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INSTRUCTIONAL GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

AFTER STUDYING THIS CHAPTER YOU SHOULD BE ABLE TO: 

1. Identify the three major domains of learning.

2. List the major categories of learnings from one taxonomy of each of the three domains

3. Explain the relationships between curriculum goals and objectives and instructional goals and objectives.

4. Distinguish between curriculum goals and curriculum objectives.

5. Distinguish between instructional goals and instructional objectives.

6. Be able to identify and write curriculum goals in each of the three domains

7. Be able to identify and write curriculum objectives in each of the three domains

8. Be able to identify and write instructional goals in each of the three domains.

9. Be able to identify and write instructional objectives in each of the three domains 

PLANNING FOR INSTRUCTION


With the curriculum decisions made, the broad territory known as instruction looms before us. In some ways it is a familiar region whose landmarks—lesson plans, teaching strategies, and tests—are recognized by administrators, teachers, students, and parents. As we enter the area of instruction, decision making remains a major responsibility, only this time the responsibility falls directly on the classroom teacher. Up to this point persons identified as curriculum planners, among whose number are classroom teachers, have been engaged in making decisions of a programmatic nature. Now classroom teachers will become occupied with making decisions of a methodological nature. They will be answering questions like these:

· What are the objectives to be accomplished as a result of instruction?
· What topics will we cover?

· What procedures are best for directing the learning?

· How do we evaluate instruction?


At this stage the teacher must decide whether to designate topics or specify competencies, whether to feature the teacher’s objectives or the pupils’, whether to seek mastery of content or simply exposure to the material, and whether to aim instruction at groups or at individuals.


Planning for instruction includes specifying instructional goals and objectives (discussed in this chapter), selecting instructional strategies, and choosing techniques to evaluate instruction (treated in Chapter 12).


To put our next task in perspective, let’s review the steps we have taken so far. We have

· surveyed needs of students in general

· surveyed needs of society

· clarified our philosophy of education and stated general aims

· identified curriculum goals and objectives

· determined needs of students in the school, needs of the community, and needs as

· shown by the subject matter

· reaffirmed plans for organizing the curriculum or selected and implemented plans for reorganizing the curriculum


Having completed these steps, we are ready to undertake planning, presenting, and evaluating instruction. The instructional phases of the curriculum-instruction continuum are shown as a subset of the model for curriculum development suggested in Chapter 5.
 The subset consists of six components (VI, VII, VIII, IX A and B, X, XI), shown in Figure 10.1. In Chapter 5, you saw diagrammed these instructional components in such a way that they could be removed from the overall model for curriculum development. However, in Chapter 1 I posited an intimate relationship between curriculum and instruction, concluding that the two could be separated for purposes of analysis but that the existence of one could not be meaningful without the other.

The Instructional Model


Figure 10.1 represents a model of instruction that, for simplicity, we will refer to as the Instructional Model. This Instructional Model is broken into two major phases: planning and operational. The operational phase is divided into two parts: the implementation or presentation of instruction and the evaluation of instruction.


The planning phase of the Instructional Model consists of four components: component VI—the identification of instructional goals; component VII—the specification of instructional objectives; component VIII—the teacher’s plans for instructional strategies; and component IX—both a preliminary and a final phase of planning for the evaluation of instruction.
INSERT FIGURE 10.1

The Instructional Model

Then where and how does the teacher begin to plan for instruction? Let’s look at several approaches to planning for instruction. Teacher A comes into the class without a preconceived notion of what he or she will cover and pulls a theme out of the air as the spirit moves him or her. Given the profession’s penchant for turning rubrics into seeming substance, some might call this approach instantaneous planning. Others, less kind, might term it nonplanning.


Teacher B takes the textbook, divides the number of chapters by the number of weeks in the school year, lists the topics of each chapter by week, and from there takes any one of a number of directions. For each topic in its turn the teacher might

· jot down some questions for class discussion

· prepare notes for a lecture

· design individual and group assignments for clarifying points in the chapters


Teacher C selects topics for study during the year, using all kinds of materials related to each topic—including the textbook—and creates a succession of units of work for the class.


Teacher B’s most likely course of action is the assign-study-recite-test approach, mentioned in the preceding chapter. Teacher C will follow what is commonly called the unit method of teaching, a problem-solving approach.


All three teachers may or may not relate their plans to the predetermined curriculum goals and objectives. All three may or may not specify the instructional goals and objectives that pupils are expected to accomplish. It is my position that both of these actions should be taken by teachers.


Of course, these three illustrations of types of teachers are exaggerated. These are but three examples of an almost infinite variety of teacher models, yet the illustrations are general enough to represent a significant number of teachers. The thesis of this chapter is that, regardless of the teacher’s model or style of teaching, curriculum goals and objectives are more likely to be accomplished and students more likely to demonstrate mastery of learning if instructional goals and objectives are specified before starting instruction.
INSTRUCTIONAL GOALS AND OBJECTIVES DEFINED


Before we tackle the central mission of this chapter—selecting and writing instructional goals and objectives—let’s see where instructional goals and objectives come in the curriculum development process. First, however, we should review the hierarchy of outcomes discussed in Chapter 8. At the top of the hierarchy are aims of education from which the school’s curriculum goals and objectives are derived. In turn, the curriculum goals and objectives serve as sources of the instructional goals and objectives. Aims are stated by prominent individuals and groups for national, and sometimes even international, consideration. Curriculum goals and objectives are formulated by individual school and school system curriculum groups. Instructional goals and objectives are specified by the classroom teacher, who is sometimes assisted by other teachers and local curriculum groups.


To put these various aims, goals, and objectives in perspective, let’s look at a simple example of outcomes in their hierarchical order (Box 10.1).


From the broad aim of education, we have moved to the specific instructional objective. Now let’s examine instructional goals and objectives more closely.
INSERT BOX 10.1

Illustration of the Heirarchy of Outcomes 

	· Aim:  Students will develop knowledge and skills necessary for living in a technological society.

· \Curriculum goal: Students will recognize the influence of the computer on our lives.

· Curriculum objective: By the end of the senior year, at least ninety percent of the students will have taken a computer literacy course either in this school or elsewhere.  
	· Instructional goal: The student will become familiar with personal computers

· Instructional objective: The student will demonstrate skills in word processing using his or her assigned computer by writing a one-page paper with ninety percent accuracy.



