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ABSTRACT

<

Prgulnq that the term "competengﬁkbased educatzon" '
(CRE) has teen. erroneously appk

ied to minimum competency ptograms,‘
this booklet contends that the ‘problems addressed by the minimum

ompetency movement can be, but .probably will not be, resolved by the
-implementaticn of tfrue mpetency based -education " (CBE) . The first
Qsection of the booklet @#€finres competencies and extrapdlates some
imglications for curriculum -and assessment. The ‘second section,
comprising the bulk of the booklet, "delineates the substantial, '
revolution that competerncy ‘based’ educatlon'entails' a shift. from time
to outcomes based organizatipn and a shift f;om teacher referenced to
) criterion referenced. standards. It-.goes on to suggest that not only
' - the magnitude cf these chanqes, but also the lack of a conseneus
about ppropriate outcomes will prcbably prevent widespread .
implementatlon of CBE. It then adduces the deficiencies both of
teacher referenced standards and of the norm referenced standards.-
.introduced to'correct them and presents two alternative systems that
~could be criterion referenced. The booklet (1) argues that. the e
accountability movement does not address the causes of 1111teracy, .
which inhere in the system of instruction: (2) outlines the reforms
"that would have to ensue if the problem were instead concelved as
effectiveness: (3) indica%és how CBE would resolve the problem, and

B S stlpulates measures *hat would ensure its flex1blllty.-
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e FOREWORDV , ,/_ A

ﬂ’rnajor goal of the Rrght to Read Program has: bee}t to, d1ssem1nate mfor ‘1_5 o
_matibn about ‘the status of literacy education, succéssfu] products\practrces H
and current reséarch finding in order to rmprbve the instruction of readmg '
Over the’years, a central vehicle for dissemination have been Rrght to Read i

,,conferences and’ seminars. In June 1978, approxrmately 350-Right:to Re'ad
prOJect ‘directors and staff from State and local education and nonproﬁt

Challenge {

l

agencies convened in Washmgton, D C. to consrder Lrteracy Meetmg th
. g ’\ .

"“1 ‘. ) . ‘l\.‘/f
The conference focused on three maJor areas: : ,\ ‘ X

- . exammatrons of crrent- lrteracy problems and issues; L) .

Al

‘o assessment of accompllshments and potentral resolutrons ‘

v regardmg lrteracy issues; and ST K
e exchange and d1ssemmatron of ideas and materrals on successful

A

All levels of educatIOn preschool«through adult were consrdered

. - S
’ !

1 . ‘ - “‘ ;

The response to the Conference was such that we have decrded to. publrsh the

- papers in a series of individual publ.rcatrond Addrtronal titlesin the series are
lrsted separately as well as. drrectror)s for ordermg ‘copies.
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A Senes of Papers Presented at the ‘
Natlonal nght to Read Conference SRR
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-erroneously.applied to minimum competency progr
. lems addressed by the minimum competency movemefit can be, but probably
_will .not be resolved by -the rmplementatroz; of true, Competency Based

v
0
&
LT
<

o ST ) rf,

SUMMARY . .: « . /

Overview .
o : ’ ’ - e

Thrs paper argues that the term “Competency Based ducatron has been’

s and that the prob-

Education. The first sectior defines competencres and exfrapolates someﬂ
rmphcatrons for curriculums and assessment. Th‘e second section dehneates
the substantral revo]utron that Competency Based Education entails; a shrft

from time to outcomes based organrzatron and a shift from"teacher, referenced

to criterion referenced standards. It goes. on-to suggest that. net only: the
maghitude of these changes. but the lack of a consensus about appropriate .
outcomes will probably prevent widespread melementatron of €BE. The”
paper t “then. adduce.s the deficiencies both of teacher referenced standatds and
of thehorm referenced standards introduced to correct them, and it presents

inhere in the system of mstructron, outlines the r;eforms that would h&ve to -

ensue :f the problem were instead cofceived as efféctiveness; indicates how

.. CBE would resclve the problepr, and str}g}a\tes m®sures that would-ensuTe its

flexibility It.ccncludes that so-called CBE: testing substitutes accoungability

int - cuic @7 acade=tic subjects. It-will assess qualitative aspects of -
pCIfO' i oo s well as mzasurable levels of cognitive and manual skills; ‘And
it de oo *ntensrvely and exphcrt]y with affectwe capacrtrcs.
| -
R i T

