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Abstract

Recent federal legislation, from the passage of  the Goals 2000: Educate America Act in 1990 

to the Amendments to the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) in 1997, has 

focused greater attention on the issues of  accountability and the need for standards-based 

education reform. The Na tion al Cen ter on Ed u ca tion al Out comes (NCEO) de vel oped a 

frame work for educational accountability that specifi es out comes and in di ca tors for six 

de vel op men tal levels (ages three and six, grades four, eight, and twelve, and post-school). 

The fi rst fi ve levels were contained in the Framework for Educational Accountability (Ysseldyke, 

Krentz, Elliott, Thurlow, Erickson, & Moore, 1998). In this document we focus on 

outcomes and indicators for the post-school individual. We also examine the relationship 

between the NCEO Framework and the SCANS Skills & Competencies. Additionally, we 

describe the domains, indicators, and sources of  information that can be adopted or adapted 

for use in system-wide or individual accountability.
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Accountability in Educational Reform

The passage of  the Goals 2000: Educate America Act in 1990, and subsequent federal legis-
lation such as the Improving America’s Schools Act, has focused the attention of  the nation 
on accountability and the need for standards-based education reform.  The passage of  the 
1997 Amendments to the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) has placed 
even greater emphasis on the issue of  accountability.  States are required to have established 
goals for performance of  students with disabilities, and assess progress toward achieving 
those goals.  The performance of  students with disabilities will be accounted for by indica-
tors such as test scores, dropout rates, and graduation records.  Every two years, states will 
report their progress to the public and, based on that progress, each state will be expected 
to revise its state improvement plan.  Students with dis abil i ties will be included in general 
state and district-wide assessment programs with ap pro pri ate accommodations where neces-
sary.  Reports on the number and performance of  students with disabilities who take regular 
assessments began on July 1, 1998.  In ad di tion, states must also develop guidelines for the 
participation in an alternate assessment for those students with disabilities who cannot be 
included in the regular assessment with accommodations.  The alternate assessments must 
be developed and implemented by July 1, 2000.  Whether motivated by federal legislation or 
through their own initiative, states are investing signifi cant time, energy, and resources devel-
oping and modifying as sess ment and accountability systems.

If  accountability systems are to be meaningful, assessments must align with standards and 
curricula.  Both of  these, in turn, must be based on consensus about what is important for 
students to know, and when and how to identify the extent to which they have mas tered the 
necessary skills and knowledge.  States and districts will want to build on what is currently 
available, and modify and adapt existing assessments to provide the needed information.

Development of the NCEO Framework for Educational 
Accountability

In the early 1990s, NCEO personnel worked with hundreds of  stakeholders to develop a 
conceptual model of  educational results and indicators to guide the accountability pro cess.  
NCEO used a multi-attribute consensus-building (MACB) process to help generate and 
reach agreement on the outcomes and indicators included in the model at six de vel op men tal 
levels (ages three and six, grades four, eight and twelve and post-school). (See Outcomes and 
Indicators, Ysseldyke & Thurlow, Number 1, NCEO Report, October 1993; Outcomes and Indi-
cators, Vanderwood, Ysseldyke & Thurlow Number 2, NCEO Report, November 1993).

Different groups of  stakeholders, meeting over a two-year period, were used to identify 
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results and indicators for each developmental level.  Because this information was de vel oped 
over time, it was contained in a series of  12 different documents, two per developmental 
level (one giving the outcomes and indicators, a second giving the sources of  data).  We 
have always assumed that a conceptual  framework of  educational accountability should be 
dy nam ic, subject to change and responsive to review, criticism, and changes in assessment 
practices over time.  And, we have solicited external review and critique of  the model from 
individuals and professional groups. The revised and consolidated framework included levels 
ranging from Age 3 through Grade 12, but did not include the post-school age group.

The comprehensive framework is designed to be used for the development or revision of  
district and state assessment and accountability systems.  This framework can also be used 
to design alternate assessment systems and guide the IEP planning process for students with 
disabilities, ensuring that individual goals are comprehensive and aligned with state and/or 
district standards.

We examined the domains of  results and indicators at each age level and looked for ways to 
simplify the format.  Before making these simplifi cations to the framework, we sought the 
input of  several people who had worked on the development of  the model, or were current-
ly adapting it for their own use.  We were ever mindful of  the process of  developing the ini-
tial framework, but at the same time, sensitive to the fact that if  it is not in a usable format, 
it will not be used.  We attempted to eliminate redundancy and overlap among the age level 
indicators and provide a consistent format.  By changing the way we identify the indicators 
at each level, we have accommodated suggestions that the framework be modifi ed to use as a 
basis for an alternate assessment, to guide the development of  IEPs, or to structure ac count -
abil i ty for the performance of  individuals (see Kratochwill & Elliott, 1997).