An instructional goal is a statement of performance expected of each student in a class, phrased in general terms without criteria of achievement. The term “instructional goal” is used in this text like Norman E. Gronlund’s general instructional objective
 and Ralph W. Tyler’s term general objective.
 “The student will show an understanding of the stock market” is an example of an instructional goal. It indicates the performance expected of the learner, but the performance is not stated in such a fashion that its attainment can be readily measured. As a curriculum goal points the direction to curriculum objectives, so an instructional goal points the way to instructional objectives.


An instructional objective is a statement of performance to be demonstrated by each student in the class, derived from an instructional goal and phrased in measurable and observable terms. We may equate the term with Gronlund’s specific learning outcome
 and Tyler’s behavioral objective.
 The following statement is an example of an instructional objective: “The student will convert the following fractions to percentages with 100 percent accuracy: 1/4, 1/3, 1/2, 2/3, 3/4.” Instructional objectives are also known as performance objectives or competencies.

Stating Objectives


Tyler discussed four ways that instructors state objectives. Objectives as Tyler described them are:

1. things that the instructor will do. Tyler gave as examples: “to present the theory of evolution,” “to demonstrate the nature of inductive proof,” “to present the Romantic poets,” and “to introduce four-part harmony.”

2. topics, concepts, generalizations, or other elements of content that are to be dealt with in the course or courses. Tyler’s examples are “The Colonial Period,” and “Matter Can Be Neither Created nor Destroyed.”

3. generalized patterns of behavior that fail to indicate more specifically the area of life or the content to which the behavior applies. Tyler identified illustrations of this type of objective: “to develop critical thinking,” “to develop appreciation,” and “to develop social attitudes.”

4. terms that identify both the kind of behavior to be developed in the student and the content or area of life in which this behavior is to operate. Tyler’s examples are: “to write clear and well-organized reports of social studies projects” and “to develop an appreciation of the modern novel.”

THE USE OF BEHAVIORAL OBJECTIVES


Whether to use behavioral objectives or not is a debate that has raged among educators for years. Supporters of behavioral objectives argue that this approach to instruction

· forces the teacher to be precise about what is to be accomplished

· enables the teacher to communicate to pupils what they must achieve

· simplifies evaluation

· makes accountability possible

· makes sequencing easier


W. James Popham, in support of behavioral objectives, wrote:

Measurable instructional objectives are designed to counteract what is to me the most serious deficit in American education today, namely, a preoccupation with the process without assessment of consequences. . . . There are at least three realms in which measurable objectives have considerable potential dividends: in curriculum (what goals are selected); in instruction (how to accomplish those goals); and in evaluation (determining whether objectives of the instructional sequences have been realized). . . . It is perhaps because I am a convert to this position that I feel viscerally, as well as believe rationally, that measurable objectives have been the most significant advance in the past 10 years.


The opponents of behavioral objectives hold that writing behavioral objectives

· is a waste of time

· is dehumanizing

· restricts creativity

· leads to trivial competencies


James D. Raths voiced his opposition to behavioral objectives as follows:

Consider the long range implications a teacher and his students must accept once it has been decided that all students are to acquire a specific instructional objective. The teacher’s task becomes at once difficult and tedious. He must inform his students of the objectives to which they are expected to aspire; he must convince them of the relevance of this objective to their lives; he must give his students the opportunity to practice the behavior being taught; he must diagnose individual differences encountered by members of his group; he must make prescriptions of assignments based on his diagnosis and repeat the cycle again and again. . . . Yet even if all programs could be set up on the basis of behavioral objectives and even if strict training paradigms could be established to meet the objectives, who could argue that such a program would be other than tedious and ultimately stultifying.


Among those who oppose the use of behavioral objectives are reconceptualists who view behavioral objectives as too mechanistic since they focus on observable behavior and ignore subjective behavior.
 Some authorities have faulted the specification of instructional objectives as too narrow, too sequential, and too focused on specific, and inappropriate, content. They noted the debt of instructional objectives to behavioristic psychology and have looked instead to changes evoked by constructivist learning theories. John D. McNeil summarized these changes

. . . as a movement to (1) higher levels of thinking as opposed to the mastery of discrete tasks or skills; (2) a concern for coherence and relationship among ideas; (3) student-initiated activities and solutions instead of recitation and prespecified correct responses; and (4) students, as opposed to the teacher or the text, as an authority for knowing, students began constructing their own understanding by working through problems and synthesizing their ideas.


Although some educators would reject the use of instructional objectives, examination of instructional materials not only in the education of the young but also in the training of people in business, industry, and government demonstrates continued widespread use of this technique. Conflicting views of the value of the use of instructional objectives cannot likely be resolved on the basis of research alone. McNeil noted that the research on instructional objectives is inconclusive.
 McNeil observed, however, “Objectives sometimes help and are almost never harmful.”
 As is the case in other issues in education decisions are often based more on philosophy than on results of research.

Problems with Behavioral Objectives


While the yea-sayers and naysayers argued with each other, the behavioral objectives camp itself added to the difficulty of convincing teachers to use behavioral objectives. Some, perhaps overenthusiastic about the behavioral objectives movement, turned off teachers by

1. assuming a rather dogmatic approach that seemed to rule out all other methods. Although

2. I am favorably disposed toward the use of behavioral objectives and follow this approach myself, I would be hard-pressed to come up with solid experimental data to show that students exposed to a behavioral-objectives approach consistently show higher achievement than students whose instruction has been guided by other approaches.

What some of the research reveals is that behavioral objectives can be useful in preinstructional strategies, that objectives work better if they pertain to the particular instructional task, that objectives are more effective with certain kinds of instruction than with others, that objectives are useful in accomplishing learning at higher levels of the cognitive domain, and that students of average ability, male students of high socioeconomic background, and both the more independent and less conscientious students benefit from behavioral objectives.

3. resorting to formulas, which tended to make the writing of behavioral objectives mechanical rather than creative—for example, “Given the _________, the student will _________ in _________ minutes with a score of _________.”

4. downplaying affective objectives—a primary concern among opponents of behavioral objectives—and sometimes implying that it is as easy to write behavioral objectives in the affective domain as in the cognitive and psychomotor domains.


