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All Western democratic societies, American and European, rely on
their schools to promote social and individual welfare. The diversity of
tasks assigned to the educational system in the United States may be illus-
trated by the influential list of the components of "quality education" de-
veloped by a committee of the State Board of Education of the Common-
wealth of Pennsylvania. The set of goals which follow probably command
at least the nominal allegiance of a sizable segment of the AMerican edu-
cational community.

1. To help every child acquire the greatest possible understanding of
himself and an appreciation of his worthiness as a member of society.

To help every child acquire understanding and appreciation of persons
belonging to social, cultural, and ethnic groups different from his own.

To help every child acquire to the fullest extent possible for him mas
tery of the basic skills in the use of words and numbers.

To help every child acquire a positive attitude toward school and
toward the learning process.

. To help every child acquire the habits and attitudes associated with
responsible citizenship.
To help every child acquire good health habits and an understanding of
the conditions necessary for the maintenance of physical and emotion
al wellbeing.
To help give every child opportunity and encouragement to be creative
in one or more fields of human endeavor.
To, help every child understand the opportunities open to him for pre-
paring himself for a productive life and to enable him to take full ad-.
vantage of these opportunities.
To help every child to understand and appreciate as much as he can of
human achievement in the natural sciences, the social sciences, the
humanities, and the arts.
To help every child to prepare for a world of rapid change and unfore-
seeable demands in which continuing education throughout his adult
life should be a normal expectation.

11. To prOvide every child with equal access to quality education, and to
its social rewards, regardless ofi differences in race, creed, national
origin or social class, or talent.



r.

This array of objectives is typical in range, if not necessarily in
content, of numerous efforts to define the functions of the schools. It is
odd, therefore, with so much investment of hope that we know so little
about the precise nature of the interrelationships between stated aims and
actual outcomes. Apparently we now lack both the intellectual apparatus --
i.e. the standards, theories, concepts, indicators, tests, and raw data --
and sufficient will that would permit us to distinguish a "success" from a
"failure." As Henry Dyer, who is among the most astute and knowledge-
able of all observers of schools, has said. "Pupils, teachers, administra-
tors, and policy-makers rarely give any though to the question of why they

are going through all the ritualistic motions they think of as education. "
He also adds that the "overwhelming problems of survival in a fast moving
and crowded world make aimless education intolerable. "

The present study, then, is conceived as a contribution to the task of
developing a cross-national model that would enable the United States and
five European democracies -- England, France, Italy, the Netherlands,
and West Germany -- to make more adequate estimates of the effectiveness
of their primary and secondary schools. The decision to adopt the cross-
national approach was prompted by considerations of both "basic" and "ap-

plied" scholarship. The development of a body of comparative data on edu-

cational structures and functions is indispensable to the construction of sys-
tematic social theory on the relationship between education and society.
From a more "practical" perspective, countries with some common and
some divergent political and educational characteristics might derive mu-
tual benefit from a close scrutiny of these patterns of resemblance and dif-

ference.

The choice of the particular six countries represented in this study
was dictated in part by the desire to reduce the number of uncontrolled
variables that might contaminate the results of the inquiry. In addition to
comparable political structure and ideologies the countries share some.im-
porta.nt social and educational goals. Thus, for example, all depend on

formal educational institutions as the main instruments of social continuity

and peaceful change and seek to maximize cognitive abilities, develop prop-
er attitudes toward citizenship, and prepare young people for vocational
careers.

Yet, as the present inquiry clearly indicates, these educational sys-
tems differ, sometimes substantially, in the goals they seek and in the
outcomes they apparently achieve. Thus it seemed that these nations ex-
hibited the type of "limited diversity" which would make comparative analy-
sis both feasible and fruitful.
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As it turned out the international aspect of this inquiry proved some-
what disappointing. For a variety of reasons -- linguistic barriers, phy-
sical distance, differential research traditions, diverse intellectual styles--
the American and European research teams failed to achieve a full meeting
of the minds. The materials furnished by our foreign colleagues while
frequently illuminating in themselves could not be integrated in a single
coherent orientation to our task. There were notable exceptions to this
generalization -- the English contribution is most like ours in mood and
substance -- but we make no claim to having made any appreciable advance
in the field of comparative education.

From the outset it was clear that the development of a model capable
of dealing with the educational systems of complex democratic societies
would ideally involve extensive attention to three clusters of interrelated
tasks.

1. The first set of problems consists of identifying a) those goals of a
society and individuals that they seek to accomplish through the educational
system; b) those means within the educational system that are designed to
achieve the desired outcomes; c) the disparities that exist between avowed
goals and actual achievements.

2. A second set of issues involves a) the perception of the disparities;
b) the explanations that are offered for their existence; c) the actual rea-
sons that account for them; and d) the sources of dissonance between prof-
fered explanations and actual reasons.

3. A third battery of variables includes a) the strains and tensions that
are generated by the disparities between goals and achievements; b) the
mechanisms that emerge to reduce such strains including efforts to elimi-
nate the disparities or to modify goals, means, or both; and c) the conse-
quences for the next stages of educational goal-seeking.

As' the bOdy of this-report should make clear it is not now possible to
offer any authoritative solution to thefirst array of problems, much less to
succeeding steps in the development of a comprehensive model of education-
al systems. We have succeeded mainly in specifying the necessary condi-

. tions for evaluating the effectiveness of formal schooling and in identifying
the principal obstacles that obstruct the achievement of this aim. Although
we experimented extensively with analytic schemes which are discussed in
detail in a later chapter, the present volume should be viewed primarily as
a work of meta-theory. As will become apparent, we did not construct a
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viable taxonomy and our work, to this degree, must be judged a failure.
At the same tune we are persuaded for reasons that we hope transcend
vanity that the errors in the present undertaking are fruitful and that the
problem of creating a useful educational model is now closer to solution.

Speaking very generally, the process of evaluation consists of 1) de-
termining the correspondence between a goal and an outcome and 2) assess-
ing the contribution of the educational to the observed effect. The
first three chapters of this report show that all of the key terms in this
formulation currently create severe difficulties; the goals of education can
rarely be clearly discerned; the outcomes are seldom properly specified;
and it is hardly ever possible to demonstrate the independent influence ex-
erted by clearly identifiable features of the educational system on man and
events.

The primary function of the early chapters is to expose the flaws
and inadequacies of the available literature, and to indicate the technical
requirements which must be met in order to achieve a satisfactory model.
Our principal conclusion, however, is that quite aside from the innumer-
able methodological difficulties of dealing with the full array of relevant
variables and despite the obvious long-range advantages of a full-scale
model, the first, and perhaps only, practical step that can now be under-
taken is an inventory of incomes rather than a more complete scheme of
evaluation which also emphasizes the role of educational goals. Stated
quite simply in a democratic society numerous publics have a legitimate
interest in the education of children -- educators, parents, children, cor-
porations, unions, political leaders, and so on -- and it is highly improb-
able that anything approximating a meaningful consensus on goals can now
be achieved. At the same time it is possible to persuade large numbers
of people that systematic knowledge of what schools do or do not achieve
is woefully inadequate. There can be no rational pressure -- whatever its
motivation or raticnale -- for changes in educational policy in the absence
of any evidence of what happens to a child as he proceeds through his
school career.

This consideration led us to attempt two major tasks: the develop-
ment of 1) a taxonomy for the classification of claimed and confirmed out-
comes and 2) a comprehensive measure analogous to the Gross National
Product which has proved so useful to economists. We experienced only
indifferent success in the pursuit of these objectives.

The taxonomy of outcomm consists of three major elements: 1) do-
mains, major institutional roles and nonrole-structured activies, 2) as-
pects, subdivisions of domains, and 3) faceti; modalities of knowing,
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valuing, and doing. The scheme permits classification of some 263 poss-
ible types of outcome. The advantage of this model is that it becomes a
device for the location of any and all educational outcomes, and permits
the perception of gaps in knowledge, comparisons with stated intentions,
and other modes of analysis which are mentioned in the appropriate sec-
tion of this work. Unfortunately, field trials reported in the appendices
by Smith and Smith, by Krauss and Waldron, and by our foreign colleagues
demonstrated the difficulty of making unambiguous entries.

James McGregor's insightful chapter shows thatit is not possible to
develop some such indicator as a gross educational product in the absence
of uniform methods of valuation or "calculable terms of trade." Instead
we are led to conclude that there are a variety of perspectives, which
might serve as models for the organization of outcomes. These include
models of 1) cost/efficiency, 2) resource development, 3) social (integra-
tion-disintegration and mobility-equality dimensions), 4) psychological
models (personal and additive personal focus), and 5) humanistic models
(religious, cultural, and citizenship focus).

The final chapter then ponders the lessons learned in the process of
conducting this inquiry. We specify the components of a model for the
measurement of the effectiveness of a school system whose major compo-
nents are outcomes, reactions by diverse publics, average gain per stu-
dent, community input and indices of social quality.

This brief map of our sojourn is in the manner of introductory chap-
ters more orderly than it appeared while we were in the process of travel.
This project involved the collaboration of a dozen foreign colleagues who
served in the international phase of the project as supervisors, authors,
or as conferees at a week-long session in which we compared*findings;
six American research associates or assistants who at various times
wrote chapters, prepared appendices, acted as coders, experimented
with provisional schemes, and compiled bibliographies; and of course the
principal investigators who supervised the entire ,enterprise and made
their contributions from generally similar perspectives which neverthe-
less did not preclude occasionally serious differences of opinion. The
work as a whole represents their joint thought and planning. Marvin
Bressler is primarily responsible for the introduction, Chapters 3 and 4
and parts of the final chapter; Melvin Tumin is primarily responsible for
Chapters 2 , 5 9 6, and most of Chapter 8; and James McGregor is primar-
ily responsible for Chapter 7 . The work of other persons appears in the
appendices and their names appear with their contributions.



It would be difficult to impose anything approximating monolithic
order on so many people, engaged in a complex division of labor, in a
project which with planned interruptions took place over a span of two

years and which addressed itself to novel and uncharted issues. It' would

in any case have been undesirable to insist on a "party line" in an area
where so little is certain. The problem of assessing the effectiveness of

educational systems is sufficiently amorphous to invite strong and diver-
gent points of view.

It is not surprising, therefore, that this report has its share of in-
consistencies and differences of emphasis. We have recorded in the ap-
propriate chapters and reproduced in the appendices the demurrers of our
European colleagues and American contributors. All of these pluralistic
impulses were further encouraged by the fact that many of the same prob-
lems appear in modified form in several chapters which were revised be-
cause of consultation and a changed outlook while other -authors retained
their original points of view.

Nevertheless, there is a basic unity 41 our collective effort that
transcends individual differences. We are persuaded that it is of the high-

est importance to devise better ways and means than now exist to measure
how effectively educational systems achieve the tasks that are assigned to

them in the United States and abroad. Moreover, although we are pain-
fully aware that our triumphs have been few and our defeats have been

many, we are content that the development of an analytic device that is
capable of systematically ordering, recording, and storing theoretically
adequate and operationally defined components of a comprehensive educa

tional model will in due course prove to be within the province of human

ingenuity.
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It is elementary wisdom for any enterprise that risks valuable re-
sources to secure certain desired ends to secure the most reliable poss-
ible estimates of whether the ends are being achieved, by the means em-
ployed, and the costs anticipated, In its basic terms, such an estimate
is implied in the term evaluatibn,

Certain types of organization are advantaged in this regard bythe
fact that the criteria of "success" are built into the nature of the enter
prise itself. Thus, in a gross and crude way, profit-oriented business
enterprises know roughly whether they arc succeeding or failing in their
intentions by the margin of net profit they compile. This is admittedly
a very crude measure, ignoring as it does, for instance, such problems
as whether the profit sould have been or could have been much greater
given the costs incurred. But it serves at least as some measure of
"outcome" which most other types of orginized human effort cannot so
easily call upon.

