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Using Bloom’s Cognitive
Taxonomy for Curriculum
Planning and Evaluation in
Nontraditional Educational
Settings

DANIEL L. KEGAN*

A tool based on Bloom and Krathwohl’s Taxonomy of
Educational Objectives, the Examination Profile, is presented for use in
nontraditional and in traditional educational settings to provide planning
and evaluative information. Its general categories can be helpful in
structuring the multitudinous and diverse interactions characteristic of
nontraditional education, while helping address questions of educational
objectives and accountability. Finally, data using the Examination Pro-
file and evaluating the divisional examination system at Hampshire
College is presented.

The student participation movement of the late sixties and its causal
antecedents have left a dual legacy. On the one hand, open, informal,
and nontraditional educational approaches and institutions have been
spawned throughout the country [6, 8, 12, 14, 17, 21, 25]. Diverse in
their specifics, one common theme may be seen in open classrooms,
schools without walls, free schools, contract learning, college residential
learning centers, and university experimental colleges; central is the ac-

*The author appreciatively acknowledges the assistance of Melissa Betts, Robert Birney, Jenna
Kohles, Barbara Lancaster, Robert von der Lippe, Mark Wittow, and Carol Woolfe, and the
cooperation of the participating faculty and students. This research was partially supported by
grant No. OEG-0-73-7035 from the Fund for the Improvement of Post-Secondary Education, U.S.
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare.

DANIEL L. KEGAN is director, Institutional Research and Evaluation, Hamp-
shire College.

JHE, VoL. XLVIII, No. 1, JANUARY/FEBRUARY, 1977 -/ 63

N oo, LTy
N AT AT .
TR RS A I TS 1 e G

CRRTEER U e TR



JOURNAL OF HIGHER EDUCATION

tive involvement of the student in determining his/her academic objec-
tives and program.

Although metagoals are likely to have been established by the
designers of a nontraditional institution, the specific educational objec-
tives chosen and behavioral outcomes enacted by a student cannot be
known or specified in advance, for such choice is a critical part of the
educational setting. In addition, nontraditional pedagogy (relative to the
dominant modes in the recent past, cf. [2, 7, 9, 16]) tends to favor
process and affective rather than exclusively content and cognitive ob-
jectives. By focusing on affective and high cognitive objectives as well as
the supporting lower cognitive objectives, nontraditional institutions are
actually planning a larger proportion of the total influence of the school
on the student, although such structure is often less readily visible than
major credit hours and distribution course requirements [19]. However,
the goal statements of nontraditional planners are often not readily
measured directly. Rather than bind the student to a fixed curriculum,
nontraditional catalogs may discuss the value of responsibility, self-
direction, self-esteem, self-control, and awareness, and successful
graduation may depend on the faculty’s judgment that a student’s
progress and work meet their implicit, subjective standards.

The second legacy of the student movements of the late sixties is
increased pressure for accountability and thus for behavioral objectives
[18, 22, 24, 29]. Although there are many benefits to the prior specifica-
tion of intended educational outcomes, there is some conflict between
this and the development of self-guiding students [20]; however, this ten-
sion does not mean that nontraditional education has no need for ac-
countability, evaluation, and specification of measurable objectives. In
fact, because of the lesser experience with nontraditional education and
its need to justify and defend more than is usually the case for tradi-
tional institutions, more descriptive and evaluative information is
needed.

Ebel [10] has suggested that although insistence on detailed state-
ments of educational objectives may be of questionable value, it is more
urgent for educators to reach agreement on their general purposes and
goals. In his review of studies on the organization and administration of
higher education, Peterson [23] notes the lack of research relating goal
consensus to greater or lesser effectiveness; Bidwell [3] and Sarason
[26] discuss the high value teachers place on autonomy. Finally, Ga-
barro [11] highlights the usefulness of integrating devices in organiza-
tions with subgroup autonomy and interdependence (cf. [15] ).

This paper presents a tool, the examination profile, that may be used
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in nontraditional and in traditional educational settings to provide plan-
ning and evaluative information. By operating at a middle level of speci-
ficity it is applicable to a wide range of individually tailored curricula,
while providing a schoolwide integrating, planning, and evaluation
device.

