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A REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE, A MAIL SURVEY, AND A TEXTUAL
ANALYSIS OF JUNIOR COLLEGE DOCUMENTS INDICATE THAT, WHILE
CALIFORNIA JUNIOR COLLEGES ARE CONCERNED ABOUT THE QUALITY
AND EFFECTIVENESS OF INSTRUCTION, CONTROL OF THAT QUALITY IS
"RARELY A SYSTEMATIC ROUTINE ENTERPRISE BASED ON EXAMINATION
OF BEHAVIOR CHANGES IN STUDENTS FOLLOWING INSTRUCTION.
USUALLY THE PROCESS IS A NONSYSTEMATIC, SPORADIC EXAMINATION
OF THE INSTRUCTOR OR THE INSTITUTION, AND SUCH ANALYSES DO
NOT MODIFY THE OBSERVAELE CHARACTERISTICS OF THE
INSTRUCTIONAL SYSTEM OR THE STUBDENTS. FACULTY ORGANIZATIONS
EXIST, BUT THEY ARE NOT TYPICALLY CHARGED WITH MAJOR
RESPONSIBILITY FOR THE CONTROL OF INSTRUCTIONAL QUALITY OR
THE IMPROVEMENT OF THE EFFECTIVENESS OF INSTRUCTION. THIS
SITUATION IS IN CONTRAST TO THE FACT THAT TEACHERS ARE
CURRENTLY TRAINED BY TEACHER EDUCATION PROGRAMS TO BE
SUCCESSFUL IN THIS TYPE OF ENDEAVOR. UTILIZATION OF A QUALITY
CONTROL SYSTEM FOR THE CLASSROOM HAS BEEN FOUND TO RESULT IN
GREATER STUDENT GAINS (EXAMPLES OF SUCH GAINS ARE GIVEN) .
YET, NO MAJOR EFFORT HAS BEEN MADE TO EVALUATE INSTRUCTIONAL
SYSTEMS IN A SYSTEMATIC ROUTINE FASHION AS IS DONE IN
INDUSTRY, MEDICINE, AND OTHER SERVICE ORGANIZATIONS. (HS)
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Chapiter I. The Problem ané Definition of Terms Used

There hae long been reslstence in Educaition to the proposition thei.
tne effectiveness of an educatlonal institubion must be measured in toiw:

of the results accompiished, {Ayres, 1912). However, We ave nOw seel; *;

T - = peam 3 o~ -~ Trm e  Lalm .--.~-$
a nugmber of proposalis Lased on ths assumpticn that the Flcanr publis

E

expects vesulie from iLs Investment in schooling. Five of these inclivs:
a) provisions of Title I of the Blementory and Secondary fct of %%
requiring objective messures and reports of educationzl achie.: -

ment,

e
Sors”

a plan for nztloral Bssegssment of educationsl achievement

3

descrived in Phi Deite Xopwvan, Ssptember, 1945,

¢} the report of the joint commities of AFRA, APA and DAVI-NEA

entitled Criteria Tor Assessing Programed Ingtructionsl Materisl.

d} the recommendation of follow-up studies of Junioy college sbtudaniz
by the American Asgsociation of Junior (olleges, {0°Comnor, 19573,
ag a tocl for instructional improvement,

e) the choice of the “improvement of instruction” as the number 233
priority for study by GJCA by 65 Califormia Junlor College ad-
ministrators, (Peterson. 1965).

If then, theve is t5 be an atiempt 10 assess the instructional

effectiveness of cur educational jpstitubions, hovw cen this be accom-
plished most efficlently and least expensively all-the-while preserria«
the uniqueness and individvelity of the community junior college? &

the answer in national assessment? Tocal assessment? By whom? How »0tom




A recent development in Califoranie Junior colleges is the legal
recoiznltion of academlic senates and the development of such "advisory
7

soties” in most Junlor colleges. In this trend o mezasure the resulis

23

ui Lnstruction, what pars could {or egould) nis group play? Are these
sy denie
of instruction?
Fationnl and loeal professicmel organizations intexssted in the en-
iarzing community college movement, {AAJC, AAUF, CJCA, CJCFA, CTA-Nea-AHE),
epeak oub Prom time to time on "guality" in higher edueation as does the
United Stetes Deparbtment of Health Education and VWelfare Office of Ed-
uweation, {Baskin, 1860). ®hat part will each of these groups hawe Ho

pilay in the organization of measures of instructional effectiveness?