Consider for instance the problems faced by a church. How is one
to determine whether the church in its totality of activities has been suc-
cessful? What does successful mean? How could it be measured? How
do you analyze the costs and inputs? How much of what type of success,
with whom, should be expected in view of the input? If the parish is
swollen with members during Sunday services, is this a signal of success?
But suppose the same parishioners engage in daily activities directly
counter to church preaching? How successful then can the church be said
to be?

Consider, too, a peace-time army. What could determine whether
it is being "successful"? What could it mean? If the test of the success
of peace-time training is performance during war, but if the army loses
a war to a greater power, does that mean the army is a failure? By
what standards? Was it reasonable to expect the army to win? And if it
never engages in warfare, how does one know if things are being done
correctly? By what standards?

Consider, too, the problems of a ba.seball team that is a member
of a ten-team league. If only the team that comes out on top is considered
successful, then of course all nine other teams have been failures. The
application of such an extreme criterion is likely to be disastrous to the
morale and conduct of the members of the other nine teams. Obviously,
other cutting points of success and failure have to be established; reason,-
able expectations have to be set up in view of inputs and probabilities.

NO. further examples are needed to illustrate the difficulties likely
to be encountered by any organization as it seeks to evaluate its effective,-
ness. Admittedly, then, evaluation appears to be a most difficult task.



But any enterprise that pretends to rationality, that is forced to provide
some kind of accounting of its operations, and that is beholden to one or
another public for its successful conduct, requires regular and system-
atic evaluation.

Educational systems are no exception to this generalization.
Whether public or private, but especially in the former case, public ac-
countability is an integral part of the system. Moreover, substantial
and valued resources are invested in educational systems; high expecta-
tions for important outcomes are held by the relevant publics; significant
consequences for the "subjects," i. e. the students, are to be anticipated.

On the surface of the matter, "evaluation" seems to be a highly de-
veloped specialty in the field of education. Consider, in this regard, the
presence of several national testing services; the availability of hundreds
if not thousands of testing devices, standardized and other; the publicity
given to national norms of achievement by which different school systems
can measure and compare the outcomes of their own students on standard-
ized test inventories; the proliferation of testing devices through every
level from kindergarten to professional school. All these might be taken
as reasonable signs that there is very great concern among the publics
who make up the educational enterprise for sound indicators of how well
their various schools are doing.

No one can gainsay that concern. It is to be found expressed in one
way or another in the individual homes of the students; at PTA meetings;
teacher caucuses; superintendents' conferences; statewide assemblies;
and even at summit conferences at the White House. It is to be found con-
cretely embodied in the Education Acts of 1964 with their specific and ex-
plicit concern for improvement of the quality of education and the equality
with which this quality is distributed.

But one must address to all this expressed concern and to all, the
devices for testing outcomes that are currently being employed or advo-
cated the question of whether the concepts are properly focused. Are
they too narrow? too broad? tangential? Are the testing devices and
instruments measuring what ushoultl" be measured?

The introduction of the term "should" implies, of course, that there
is a correct and fitting range of concern that should be embodied in eval-
uative procedures, and that their fitness and correctness can be shown by
some persuasive logic. It stands to'reason that one will seek to evaluate
or measure those outcomes which he believes the enterprise ought to be
achieving. It therefore follows that first consideration in the development
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of an evaluative scheme must be given to statements of objectives. As
we shall soon see, for a variety of reasons this is much easier said than
done.

Let us consider the problem first in its most general terms. How
does one know what are the objectives of an enterprise? If there are a
number of actors at different positions in the structure of the enterprise,
and each has his own set of interests, expectations, and roles to perform,
and hence each has his own specific and unique sets of possible gratifica-
tions, whose version of the goals of the enterprise should be followed?

Frbm the point of view of the social scientist concerned with evalti-
ation, it is impossible to take sides in the dispute as to which public's
version shall be attended to, or which index shall be used; unless there
is some larger conception of the educational enterprise to which the cri-
teria of decision and judgment can be related.

Admittedly there will be disagreement among various sociologists
as to what "education," as a set of social actions, comprises. Differing
definitions of education, and the attendant variant specifications of the
boundaries of that social institution, will thus lead to different sets of
constituent objectives, whose achievements are to be measured in any
evaluation of the effectiveness of a school system. But some definition
must be present at the outset to provide a rationale for all that follows.

One can even state some of the criteria that such a definition ought
to satisfy. At a minimum, the definition ought to make it possible to
"code" any activity, reasonably unambiguously, with, regard to whether
it falls within the boundaries established by the definition.

Unhappily the definitions of social institutions rarely make this kind
of pointed coding possible. For even in analytic terms we are often re-
quired, for example, to say nothing more specific than that the economy
is that aspect of a social system which is primarily concerned with the
production and distribution of goods and services. When then we turn to
lists of various activities to decide whether they are properly called
economic or not, we find that they are enmeshed with numerous other
institutional activities, such as political, familial, and educational, and
our decision as to whether the activity is properly called economic is
thus forced to rely on a fair amount of subjective judgment. Thus, the
investment of school bonds, for purposes of producing school-related reve-
nues, can be seen either as an economic aspect of educational activity or
an educationally oriented aspect of economic activity..



In any event, the establishment of "coder reliability" is a matter
or internal consistency and has nothing to do with external validity. That

is, even if numerous judges independently coded materials in the identi-
cal way, it could still bv problematic as to whether what they were cod-
ing so well was "really" what one wanted information about. There is a
common tendency at this point to utter an "ejaculation of despair" to the
effect that "everyone, knows what education is anyway." But, if that were
so, there would be no debates about who, why, what, when, where, and
how in education today. Such debates and disagreements sometimes seem
more frequent and basic than the agreements.

Clearly, then, a definition of education as an enterprise is required.
This definition must coincide to some effective degree with common per-
ceptions of what education is about, or else it will serve little purpose.
Additionally, the definition has to specify the boundaries of the edu.2ation-
al enterprise clearly enough to indicate the points at which external forces
are penetrating the system, and conversely, the lines at which education

al forces are penetrating into or intersecting non-educational systems.

Other specifications will be cited later as they become appropriate
for the level of specificity, or the> particular kind of educational system,
that may come into consideration. For now it will suffice to state the
more general terms of such a definition, aware as we are that,. while all
definitions are ultimately arbitrary, they must be useful.

A. The Boundaries of the Educational System

The term "system" gives an initial set of guidelines to the defini-
tion of education for it requires that the definition be put in "system"
terms and that it accept certain limitations imposed upon it by virtue of
the fact that it must always be seen as a part of a larger system, called
the social system, within which it operates.

The human social system consists broadly speaking of all these
structures and activities relevant to the maintenance of organized, i. e.
patterned, human life over a period of more than one generation. The
relevant structures, among others, are those concerned with production
and distribution of goods and services, the maintenance of order, the
allocation of members to their status or slots and the inculcation of their
roleS.

From the point of view of the human social system, one of the cru-
cial and universal functions of all such systems is that of transmitting
from one generation to another the skills, ideas, values, knowledge, and
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beliefs considered by the older generation to be necessary for the survi-
val and functioning of the new generation. The necessity for such trans-
mission arises out of the fact that the biological inheritance of the human
being is simply insufficient to permit any human to survive and function
without learning how to do so. The second imperative arises from the
fact that if the individual is to live with others, he has to learn the rules
and the sanctions of that pattern of coexistence, and he has to find an ap-
propriate place within the division of labor.

Two things, then, have to be taught to the newborn infant: how to
survive and how to survive in a patterned and acceptable way -- accept-
able, that is, to the others with whom he must relate if he is to survive.

In an enthusiasm for widening the domain of "education, " some
scholars have argued that education is nothing more nor less than the
totality of all organized social life, since in fact learning is always going
on, all human experiences are "instructive," or can be, and every inter-
change between humans is potentially educational in that it is either con-
cerned with or consequential for the transmission or acquisition of knowl-
edge, skills, etc. By this token, however, all experiences are also al-
ways economic, always political, etc. For in some sense, direct or in-
direct, all human interchanges are consequential to some degree, for all
human activities of any and all kinds. It is obviously beyond reason or
utility, then to seek the widest possible extension of the definition of edu-
cation.

We de]iberately confine it, therefore, to those structures and activi-
ties that are primarily concerned with or focused upon the transmission
of knowledge and skills. We impose one further limit, though fluidly
rather than rigidly so. It is to the effect that we are concerned with the
statistically most frequent situation of a legally "underage" person being
taught by a person legally "of age." Underage here refers to that situa-
tion in life where the individual is adjudged young enough to require fur-
ther instruction in necessary values and skills on the one hand, and young
enough to legitimate his being subjugated in the process to the will of the
older person involved.

There are, of course, exceptions to this age distinction. It does
not always happen that the teacher is older than the pupil. But in such
cases, either the teacher is "functionally" older, in the special sense of
possessing skills and knowledge that the other person does not possess,
or the situation is not primarily educational, as we have so far defined
that term. Thus, a younger woman instructing an older man in certain
refinements in dallying would surely be "teaching" the man, but this
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"teaching" would not fall within the range of the knowledge and vahtes and
skills that are today believed to be required for acceptable adult function-
ing, however enlightening and pleasurable they might be.

Several basic elements now are available to guide us in the defini-
tion of education: 1) education always occurs in a context of a larger so-
cial system; 2) the continuity of this system over time requires that new
members of the society brought in by birth or reproduction be taught ba-
sic requirements of patterned survival; 3) some legitimate agent for such
teaching is always designated by the social system.

We can join these and other elements in the following statements:

1. Education always involves transaction between a person, usually an
adult, defined and designated officially as a teacher, and a person, usu-
ally a non-adult, defined as a student. The adult - non-adult distinction

'need not be a formal age distinction, but there must be an acknowledged
difference in the knowledge about the relevant subject or experience that
are to be communicated.

2. The main purpose of the transactions is the transmission by the
teacher, or with his facilitation, of a set of understandings, with varying
affective, conative, and cognitive elements, which a) are considered offi-
cially important by a legitimate authority for the child: or learner to know,

and b) about which there is presumably a defined content which can be

transmitted. Legitimate and valued content are the characteristic sub-
stance of the educational transaction.

3. The central purpose of education is the rendering fit for adult life
of the unfit child. The purpose of this transaction is seen as conducing
to the benefit both of the learner himself and the society or community in
which the transaction is taking place.

(Different communities vary with regard to their evaluations of the
final locus of the benefit of the educational transaction. Some emphasize
the ultimate benefit to society more than to the learner. But everywhere
some division of benefit is allocated among both learner and the society.)