THE EXAMINATION PROFILE

For a study of academic progress at Hampshire College we needed a
general, noncurriculum-limited research instrument consistent with the
organizational climate and norms. At Hampshire, divisional examina-
tions are the sole measure of academic progress; they are student-
initiated learning contracts approved by a faculty member. The divi-
sional framework, which replaces the conventional academic year
sequence, was designed to accommodate individual patterns of learning
and growth, while helping the student move steadily toward greater in-
dependence in study. A Division I exam demonstrates the student’s in-
dependent ability to pursue advanced work—competence in a “mode of
inquiry.” At the Division II level the student, with the help of a faculty
adviser, designs and completes studies in the chosen area of concentra-
tion, often multidisciplinary. For Division III the student completes an
independent project and participates in an integrative activity.

There is no single typical divisional examination at any divisional
level; they vary greatly depending on the interests and abilities of the
students completing them. However, the two examinations described
below may give an indication of the kind of work that can be involved.
Each description is abstracted from the faculty report written after suc-
cessful completion of the examination. The first is for a Division I social
science examination:

The student has written an excellent paper which includes the history,
biology, anthropology and social aspects of controlling fertility naturally.
Her paper begins with a thorough biological and anatomical study of the
fertility process in both males and females. Following this, she engages in
a fascinating historical review of the ways in which peoples throughout
recorded history have attempted to deal with the question of controlling
their own populations and managing their fertility. In the process of this
historical review, she concentrates on the use of plants and herbs as
naturally available substances for fertility control. Her work touches on
many of the social political questions involved in such fertility control, and
though it does not thoroughly go into such analysis, gives every indication
of her ability and interest to engage in this kind of work at the Division IT
and III level. Her ability to work with historical and cultural data, to
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analyze the relationship of social pressures and beliefs to concepts of
fertility control clearly indicates her understanding of the modes of in-
quiry in social science. She has included more than 75 items in her bib-
liography which serve as an extremely strong resource base for any sub- .
sequent students interested in this topic. We are very pleased to award a
pass for this excellent examination. ot

A Division II natural science examination was described as follows:

In her Division II the student combined a strong interest in environ-
mental health with a firm grounding in biology and the physical sciences.
The main bulk of her work consisted of courses in chemistry, human
biology, physics and genetics. In addition, she spent one semester doing
research, largely independent library research, for the X Research Group
in Washington, D.C. Her supervisor described the student’s work at X as
follows: “Her major assignment was to do research on the occupational
health problems of women workers and to prepare drafts of “chapters”
on health hazards for a pamphlet on this subject. She did an exhaustive
scientific literature search on each topic assigned to her and compiled her
information in a well-organized manner. Although she had conducted
scientific research studies (both in and out of the laboratory) before, the
advocacy approach necessary for a pamphlet of this sort (aimed at action
to change women’s working conditions) was new to her. Moreover, she
readily grasped legal concepts of public health and job discrimination
problems that were new to her, such as the relevance of occupational
health and equal employment legislation. . . . Her secondary assignment
was concerned with analyzing data on lead poisoning among workers at a
storage battery plant. She compiled a report on the findings for use by the
local labor union involved.”

Her portfolio of evaluations and papers is excellent, representing very
solid work. We were particularly impressed that she had set and main-
tained consistently high standards for herself over a long period of time.
She works well both in structured courses and independently. Her Divi-
sion 1I leads very nicely into her proposed Division III project, a study of
how industrial health hazards can be more quickly detected. For this new
work, she needs more knowledge of statistics, but knowing her, we are
confident that she will proceed to add this background to her present

skills.

TeAr

During its initial five years, Hampshire has worked to define and ex-
plicate its expectations and standards for the three divisional examina-
tions—the major criteria for graduation. However, although balancing
individually tailored curricula with college-wide standards was not an .
easy process, it was necessary for the academic planning and evaluation "
of this new, experimenting college. Bloom and Krathwohl’s Taxonomy
of Educational Objectives [4] provided a useful conceptual framework,
although it has been used for curriculum design and evaluation within
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specific content areas in most prior research (personal communications
with Masia, 1973, and Bloom and Krathwohl, 1974; cf. [27, 30, 31] ).