Speaking of a mistake he and other proponents had made in regard to the use of behavioral objectives, Popham at a later time modified his view and advocated broader but still measureable behavioral objectives. Popham pointed to the danger of encouraging teachers to write too specific, small-scope behavioral objectives for “the resulting piles of hyperspecific instructional objectives would so overwhelm teachers that they would end up paying attention to no objectives at all.”


In spite of the hubbub over behavioral objectives, I believe that, with a reasoned approach, the practice of identifying and writing both instructional goals and objectives has considerable merit. Whether the regular classroom teacher specifies behavioral objectives or not, those who write individualized education programs (IEPs) for handicapped students must state both goals that students are to achieve by the end of the year and behavioral objectives for accomplishing the goals.


The writing of instructional objectives forces teachers to identify the outcomes they seek. The specification of instructional objectives simplifies the selection of instructional strategies and resources. When stated in behavioral terms, instructional objectives provide a basis for assessment, and they communicate to students, parents, and other professionals exactly what it is students are expected to demonstrate.
 Outcome-based education of the 1990s is a direct descendant of competency- or performance-based education of the 1970s and 1980s, all three of which embody principles of behavioral objectives. We will return to outcome-based education in Chapter 15.

GUIDELINES FOR PREPARING INSTRUCTIONAL

GOALS AND OBJECTIVES


To peruse the task of selecting and writing instructional goals and objectives, we will find it helpful to establish several guidelines to be followed. Instructional goals and objectives should

· relate to the already specified curriculum goals and objectives

· be specified for three domains of learning—the cognitive, affective, and psychomotor— whenever applicable

· be identified at both low and high levels of learning with greater emphasis on the higher follow a few simple rules for writing


Three current emphases in instruction should also guide teachers in the specification of behavioral objectives. These emphases are (1) the development of thinking skills, (2) the integration of the curriculum through thematic interdisciplinary units, and (3) recognition of intelligence as multiple, rather than global. The conception of intellectual ability is often limited to cognitive language and mathematical skills, often interpreted in terms of a single intelligence quotient score. We have had for many years, however, tests of differential aptitudes or primary mental abilities which yield scores in such areas as language usage, verbal reasoning, numerical ability, spatial relations, abstract reasoning, and memory.
 Howard Gardner conceptualized the existence of seven intelligences: bodily-kinesthetic, interpersonal, intrapersonal, linguistic, logical-mathematical, musical, and spatial.
 To the seven intelligences set forth in the 1980s, Gardner, in the 1990s, added the concept of naturalist intelligence, that is, the ability to classify nature that Gardner described as “the ability to recognize and classify plants, minerals, and animals.”


We should add to Gardner’s depiction of multiple intelligences the concepts of social intelligence as defined by Edward L. Thorndike
 and emotional intelligence as perceived by Peter Salovey and John D. Mayer. Building on Thorndike’s conception, Salovey and Mayer viewed emotional intelligence, now referred to by some people as EQ, “as a subset of social intelligence that involves the ability to monitor one’s own and others’ feelings and emotions, to discriminate among them and to use this information to guide one’s thinking and actions.” 
 You will also find in some discussions of multiple intelligences a ninth intelligence—the concept of existential intelligence—a sensitivity to spiritual and philosophical questions about humankind’s existence.
 The concept of intelligences, in the plural, guides teachers to designing instruction that appeals to more than a single dimension of intelligence.

Relationship to Curriculum Goals and Objectives


Instructional goals and objectives should relate to curriculum goals and objectives. Unless the classroom teacher participated in drafting the curriculum goals and objectives, he or she must become familiar with them. The instructional goals and objectives are derived from the curriculum goals and objectives. Let’s show this relationship by choosing a curriculum goal for the fifth grade: During the course of the year students will appreciably improve their skills in reading. From this general goal we may deduce the following curriculum objectives: (1) By the end of the eighth month, 75 percent of the students will have increased their ability to comprehend a selected set of English words by 25 percent, and (2) by the end of the academic year, all students will have met or exceeded the grade norm of 5.9 in reading comprehension.


The curriculum objectives are derived from the curriculum goals, are applied to the program and to groups of students, and are stated in measurable terms. The formulation of instructional goals follows and bears a direct relationship to the curriculum goals and objectives, as seen in the following examples: (1) The student will demonstrate ability to read new material silently without great difficulty, and (2) the student will demonstrate ability to read new material orally without difficulty.


Both of the foregoing statements are expectations of each pupil. The statements are couched in general terms and include no criterion of mastery. For each of the instructional goals we may create instructional objectives. To promote the goal of reading silently, for example, the teacher might design the following objectives: (1) The student will read silently a passage from the fifth-grade reader and then summarize orally without appreciable error in comprehension each of its four major points, and (2) the student will read silently a passage from the fifth-grade reader and then will write correct responses to eight out of ten written questions provided by the teacher.


To further the goal of reading orally, the teacher might identify the following objectives: (1) The student will read orally from a classroom library book and make no more than four mistakes in pronunciation in a passage of about 100 words, and (2) the student will read orally a passage from a classroom library book, and then orally summarize each of the three main points of the passage without appreciable error in comprehension.


Unless an instructional objective is differentiated for a particular subgroup of students—for example, bright, slow, or handicapped—it is expected that every student will master the objective. When instructional objectives are aimed at all students in a given class, they may be called minimal competencies.


State testing programs are designed to assess students’ mastery of the minimal competencies—for example, competencies to be achieved in all or selected disciplines at the end of, say, fourth, eighth, or eleventh grade.


Some confusion may exist between curriculum and instructional goals and objectives, for in one sense they both may be designed for all students. The curriculum goals and objectives are broader in nature, are aimed at all students as a group or groups, frequently jump across grade boundaries, often cut across disciplines, and many times are relevant to more than one teacher either within a discipline or among disciplines.


There are times, however, when a curriculum objective may be congruent with an instructional objective or, put another way, an instructional objective may repeat a curriculum objective. When we as curriculum planners designate as a curriculum objective improving the scores of all students on a standardized test in mathematics by ten percentile points, we will be pleased when the mathematics curriculum (program) is functioning to that degree. When we as classroom teachers stipulate that all of our pupils score ten percentile points higher on a standardized test of mathematics, we will be pleased with each student who functions that well and may refer to our own instruction as effective if many students achieve that objective.