4. The legitimacy of community support of this transaction is defined
in terms of the likelihood that the learner will become an adult function-
ing member of the community. Insofar, that is, as he is the "learner" in
the educational transaction, he is defined by the community as a "depen-
dent" and as less than a full functioning member of the community. His
"learning" is thus seen as one of the things needed for him to validate his
claim to full membership.



5. Insofar as the teaching agent is seen as the representative of the
community, and as the individual with the specialized content that is to be
transmitted, he is always assumed to be endowed with legitimate, and
even functionally demonstrable powers and authority to prescribe the
mode by which the transaction shall take place. Either the teacher-agent
is delegated these powers or he is designated as the person who fulfills
the "plan" of education for the community under its guidance and direc-
tion.

6. The right to designate who shall conduct the transaction, under what
circumstances, and by what means, is justified as belonging to the com-
munity by virtue a) of its interest in the outcomes and b) its provision of
the resources for the transaction.

7. The community, acting as a body or through a designated agency,
prescribes not only the actors and the content of the transaction, but also
the amount of time that shall be devoted to the process; the physical place
in which the transaction shall occur; the internal rhythms of time and per-
sonnel; the kinds of supporting materials and experiences that shall be
designated as officially necessary and relevant. Communities vary in
whom they designate as relevant to the decision-making process regard-
ing these dimensions of the transaction. But the right to so designate is
presumed to lie in the resource-providing community within which the
system is located. Norms of time, place, and situation regarding educa
tion are found in all societies, even those without formal systems of edu-
cation.

8. The community always prescribes, directly or indirectly, a body
or set of moral principles of conduct that are meant both to govern the
transaction as it takes place, and that are to be imparted to the learner
by the teacher, either as central contents of the transaction (along with
other contents) or as incidental and instrumental to the learning of other.
content. These rules govern behavior immediately relevant to the edu-
cational transaction and more ultimately relevant to the conduct of the
learner, then, and later in the community at large.

9. In his role as agent of the community_, the teacher is not seen as
having any needs which must be served by the transaction except insofar
as they can be shown to be relevant to the outcome of the transaction,
and as specifiable in terms of gains to the learner or to the community
or both. The teacher, in short, is an agent with a specified role. Tol-
erance for deviation from this role because of differences in personality
or other such factors is always at the discretion of the funding and legiti-
mizing community. The range of such permitted deviations is variable
from one community to the next, but is always justified in terms of toler



able deviance, or valuable individuality. It is never justified in terms of
the needs of the teacher as a person.

10. A1:1 of the content involved in the transaction is seen as belonging
to ,two sets of interlocking structures. On the one hand, each of the
separate "subjects" being taught is seen as having a structure which can
be broken into steps, from lesser to greater difficulty and complexity,
and progression along these steps to the completion of the skill or under-
standing is seen as measurable. In the second instance, all the subjects
taught are seen as constituting a total structure of things important to
learn because they are collectively valuable to the learner, or to the so-
ciety, or to both, even though their connections with each other may not
be demonstrable. In short, there is always a vision of an "educated man"
that guides the community in the selection of the content of the educational
transaction, and that enables it to set minimum levels that any acceptable
individual must presumably reach.

11. All educational transactions are seen as capable of being so de-
fined that norms of achievement at specified normative intervals can be
set by the community. Expectations by age or number of years of expo-
sure or some other such indicator are always present.

12. As in all systems, there are specifiable limits of tolerance for de
viation from expectations by both the learners and teachers. To counter
possible deviations beforehand, or restrain them when they occur, there
are always available certain specified sanctions that may be invoked by
the legitimate authorities. All educational systems allocate to the teach-
er himself certain sanctioning prerogatives. More complex systems may
require the teacher to refer questions of sanction to more remote authori-
ties. But sanctions arc always present; they are known, patterned, legiti-
mate; and they are expected to be confined to the task of reducing or elimi-
nating the obstacles to the envisioned or desirable process of transmission.
In that regard, they are "task-sPecific. " They are more narrowly con
strained, in fact, than the sanctions permitted or endorsed for deviations
from role expectations in other systems such as the political or the eco
nomic. The restraint upon these sanctions -- their confinement to "task-
specific outcomes is because it is felt that the learner, the teacher,
and the social system in which the learning teaching is going on will lose
something valuable if the deviations continue and if learning-teaching is
halted. The object of the sanctions is to get the educational process
back to normal course as quickly and as effectively as possible. In this
regard, sanctions tend to be much "milder" and narrower than, for in-
stance, criminal sanctions for violation of property codes. The demand
for the most immediate possible restoration of equilibrium in the educa-
tional process determines these particularities.

OP-
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So far we have specified some of the following things about educa-
tion as a system:

1. the minimum cast of actors involved;

2. the essential relationships between them;

3. the common purposes ascribed to the relationship;

4. the "unit" of transaction (educatidnal content vs. money vs.
power vs. privilege, etc.)

who has the power to deterxnine how the relationship shall
be conducted;

the justifications for this distribution of power;

who is responsible for providing the resources for the trans-
action and how is this responsibility justified;

the limits of tolerable deviation, who has the sanctioning power,
and what are the constraints on those sanctions.

B. The Uni l_qattkmq, of the Educational ern

The combination of these twelve characteristics makes the educa
tional transaction unique by comparison with any other we could specify.
Educational relationships, in the framework of these rules of transaction,
are specifia,bly different from political relationships, or sexual, or fam-
ilial, though in each of these some education may take place, and some-
times one or another member of the family may be designated by the com
munity as the official agent or teacher. The teacher-learner relationship
may thus be one role-facet of the parent-child relationship. But even
when this is the case, the relationship between parent and child when they
are functioning as teacher and pupil is different from their relationship
when they are out on a hunt or fishing expedition together (though there
may be educational aspects to each of these ventures as well); or when
they are eating at their common household table; or when they engage in
religious devotions together.

The differenbe between education and these other activities is in the
degree of focus upon a central intention. The educational focus is upon
the intention of transmitting valued knowledge and skills from one genera-
tion to another, to prepare the younger generation to be able to function
as adults, and thus to benefit the larger society by having such trained
functionaries.

9



in specifying the essential characteristic of the educational enter-
prise, no specific structures as such were mentioned. That is, we have
not spoken of the educational system in France, or Tobago, or Malaya.
Rather, we have kept in mind the entire range of possible structures
within when these educational goals are sought and the correlative fitting
actions taken toward these goals by people in the roles of teacher and
learner.

In speaking of the "community" and its controls and delegated or
exercised powers, and its provision of resources and setting of norms,
we may have unwittingly suggested a highly structured situation. But our
intention was to include in this description the educational transaction of
the Eskimo father teaching his son how to spear fish as well as the highly
sophisticated urban dwelling teacher discussing the "Great Books of
Western Civilization" with his college-bound students. Without unduly
straining the terms described, both these situations and all those in be-
tween these extremes are meant to be included. In the Eskimo case, the
"community" is an understood community, the one to which the father and
son both, are committed by identity and bonds of loyalty, and from whom
they; like other Eskimoes, each at his own fishing hole, far separated in
space, derive for themselves norms and judgments. The formality or
informality of the contact within the community, and of the lines of con-
nection with its norms and sanctions do not matter at this stage in the de-
velopment of the boundaries and content of the educational system. These
specifications become important only later when one is attempting to dis-
tinguish various kinds of concrete educational systems.

C. Toward a More. Complex Model of the Educational System

Thus far we have talked of an educational system in terms of the
simplest possible model -- that of a teacher-learner relationship, with
only the two actors involved. Most systems of the world would not corres-
pond to this model. Rather, most are somewhat more complex.

Now then we may add the complexities which are introduced only
when we increase the numbers of actors playing the role of teachers and
learners.

1. complexities cautiejtyEtled numbersoLparticits

if we keep in mind the model of educational systems in modern, In-
dustrial societies, the following elements seem to be characteristic of
all such systems:

10



1. There are now diverse and numerous actors called "teachers" who
are needed to staff the system.

2.. Specialized training must be provided so that they can be adequate
to the demands upon them.

3. That training has to be relatively coordinated within the domains
of the same society -- so as to ensure a working consensus on the pur
poses of the educational transaction, the content to be transmitted, the
methods to be used, the time schedule to be kept, the evaluation tech-
niques to be employed, and the competence of the teachers themselves.

4. That system of training, and its predictable and measurable out-
comes, has to be coordinated with the perception of the purposes and con-.

tent of education held by the various communities in the society who are
going to employ the teachers.

5. Formal arrangements must be made regarding the governance of
the educational operations. Firm lines of allocation of power to make de-
cisiOns must be established. Where bureaucratic hierarchies areneeded,
their rationale and structures must be agreed upon.

The requirements just specified indicate that many new kinds of ac-
tors or role players have been brought into the educational enterprise.
It has become complex in its needs and operations and hence a division of
labor has had to be set up. These new status or slots in the division of
labor involve recruiting people for non-educational functions required to
serve the educational enterprise, including suppliers of goods and ser
vices ranging from coal or oil for the furnaces of buildings, to paper for
the classes, and food for the cafeterias, and lawyers for the flotation of

bonds or loans.

This is one level of complexity -- the increase in the number of
people to be served in strictly educational ways -- where education is de-
fined as we have done earlier.

Convexities causec_11/3 new relationa
As a result of these new needs for training and governance, whole

new sets of relationships emerge which become integral parts of the edu-
cational system and which can come into conflict with each other unless
otherwise managed. These include the following:
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between apprentice teach er and teachers teachers;

between formal government authorities and the teachers of teachers
at the specialized institutes;

between the formal governance authorities and the parents of the
children who are to be taught by the teachers;

between the teachers and their superiors in the hierarchies or
bureaucracies set up to manage educational system affairs, c. g.
members of the ministry of education or the school boards, or
whatever;

between the parents and the teachers who now play the role parei s-
used to play in the educational system;

between the students and the teachers who now are no longer rnem-
bers of their families or in multi-role connection with them;

among the various teachers within the framework of their own teach-
ing institutions -- when more than one specialty is taught by more
than one specialist;

between the formal governance authorities and the manufacturers
and suppliers of goods and services required to provide the schools
with the necessary resources;

between the teachers of teachers and that new band of specialists
who innovate materials, methods, and processes regarding educa-
tion, i. e. the research specialists in the field of education.

There are, of course, other role players and other sets of relation-
ships which develop when one acids more students and teachers. But those
just cited will suffice to indicate the kinds of complexities that are intro-
duced simply when relationships are increased.

complexities caused by niter- system affiliations

Another layer of complexity is introduced into education when any
system "moves" out of a condition of total local sovereignty and becomes
part of a network of educational institutions, arranged in a hierarchy of
coordinated authority. Necessarily there is involved some surrender of
sovereignty and autonomy by each local unit, and the development of new
systems of relationship to manage the interaction between the local and



the federation of which it is a part. The connections between local, coun
ty, state, and federal educational networks will serve as an appropriate

model here.

In this new complexity it is not that new purposes have been added
to the core educational purposes. Rather larger numbers of people in
various communities have, for one reason or another, pooled their pur-
poses and their resources, and have thereby set up certain requirements

of coordination and governance that were not present earlier. This is
not simply an enlargement of the prior increase in numbers. Under that
simpler condition no structural realignments of authority and autonomy
were required. Only coordination among diverse agents of the same sore -
reign power serving the same simple purpOses had to be realized.

