with open system where ' -
conference really held . o - EE—

when aeeded.

N\

9.7

10.0 Loamor progrm is detormmod by domomtratod compotenco

i - 10.1 The student is knowlodgabio of the genéral nature of competencm .
© and criteria used to determine the extent to which performance -
approaches professional standards for acceptability.

e e e e —————— e —— e e -t o — - e it e 8 it

. . Student describes B Student not ablg
¢ ' ' " competencies and to describe com-

o “ the standards for petencies request

° ' acceptability. - ‘or criteria that -

are acceptable.




10.2

103,

104

Learner progress records are adequately detailed in terms of
the competencies to be acquired.

t

ALearner progress records Learner progress
are adequately detailed, o records not kept
in terms of the com- - on file,
petencies to be acquired. : ©

Learner progress records are used to chart future proq}ams'
directions. -

Learner pro}rou records ~ Learner progress
are frequently used to ' : - records are seldom

- chart program direction. ‘ if ever used to chart

program direction.

The demonstration of progress in acquiring the cbmpeténc_j is
the focus of attention in determining the extent to which the
learner is experiencing success.

- m————— . ———

Success is determined by o Success is determined
extent of progress - by some other other
in acquiring the com- “¥ " criterion such as amount

~petency. : of knowledge acquired,

105

A,

A

10.6

or number of activities
completed.

The instruction management system makes provisions for students

_ to be working at vafious points of development concurrently.

Instruction is modularized ‘ Instruction is based

and organizad to be carried on the assumption
out individually or in small that all students
groups by variable scheduling ' should acquire the same
~techniques. - learnings at the same
- time.
' *
N &
43
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11.0 The extent of learner’s progress in demomtmmg competoncm is made known to
him thrqughout the program. -

Indicators:

11

N2

1.3

1.4

Learner progress records are maintained and available to all
concerned (learner, instructors, counselors).

I

Learner progress records . Learner progress

* are accessible, adequately " " records are in-
detailed, and open to accessible, in- -
himself, mstmctors and . ' adequate, and/or
coumolon - . closed to students.

The instructional staff (mstructors and counselors) and learner
periodically review progress records in conference.

gtu‘déﬁt'p.rogrm ' . Student ;;roguu
conferences are ' conferences are
held frequently. : non-existent.

The instructional managernent system provides for the frequent
and/or continuous updatmg of the student’s progress records.

Progms records updatod Progms records if
on a continuing basis. - available are only .
~ . updated at infrequent
" (i.e., semester end)
- periods.

The student is provided with Opportunmes to acquire skill in
analyzmg and waluatmg his own piofemonal behavnor

In addition to boino - . Lmlo or no at-"

provided with information  * tention is given

about his progress, the o to the analysis of
student is helped to the student’s progress,
acquire skill in analyzing and none in helping
his.own professional - the student acquire

behavior. | this skill himself.




v 12.0 Instructional specifications are reviewed and revised based on feedback data.

Indicators: 12.1

122

123

124

Spacifications for the instructional system are explicit and
all concerned (students, instructors, counselors, instructional
professional sarvices personnel, etc.) are aware of these
specifications. -

A

;lis?of spocifi«::ifi-o.n-s. _ .
for the instructional
system is published.

Neither specifica:

tions nor policies

concerning the
_instructional system

have been recorded

_much less made:
known to those '~
. .involved.

Procedures N"qvo been established for having students assess
the ipstmctioml system.

On a frequent periodic No attempt is made

or continuing basis | o

students are asked to

" resct to the effective-

to obtain students’
reactions to the in- -
steuctional pro-

- On a frequent periodic
- or continuing basis the

ness of the procedures
used in the instruc-
tional system.

cedures.

A wide range of data is éomidoud in ti\o.amlysit of thein-
structional system. (Student time, instructor time, in-
structional resources, management needs, learner performance, -

- ate.).

- No attempt is made
to analyze the
operation of the
instructional system,

An extensive collection
of data is used for the
analysis of the instruc-
tional system.

Data obtained from the analysis of the instructional system s
provided by student feedback are used to revise the system.

’

— e - e &

- No systematic or regular-
attempt is made to revise

instructional system is the instructional system.

~ revised from data pro- Changes are made primarily
vided by student feedback. on demand from some con-
| « dition or authority.




. 128

. Assensment,

- : 13.0 Competency measures are related validly to competency statements.

: Indicators: 13.1

13.2

133

134

3

competencies ' of them

A listing of performance indicators is included with each com-
petency statement. '
!

Multiple indicators Few competency No competency
“arepresentforall ~ statements have  statements .
competency state- multiple have. more than "~
-ments indicators , one indicator

Indicators are logically related to competency statements.

al - some none
compeatencies - of them '

- Measuring instruments are logically related to indicators.

all . some _ none

14.0 Competency measures are specific, realistic, and sensitive to nuance.

Indicators: 14.1

14.2

Competency measures discriminate between learners who
demonstrate and those who do not demonstrate competency. -

¢
1

All measures Most measures - Undetérmined
most of the time most of the time

Measures assess consistency of performance over time.

e e e e & cmm mmmmrnd s e s s e s ——— e —— o A o A . ot

Always © Usually ~ Seldom

a4 90




- 14.3 Reliability of instrdmonts is known and high.

* . S : COMp:t—.d_ for ' Some Not known
' all instruments instruments
and high

14.4  Procedures for measuring competency demonstration are
specified so as to assume quality and consistency.

, Gonoially followed _ ' Procedures not

and known by data * spacified, known
collectors __ R or-followed.

14.5 Data collectnon procedures require realistic time and resource
~ expenditures by studonts and staff.

Realistic - . Unrealistic -
14.6
* \
g ’ \ FE :
) 15.0 competency measures discriminate on the basis of mndards m for. competency
démonstration. | :
. Im‘icaton: 15.1 Specific auceptable standar"ds are established prior to competency
- b demonstration for all competencies. -
vy o Standards are set Some standards  Standards are depcn-' -
} . - . and made public. - are setin |dvanpo dent upon individual
, ' : ' 'cm. decided after
competency demonstra-
| tion. :
16.2 Standards are based upon data. | ‘ .t
L&uc,.éat: or Standards are ‘étqnda;ds are un-
‘ _ research is used present but known or dependent
. as basis fdr ‘ primarily ' upon individual
' standards. ‘based upon cases.
‘ judgment or on
: ' ! g negotiation among
- developers.




[ ~ . .
: ' 15.3 Gompﬂmcv measures provide data&ndrcatrng the extent to ¢
N o S which standards are met. n_ .
- _ ‘ -

v mmas = % et e mam el et 4 e . e e - s . o a e

.- . Eor.a.llj  Forsome - . Forno
B | standards + standards " standards .

154 Standa_rds are realistic expectations of professional developmental.

. [ - 3
- - + . -

All standards Some stgndards Standards are not
appropriate for are appropriate . realistic for partrcular
particular phase 2 . phasf 4 program to
professional ) : . \&hr h they are applied.
development. ) v ,

15.5 Standards are applied based on the demonstration _cont:xt.

4

.
- e - e im e = v e et s g -~ —— e —p— e ——t - - - ——

Standards may be Standards are’ Standards are n6n
, negotiated prior. o modified in in- resistant or rrgrdly
: to demonstration. dividual cases after applied. o
* ) : ~ competency demon- s
stration attempted.

Vs

16.0 Kata provrdad by competancy measures-are manageable and useful in decision makrng

drcators‘ 161 " Data are collected and storad in an easily ratrravabla forrn

~
.

e et e e e e i e e~ = e e - e MY . el o el
, : Data on compatancy Some data are Not colgcted or
measures are col: collected, storage  not stored.

lected and cantrally not planned or
' stored. centrally jocated.

. ' e . ’ 16.2 - Data are reported at pre-specified décision points. -

Reports are helpful Some reports are  No reports are

. to decision makers made as a result generated.
. L _ , of special needs.




16. 3 Data are used iri making prograt{wmatic decisions.

o

\ & R S, O\ L L~
_ ta are generatod Occa ionally data Not used.
, . as a basis for de- used a$ a basis -
cision makmg for decision
mal;ing.
) 16.4 Data collectuon and analysus procedures are feasible in terms

of time, personnel, and resources.

i e et e e e © m 4 mmee —e e e - ————— —— . e e e

Effnclently handled Collected but Burden is on
within resources. - seldom used " program, or
| because pro- = " not collected.
o - " cedures are
.,‘/ S . curtibersome.
N "~ Y 16.5 Data are easy to interpret.
F-C—N;;t of data , - - Not easily
analym is clear. : interpretable.
~
‘
.. - 66 .
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17.0 Competency measures and standards are sﬁecified and mude public prior to instruction,

‘Indicators; 171 Competenéy measures and standards are in a' written form.
. 1

For all competency Some are Nqne are

measures and available, written,
standards. .
'\ C17.2 Competency measures and standards are specified in 5dvénce.=
vs  forsoms om0
Y | 17.3  Students can describe competency measures and standards.
ol knownto them  somefknown  unknownto
o C : student}




17.4 Procedures for demonsttating competencies are known to
students and faculty

| o 5

. Known to all. | ,'- #Known to some, Unknéwn o S
:ﬁ"ﬁ‘ B ‘ students. ’

175 - ,

Governance and Management | | L | | e

180

\
' .

Policy sﬁfements are written to govern, in broad outline, the intended structure,
content, operation and resource base of the program.

Indicators:

¢

X 4

]8::1 A formally recognized poiicy pakmg or governing body exists

‘ "+ for the program. . .
.. !
_ Agoverningbodyis ~ No authority recognized
{ ~ recognized as having to which one may turn to
. responsibility and ' ‘obtain knowledge of

. ‘authotity for making / ) existing policies upon
3 policies for the * which to base program
pregram’ operations. B
18.2 - All institutions, agencies, organizations, and grcups participating

in the Ero ram are represented in policy decmoq,s that affect

the program.
A Y ‘

- .
l

When polnmre formed- ~ No policies or polocm
ra]l !arsom or groups which made by one group.
be affected by those, —
5ohcm ar &gmented )
\' v ’ 4
18.3 " Pdlic sions are supported by and made after comlderatuon

_— .o . e ey

- Data are collected, and o No research base exists
systematically stored, for policy decisions.
and considered inre- Policies are the result of
‘viewing, changing or power relationships

,_ & creating policies. : and personal opinions.




184
.
18.5
; D
. e X
Y
e
187
\\
\
¢

-

An explicit statement of policies for management and governance
of the program is available to all involved or concerned.

Such a statenient of policies There épp-earsuio be nb deerly

is in printed form, current ' statements of policies avail-

and frequently referred to able to persons involved in

by persons involved in manage- management or governance of
ment or governance of the the program. '

program. A

Associated with the statement qf policies for management and
governance of the program is a list of the competencies
specifted to be demonstrated for exit from the program.

Thete exists a manual or / . "The expected outcomes of the
handbook which presents program are not clearly
statements of competencies available even in general
specified to be demonstrated statements.

for exit accompanier' by
interpretative narr i . 3.

Policies; organization, and management procedures are r.eadilv
modified and regularly Teviewed.

Process known tc all; , No known governance
review process regular. structure or arigid,

‘ unmodifiable one.

- 19.0 Managément functions, responsibilities, procedufes and mechanisms are clearly
defined and made explicit. '

" Indicators: 19.1

Management decisions reflect stated program philosophy
and policy.

W-l;en n-tanage;ﬁent_&-eéi‘si'd‘ns.a‘r‘e _ ‘ Wﬁed-debisibn; are made
made, the decision is accompanied - they are primarily forced

by a rationale which cites the by urgent conditions and
program policies and/or-assump- represent an arbitrary solution
tions upon which the decisions derived from political rather
are made. than rational interaction.
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The person or group with responsibility for decisio‘n-niaking
has the autho_ritv and resources to implement the decision.