We also modifi ed the framework so that it can be used on both an individual level and in 
large scale systems.  For example, under the domain Physical Health, one of  the results is 
“Individuals Make Healthy Lifestyle Choices.”  An indicator for this result is “Participate 
regularly in sports, recreational, exercise and/or leisure activities.”  When used as part of  
an individual accountability system, evaluators would record whether or not an individual 
participated in such activities.  When used as a system indicator, evaluators would count the 
number or percentage of  individuals who participated in the various types of  activities.

States and school districts increasingly look to measure the performance of  students over 
time.  In this paper we present desired results and indicators for the post-school individual. 
We have aligned these results and indicators with those for the earlier age ranges as much 
as possible.  We included  outcomes such  as “Demonstrate Competence in Pre-academic 
Skills” because there is a small proportion of  the population to whom this would apply.
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SCANS Skills and Competencies and the NCEO Framework

One of  the most important indicators of  a successful adult life is employment. With this in 
mind, we wanted to show the fi t between the results and indicators described in the NCEO 
framework with a well known effort to determine the skills young adults need to succeed 
in their careers. In 1991, the federal government commissioned a report by the Secretary’s 
Commission on Achieving Necessary Skills (SCANS) to determine the skills young adults 
need to succeed in the world of  work. The Commission was composed of  30 representa-
tives of  education, business, labor, and state government and was charged with “defi ning a 
com mon core of  skills that constitute job readiness in the current eco nom ic environment.” 
The pri ma ry objective of   SCANS was to help teachers understand how curriculum and 
in struc tion must change to enable students to develop those high per for mance skills needed 
to succeed in the high performance workplace. 

 This report, entitled, What Work Requires of  Schools:  A SCANS Report for America 2000  
(1991), addressed the foundation areas of  basic skills, thinking skills, and personal qualities 
that are needed in work and other cultural settings by all adults, including those with dis-
 abil i ties. It summarized the results of  a national survey of  employers’ responses to questions 
about the most important skills and competencies that students should have when leaving 
high school in order to pursue successful careers.  The SCANS report recognized that these 
critical competencies are taught and learned too infrequently and are rarely assessed by stan-
dard educational measures. The competencies identifi ed in the SCANS report go far beyond 
the basic skills required to complete a technical task. The report found that high-per for -
mance work places also require other com pe ten cies: the ability to manage re sourc es, to work 
am i ca bly and productively with others, to acquire and use information, to master complex 
systems, and to work with a variety of  technologies (See Appendix A).

Recent legislative initiatives, such as the School-To-Work Opportunities Act of  1994, have 
furthered the work of  the SCANS report by promoting the need of  young adults to “acquire 
the knowledge, skills, abilities and labor market information they need to make a smooth and 
effective transition from school to career-oriented work or to further ed u ca tion or training” 
(Federal Register, 1194:5266).  The Act calls on states to plan and im ple ment systems that 
enable all learners to make successful education to employment tran si tions. The intent of  the 
Act is for every learner to (a) access a relevant education; (b) experience a combination of  
classroom, community and work-related experiences; and (c) receive an individualized educa-
tion that is based on needs, interests, and abilities.

The School-to-Work Opportunities Act is administered by the National School-to-Work Of-
fi ce under the joint direction of  the U.S. Departments of  Labor and Education. In 2001, the 
legislation sunsets, with the expectation that school-to-work systems will be in sti tu tion al ized 
at the state and local levels.
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The SCANS Skills and Competencies present a framework with which educators can cross-
reference their curriculum’s skills and competencies to those demanded by the workplace.  
It can provide a foundation for developing, adapting, or revising curricula for successful 
pro grams. Comparing the SCANS skills and competencies with the NCEO Framework for 
Educational Accountability reveals many similarities:

SCANS Basic Skills:    NCEO Framework:   
•    Reading, Writing, Mathematics  •    Individuals Demonstrate     
                       Competence in Academic Skills (AFL-4)    
•    Listening, Speaking    •    Individuals Demonstrate
                 Competence in Communication (AFL-1)

SCANS Thinking Skills:   NCEO Framework:
•    Creative Thinking, Decision-Making,         •     Individuals Demonstrate
       Problem Solving, Reasoning                    Competence in Problem-Solving
                  Strategies and Critical Thinking Skills  
                  (AFL-2)

SCANS Personal Qualities:   NCEO Framework:
•    Responsibility, Self-Management  •    Individuals are Responsible for Self  (RI-2)

•    Sociability     •    Individuals Cope Effectively with   
                 Personal Challenges, Frustrations,  
                  and Stressors  (PSW-1)       
                 Individuals Get Along with Other
                 People  (PSW-3)       
                 Individuals Respect Cultural and 
                 Individual Differences  (PSW-4)
      