&. The Problem:

The study atteupits to answer the following gquestions:

i. Is it possible to define Instructionsl guality? If so;

2. Is it possible to describe the progcess of instruction as s
gystem? 1T so;

3. Is it possible to apply the coucept of "quality control” as
used by business, industry, medicine, the Armed Forces, eic.
t0 an instructional system? 1If so;

4, Is it possiblie to Gescribe the elements in sn instructionsal
quality control system? I so;

5. Do such instructlional quality contrcl systems exist in

Celifornia Junior colleges?

Lipits: The study will be limited to Galifornia junior collegee vho

e menbers of California Junior College Association and sccredited

by the Western Association of Schools and Colleges.

oo
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Specifieally, this study atiempis to:
a) describe the concepts of "instructionsl system” and "quelity of

instruction”

(5 o
S

anaiyze the need for conirel of the quality of instruction

deseribe quality control systems as used in buainess; industry,

0
S ?

medicine, zublic organizations, ete.
d) describe the necessary elemenits in an inmstructional quality
control system

e} report the results of a survey to determine the existence of

California instructional gquality control systems
E £) propose & mecdel for the establishment of an instructionel guality
i conbrol system in Celifornia Junior colleges.

B. Definition of Terms:

curriculum: +the sequence of instructional experlences provided for

;
learners
i instruction: s&n organized system for preducing learning in studeats;
a 3ervice to learners provided by a junior college
learning: a more cr less permsment change in behavior on the
axt of the learner following lnstruction
F quality: of a specified standsrd of excellence; having the

gualities expected or established as accepisble

gystem: a spacilfied serdes of relstions; a hounded coliection of

Ry

interdependent parts, devoted to the accomplishment of some goal{s),

with the parts maintelired in a steady state of relationship to

each othier and the enviroument by means ofs
a) standsrd modes of operation
b) feedbimck about the conseguences of system actions

instructilonal system: & sysiem for prcducing learning
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Instructlonsl Systems ipprosch: A concept borrowed from enginesring

and indugtry which replaces plecemeanl educational planning with

@ rational, efPfeclent deployment of human and technical resourees.

A conceplval fremevork for pienning, orderly comsideration of func~
ticns and vesources, including personnel and technical faellities,
and a phasged and ordered seguence «f events leading to the accomplish-
ment of specified and operationally defined achievements; one sub-
gystem of such a system beilng & quality control systen.

fegdhaclk: information about the effects or consegnences of actiors,
relayed to other elemeris in a systen.

teaching behavior: {t2aching} a set of actions engaging & learper

in a sivuation from vwhich he gcquires new or modified vays of he-
neving.

guelity conbrol: Q.C.; a system of specificafions, operations ang

inspections to maintaln the guality of a product at a specified

3

devel,

insvructional guality suntrel: I.Q.C.; a formeligzed system of spec-

ification, producticn and inspection for the roviine assessment of
the extent Lo whieh the end-of-course or end~of-curviculum behavior
has been acnieved by the student in light of pre-specified standards

of performance and Involving modification of the elements.

The Concept of An "Imgtructionsl System®

Bince World War IX, lergely as a result of government-sponsored ree-
search, increased attention has beem focused on: +the act of instruc-
tion, instructional systems, instructional technology end theories of

inetruction, (Maccia, 1962, HSSE, 1964). However, in the careful




design, development and testing of instructionsl systems, both

industry and the armed forces have moved ahead of the schools

{De Cecco, 1064).

Instructlionnl systems for public educsiional institutions

s v aee e aee Wl A,

en Formiduied and published; “'orriga.n, 1965; Gorow, 1965,

Jlaser, 1962; Pophem, 1965; Silverman, 1965; Travers, 1962).

The following are exemples of some insiructal systems.