Though we may state them slightly differently, curriculum and instructional goals and objectives may converge. One is the alter ego of the other, so to speak. Conversely, curriculum and instructional goals and objectives may diverge. When we as curriculum planners desire that eighty percent (even one hundred percent) of the seniors with quantitative aptitude test scores at the seventy-fifth percentile elect calculus, we are talking about program, not instruction.


The distinctions between curriculum and instructional goals and objectives matter only to the extent that neither of the two sets is overlooked. If an instructional objective repeats a curriculum objective, so be it; it is a perfect fit. On the other hand, instructional objectives by their very nature tend to be more specific than the curriculum goals and objectives, focus on what takes place in the classroom, and come to pass as a result of the individual instructor’s efforts. Whatever the degree of congruence, there is a direct and natural progression from curriculum goal to instructional objective.

Domains of Learning


One way of viewing learnings exists in the concepts of three domains: the cognitive, affective, and psychomotor. Within each domain we find classification systems ranking objectives in a hierarchical structure from lowest to highest level. The instructional goals and objectives should be specified for three domains of learning—the cognitive, the affective, and the psychomotor—whenever applicable. Note these three illustrations of different types of learning:

· knowledge of the system of election primaries

· enjoyment in reading

· skill in laying bricks


These examples are illustrative of the three major areas (domains) of learning. Knowledge of the primary system falls into the cognitive domain, enjoyment in reading in the affective domain, and skill in laying bricks in the psychomotor domain.
Cognitive Domain. Speaking for a committee of college and university examiners, Benjamin S. Bloom defined the cognitive domain as including objectives that “deal with the recall or recognition of knowledge and the development of intellectual abilities and skills.”
 Cognitive learnings, which involve the mental processes, range from memorization to the ability to think and solve problems.

Affective Domain. David R. Krathwohl, Benjamin S. Bloom, and Bertram B. Masia defined the affective domain as including objectives that “emphasize a feeling tone, an emotion, or a degree of acceptance or rejection.”

Psychomotor Domain. Robert J. Armstrong, Terry D. Cornell, Robert E. Kraner, and E. Wayne Roberson defined the psychomotor domain as including behaviors that “place primary emphasis on neuromuscular or physical skills and involve different degrees of physical dexterity.”
 Sometimes referred to as “perceptual-motor skills,” psychomotor learnings include bodily movements and muscular coordination.


Ordinarily, schools assume responsibility for student achievement in all three broad areas. Although we might visualize the three horses—Cognitive, Affective, and Psycho motor—in the form of a Russian troika, racing three abreast, they are hitched more like a lead horse followed by two abreast. More often than not, Cognitive is in the forefront. On occasion, depending on the mood of the profession and the public, Cognitive is overtaken by Affective or Psychomotor.


The battle over which domain is the most important has endured for many years. With the exception of work by people like Rousseau, Froebel, Pestalozzi, and Neill (Summerhill School, England), most of the rest of the world—if we may generalize on such a vast scale—marches to the beat of the cognitive drummer. Although many fine opportunities for vocational education are provided by many countries, the cognitive domain remains the prestige category and is the entrée to institutions of higher learning. If our horses were pitted in an international race, Affective would come in a poor third.


Judging from the popularity of books critical of public education, the accountability movement in education, the flight to private schools, the development of state and national standards in the fundamental disciplines, and national and state assessments of student achievement, we might conclude that the American public is partial to the cognitive domain.


Although we find strong preferences both within and outside the profession for stressing cognitive learnings, I would encourage each teacher to identify and write instructional goals and objectives in all three domains, making allowances for the nature of the subject matter.


Normally, the domains overlap; each possesses elements of the other, even when one is obviously dominant. Thus, it is often difficult to categorize learning as falling precisely into one domain. For example, we can identify learnings that are primarily psychomotor (running a football play) and secondarily cognitive and affective. We can give examples of learnings that are primarily cognitive (civil rights legislation) and secondarily affective. We can offer examples of learnings that are primarily affective (honesty) and secondarily cognitive. We can also identify learnings that are primarily cognitive (constructing an equilateral triangle) and secondarily affective and psychomotor.


Many learnings will obviously fall into single categories. If we discount the bit of affective pleasure a student may feel in knowing the right answer, the formula for finding the area of a triangle (1/2 base × height) is pretty much a cognitive experience. Doing sit-ups, a psychomotor exercise, requires very little cognition and may evoke either a positive or negative affective response. Faith in other human beings is primarily an affective goal, secondarily cognitive, and usually not psychomotor.


The classroom teacher should identify and write instructional goals and objectives in all three domains, if indeed all three are relevant. It might be asked, “From what cloth do we cut the instructional goals and objectives?” We might respond by saying, “From the same cloth from which we cut the curriculum goals and objectives—the three sources: the needs of students, of society, and of the subject matter—with the curriculum goals and objectives themselves serving as inspiration.”


In recent years critics of the three taxonomies have maintained that learnings cannot and should not be separated into domains. Others, including this author, have found the widely practiced classification of objectives into three domains a useful teaching strategy.

TAXONOMIC LEVELS


Instructional goals and objectives should be identified at both high and low levels of learning, with greater emphasis being placed on the higher levels. It is obvious that some learnings are more substantive, complex, and important than others. Note, for example, the following learning outcomes, all in the cognitive domain, to see the differences in complexity:

· The student will name the first president of the United States.

· The student will read Washington’s first inaugural address and summarize the major points.

· The student will show how some of Washington’s ideas apply or do not apply today.

· The student will analyze Washington’s military tactics in the Battle of Yorktown.

· The student will write a biography of Washington.

· The student will evaluate Washington’s role at the Continental Congress.


The knowledge and skills required for naming the first president of the United States are at a decidedly lower level than those for each of the subsequent objectives. Each succeeding item is progressively more difficult, requiring greater cognitive powers. What we have is a hierarchy of learning outcomes from lowest to highest.


Take the following illustrations from the affective domain: 

· The student will listen while others express their points of view. 

· The student will answer a call for volunteers to plant trees in a public park.

· The student will express appreciation for the contributions of ethnic groups other than his or her own to the development of our country.

· The student will choose nutritious food over junk food.

· The student will habitually abide by a set of legal and ethical standards.


As with examples in the cognitive domain, each objective is progressively more substantive than the preceding one.


Finally, let’s look at a set of objectives from the psychomotor domain.