•    Self-Esteem     •    Individuals Possess a Good Self  
Image                     (PSW-2)

Certain aspects of  the SCANS Five Workplace Competencies are comparable to the  NCEO 
framework:

SCANS Competency/ Interpersonal:               NCEO Framework:
•    Participates as Member of  a Team,              •    Individuals Get Along with Other 
People 
      Negotiates, Works with Diversity        (PSW-3)       
                    Individuals Respect Cultural and   
                         Individual Differences  (PSW-4) 
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SCANS Competency/ Technology:                 NCEO Framework:
•    Selects Technology, Applies                         •    Individuals Demonstrate 
      Technology to Task                  Competence in Using Technology  
                            (AFL-6)
    
The SCANS document and the NCEO Framework of  Accountability complement each 
other, and reinforce the importance of  the domains contained in each model.

IDEA Amendments and the NCEO Framework

As previously mentioned, the 1997 Amendments to IDEA place a new focus on ac count -
abil i ty for establishing and measuring student results. The defi nition of  transition services, 
however, was not changed from that developed in PL 101-476:

“a coordinated set of  activities for a student, designed within an outcome oriented 
process, which promotes movement from school to post-school activities, includ-
ing post-secondary education, vocational training, in te grat ed employment (including 
sup port ed employment), continuing and adult education, adult services, independent 
living or community par tic i pa tion.  The coordinated set of  activities must: (a) be based 
on the in di vid u al student’s needs; (b) take into account student’s preferences and in-
terests; and (c) must include instruction, community experiences, the development of  
employment and other post-school adult living skills and functional vocational evalua-
tion.”
(Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, P.L. 101-476, 34, CFR, Section 300.18)

As can be seen in this defi nition, IDEA refers to a variety of  post-school activities that could 
be targeted when thinking about transition assessment and evaluation, placing focus on the 
outcomes of  the process, rather than the process itself.  The specifi c outcomes found in the 
NCEO model are directly relevant for transition planning.  The model provides a framework 
for evaluating how well transition services meet students’ needs. It can also provide a frame-
 work for thinking about the assessment of  students for transition planning. The following 
table shows each component of  the federal defi nition of  transition in relationship to the 
NCEO Framework for Educational Accountability.
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IDEA Transition Components NCEO Framework

Postsecondary education,  Individuals Demonstrate Competence in voca-
tional training,   Communication (AFL-1)
integrated employment,  Individuals Demonstrate Competence in con-
tinuing and adult education Problem-Solving Strategies and Critical    
    Thinking Skills (AFL-2)
     Individuals Demonstrate Competence in   
     Academic Skills (AFL-4)    
     Individuals are employed (P-3)

Adult services     Families Demonstrate Access to   
      Resources to Support Individuals (F-1)

Independent living   Individuals are Physically Fit (PH-3)
     Individuals are Aware of  Basic Safety,   
      Fitness, and Health Care Needs (PH-4) 

     Individuals Make Healthy Lifestyle Choices   
     (PH-5) 
     Individuals Function Independently (RI-1)
     Individuals are Responsible for Self  (RI-2)

Community participation  Individuals are Present in Community (P-1)
     Individuals Participate in Community (P-2)
     Individuals Have Access to Basic Health   
     Care (PH-2)
     Individuals Get About in Environment (RI-3)

All transition areas   Academic and Functional Literacy (AFL)
     Accommodation (A)
     Citizenship (C)
     Personal and Social Well-Being (PSW)
     Satisfaction (S)

Table 1. NCEO Framework Compared to IDEA Transition Components
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The Revised NCEO Framework for Educational Accountability

The revised Framework of  Educational Accountability begins with a brief  review of  termi-
nology.

Terminology

Accountability:       A systematic method to assure stakeholders — educators, policymakers, 
and the public — that schools are producing desired results. Accountabil-
ity includes common elements such as goals, indicators of  progress toward 
meeting those goals, measures, analysis of  data, reporting procedures, and 
consequences or sanctions.

Assessment:           The process of  collecting information (including test data), for the pur-
pose of  making decisions about individuals, groups, or systems.

Domains:              Clusters of  inputs, processes, or outcomes.

Educational            Educational opportunities; includes student participation, family 
Processes:                involvement, the availability of  accommodations, state/school district 

practices, school building level practices, and classroom instructional prac-
tices.

Educational           The outcomes of  interactions between individuals and educational 
Results:                 experiences, both individually and system-wide.

Indicators:              Symbolic representations of  one or more inputs, processes, or results that 
can be used in making comparisons or evaluations. They can be numbers, 
percentages, or other representations such as test scores, levels of  partici-
pation, or perceptions of  student accomplishments. Indicators can be used 
for comparisons over time, for comparisons to an absolute standard, or 
for comparisons among and within groups.