Ferhops the simplest and generalizeble is that of Glaser

{1962}

Chart $1: The Instructional System

Research & Development
Loglstics

Instructional System
Control

A

-/

& &vf&i‘ 1

'? \
SyzEar. Systen Systen Output
Chjactives Input Opexrator Monitor

- Instruectional Entering Instruetional Performance
Geaals Behavior of Studentp Procedures Assessment.

Adapted from Claser

LI VAR VO

(1962}

TEATIXED eI R = L S T P

RO P

oA




Aem

Anovner very similar conceptumlization of the instructionsl vroresa
5 posited by Popham, based on Tyler'’s curriculum ratlonale and.

including four sdditional sub~-systems {Popham 1965):

Chart #2: The Instructional Paradigm:
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? Crart #3: An Instructional System

i more elaborate model 1s proposed by Gorow, 1955:
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A collection of additional paradig:s or models exists in Cege's

chepter in Gage (Editor) Hendbook of Research on Teaching.




(O
' These aiffer from the previous three systems in that rather than
describing instructional systems, they describe teacher~learner
intersetions {paradigms of teaching). As an example, Gage has
adapied Stulorow's {1961) Teaching Machine System into a teaching
paradigm:
Thart #4: Adaptation by Gage of Teaching Mochipe System
L g
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Uiage also pointe out that: “every practitioner is theorizing, yet, of
courge; all men . . .« are theorists. They differ not in whether they
use theory but in the degree to vhich they are aware of the theory they
vie. The choice before the man in the street and the research worker
slike ig not whebher to theorize but whether %o artleulate his theory."
Cage suggests that evexry junlor college is opereting on the basis of &
theory of inmstruction, {an instructiongl system). The question remain-
ing is. have all Junior colleges detailed thelr practice, their ratiomale

and theoretical coustruct for their instructional system?

T. The Concept of "Quality of Instruction.”

Quality of iastruction has been a cancern of educators and lay citizens
for the lest century and more. AL least six msjor groups have documented
“heir concern.

1. The existence of acecreditation systems for Education and 22

other educating dizeiplines attest to the continuing quest for
improved instruction, {(NCTEPS, 1963).

2. Edveationsl supervision has accepted as its primary task the
inprovenent cf instruction.

3. The federal government continues to be concerned with educational
quality (U.S. Congress, 1962). PFrancis Keppel, Comnissicner of
Bducation, in reviewing ocur “new natlonal objectives" mentions
first: "“to raise the quality of education in our schools every-
where and for everyonme. In the 20th century, we cannot tolerate
second-class education if we are to remain a first~class nation.”

{Reppel, 1965
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4. Rational educationel organizations meet regularly to atiempt to
ensure quality instructioral operations {Deferrari, 1961; WIC HE,
1959; Ferry, 1965}.

5. Californle Jjunior college administrators pame the improvement of
instruction as the number-one priority item on their 1list of needs.
(Peterson, 1965}

6. Citizen zroups, many of the critiecs being sclentists, busineasmen,
or industrialists, guestion the quelity of instruction with in-
creasing alarm. {Scott et al, 1959; Saligman, 1958}

It order to answer thias criticism from lay individuels eand orgenizstions,
most educators tend to offer reassurence rather than resegrech. De (scec
notes: "In the careful design, development end testing of imstrucitional
systems, both induetry end the armed forees have woved ehesd of the schools.
Some professional training progrems in medleine, dentistry, and epgincering
are now undergoing careful systems anslyses and developpent, but the school

curriculum has not been similarly active." {(DeCeeco, 1964, p. 68].

B. The Concept of "Quality Control'

The development of mass production technics for interchangeable varts
has mede necessary a system of inspection aud guality contirol. A company
cen 111 afford to continue to produce defective parts. Such a system ceme
into being in this country and Eagland after 120C. %This wovewsx: bea srcun
continuvously since its inception, because in a campetbltive free-enterarise
system, no successful business or industiry can compete without control of
its production costs and product integrity. (Juran, 1951)

Crant (1952) has suppliied a model for both manufecturing and non-
manufacturing quality control systems based upon:

a) specification of the quality limits of the product or service

b) production of the product or services with such specifications

o c) inspection of the product's or services's quality
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So widespread is the practice of quality control today that no govern-

% ment contract is granted to a business concern unless that company utilizes

a quality control system {U.S. Congress, 1962, b).

larly fiscel systems and management is detailed by Ackoff,
et al, {1962); Churchman {1963); Hansen, {1953); and Mesarovic, {1964).