““two alternative systems that could e criterion’ referenced It argues that the
accountability movement does not. address the causes -of illiteracy, which

K

T e

for reforr:: anc thus does -1ot augur wélY for the CBE movement T
Deiinition 0f = o=t i ’ »‘;‘_,- CL -

- Competes . 2o one to perform the act1v1t1es assocxated Wlth one’s”
rol- iz stes :rto achieve tesults in one’s life: Thus, their context s
rez ifeznc - fc . 1evarrbuscapabrhtresthatrtsmajorrolesentarl They
im; ynctme:” . :ition or possession, but application, and-they involve
fo: onlvy “>gr - - - manual skills, But efféctive capacities, including the
ess -atia’ v oo ’mtochang'e nally,theyrepresentthemtegratronof
. distrete i : aubt]C and unmeasurable ' .

Co~ =+ - .chow  srograms ‘build'c’apacities; a program based on’

com - . difi - substantially. Its curriculum will derive from an.-
an: " life major s as projected-into the future, rather than frofm the
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. Deﬁmng the Problem as Effectrveness

. s o RN ..

CBE v Conventional Pr})ﬁams and the Problem of QOutcomes

Moreover, Competency Based Education involves a major shift from the
base that now organizésmost school functions—time—to outcomes and a
correlative shift from vague referenced to criterion referenced standards of

" .accomplishment. That s, whereas time now defines courses which students

‘may pass or failat the end, units.of content mastered define CBE courses; and
‘student$ move continuously through them at “their individual rates. Instead of
grades, an unspecnfed and variable admixture ofsuch components as achieve-
ment and attitude, CBE sets explicit.goals that express the competencies and
capac1t|es that: students wrll develop and. demonstrate. .
_ 'The,v‘irtual revolution outlined above is not the only reaso:: 1or doubting
whether schools will en masse convert to C ompetency_BasedEdhca tion. Four
major themes characterize the contributions to development and <c :ializztion

" that society_ czpects from schools: social responsibility, social tegration,

personal development, and technical competencies. Each theme renresents zn
alternatlve concept of ¢ competency and hence a potentlal base fcr C?E
program. Moreoder, not all proponents of the same theme cc

identically orstressthesame outcomes. I default of even modera:~r »ns . 2.

on outcorr:s, most State initiatives t;rmed CBE. have adoptec o
common :enominator—basic skills. Hence the ‘issue of oo ome
effectiven:. . lias become the potential nightmare of accour . : :.tv.
 Stanuur ' ' T L e
Arne, - areiter percen:age of students who remain :n schoolt - the’
ull twe:- ez nd the custom of social promotion Zave srode. the
sredib” th.- . zh schoo! diploma, in seeking_to restore it the mir..aum

ment misses the fundamental problem: texcher referenced

Tl grades which represent subjectlvejl_dgn:cnts based'upcn -

moael L .ating crlterla Two alternative systems- could be criterion
TCillL AR .

o " referenced standards set by experts ‘_r}d jeslgnatlng
s xinds and levels of subject-matter mastery, or

< Lo, - referenced standards, derived from‘;he judgments of a
¢ ~ange of c|t|zens and des:gnatlng competenc1es as pre-
viisly defined. .
Nearly cvery State that has lmplemented standardized tcstlng has chosen
instead norm referenced standards, which, like the system they are supposed
to correct, fail to represent what a tudgnt can read and what partlcular _
combination of strengths and defcnencnes enter |nto his performance -

. - o . Vi

Insteaa of accountablhty, the problem should be concelved as effectlveness
If it were, two major. aCthltleS ,would have to ¢nsue: -
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_ . Two major rc},auonshlps would” havé to be exammed and

. : lmproved the, Telationship between the structures that organize
schcol actmty and the techniques, procedures, and content thats -
compnse instrugtion and the relauonshlp between staff and

b

énts Y LN .
/lnstructlon and assessment would have to be closely lmegrated
”ar&d thus continuous diagnosis. momtormg, and feedback.
. ~ initiated. ) . . .
-.:;’; Suchintegrationinheresin Corrrr?etency * ¢ Educatior because the in:truc-
" tion it supplies devolves fro W .ovvn e goals and the assessinert

'\devnces it uses represent opgauo ‘fefinaitioms < those goals.” The g=' -
means ‘approach can avert thé dznger of :fley -ty if goals, instruct. ona:

' experiencess and assessment devices == [l = - . known, agreed uroor
adaptiye, and multiplied to permit chei .. :

.