· The student will identify a woolen fabric by its feel.

· The student will demonstrate how to hold the reins of a horse while cantering.

· The student will imitate a right-about-face movement.

· The student will mix a batch of mortar and water.

· The student will operate a DVD player.

· The student will arrange an attractive bulletin board.

· The student will create an original game requiring physical movements.

Cognitive Taxonomy


Bloom and associates developed an extensive taxonomy for classifying educational objectives in the cognitive domain.
 Of all classification systems the Bloom taxonomy of the cognitive domain is perhaps the best known and most widely followed. It categorizes the types of cognitive learning outcomes that are featured at all levels of the educational system.


Two new taxonomies of educational objectives appeared in 2001. Loren W. Anderson and David R. Krathwohl, editors with six contributors, published A Taxonomy for Learning, Teaching, and Assessing: A Revision of Bloom’s Taxonomy of Educational Objectives (New York: Longman). Anderson, Krathwohl, and colleagues presented a taxonomy table with a Knowledge Dimension and a Cognitive Process Dimension. Factual, conceptual, procedural, and metacognitive knowledge constitutes the major types of the Knowledge Dimension. Major categories of the Cognitive Process Dimension seek to have the learner remember, understand, apply, analyze, evaluate, and create. Each of the major categories is divided into subtypes.


Robert J. Marzano offered a New Taxonomy that combines various types of knowledge with mental processes (Designing a New Taxonomy of Educational Objectives, Thousand Oaks, Calif.: Corwin Press). Marzano saw the use of degrees of difficulty to distinguish the various levels as one of the problems of the Bloom taxonomy. Marzano’s New Taxonomy recognizes four types of memory, three systems of thinking, and six levels from the automatic level of retrieval processes through comprehension, analysis, and knowledge utilization processes to metacognitive and self-system processes. Each of the six levels is divided into subcategories.


Space does not permit full treatment of these taxonomies. Since the original Bloom taxonomy is well known and has been followed successfully in the profession for some fifty years, I have chosen to continue discussion of Bloom’s classification system. At the same time I would recommend that teachers become familiar with and try the new taxonomies with the view to finding out whether one of the new taxonomies serves their purposes better than the original Bloom taxonomy.


Bloom and his associates classified cognitive learnings in six major categories: knowledge, comprehension, application, analysis, synthesis, and evaluation. Let’s take each of these categories, refer back to the examples previously given, and place them in the appropriate categories, as follows:

· Knowledge level: The student will name the first president of the United States.

· Comprehension level: The student will read Washington’s first inaugural address and summarize the major points.

· Application level: The student will show how some of Washington’s ideas apply or do not apply today.

· Analysis level: The student will analyze Washington’s military tactics in the Battle of Yorktown.

· Synthesis level: The student will write a biography of George Washington.

· Evaluation level: The student will evaluate Washington’s role at the Continental Congress.


This taxonomy shows learning objectives as classified in a hierarchical fashion from the lowest (knowledge) to the highest (evaluation). A central premise of professional educators is that the higher levels of learning should be stressed. The ability to think, for example, is fostered not through low-level recall of knowledge alone but through application, analysis, synthesis, and evaluation.


Objectives in the cognitive domain are, of the three domains, the easiest to identify and simplest to evaluate. They are drawn primarily from the subject matter and are readily measurable, usually by written tests and exercises.

Affective Taxonomy


Shortly after the appearance of the cognitive taxonomy, Krathwohl and others, including Bloom, developed a taxonomy of objectives in the affective domain, which consists of five major categories.
 We may categorize the affective examples given earlier in the following manner:

· Receiving (attending): The student will listen while others express their points of view.

· Responding: The student will answer a call for volunteers to plant a tree in a public park.

· Valuing: The student will express appreciation for the contributions of ethnic groups other than his or her own to the development of our country.

· Organization: The student will choose nutritious food over junk food.

· Characterization by value or value complex: The student will habitually abide by a set of legal and ethical standards.


The affective domain poses a difficult problem for educators. Historically, parents and educators have viewed the school’s primary mission as cognitive learning. Affective learning has typically held a lesser position. As mentioned elsewhere in this text, the affective domain is still not accepted by some educators as a legitimate focus of the school. On the other hand, some educators feel that affective outcomes are more important to the individual and society than other outcomes.


The perceptual psychologist, Arthur W. Combs, stated the case for affective education, tying it to the development of adequate personalities, as follows:

For many generations education has done an excellent job of imparting information. . . . Our greatest failures are those connected with the problems of helping people to behave differently as a result of the information we have provided them. . . . Adequate persons are, among other factors, the product of strong values. The implication seems to be clear, then, that educators must be interested in and concerned with values. Unfortunately, this is not the case in many schools and classrooms today. The emphasis is too often on the narrowly scientific and impersonally objective. . . . Education must be concerned with the values, beliefs, convictions, and doubts of students. These realities as perceived by an individual are just as important, if not more so, as the so-called objective facts.


Bloom, J. Thomas Hastings, and George F. Madaus attested to the neglect of instruction for affective learning when they said:

Throughout the years American education has maintained that among its most important ideals is the development of such attributes as interests, desirable attitudes, appreciation, values, commitment, and will power. . . . the types of outcomes which in fact receive the highest priorities in our schools, to the detriment of these affective goals, are verbal-conceptual in nature.
(

Bloom, Hastings, and Madaus identified these reasons for the neglect of affective learning:

Our system of education is geared to producing people who can deal with the words, concepts, and mathematical or scientific symbols so necessary for success in our technological society.


Standardized tests used by the schools . . . lay stress on intellectual tasks.


Characteristics of this kind, unlike achievement competencies, are considered to be a private rather than a public matter.


Some hold that affective outcomes are the province of the home and the church and that instruction in the affective domain smacks of indoctrination. “One of the reasons for the failure to give instructional emphasis to affective outcomes is related to the Orwellian overtones that attitudinal and value-oriented instruction often conjures up in the minds of teachers and the public,” said Bloom and coauthors.


Whose values should be taught? Are white, Anglo-Saxon, Protestant, middle-class values the ones to be promoted? Whence come the values to be selected? Although, as noted in the preceding chapter, some people believe that values cannot or should not be taught in school, others like Theodore R. Sizer held that values can and should be taught.