Inputs and              Characteristics and resources that impact and support student 
Resources:               learning, including student characteristics, fi scal and physical factors, per-

sonnel, family characteristics, community characteristics, and policies.

Sources of               Tests, existing data banks, etc. that can be used to provide 
Information:            information on indicators.
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Fundamental Assumptions

As we developed the conceptual framework of  educational accountability we made some 
fundamental assumptions. These were as follows:

• A framework of  inputs, processes, and results is needed for all students, and 
at the broadest level, should apply to all students regardless of  the character-
istics of  individuals.

• The framework should primarily focus on intended results (e.g., high levels 
of  student achievement), but be sensitive to unintended results (e.g., high 
levels of  dropout) as well.

• The framework should include both direct (e.g., math skills) and indirect (e.g., 
getting a job) results.

• Indicators of  results for students receiving special education services should 
be related, conceptually and statistically, to those identifi ed for students with-
out disabilities.

• Indicators should refl ect the diversity of  gender, culture, race, and other char-
acteristics of  students in today’s school population.

• While indicators ideally should meet research standards, those that do not 
could still be used. (For example, we should not have to wait until we can 
reliably and validly assess a result before considering it important enough to 
assess.)

• A comprehensive system of  indicators should provide information needed to 
make policy decisions at the national, state, and local levels.

• A comprehensive system of  indicators should be fl exible, dynamic, and 
responsive to review and criticism. It should also change to meet identifi ed 
needs and future developments in the measurement of  inputs, contexts, edu-
cational processes, and results.

Using the Framework for Educational Accountability

A complete model of  educational accountability takes into account educational results, 
educational inputs and resources, and educational processes. All of  these are refl ected in 
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NCEO’s framework for educational accountability, which is illustrated in Figure 1. The 
framework is presented in a circular format to express its dynamic nature and the inter-
dependence of  all its elements. It is intended that this NCEO framework be adopted or 
adapted by states and local districts as they design or modify assessment and accountability 
systems. 

Information can be collected on inputs, processes, and results indicators, as well as on vari-
ous domains. For each indicator, different kinds of  data can be collected and reported. In-
dicators of  inputs include elements such as adequacy of  physical facilities and teacher/pupil 
ratio. Educational process indicators include instructional accommodations, opportunities to 
learn, and partnerships with the community. 

Over the past several years numerous focus groups of  stakeholders identifi ed six domains 
of  educational results, along with three domains that have been designated as educational 
processes. Within each of  the results domains, stakeholders specifi ed important educational 
results for which school personnel should be gathering data. The indicators are listed in a 
way that will enable district and state personnel to adapt them for use in either system or in-
dividual accountability. See Tables 1–9 for domains and indicators for post-school outcomes. 
Appendix B provides sources of  data for the post-school domains and indicators.

For further information on NCEO’s Framework, see Framework for Educational Accountability 
(Ysseldyke, Krentz, Elliott, Thurlow, Erickson, & Moore, 1998).

F
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Figure 1.  Framework for Educational Accountability with Domains, Indicators, and Sourc es of In for ma tion
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Domains & Indicators for Educational Results for Systems & In di vid u als
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Table 3. Physical Health

)HP(htlaeHlacisyhP loohcS-tsoP

tnempoleveDetairporppA-egAetartsnomeDslaudividnI.1-HP

egnardetcepxenitnempolevedlacisyhpdnahtworG

eraChtlaeHcisaBotsseccAevaHslaudividnI.2-HP

erachtlaehsseccaotwohdna,erehw,nehwwonK

tiFyllacisyhPeraslaudividnI.3-HP

ssentiflacisyhpfosdradnatsdezilaudividniteeM

eraChtlaeHdna,ssentiF,ytefaScisaBfoerawAeraslaudividnI.4-HP
sdeeN sdeeN sdeeN sdeeN sdeeN

serudecorpdnasnoitaucerpytefascisabfoerawA

sdeenssentifcisabfoerawA

sdeenerachtlaehcisabfoerawA

ecnednepeddna,esulohocladnagurdfosngisezingoceR

sesaesiddettimsnartyllauxesfonoitneverpdnanoitcudorpernamuhfoerawA

serudecorperachtlaehycnegremednadiatsriffoerawA

❊

Items marked with an asterisk (*) are included for that portion of  the population for whom these 
outcomes and indicators would be appropriate.
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Table 3. Physical Health (continued)