The Examination Profile asks a research participant to rate on a five-
point scale the extent to which the student displayed various skills (see
Appendixes A and B). The five-point extent scale was chosen for its ver-
satility and its fully reported methodological development [28]. Rated
skills include the six major cognitive objectives (recall, comprehension,
application, analysis, synthesis, and evaluation) and the three cognitive
subcategories of knowledge recall. Knowledge recall was given more
detailed assessment since these objectives are so dominant in much
traditional education. The affective domain was assessed by four state-
ments concerning the student’s displayed motivational interest (see
question 26 of Appendix A). These statements represented a mapping of
the affective categories of responding, valuing, organization, and value
complex along the dimension of internalization into statements more
readily understood by students and faculty. Demonstrated physical
abilities and personal style (a nontaxonomic skill added after discussion
with performing arts faculty) were also rated. Appendix C presents
examples of the cognitive taxonomy using possible tasks from Hamp-
shire divisional examinations. In addition to these skills from Bloom’s
taxonomy, several questions were asked concerning the examination
process, for example: difficulty of writing the exam proposal, student
and examiner enjoyment of the exam, agreement on exam standards,
and fulfillment of examiner responsibilities. Finally, an overall evalua-
tion of the examination was requested.

An interview format with a rather structured questionnaire was
developed for faculty. The potentially repetitious precoded format was
mitigated by several factors: focus on concrete examinations by specific
students, general open-ended questions following the three examination
ratings, and a responsive interviewer. Although the current version of
the Examination Profile has produced useful, discriminating data, the
reliability of its data can be expected to be impaired if the raters do not
have a collaborative orientation toward the research or evaluation
project [1]. On the other hand, as faculty and other academic planners
gain experience with the way such a framework can helpfully structure
the muititudinous and diverse interactions characteristic of nontradi-
tional education, their expertise in rating and the validity of the
resultant data should be improved.

There were several rather straightforward questions to be asked of
the divisional examination system. Do faculty agree on the criteria for a
good exam? Do student evaluations agree with those of their examiners?
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Do non-Hampshire faculty describe Hampshire examinations
differently than do Hampshire faculty? How do examinations differ at
the various divisional levels? Which cognitive taxonomic levels
contribute to good exams? Are practiced exam criteria consistent with
official policy? Some of these questions are still being studied, others are
reported below.

Attempts were made to interview all faculty while remaining respon-
sive to their workload and personal assessment of priorities; fifty-one
faculty were interviewed (45 percent response rate of all faculty, 50
percent of fte). Each was asked to select a recent Division I exam, a
recent different Division I exam, and a recent Division II exam. Because
of the newness of the college there were few completed Division III
exams; therefore they were omitted from this study. The faculty at this
college, as most, are responsible for and quite interested in the quality
of academic performance; thus the principal focus of this study was on
faculty assessments of student performance. Because of a belief in
student involvement in their education, a strong secondary focus was on
student assessments of their own work. For each of the 127 examina-
tions rated (some faculty had not had examinations at both divisional
levels) the involved student was sent a parallel questionnaire and
requested to describe his/her examination; forty-two students
responded. This 33 percent student response rate is not unusual for
mailed questionnaires without followup (cf. [13]). In addition, some
selected examinations had occurred in prior terms and ‘the students
were no longer on campus.

RESULTS

Matching student and faculty ratings showed that more faculty than
students felt that (a) the examiners agreed on the standards for the
exams, (b) the examiners fulfilled their responsibilities, and (c) the exam
was a direct outgrowth of course work (paired t-tests using sPss,
p < 0.05). More students than faculty felt that their exams displayed
the ability to (d) recall principles, generalizations, and theories, (e)
evaluate utilizing knowledge, and (f) project personal style. There were
no other significant differences between faculty and student ratings,
including certainty of ratings and overall evaluation of how well the

student did on the exam.
Twenty-one faculty did not have any of their nominated students
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respond; thirty faculty did. These sets of faculty ratings significantly
differed only on three items (t-tests, p < 0.05): faculty with responding
students felt the students enjoyed the exam more, felt the examiners
enjoyed the exam more, and felt the discussions with the committee at
the exam were more helpful than did faculty with nonresponding
students. Since there were no significant differences between the
matched faculty and students on any of these items it seems reasonable
to infer that the more enjoyable the exam experience the more likely the
student was to respond to this study.