If affective learnings should be taught and values should be among those learnings, then identifying common values is an essential task for the curriculum planner. Robert S. Gilchrist and Bernice R. Roberts urged educators to include values in the educational program:

Somehow the notion that everyone develops and formulates his own particular value system has resulted in the educator’s choice of a do-nothing position. How can we continue with this stance when the provision of experiences for the development of a value system, possibly the most important, influencing task of the educator, is hierarchically the task of the schooling process?

Affective objectives are both difficult to identify and extremely difficult—often impossible—to measure, and these difficulties constitute another reason why teachers tend to shy away from the affective domain. As noted in Chapter 6, however, character education, a product of the affective domain based on common moral, spiritual, and ethical values, has been and continues to be one of the important aims of American education. In Chapter 12 we will discuss some approaches to the evaluation of student performance in the affective domain.

Psychomotor Taxonomies


For some reason difficult to fathom, the development and use of a taxonomy in the psychomotor domain have not been given as much emphasis as in the cognitive and affective domains. Taxonomies of the psychomotor domain do exist, but they seem not to be as widely known as the taxonomies of the other two domains. The examples from the psychomotor domain given earlier follow the classification system developed by Elizabeth Jane Simpson.
 Following her taxonomy, we categorize these illustrations as follows:

· Perception: The student will identify a woolen fabric by its feel.

· Set: The student will demonstrate how to hold the reins of a horse when cantering.

· Guided response: The student will imitate a right-about-face movement.

· Mechanism: The student will mix a batch of mortar and water.

· Complex overt response: The student will operate a DVD player.

· Adaptation: The student will arrange an attractive bulletin board display.

· Origination: The student will create an original game requiring physical movements.

Anita J. Harrow provided a clarifying description for each of the categories of the Simpson taxonomy. She identified perception as interpreting, set as preparing, guided response as learning, mechanism as habituating, complex overt response as performing, adaptation as modifying, and origination as creating.
 Harrow proposed her own taxonomy for classifying movement behaviors of learners. Her model consists of the following six classification levels.

1.00
Reflex Movements


1.10
Segmental Reflexes


1.20
Intersegmental Reflexes


1.30
Suprasegmental Reflexes

2.00
Basic-Fundamental Movements


2.10
Locomotor Movements


2.20
Non-Locomotor Movements


2.30
Manipulative Movements

3.00
Perceptual Abilities


3.10
Kinesthetic Discrimination


3.20
Visual Discrimination


3.30
Auditory Discrimination


3.40
Tactile Discrimination


3.50
Coordinated Abilities

4.00
Physical Abilities


4.10
Endurance


4.20
Strength


4.30
Flexibility


4.40
Agility

5.00
Skilled Movements


5.10
Simple Adaptive Skill


5.20
Computed Adaptive Skill


5.30
Complex Adaptive Skill

6.00
Non-Discursive Communication


6.10
Expressive Movement


6.20
Interpretive Movement


The use of the taxonomies of the three domains as guidelines can lead to more effective instruction. The taxonomies direct attention to the three major domains of learning and to the subdivisions of each. Arranged in a hierarchical fashion, the taxonomies should serve to stimulate teachers to move their learners from the lower to the higher and more enduring levels of learning in each domain.

RULES FOR WRITING


Instructional goals and objectives should follow a few simple rules for writing. Early in this chapter we distinguished instructional goals from instructional objectives. Instructional goals defined student performance in general terms whereas instructional objectives defined it in more specific and measurable terms.


Instructional goals are often poorly stated instructional objectives. For example, “The student will know names of the first five presidents of the United States” is an instructional goal because it is not written in measurable and observable terms. We might change this instructional goal into an instructional objective by writing, “The student will name correctly and in order the first five presidents of the United States.”


On the other hand, an instructional goal may serve the purpose of pointing out the direction that leads to instructional objectives. For example, the instructional goal, “The student will develop an awareness of energy needs” could lead to a multitude of instructional objectives—for example, “The student will identify the five leading oil-producing countries,” “The student will identify three sources of energy that are alternatives to fossil fuels,” “The student will determine how often the price of imported oil has fluctuated in the last ten years,” and “The student will propose and describe three ways Americans can conserve energy.”


An instructional goal may thus be written in rather broad, imprecise terms. On the other hand, it may be stated simply as a topic—for example, “The Organized Labor Movement.” Implied in this topic is the instructional goal, “The student will develop an understanding of the organized labor movement.”


Though variations in style of formulating instructional goals and objectives are certainly possible, there appears to be merit in starting instructional goals and objectives with “The student . . .” (in the singular) in order to (1) signal the meaning “each student” and (2) help distinguish curriculum goals and objectives from instructional goals and objectives by beginning the former with “Students . . .” (in the plural) to convey the meaning “students in general” or “groups of students.” Although it is preferable for all plans to be committed to paper, it is possible for teachers to keep the instructional goals in mind and move directly to the writing of instructional objectives.

Three Elements of an Instructional Objective 
The literature generally recommends that three elements or components be included in an instructional (behavioral) objective:

· the behavior expected of the student

· the conditions under which the behavior is to be demonstrated

· the degree of mastery required

Specifying Behavior. When specifying behavior, instructors should choose as often as possible action verbs that are subject to measurement and observation. Action words in particular distinguish instructional objectives from instructional goals. The word “understanding,” for example, is unsuitable in an instructional objective because it is neither measurable nor observable. Thus, “The student will understand his or her rights under the first ten amendments to the U.S. Constitution” is an instructional goal not an instructional objective. If “understand” is changed to a performance-oriented verb, we can create an instructional objective, such as “The student will write summaries of the first ten amendments to the U.S. Constitution.” This cognitive objective can be raised from the comprehension level to the evaluation level by modifying the statement: “The student will write a paper listing the principal rights in the first ten amendments to the U.S. Constitution and will evaluate the importance of each right to us today.” The instructional objective, therefore, must include behavior expected of the learner as a result of exposure to instruction.