)HP(htlaeHlacisyhP loohcS-tsoP

seciohCelytsefiLyhtlaeHekaMslaudividnI.5-HP

seciohclanoitirtundoogekaM

seitivitcaerusielro,esicrexe,lanoitaercer,stropsniylralugeretapicitraP

sgurdro,lohocla,occabotfoesuetacidnI

xesdetcetorpnudahgnivahetacidnI



15

Table 4. Responsibility and Independence

)IR(ecnednepednIdnaytilibisnopseR loohcS-tsoP

yltnednepednInoitcnuFslaudividnI.1-IR

noitanimreted-flesesicrexednaseciohcekaM

)spihsnoitalerlaicos,krow,doof,gnisuoh,.g.e(seitissecenefilcisabniatbO

noitautislaudividniro,puorg,ylimafaniylbisnopsertcA

fleSrofelbisnopseReraslaudividnI.2-IR

senituoremitlaemniyletairporppaetapicitrapdnaflesdeeF

flessserD

sdeeneneigyhnwootdnettA

flesrofetacovdaylevitceffE

mehtdrawoterevesrepdnaslaogtesdnaezitiroirpnaC

ytefasdnaeraclanosrepeganamnaC

tnemnorivnEnituobAteGslaudividnI.3-IR

snoitanitsedfoyteiravamorfdnaottegnaC

,yrarbilehtotgniog,gnippohs,.g.e(ytinummocehtnisnoitcasnartetelpmoC
).cte,gniknab

,gnilesnuoc,noitatilibaher,.g.e(secivresytinummocsseccaotwohwonK
).cte,htlaeh,tnemyolpme

esnecils'revirdaniatbO

❊

❊

❊

Items marked with an asterisk (*) are included for that portion of  the population for whom these 
outcomes and indicators would be appropriate.
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Table 5. Citizenship

)C(pihsnezitiC loohcS-tsoP

senituoRdna,stimiL,seluRhtiwylpmoCslaudividnI.1-C

sksaTrofytilibisnopseRtpeccAslaudividnI.2-C

seluRytinummoChtiwylpmoCslaudividnI.3-C

,tnemnorivneehttuobaerac,srehtopleh,elcycer,.g.e(neziticelbisnopsersatcA
)ytreporptcepser

,edutingamdnaetarmsiladnavedulcninacsrotacidni(neziticgnidiba-walsatcA
)metsyslagelehtnitnemevlovnidetroperdna,edutingamdnaetaremirc

reetnuloVslaudividnI.4-C

,loohcshguorhtsecruoserytinummocevorpmidnasrehtoplehotemitreetnuloV
seitivitcatiforpnonro,ytinummoc,civic

etoVslaudividnI.5-C

pihsneziticfoseitilibisnopserdnaselorehtdnaserutcurtscivicwonK

etovdnaretsigerotyrassecenserudecorpehtwonK

snoitcelelanoitandna,etats,lacolnietoV

sexaTyaPslaudividnI.6-C

sneziticgniyapxaterA

❊

❊

Items marked with an asterisk (*) are included for that portion of  the population for whom these 
outcomes and indicators would be appropriate.
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Table 6. Personal and Social Well-Being

)WSP(gnieB-lleWlaicoSdnalanosreP loohcS-tsoP

,segnellahClanosrePhtiwylevitceffEepoCslaudividnI.1-WSP
srossertSdna,snoitartsurF srossertSdna,snoitartsurF srossertSdna,snoitartsurF srossertSdna,snoitartsurF srossertSdna,snoitartsurF

srossertsdna,snoitartsurf,segnellahclanosrephtiwylevitceffeepoC

ytilibisnopserdnalortnoc-flesfoeergedetairporppanastcelferroivaheB

sekam,.g.e(roivahebrofsecneuqesnocehtfoecnatpeccanastcelferroivaheB
)noitutitser

egamIfleSdooGassessoPslaudividnI.2-WSP

htrow-flesfoesnesevitisopaegdelwonkcaroetartsnomeD

tnetepmocsafleseviecreP

elpoePrehtOhtiwgnolAteGslaudividnI.3-WSP

krowtenlaicosafotraperadnasdneirfevaH

ytinummocdna,krow,loohcs,emohnikrowpuorgevitcudorpniegagnE
stnemnorivne

,snoitautislaicosnisnoisicedgnikamnidnagnitcaretninilliksetartsnomeD
tcilfnoclanosrepretnignirudgnidulcni

serugifytirohtuaotylevitceffeetaleR

sreepotylevitceffeetaleR

sisabralugeranosrebmemylimafrehtorostneraphtiwtcaretnI
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Table 6. Personal and Social Well-Being (continued)

)WSP(gnieB-lleWlaicoSdnalanosreP loohcS-tsoP

secnereffiDlaudividnIdnalarutluCtcepseRslaudividnI.4-WSP

srehtorofnrecnocwohsdnatcepseR

secnereffidylimafdna,ytiliba,laicar,larutluctpeccA

ytisrevidfoevisulcnidnagnimoclewytinummocehtgnikamnietapicitraP
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Table 7. Satisfaction