. Conclusion ™ .. v ‘ r
. DY : . -
i Competency Based Education lmpr _: stud=n.;" opportunities. ... .
© requires that educators anid the publicg: * :ndeep-rc: ated habits and asssur. ;-

= tions. Thus, while the\§o-called CBE =i ny movement, whlch subsiutes
accountabﬂlty for reform, js acceleratlr. 2 CBE 'r"ovement may not .om:

to frumon s -
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. LITERACY: COMP_ETENCY'AND THE PROBEEM OF
" . GRADUATION REQUIREMENTS.

Duru:,g‘_(he past five years over thlrty states have enacted some form.of
policy actfn (ﬂallng with the problem of high school graduation require-
. ments In"nearly all cases, these actions require that students do more than
< ¥pass”a sufficiént number of courses as a condition for receiving a d1ploma,‘
* and in mest, it means “passing” an externally déveloped standardlzed tcst in
llteracy and mathematical skills. : N
There are at least three ma_lor concerns underlymg theé&n(w policies Wthh:
portray a complex picture of educational 1neffectwen;ss One is that many . -
.youngsters are graduating from school without essential literacy.-agnd \
mathematical skills. A second is that too many high school graduates are -
poorly equipped to succeed in the economic, political, and social roles theyl.
will occupy as young adults. The third is that.the d1plgma due 10 grade :
inflation” and the “social promotion™ of students, has’ ceaséd to have -
v Cl'edlblllty and meaning. The result, then, is recommendations leading to
*  raising standards and imposing new conditions for receiving a diploma which -
“~must include a concrete demonstration of “competency.” This approach’has
mxstakenly come to bc'called Competency Based Education (CBE)."

Thxs unfortunate misuse of an 1mportant educatlonal cgnc‘ept actually -
+ misses the point in terms of the meaning And importance of Competency inlife
" role activities, what it means to Base a program on compétencies, and i jn what
< respeécts the term Education extends beyond the. boundanes of student Gertifi-
i cation- alone. In short Compete.ncy Based Education, if adequately
understood and flexibly applied; could be an excmng and valuable ‘concept,
* " butin order to be so—educators;policymakers, and the public willhavetobe o
- willing to entertain'some substantlal departures from tradltlonal>educatlonal .
_yassumptions and practices. The following’ offers a broader view of this
concept,: some of its 1mportant 1mphcatlons for school systems, aird. the
potentlal role of hteracy progrdins in such an approach. .

S . S

t

. The Conc'e;it of Competency I '

As noted in an earlier paper (Spady, 1977),1 share a viewpoint with many
others who have worked with. the CBE concept in institutions of hlgl\er
education that competencnes are“.. .indicators of sutcessful performance in
" life-role activities.” (p. 10). Framed ina slightly different way, compétencies
involve the abtluy 1o create ej]‘ecnve resulls in one’s life. thle there areé small-

,v.' - 5. "

. o
: ' : ’ - . )
i . . - i
M LAY N sy . -
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drfferences in the implications of these’ two' deﬁnrtrons therr common
elements are most 1mportant St . L ,

.

First, they suggest that the focus and context of competencies are real life ’
and the various roles we occupy which require such a broad range “of

.individual capabilities. To be competent in a life role (such ag bread- -winner,
_consumer, mate, parent, or pohtrcal crtrzen) is to create the quahty of experi-

ence and success you seek in that life role. This means that the curriculums
developtd to facilitate competencies must take as their starting points¥an _

_assessment of the demands and contingencies associated with major life roles,

not the logic and substance of academic,subjects. There are, for example, no
life roles called language arts, mathematics, or. socLz}l studies. .

Second, life role- success fundamentally requrres coping with the ever
changing realities of social conditions. The envrronments resources, regula-

~_tiogs, and individuals that are an integral part of modern day life are often

/\.

troublesome and continually changrng, thereby suggesting that -one of the
most essential attributes of a generaily competent person will be adaptabﬂx&y

. in the factL of difficult and shifting circiimstances ‘and demands. .

