REPORT OF THE NON-TRADITIONAL CHEDIT AND ACCELERATION OF CEEDIT LTF

We think Evergreen should give people credit for things they learn
outside of college == if that learning resembles what college students
get credit for while enrclled. Our reasons: there are many adults who
need a degree and are prepared to work hard and well for one, who are
handicapped by credit being tied mechanically to time; it would bring
more adults onte campus and inte the regular curriculum; the Council

on Higher Education staff recently charged Evergreen to do it; and our
regular curriculum and teaching will benefit if we can make progress

in answering the basic questions, "What do we give credit for? What
does a bachelor degree stand for anyway?"

We recommend Evergreen continue its present ways of giving external
credit, namely through CLEF general and specific-subject tests, AP
tests, and others.

But we have also been exploring and developing another method for people
who have been out of school a year or more to earn credit for what they
learned in their jobs or lives. This is a system whereby a person
writes a paper or report that demonstrates what he or she knows and
wants credit for. For those who might have trouble writing, we have
been developing not just counseling but a module specifically designed
to help them produce an acceptable paper or report.

Here are the reasons behind our approach: Some colleges give credit

for previous experienceje.g., "I was two years in the Peace Corps,"

or "I ran a business for ten years," or "I climbed Mt. McKinkey."

But we feel we calt evaluate experience in itself. Someone could say,

"T learned just as much living with my mother for two years -- it was

just as intense an educational experience as if I'd climbed Mt. MeKinley,"
and one could neither agree nor disagree without going on to explore

the effects of the experience. Experience in itself cannot be evaluated.

Thus some colleges have turned away from mere statements of experience
and settled on giving credit for documented skills. But this leaves

the problem of deciding which skills are valid: skiing? basketweaving?
car repair? raising children? arithmetic? One can reasonably argue
both Yes and No for each of those cases. Also, there is the problem

of how to document certain skills such as skiing or child raising.

We conclude that Evergreen should not give credit for experience or
skills in themselves, but rather for demonstrating understanding:
conscious, conceptual, verbal understanding. Operationally, this means
explaining and communicating what the person knows so that someone else
who doesn't understand it can do sc. This seems to us one of the main
functions of learning and college, and one of the main things people
need in the rest of their lives. And when someone's experience, skills,
or knowledge is put in the form of conscious verbal understanding —-

an extended paper or report == then it becomes feasible for a committee
to make a fair decision about how much college credit to give.
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We realize, however, that this procedure is a disadvantage to people who
deserve external credit because they lmow a lot, but who have been
alienated from all schools and school-like activities. We feel we

have developed a module that will help such people get the credit they
deserve.

HOW IT WOULD WORK

We propose an office of external credit —- preferably part of an ex-
panded learning resource center. All students would be alerted to the
possibilities of extermal credit. A counselor would help students
assess whether they might be eligible to earn external credit and the
various ways of earning it. The counselor would show students direc-
tions and models for writing & report or paper that would earn extermal
credit.

Some students would be able to produce such papers right away. HMany
others would need to come to four or five meetings of a module, which
is specifically for the pmrpose of learning to explore and articulate
things that someone knows tacitly or implicitly but cannot yet arti-
culate or communicate. And some other people would need to come to
the module for the whole quarter, especially those people who have
trouble writing. (The module is also designed to help those who need
writing skills.)

In addition to the paper or report, candidates would be asked where
relevant to submit other supporting material: a statement of how the
knowledge was gained and any material that might help support and
illustrate the report. For example, a painter might submit paintins,
a musiecian recordings, an architect blueprints.

A small committee would evaluate the application and make its decision.
If a person were not granted credit, he or she could get feedback from
the committee and revise the application to turn it in again == any
number of times.

The committee should net be too large and neak to build up experience

and continuity in making judgments. We suggest that it have one member
of the faculty from each of the four subject-matter divisions, one
student and one stiff member. It should work closely with the regis-
trar who should be a member ex-officio. The faculty member teaching

the module should be a non-voting membver and function as an advocate

for applicants. The committee can draw on other members of the faculty --
or people from outside the faculty == when it needs special advice.
Faculty members could be drawn from the contract pool and have their
load slightly reduced for those terms when the committee sits, for it
will be a time=consuming effort. The committee need not sit for more
than one or two gquarters a year, however. There should be a slow
rotation of membership -- perhaps one new member each quarter it meets ==
so there is plenty of continuity. But we recommend starting with the
present DTF since it has built up some experience.