)S(noitcafsitaS loohcS-tsoP

sutatStnerruChtiwdeifsitaSslaudividnI.1-S

)gniebllewlareneg,.g.e(secneirepxeefildnasutatstnerruchtiwdeifsitaS

secneirepxeloohcsyradnoces-tsophtiwdeifsitaS

ecneirepxetnemyolpmetnerruchtiwdeifsitaS

stnemegnarragniviltnerruchtiwdeifsitaS

krowtenlaicoshtiwdeifsitaS

elbaliavasecivresytinummochtiwdeifisitaS

seitivitcaerusielnitnemvlovnifolevelhtiwdeifsitaS

laudividnIfosutatStnerruChtiwdeifsitaSerasnaidrauG/stneraP.2-S

)gniebllewlareneg,.g.e(sutatstnerrucs'laudividnihtiwdeifsitaS

laudividnIfosutatStnerruCehthtiwdeifsitaSsiytinummoC.3-S

dna,lennosrepycnegaecivres,cilbuplareneg,sreyolpme(ytinummoC
sutatstnerrucs'laudividnihtiwdeifsitas)srekamycilop
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Table 8. Participation

)P(noitapicitraP loohcS-tsoP

ytinummoCnitneserPeraslaudividnI.1-P

-nonanigniniartlacinhcet,egellocgnidulcni(gniloohcsyradnoces-tsopnidellornE
).cte,noitacudecisabtluda,gnittesegelloc

troppusfoseergedgniyravhtiwsgnittesytinummocralugernigniviL

seitinutroppokrow/smargorplanoitacudemorfetarecnadnettA

ytinummoCnietapicitraPslaudividnI.2-P

seitivitcaylimafnietapicitraP

snoitazinagrodna,spuorg,seitivitcadesab-ytinummocnietapicitraP

deyolpmEeraslaudividnI.3-P

)rekamemoh,emit-trap,emit-llufybdetaitnereffid(ecrofkrowehtnietapicitraP

sdnufreyolpme-nonybdezidisbusyllaitrapsitnemyolpmE

Domains & Indicators for Educational Processes
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Items marked with an asterisk (*) are included for that portion of  the population for whom these 
outcomes and indicators would be appropriate.

❊

❊

❊

❊

❊

❊

Table 9. Family Involvement

)IF(tnemevlovnIylimaF loohcS-tsoP

laudividnItroppuSotsecruoseRotsseccAetartsnomeDseilimaF.1-F

ybdedeensmargorpdnasecruoserytinummoctuobaelbaegdelwonkeraseilimaF
laudividnieht

seicnega/sredivorpecivresetairporppaotdetcennoceraseilimaF

laudividnitroppusotsecruosercimonocednalaicosetauqedaevahseilimaF

dnaecneloivylimafdnaytinummocfoeerf(stnemnorivneefasnievilseilimaF
)esubaecnatsbus

gnipoCdnatroppuSylimaFfoecneserPehtetartsnomeDseilimaF.2-F
sllikS sllikS sllikS sllikS sllikS

slaudividniybdedeensmargorpdnasecruoserytinummocesuseilimaF

loohcsgnivaelretfasdeens'laudividnihtiwepocseilimaF
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Items marked with an asterisk (*) are included for that portion of  the population for whom these 
outcomes and indicators would be appropriate.

❊

❊

❊

❊

❊

❊

Table 10. Accommodation

)A(noitadommoccA loohcS-tsoP

ro,snoitadommoccA,snoitatpadA,stnemhcirnEesUslaudividnI.1-A
rojaMehtfohcaEnisemoctuOeveihcAotyrasseceNsnoitasnepmoC rojaMehtfohcaEnisemoctuOeveihcAotyrasseceNsnoitasnepmoC rojaMehtfohcaEnisemoctuOeveihcAotyrasseceNsnoitasnepmoC rojaMehtfohcaEnisemoctuOeveihcAotyrasseceNsnoitasnepmoC rojaMehtfohcaEnisemoctuOeveihcAotyrasseceNsnoitasnepmoC

sniamoD sniamoD sniamoD sniamoD sniamoD

,krow,loohcs,emohniseitivitcanietapicitrapotsnoitadommoccaesuslaudividnI
stnemnorivneytinummocro

stnemnorivneriehtnidnuorategotsnoitadommoccaesuslaudividnI

etacinummocotsnoitadommoccaesuslaudividnI

sdeenlanosrepriehteganamotsnoitadommoccaesuslaudividnI

ro,snoitadommocca,snoitatapada,stnemhcirneyrassecenfoerawaslaudividnI
dna,krow,loohcs,emohfoyteiravaninoitcnufotdedeensnoitasnepmoc

sgnittesytinummoc

,stnemhcirnededeensseccaotecnatsissarofksaotytilibaetartsnomedslaudividnI
snoitasnepmocro,snoitadommocca,snoitatpada
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Appendix A

The SCANS Skills and Competencies



24

 The SCANS Skills and Competencies
Secretary’s Commission on Achieving Necessary Skills

excerpted from What Work Requires of  Schools,
National Technical Information Service (NTIS), 1991.