The field of medicine, because of the concern for "minimum error,” was
among the £irst non-industrial utilizers of wethods improvement and quality
control systems {Busch et al, 1965}

An adaptetion of quality control systemization has been field tested
end proven for public school fiscal planning and administration by Columbis
University's Institute of &dministrative Research {Mort, 195k; Mort et al,
1950; Vineent, 1961).

Gypical Cheracteristics of A Quality Conmtrol System:

1. A system is specific to a unigue product or service {Juran, 1951).

2. FProduct or service is defined in operstional definitions (Crant,
1952).

3. BSystem is orgalnized at lowest pogsible level of production
{Juran, 1951}.

L., Idmite of allowable variation are specified (Tiffin & McCormick,
1965} in systematic order.

5. Variety of quality aspects are measured {Boguslaw, 1965]j.

6. Samples are utilized {Hansen, 1963}.

7. Results of inspection modifies other elements in system
{Wiener, 1954}.

8. Systematic routine sempling ie made at specified time interval

{Grant, 1952).




vhapter II: Model for the Analysis of Quality Control in An Instructional

§xstem

Adspting the previous characteristics of a business, industrisl, or

service organization quelity control system to their logical counterparts

in an instructionsl system, such a system would:

1. meagure students against unigue institutional goels,

2. define goals behaviorally,

3. Ybe organized at the classroom level,

4. be systematic,

5. measure more then one dimension of quality,

6. involve samples of students,

7. modify other elements in the imstructional systen,

8. involve routine schedules,

Each of the above suggestions has been the prior concern of other
individuals or organizations. .Below is the documentation of thelr sug-
gestions. Such a system would:

1. Measure student's gains in s particular instructional system (a

particular Junior college}. This notion is in agreement vith:

a} the duslistic concept of excellence of Gerdner {1951),

b) the preservation of institutional uniqueness suggested by
Pickett (1962),

¢) the unigueness of institutional self-evaluation suggestion by
Dressel, (1961),

d) the findings of Richards et el {1965) that Junior colleges
differ significantly from four year colleges on 36 dimensions,
suggesting that attempting to evaluate junior college students

against b year college criteris would be inappropriate.
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Define stuuent expeetstions behaviorally and operationslly. This

suggestion has been made repeatedly since 1930 by Tyler {1950,
1958}; (A®RS, 1952) Popham, 1965; Hyans {1960}, Mager, (1961);
MeDonald, {1965} and others.

The speecification, production apd inspectlon of quallty should be

carried out at the lowesit possible level of organizetlom; in the

classrocm by the instructor or by groups of instructors. This
characteristic agrees with the suggestions of McDonald {1965} and
gorow (1965} that instructors are best equipped and most strate-
gically located tc conirol quslity of student gains. It is also
consistent with the Tinding by Ammons {1951} that inetructors who
have not formally specified educational objectives make curricular
decigions contrary to the lnstitutional goals.

Inspection of gtudent’s geins would be formalized and sysiematized.

¥eyhew {in Lins {Editor), 1963} has noted that prior follow-up
studies had wecknesses becavse of lack of systematic plsaning and
Pollew~through.

Batie (1965} has ghown how the systematic azslysis of junior
college students can fecilitate the prediciion of their success in
specific courses of study.

The 0.S. Office of Education ie currently fimapcing the frain-
ing of California educational planmers in the use of gystem analysis
techniques so that these techniques can be applied to research and

development in Californis schools, (Miller, 1966}.

Focug on a large number of dimensions of student gains, rather than

s single cne. Coster et al, {1960 and Biddle and Ellens {196k}
document long-range vesearch programs which are based upon the

assessment of g variety of chenges in students. {ronbach (1963}
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adds that at least three types of eveluvation of students are
needed. Gillies (1966) has described a system in vhich student’s
gains can be measured on an individual or classrcom basis rather
than lumping all measures together into a single average {e.g.
grade point average). Goodlad decries the heavy emphasis on the
measurement of “narrow sbstract verbal learnings,” (1965,a). The
use of grades as a meesure of educational quality may be inappro-
priate in light of the lack of correlation between grades {the
most common junior :ollege measure of student achievement) and
adult success has been reviewed by Hoyt {1965).