Regression analyses were done for the faculty ratings to assess the
relation between overall exam quality and the cognitive taxonomy levels
(see Tables 1 and 2). For Division I exams 72 percent of the total
variance was explained by the cognitive levels: synthesis was the
dominant skill, accounting for 54 percent of the variance; recall of
conventions, trends, categories, and methodologies accounted for 9
percent; and application accounted for 5 percent. In contrast, evalua-
tion accounted for 63 percent of the variance for Division II exams; re-
call of conventions for 11 percent, and comprehension and recall of prin-
ciples each for 4 percent; altogether 85 percent of the total variance for
Division II exam quality was explained by the cognitive taxonomy levels.

These relationships between the cognitive taxonomy and divisional
examinations should be considered descriptive, not normative. Although
the college has in its student and faculty handbooks and in its planning
documents several descriptions of the purpose and process of academic
progress by divisional examination, these written statements are not
phrased in terms of Bloom’s taxonomy. Nor are these statements as
clear and consistent as would sometimes be helpful for faculty and
students. One familiar with Bloom’s taxonomy can rephrase Hampshire
divisional policy into taxonomic categories, but this has not yet been
officially done. One of the hopes of this research project was to help the
faculty make explicit their academic expectations and to help them
rewrite clearer descriptions of the objectives of examinations at each di-
visional level.

Finally, dichotomous contingency table analyses were performed for
a few critical variables against all the variables of the profile. In general,
most of the questions on the profile were positively associated with divi-
sional level, with motivational interest, and with overall quality of the
examination (Kendall’s tau, p < 0.05). Part of this may be explained by
a halo effect, by the relative difficulty and newness of the rating task,
and by an implicit unidimensional assumption that a good (or poor)
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exam will evidence all the taxonomic skills to a large (or little) extent. In
spite of these fuzzying factors significant relations did appear, as dis-
cussed in the above ¢-test and regression analyses.

Reversals to this general trend of positive associations were instruc-
tive for the evaluation of the examination system. Division II exams as
compared with those of Division I seemed to be a problem area. Faculty
ratings indicated that students and faculty enjoyed Division II exams
less, that the examiners learned less through the exam process, and that
each of the examiners fulfilled fewer responsibilities.

DISCUSSION

A traditional academic year educational sequence might parallel the
cognitive taxonomic levels, with a heavy emphasis at the lower levels of
knowledge recall and comprehension. Nontraditional institutions are
likely to have different temporal orderings and different priorities for
their educational objectives. Until or unless nontraditional education be-
comes dominant and traditional, its faculty and students can be ex-
pected to have been previously educated and socialized primarily under
traditional educational systems.

To assess curricular planning, to help explain faculty standards to
students, to compare actual practice with official policy, to provide data
for external accountability, and to do so while retaining the saliency of
individually tailored educational programs, a generalized curriculum-
free version of the cognitive taxonomy of educational objectives can be a
useful tool. As with any tool, it is not magic; it does not provide a reality
of “hard data” any more meaningful than the subjective judgments it
requests. And as with many data tools, its beneficial impact can by
synergistically increased if it is appropriately fed back to the par-
ticipants in the study [5]. However, the Examination Profile does
provide a framework upon which the judgments that are being made in
nontraditional and in traditional settings may be surfaced, examined,
and evaluated.

LITERATURE CITED

1. Argyris, C. “Some Unintended Consequences of Rigorous Research.”
Psychological Bulletin, 70 (September 1968), 185-97.

2. Bane, M. J. “Essay Review: Open Education.” Harvard Educational Review, 42
(May 1972), 273-81.

72

|

iy
%
g
B
]




10.

1.

12.

13.

14;

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

USING BLOOM’S TAXONOMY

. Bidwell, C. “The School As a Formal Organization.” In J. G. March (ed.), Hand-

book of Organizations. Chicago: Rand McNally, 1965.

Bloom, B. S., M. D. Engelhart, E. J. Furst, W. H. Hill, D. R. Krathwohl. Taxonomy
of Educational Objectives: The Classification of Educational Goals, vol. 1, Cogni-
tive Domain; D. R. Krathwohl, B. S. Bloom, B. B. Masia, vol. 2, Affective
Domain. New York: David McKay, 1956 and 1964.

. Bowers, D. G. “OD Techniques and Their Results in 23 Organizations: The

Michigan ICL Study.” Journal of Applied Behavioral Science, 9 (January-Feb-
ruary 1973), 21-43.

. Center for the Improvement in Undergraduate Education, Cornell University. The

Yellow Pages of Undergraduate Innovations. New Rochelle, New York: Change,
1974.