*1} hird, }competen les. are formed through the hrghly complex intégration '
and application of any discrete ¢apacities. These capacities represent the
essential building blocks or foundation on which competencies rest. Some or.
these capacities are, of course, quite apparent and measurable; others are
extremely subtle or even invisible to rlany people. The essential ‘point,
however, is that competency requires tapping this reservoir of .individual

_capacities, integrating them in.complex ways, and applying them based on the
- contingencies present in ‘specific social contexts. Competency rarely involves '

the simple mechani¢al applrcanon of simple cognitive or imanual capacities.
. r ’ t

Fourth -this rntegratron and apphcatron of capacities erch underlies

competency clearly.reflects both the cognitive and manual skills directly

supported in most school instruction and a broad repertory of affective
capacrtres which may, .on balance,. actually be the attributes that most
facilitate life-role success. That is, while knowledge, skills, and concepts
(rncludrng literacy) are important components of success in all life roles, they

~ do not ensure it. Succesgful rolé performance’ls at least equally facrhta’ted by

the attitudes, values, feehngs, expectations, motivation, independence,

. cooperation, endurance, and intuition people possess. Affective capacities
cannot be left implicit in a life-role oriented program as they now are'm S0

" many schools. In many life situationsthese. affective capacities may be both

“the medium” and an essential compone,nt’ of “the message” rtself -
o . . St

- Fifth, competencies ultimately require role p'erformance not jugt the

' acquisition of skills or knowledge ofapproprlate methods. They are, inother
‘words, reﬂecnons of . both what one is and what one can do. Competency.

] 6



. : D / S -
oriented programs should, therefore{ develop assessment tools that focds on
the more qualitative aspects of performance as well as-tHe more concrete
~ demonstrations of. cognitive_and jmanual -skill tapped by conventional -—j
. measurement devices. ° ‘S o~ . S,
#* . When taken together these implications represent a major departure from
the typical capacity-building orienfations of most school programs. Social .
' reality and enlightened pro;ectlo about life in the twenty-first century
* become qur guides to conceptlon of life roles, compete/r'i?les curriculums;

N appropriate instructional settmgs d agents, and assessment tools. Therole
of segmented school subjects ‘(i ludmg reading) taught in the generally
sheltered environment of school bhildings will have to be altered substantially

~ if we. choose 1o Soster and assess competency outcomes. Capacities must .~ -
indeed be developed rfcompeten% esareto emerge, but the methods, contexts,

- and ‘timing of their developmienf could alter significantly ¥ life roles were

made a central- vehn\cle in curricylum and/lﬁft'_’ructlon

The issues on Which all of thif is focused are the transferability of school %~
learning to life and the extent/0fjthe school’s responsibilities for fostering the
moral and technical socrallzatlor’ ofyoungsters Although debates haye raged

“over these two related problems for decades, some of the general domams of
agreement will be explored in tf're followmg section. ,

! 3 . L

School systems like all fo mal ofganizations, must contend with two

competing sets of forces: \thps fdcused -on system productivity and those
which strcjmamtenance a‘nd pteservation of the organizatiort. In general, the

“Q

The “Bases of School Operatij

productivity subsystem of|an- rgam7at|on requires adaptablhty flexibility,
and responsiveness to changing demands and technologies, whereas the
maintenance system is concerned with ordermg, routinizing, and ;;tablhzmg
~ activities and procedures The hallenge.to administrators is to manage and
support both systems, wnthout impatring theimpactand effectrveness ofeither.
Given the inherent dlfferences etween them, this is an extremely challengmg

task / ‘ /" }. ‘ %

s

‘When we examine the actu 1 orgamzatlon and operatlons & hools more
closely, we find elements of thepe tw /competmg subsystems imbedded in
classrooms as well as adminj strgtlvexo?flces To alarge extent these elements
reflect two major bases of grgdnizing school functions and activities: one is
time and the othér is outcpmes (or results) CBE implies’d major shift from
_time as the primary “base foperatlons to outcomes (or competencies) as
: that base, and from “vagye-r ferenced ”standards ofaccompllshmentto more
specific crrterron}/fére ced” ones. .