6. Samples of students would be evaluated through controlled sampling

techniques resulting in statistically velid measures. Astin and
Panoe (19¢6) describe s field study of a sample of junior college
students (over 20,000) carried on during 1965 in which techniques
were developed for a "national data bank for higher education.”

T. Modify other elements in the instructional system on the bazis cof

feedback from the evaluation of student®s gains. Miles (1964} has
detalled how such a feedback would show the need for adaptation in
another part of the system. Gleazer {1965} has noted that such s
modification does not always take place. "Community colleges in
general have tended to stay well within the boundaries of currernt
educational practice and procedure. Frequently described as flex-
ible, dynamic, new and ;responsive , the junior college does not
often fit that description.” (p.1T)

8. Operate on & timed schedule of specification, production and

evaluation, G'Connor (1965) suggests that regular "follow-up
research is as important to the Junioxr college as market research

is to a pioneering business." {p.9)
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Summary of Model

Briefly stated, a quality control system for an educational institution
would: measure student gains . . . compared with unique institutional
goels . . . stated as student LEuUAViIOES . . . TAFOUEh ClASBTOCE evalule«
tion . . . on a large number of dimensions . . . utilizing sampies of
students . . . 80 a8 to modify the whole instructional system . . . on
a scheduled basis. The comparison of business and education quality control
systems 1s shown on Chart #5; Quality Control Systems.

Quelity Control Systems:
Graphically, an instructional quality control system would appear as

a three phase process: {see Chart #6: An Instructionsl Quality Control

Bystem)
Such an instructional quality control system ae is summarized here

would be likely to be feund in the characterization of an "ideal school"
by Silvermsn and Carter (1965).

1. ‘The objectives of the school are clemrly specified.

2. The school "system" is evaluated and modified to maximize the
extent to which these objectives are achieved.

3. The school staff has an experimental orientatlon and modifies
naterials and procedures to successfully approximate these
objectives.

k. A competent research staff (composed of content experts and
bebavioral scientists) work together to achieve a well-integrated
curriculum to fulfill the objectives and provide a steady pipeline

of well-tested materials and procedures for use of the teaching

ataff.
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Charscteristics
BUSINESS, INDUSTRIAL & oF BEOUCATIONAL 4 INSTRUCTICHAL
SERVICK ORGANIZATIONS Qe. ORGANIZATIORS
Measure selectad Individualized Measures selected
attributes of quality of gtudent's gains
product cr service
allowable observable specifies expected
limits of tolerance operationally behavioral gains
stated defined for students

system organized at lowest

at production

involves clasgroom

level of production level and/or depertment basis
highly specified sysitematic
gampling, part of tozal systenatic basged upon instractional
system systenm
single product ¢r
service measured on multi specifies several
several dimensions of dimensional dimensions of student
quality changes expected
statistical sampling ubilizes based on samples
of product or service samples of students
analyzed
results of inspection feedback results will modify
modify production & to other other elements of instyructional
specification system system

elements
regularized routine
samplirg for inspection, regulsr routine function
revised specification time in instructional
controlled production intervals systenm




Chart #6: An Instructionmel Quality Control . Systems

" T

coseirues modification

e

[

Systematic & Routine OF INSTRUCTION

Semples of Y
A\ Entering Student
AN Students Changes
AN in a Number of Dimensicas

Classroom and/or department
orgainizes instruction o
accompiish behaviorally-
stated expectations

comparisons

routline

ples of Leaving
Students

6 \ o 3 t’
? N 1.\ // %
¢ 3 \\ ,' 4 "A’

AN ~&,//’ SPECIFICATION ~ /&

| V4
of Behavioral Goals )4

y /0
. Behaviorally-stated expecta- / - ,&,?Q
N, \ tions determined by insti- / oy
& \ ‘tution, unique o the  / ©

% =\ functions of that Yl
™\ imstitution /




18.