No person or group is required - Frequently persons or
to implement a management . groups are asked to imple-
decision unless provided with . ment plans for which they
the authority and resources havé neither the resources
needed to ulfill tig requirements  nor the authority.

~ of the decision. '

Program management and governance operations are designed
to model the characteristics desired of schonls and.cla..room -
in which program graduates will teach.

The criteria established for the The criteria used for -
. management and governance of the  assessing the manage-
teacher education program repre- ment and governance of
" sents the kind of managementand the teacher education program
governance program which would differ from those thought
be desirable for the schools in suitable for the schools
which the graduates are likely ip which the graduates
to teach. * are likely to teach.

Job definitions, staff selection, and job assignment respon:
sibilities carried out by the same management-governance
teams who are entrusted with other management-governance
functions..

The preparation of job des- Various individuals in
criptiohs, the selection management wre entrusted -
of staff.and the assignment with various management

~ of personhel to tasks is functions. There is little
a function of the manags- . or no attempt to co-
ment-gov\emance team. ordinnte.

Formally recognized procedures and mechanisms exist for
arriving at the various levels of program management decisions.

Procedures for program manage- Procedures for program manage-
ment decisions and made public, ment decisions are in-

used consistently, and - consistently followed.
acceptabile to all involved. ’

, .




19.6

\
-

f"z

. Total Program

” ' S
20.0 Program staff attempt to model the attitudes and behaviors desired of students in’

‘ the program.
L .
Indicators: - 20.1

20.2

20.3

204

20.5

Faculty and staff meet regularly to work 8s teams.

Always - Sometimes " Never

Staff treats students with the respect and concern for support
which is of the same high quality expected of graduates with
their relation to school pupils.

4

Always - ) Spmitimu Never

Staff members opinly share difforonces'of philosophy and
social positions o that students see the appropriateness
and strength in diversity.

 Always Sometimes Neve:

Instructional staff use the CBE principles in their own teaching.

Yes N "No

21.0 Provisions are made for staff orientation, assessment, improvement, and r“o\wa’gd.

Indicators: 21.1

Personnel training programs are competency-based.

Improvement of isolated No organized

program personnel activities. training program.
is through'a CBE . .. -

designed system.

53




21.2

" 213

214

215

Evaluation profiles are kept on all staff and made available
to them. : :

Yeos | ' : - No

'Faculty reward structure consisteat with CBE role descriptions, -
requirements and developement.

Staff development activities are recognized as important.as
teaching, research; and publication,

vo T T e

22.0 Research and disseminatidn activities are an integral part of the total instructional

system.

Indicators: 22.1

22.2

22.3

A research strategy for validating and revising the program is
operational. : \

Written procedures,  Someeffortsto  Not being
hypotheses, date; study resuits of done.
systematically applied. program.

Reports of completed studies are used in revising program. _

-

Numerous written Data or dnwritten No reports.
reports available, reports available. :
used. :

Research management system is operational.

Yes.,‘ cdrﬁﬁréhemivo, | Som; bfocéu&s, . Not |
workable, working. not systematic. operational.
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224 Prdcodu.'as for sharing results with other programs and for

e : obtaining their reports are operational.
| ﬁowlarly;ﬁar-es with Hiphazard sharing  No A_relatyiomhip
_ at least two programs, - of results with other than casual
- some sharing with other programs. = ones.

ten others. ~ - K ; L,

2256 Staff can describe the research stiategy, on.going studies, and
conclusions of previous efforts. o '
i . ’ 7 ’ - I'd . '
I S ‘\.
All staff . Some Only for studies .
he is engaged in. : '
. ) |

226 o S - | \ !

i 23.0 Institutional flexibility is sufficient for all aspects of the program.
_ ' indicators: 23. Resource allocation is based on student outcomes rather than
- course competencies.

PR -— p—

ﬁ;ources Qlldcation mResources aliocated
determined by objectives by course enroliments.
completed by students. h

23.2 Ad&itionél resources (personnel, rﬁaterials, facilities, funds)
are provided for program development. '

30% or more 15% increase Nohe
increase for in resources '
program design. (personnel ‘and

dollars). - ' .

‘ 23.3' Resources are contributed by all consortium members (school
districts, colleges, professions) to collaborative effort beyond

B . . individual institutional needs.
: “\Mil partners contribute At lesst one institution No additional
fynds and personnel to provides additional funds provided.

ild consortium. funds.




w’

23.4

Course, éndihg, and program revision procedures support the
tentativeness necessary to compliment the program.

Cma—— - ———

Changes readily Invalved proce-  © No changes

. accepted on dures and numerous  possible.
. experimental suthorizations by '
- basis. " committees on ad-
ministrators
-necessary for
changes.

23.5

| 24.0 The program is planned and operated as a totally uni_fi_ed, integrated system. -

" Indicators: 241

24.2

- 243

244

The program was planned as a totally integrated system.

.. Total program Courses compiled  Independent
designed prior into a program, parts grouped
_ to independent’ together and
. parts, : , ‘ called a program.

The program is oper'ated asa systoh.

5¢;§isions reflect : . Mal;; ‘

consideration of ' ' isolated -
. the total system. - independent
: - decisions. .

Management is by obiectivcs,.

Yes o Somewhat No

Evaluation system provides continual feedback to assess
objectives achievement for various sub-systems,
(]

b;t; ;;;iiiblo ‘-bata occasionally None

and used, Program used. operational,
revised. ' '




L . 24.5

' 246

. 247

- 248

24.9

When nﬁk‘inq decisions on one phase of the p,r,bgram, impact

on other sub-systems is calculated and considered.

Always - Sometimes " Never

The sub;systami are continually being modified.

Yes . Somewhet " No

S
)

Harmony in principles among \m_ioui sub-systems is apparént.

intemal Consistency can  No consistency,

consisténcy ‘ be generally - or not
easily apparent. identified. considered.

-

The program is continually evaluated against the actual pro-
fessional needs, and refined based on feedback.

- Formal review - | - Program not

structure amenable to
operatic 3l; _ modification.
changes continually. S
being considered.

X
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.Do you Really Have a Competency-Based Program?

7. ' ] A Personal Self-Check

(The instrument below presents some genéral characteristics and products
that should be part of a competency-based vocational program Included are
items that refer to program antecedents and transactions. This instrument may
‘be used to describe intents and as a checklist for observations Discrepancies--
"no" responses--may indicate where further development or revisions are needed.)

Adapted from Hirgt, B A., Jr. The components of competency-based vocational
education. American Vocational Journal, November 1977, 52, 32 -35.

i . . f Yes

1.- Do I have"information on employment~opportunities?»
2. Is this information current (less than two years o01d)?

3. Do [ have information on future employment opportunities for
my students?

4. Does my student placement record support the need for
. continued training?

i
3

St Do I have specific job titles‘identified for my program7

6. -Have the specific tasks and competencies for these job
titles been identified?. S

7. Do I have specific lists of tools, equipment and supplies
needed to prepare stydents .for these job titles?

8. Do I know whether the tasks I teach my'students are still
performed on the job? :

9. Do I know how each task ranks in terms of. the amount of
worker time each consumes?

O]
O
O
O
O
O
O
O
O

10. Do I know how each task ranks in terms of its level of
difficulty?

[]

11. Do I know which tasks are performed by workers of every =~ = | [] : -
level during the first 12-24 months on the job? A \

12. Do I consider these factors (Questions 8-11) as I establish ' N

the relative importance of the tasks I teach my students to .
perform? . \

13. Do I have a specific performance objective and a job-based 0 -

measure for success for each task my students are to
perform? .

e . an - lpd ——
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Yes  No

14. do the materials I use "talk about," “shbw examples,” and O - 0
‘|  provide "Tearner.practice?"

15. Do [ collect information (on Studentaperformancé) that O []'
indicates the prob2“le cause of failure of any materials/ -
media to bring stuuents to the job-based measure of success?

15, Do I develop new materials and media if my students have O .
difficulty meeting the job-based measure of success? '

i7. Do | have a means of keéping my task analysis up to date ' 0 0
with changes in the jobs for which my students are preparing?

S

Other questions you may want to"jot down for your own self-evaluation and use.

19. ' O 0
20. _ 0 D

(A11 answers should be yes if you want a good competency-based program.)

59
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Goal Clarification

. . (The following presents some items that may help.the evaluator determine
o the actual goals of a program or product to be evaluated. On occasion, the
goals stated or implied for a program or product differ from those of the’
‘institution where they are to be implemented and from those of the individual
users (teachers and students). An evaluator should be .aware of this d1screpancy,
as it may have a severe impact on transactions and -outcomes. )

Sonrqe: COS Project

\

‘ 1. What are the expressed goafs for the program or product?

2. What are the 1mp11ed (not stated) goals as apparent from an analysis of
the materials? . ;

3. What are the dascrepancies, if any, between stated and implicit Soals for
the program or product? :

R 4

REVISED GOAL

4. What are the stated goals.of the institution in terms of the program or
product? '
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"~ 5. What are the specific objectives of the irstitution in terms of the program
- or product?

6. Are there discrepancies between the institutional goals and objectives and
the revised goals. for .the program or product? .

-

INSTITUTIONAL GOAL . . | L

7. What are the stated goals and objectives of the classroom in terms-of the
pregram or product?

A
\

iy S

8. How do classroom goals and objectives differ from the goals of the institution
and the program or product? .

.CLASSROOM GOALS

9. If goals differ, what are the likely effects on--
INTENTS?

61 o,




9. If goals differ, what a&he likely effects on--(continued) f
R TRANSACT IONS? ‘ - '
\ OUTCOMES? _
5




. . .'I., / / ' ;. ; a (

e S ) . Program-Evaluation Checklist °

~ (The following program-evaluation checklist contains var1ables tha should be
incluyded in the evaluatiqn .of W competency-bfsed program. The variablps listed
here are general and relate only to the program itself. The checklist| does not
‘provide guidelines for specific data to be collected, nor does’ it add ss in o
detail 1nst1tutional oZ)person variables.)” o » .o .

A

Adapted from Andreyke, R., & B1ank ’B A checklist ofor,the evaluation of competency-'
based teachen\:ducation.programs. Educational Technology, January 1976 16, 36.

= ' i Don't
~|Yes .| No lKnow
~~1." Program design and development : - ! : l e
A |- A. Has the need for the program begn identified? e
N ¢ -B. MWas the design: field based? i f
T - C. Are certification requirements met? o ;
" E , D. Are exit requirements emphasized? . e
C II. *Competency identification . ) %
E | A. Is the program based.on competencies? '
D B. Have the competencies been validated? |
E C. Are competenties- stated? ‘ ol
N |IIl. Competency-assessment criteria . "
T A. Were criteria derived from, competencies? )
) B. Are level and conditions stated?
C. Have criteria been stated in such a way that
they can be assessed objectively? 4
oy -1 -IV. Learning activities. : o !
' A. Are they focused on competency a.ttainment7 b
‘ . B. Are they field based? |
: T C. Are they available in different modes? [
. R D. Are they individualjzed? } ' o n
A | V. Competency assessment procedures ' . %
N - ~A. Are pre-assessment procedures included? : \ \ ;
S | -B. Is assessment based primarily on performance? y L
A, C. Is assessment carried out in a realistic setting° i i 1
C | D. Are the assessors qualified? - I
T ! VI. Program implementation and operation. ' ; i 3
[ ! " A. Is the total program competency based? ! | |
0 . B~ Does the program have faculty/administrative : : ‘
N support? | L f
S ! C. I§ the program field based? _ | % “
D. Is progress determined by mastery rather : IR ?
ieediico . than time? - PR R | |
0 HE i :
g |VII. Program evaluation " \ i ‘ "
T | A. Is follow-up planned for? . , ! X
’ B. Is field-based evaluation included in the ? :
! program? ., 3 !
: C. Is evaluation used for prograih improvement? i :
SR ST GO —_— —— — e —_— :
. "
!
) .