4.: Complexities caused by addition of functions

Our model of education has grown thus far to,include large numbers

of actors, organized together into a network of reciprocally supporting

efforts, operating out of various centers with varying degrees of autonomy

and sovereignty, but still focusing on certain specialized and limited pur-
poses.

In the simplest educational systems, the purposes of education seem
quite clear and unquestionable to the actors involved. There are no de-
bates in "Pa.ngo-Pango" as to what should the father teach his children.

Above all, there are no debates as to whether morals and values ought to
be taught, along with knowledge and skills, and no questions regarding

the utility of what is to be taught -- not until Alternative ways of possible

lives for the children become real options to them or to the culture at

large.

But things do not remain that simple and "uncontaminated" for very

long, at least not very long after the society in which the education is

transpiring comes into effective contact with the ,impulses of moderniza-
tion and industrialization.

Under the impact of this kind of contact, several basic changes in
societies occur which are directly relevant for the educational system:

1. Tht division of labor becomes such that training for specialized and
unequally-valued occupations becomes a necessary part of the schools'
efforts.
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2. The family surrenders most of its educational functions and assigns
them to the schools. This happens partly because the parents are them
selves too involved in the making of a living to be able to perform the edu-
cational functions, and partly because the content of education at certain
levels becomes too complex for the parents to be adequate.

3. Diverse careers become possible for the students so that new spe-
cialties are developed in the school requiring new specialists.

4. The diversity of talent among students for certain specifiable tasks
in the adult world now becomes a salient consideration and patterns of
selective recruitment, training, and placement of students become pri-*
mary considerations for the educational system.

5. The schools are required to take on a. diversity of new functions not
simply in the traditional pedagogic sense but because of the loss or sur-
render by the family of its capabilities or interests in these concerns.
The schools become lunchrooms, recreation halls, places of religious
devotion and instruction, mental health screening centers, and vocational
guidance counseling offices, among other things. These specialties fall
upon the schools as the need for them emerges, mostly because they arise
as needs of the school-age youth. The fact that such youth are "captive"
in school centers for specified hours a day makes the schools the most
"natural" target. The alternative would be to allocate each of these non-
pedagogic functions to specialized agencies outside the school, and set up
a network of coordination between them and the schools, insofar as it
seemed necessary and in the best interests of their common subjects,
the school-age children. In fact, there are numerous arrangements, in-
cluding in-school and out-of-school agencies, and varying kinds of coop-
eration. Another alternative is for the schools to refuse to perform the
obviously needed functions. But when the need is recognized, and when
there is some action toward meeting the need, the school more often than
not becomes the agency to whom the servicing of the new need tends to be
assigned.

It is important to note here that the functions taken on by the schools
under the pressure of modernizing and industrializing influences can all
be fitted into the original simple framework of "knowledge, skills, values,
ideas, and beliefs." But this is a semantic concealment of genuine change.
Among other things the unavoidable augmentation of knowledge and skills
results in the unavoidable loss of competence of the parents or teachers
to acquire and impart these. Additionally, the new dimensions of effort
that emerge, e.g. vocational counseling and mental health activities, are



"verbally" inherent in the mandate of the school to "prepare the child foradult life, " but were never visibly required before the specialized divi-sion of labor characteristic of modern industrial society became a reality.
Some of the additional complexities introduced into the system bythe addition of new functions can be summarized as follows:

1. new roles for new specialists;

new relationships between the old-line S pecialists and the new;

new relationships between the new specialists and the homes andfamilies of the children, and the children themselves;

new sources of funding and financing required;

alterations in the structure of coMpetence and authority in the tra-ditional hierarchy developed around the more limited sets of pur-poses;

new relationships with funding and sponsoring authorities outsidethe school who have now been brought into the educational network;

new interrelationships with newly relevant professional organiza-tions, such as medicine, engineering, law, and accounting;

new relationships with organizations such as trade unions.

goidties caused by education of children within a democraticschool system for adult function in a democratic society

No attention has yet been paid in the development of a model of aneducational system to those complexities which arise when a) the syStemoperates in accordance with democratic canons of decision-making andb) when it seeks to prepare children for life in a democratic society.These are very specific kinds of cultural themes that can give a veryspecial shape to the educational system, especially if the system takesseriously the implications of being democratic itself, on the one hand,and of training its children for democracy, on the other. The complexi-ties that arise under those circumstances are over and above all those al-ready specified. The difference can be seen best when one imaginativelycompares the problems facing such a system with those confronted by therulers of a system which is unabashedly autocratic in its own operationsand which, with equal devotion, aims at preparing its children for life inan autocratic or totalitarian society.
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It is important at the outset to distinguish the two "democratic"
themes of which speak here -- the democratic governance of the system
itself and the training of the children for democracy. In theory, the
combination of these two themes yield four possibilities, as shown in the
following diagram:

Type of System Decision-Making* iType of
Educational Democratic Non - Democratic.
Training of Democratic a c
Children Non - Democratic b d

No empirical society is a total and perfect fulfillment of any of the
four types indicated above, but some systems come closer than others.
The American system in general comes closest of any in the known world
to type "a." Selected communities in the United States come close to type"b" insofar as they may go through all the mechanisms and processes of
democracy to decide to teach their children to respond to themes of hierar-
chy, inequality, discipline, authority, etc. Type "c" represents the kind
of educational system one would expect, under the best possible circum-
stances, from societies "in transition," where the transitional period of
autocratic governance is seen as the necessary and unavoidable condition
for survival but where the aim, nominally at least, is to create a new kind
of democratic society. Type "d" is the classic case of education in a
totalitarian society where the clearcut intent is to educate for totalitarian
conduct.

Type "a," the system marked by democratically-decided democratic
content, is probably the most difficult to create and operate. Democratic
decision-making is the most laborious and time-consuming of all modes
of decision-making, and training children for democracy involves model
ing that democratic pattern in the actual conduct of the schools, and en-
tertaining the highest levels of openess for contingency, disagreement,
and alternative theories and viewpoints.

When a system decides to be democratic in its structure and con-
tents it opts, willy-nilly, to break down the traditional authority of the
teacher: and the authority of the traditional subject matter. The body of
"received knowledge" is no longer sufficient; the modes of selection of
appropriate materials are no longer as relevant or justifiable. The al-
ternative courses indife are no longer as restricted or constrained. rrhe
diversities of talents among students are no longer as easily arranged
and utilized in hierarchical fashion; inequalities in educational outcomes
are no longer as easily rationalizable. The relationships among student
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parent, and teacher are no longer capable of articulation in the same way:
These and numerous other changes arc required when one changes not
only to a complex system fit for modern industrial life but one also fit
for life in a democratic society.

Perhaps just as important is the fact that almost always when sys-
tems move toward democratic structure and content they also embrace
the notion of the naturalness and need for change, and continuous change
at that. The inherent instability of social life, and the positive desirabil-
ity of constant change to meet newly created needs and desires become
central orientations of such a system. At that point the character of edu-
cation becomes radically changed. For now it is no longer the continuity
of valued traditions that serves as the center of school content. Rather
it is the continuous revision of traditional values and valued traditions to
make them apposite new situations that becomes the keynote. The great
sturm und dranz now being experienced by even the most enlightened
schools in the United States as they try to define, comprehend, and begin
to implement to notion of "education for change" is evident testimony to
the difficulties created when the old verities are seen as no 3ong,er suffi-
cient. Moreover, those very few pioneer schools who have only recently
decided to see what it might be like both to provide models of democratic
life on their campuses and to allow democracy to be the rule of conduct
in school affairs are experiencing what might more properly be called
birth pangs rather than ado]escent sturm .und drank;.

It is clear, therefore, that democratically decided educational con-
tent for democratic life is the most difficult of conceivable school sys-
tems to manage effectively.

Summary

An effort has been made to set certain analytical boundaries upon
the system of human effort called "education." This has involved speci-
fying the key personnel, the relationships among them as they move to-
ward agreed upon goals, the nature of those goals, the lines of allocation
of responsibility and of provision of resources, the power relationships
that arise, the permitted deviation, the mechanisms and agencies for
sanctions against deviation.

Once these core elements, characteristic of all systems of educa-
tion, were specified., the model of the educational system so described
was then elaborated to take account of the new features and system com-
plexities that arise when 1) numbers of actors are multiplied; 2) new re-
lationships must be structured and maintained within the system. 3) new
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relationships with bordering systems are developed; 4) new functions are
added to the charter of the educational system; and 5) when the system at-
tempts to operate in accordance with democratic canons of procedure and
to instill the knowledge and capacity requisite for democratic living in its
students.

With these boundaries, structures, and themes now stated, it is
relevant to consider the strain and stresses that are encountered by edu-
cational systems, at the various specified levels of complexity.

Part II. Strains in Educational Systems

Every form of collective life is inherently stressful. Material re-.
1 sources are often inadequate; the knowledge required for rational function-
ing is often unavoidable; the needed cooperation among diverse personnel
is often lacking because the cross purposes of the various actors are too
divergent to permit easy reconciliation.

Education is no less stressful than, other collective efforts of man,
and in some special ways may be more stressful. At the very least, it
exhibits a number of strains that seem unique to it, given its essential
purposes and its unavoidable minimal structure.

In outlying these strains, it will be useful to follow the same struc-
ture that was used in developing the model -- first, a core system and
then take account of complexities that arise because of increased numbers,
diverse centers of authority, increased range of functions, and the focus
upon democratic governance and content.

We consider first a sample of those kinds of strains that arise
from the fact that the system is "educational. " Here we take account
only of the generic strains that can be found in any and all educational
systems, regardless of simplicity or complexity.

A. Strains Common to All s of Education

Ambiguities and variations in content.

We refer here to the fact that even in the simplest societies, where
education consists of skills, values, attitudes, and beliefb that father
transmits to son, and that elders transmit to the age-graded young men,
the skills themselves, e. g. hunting or fishing or taking scalps, are sub-
ject to being learned in a variety of ways. There is no manual of specifi-
cations for these skills. Ways that seem suitable to the teacher may not
be apt for the pupil. Or, the pupil may discover modes of performing
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the required skills which seem superior to those of the teacher, or at
least more fit for the student. The "authority" of the teacher, based in
large part on his being perceived as a repository and monopoly-holder of
important skills, may thereby be undermined.

2. The pupil outdistances the teacher

In the same vein, the authority of the teacher may be undermined,
especially when strength and vigor are requisite to the skill, by the rapid-
ity with which the learner surpasses the teacher in the performance of the
skill. Given the age and generational differences in teacher-pupil rely-
tionships, and given the crucial role of muscular strength, agility and
endurance in non-industrial societies, this strain is ubiquitous.

Teacher A is better than teacher B

Another possible subversion of the authority of the teacher arises
in the situation where unavoidably the learners compare themselves
against each other in terms of the skills of their adult teachers. Variabil-
ity in the adult population guarantees some invidious comparisons and the
consequent lessening in the authoritative prestige of the less competent
teachers. The industrial society equivalent of this occurs both in the
schools, when comparisons are made among teachers, and in the peer-
groups, when comparisons are made among fathers.

Insufficient resources

Because of lack of time, or energy, or interest, or knowledge or
skill, or even of minimal material resources (a good bow or a good fish-
ing net or a good horse), the education of the learner may be less ade-
quate than is considered desirable. Especially in small agricultural or
peasant or hunting communities, where such matters are visible, there
may be unpleasant stressful repercussions on teacher and learner alike.