At present schboli g 5 lime based Major pwcedures operations,
cisions, and opportu ltl&é for both staff and students are ‘dictated by the .

| R TR
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lods: -grading periods. semesters, and school years impose arbitrary

‘constraints on the ways in which we organize instruction and when and how
often v»e;va’:uateaﬂd certify student performance. Inthe time based system as

: we know it timge is fixed.-students are usually given single opportunities to
“pass.’ “and th%ndards used are usually personal, subjective svariable. and
T vague. Grades rcpresem a vague and unknown mixture of achievement,
? 7 ability. motivation. "deportment. atfendance. vattitude.”, contextifal. and

background” factors. The high school diploma-is merely a certificate of

attendance and an‘indicator of the stud?nt‘s willingness to “satisfy™ the
particular minimal expectations and standards of a series. of teachers,

? Society's exp'eotatlons for the year by year social promotlon o?studems has
) remforced the ﬁxed -time basis of. schoolmg. even though we know that the

v achrevement differences among our high school graduates are enormous(and

s their general standards of social and technical competency are’ quite

fdlsappomtmg) A time' Jbased system stresses  role rather than goals,

emphasnzes mamtenaﬁxe rather than productrvny, and encourages orienta-

: - tions concermng“havmgthmgs run smoothly and* gettmg 'hrough the day(
rather than* creatmg results.” - .

.

- s ‘: . .
“ - cA ’ .

An .outcome based approach to schoolmg—whlch is ‘what "CBE
represents—Would reverse the relationships between time and standards."

>~ Goals'and objectives taffefrﬂh wnmportance as they are made more explicit.

+ definéd in terms of the’ *actua,l cOMpetencies and capacmes students ®ill
develop dnd demonstrate, and made basis of operations and decisions
regarding student assessment and movesgent tHrough the instructional

" .. program. In such a system schoolmg will no&pger be determined by time;
3 mstead time is used in more flexible ways, and- multiple opportumues for
. nstruc}ron and assessment are provided. This means that much more small-
oup and individualized instruction is needed tofoster student- mastery of
enoutcome.goals In addmon coyrses, cn‘edt reportcards and star;dards
1 be deﬁped on a triterion referenied basis S5 that actual levels of gkill are,
N “Promotron is.not fromgrade 1y, e with a total cohort of students
#final point in time,. bt a contimuous movement through’ an-
T UCthh‘a program. Courses will be umts ofcomem representmg level‘s of ¢
P ,'{?as_tery, not units of time. . . T

! 'e iy ,;'

o educatron is, then, to treat the framing and attainment of outcomes as the
——I¥ & primarybase of school* operations. But only'a nodding acquaintance withthe:
pelitics” and” sociology” of schools, i sufficient to suggest that there is

';i'-; ’ Tl' use the term “Cdmpetency Based™ to describe a major approach o

[N

.

considerable diversity and disagreement among both educators and segments

of the public regarding which outcemes should be given priority in school
" programs. It is doubtful, therefore, that if schoois actually wnshed to become
_ outcome-based that a sufficient ¢consensus could be obta;md in most placey

~ . regardmg the partlcular outcomes around wiiich théy could. redlly or&am/e
/ SR s 8' '7; " .
. > _

Q
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advocates as well.

- . . i)

v A ' ' . : . . L
Accordln& to Mltchell and Spady'(l978)‘ who ’drscuss these compettng
alternat1ves in some detail, theré afe fout broad themes which characterrze the.

expectations of educators and the puplic regardrng the contributions schools 2

should m“k‘e to the development and socrahzatron of youngsters capable-of—\

enterrng and participating ifi a szcrety that is orderly, productlve,' and "

attractive to its. members. These t nclude: 1) nurturing in st\udents a
sense of Social Responsibility regard1ng the consequerl’tes of their agtions for
the welfare of others-and the society.as a whole; 2) generating and supportrng

‘Social Integranon among individuals from varylngsocral and cultural groups

through direct interactidh and partlelpatron in_collective_activities; 3)
stimulating and fosterir g the fullest possible Developmem and expression of
the individual’s physlcal affective, and mental capacltles and 4) promoting

. and. certifying’. the. achrev;ment, oﬁ necessary and important Technical

Competencies. Each themehas had a majol' place inthe h1stor1¢al Volution of
American education, and ach has its \frsrble and”\'ocal temporary‘