(The following presents questions to be asked about antecedents, transactions,

and outcomes of a program as it 1s being put into operation )

174.)

: Adapted Tsom Leiden, J.
Handbook of curriculum4ef¢aluation.

Expert judgments as evaluation data.

[}

.An Instrumenf for Collecting Expert Judgments about an Educational Program

‘In A. Lewy (Ed.),

Paris, France: UNESCO 1977. (See pages 173-

Yes

¢

No

.{Don't

' Know

VAHAZMOMOM—~<SZ2Z2>
' '

A.

OBJECTIVES

. 1. Does the}system include a statement of
- instructional objectives?
1Is this stafement detailed enough to be

helpful? = &

Is this statement directed ‘to both teacher
and students?

If the system's objectives are unstated, are

- they obvious?
_Are the objectives readily compatible with

individualized ar self-paced instruction?
Do the objectives invite the student 3
affective involvement?

Do the objectives appear to involve only
cognitive development?

Are the objectives conceived in a tight
relation to the subject matter?

Are the objectives.conceived in relation
to a student's human development?

NPZO—=—AODUVZD O

?ﬁ%!

B.

MANNER OF USE.
l.

w N

Are all elements of the system reasonably

- easy to use?

Is it a rigid, step-by- step system?

. Are special skills or extensive preparation

required before the teacher can employ the
system?

If equipment is included, is- it easily used
by the teacher and by the students?

.. Are the system's materials readily used by

the students?

Do you know of evidence of the system 3
successful use in other educational
settings? .

Does the system present any_.unusual storage
problems or. problems of distribution to
students?

S —
-

i e ——— e o ———_ < et e o
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| Yes

No

Don' t|
Know

NZ2O~—OD>UVNZ > —

B.

MANNER OF USE--continued

8.

9.
10.
11,

Does using the system actively involve
the students?

-Does the system offer adequate evaiuation

procedures for the teacher or for the student?
Is there a good match between the evaluation
procedures and the systems objectives?

Did you find the evaluation procedures

. adequate?

QUALITY OF CONTENT

1.

[3 00 - ) W N

(o))

O

Is the system's content authentic and (if
applicable) accurate?

Is the content timely (if applicable)’

Are the illustrations and examples apt for
your students?

Does the content communtcate efrectively?
Are the system's sensory aspects {sound,
colour, visuals; etc.) appropriate?

Is the system designed for ease of

student progression?

Is the system's vocabulary appropriate for
your students?

Is the content presented clearly?

Did your students find the content relevant
and interesting?

M MBOCC.AC C

QUALITY OF CONSTRUCTION .

o~ [=,) OV £ L N -

Does the system present any unusual problems?
Did you fi the system sufficiently durable?
Are the system's elements well designed?

Did the system present any safety problems?-
If the system contains equipment, does it
operate reliably?

If equipment repairs were needed, vas the
repair service adequate?

Were such repairs required frequently?

Were such repairs made easily and quickly?




\ ‘. | Content Evaluation Questions

(
i

(The following is a 1ist of questions addressed to trainees to be used in
evaluating the content and procedures employed in a competency-based program.)

Source: ‘chey. R.xc., & Cook, F..S. A comprehensive assessment and evaluation
model for CBTE-programs. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the American’
Educational Research Association, Washington, D.C., March 1975. (E?IC Documents
Reproduction Service No. ED 117 176) . |

/

1. Did prerequisite courses, if any, give you an adequate foundation in meeting
the objectives of this course?

i

Yes No - No Prerequisites

e

2. Were adequate ijme, materials, and facilities provided for you to achieve
- this objective?| = .

Yes  No . |
3. How meaningful were the assignmen#s in relation to the mastery of this
' objective? I ' : ; ’ ‘
As1gnments were . ASsignmenfs helped Could have mastered Uncertain
helpful in | some, but| could be objective without
attaining mastery improved | completing assign-
1 ments

4. How appropriate were the methods (kits, films, etc.) used in conveying the )
instruction to master this objective? S

Appropriate-- . Were OK, but I Were Uncertain
[ 1iked them prefer othe appropriate
methods ‘

5. Did the exit test accurately measure the behavior sought in this objective?

\Yes ___ No __ | . \ )
6. iDo you feel you have really mastered th{s objective?
. \“
Yes, | feel very ‘ Yes, but need some Yes, but need Did not pass
_competent ; reinforcement | much more ‘ exit test
{ : \ instruction

7. In hindsight, do you think you could have hassed the exemption test on this
objective at the beginning of the quarter. wqthout recefiving instruction?

Yes No \

— —— . \

8. Did you feel this oﬁjective is essential to }pur teaching preparation?

Yes No ;




\\\\\\ 4 Evaluation of Curriculum Design

(The five components of this instrument address relevant issues of curriculum
design: objectives, organization of materials, methods of instruction, evaluation,
and total rating of the materials. It is useful in specifying intended antece-
dents for programs and products and for making judgments about the status of
antecedents.)

Source: Eash, M. J., Talmage, H., & Walberg, H. J. Evaluation of instructional
materials. M1meographed Princeton, N. J.: ERIC Clearinghouse on Tests, Measure-
ment, an& Evaluation, 1975. (ERIC- Document Reproduction Service No. ED 117 189)

\

I. Objectives B | -

A. What is the nature of the general goals of the materials stated?
B. Are specific objectives stated for teacher use?
C. If neither of the above are stated, 1ist what you believe are
~the intended objectives of the material
D. What are the main emphases in the objectives?
E. On the scale below, rate the objectives of the materials. Please
place an "X" on an exact point. 4 ;

~ Objectives not use- - Objectives give clear direction
ful to a teacher 1 2 3 4 5 6 for instruction and useful for *
a teacher.
-

II. Organization of Materials (Scope and Sequence)

A. What is the scope of content covered in the mater1a1s7

B. How is the scope of the materials organized?

C.. Is there a specified sequence in the material?

D. What is the basis for the suggested sequence? o

E. On the scale below, rate the scope and sequence of the mater1al Y }
®lease place an "X" on an exact point. . |

Scope inadequate, Scope adequte for grade in group,

sequence not 17jical 1 2 3 4 5 6 sequence tasks carefully inter-
\ or incomplete . related and planned.




Evaluation of Curriculum Design--Continued

I11. Methods of Instruction

What method or methods of ,nstruction are suggested?

What role is emphasized in the method: teacher, pupil, or both?

What are the specific features of the method.or methods recommended?

. Is the suggested method one that requires the. teacher to do extensive
prior preparation or participate in specific training?

On the scale below, rate the methods of 1nstruction Please place an
"X" on an exact point.

v OO >

No methods suggested or Very carefully developed methods.
‘implied that are helpful I 2 3 & 5 & Very useful to both teacher and
to a teacher , : - pupil.

Iv. Evaluatidn

. What test materials are included for the student's and teacher's use?

A

B. Areé the test items adequate for informing a teacher of students'
progress toward the instructional objectives set for the materials?

C. What do the tests measure? '

D. Is there information on the tests' reliability and validity?

E. Is there any information from the producer on how the materials were

‘ tested with students when they were being developed? ~

F. On the scale below, rate the evaluation components of these materials
and the evaluation of the materials by the producer as- they were
developed. Please place an "X" on an exact point.

No test materials or suggested ' A wide range of test

checks on student learning T 7 3 & § ¢ Materials and evaluation

included. No data on the eval- suggestions. Evaluation

uation of materials by the ' data on field test con-

producer. . ducted and materials

included.

V. Total Rating of the Material

A. DOraw up a brief statement on how these materials compare with those.
currently being used in your curriculum.

B. On the scale below, rate overall potential effectiveness of these

. materials. Please place an "X" on an exact point.

Materials contain many

. . "~ weaknesses in instructional
design. Difficult to use,
expensive, inferior for
learning.

- | — w72

Very strong in all areas of
5 3 F 5§ 6 design. Strong potential to

develop a wide variety of
learnings. Of high interest
to teachers and pupils. Very
cost effective.




| Ipstructional Materials Evaluation Form _ -

. (The following instrument for observing antecedents and transactions is
designed for curriculum-materials evaluation. With some modifications, an
instrument 1ike this could also be used to assess programs. Judgments can
be made on the basis of the individual teacher's priorities and: needs.)

Adapted from McLaughlin, J. A.,& Trlica, J. S. Teacher evaluation of 1nstruct10na1
Educational Technolqu, March 1976, 16, 51-54. |

materials.
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The materials--

Py P

po e
Fit existing terminal objectives.

Can be extended to other phases of curriculum.

Help accomplish the objectives of the curriculum.

Are organized for sequential devéprment of coneepts/skills
Enable students to practice and maintain concepts/skills.
Make provision for evaluating progress.

Permit student exploration, problem solving, discovery.
Allow flexibility and provide for individual differences.
Allow independent use by students.

Can be used with bilingual children.

Are motivating to students.

Are likely to interest the students.

Match the reading level of the students.-

Match the vocabulary level of.the students.

Are multi-sensory in approach.

Contain graphic illustrations.

Contain clear, concise, easily understood instructions
for students.

Contain easily followed appropriate 1nstruct1ons for
the teacher.

Are presented in an appropriate, attractive format.

Are presented in an appropriate type size and material.
Are of convenient, appropriate size and number of parts.
Are of durable construction.

Can be stored and moved, as needad. g

Require in-service training for users.

- Require adaptation for present purposes.

Justify their cost by their teaching value.

1
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Package Assessment Scale (PAS)

(The Package Assessment Scale (PAS), presented below, is designed to provide

- evaluators with specific criteria for assessing the completeness and quality of
instructional materials. It may be used as an instrument for formative or summa-

tive evaluation. Modified, the items are also applicable to program evaluation.

— The authors suggest that the evaluators use their own résponse format for
the instrument (yes/no, or scale responses) and add their own items. Decisions
are to be made on the basis bf the needs and priorities of a given situation.

“Not included in the Package Assessment Scale are items relating to extra-
- instructional situations and activities.) ' ‘

Source: Hecht, A. R., & Klasek, K. R. PAS: A tool for developing or selecting
self-instructional materials. Audiovisual Instruction, April 1975, 20, 27-29..

A. Package Components and Sequence

1. Does the package include the following components:

a. a rationale? -
h. cognitive lea;ner objectives?
an
affective learner objectives?
. . or.

- ' psychomotor learner objectives?
a diagnostic pre-assessment?
interactive learning activities?
periodic selfsassessment(s)?

a posttest?
package development feedback?

0 - aon

siinn

2. Is the sequence of package components logical?

B. Analysis of Package Components

1. Does the rationale tell:

a. what is going to be learned?
b. why this package should be studied?

|

2. Are the learner objectives:

a. important for intended learners?
'b. stated in terms which include:

1) an active verb identifying desired behavior?
. 2) content to which the behavior applies?
‘. 3) conditions under which behavior will occur?
' 4) minimum performance standards?

i
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Does the pre-assessment:

a. measure learner status on each objective?
b. have clear directions for completing and scoring?
c. direct students to appropriate learning activities?