Generation gaps in value orientations

Under even the simplest social circumstances, differences in age
and generation between teacher and learner may prove to be sources of
strain in the educational transaction. The "internal" requirements and

norms of the young peer group, with.definitions of a desirable rhythm of

work and play that differ from those of the adult generation cause difficul-
ties everywhere.
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6. CurrentrLefponsibilities and deferrediEptific.ations

The educational situation is one which everywhere, no matter what
the kind of society, involves the young person in assuming.eertain "pain-
ful" responsibilities as a learner in return for which the reward, at least
in part, is a gratification to be received later in the game. The learning
of how to defer gratification is a crucial element in all effective educa-
tion, even though in some social situations the gratification is deferred
only momentarily and only in part. The inherent gratifications received
"in process" or "along the way" may serve as compensating and motivat-
ing features. But there is always some element of "cost" along the way
that must be traded off against future gratifications. Typically, the mem-
bers of the adult generation, who have been through the process, are
likely to give much more emphasis to later and deferred gratifications
and hence to stress the worthwhileness of deferral of gratifications to an
extent that cannot be shared by the younger learners.

The misfit of thelrsonalities of teacher and learner

In any role-structured situation such as that of teacher-learner,
none of the personality dimensions of either of the two actors, in princi-
ple, should enter relevantly into the transaction between them. But in
all human interactions such "role-irrelevant" personality dimensions do
in fact intrude. The amount of intrusion will increase in proportion to the
number of other relationships in which those same actors are involved.
It will also be greater where there are fewer formal specifications of the
limits of the role. In the simpler society, then, where the adult plays
the roles of father and teacher, breadwinner, religious senior, and many
other things to his son, and where the son plays all the role counterparts
of these various role-structures to his father, the intrusion of their "role-
irrelevant" personalities is likely to be maximized. The compensating
feature here may be the extent to which father and son are able to work
out patterns of productive coexistence precisely because of the range,
continuity, and scope of their interactions, so that there is a surplus
beneficience that carries over from one transaction to another and may
serve to compensate for inadequacies or strains that arise. But, of
course, there is always the other possibility that each role-relationship
will:be progressively worsened, or lessened in its effectiveness, because
of the spill-over of unsatisfactory relationships in other roles they share.
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The intrusion, of affect and other non-rektional considerationc.

In any interaction between humans, however sharply defined and
circumscribed, there is likely to be an important affective component.
This is perhaps especially true where, from the viewpoint of the learner
at least, the content of the transaction is crucial to him, his identity and:
ego-strength, and/or when he is subject to the consequential evaluation
by the teacher, and when he normally has no recourse or appeal beyond
that of the teacher's willingness to consider. In the father-son education
relationship, the unavoidable affect inherent in the father-son aspect
necessarily intrudes into their teacher-learner transaction. It may be
supportive or destructive, but it is always problematic.

These arc eight of :nany possible strains that can be and are en-
countered in educational situations, given only a minimal structure of two
actors, in a situation devoid of formal codification or evaluation, and in
which there is no formal network connecting such two-actor systems with
others.

B. Strains Arisin iiL.IlexDernocratic Systems

sluiaLcaustclbyi ern ocILrticgov ern arm e and content

Most of the strains could properly be classified as disagreements
among various actors in different roles (parents, teachers, students) re-
garding all those aspects of education which are subject to dispute: its
purposes, its content, its methods, its best method of evaluation, its
necessary resources, and the like.

Perhaps the most persisting and fundamental of these disagreements
which seems to inhere in the very character of the system has to do with
the content of education: what it is in terms of knowledge, values, beliefs,
and skills that ought to be taught, at what level of competence wit hin
period of time, and for what later or immediate utility.

The emergence of widespread disagreement on the content of educa-
tion, 1. e. what should be taught, is because of three main sources, a-
mong others: a) the amorphousness and ambiguity regarding the purposes
and goals of education, and hence regarding the content that might fulfill
those purposes, especially of course in systems that have decided to train
their children for democratic social life; b) the diversity and mixture of
pedagogical and non-ppdagogical, or curricular and non-curricular, goals
of education that have come to characterize educational systems that pro-
fess to aim at fitting their students into a complex and rapidly changing



world; and c) the diversity of importance attributed to various outcomes
by the various publics connected with the running of democratic school
systems, each of whom brings to its educational role-interaction a view
of the educational process that is most consonant with its own place in
the educational system (parents, taxpayers, professional teachers pro-
fessional administrators, etc.).

It is a commonplace that systems acquire special features of struc-
ture and function from their avowed purposes. Thus, a corporation en-
gaged primarily in the business of manufacturing pipe fittings will be dif-
ferent in important regards from a corporation engaged primarily in re-
cruiting entertainment talent for bookings in various theaters throughout
the country. So, too, if the pipe-fitting corporation decides to take on
the manufacture of newsprint, it will have to restructure itself in a num-
ber of ways to accomodate its organization to both purposes. Even if the
manufacturing aspects of the enterprises are kept separate, a new struc-
ture of corporate reporting and authority must be created to bring the di-
verse enterprises under a common governance. Thus, when diversity
and multiplicity of purpose are introduced into a previous one-purpose
structure, the shape of the system is likely to alter in several significant
regards.

If, however, it is characteristic of the system -- corporation or
other -- that its purposes are stated ambiguously so that there are no
specifiable provisions for the measurement of its achievement, it builds
a high potential for disagreement regarding its effectiveness into the very
nature of its operations.

Educational systems in democratic society are precisely of that
kind. By announcing that their purpose is to prepare young men and wo-
men for "meaningful" adult functioning in a democratic society, they in-
vite the maximum possible argument regarding their structure, their ac-
tivities, and their achievement,

This is so simply because by comparison with any other stated "in-
tention" there is more deliberate uncertainty inherent in the "democra-
tic" goal than in, any other. And this is so because, by the democratic
norm of "process," the content of democratic education must always be
in flux. Moreover, that flux tends to the maximum when the system en-
courages maximum participation by all relevant publics in the discussions
and decisions as to what such a system ought to be doing to further itself
and to insure its continuity over generational time. Uneertainty regard-.
ing content and methods are thus inherent in educational systems in dem
ocratic societies. Perhaps the most certain guideline for such educational
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systems is the requirement of training teachers and students to function
effectively in situations of uncertainty and ambiguity and to benefit from
the exchange of disagreements in the temporary resolutions of these dis-
agreements.

Some will argue with the connotations of the term uncertainty and
would prefer the term "provisionality." That might indeed be. closer to
the mark. For the essence of democratic educational systems is that
none of the avowed purposes are viewed as anything but the most general
guidelines. Correlatively, all instrumental processes or paths toward
these ends that are prescribed at any time are seen, when the system is
functioning adequately, as provisional and temporary, and subject to
change when innovative research suggests better alternatives. In the in-
terim, there is deliberate encouragement of such innovative research.
In short, democratic education is constantly seeking ways in which to
shake up, alter, and modify its existing procedures. In those regards,
then, democratic education is inherently unstable with regard to its con-
tent, methods, and relationships.

The deliberate cultivation of disagreement through the explicit invi-
tation to numbers of different publics to participate in decisions regarding
the conduct of the schools is tantamount to the acceptance of a conflict
model of social organization. This potential for conflict and especially
between student and teacher -- is cultivated even further by the deliber-
ate emphasis in modern democratic educational systems on the prepara-
tion of students for rapid social change and for effective participation in
a world that will experience such change. Because of the generational
difference between student and teacher, the emphasis on preparation for
change, if implemented adequately, must result in a diminished quotient
of authority for the teacher and in more active participation in decision-
making by students. If these relationships are not changing in the ways
just specified, it can be inferred that training the students fol. change is
not proceeding as effectively as it might in the schools.

2. Strains arising from mtgtil3licitiofLgoals in democratiEmtems.

A second set of characteristics of complex, democratic educational
systems arises from the multiplicity of purposes which the mandate im-
plied in the name of the system seems to suggest.

We refer here to the array of commonly affirmed goals of educa-
tion in our own and comparable systems that go far beyond the traditional
development of skills in basic literacy. These include a) training for
such things as being able to live productively and peacefully with people
who differ in certain basic characteristics, abilities, and opinions;



b) being motivated to participate effectively in the democratic process of
decision-making through sustained activity in the decision-making process;
and c) being able to acquire through participation in the educational sys
tem a sense of self-worth equal to that of all other participants.

No other educational system in the world has embraced these kinds
of goals as fully as the American educational system. These goals pre-
sent to the schools that accept them as legitimate and important certain
most difficult problems connected with personnel, methods, content, re-
sources, priorities of time and place, and methods of evaluation. Such
schools become multi-purpose systems the achievement of whose ends.is
intensely difficult to estimate. The difficulties arise from the chara.ctei
of the goals themselves and from the crucial fact that the extent to which
they have been achieved cannot be known with any firmness or certainty
until the child is in effect an adult. Even then the accomplishment is
most difficult to estimate and, it is even more difficult to assess the ex-
tent to which the achievement is due directly to the school (and which of
its many facets), or was made in spite of the school, or if the school ex-
perience was relatively indifferent and inconsequential.

It is not multiplicity of goals alone that generates these difficulties.
It is specifically the kinds of multiple goals that the democratic systems
seem to have taken on for themselves. Multiplicity would present enough
problems even if the goals were stated with crystal clarity and the opera-
tions for their measurement were prescribed clearly and, beyond cavil.
When these burdens are added to those previously described as arising
from the democratic governance, with its unavoidable quotient of dissen-
sus and conflict, it can be seen that democratic education is indeed a bur-
densome charge.

3. Strains arisingSEcious, relevant actors
in different lERj.c..2p_in the school system structure

It is axiomatic in the theory of systems that as the number of rele-
vant actors or roles increases, the complexity of management increases,
and the potential for conflict increases accordingly. Every actor in every
system views the system from the special purchase or point of view that
derives a) from hiwown position in the system and b) his own special ties
to other systems outside. The student with his family ties; the teacher
with his personal and professional connections; the principal with his
special connections to the superintendent, the parents, and the school
board; the parents with their special relationships in the nexus of the pa
rent community: all these are actors who must disagree, at least in part;
as to what the schools ought to be doing and how well they are doing it.
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For example, the teacher who out of "professional pride" is "torgh"
in his evaluation of students must by that very token be a source of prob-
lem to the students on whom he has been tough. The students must in
turn see the teacher and the educational process as working against their
best interests and, even, against the best concept of effective education.
The parents in turn must differ with their children regarding the adequacy
of the schooling being forced in the nature of the case to allocate the
blame for the "failure" of their children at least partly to the children
themselves, however much they may also allocate part of the blame to
the teacher and the "school."

Or, alternatively, consider the mixed interests and needs that the
different actors bring to their roles in the school system.

The student is focused on evaluated success plus fun plus signifi-
cant learning plus validation with the peer group.

The teacher is focused on significant learning by the students, plus
preservation of his concept of self as a teacher, plus satisfaction of his
personality needs in the role, plus validation with his peer group by differ-
ent criteria than apply to the student peer group.