To help with the writing of instructional objectives, the teacher may wish to develop lists of behaviorally oriented verbs that can be used for each category of the three domains. Examples are shown in Table 10.1.
TABE 10.1   Behaviorally Oriented Verbs for the Domains of Learning 

	Cognitive Domain (Bloom Taxomony)
	

	Level
	Verbs 

	Knowledge
	identify, specify state

	Comprehension
	explain, restate, translate

	Application
	apply, solve, use 

	Analysis
	analyze, compare, contract

	Synthesis
	design, develop, plan

	Evaluation
	assess, evaluate, judge

	
	

	Affective Domain (Krathwohl Taxonomy)
	

	Level
	Verbs

	Receiving
	accept, demonstrate, awareness, listen

	Responding
	comply with, engage in, volunteer

	Valuing
	express a preference for, show appreciation by stating, show concern by stating

	Organization
	adhere to, defend, synthesize

	Characterization by value or value complex
	demonstrate empathy, express willingness to be ethical, modify behavior

	
	

	Psychomotor Domain (Simpson Taxonomy)
	

	Level
	Verbs

	Perception
	distinguish, identify, select

	Set
	assume a position, demonstrate, show

	Guided response
	attempt, imitate, try

	Mechanism
	make habitual, practice, repeat

	Complex overt response
	carry out, operate, perform

	Adaptation
	adapt, change, revise

	Origination
	create, design, originate


Note: For a useful listing of illustrative verbs see Norman E. Gronlund, How to Write and Use Instructional Objectives (Upper Saddle River, N.J.: Merrill, 2000), Appendices B and C. For a useful listing of verbs and direct objects applicable to the Bloom and Krathwohl taxonomies, see Newton S. Metfessel, William B. Michael, and Donald A. Kirsner, “Instrumentation of Bloom’s and Krathwohl’s Taxonomies for the Writing of Educational Objectives,” Psychology in the Schools 6, no. 3 (July 1969): 227–231.
Specifying Conditions. The condition under which the learner demonstrates the behavior should be specified, if necessary. In the objective, “Given a list of needs of this community, the student will rank them in order of priority.” “Given a list of needs of this community” is the condition under which the behavior is performed. It is an essential part of the objective. As an additional illustration, in the objective, “On the classroom wall map the student will point out the People’s Republic of China.” “On the classroom wall map” is the necessary condition. However, if students are to point out several countries on the same wall map, it becomes redundant and therefore unnecessary to repeat “On the classroom wall map” for each instructional objective. What the instructor should do in this case is write: “On the classroom wall map the student will point out . . . .” The instructor should then list all the geographical features to be pointed out.


To conserve the instructor’s valuable time, obvious conditions need not be specified; they are simply understood. There is no need, for example, for the teacher to waste time placing before an objective “Given paper and pen” as in “Given paper and pen, the student will write an essay on the work of Joseph Conrad.” Unless the use of paper and pen has some special significance and is not routine, it need not be specified. Adding routine and obvious conditions to instructional objectives can border on the ridiculous and can create an adverse reaction to the writing of instructional objectives at all. If we may exaggerate to stress the point, we do not wish to see the objective: “Given a tennis ball, a tennis racket, a tennis court, a net, a fair day, proper dress, and preferably an opponent also equipped with ball, racket, and proper dress, the student will demonstrate how to serve a tennis ball.” “The student will demonstrate how to serve a tennis ball” is sufficient ad diem, as the lawyers say.

Specifying the Criterion. The statement of the instructional objective should include the acceptable standard or criterion of mastery of the behavior if it is not obvious. For example, a French teacher might write the following statement: “The student will translate the following sentences.” There is no need to write the condition, “from French to English”; the students know that. There is no need to specify the criterion “into good English” (which should be routinely expected behavior) or “with one hundred percent accuracy,” or “with no errors.” Unless a criterion is specified, it can be assumed that the teacher wishes students to achieve one hundred percent accuracy.


Some objectives require more elaborate criteria than others. For example, let’s go back to the illustration, “The student will write an essay on the work of Joseph Conrad.” We could embellish this objective with various criteria, some of which are essential, some, not. “In legible handwriting” or “free of typographical errors” should be normal expectations and, therefore, do not have to appear in every instructional objective. On the other hand, if the instructor desires an essay with no more than three spelling errors, with no more than three grammatical errors, and with all the footnotes and bibliographical entries in correct form, that information should be conveyed to the students. The criteria are particularly important if the objective is being used as a test item. It is a necessary and sound principle of evaluation that students be informed by what standards they will be evaluated.


Robert H. Davis, Lawrence T. Alexander, and Stephen L. Yelon listed six standards and gave examples of each, as follows:

1. When mere OCCURRENCE of the behavior is sufficient, describe the behavior. Example: The knot will be tied loosely as in the photograph.

2. When ACCURACY is important, provide a statement of acceptable range or deviation. Example: The answer must be correct to the nearest whole number.

3. If the number of ERRORS is important, state the number. Example: with a maximum of one error.

4. If TIME or SPEED is important, state the minimal level. Example: within five seconds; five units per minute.

5. If a KNOWN REFERENCE provides the standard, state the reference. Example: Perform the sequence of steps in the same order as given in the text.

6. If the CONSEQUENCES of the behavior are important, describe them or provide a model. Example: Conduct the class so that all students participate in the discussion.
(

Novice instructors sometimes ask how the teacher decides on the criteria. How do you decide whether to permit three or four errors or whether a student should complete the task in ten rather than five minutes? These decisions are based on the teacher’s past experience with students and on the teacher’s professional and, if you will, arbitrary judgment. After a few years, the teacher begins to sense what is possible for students to accomplish and proceeds on that knowledge. Certain traditions may also guide the teacher. For example, 70 percent is considered by most students, teachers, and parents as so-so; 80 percent is considered not bad; 90 percent is considered good. Thus criteria in the 70 to 100 percent range often show up in statements of instructional objectives.


Although it is relatively simple to specify objectives in the cognitive and psychomotor domains, specifying criteria in the affective domain is enough to tax one’s soul. We shall wrestle with the problem of establishing criteria for affective objectives in Chapter 12. At this point, however, we should mention that it is usually impossible to specify criteria for objectives in the affective domain. What criteria, for example, should we append to this objective: “The student will express a sense of pride in his or her school”? Should the student’s response be fervent? Passionate? The affective domain presents its unique instructional problems.


To the standards component, Davis, Alexander, and Yelon added a stability component—that is, the number of opportunities the student will be given and the number of times he or she must succeed in demonstrating the behavior.
 We may illustrate the stability component with this example: “The student will word-process fifty words per minute on each of three successive tries.” Analyzing this objective shows that “to word process” is the behavior; the conditions are understood (a central processing unit, a monitor, a keyboard, and, if printing is required, a printer, paper, ink cartridge); the performance criterion is “at least fifty words per minute”; and the stability component is “on each of three successive tries.”