4. Do the learning activities:
a. contribute to the achievement of package objectives? )
'b. include clear directions? .
. €. proceed in 1qgical steps?
d. occur in steps of proper size for intended learners? _
e. attract and maintain student interest?
f. require active responses by learners? '
g. provide alternate learning activities for ,
achieving each objective?
h. employ media appropriate to package obJectives?
5. Do the learner self-assessments:
~a. include clear directfbns for completing and scoring?
b. provide frequent opportunity for learner self-
assessment?
€. direct students to appropriate learning activities?
6. Does the posttest:
a. include clear directions for completing and scoving?
b. measure learner status on each objective?
c. parallel the pretest form, length and difficulty :
(1f a pretest is present)?
7. - Does the package development feedback:
a.. focus on important package characteristics? N —
b. inlude objective and essay questions? : ‘
Package Installation and Operation | i
1. Does the package include an jnstruétor's guide?

If yes, does the instructor's guide:

a. suggest ways instructors can use the package
with students?
b. suggest ways to help students schedule their
- learning time?
c. sug?est ways to record and report student progress?
d. include evidence of package revision on the basis
- of user feedback?
e. include evidence that appropriate package users
achieve package objectives?




’

'2, Are the equipment requirements of the package
consistent with available audiovisual equipment?

3. Is media quality satisfactory?
. | 4." Are package materials easy for learners to use?

5. Is the cost of installing and operating the package
- . ~within.thg limits of available budget?

6. Is the time required for package installation and
operation within the 1imits of local schedule and
calendar? . '




Checklist for Determining the Extent to Which a
Program Is Competency-Based

(The following is.- a detailed checklist that ma '
pt y be used by teacher
:Agfggram at any stage of CBE implementation. It follows theycomponen: ;3t$¥:;u::e'
and addresses pertinqnt issues of CBE program planning and delivery.)

Sou'rce: ¢os ?roject This is characteristic of

E

a.allof . b. partsof - ¢. none of
| my program my program my program.

Goal Setting

1. Students have an opportunity to consider all relevant
" information about the occupation, the training
_program, and themselves before making a final goal :
choice. _ ' a. b - ¢

2. Students‘ are able to reset their goal.'; in accordance

with changes in their needs. _ - |a b. c.
3. Students can select goals from among a job ladder ' : : \

(such as nurse's aide or licensed practical nurse) that _ _

is consistent with the needs of the job market. - la b. c

' ' 4 Students can select goals from among several
. paraliel specialties (such as brake specialist or
tune-up specialist) thatare consistent with the needs

- of the job market. - ‘ '

Objectives

1 Program is based on competencies derived from the ‘
" job through job task analysis. &e—— b c.

2. Competencies are specified in terms of measureable , B .
objectives which delineate the knowledge, skills, and ) . "

atthitudes required on the job. a b. ¢

3 Competencies “and objectives are specified in _ ‘
advance for each student. -‘ta—_ _ b C.— l

4 Each student learns only those competencies and ‘
objectives required to achieve their occupational -
goais. ‘ ‘ a b. c

5. Each student's competencies and objectives are| .

i sequenced according to their goals. ) I a— b ¢

6. Each student's objectives are’sequenced according to | |

their instructional needs. . : J b . ¢
. 7. Competencies and objectives are revised to meet the . .

needs of students and the job market. a. ' b. c .=

| © —




?
Criterion-Referenced Testing

———ﬁt.

1 1. Standards for assessing students’ mastery of compe- ’

tenicies and objectives are determined by the
- requirements of the job.

2 Students are assessed on only those competencies
and objectives related to their occupational goals.

3. Each student .is given an opportunity to demonstrate
mastery of competencnes and objectives prior to
mstructlon

4 Assessment procedures allow learning experiences '

to be prescribed on the basis:of each student’s-needs.

Learning Experiences
1. Individualized learning activities are used.

2 Learning experiences use a variety of media and
materials to meet individual student needs.

3. Students are given enough time to master each
objective rather than having to work within ﬂxed time
trames

4. Learning experiences provide practice. of skills in
situations similar to those required on the job.

5 Within each learning experience, provisions are
made for letting the students know how well they are
doing.

6. Experts from the community (businessmen, lawyers,
etc.) are used for the enhancement of learning
experiences.

7. Learning experiences use a variety of grouping and
tutoring strategies to meet individual student needs.

8. Modules or learning activity packages are used to

"allow for flexibilily in meeting students’ needs.

g Learning experiences ere adapted when necessary to
meet individual student needs.

This is characteristic of E .

a. all of b. parts of c. none of
my program  my program  my program

a b. c
‘ .
a b. . c
a. . b €
a b. c

a b.
a b. Come
a
a b. Com e
a b. c. |
> 4
a b. c
[
a b. c
a b. c




This is characteristic of

, | - a. all of b. parts of c. none of
. | my program  my program  my program

Evaluation

1. Student assessment information is used to evaluate .
and revise learning experiences. Qe b C.—

2. Studenta suggestions, comments, and observed
behdvuorq are used to evaluate and revise learning
’ expertences , a b. €

3. Student follow- up untormatton 8 used to evaluate and
revnse learning experiences :

Instructional Management

' 1. Instructional materials and resources are organized ' ' F
to allow open-entry, open-exit education. a— b c.
' .
- 2. Instructional materials and resources are organized
to allow varied student pacing. . o Y -

-

. 3. Instructional materials and resources are organized

. to allow students a role in managing thetr own
| learmng ) a__— b. c.
4. Students, teacher aides, community votunteers and - ' F
. other non-teaching personriel are involved in
managing instructional materials and resources. T P— b———— cC.

5. Computer technology is used in managing instruction .
. _ (such as keeping records, assigning learning | - -

experiénces, keeping inventory of resources). a___ boe— ¢
. - + - ﬁ
General - | ' |
) 1. Students are held accountabietor thelr own learning. a_____ | b oo cC.

2,Emphasis§s placed on exit requirements not on )
entrance requirements. - a ___.‘é

"ﬁ' 3. Students take part in program decision-making (such T’
.as deciding on objectives, learning pace, learning
_experiences, etc.). a_ o J Y SO, )
4. Team approach to teaching is used to enhance _ _ )
learning. - ; a____~ b c.

5 The systems approach involving planning,\
monitoring. evaiuattng and revising instruction is . ’
Q used. ' L b. ___"_' —— c.




Some Items to Observe When Judging Whether a Program Is Competency Based

o\ (The 1ist of items presented here describes activities or products that are
- ' characteristic of competency-based programs. It can serve as-a checklist for

\ deciding at which stage of CBE implementation a program is functioning and for
determining the types of activities or products yet to be developed.

\ The CBE program components 1n this 1ist follow the component outline of.the
\ . FACIT training system.)

Source: CDS Project

\ ~ Pertaining to the Program ~ Pertaining te the Students
S \ Sources for obtaining job-market Student-related information has
' information and information about been obtained to determine
\G | Job requirements have been fdenti- shether a student's goal is
¢ | fied. _ appropriate.
Job-related information has been Ways to deliver goal- set&jng
L obtained and documented. . information to students have
s ' been developed. S
$ | Students are being assieted in
T their goal-setting act1v1t1es
l \ - | There are ways to help students
N | : ' . solve their goal- sett1ng
1 G I ' L : -problems. .
\ * . . .
‘ Unit-level objectives are ava1l- _ Objectives are being selected
x J able for the program : P to match students' goals.
|\ Unit-level objectives-have been ‘ Objectives are.being selected td
documented and sequenced. | meet individudl learner needs.

Objectives are being sequenced”

Objectives have been validated.
' - to meet individual 1earner need%

|

pY
»—

Where necessary, unit-fevel . . and preferences.
. objectives have been broken -
"~ down into subobjectives. o

L
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Pertaining to the Program -

‘nj'Pertaining to the Studenté '

ZO—~OM—A—=DO
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Criterion-referenced tests have been
obtained or prepared for each objec-
tive. '

Criterion-referenced tests reflect |
the requirements stated in the
objectives.

Criterion-referenced tests have
been evaluated and found to be
appropriate.

-y

. Criterion-referenced pretests are

being administered to the students
when appropriate. .

Criterion-reférenced posttests are -
being-ddministered to students
following, the ccmpletion o
learning experiences for ach
objective :

Administration of criterion%
referenced tests is modified to
meet’ learner needs.

0‘

“Learning experiences are available

for each objective.

‘Alternative learning experiences

are available for each objective.

Instructional materials are
appropriate for the learners and
for the tasks to be taught.

~

Instructional strategies and .media
are selected. to match student
characteristics. ~ .

Each student is able-to proceed at
at a pace appropriate for hin or her.

Tutors are used to help individua]

students.

\ C A

Grouping is used‘uhere approTriate.

There are ways to determine which
learning ex erie’ges are in need
J evaluation, .

Data collection deyices and

procedures have beén decided

on and are being used. \\\

Instruction is being evaluated"
and revisions are made where
necessary. ~

. A A

~ Students are’ encouraged to

~problems with instruction.

] ~ v
Student follow-up data 'are collected

2

ovideg
feedback on learning experfences.

. Student records areLexa ined

periodically to determine”

v ;
—' [ ]
o .

and used as a basis for revising
instruction )
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An 1ndividua1 student record

system that centers around
objectivesmis used.

Class progress records that
center around obJectives ares
being kept. &

A system to monitor resources
has been.established.

{

progress.

>

Students have access to their files
in order to monitor‘their own

Students have access to .gsources
when needed. .

L)

Prpctors'and aides are used to
facilitate classroom(processes.
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Pertaining to the Program

Pertaininé-to Students ‘
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\

Files that permit easy access and
easy monitoring have been set up.

Aides and proctors are used to
monitor the management system and
keep it up to date.

to performance on objectives is

A grading system that reflects
the student's status in relation

used.




Product Checklist for FACIT

(The following is a checklist of products that should result from carrying
out the -activities suggested in FACIT or using the skills taught through FACIT.
~ It follows the component outline of the FACIT. training system and lists products
by FACIT competency )

Source: (DS Project

" GOAL SETTING
Competency A: Identifying Types and Sources of Goal-Setting Information

1. List of job-information sources

2. Information brochure containing--
a. local market information and job outlook
b. physical, academic, personal characteristics needed for JOb '
c. .Jjob characteristics
d. training requirements

3. Sources of student information

.4.- Student profiles that include--
a. needs
b. interests
c. Jjob characteristics
d. training requirements

Competency B: Helping Students Solve Goal-Setting Problems

1. Plan for diagnosing student problems |
2. Plan for helping students in re-establishing goals

OBJECTIVES
Competency A: Selecting and Sequencing Objectives |

1. A sequence of objectives for each student

Competency B: Analyz1ng Objectives

1. For each unit objective, a 1ist of the necessary knowiedge and skills
that the student will be expected to master

Competency C: Writing Objectives

1. Instructionally complete objectives (unit-level objectives and enablers)

79




Competency D: Validating Objectives \

¢ . A

1. A plan for validating objectives | \

: | - CRITERION REFERENCED TESTING' \
Competency A: Usi;gﬁCriterion Referenced Pretests and Posttésts

1. A plan for determining when it is appropriate to pretést & student

2. A plan for making appropriate instructional decisions on the basis
of a student s pretest performance !

'3. A plan for making appropriate instructional decisions on the basis 7
of a student's posttest performance

4

~

Co@petengy B: Determining Iypes of Tests to use »

1. A pla’ for determining the appropriate kind of tests to use in
measuring mastery of each objective

Competency C: Identifying Testingag\wuirements of Objkgtives

. ' 1. A plan for determining -the criterion for each test to be gi{en

i

|

2. A plan for determining the number of items to -include on written tests
3

A plan for determininn vhe number of times performance should be
demonstrated on skil, tests

~,

Competency U: Developing Pe “formance- Rating Methods

1. Checklists
N

2. Rating scales

Competenoy E: Constructing Selection Items
1. Muitiple-choice tests |
2. True-false tests
3. Matching tests

Competency F: Constructing . ~ply Items

y ' 1. Completion tests
| 2. Short-answer tests

3. Essay tests




LEARNING EXPERIENCES

.