A Three-Part Foundation

Basic Skills:

Reads, writes, performs arithmetic and mathematical operations, listens, and speaks

•    A. Reading - locates, understands, and interprets written information in prose and in 
documents such as manuals, graphs, and schedules

•    B. Writing - communicates thoughts, ideas, information, and messages in writing; and 
creates documents such as letters, directions, manuals, reports, graphs, and fl ow charts

•    C. Arithmetic/ Mathematics - performs basic computations and approaches practical 
problems by choosing appropriately from a variety of  mathematical techniques

•    D. Listening - receives, attends to, interprets, and responds to verbal messages and other 
cues

•    E. Speaking - organizes ideas and communicates orally

Thinking Skills:

Thinks creatively, makes decisions, solves problems, visualizes, knows how to learn, 
and reasons

•    A. Creative Thinking - generates new ideas
•    B. Decision Making - specifi es goals and constraints, generates alternatives, con sid ers 

risks, and evaluates and chooses best alternative
•    C. Problem Solving - recognizes problems and devises and implements plan of  action
•    D. Seeing Things in the Mind’s Eye - organizes and processes symbols, pictures, 

graphs, objects, and other information
•    E. Knowing How to Learn  - uses effi cient learning techniques to acquire and apply 

new knowledge and skills
•    F. Reasoning - discovers a rule or principle underlying the relationship between two or 

more objects and applies it when solving a problem
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Personal Qualities:

Displays responsibility, self-esteem, sociability, self-management, integrity, and hon-
esty

•    A. Responsibility - exerts a high level of  effort and perseveres towards goal attainment
•    B. Self-Esteem - believes in own self-worth and maintains a positive view of  self
•    C. Sociability  - demonstrates understanding, friendliness, adaptability, empathy, and 

politeness in group settings
•    D. Self-Management - assesses self  accurately, sets personal goals, monitors progress, 

and exhibits self-control.
•    E. Integrity/ Honesty - chooses ethical courses of  action

Five Workplace Competencies

Resources:

Identifi es, organizes, plans, and allocates resources

•    A. Time  - selects goal-relevant activities, ranks them, allocates time, and prepares and 
follows schedules

•    B. Money  - uses or prepares budgets, makes forecasts, keeps records, and makes ad just -
ments to meet objectives

•    C. Material and Facilities - acquires, stores, allocates, and uses materials or space ef-
fi ciently

•    D. Human Resources  - assesses skills and distributes work accordingly, evaluates per-
 for mance, and provides feedback

Interpersonal:

Works with others

•    A. Participates as Member of  a Team - contributes to group effort
•    B. Teaches Others New Skills  
•    C. Serves Clients/ Customers - works to satisfy customers’ expectations
•    D. Exercises Leadership  - communicates ideas to justify position, persuades and con-

 vinc es others, responsibly challenges existing procedures and policies
•    E. Negotiates  - works toward agreements involving exchange of  resources, resolves 

divergent interests
•    F. Works with Diversity  - works well with men and women from diverse backgrounds



26

Information:

Acquires and uses information

•    A. Acquires and Evaluates Information
•    B. Organizes and Maintains Information
•    C. Interprets and Communicates Information
•    D. Uses Computers to Process Information

Systems:

Understands complex inter-relationships

•    A. Understands Systems  - knows how social, organizational, and technological systems 
work and operates effectively with them

•    B. Monitors and Corrects Performance  - distinguishes trends, predicts impacts on sys-
tems operations, diagnoses deviations in systems’ performance and corrects mal func tions

•    C. Improves or Designs Systems  - suggests modifi cations to existing systems and de-
 vel ops new or alternative systems to improve performance

Technology:

Works with a variety of  technologies

•    A. Selects Technology  - chooses procedures, tools, or equipment, including computers 
and related technologies

•    B. Applies Technology to Task  - understands overall intent and proper procedures for 
setup and operation of  equipment

•    C. Maintains and Troubleshoots Equipment  - prevents, identifi es, or solves problems 
with equipment, including computers and other technologies
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Appendix B

Possible Data Sources for Post-School Indicators
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Possible Data Sources for Post-School Indicators