Generally speaking, instructional objectives should consist of at least three components: the behavior (often called the terminal behavior); the conditions; and the criterion.

VALIDATING AND DETERMINING PRIORITY

OF INSTRUCTIONAL GOALS AND OBJECTIVES


Instructional goals and objectives should be validated and put in order of priority. Teachers should know whether the instructional goals and objectives are appropriate and which are the more important.


In practice, it is far simpler to validate and rank instructional goals and objectives than curriculum goals and objectives. Instructional goals and objectives are not normally submitted with any regularity to lay groups or students for this process nor to administrators. Nor do they need to be, since instructional goals and objectives are content-specific. To make a judgment on their validity and to decide which are essential require a foundation both in the subject matter being taught and in the methods for teaching that subject matter. The subject matter is often technical and beyond the knowledge and skills of lay persons and students. Instructional matters are the prerogative of persons trained in their fields of specialization.


As a result, far fewer persons need to be involved in validating and establishing priorities of instructional goals and objectives than is the case with curriculum goals and objectives.


Validating and ranking of instructional goals and objectives are usually accomplished by referring to the adopted textbooks, reference books, and curriculum guides. The authors of these materials serve as the persons who validate and set priorities. This method of validating and ordering of instructional goals and objectives is, by far, the most common.


The classroom teacher can also seek help in validating and ranking instructional goals and objectives from members of his or her team, grade level or department, other knowledgeable faculty members, curriculum consultants, and supervisors. Consultants and supervisors trained and experienced in special fields should also be able to help the classroom teacher decide which instructional goals and objectives are appropriate to the learners and which ones should be stressed. Finally, teachers may seek advice from acknowledged experts in the subject area outside the school system as well as from specialists in other school systems or in higher education institutions.
SUMMARY 


Instructional goals and objectives are directly related to the previously specified curriculum goals and objectives. Instructional goals provide direction for specifying instructional objectives.


Learning outcomes may be identified in three major domains: the cognitive, the affective, and the psychomotor. The cognitive domain is the world of the intellect; the affective, the locale of emotions, beliefs, values, and attitudes; and the psychomotor, the territory of perceptual-motor skills.


Taxonomies of each domain classify objectives in a hierarchical fashion from the lowest to the highest level of learning. Taxonomies are useful in revealing the types of learning encompassed in each domain and in guiding instructors toward placing greater emphasis on learning at the higher levels.


Instructional goals are statements written in nonbehavioral terms without criteria of mastery. With the possible exception of outcomes in the affective domain, instructional objectives should be written in measurable and observable terms.


Whenever practical and necessary, instructional objectives should consist of three components: the behavior that learners will demonstrate, the conditions under which the behavior is to be demonstrated, and the criterion to show mastery of the behavior.


Instructors validate instructional goals and objectives and place them in order of priority by referring to text materials written by experts and by seeking the judgments of knowledgeable colleagues, supervisors, and consultants from both within and outside the school system.
QUESTIONS FOR DISCUSSION 

1. In what ways do instructional goals and objectives differ from curriculum goals and objectives?

2. Is it necessary to specify both instructional goals and instructional objectives?

3. What are the purposes of writing instructional goals and objectives?

4. What are some alternatives to writing behavioral objectives?

5. Do instructional goals and objectives limit the creativity or artistry of the teacher? Explain.
EXERCISES 

1. Define “cognitive,” “affective,” and “psychomotor.”

2. Define the word “taxonomy.”

3. Distinguish between a nonbehavioral goal and a behavioral objective.

4. Consult the Bloom taxonomy of the cognitive domain and prepare a list of verbs that might be used for writing objectives in each category.

5. Consult the Krathwohl taxonomy of the affective domain and prepare a list of verbs that might be used for writing objectives in each category.

6. Consult the Simpson or Harrow taxonomies of the psychomotor domain and prepare a list of verbs that might be used for writing objectives in each category.

7. Write one instructional objective for each of the six major categories of the Bloom taxonomy of the cognitive domain.

8. Write one instructional objective for each of the five categories of the Krathwohl taxonomy of the affective domain.

9. Write one instructional objective for each of the major categories of either the Simpson or Harrow taxonomy of the psychomotor domain.

10. State the three components of an instructional objective.

11. List and give examples of six types of performance standards that may be included in an instructional objective.

12. Describe what is meant by “stability component” and give an example.

13. Consult a reference by Howard Gardner, Thomas Armstrong, or other author and describe each of the multiple intelligences.

14. Provide illustrations of the application of the multiple intelligences in the classroom.

15. Debate the concept: The specification of instructional objectives is a desirable teaching tool.

16. Poll a group of teachers on their feelings for and their extent of use of the technique of specifying instructional objectives.

17. Choose one curriculum goal and write two curriculum objectives for it. Then write one instructional goal for one of the curriculum objectives and two instructional objectives for the instructional goal.

18. Locate (or create) an individualized education plan (IEP) and describe how it is constructed. In your explanation give examples of both annual goals and behavioral objectives derived from the goals.
VIDEOS

Armstrong, Thomas, Multiple Intelligences: Discovering the Giftedness in All. 1997. 44-min. videotape. National Professional Resources, publisher. Phi Delta Kappa International, P.O. Box 789, Bloomington, Ind. 47402-0789.

Books in Action: Becoming a Multiple Intelligences School. 2000. 15-min. videotape. Tom Hoerr explains how Howard Gardner’s theory of multiple intelligences guides teachers. Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development, 1703 N. Beauregard St., Alexandria, Va. 22311-1714.

Books in Action: The Multiple Intelligences of Reading and Writing: Making the Words Come True. 2003. 15- min. videotape. Thomas Armstrong and others explain key concepts to help students develop literacy skills through kinesthetic, spatial, intrapersonal, and naturalist intelligences. Association for Supervision and Curriculum, 1701 N. Beauregard St., Alexandria, Va.: 22311-1714.

Goleman, Daniel, Emotional Intelligence: A New Vision for Educators. 1996. 40-min. videotape. National Professional Resources, publisher. Phi Delta Kappa International, P.O. Box 789, Bloomington, Ind. 47402-0789.
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