_ Competencies A, B, C, D: Planning Learning Experiences Using the Functions of
. Instruction as a P1ann1ng;Framewo?k

1. Lesson plans for‘each obJective

2. Plans for complete learning experiences for the students

, Competency E: Choosing Media for Iﬁstruction

1. A list of available media

2. -Plans forlhow and when different types of media will be used

Competency F: Reviewing and Selecting Instructional Materials

1. A file of materials to be used

2. Materials organized to permit easy access by the students

O - Competency G: Adapting Instructional Materials

1. Instructional materials, modified to meet the requirements of the
student population
. 2. Fob each objective

learning packages delineating products and activities
Competency H: Individualized Pacing |

1. Plans for indiyidualized pacing

Competency [: Tutoring

i. Plans for obtaining, training, using, and monitoring tutors

Competency J: Flexible Grouping

‘h

1. Management procedures for grouping

. . . EVALUATION

Competency A: -Eva1uatigg,Learn1hg Experiencés

1. A plan for collecting and analyzing 1nformation in order to evaluate
learning expe~iences

~ Competency B:
b1,

A plan for collectino and using follow-up information in order to determine

the effectiveness of .learning experiences and the appropriateness of
objectives

Obtaining_and,Using Follow-up Information

——




INSTRUCTIONAL MANAGEMENT

Competency A: Keepjng_Prqgress‘and Performance Records

1. Records on 1ndiv1dual student progress and on overall class progress

| Competencv B: Ordering and Monitoring Instructional Resources

1. A system for ordering appropriate quantities of consumable and non-
consumable resources .

2. A system for monitoring use of consumables and nonconsumables
3. A plan for using aides to perform routine tasks |

'Competency C: Allocati;gfInstructional'Resources

1. A system for managing resources so that students will be able to use
resources when needed

Competency D: Using Proctors and Aides

1. A'plan for selecting; training, using, and monitoring proctors and aﬁdes

Competency E: Determining Grades:

1. A procedure for converting achievement and progress into letter grades

Competency F: Organizing Records
1. Instructor's file '
2. Student.learning progress file

3. " Resource file

(R




Question Areas for Data-Based Decision Making

(The followiag provides some general questions about program antecedents,
trancactions, and outconas; these questions indicate areas of investigation
" related to objectives, resources, instructional strategies, and program costs.)

L3

Adapted from Hall, . E., & Jones, n L. CBE program evaluation and data-based
decision making.. In Competancy-based education: A process for the improvement of
education. Englewood CTiffs, N. J.: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1976.

) l OBJECTIVES RESOURCES STRATECGIES COST
A &hy are we not get- ﬂhat resources do [Which instructional{How much is it
N ting what we want? |we have? . - strategy do we want{costing to plan?
. ' " ]
T [What are the What resources do to use! How much will it:
£ |desired outcomes? |we need? How should we cost to implement?
C implement? .
D strategy should |"hat will main-
: ?
" we use? What tenance cost be?
N “"training is How long will
T . required?) |materials last?
5 . ‘ How much staff
P ‘ : . time is needed to | .
| ' 4 implement?
!.,,- . SUPNR : . ~ 2 -
| _ |Does it look as if |Exactly what Are the instruc- What is it costing
. T e are going to get|resources are tional strategies |to implement?
2 the outcomes we . |néeded? working? . .
N ra"t? = | Will -our resources |What changes must gz:tng: t:gtma;n-
¢ (What unexpected support CBE on a  [be made in the looz lik:? S now
‘| A “loutcomes are we _ |regular basis? strategies?
C [getting? Is further faculty ' S
} training needed? :
0 Will everyone be
N . able to do his .
S or her part?
° 0 What odtcomes~are" What resources are |How effective were  How much did it
U- e regularly now freed up? the implementing cost to plan for . .
T getting? " | What unexpected strategies? ?:golgglgﬁgnt this
¢ {What unexpected resources are How effective are | ) o |
. 0 loutcomes are we _ |being consumed? the instructional [How much is it |-
M |getting? strategies? costing to main- |
E lhat new needed . "I tain? |
S outcomes have been o
identified? |
1
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Competency-Based Program Evaluation Criteria

(The chart following details criteria that may be applied in evaluating a-
professional training program that is competency based.)

Adapted from Houston, W. R., et al. Criteria for describing and assessing
competency based programs. In W. R. Houstop (Ed.), Competency assessment,
research, and evaluation. A report of a national conference, University of
Houston, March 12-15, 1974. Washington, D.C.: American Association of
Colleges for Teacher Education, 1974. (See pages.169-171.)

84
S




@
(3,

Competency Specification

Instruction

Assessment

N4Z2MOMOM—4Z2"

o Competency statements are
specified and revised on the
basis of an analysis of job -

~ definition-and a theoretical
formulation of professional
responsibilities.

o Competency statements describe
outcomes expected from the
performance of profession-
related functions, or those
knowledges, skills, and atti-
‘tudes thought to be essential
to the performance of those

~ functions.

® The instructional program is

derived from and linked to
specified competencies.

® Instruction that supports com

petency development is organ-|

ized into units of manageable
size.

P‘r‘" — -

Competency measures are

validly related to competency |

statements.

Competency measures are spe-
cific, realistic, and sensi-
tive to nuance.

Procedures for measuring com-
petency demonstration assure
quality and consistency.

Competency measures allow for
the influence of variables
in.setting upon performance.

NZO—~—ODPUVNZID

|
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Competencies are treated as
tentative predictors of pro-
fessional effectiveness and
subjected to continual vali-
dation procedures.

o Competencies are specified
and madew public prior to
fnstruction.

® Instruction is organized and
constituted so as to accommo-
date learner style, sequence
preference, pacing, and
perceived needs.

® The extent of learner's pro-
gress in demonstrating com-

. petencies is made known to
him or her throughout the
program. L

® Instructional specifications
. are reviewed and revised on
the basis of learner feedback
data.:

(] Compétency statements facili-
tate criterion-referenced
assessmernt.

e Learners completing the CBE
program demonstrate a wide
range of competency profiles.

- -—

® Learner progress s determined
. by demonstrated competency. .

criteria are described and

Assessment procedures and

made public prior to instruc-
tion.

Competency measures discrimi-
nate on the basis of stan-
dards set for competency
demonstration.

Data provided by compeétency
measures are manageable and

S\

L

useful in decision making.
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Governance and Management

‘ Staff Development

}tﬁ:al Program , .

There are statements of policy
that dictate in broad outline

- the intended structure, con-

tent, operation, and resource
base of the program, includ-
ing the teaching competencies
to be demonstrated for exit
from the program.

Management functions, responsH

bilities, procedures, and

mechanisms are clearly de-.
fined and made explicit.

® Provisions are made for staff
orientation, assessment, and
improvement.

The grogram is planned and

operated as a totally unified,
integrated system. |(
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Formally recognized pro-
cedures and mechanisms exist
for arriving at policy

_decisions.
. A formally recognized policy-

making (governing) body
exists for the program.

A1l institutions, agencies,

: organizations, and groups

participating in the program
are represented in policy
decisions that affect the
program. '

¢ - Staff-development programs
are based upon and engaged
in-after consideration of
data on staff performance.

-

Research and dissemination
activities are an integral
part of the total instruc-

-tional system.

A research strategy for.the .
validation and revision of

. program components exists and

is‘operational.

A data-based management svstem
is operational.

Procedures -for systematic use
of available data exist.

Policy decisions are supported
by, and made after consider-
ation of, data on program
effectiveéness and resources
required.

Management decisions refléct
stated program philosophy
and policy. ' :

.

® Program staff attempt to

model the attitudes and
behaviors desired of students
in the program.

é

Institutional flexibility is
sufficient for all aspects of
the program.

Reward structure in the
fnstitution supports CBTE
roles#and requirements.,_&/

Financial structure (mond®s
and other resources) in the
system supports collaborative |
arrangements necessary for

the program.

)2 ‘




(8

L]

Governance and Management

Staff Deéelopment

'_TotallProgram

The 1dentif1ed professional
with responsibility for

. decision has authority and

resources to implement the
decision.

Program operations are
designed to model the
characteristics desired
of schools and classrooms
in which program graduates
will teach. *

Job_ definit{ons, staff -

~ selections, and responsi-

bility assignments are

~ linked to the management

functions that-exist.

There are formally recog-
nized procedures and
mechanisms for arriving at
the various levels of pro-
gram-management decisions.
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Measures That Can Be Employed for Program Description

4
.

(The following is a summary of suggested measures for program description.
The references for the orjginal documents of which this list is a summary will

0

. follow this summary outlire.) - e ‘

Adapted from Sechrest, L. Use-of inngcuous and non-interventional measyres
in evaluation. In B. R. Worthen & Y.”R. Sanders Educational evaluation:
"‘Theory and ctice. Worthington, Ohio: Charles A." Jones Publishing Co.,

. ee pages 283-303.) J
A ' ST
I. Antegedent m;aspres‘ | - c . . . \

' A.\qubii background files .

: R o LL .Mental ability scores
27 Past aghievement .
: ‘ 3. Sex *!-
, 4. Father's occupation : )
(5. ¥thnit background L >
_ . | . : /}
. B. Community records )
/ - 1. City records’ L : L 3
- 2. Chamber of commerce files . '
3. Etc.l g ’ -
i C. Quéstionnaire'techniques' _ | . . ’
. T Atti&ude measures :
2. Demfiographic measures ' | .
f,>/ D. Measurements of cost
1.. Facilities ]
o8 -7, 2. Program ,
. - 3. Persjnnel
: 4. Student
E. Teachér-ﬁackgrbund files
1. Trairing ‘
) 2. Expenienge . _ ' '
, 3. Ethnicjggckground i‘. "
4, Sex: |- R . ' /
’d,s., Cength of time ipgvt in gobs o .
F.. Curriculj£-CONtextrdbécriptdon- . . ,
J !- - e ) - ’1‘/
. 1. Desc,jptf@ercharacterjstics (media, sources, time needed, 'style,
o) . ~cost, ayailability, user data, content, characteristics of curriculum
’}:),,t,omss s o - /7
)‘ ° ° [ Y 7 : //' ‘ L 4 . g




2. Rationale and objectives - ’ ‘
3. Required:conditions (pupil. characteristics, teacher capabilities and /
' requirements, community and school requirements, arttculation between
‘ program areas)
/ 4. Content characteristics (cognitive content, affective content, .

" psychomotor skills)

Instructional theory and teaching strategies

Overall asgpssment of curriculum (other descriptive data, effects

reported o redicted by these sources, recommended uses)

L X3,

_;:

< II. Trdnsaction measures .
A. Curriculum-implementation description

1. Objectives ‘used (impxicit and stated)
2. Organization of materials ‘

3. 'Methodology employed -

4. Evaluation techniques

B. tnéironmental measures
Pq&eraction analysis
111, ‘coﬂ% measures

Cost/benefit techniques r

Sampling techniques

Computer-assisted testing techniques .
Empirical scoring technioues '
Sequential testing techniques

Scale construction techniques .~ | L

TMMMOO>>

--

Original sources:

‘Eash, M. J. Developing an instrument for the assessment of instructional
, materials (Form IV]. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the American .
Educational Research: Association, Minneapolis, Minn , March 1970, K

Morisett, I., & Stevens, W. W. Steps in curriculum materials analysis outline. - _ .
Mimeographed.. Boulder, Colo.: So‘ia1‘§;ience Education Consortium, University : .
of Colorado, 1967. : '

‘Sjogren, D. C. Measurement techniques in evaluation. Review'of Educationa]
Research, 1970 40, 301- 320 . '

Tyler, L. L » % Uletn, M. F, Recommendations for curriculym and instructional
materials. Mimeographed. Los Angeles: Unfversity of Cali?ornia at Los Angeles,
1987. . : ‘ S o

—_———




Informafion Categories for.Evaluation Data Co]lection

L4

(The. fo]low1ng sug?ests some general data for making decisions about a
program or product. Although not explicitly stated here, data suggested can
and shou]d be applied to intents and observations.)