Cremin, L. A. “Curriculum-making in the United States.” Teachers College
Record, 13 (December 1971), 207-20.

. Dressel, P. L. (ed.) The New Colleges: Toward an Appraisal. Iowa City, Iowa:

American College Testing Program, 1971.

. Duberman, M. Black Mountain: An Exploration in Community. New York: Dut-

ton, 1972. (Doubleday Anchor edition, 1973).

Ebel, R. L. “Evaluation and Educational Objectives.” Journal of Educational
Measurement, 10 (Winter 1973), 273-79.

Gabarro, J. J. “Diagnosing Organization-Environment “fit”’: Implications for Orga-
nization Development.” Education and Urban Society, 6 (February 1974),
153-78.

Kegan, D. L. “Varieties of Open Education—Probing the Labels.” Education, 95

(Spring 1975), 241-50.

. “The Disgruntled Respondent in Questionnaire Surveys: Analysis of an IFI
Study in a Nontraditional College.” Working paper #RO1. Amherst, Mass.:
Hampshire College, Office of Institutional Research and Evaluation, July 1974.

Kozol, J. Free Schools. New York: Bantam, 1972.

Lawrence, P. R. & J. W. Lorsch. Developing Organizations: Diagnosis and Action.
Reading, Mass.: Addison-Wesley Publishing Co., 1969.

McClintock, R. “Toward a Place for Study in a World of Instruction.” Teachers
College Record, 13 (December 1971), 161-205.

MacDonald, G. B. (ed.) Five Experimental Colleges. New York: Harper-Colophon,
1973.

Metfessel, N. S., W. R. Michael, and D. A. Kirsner. “Instrumentation of Bloom’s
and Krathwohl’s Taxonomies for the Writing of Educational Objectives.”
Psychology in the Schools, 6 (July 1969), 227-31.

Miles, D. T. “Affective Priorities and Educational Objectives.” Educational
Technology, 12 (December 1972), 33-35.

Ojemann, R. H. “Self-Guidance and the Use of Prepared Lists of Objectives.” The
Elementary School Teacher, 73 (Fall 1973), 269-78.

Patterson, F., and C. R. Longsworth. The Making of a College. Cambridge, Mass.
M.L.T. Press, 1966.

Perrone, V., and W. Stanber. “A Perspective on Accountability.” Teachers College
Record, 73 (February 1972), 347-55.

73

et oo WL St A

e R R T R A




JOURNAL OF HIGHER EDUCATION

23. Peterson, M. W. “Organization and Administration in Higher Education: Socio-
logical and Social-Psychological Perspectives.” In F. N. Kerlinger and J. B. Car-
roll (eds.), Review of Research in Education, vol. 2. Itasca, Ill.: Peacock, 1974,

24. Popham, W. J. Objectives and Instruction. American Educational Research
. Association, Monograph Series on Curriculum Evaluation, vol. 3. Chicago: Rand
McNally, 1969, 32-64.

25. Rathbone, C. H. “Examining the Open Education Classroom.” School Review, 80
(August 1972), 521-49.

26. Sarason, S. B. The Culture of the School and the Problem of Change. Boston: Allyn
& Bacon, 1971.

27. Steele, J. M., E. R. House, and T. Kerins. “An Instrument for Assessing Instruc-
tional Climate through Low-inference Student Judgments.” American Educa-
tional Research Journal, 8 (1971), 447-66.

28. Taylor, J., and D. Bowers. The Survey of Organizations: A Machine-Scored Stan-
dardized Questionnaire Instrument. Ann Arbor: Institute for Social Research,
1972,

29. Welch, D. 1. “The Quest for Accountability.” Journal of Teacher Education, 25
(Spring 1974), 59-73.

30. Williams, J. W. “Maturity Cards: An Alternative to the Letter Grade System.”
Journal of Higher Education, 44 (November 1973), 644-48. '

31. Willson, I. A. “Changes in Mean Levels of Thinking in Grades 1-8 through Use of
an Interaction Analysis System Based on Bloom’s Taxonomy.” The Journal of
Educational Research, 66 (May-June 1973), 423-29.