£ 4

. -1;. - -

What is partrcularly/germ ne to thrs analysls is that each theme r res‘énts -

an alternative conception of- what constltutes “real compete for

.’ 1nd1\hduals each has the potential for becomlng domrrﬁznt outcome base fora . .- )

given school o5 school system and each represents an agenda towhich every,

" teacher. and admrmstrator must be sénsrtrve, irrespective of the ‘bressﬁres
-imposed’ by theothers, Attentron grven toone theme often means overlookrn§
‘others. Consequently, with staff attentlon divided in four dlre_ctrons atonce, it
: jls often true that none of the outcomes desired in eact omainis fully realized.

" The result is both potential and real staff vulnerab ty for falllng to}n&et
V-e{her someone s or everyone s%expectatrons. S - L

l?’ﬂ
v
—

~It'is also imp'ortant to note that there are major"philosophical differences .-

T among the advocates of each major theme which further contrrbute to policy
" and operatronal strarn in schol systems. For example;’ to some social responsi-

bility means developing loyalty and . Tespect. for socral .institutions ' and

-

: groups a

adjusting one’s moral and legal conduct to prevarhng rules and norms. For .
..others it means- showrng sensrtlv:ty to others and belnggvrlhng to'serve and’
support those in need. Slmllarly, to some socral integra

on means learning
appropriate social roles, fostering a sense of belongmg, and apj ec1at1ng and
participating in existing social structures and ‘groups. To others it means
exercising leadership and initiativein promoting group cohesion and purpose,
or establishing close and slgnlfcant sies to other lndrvrduals or cultural

trarnableknd

fit capacities ',
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cOmpetency are prrmarrly concerned with basic language and mathematical
-~ :proficiency; others with a broader range of technical skills. Among each of

v these somé stress the utility and mihimum standards of competencres while ~
- others seek high standards of excellence and innovative performance ‘
capabllltres . - L
— ot

Given the tremendous range of qualitaf/ve and- quantitative differences
sought by various groups.in terms of “school-outcomes, it.is not. all that -
surprising to find ‘most State “CBE™ policy lnrtratlves\reﬂectmg’ a “lowest

' " common denom1nator/ ‘basic skill” orientation to requrred student olitcomes.

- * The major. exeepttons, such as Maryland Oregon, and Pennsylvania, have ¢ -*:
emerged largely as<the result.of strong State Bbard of Education/ State ¢ -
Department of Educatlon léadership rather than’ leglslatrve mandate. Yetitis

. these nearly three dozen other “testing bills” that have substantially turned-an

N educanonal effecnveness issue lntaa potentral ao@untabxlrty nlghtmare

d

— Implementing __C'ompetenc. ased“Education”

To many of its advecates the imposition of néw performance requirements’
for high school graduafion is an agfempt to re-establlsh"the credibility of the
high school diploma.2 Now that ove 0 percent of ‘an age cohort stays in
schéul-a full 12 years and “social promotion” within an age-graged system

. s accepted policy, we. have a-sizablé proportlon of ‘ graduates today who "
s would have not finished school in previous eras. To some, a d1stresst1ng
proportion of them are conspicuously deficient in basic llteracy skrlls as Well

“as-in more advanced aspects of development
. -‘\ ) ) . "

What lies at~the heart of this ‘dilemma is not the drploma or social
- promotion per se, it is the system. offeacher Referenced Standards that we use
. along with time as the basis for establlshlng grades and Carnegie Units of "
. *“credit.” As noted earlier, the combination of individual subjectrvejudgment .
very mixed criteria, and ﬂoatrn&standards leads to a labelling and ‘credit -
system that 'is best described as vague-referenced. That is, the letter or
: numerrqal grades dlspensed by-teachérs convey far more symbo}rc value than -
actual content. Twelve years of vague refereniced symbols provide one with a
transcript and dlploma but not necessarrly a good education. '

- The paradox in all of this, of course, is that employers and college' B
admissions officers, the very people who need to make selection decisions
aboyt graduates based on what they know, can do, and are like, are generally -
stau opponents of abandoning the Carnegie Unit Credit _system even
though it contributes to the problem of applicants with only paper qualifica-
'trons.,Ihey are "lgettrng stuck” with the very evaluation-certification system
they continue to perpetuate by uslng time and letter grades as the pr1mary,

crrterla for graduatlon
! ?