.Adapted from Foley, Walter. The future of administration and educational
evaluation. In Evaluation of education. The Educational Technology Review
Series, No. 11. "Englewood Cliffs, N. J.: Educational Technology Publications,
1973. (See page 72.)

ANTECEDENTS _ .
(Input) I. Systems variables . IT. Environmental constraints
A. Pupil data :
B. Staff data - III. Input constraints
C. Facility data A. Pupil-selection criteria
D. Financial data B. Staff—pe]ect1on criteria
E. Curriculum data C. Other criteria
F. Other data .
TRANSACTIONS

(Process) I. Organfational cycle variables II. Environmental contraints

A. Pupil tasks and irteraction
B. Staff tasks and interaction ITI. Process constraints .
C. Extra-setting tasks and
interactions
D. Other data
(Output) . I. Termination variables II. Environmental constraints
0 . .
g: 'E:g}} g::: : IT1. Output constraints
C. Facility data A. Pupil objectives
D. Financial data - ' - B, Staff objectives
E. Curriculum data : C. Other objectives
F. Other data .

4
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Program Evaluation Informationg

(The following is a 1ist of the kinds of information that are potentially
available for evaluating comeptency-based educational programs. The list is
organized according to the techniques.used to collect the. information. Some
of the information 1isted relates to program antecedents, some to program trans-
actionss some to program outcomes, and some to all three data-collection cate-

" gories. C - '

‘Adapted from Metfessel, N. S., & Michael, W. B. A paradigm involving multiple
criterion measures for the evaluation of the effectiveness of school programs.
In B. R. Wortren and J. R. Sanders (Eds.), Educational evaluation: Theory and
practice. Worthington, Ohio: Charles A. Jones Publishing Co., 1973.

1. Cognitive and affective outcome data obtained from standardized instruments:

Scores on achievement and ability tests

Self-reports reqarding attitudes, values, opinions, interests, and so on.
Ratings of the guality of student products

Assessments of psychomotor and physical-fitness skills

0O0O0O0

2. Cognitive and affective outcome data obtained from teacher-made instruments:

Student responses to.incomplete sentences

Student interview responses

Peer nominations and recommendations

Student questionnaire responses

Self-concept information

Self-evaluations of achievement, adjustment, etc. ,
Attitude information derived from role playing, picture interpretation,
and so on ,

Scores on teacher-made achijev-ment tests

Teacher observations of classroom behavior

OC0O000O0O0

oo

3. Behavioral outcome data of a generél nature obtained bv nontest means:

Student absences and tardiness : .
Records of critical incidents '
Records of appointments kept or broken

Information on assignments completed

Autobiographical information . '

Awards or other indications of significant achievement

Case 1istories including significant events in students' lives
Students' requests for changes in program or teacher

Students' educational, vocatinal, or leisure-time choices
Student interactions

Disciplinary actions

Dropout rate ’

Elected positions held

0O000O0O0OO0O0O0O0O0O0OO0OO0OO

Ay




Participation in extracurricular activities _

Grade-placement information - - . .

Grade-point average . ' .

Student grouping patterns .

fompletion of homework assignments

Pursuit of teisure activities

Use of library

Student course load

Peer-group participation
_Anti-social and asocial student behaviors

Referrals by counselors, psychologists etc.

Student self-referrals

Social mobility ' ,

Student transfers

. .
[ ] . °

000000000 0O0D0ODOO0OO

4. Behaviors of teachers and other schoc! personne] determined by nontest means:

. 0 - Published articles | ' ‘
‘ ‘0 Attendance at professional meetings. ‘summer school, continuing education
classes, etc. .

o

o Elective offices
0 Grade-point average in postgraduate courses
0 Student-tedcher and student-counselor ratio . ~
. o Correspondence about teachers, counselors, administrators, and other ¢
school .personnel : ‘ :

0 ' Membership. in professional organizations : .
Congruence between program-implementation requirements and the behavior

of program personnel ' :

Outside jobs held by school personnel

Nominations for outstanding service

Ratings of professional competence, skills, and attitudes

Staff resignations and dismissals

Staff transfers

o

0oo0oo0oo0oo0

. . . L 4
5. Relevant community behavior determined by nontest means:

0 Alumni participation in school actjvities

o Public attendance at schonl events, school board meetings, and so on ‘

o Parent-teacher, parent-counse]or, and parent-administrator conferences

. requested by school

o0 Correspondence from parent$ and other community members regarding school

- events, outcomes, etc.

"0 Parental responses to student grades, behavior, and sc on

o Telephone calls from parents and other community members regarding school
events, outcomes, etc.

e
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Ways by Which Program-Description Information Can Be Reported

(The foltowing shows some reporting techniques for documenting data relevant
- to a competency-based program;)

Adapted from Richey, R. C., & Cook, F. S.- A comprehensive assessment and evaluation
‘ modél for CBTE programs. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the American -
5 Educational Research Association, Washington, D. C., March 1975. (ERIC Document
Reproduction Service No. ED 117 176)

1. ~Status Reports, which include--

a. a list of objectives for a class . o
b. number of students-passing objectives

c. date each passed

d. number of students repeating an objective

2. Hfstogram , which include--

number of students passing the exemption tests
number of students passing the exit tests

time required to complete each objective _._
number of students repeating an objective

Qo oo

3. Curriculum status reports, which include--

a list of students in the curriculum area
a 1list of all objectives completed

date of completion

a list of objectives not completed

number of students repeating an objective
recorded student problems

“~“maoom

4. Student status letters, which include--

a. a list of all objectives to date

b. a list of objectives completed

d. dates of completion e
e. special message indicating next steps i




Information Collection fqr Transactions

Occurring in a CBTE Program o . D
- ’ '

(The questions below provide ideas for the types of data that can be used
to assess specific-transactions occurring in a competency-based program. Ante-

cedents and outcomes for intents and observations are not addressed specifically
in this list. '

In addition to the questions themselves, sources and techniques for obtaining
input that will answer the evaluation questions are listed.) ' '

Adapted from Loucks, S. F.. Exhibit 10.11: Evaluation questions. In G. E. Hall
& H. L. Jones, Competency-based education: A process for the impraovement of

educaticn. Englewood CTiffs, N. J.: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1976. (See pages
290-294.7) - : ‘

“ | — KIND OF
© QUESTIONS SUBJECTS INSTRUMENT
I. FOR THE TOTAL PROGRAM,

WHAT ARE POTENTIAL SOURCES : :
OF FAILURE? , P

A. What is the quality of inter- | Faculty Questionnaire
personal relationships ainong Students

staff and students? Cooperating teachers

B. Are communication channels | Faculty Questionnaire
adequate? C , Students :
Cooperating teachers

1. Do you always know what Students . Questionnaire
is expected of you? . .
2. Do you know what other Faculty Questionnaire

team members and cooper-
ating teachers are doing
with the same stucents? ‘ . .
3. Do you know what students Cooperating teachers Questionnaire
are doing in class?

b




Cooperating teachers

I s
N - KIND OF
QUESTIONS - SUBJECTS INSTRUMENT
C.Are resources adequate? ~ Faculty Questionnaire
. . Students
Cooperating teachers
LRC staff
o
D. Are morg needed? Faculty: Questionnaire
. Students *
Cooperating teachers
. LRC staff
1. What materials are being
used? LRC staff Questionnaire
Materials use list
2. What materials are not . LRC Questionnaire
beipg used? v Materials use list .
E. Are physical facilities ?Faculty Questiénnaire
wdequate? Students Observation*:
. 1. Are designated ones being Faculty Questionnaire
used? Students Observation*
F. Is staff édequate? Faculty l Questionnaire
. Students
Cooperating teachers
1. Are there enough faculty Faculty Questionnaire
members to meet student Students
needs? Cooperating teachers
‘ 2. Do staff members provide Faculty Questionnairé
good models? Students

1. How are staff spending

Cooperating teachers
Faculty

time? Cooperating teachers
2. How are students spending Students
time? ' |
199 . 19 +

3. Are staff members acting Students Questionnaire
as guides, facilitators, . : :
discussion leaders rather
than information givers?

F — .
G. Is time schedule adequate? Faculty . Questionnaire

' Studerits '

End-of-day reaction
sheets given random
days once a week

A

&




, - KIND OF
QUESTIONS SUBJECTS INSTRUMENT
H. Are logistics being handled Faculty Ouesfionnaire
adequately? Students ~~ :

1. Are materials available .
when needed?

2. Are organizational arrange-
ments always worked out.in
advance?

3. Is LRC meeting needs?

Cooperating. teachers
LRC staff

. Are participants satisfied

in general?

Faculty
Students
Cooperating teachers

Open-ended question-
naire given once a
week

. What specific prablems

are perceived?

Facu]ty

Students
Cooperating teachers

Open-ended question-

- npaire given once a

week

.students?

II. ARE PROGRAM COMPONENTS BEING
_IMPLEMENTED? - ‘f
-~ .
A. Have the competencies been
stated? Faculty Interview
l.nAre they public? \ Students Interview
B. Do the competencies determine Foculty Interview
instruqtion?
C. Is tie student assessed on Students Interview
attainment of competencies? :
D. Are modules being used for; Obsefvation**
instruction? * /
. _"k.___‘___ -
E. Are students using modules? Students Interview
: LCR staff Observation**
Materials uce 1list
F. Do faculty share the same Faculty Interview




QUESTIONS

e g e

KIND OF .
INSTRUMENT

related activity?

Cooperating tedchers

SUBJECTS
G. Does fhe team meet to share FacU]ty Interviaw
planning? ~ Minutes of team
. Meetings ik
H. Is student time bl-cked? Faculty- Interview
‘ Students :
1 _ \
I. Is the time that is blocked Faculty Otservation
used for instruction or Students End-of-day reaction

sheets

J. Do the students spend the

|

Cooperating teachers
LRC staff

Students Observation*
majority of time in the ‘
schools? .
\
K. Is instruttion related to Faculty * (bservation*
experiences in the classroom? Students
L. Is time spent with children? Students Observation*
[I1. WHAT IS ACTUALLY TAKING PLACE? Faculty Observation*
Students *x
¥* kK

* Observation in schools.
** Observatior in seminars.
*** Observation in LRC.

97

L




-

! Four-Phase Evaluation Model

(The suggestions below are an extension of the Denton €BTE evaluation model
to occupational training programs in genePal. What to assess 15 addressed, as
well as how to use the information obtained through assessment in evaluting the
training program. With respect to the categories of the Stake model, the Denton
model is incomplete; it does not address explicitly antececents and transactions. -
_ Nor does the Denton model deal with program implementation from a levels- of use '
perspective. Its primary concern is with program effect1veness )

\ .

Adapted from Denton, J. J. A field-tested eva]uation_model to assess a CBTE
progran. Edu'at1ona1 Technology, March 1977, 17, 23-27.

Ehasé One: Monitoring Content Acquisition

»

{. Data collection--Data collected during this phase enables the evaluator

to describe the program primarily in.terins of tognitive and affective ' ~
\Cg,comes
Information Desired . Methods/Means
a. Student achievement - a. Examination ofsthe number of

. students- mastering each
‘ ' objective, the numbey -of
mastery attempts, and so on..

b. Student attitudes toward learning b. Questionnaire and interview
experiences . assessment of student opinions
about the learning experiences.