The parent seeks evaluated success for their children plus signifi-
cant learning plus continuity between behavior patterns relevant in the
school and those relevant in the home, plus evidence of relevance of things
learned in school to the lives of the children and to their subsequent ca-
reers.

If we add to these diversities, albeit overlapping, of motives and
interests that the student, teacher, and parent bring to their roles in the
educational system, those which are held by principals, superintendents,
and boards of education, teacher-trainers, and others, gone can see that
though there are some nominally shared central purposes there are also
important areas of concern held by some that are of only peripheral inter
est or even of negative value to the teacher. The parent or child, for in-
stance, who wants the school to devote special attention to a child's par-
ticular needs runs athwart the teacher's formal commitment to equal con-
cern and attention to all children.

Strains arising from dive) sit
system

The problems that arise from attempting to achieve a multiplicity
of diverse goals are multiplied once by the presence of diverse actors
and several times more when these actors are considered relevant in
decisions concerning these goals.

oals and actors in a democratic
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Among the differences most likely to appear are:

I. Disagreements regarding the priority of importance of various
goals. "Cognitive learning vs. affective wellbeing" is a summary way to
indicate areas of such conflict chronic in educational theory and practice
today.

2. Disagreements regarding the allocation of school resources and
time and attention to various groups of children. Here the agrumcnt
about elite vs. mass education becomes relevant, as does the discussion
concerning the propriety of special education for the most disabled child-
ren.

3. Disagreements regarding the allocation of teacher 92mactems. to
various levels of student competence. Once again the "purposes" of the
school are here brought into question because of disagreements regard-
ing the special entitlement of the "most talented" children to the best
teaching the school can offer. These disagreements inhere# in two natural
and unavoidable facts: diversity of talent among children and diversity of
talent among teachers.

4. Disagreement regarding the methods and approaches to educational
goals. Here the disagreement rises out of a very special set of sources:
a) the development of a sense of specialized professional skill and compe-
tence and a correlative degree of professional pride and identity on the
part of,teachers and b) the persisting feeling among a community of pa-
rents that education is not a specialized skill. Rather it is often hr.ld that
any layman is as competent as any teacher to decide how schools ought to
be run. This conflict over methods and approaches often spills over into
areas in which presumably teachers do "know" most about the matter,
namely the content of education. Even here, however, there is often dis-
sension.

5. Disagreement regarding the "morals" and "values" taught in the
school, or, if not taught deliberately, conveyed and employed by the
schools as criteria of student adequacy. Here at least three main sets
of actors are involved with their differing definitions of the situation:
teachers and school officials, vs. students, vs. parents and the "commun
ity at large." Matters are worsened when, as is often the case, these
three communities are themselves heterogeneous. And since each of
these interest groups is in theory entitled to participate in decisions re-
garding educational content, procedures, and evaluation, the likelihood
of conflict over values and morals is augmented. Here, perhaps even
more than with regard to formal educational content, every actor feels
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himself quite adequate to the task of, making decisions and quite equal to
any of the other actors involved. On a petty scale, these disagreements
are seen in disputes over proper clothing and hair style. On a larger
scale, the conflicts concern such matters as race relations in the school,
sexual conduct of the students, and the use of drugs and alcohol. The
varying interest of the major groups involved -- their separation by func-
tion and generation and their relevant reference groups -- insures a con-
tinuing set of disagreements.

When these five types of disagreement are added to the unavoidable
disputes about what ought to be taught in the schools, it can be seen that
virtually every major facet of education for democratic adult role-play-
ing in a democratic society is a matter with a high potential for dispute.

Strains arisin from the necessit for continuous evaluatiorl in
democratic school systems

In addition to the-structural factors just indicated as sources of
strain special attention should be called to the contribution of inadequate
evaluation of outcomes to the continuity of conflict in democratic school
system S.

A corporation can move to reorganize itself if it is inefficient be-
cause it learns regularly from its auditors and accountants how "efficient"
it has been. So, too, a government can alter its course of policy, both
internal and external, because under proper circumstances it is forced
by the votes of its constituents, or the tanks of its hostile neighbors, to
reconsider its policies. Even a church can get some estimate of how well
it is doing, at least nominally, by the size of its attendance and the finan-
cial support of its members. But how shall any school or network of
schools know how well it is doing?

We shall later devote considerable time to the general problems of
evaluation. But now we wish to cite briefly some of the most common
problems of educational evaluation and indicate the special dimensions of
problems which are added by virtue of the fact that in school systems
committed to democracy, with a diversity of goals, ambiguity of content,
uncertainty of means, and absence of consensus on criteria, the prob-
lems of evaluation are made manifestly and manifoldly more difficult.

1. The clients the children to be educated -- are normally considered
incompetent to comment on or criticize the operations of the school,
They are assumed to be operating from some stance of vested interest in
anti-academic, youthful interests that make them biased and incompetent
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observers and evaluators. Moreover, except as they come, as they have
recently, to take power into their own hands, they have the least formal
power or authority in the system of any of the actors. They normally
cannot refuse to purchase the goods and services of the "company." They
cannot authoritatively locate blame for, inadequacies that they sense upon
those who have the authority to put the label of success or failure upon
them. They cannot withho3d relevant resources from the organization
without incurring serious reprisals. Since others, notably teachers,
have the power to affix the label of failure upon them, and since all other
actors in the system conspire to allocate blame for their failure upon the
students themselves, the students, though clients, must also be seen as
victims of the system and relatively powerless to alter it. Moreover,
since blame for "failure" is placed upon their, shoulders, the system can
continue its chosen path with immunity from impulses to change.

2. A secondary range of clients -- called the parents -- are at a dis-
advantage with regard to taking effective action in the system by virtue
of their systematic ignorance, often self-imposed, with regard to the in-
put and the processes of the system. Such information as they have is
usually confined to the very small "bit" called the report cards of their
individual children. This tells nothing about the system and its operation
but only about the nominal relative score of their children on some arbit-
rary scales of scores. There arc ways by which parents can increase
their information about the system, but this requires effort that most
parents seem unable and unwilling to exert. However, if they should
determine that the system is not operating efficienfly whatever their
source of information or attitude -- they do have recourse of a gross
sort. They can vote out the governing board (in the American system) ,

and they can deprive the school of resources, through failing to approve
the budget when it comes t for a vote. Occasionally they can, by the
same paths, indicate filet!. dproval of the system by approving the budget,
even with proposed increases. In extreme cases, where the mass media
inform them of presumed moral derelictions of one or another teacher or
other school official, they can also, as a political public, move toward
ousting that official. But their knowledge about, active concern with,
and intervention in the content and method of teaching is minimal in
most known cases.

As a form of cornmunicaticn useful for change toward greater ef-
fectiveness, then, client dissatisfaction and action upon that dissatisfac
tion is almost trivial.

This impotence of the client and his inactivity regarding his own
willbeing within the system presumably designed for his welfare seems
to be characteristic of all organizations in which the "clients" are really



"captives" of the system. There is evident similarity between students
in a school, prisoners in a reformatory, clients in a welfare station, and
patients in a free clinic. Because they stand in the relation of impotent
client to powerful "servant" or professional, and because they are con-
sidered incompetent with regard to the specialized services to whichthey
are exposed, they are infantilized, whether adult in age or not, relative
to the professionals; and their "complaints" about the system are seen as
reflections of mean spirits and low visions rather than as possibly true
reflections of the ina.dequacies of the system.

3. The goods and services generated and distributed by the system,
e. , the methods and content of education in the schools, are nominally-

subject to quality control by independent evaluation. But the archetypical
mode of evaluation pursued by the schools gives almost no information re-
garding the quality of its goods and services. For this usual mode of e-
valuation focuses not upon the adequacy of the content and methods of edu-
cation but upon the success or the failure of the students in learning them.

Moreover, when there is some scrutiny of methods and content by
the agents themselves -- as frequently there is -- it is most often done
by the very agents who create the method and content. Hence, little ob-
jectivity can be expected. Genuine objectivity regarding methods would
require teachers to be critical of themselves. Genuine objectivity regard-
ing content would require teachers to expose themselves anew to the learn-
ing process, taking now the role of students themselves. Besides upsetting
comfortable habits, exposure to newer methods and new content can be
very disturbing because the teacher, now the learner, may "fail" to learn
what his new teacher thinks is important. Thus, the conduct at examina-
tion time of licensed teachers who are taking courses for advanced credit
in teachers' colleges or graduate schools is indistinguishable from that
of their own students,

There is further resistance to evaluation be teachers and adminis
trators because evaluation means the possibility of negative results. This
is distressful because "success" is crucial to reputation among colleagues
and supervisors, and often has serious implications for salary, leaves,
and promotions, not to mention the "tenure" syndrome of the early years
of teaching.

4. Quality control of methods and content of education is also made
extremely difficult by the nature of the teaching situation. How can sup-.
ervisors -- assuming their conipetence -- get an adequate sample of the
performance of ,the teachers? This would require careful and prolonger
scrutinrin the classroom. Otherwise, one depends on "rumors," or on



the quality of the students as they pass from one teacher to another (here
the "badness" of students can always be blamed on the students), or on
their performances on standardized tests. Since the latter could be ef-
fective and by that token, threatening, great pressures develop to "cram"
students for these standardized tests so that they shall show up relatively
well as compared with other students in the classes of other teachers.
Evaluation through performance on such tests almost guarantees then
that there will be no change in the curriculum, since the whet: system
conspires to preserve the content and methods by striving for excellence
in performance rather than by assessing the worth by other criteria.
Even this threat of comparative student scores on standardized examina-
tions can be reduced, and evaluation rendered inefficient by breaking up
the student body into homogeneous ability of talent groups so that students
will perform in accordance with pre set expectations.

5. Outside evaluations in the form of visitations by certifying boards
are almost meaningless intofar as any real scrutiny of method and con-
tent of education is concerned. A recent survey of what is done during
such evaluative expeditions reveals the amount of dependence on self-re-
porting in those evaluations, and the lack of critical examination of the
schools' conduct. These findings suggest that these so-called evaluations
are of only minimal effectiveness, if that, in bringing any impetus for
change of method or content to the schools.

6. Even if there were regular and systematic scrutiny of performance
by teachers (rather than measuring students' achievements, or in conjunc-
tion with such measurement), two structural situations make such scru-
tiny less effective as an instrument of possible change than it might other-
wise be. One is the system of tenure which permits normative incompe-
tence to endure without recourse, since only outrageous violations of
codes of professional conduct can bring tenure-rights under reconsidera-
tion. The other is the lack of specificity of criteria of adequacy in the
teaching role. It is chronic among teachers to insist on the equal validity
of different styles of teaching, or to argue that different subjects must be
taught in different ways, or to assert the legitimacy of different priorities,
such as the importance of concentrating on an elite of the most talented
students as against the importance of seeing to it that everyone is taught
equally.

A third, related way of defending against evaluation is to query the
competence of the evaluators, even though they maybe nominal supervi-
sors and presumably have greater formal qualifications of experience. It
is argued that these greater "formal" qualifications have no necessary
bearing on the competence of the status-superiors to recognize good teach-
ing when they see it.
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Because of the lack of specificity in the criteria of adequate teach-
ing, the charge of the incompetence of the evaluators may have some
merit. At least it is not demonstrably false. It cannot he falsified at
least until common criteria are agreed upon and commonly acceptable
measures of the achievement of these criteria have been developed. At
the moment, no such criteria or measures are available.