s

DR




- .. ’ : . v ' ' . ’ ' ?
. -
. . , . .
'There are, of course, alternatiye approaches to settlng and deflmng
. standards that could be consrdered two of which could be madé chiterion
referenced. rather Yhan vague referenced. They are Currrculum Referenced & -

and Societal Referenced Standards. .~ ~ ... SR

Lt

oo Curr1culum referenced standar?s would apply lO(ﬂi&ZiCQUlSlIlOD }rf>pecif'c
" © kinds and levels of subjéct™mat{er mastery. The content and criteria of the
- - standards would bd based on the logic and content ofthe subject and would be
T set by experts in each respective field, and we would expect th outcomes. in -
such a system primarily to reflec ‘t/cogni )ve and p’sychomotor capacities.
.Major literacy programs such as nght to Read ‘would probably ae‘-’opt this -
approach. , < ' :
; : Socretal’referenced standards‘would by contrast, reflect thejudgments ofa
: br’oader arRy of citizens regarding the competencies needed to. facilitate
'ngc ss in life Nples. In this case the social, political; and economic'demands of .
f¢ would constitute the frame of teference for both curriculum building and
standard setting. Mastery of lnd|v1dual§apac|ttes could be lncluded among
‘the array of competency standards selected. . .. . . N

-

\(

o ' . R
. e " The 'third major alternative, Nornm Referenuw(dﬁ%nddrds, has; of course;” "'
. v been he popular choice of nearly every State that has chosen to imiplementa
T \’ standardized testd/g program, Dependmg on how meXsurement is actually
v done and reported, the-a antages of. norm refe,r’mced testig may be htt]e
r .~ ,  better than teacher referenced In this, syste,m &landards are f'undamenta]ly
' comparative and peer based and performance in many different knowledge

- and skill areas is usually reduced into a single numerical score. .While you may"

~ "khow that a student scored at the “eighth grade level”in reading, you may still

+~ ' not 'know what The student can and cannot read- nor what his partloular

- strengths and def1c1enc1es may be. = - S

Y

. T o -
&

The use of norm referenced testing to create an accountability system for .
students will not solve the problems of educational eff¢ctiveness that lie within ...~
/th:d instructional ' system itself. The basic- orlentat' of. accountablhty
- approachég is to use some reliable forin of student performance data as the
basis for makmg;udgments and decisions about either students or staff. This -
often means reward, placement, or’ promotion decisions. Whilé temediation B
for * substandard" performers may be requlred that remediation generally
“consists of provrdmg these students with the content and approaches that have
" not worked for them in the first place. Nearly every example of current State’
- “CBE” policies either declares or presumes that the exrstmg trme based age-
graded structure of schoohng shall Jjemain. unchanged '

If the problem were more approprlately seenqas an effectlveness issue, then

" two more complex, but ostensibly more valuable, act1v1t|es would have to be s
undertaken. The first is exammmg and improving the nature of and
1nterrelat|onsh|p between two ‘major factors that affect 1nstruct|onal
' ’ I N
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effectlveness One is the- beanngfvhlch -school structures ie. thc/organlzmg.
principles for schoolactivity, have on the techniques, procedui . 7, mechanics,

and content that #ffect student involvement, learning, and pertormance ‘The
, other has to do with fhe quality and character f expectations and social
process that characterize the interaction betweén staff and students. These
. factors lie at thevheart of school effectlveness and cannot be lgnored

The second actlv1ty that needs to be undertaken in order to impact on
school effectivenesmis tocreatea CLOSEAR TICULATION between studen’
_assessment and instruction. This means continual diagnosis, monitorinz
* feedback, and correctlon of student progress based on regular contact, NC
the  once _a .year or once every three 'years ‘ddministration of “the > ¢
‘standardized test” which, in actuality, may not correspond very closely v
the curriculum the students have been pursuing. It is really not clear what
expect such tests to tell us about act«tfal levels of student athievemen('tha:
teachers who interact with them ona dg}xly basis‘should hot already knox.
this information ls/nussmg, it is due to the |nadequac1es of the classri

- assessment System, and that is what nec¢ds to be strengthened. Jf it is avail:

o

v

°

.9._

»

0" e

but not.used effectively to lmpro e student learning, the fault may lie in .
typical use-of classroofn assessment to manage and control students rati.
than ‘to manage ‘and- improve instruction, ~.