2. Data use--The program-description data collected during this phase is used
to revise in-class learning experiences, especially any modules or other
matdrials used to teach the concepts and theory of the occupational program.

a. FEvaluation data on learning . a. Solicitation of student feed-
materials: modules, textbooks, * back (informal comments or
multi-media materials, manuals, questionnaires) on the appro-
etc. S ' priateness of learning materials:

~ease of comprehension, organ-
ization, media employed,
practice exercises and tests,
completeness 6f the information
presented, etc. * '

v. Evaluation data on learning b. Solicitation of student feed-
activities - ' back on the appropriateness of
) the in-class activities:
xcessibility of materials, *
availability of supplies and
equipment, supervision ip
practice activities, personal
attention when expldnations
“s are needed, etc.




7

Phase Two:

Knowl adge- and Skill Assessment

&

1. Data colletion--Data.collécted during this phase enable the evaluator
to describe final cogn1t1ve outcomes and s;udent performance. on hands-
on sk11ls

——aJnformation Desired

Student athievement: in the theoreti-

cal aspects of a course or program.

Student performance on hands-on
skT11s acquired within the
classroom situation.

a.

Methods/Means

“Posttest aata om terminal

objectives. Level of mastery

achieved by the students:

Performance ratings (on rating
scales or performance check-
lists) that have been made.

in in-classroom demonstration

of specific %&kills using actual

objects or simu]ations

2. Data use--Data co].ecteq,dur1ng "this phase enable the eva]uator to suggest

or make revisions in objectives or presentation of content, or in the
methods used in teaching specific occupat1ona1 skills.

TN B

Phase Three:

Evaluative 1nfcrnat1on on
appropriateness of objectives.

i~
Evaluative information on

students' performance of
hands-on skills.

A\

¢

da.

Students' test performance

on terminal cognitive objec- -
tives. Observation of students
in their application of

knowledge -to practical problems.

Review of objectives by con-
tent experts or professionals
in the field.

Observation during demonstra-
tion: documentation of. skills
or subskills that have not
been acquired completely-or

that are regularly carried out

incorrectly by students.

Direct input from students on
those skills for which they

feel they require more practice.

Student and Skill Assessment in a Real! Setting

1. Data collection--Data collected during this phase enable the evaluator to

describe student outcomes as they relate to application of skills in a
realistic situation.

d.

Student performance in an actual

~job situation.

a7

Observation of students during
practicum work by practicum
supervisors or the teacher,
using rating scales or per-
formance checklists. |

-




~

2. Data use--Data collected in this phase enable the evaluator.to judge
whether the skills acquired in the classroom are transferred to the-

. u actual job situation.’

L :-.’--. :\
Information Desired:

a. tvaluation input from practicum  \ -a.
supervisors: (shop foremen, super-
vising nurses, etc.) on student
practicum performance.

Evaluation input from teachers. ° b.

s
L ¥ Y
' * AN E TS

’o

C.. Eva]uat}ph 1nput from students
1e‘ld experience.

‘4

1}

Follow-up Assessment

Phase Four:’

.‘ s 10

a~ . " LY

g Methods[ﬁeans

Interviews with on-the-job
practicum supervisors on
student performahce or 1ack
of skills.

Rat1ngs by teachers wh11e
they observe students during:

field erperience.. + -
‘.

o Interviews with students to
determine their feelings about.

their level: of competence in-
terms of applying skills
learned in the classroom to .

- realistic situations.

Data collection--Data collected during this phase perm1t the ,evaluator

Periodic interviews with
employers about level of
competence and number of
skills that students demon-
strate or lack.

Periodic interviews with

. Students about the learning

expemiences and their rela-
tionships to the actual job
requirements. Inquiry into
the skills purported to be

.taught through the program

and those actually taught,
and skills that are needed

‘but haven't been taught.

Ratings by the evaluator or
other outside person (not

. to make descr1pt1ve statements about oveir2!l program effect1veness
. a. Student performance on the jcb . a.
as viewed by the employer.
b. Student performance on the job b.
"as viewed by the former students
“ ' themselves.
!
c. Outside-abserver impressions of c.
former-student performance on
» .
the job.

;
- ;

the teacher, employer, or
student) of former-student
performance on_the job. An
observation instrument that
lists job behaviors or tasks
should be used. ’f :

Py
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2. Data ‘use--Data collected in Phase Four “can be. used to sugéest or make
revisionsyin the objectives being taught and in the learning expeiiences..

. . ' \\ - , -
) v .Information Desired ’ Methods/Means
. : , | o
a. “Skills required on the job, but not a.f'Direct input (interview or
taught through the program. ‘ questionnaire) from employers

and former students on skills
not acquired through the -

4

o 1 | R : ‘ training program.
. | .b. Learning expériences that have . b. Direct: input obtained from f
' : "been particularly effective or former students during
L ’ ‘ that have been ineffective. Y interviews relating their
' coe ' ’ ' job experiences to the .

C c o, . - learning experiencesﬂ




APPENDIX C

Levels-of-Use Interview or Questionnaire Focal Points
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Levels-of-Use Interview or Questionnaire Focal Points

. Leve:l of . .
Use ‘ Knowledge Cateqgory )
. Level O 1. Knows nothing about FACIT.
Nonuse 2. May know only that Florida has undertaken a move toward
competency-based education.
Lovel 1 1. Knows what competency-based education means in general.
Orientation 2. Knows that FACIT is one of the state's efforts in
' helping to implement competency-based education.
3. Knows something about the development of FACIT.
4. Is familiar with the components of FACIT.
5. Knows which components .(skills areas) are most
‘ important for him or her.
Level 2 ,| 1. Knows what may be involved in implementing FACIT:
. . Preparation " a. Knows the sequence for implementing.FACIT components.
: b. . Knows the time frame for implementing individual ..
., components.
o +c. Knows the resources requ1red to implement the various -
y componénts.
" d. Knows the. skills that need to be acquired. ‘
e. Knows the managerial tasks that will have to he
carried out.
f. Knows what cooperation is needed from other personnel:
2. Knows which of the ‘procedures used in the past can be
continued within the framework of CBE and FACIT.
Level 3 1. Knows the processes involved in the daily planning for
Mechanical a competency-based, individuaiized classroom in relation
Use to:
' a. Objectives
b. Learning activities
c. Assessment of students
d. Management and budgeting
e. Evaluation of instruction
f. Student-teacher noninstructional interaction
2. Knows the daily routine of implementing chosen FACIT
components in relation to:
a. Resource requirements
. b. Student activities
c. Managerial tasks
d. Evaluation tasks




Level of
Use

Knowledge--Continued

Level 4a
Routine
Use

1. Knows how to proceed with long-term classroom planning:

a. Knows how to set long-term student goals.

b. Knows how to prepare, sequence, and cefine objectives.

c. Rnows how to sequence learning activities and
orepare individual learning pians.

d. Knows how to assess ard report competencies.

e. Knows how to manage instruction, including resource
allocation. ‘ .

f. Knows how to meet administrative requirements.

2. Knows how to schedule and conduct instruction in a
competency-based system.

: Level ab
System -
Refinement

1. Knows how to identify problems in the classroom _
environment caused by the use of procedures suggested _ p
through FACIT. .

| 2. Knows where to look for alternatives to procedures

suggested through FACIT.

3. Knows how to identify and integrate FACIT procedures
with previously used classroom procedures or other
procedures that show more promise.

- Level 5
Integration

K?ows how to coordinate the procedures of *his or her
"¢lassroom with those of other users of FACIT and other
CBE systems for the purpose of making the CBE system
more effective and efficient.

a. Knows how to articulate his or her program with
those of other instructors to facilitaie student
transition from lower to higher levels or acrcss
programs.

b. Kaows how to articulate procedures and content
with other instructors to avoid duplication of

} _effort.

c. Knows how to take a group approach to 1nstruct1ona1
planning and delivery so that use of expertise can
be maximized and instructional delivery can be
ofptimized.

Level 6
Renewal

1. Knows how to determine ineffective FACIT procedures or
procedures detrimental to students.

2. Knows ways in which FACIT procedures can be used in
conjunction with other procedures or cou]d be replaced
by other systems.

S n




Level of
Use

ALquiring Informaiion Cetegory

Level. 0
Nonuse

1. Takes no initiative to acquire information about FACIT

or other CBE-implementation efforts.
2.. Reads or absorbs descriptive information about FAC

IT

or other CBE-implementation efforts only when (s)he

has come upon it incidentally.

Level 1
Orientation

1. Takes some initiative to acquire desrrlptlve information

about FACIT.

a. Attends FACIT-awareness workshop.

b. Discusses FACIT with other users who are more
informed.

Attends FACIT-orientation workshop.
Obtains materials that (s)he plans to read through
and 1mplement

w
- L]

Level 2

Preparation

1. Attends any in-depth workshops dealing with the-
individual component(s) that (s)he has chosen.
_ a. Obtains any available supplemental materials
-concerning the component(s) that (s)he will
be working through.
b. Obtains products that would result from above-
" mentioned workshops.

2. Receives information from other FACIT users concerning

actual requirements of 1mplement1ng FACIT procedures.

Level .3
Mechanical '
Use -

Obtains information concerning the conditions that are
necessary for managing the implementation of FACIT:
Availability of materials and supplies or of
funds to acquire materials and supplies
b. Availability of teacher planning time
c. Availability of administrative support:

Level 4a
Routine
Use

Makes no special effort to seek additional information
as part of his or her ongoing use of FACIT.

105
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Level of
Use

Acquiring informaticn--Continued

Level 4b
System
- Refinement

1. Obtains information on how FACIT procedures could be

made more efficient. This could be done by--

a. Examining use of resources and materials;

b. Discussing with other users the: possibility of
sharing learning experiences, ‘.eacher expertise,
and 'other resources;

c. Examining other teachers' use of similar FACIT
concepts; and

d. Comparing FACIT with traditional methods for the

~ ' purpose of deciding which is more efficient.

2. Obtains information on how FACIT procedures could be

made more effective. This could be done by--

a. Examining student progress files of own students,

b. Discussing student progress with other teachers
who use FACIT, and

c. Discussing new procedures with studeits for the
purpose of determining whether students find these
~procedures easy to understand and to use. . s

. | Level 5
Integration

Obtains information on how FACIT procedures may be effec-
tively combined with old procedures.
a. Decides which FACIT and which new procedures work
best alone.
b. Decides which procedures work best when combined.

Level 6
Renewal

Obtains information about other CBE-implementation >
procedures that could be used to siépplement FACIT
procedures or to replace ineffective FACIT procedures.




Level of

Use Sharing Category
Levei 0 Does not commnunicate with others about FACIT beyond
Nonuse possibly acknowledging that FACIT exists.
Level 1 Discusses FACIT with others in general terms as to the
Orientation foll¢wing:
.a. Development of FACIT
b. Its components
c. The appropriateness of FACIT procedures in the
classroom
. d. The appropriate sequence of FACIT components
e. A rationale (intended consequences) for implementation
Level 2 1. With other beg1nn1ng and current FACIT users, d1scusses
Preparation the following:
a. Necessary resources \ '
b. Necessary activities
c. Possible strategies for dealing W1th constraints
(t1me, resources, etc.)
2. Shares with other potent1a1 users any solutions to
constraints and considers solutions thpt others may
~ have to offer. ‘
Level 3 1. Discusses with other FACIT users management and..
Mechanical lTogistical prccedures and difficulties encountered
Use . with FACIT.
2. ‘Shares resources and materials used to reduce
management problems.
- 3. Shares with others any possible so]ut1ons to managerial
‘and/or logistical difficulties. ,
Level- 4a -1 Discusses current use of FACIT without concern for
Routine making modifications.
Use -
Level 4b 1. Discusses the ways (s)he has integrated old procedures
System with FACIT to produce a more effective and efficient
Ref1nement learning program.
2. Exchanges ideas, curriculum plans, and materials with
. other FACIT users.
Level 5 Exchanges ideas and products with other teachers in order
Integration to improve his or own system. The teacher's primary

intention is to better meet the needs of students by
modifying use of FACIT.