APPENDIX A

EXAMINATION PROFILE

1. Divisional level . 2. School . 3. Were you chairperson?

This Examination Profile is designed to describe an examination and to
measure how much a student has achieved (learned) certain universal educa-
tional objectives or skills as shown by his/her divisional examination. Please
rate the student’s examination you are about to observe or review according to
how you feel the exam went. Leave blank inapplicable questions. Comment as
desired. Use this extent scale: (1) to a very little extent; (2) to a little extent; (3)
to some extent; (4) to a great extent; (5) to a very great extent.

To What Extent: .

was a written paper(s) an important part of the contract

was a performance or demonstration an important part of the contract
was a discussion an important part of the contract

was it difficult to write the exam proposal /contract

was it difficult to find a chairperson for the exam committee

was it difficult to find other members for the exam committee

was it difficult for the exam committee to get together

11. did the student seem to enjoy the exam

12. did the examiners seem to enjoy the exam

_.
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EXAMINATION PROFILE (continued )

13. did the student seem to learn through the exam process itself

14. did the examiners seem to learn through the exam process itself

15. did the student’s standards for the exam agree with those of the committee

16. did the examiners seem to agree on the standards for the exam

17. did the examiners seem to know the subject matter

18. were the discussions with the committee at the exam helpful

19. was the written evaluation helpful to the student/not written?/

20. did all members of the committee participate in all evaluation activities
(read papers, observe performances, attend orals, etc)

21. did each of the examiners fulfill his /her responsibilities

22. was the exam a direct outgrowth of course work

23. did the contract and exam directly evidence the student’s academic
progress

24. did the contract and exam directly evidence the student’s general growth

25. How long was the oral exam, if any: __ minutes.

Now please rate how much you feel the student displayed skills as described
in Appendix B. Mark spaces only for those skills that make sense to you and
seem appropriate to the work at hand. Any other observations or comments
you can add will be appreciated.

26. Which of these four statements best describes the motivational interest
displayed by the student. For that single statement, mark whether it was
displayed to a great extent or to some extent:

Primarily interested in getting a pass;

Some interest, but unlikely to continue in area;

Extended interest, likely to continue in area for a few years:
Central interest, likely to remain for years.

27. Ability to recall knowledge

28. Ability to recall terminology and facts

29. Ability to recall conventions, trends, categories, criteria, and methodology

30. Ability to recall principles, generalizations, and theories

31. Ability to comprehend knowledge

32. Ability to apply knowledge

33. Ability to analyze knowledge

34. Ability to synthesize knowledge

35. Ability to evaluate utilizing knowledge

36. Physical abilities

37. Abilities to project personal style

38. To what extent are you certain of your above ratings

39. Overall, how well do you feel the student did on the exam (write number):
(1) poor; (2) fair; (3) good; (4) very good; (5) excellent

APPENDIX B

GENERAL EDUCATIONAL SKILLS

Ability to recall knowledge. The student recognizes and/or remembers facts,
terminology, and general information.
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GENERAL EDUCATION SKILLS (continued)

Ability to recall terminology and facts. The student recalls specific bits of in-
formation or symbols with concrete referents.

Ability to recall conventions, trends, categories, criteria, and methodology. The
student recalls characteristic ways of treating and presenting ideas and data.

Ability to recall principles, generalizations, and theories. The student recalls
the major schemes and patterns by which ideas and data are organized.

Ability to comprehend knowledge. The student is able to communicate by
translating, interpreting, or changing thoughts and ideas into parallel forms.
Parallel forms include, but are not limited to, speaking and/or writing ““in
your own words,” discovering relationships such as cause and effect or
similar and different, drawing pictures, and acting out. '

Ability to apply knowledge. The student is able to solve problems by transfer-
ring prior knowledge and/or learned behavior to new situations similar to
those in which the student encounters in everyday life as related to the spe-
cific subject.

Ability to analyze knowledge. The student is able to solve problems through an
organized process of investigation where features of the problem are identi-
fied, internal and/or external relationships are established, and logical con-
clusions are justified. Special attention is given to the investigative methods
and the reasoning processes employed.

Ability to synthesize knowledge. The student is able to discover new knowledge
and/or knowledge that is new to him through creative original thinking.

Ability to evaluate utilizing knowledge. The student is able to make judgments
based upon available evidence and /or established standards, or set standards
and thereby make judgments.

Physical abilities demonstrated. For example, dance, theater, laboratory skills.

Ability to project personal style. For example, poetry, painting, written
reports, oratory.
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