Therefore amde from monitoring the system and its programs, it is otclcar .
_ that such tests provide important information about students (oth 1n 2
" gra -level score) that teachers do not of should not already knéw. t in
modgStates where such testing programs have been mstalled itis the studen‘ts
. who are penalizéd for program weaknesses by having promotion or diplomas .

wrthheld wrthout‘?ssurance that programs wrll dctually improve. : L‘:;
2 o )

-

. ; . : # o7

In a gen{une compgtency- -based or capagity- based program the danger of
poor articulation between assessment and instruction would be averted. CBE
is built arou&d the close mtegratrortofthree:gssentlal components l)outcome—r
- goals, 2) ins ructiona) experiences that djrectly reflect those goals, and 3)
assessment devices that represeht the operauonal definition’of the goal itself.
To bulld maximum flexibility and responsiveness into such a program, A LL
THRE[;‘ need to be explicit (i.€:, criterion referenced and clear), kgown (that
is, public and visiple—without secrets and surprises), agreedupon by all those
wrthadlrectmter stin the student’s progress, allow choice (i.e., be framed and
developed with several equivalent alternatives to choose from), and adaptive.
"Being adaptlve mearis to use student performance “data as the basis for
modifying and lmprovmg four major- things: 1) the student’s subsequent
performanee 2) the content and- quality of instruction provided, 3) the
assessment tools used to measure goal attalnment and 4) the content and
sequencing of goals and CUrrlculums :

Slnce there are obvious dangers of such a goals- means educatlonal
approach becomlng lnﬂClele and mechanistic, care must be takentto create as

1 6,.,,;

A .
N - - ~n

o



many chorces and as . Ilolel]lly‘ as posslble There are, as ' .d
Mitchell (1977) point out, two distinctly different conceptions of how u goal
‘based. (or outcome based) approach such as this might work. One is to

prescrlbe and :/Z]lmll at the gutset both the goals to be pursued and the role -

;) opportunltles ailable to students This has been characterized as the * whlps 4
-and chains” approach to schoohng The other is to expand both the"goal and
role choices avallable particularly when outcomes ate deflned incqmpetency

‘terms and engagemeMrn realistic life-role pursuits is desirable. Ina goal based .
. program the important and determining principle of operation’is reaching the
goal The means, locale, resources, agents, time and number of opportunltles
glven for reachlng it are opemto far greater choice than i in a role dominated
program-in which time and means ¢ = often taken more serlously than the

- outcomes attamed o ~ .
From th4s perspective CBE ca " ndamentally geared to improving .
v student opportunities in several we : v dealing with time and opportuni-
ties for meeting goals maqre flexrbl ar. alistically, 2) by articulating goals
+*_ and the purposes of instruction clearly and openly, 3) by giving a specific
: %ﬁ)tent referent to assessment, eyaluation, certification, and promotion; and
4) %y bringing school work closer to the real factors affecting. success'hnd -
fulfillment in hfe - 7 e o
. ," , B . . ©L . »

What it does in the process is lm'mct on the entire rangé of accepted school ,
structures and practlces includir.g: the stsucture/ and use ‘6f goals and
. objectives; the meaning and bases of standards and credit; the definition,
organization, and delivery of the curriculum; the criteria and methods of-
~student evaluatroh\recordkeeplng and reporting systems student grouping.
and»promotron practices; the cniteria and timing of“graduatron methods of
student supervision and control role expectations and relationships between

- staff and students and staff mterdependence and ﬁooperatlon S, _.-:

.' . . -

In a phrase, CBE méansa continuous progress approach toinstructionand

T

certification for all students, and-it asks both educators and/the pubhc to give
-\ _updecades ofhablts and assumptions regardingthe structures "and met‘pod's of
~ - schoolipg, just at the time when- accountability looks cheaper #nd safey than
. HAnotherversion-of st:hool‘reform ‘The “CBE testing movement’ " has xgdclted,

)

bandwagon proportlons in just a few years, but CBE as an approacH to’ o

-improving effectrveness may become‘thrs century’ s major nonevent in publlc
educatlon O o
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