These six difficulties in adequate evaluation of educational outcomes
have been offered as sources of potential conflict in the schools. But
they must also be seen in reverse. That is, the conflicts in the schools
must be seen as circularly and reciprocally contributing to the difficul-.
ties of evaluation. Every one of the conflicts listed makes systematic
evaluation correlatively and commensurately difficult.

Consider, for instance, the problems for evaluation that arise from
the failure to agree upon goals of the enterprise. Or, even when there is
agreement on a variety of goals, note the problems raised by the lack of
agreement on the relative priority of importance of these goals. The
reciprocal reinforcement of conflict and inadequate evaluation can thus be
seen as a central feature of modern, democratic educational systems.
The lack of evaluation leaves important issues unsettled. And the moot-
ness of important issues, kept that way by lack of evaluation, impedes
the development of sound evaluation, precisely because that evaluation
cannot be developed until many of the moot issues, such as priority of
goals, are settled.

Reprise and Prospect

In a work devoted principally to analyzing structures and strains in
democratic educational systems, we should feel compelled to elaborate
the preceding materials greatly and to move on, then, to an analysis of
modes. of reduction of strain and attenuation of stress and solution of con-
flicts. But our primary aim is not the completion of such a work. Rather
we have sought a way to bring into focus the problems concerned with de-.
veloping a model for the measurement of the effectiveness of educational
systems. To do so we have felt it imperative to conceptualize education
as an organized enterprise, under varying systems of social organization,
and to indicate the points of its vulnerability to stress and strain. Above
all, when one comes subsequently to consider how effective various sys-
tems have been, the inherently great difficulty in the operations of an edu-
cational system when it commits itself to being democratic both in organi-
zation and content must be remembered, along with the extraordinary prob-
lems presented by the multiplicity of the goals to which democratic sys-
tems seem uniquely to commit themselves.
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Requiremeuts std Ambiguities



A rational policy in education, as elsewhere, involves the choice
among competing strategies that are designed to achieve desired ends.
The decision-making process and its aftermath proceeds according to an
ideal-typical sequence which is as familiar as it is inexorable. Goals
are envisioned and sought; means are employed to achieve those goals;
there are always disparities between the intended and actual outcomes;
the perception of these disparities generates tensions or strains, to which
there are reactions, which then have consequences for the next stage of
goal-seeking and/or the adoption of new methods. We may illustrate this
process by alluding to the problem of "equality of educational opportunity. "

Educational goal: high-quality schooling should be equally access-.

ible to all categories of American children regardless of their creed, col-
or, national origin, social class, or differences in talent

2. Correspondence between goal and reality: comparative research
in the educational experiences of "standard Americans" and the poor,
blacks, Puerto Ricans, and the "dull" reveals that the school system mag-
nifies the inequities of a stratified society by offering a superior education
to the children in some groups while systematically denying it to others.
Moreover, many such children suffer from environmentally induced dis-
abilities before entering school and throughout their educational careers.

3. Social and individual consequences of the disparities:* the individ-
ual child experiences anxiety, hostility, and a deflation of self. At the
societal level, lack of educational opportunity severely restricts the posi-
tive functions of education as a mechanism for recruiting and discovering
talent, as an agent for economic growth, as a vehicle for social mobility,
and as an instrument for peaceable social change.

4. Research clue: according to some scholars most of the growth
or decline in tested intelligence occurs in the preschool years. A child
who is the product of an intellectually impoverished environment is sev-
erely handicapped by the tune he enters first grade.

5. Program: "Operation Headstart" establishes preschool programs
as a part of the war against poverty.

6. Evaluation: It is too early to make a definitive judgment, but
such programs appear to be valuable. However, there is already suffi-
cient evidence to indicate that they are unlikely to reduce cumulative so-
cial and psychological deficits unless they are articulated with subsequent
school programs,* effectively interpreted to parents and the school sys-
tems, and taught by instructors who find gratification in teaching "slow"
children.



The function of useful educational theory and research is to make
this entire sequence less problematic by rendering ends, means, and
their interrelationships more intelligible. It should assist men to de-
cide what goals to pursue, what actions make their attainment more prob-
able, and what are the costs of success or failure. At stake are such
questions as: what educational aims do we most cherish? What other
goals are we willing to sacrifice in order to achieve them? What are the
most efficient means consistent with our values that we might employ to
accomplish our objectives? What price are we prepared to pay in scarce
resources -- time, energy, and organizational ingenuity -- to achieve our
aims? What sectors of society shall bear these necessary costs of at-
taining our purposes? What shall be the sequence of successive approxi-
mations toward ideal goals? What tactics shall we adopt in stimulating
consent to our proposals?'

As we have not been the first to observe sensible discourse on these
matters cannot proceed until we have removed the principal ambiguities
which now surround the form and substance of educational goals. Ameri-
can and international evidence suggests that few, if any, societies or
school systems formulate their goals with sufficient precision to serve
as an adequate guide for action or as standards against which to measure
outcomes. The purpose of this chapter, then, is to specify the major form-
al, political, philosophical, and empirical requirements for the creation
of a model of educational goals and to identify the obstacles that impede
its attainment.

The Identification of Educational Goals: Verbal vs. Behavioristic Analy-
ses

The most restrictive definition of a goal is an intention to achieve a
preferred outcome which is 1) stated in advance, 2) consaioukly sought,
and 3) "realistic" in the sense that it is in principle attainable through
purposive social action. A goal thus differs from 1) a fantasy in whose
behalf no intervention is thought possible because of intrinsic constraints
imposed by nature, social organization, or human limitations; 2) an ideal
that is perfectionist in aspiration and indefinitely remote in time; and 3) a
post hoc declaration claimed after the event.

This pristine conception of the meaning of a goal specifically refers
to utterances and rejects as invalid efforts to derive intent from the ob-
servation of behavior. As such it may needlessly impoverish our analy-
sis of the "real" aims of American education. Indeed, one influential
viewpoint in the social sciences argues that all purely verbal affirmations
are suspect and we may be certain that men desire the ends they profess



only after we have observed their actions. The credibility of our frequent-
ly asserted dedication to equal educational opportunity could hardly be con-
firmed by comparing the quality of instruction in suburban and slum schools.
One need not be a radical behaviorist or a cynic to insist that what men do
may be at least as revealing as what they say.

The true nature of educational goals, for example, might be derived
from such items as money, time, and personnel actually allocated for
specific purposes; outcomes evaluated and honors awarded; the content and
balance of the curriculum; the characteristics of teacher preparation, etc.
Attention to such indices of intent might help protect us from taking at
,face value goal statements which are merely ritualistic affirmations of
conventional virtue or outright exercises in deceit.

At the same time behavioristic analysis of goals rely entirely on the
skills of the observer and suffer from all of the dangers that arise when
an original motive is filtered through the perceptions of a middle man. He
will always be hard put to make reliable inferences about the complex re-
lationship between intentions and observed behavior. Even leaving aside
the preliminary formal problems of avoiding circular reasoning and tauto-
logical statements -- whatever people do may be interpreted as the reali-
zation of a previously established goal -- we cannot avoid the stubborn
empirical truth that human behavior is constrained by limited options.
There is seldom any very precise correspondence between desire and
possibility. In most cases we cannot be sure whether a particular action--
virtuous or malignant -- occurs because of coercion or choice.

The achievement of the goal of equal educational opportunity, for
example, depends on more than philpsophical conviction. It probably also
requires a prosperous economy that can support education conceived of
as both an investment and consumer good; a structure of incentives that
includes a demonstrable linkage between educational achievement and the
system of social rewards; a normative system that 'emphasizes= the value
of secularism, change, achievements, and universalistic standards; a
sufficiently stable political structure to encourage institutional and per-
sonal investments that have a deferred pay-off, a power structure that can
effectively reach and enforce decisions; and a set of.mechanisms that re-
duce actual or potential strains between education and other elements in
the institutional complex, especially the kinship and religious system.
Since the establishment of some of these conditions is beyond the control
of those who profess an allegiance to the goal of equal educational oppor-
tunity, we are never justified in assuming out-of-hand that the imperfect
realization of a goal is a satisfactory indicator of weak intention. Nor can
we be certain that its achievement was a function of anything those nomi
nally responsible did or failed to do. The consequences of social behavior
are often neither sought nor foreseen by the participants.



These troublesome considerations suggest that the process of judg-
ing the consonance or dissonance between goals and outcomes would be
enormously simplified if the former were stated in advance rather than
inferred pod hoc. If this practice were conventionally adopted we might
even discover that much that passes for education proceeds without any
clear, well-defined realistic goals. To be sure, even when the aims that
move men are not elaborated in precise declarations of purpose the sum
of their daily decisions are not without pattern or direction. Nevertheless,
the routine requirement to specify goals might reveal that much educa-
tional practice is guided mainly by historical legacy, inertia, nostalgia,
and considerations of convenience rather than by self-conscious efforts jo
develop particular competencies or commitments.

oaqSystematic ,f EducEducational Goals

The increasing recognition that "success" or "failure" of formal
schooling must necessarily be expressed as a relationship between aims
and achievement has led to ambitious efforts.to develop models designed
to detect, record, classify, and establish the connections among educa-
tional goals. Taken collectively, their strengths and shortcomings provide
a convenient point of departure for our own inquiry into the nature of edu-
cational goals.

The companion volumes on elementary and secondary school objec-
tives edited respectively by Nolan. Kearney and Will French and the two-
volume work on the cognitive and affective domains by Bloom and his col-
leagues are the most interesting attempts to create useful taxonomies of
educational goals.2 Together, they have made substantial progress in ex-
pressing educational goals as observable and measurable behavior out-
comes, in establishing priorities, in dealing with developmental processes,
and in adapting taxonomic refinements.

Nolan Kearney's Zlemel.syl§sectives is a report submitted
by, an assemblage of "consultants, mainly academicians who proposed the
goals, "critics" who evaluated them in the light of classroom considera-
tions, and a "survey committee" reflecting both theoretical, professional,
and practical experience who actively compiled the Report. The aims are
prescriptive rather than descriptive: there was no effort made to assess
the actual goals of American education but rather to record outcomes pre-
ferred by a panel of knowledgeable people.

Their main effort was to classify aims in a three-dimensional grid
including domains, behavior categories, and development periods. The



domains chosen were essentially broad curricular areas supplemented by
analytical constructs designed to measure ethical standards, social-erno-
tional behavior, and physical wellbeing.

Specifically, the domains were 1) health, 2) social and emotional
development, 3) ethical standards and values, 4) social relations, 5) the
social world, 6) the physical world, 7) aesthetic development, 8) com-
munication, and 9) quantitative relationships. Each domain intersects
with a major behavior category -- 1) knowledge and understanding, 2)
skill and competence, 3) attitude and interest, and 4) action pattern, and
desired outcomes are listed for the "average child" at the end of the third,
sixth, and ninth years of schooling.