5. Individualized instruction based on new media and classroom tech-
nology is used 4o allow all students to learn at a pace fitted to
thelir individual czpacities.

6. lManagement problems are solved with the aid of computers allowing:
resdy access to student vecords, efficient and flexible scheduling,

and optimum allocation of resources.

Chapter III. Results of a Survey to Locate Existing Instructional Quality

Control Systemns

In an attempt to locate existing instructional quality control systems,

two stirategies vere used:
a) meiled inguiries were made to national and state research organizaticns,
b) textual analysis was made of existing California Junior college docu-

ments,

A. Resulis of Mailed Inguiries:

ietters were directed to the following ter national and state organi-
zations which have published research on higher education:
1. American Association of Junior Colleges, Research Office
2. American Council on Education, Research Office
Americen College Testing Program
. Association for Higher Education (HFA)

+ Californie Junior College Association

3

L

p

6. California State Department of Rducation

T. Center for the Study of Higher BEducation, U.C. Berkeley

8. Educational Testing Service Comprehensive College Testing Program
9. Unlversity of Washington Teé&mmg Fureau

10. Washington Pre-College Testinp, Program




* .

The question asked was, "Are you aware of any junior colleges, resesgrch
agencles, or individuals who are engaged in the routine gtudy of student
changes for purposes of quality control of instruction?” FEight of the ten
answered stating that they were not. Two organizations #1 and #7 ¢id not

nquiry. No organization reporied an awareness of such o study .

T T
Gl wWC 2,

B. Results of Textual Analysis of Junior College Publicatlons and Documents ¢

Utilizing the Bducational Administration Laboratory at UCLA, a textual
enalysis vas mede of the Tollowing California junlor college documents:

a) catalogues (47)

b} accreditation epplication (23)

¢} President's reports (14)

d) Dean of Instruction reports {9)

e) incidental reports for special purposes {11)
£) faculty handbooks {18)

A large number of references were made in these documents 4o the
“improvement of instruction™ and the "evaluation of instructional effecw

' No junior college ignored the need for quelity instruction or

tiverness. '
the improvement of the effectiveness of imstruction in its public state-

ments; however, no junior college documented o systen which would satisfy

the model proposed here.

The typlcal junior college effort to control quality ewnd iwprove in-
struction documents, consists of:

&) non-gsystematic plans carried out on a sporsdic time schedule

b} efforts by presidents and top administration rather than by

instructors to conirol quality

¢) a focus on instructor behavior vather then student gain following

instruction
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d) lack of an outlined follow-up system or, if mentioned, £ollow=up
of only certain bypes of students {e.g. transfer, vocational)

e} use of a single measure of quality {usuelly grade-point average)

f) lack of use of samples

g) lack of goals for students defined in measurable statemenis

h) lack of provision to modify other elements in the instructional
gystem on the basis of findings in any single element

i) no statement that there existed a commitment to change on the basis

of findings.

Some non-syetematic faculty-centered efforts to improve or control the

guality of instruction included:

a) recruitment of superior faculty

b) in-service training programs inecluding sabbsiical leave provisions

¢! instructor course work on a voluntary busis

d) department meetings and informal discussions

e) administrator or department supervisor observations arnd ratings
of instructors {with, or without, discussion)

£) instructor participation in development of currieulum and course
approval

g) use of instructor self-evaluation forms

h) use of instructor ratings by students

i) vertical articulation conferences

Scme non-gystematic student-centered efforts to improve or control

the quallity of instruction included:

a) restrictive enirance requlrements
b) reports from transfer institutions

¢) follow-up interviews for voeational students
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g a) student inberviews during instruction for counseling and

% scheduling

e} uge of standardized test results for counseling and scheduling
£) distribution of phemplets

Some non-systemstic institubtlonal-centered efforts to improve or

control the quality of imstruction incliuded:
a) the addition or improvement of facilities
b) the increasing of the number of bocks/student
e) accreditetion visits
use of advisory commitiees made up of lay citizens
e} use of commitbees for curricular decisions of vevision and
adoption of courses
£) institutional research studies to measure envollment, registration
by course, curricular trends, load, salary, budget, staffing,
clerical serviees, supervision, respousibility, ete.
The typical California junior cecllege mentioned at least three of the
above efforts at some piece in their publighed documents. The range of
efforts to improve or control quality varied from two, ©o ag many &s

eight devices or plane to inmprove instruetion.