Academic and Functional Literacy
•    Individual interview or survey
•    Parent/guardian interview or survey
•    Parental or peer rating scales
•    Observation
•    Supervisor or co-worker interview or survey
•    Performance-based assessment results
•    Scores on achievement tests
•    Performance on language, mathematics, reading or writing tests
•    Functional reading measures (for example, cloze technique, reading rate)
•    Supervisor ratings of  functional use of  applied mathematics
•    Supervisor reports of  applied reading performance
•    Supervisor reports of  writing profi ciency
•    Roommate or spouse interview or survey
•    Selected items from adaptive behavior scales or checklists
•    Surveys from community agencies (for those individuals receiving services)
•    Review of  individual’s job search activities and outcomes
•    Agency staff  interview or survey

Physical Health
•    Individual interview or survey
•    Parent/guardian interview or survey
•    Peer interview or survey
•    Medical records
•    Pre-existing follow-up research data
•    Body mass testing
•    Finger-prick cholesterol check
•    National Household Survey on Drug Abuse
•    Department of  Corrections data
•    National Health Information Survey
•    Participation records from community agencies or groups
•    Knowledge test
•    Performance assessment results
•    Health examinations and fi tness tests
•    Select items from adaptive behavior scales or checklists
•    Licensing regulations reviews of  community residences
•    Center for Disease Control’s Youth Risk Behavior Survey
•    Data from existing national surveys
•    Report from physician or health care provider
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Responsibility and Independence
•    Individual interview or survey
•    Parent/guardian interview or survey
•    Supervisor or parent/guardian rating scales
•    Knowledge test 
•    Performance assessment
•    Reports from national orientation and mobility organizations (e.g., American Commis-

sion for the Blind)
•    Reports from disability determination services within state mental health or human ser-

vice agencies
•    Selected items from adaptive behavior scales or checklists
•    Reports from rehabilitation counselors or social services case managers
•    Direct observational recordings by supervisors
•    Results of  federal projects dealing with transition services for youth
•    Self-report of  employment status and volunteer activity

Contribution and Citizenship
•    Individual interview or survey
•    Parent/guardian interview or survey
•    Police records of  crime rate and frequency of  illegal acts
•    State Education Agency (SEA) or Local Education Agency (LEA) developed in ter views 

or surveys
•    State Department of  Corrections records
•    Community records of  individuals voting in elections
•    Records of  service organizations
•    Follow-up study using computerized match of  SSN and Internal Revenue Service (IRS) 

records

Personal and Social Adjustment
•    Individual interview or survey
•    Parent/guardian interview or survey
•    Supervisor or co-worker interview or survey
•    Performance results on items selected from adaptive behavior measures, social skills 

scales, and/or social/personal adjustment measures
•    Scores on self-concept scale
•    Screening for depression and suicide using scales like the Reynolds Adolescent De pres sion 

Scale
•    Individual survey on attitudes toward diversity
•    Social network analysis results
•    Direct observation by supervisor
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Satisfaction
•    Individual interview or survey
•    Parent/guardian interview or survey
•    Case manager interview or survey
•    Post-secondary service provider interview or survey
•    Post-secondary completion data
•    Review of  community services case records
•    Community member interview or survey
•    Satisfaction surveys of  employers and community agencies
•    Data collected by community agencies as part of  an accreditation process

Participation
•    Individual interview or survey
•    Parent/guardian interview or survey
•    Data from state agencies
•    Case manager interview
•    Department of  Mental Health data
•    Pre-existing follow-up research data
•    Independent living center records
•    State Department of  Rehabilitation records
•    State Department of  Welfare records
•    State Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) data
•    Follow-up study using a computerized match of  social security numbers (SSN) and post-

secondary institution databases
•    University or college disability support service records
•    Section 504 compliance forms
•    Adult literacy program records
•    Community agency records
•    Employment Security Commission data
•    U.S. Department of  Labor statistics
•    Employer or agency records of  subsidized wages
•    State Departments of  Employment Development records

Family Involvement
During the consensus-building process that identifi ed post-school outcomes and indicators, 
participant groups recommended that no separate outcomes or indicators be identifi ed in 
this domain.  For anyone wishing to review possible outcomes, indicators and sources of  
data for Family Involvement, please refer to the publication NCEO Framework for Ed u ca tion al 
Accountability (1998, Ysseldyke, Krentz, Elliott, Thurlow, Erickson, and Moore).
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Accommodation and Adaptation
This domain refers to the compensations or adjustments demonstrated by individuals as they 
attempt to achieve the other outcomes, such as learning American Sign Language or Braille.  
During the consensus-building process that identifi ed post-school outcomes and indicators, 
participant groups recommended that no separate outcomes or indicators be identifi ed in 
this domain.  Instead, they suggested that outcomes, indicators, and sources of  data refl ect-
ing Accommodations and Adaptation strategies be incorporated within the other domains 
of  the model.