Level of

. Use \ Sharing--Continued
|
Level 6 1. Discusses and evaluates ideas and materials gained
- Renewal . from sources other than FACIT.

2. Discusses with others the possibility of adopting
another system that seems more appropriate than
FACIT or of integrating with FACIT other systems

. that are likely to enhance FACIT. '

3. Discusses with others the possibility of a joint ' EN
effort for revising the FACIT system or developing
a new system more appropriate than FACIT. '




Level of

. Use © Assessing Category
Level 0 1. Has not assessed his or her own program to determine
Nonuse . whether it shows elements of competency-based programs.
’ . 2. das not assessed the program to determine whether

'FACIT competencies are already used.

Level 1 | " Analyzes current program in order to decide whether or

Orientation not to use FACIT.
. a. Determines the extent to which his or her program
. . ] is competency-based.

b. Identifies characteristics of his or her program
that are present in FACIT.

c. Identifies characteristics of FACIT that are not
found in his or her program.

, Level 2 Prepares for first use of FACIT by analyz1ng current

- Preparation program and detailed requirements for use of FACIT.

a. Analyzes each component to determine whether it
will be useful in his or her program.

} o b. Analyzes,each component to determine whether the

e : _ procedures will be practical to use in nis or:her

' educational environment. ’

. . c. Analyzes each competency as to est1mateg\t1me,

. L ‘ . resource, and student requirements.

o -+ d. Uses above analysis to further include or el1m1nate .
components and/or competencies. ‘

W

e,

Level 3 . Assesses'the FACIT system as it is used by him or her on

* Mechanical the basis. of the following:
Use | a. .Time used to plan and collect materials requ1red

for each skill or knowledge being taught .
b.- Student learning time .
c. Resources (material and human)'needed
d. Impact on students o
(1) Efficiency in classroom.management
(2) - Efficiency and effectiveness 1n program
p]ann1ng and de11very

.

Level 4a ~ 1. Assessed a total competency or group of similar. skills

Routine . as the competency or group is completed. '

Use = a. Analyzes pretest and posttest information. - >
N b. Summarizes information on student behdviors and

? ; comments during work periods.
c. Decides whether the time needed to maintain
- recommended records is worthwhile.

2. Evaluates the new teacher role as classroom manager.
a. Determines whether students accept this new teacher

role.
b.  Determines whether the teacher fee]s comfortab]e C L
with this new role. o ( ) -1'
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Level of

Use . ... hssessi ng--Continued
Level 4b ‘Evaluates FACIT as to efficiency and effectiveness in
System order to improve its impact on students. Uses student
Refinement .| performancé records and their comments to determine ways
: to improve use of FACIT. '
Level 5 1. Determines how a new, more effective curriculum can be
Integration devised using-a combinatlon of FACIT and new alternatives.
2. Compares personal use of FACIT in the classroom with
that of gther teachers.
3. Examinesqicy procedures that appear to be more eff1c1ent
than his her own.
4. Decides to integrate any procedures that are more
efficient or effective than his or her own.
Level 6 1. Examines and eva]uates any new CBE- implementation efforts
Renewal ~ about which information is available.
: 2, Decides whether these procedures are llkely to prove
‘more or less eftective than those already in use in
_ his or her classroom.
3. Decides to adopt -any procedures that prove more
effective than those already in use jn the classroom.
S~
“

ba
-~
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Level. of

I

Mechanical

Jse _Planning Category
Level 0. Makes no specific plans to obtain information about or
Nonuse to use FACIT. .
Levrl 1 Plans to acquire written materials exp]a%ning FACIT or
Orientation to attend a FACIT-orientation session in order to decide
whether or not to try using FACIT.
Level 2 1. Decides which FACIT competencies are most relevant to
- Preparation his or her immediate needs.
2. Determines whether the instructional materials and
- other resources necessary for beg1nn1ng FACIT use are -
available.
Level 3 Plans to incorporate FACIT concepts and/or procedures into

his or_her curriculum.

Use a. Develops student learning pPans centering around
o * FAGIT concepts and procedures. .
b. . Makes arrangements to obtain necessary 1nstruct1onal
* materials and supplies.
c. Plans with other ‘teachers to share resources and
materials when possible. '
Level 4a ~ Collects mater1als and information needed to implement the
Routine FACTT approach for the entire curr1cu1um,
Use
Level 4b "f . Plans changes in management and/or logistical aspects of
System FACIT implementation in order to more effectively meet
Refinement student needs.
a. Makes any necessary subst1tut1ons in mater1als or
resources.
b. Plans alternative 1earn1ng experiences for students.
c. Changes FACIT procedures that prove impractical.
‘ A .
Level 5 1. Plans to refine curriculum by combining most effective
-Integration FACIT procedures with most effective procedures formerly

used.

2. Plans to review the curricula of other instructors who
are implementing FACIT.

3. Plans to incorporate any concepts or procedures (obtained
from other instructors) that prove more efficient and
effective than his or her own.

4., Plans to work with other teachers in sharing areas of

expert1se, in team teaching, in presenting demonstrat1ons,
and in obtaining resources.

111
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Level of

Use ' Planning--Continued
. . ' .
Level 6 1. Plans to review other CBE-implementation efforts.
: Fenewal 2. Plans to incorporate any of these new procedures into '
. : , his or her curriculum and to supplement and/or replace o
" any old or FACIT procedures that have rroven inadequate.
. - “
- m—— ’ -
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Level of

Status Reporting Categeory

Use
— Level 0 1. Reports that (s)he has no knowledge of FACIT.
Nonuse 2. Reports little or no personal involvement with FACIT
L F
“ : “.f ‘
“"Level 1 1. Reports that (s)he has attended a FAYIT- -awaregess
Orientation session. .
2. Reports that (s)he believes at least part of th FACIT
" materials will be useful to him or her. ot
3. Reports that (s)he has decided which components will
_ be most relevant to,h¥s or her needs.
4. Reports that (s)he has attended an in-depth workshop
, dealing with one or more of his or her chosen comporents.
5. Reports that (s)he is working through the materials.
6. Reports that (-)he has been able to master all of the
posttests in his or her chosen compornents.
7. Reports that (s)he is planning to incorporate FACIT
procedures into his or her curriculum. .
JLevel 2 . 1. “Reports on how (s)he is plannlng to use FACIT procedures
Preparation in the classroom. . ﬂ
- 2. Reports on: efforts undertaken toward 1mplement1ng each
component ~ R S , o
Level- 3 i.,'REports on how well FACIT procedures are work1ng and
Mechanical .  being received by students..
"Use \ 2. Reports on .how helpful the. gu1de11nes g1ven in FACIT
r~1-~-~—~~~— -werehanﬂthe.management of the classroom ,
~ Level 4a ~Reports-few, ifrany, prob]emsﬂin;imp]ementing.FACITt- LT
" Routineg S T S
Use -\
Level 4b . ‘Reports that FACIT procedures are being adapted so that.
System they will work more efficiently and effectively.
. Refinement - T e
Level 5 1. Reports that (s)he intends to adopt any procedures -
Integration " that in other classrooms have proven more efficient
_ .than some*FACIT pr0tedures
2. Reports that (s)he is involved in a team- teach1ng or
‘sharing effort to produce a niore effective curriculum.
3. Reports that (s)hé is examining other CBE-implementation
) efforts to determ1ne whether®they will complement FACIT
Level 6 1. Reports that certain elements of the above-mentioned
Renewal efforts have been integrated-into his or her curriculum
: - to supplement or réplace any 1neffeqt1ve FACIqurocedures
2.

Is cons1der1nguma han es in_the % 9 FAC!T prgtedures
’;o. - e¥ 4 J'u
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~ Level of

Use Performing Category _
Level 0 1. Is not using FACIT or any of its components.‘f
Nonuse 2. Is not consciously using any CBE techniques. -\
| 3. Does'not actively search for CBE materials.
:”K\f' Takes no discernable action toward learning about FACIT.
Level 1 1. Gathers information about CBE-.-and FACIT.
Orientation a. Reads vocational journal articles relating to CBE
. and FACIT. .
b. Attends in-service workshops deallng with CBE and /
FACIT. .
c. Talks with other teachers and with administrators
- about CBE- and FACIT-related concerns. "
2. Attends FACIT-awareness workshop.
a. Learns about-CBE concepts and techniques.
h. Learns about FACIT and its components. . :
" 6. Learns about the procedures 1nvdlved 1n work1ng
H;;through FACiT '
Loa o Te B o e T — - -
. Level 2~ . l;nlInspects the FACIT sysfem and dec1des wh1ch components
" Preparation- " | are not:relevant for him on her. - . . . .
S ’;jzy;rObta1ns necessary FACIT materials. =~ _
3. Works: thraugh. chosen FACIT- ‘components, takes pretests
~and ‘posttests, and performs suggested activigies.
4. Makes specific pldns for how the 1mp1ementat1on of '
_f\y;3CBE w111 proceed 1n his or her classroom |
' Level 3 o '”1,g_Beg1ns to 1mp1ement competency based educat1on in his
Mechanical = - ..or her program, using procedures and techn1ques '
Use . . suggested: through ‘FACIT " .
B " a. ‘Develops or revises: obJect1ves‘ S
. b. 'Develops/or revises student learning activities.
“ c.’ Develops,: rev1ses, or obtains. cr1ter1on referenced
: tests. "
d.,'Develops a classroom management system to meet- the
_requirements of competency- -based, individualized
. instruction.
e. Plans how (s)he will evaluate instruction.
2.

Revises procedures as problems occur.
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Level of N ,
+ Use L Performing--Continued o
Level 4a l. Uses all components suggesteJ’th"ough FACIT.
,)/' Routine. a. Sets short- and long-term goals with students.
‘o Use b.” Selects and sequences ob3ec:1ves for 1nd1v1dua1
' students..
J c. - Uses criterion-referenced tests. *
d. Prowides individualPzed Tearning exper1ences
e. Evaluates 1nstruct1on
‘ - 2. Continues development of instruction to provide students
.with.a variety of “learning experiences
/4 g
2 3. Manages classroom and 1nstruct1on eff1c1ent1y accord1ng
. to FACIT- suggested procedures. g
Level 4b 1. Revises learning experiences based on evaluative input.
' System 2. ,Incorporates’ into the FACIT system successful c]aSSroom
‘.b. Refinement , techniques used previously. .
' 3. Incorporates into the FACIT system 1nnova11ve tecbn1ques
and curriculum materials. = -
4. Alters FACIT techniques to make: them more suited to
his or her part1cu1ar c]assroom 51tuat1on
X 4 T o ; R
» Level 5 N\ | 1.° Plans with other: teachers an art1cu1atlon of techniques
Integration and- 1earning experiences .used in the various classrooms,
| 2. .Adapts his or her own curriculum to prov1de for better
" articulation petween programs.

- 3. Adopts techniques and procedures used by other teachers
to make his or her c]assroom procedures more effectlve.
and efficient. A o ‘

Level 6 1. Invest1gates other CBL approaches. ‘ |
Rénewal 2. Selects qther CBE approaches to use in add1t1on to or -
. instead of FACIT approaches. .
~3.. Revises the classreom procedures, using more 1nnovat1ve
and effective systems
4 ‘ -

- r : )
22 .
, PR : R
T N : '\ ., . . .
;.

s e