Chapter IV. Swmary of Findings Relevant to IQC Systems and Conclusions

This report represents an attempt to determine the extent to wrich

California junior colleges are atiempbting to assess the quality of theiw

instruetional systems in a systematic roubtine fashion as are indusiry,

business, medicine, the Armed Forces, and other service organizations.

1. From s review of the literature, a mail survey, and a textual
analysis of junior college documenis, 1t appears that while
Callfornia Jjunior colleges a8 a whole state their concern about

the quality and effectiveness of instruction, in no California
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Junior colleme is the control of thal quality a systematic routine

enterprice based on examinaticn of student changes Ffollowing in-

struction; rather, it is more often a non-systematic, sporadic

exemination of the instructor or the inetitvition, and such analyses
do not wedify the observable cheracteristics of the instructionsl
system or the students.

Further, 1% is noted that while academic senates and obher faculiy
organizations exist, they are robt typically charged with major
responsibility for the control of instructional quality or the
improvement of the effectivensss of instruction. This situation is
in conbrast to the fact that teachers are currently trainsd by
teacher-educatlion programs to be successful in this type of an-
deavor, gnd research indicates the improvement to instruction

that results from such efforte. (MeHeil, 1956)

Utilization of a quality control sysiem for the classroom

bas been found to result in greater student gains. The amocunt

*

of such galn is detailed in Chart #7: Student Gains a5 Related

10 Teacher AvWarencsg.

In gpite of numbers of stabtements of need for iwmproved evaluation,
little chaange or innovation in evalustion has taken place or i1s
planned for the near fubure. In 1953, Joumson (196%) found only

& "few junior colleges have initiated plans of appraisal and mey
be designated as °islands of ionovation in evalustion'” {p. 76}.
The situstion remeins unchanged today.

A California junlor college president in 1954 suggested ir

a published weport of a (JCA conference on institutlional research

that "....we objectively agsess the degree %o which we are....

achieving the objectives stated by the college ...{find) new
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and move scientific ways in evaluabing the dunsbructiocnal level of
our ciassrooms ...take something from modern industrial nmesnagement
technigues to improve the operation of ...colleges" {(MacDouald,
1965).

The Committee on Imstitutional RBesesrch of CJCA found the
improvement of instruction to be the most eritical need ond prohlem
{Peterson, 1965).

Nationally, the U.S. Department of Health, Education, anid
Welfare; U.S. 0ffice of BEducstion; Committee on Govermment and
Higher Education stuied through its chalyman, Mijton Eisenhower,
Freedom ¢f education and efficieucy of operation are nch ine
compatible {WICHE, 1959, p. 8).

Yet, no major collective guality control effort has heen
organized, and no {alifommia junior ccllege has snmounced a major
revision of the techniques thet have been in use for several de-
cades in elementary and secondary schools.

Perhaps the situation is best sumparized by a2 quobe in one
of the replies to the msiled inguiry:

"Unfortunately, for those of ug in research, educabional ad-
minigtrators typleally rely on the Foiklore, rather thsn resuliz
of substantive research, in arriving at thelr policy decisicns.
Hopefnlly, we will be able to persuade administrators to take s
little different approseh in the fubure.”

1t

Perhaps the "different approamch™ might be an insiructioral
guality control system.

Kurland suggests thet the time is short in suggesting innova-
tions. As he notes "...the issue is HOY and not WHETHER. ‘The

need for change is here and cannot he denied. Already other

' A R S
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agencles waoge concern in the past has not been primarily with

edueation--~businees, industry, government--gre considering how

they may meet the need {for change). I¥ educators leave to othery

fal]

The determination of hov nev needs are mel and nev resourcss used,
they will have little to complain about if the resulis are not io
theilr liking. They must lead and not follow in adjusting their

practices Lo meat changing needs and in exploiiting new rescurces

t0 help in meeting the needs.”
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