Kearney exhibits refreshing candor when he concedes many of the
major weaknesses of this scheine. It assumes an imaginary child, who
progresses at a constant rate of speed, who is comparable in all respects
to other average children. Moreover, at the conclusion of the study the
consultants agreed that many of the goals were too difficult for average
children. The outcomes, themselves, were not ranked in ascending or
deseending importance. In addition, this volume suffers from a deliber-
ate vagueness occasioned by a failure of nerve. Observe, for example,
"The nature of affectional heterosexual feelings is perceived . . . and the
individual has acquired adequate and socially acceptable ways of express
ing them. "3A11 of the hard questions are scrupulously avoided in this form-
ulation.

At the same time many of the goals are expressed with admirable
clarity. "He uses a card catalogue, a reader's guide, an almanac, and
encyclopedia as needed. He is familiar with the standard library and ref-
erence skills. Not "he is beginning to find a sense of restrained adven-
ture in walking in the forests of literary knowledge." Although there are
frequent lapses -- "is beginning to gxercise some discretion in the value
and use of TV and radio programs" -- the work as a whole is a salutary
exercise in operational translations of vague concepts.

Will French I's Behavioral Goals of Set2onclar:,yEWcation relied on
research strategy a.nala.gous to that of Kearney. The goals in the French
work are addressed to three major concerns: 1) growth toward self-real-
ization; 2) growth toward desirable interpersonal relations in small groups;
3) growth toward effective membership in large groups which are cross-
classified by four areas of behavioral competence: 1) intellectual growth
and development; 2) cultural orientation and integration; 3) maintenance of
health; and 4) economic behavior.



In general the French work is subject to the same commendations
and strictures as the Kearney volume. There is the same amalgam of
tough-minded goals statements -- "spells correctly the words he uses in
ordinary written discourse and uses the dictionary if uncertain of spell-
ing" -- and items such as "shows interest in why parents carry life in-
surance. "6

There is little doubt that both the Kearney and the French goal mod-
els represent important advances in t-eating educational objectives. How-
ever, they ignore several important desiderata. They confine themselves
to statements by experts, neglect the matter of compatibility among goals,
and fail to codify the fundamental assumptions on which the goals rest.
'Kearney and his collaborators make no effort to rank goals in order of

It their importance while French is content to indicate priorities by placing
an asterisk next to those which have been defined as "important" by 95 per-
cent of the expert opinion represented in the study. There is, alas, no
evidence that either model has ever been used perhaps because expert
prescription does not really reflect the opinion of all the relevant publics.

The model devised by Bloom and his associates differs from its pre-
decessors in its scope and purpose. They are concerned with only two
specific psychological domains -- the cognitive and the affective -- and
are exclusively interested in goal classification rather than prescription.
The scheme contains no substantive proposals; it is a taxonomy that in-
cludes among its characteristics the ordering and relating of different
kinds of behavior according to a continuum of complexity. The taxonomy
in the cognitive domain thus contains six major classes in ascending order:
knowledge, comprehension, application, analysis, synthesis, and evalua-
tion. Each class is then likewise sub-classified according to a scale of
increasing complexity. .Thus, "knowledge" begins with specifics and ends
with "theories and structures." The book also contains test items pur-
porting to show the utility of the scheme.

The value of the Bloom scheme, as in the case of any taxonomy, can-
not be assessed until there is some large-scale effort to use it for the pur-
poses for which it was designed. This has not yet occurred and as of now
its benefits remain problematic. Nevertheless, certain tentative judg-
ments seem permissible. On the positive side the taxonomy is executed
with marvelous economy and seeming completeness. To, describe the struc-
ture of intellect in twenty-five cells is a major tour de force. At the same
time the scheme has only a very restricted educational function. Its cate-
gories permit the classification of cognitive skills and competencies, but
it is substantively vacuous. There is no indication in this taxonomy as to
what kinds of information, intellectual products, and knowledge should be



arranged# hierarchically. It should not be a matter of indifference to schools
whether a student develops "theories and structures" about the physicaluni-
verse or the relative merits of the "T" formation and the single wing. as
potent offensive weapons for interscholastic football. In short, the taxo-
nomy is of no assistance in the substance of curriculum construction. More-
over, the model is not linked to any particular life goals or role behaviors
and it is useful, then, only if we assume that the development of intelli-
gence as such is a desirable outcome regardless of the uses to which it is
put and the situations where it is applicable. This is cognitive imperialism
writ large and provides another instance of the ways in which methodology
creates philosophy. In any case there is no better educational reason to
use Bloom than, say, Guilford's structural factors which have the.advan-
iage of having been created by factor analysis rather than ad hog and for
which tests already exist.

Kratwol, Bloom, and Musia developed their taxonomy on the affec-
tive domain by the same logic as their earlier work. The continuum pro-
gresses from a point at which the individual is merely aware of a phenom-
enon and proceeds through a succession of levels including "responding, "
"valuing," "conceptualization" to the penultimate stage at which he "or-
ganizes" the conceptualizations into a structure which at its point of maxi-
mum development comprises his "life outlook." The sub-categories with
in each of these rubrics are then also arranged hierarchically in ascending
order of complexity or conviction. Thus "valuing" is sub-classified "ac-
ceptance," "preference, "commitment. The indifference to content
which was a serious limitation of the cognitive model is even a greater
source of concern in the companion volume. Much of the taxonomy per-
mits us to record progressively finer cognitive discriminations ("concep-
tualization, "organization") about the affective domain. Although a
"commitment" may be distinguished from a "preference" a "commitment"
to. democratic institutions or totalitarian tyranny would be impartially re-
corded in the same cell. Since the school is clearly not indifferent to the
content of an attitude as well as its intensity the scheme seems to have
very limited utility in dealing with a crucial aspect of the affective domain.

It is noteworthy that the only two continuing national inventories of
student achievements, Project Talent and the forthcoming National Assess-
!Tient, do not much advance the state of the art in goal specification or
classification. The nature of the outcomes they value nevertheless emerge
with various degrees of clarity in general statements, lists of objectives,
and measurement instruments.

John Flanagan and his associates in Project Talent are advocates of
the "manpower" approach to education. They are primarily concerned
with achieving a better "goodness of fit" between the nation's occupational
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requirements and the available poof of human resources. The absence of

"definitive knowledge of the capabilities of men is a serious handicap
to the nation -- its industries, armed forces, professions, and arts
and sciences . The employer who assigns a $10,000-a-year engi-
neer to draft the design specifications that a $7,000-a-year draftsman
could do better with greater satisfaction to all involved is wasting
money and talent . . .. The guidance counselor who has no tools for
predicting whether Johnny will have greater success in accounting or
in mechanics falls short of performing a service much needed by
Johnny, industry, and the nation. "7

or

Accordingly, Project Talent seeks information about seven major
areas: 1) the range of available talent qualified for training in various
occupational fields; 2) relations among aptitudes, preferences, interests,
socio-economic variables, and motivational factors; 3) the consequences
of lack of interest and motivation; 4) factors affecting vocational choice;
5) predictors of creativity and productivity; 6) effectiveness of various
types of educational experiences; and 7) procedures for realizing individ-
ual potentials.

The logic of inquiry which governs Project Talent may be described
in a four-step sequence: 1) define the schools' goals in behavioral terms;
2) devise a battery of tests for measuring the child's potential for achiev-
ing those goals; 3) develop methods of evaluating instructional materials
and practices; and 4) collect data on the subsequent experiences of stu-
dents with selected characteristics who have been exposed to various cur-
ricula and teaching methods.

The final product of this enterprise is a probability statement about
the prospects of occupational success. According to Flanagan:

"To assist the student in planning long-range educational and occupa-
tional goals, the counselor would compare the same comprehensive
student data in the computer memory with norms based on studies of
the experience of students with similar characteristics. For example,
if the student indicated he is seriously considering engineering, the
counselor can inform him that 80 percent of the boys with this pattern
of aptitudes, interests, achieveilent, and activities who enter college
engineering courses graduate."

If Bloom and his colleagues can be chided for their excessive cath
olicity, for an even-handed indifference to the specific content and direction
of educational goals Flanagan et al, seem unduly preoccupied with a very



specific and relatively narrow sector of human experience. For Project
Talent the world of work comprises the entire universe which the student
will eventually inhabit. The absence of any discernible interest in other
social requirements or individual needs apparently reflects a genuine
ideological conviction that schools find their justification primarily, if
not exclusively, as instruments of vocational preparation. The first re-
port of the project, Design for a Study of American Youth, which lists its
long-range aims and research methods, does not make even passing ref-
erences to the usual commencement pieties about developing aesthetic
sensibilities, humane values, or democratic commitments. This omis-
sion rather suggests that the neglect of other school-related outcomes
has other sources than scholarly specialization.

Flanagan, who himself has contributed to the field of personality
measurement, seems to find the psychological dimension salient only in-
sofar as it is associated with occupational performance and job satisfac-
tion. His battery of tests do include a "Student Activities Inventory" which
is designed to measure personality but as the author makes clear not be-
cause "sociability, " "social sensitivity," "vigor, " "tidiness," "self-con-
fidence," etc. have any intrinsic value. "It is a well-known fact, " write
Flanagan et al. "that people of equal ability are not always equally success-
ful in life. Why no Personality differences, we often say. To probe
these differences, Project Talent devised a personality questionnaire,
to be included along with the aptitude and ability tests. ''9Manifestly, de-
spite the considerable merits of Project Talent, it will be of little assist
ance in developing educational goals, except to those who view the United
States exclusively as a gigantic labor force and who value schools solely
for their capacity to produce efficient and happy workers.

A more expansive perspective on education characterizes the pro-
jected national assessment of education as the first organized attempt on
a national basis to assess the quality and effectiveness of American schools.
The assessment consists of "exercises" (tests, observations, and inter-
views) which were developed in response to a list of "objectives" which
were formulated for ten fields including 1) reading, 2) writing, 3) science,
4) mathematics, 5) social studies, 6) citizenship, 7) art, 8) music, 9)
literature, and 10) adult education. The number of objectives for each of
the subject areas range from three to seventeen and each is appropriately
znodifiedfor each of the age groups (9, 13, 17, and 25-35) to be tested.

The directors.of the study have.ta.ken great pains to indicate what
they regard as the significant characteristics of the objectives:

They cover only some of the important fields of education.

2. Within a subject-matter field only those objectives are included
that are being emphasized in the schools, considered authentic to the



respective disciplines by scholars and teachers and considered desir-
able by thoughtful laymen.

3. Within the total set there has been a concerted effort to avoid
overlap of objectives that could logically be stated under two or more
subject fields (e. g. mathematics used in science and citizenship ob-
jectives used in various subject matter fields).

4. Although emphasized in the schools, some of the objectives in-
cluded are not realistic for all students .

The above characteristics, then, indicate how these objectives have
been developed to serve a specific purpose. They are not a compre-
hensive set for any school system, not a comprehensive list for any of
the subject matter fields included, not a set of standards for individual
students, and not a set of objectives to establish future tasks of the na-
tion's schools.

ThisThis series of negatives does not exhaust the limitations of the objec-
tives. Characteristics affecting the specificity, range, aspect, and devel-
opmental variations of the objectives markedly reduce their elegance and
utility.

It is difficult to see how the mandate given to the team responsible
for fashioning exercises in the writing area could have been much enlight:-
ened by their instructions. The list of goals in its entirety reads as fol-
lows: "1) write to communicate adequately in a social situation; 2) write
to communicate adequately in a business or vocational situation; 3) write
to communicate adequately in school situations; and 4) appreciate the value
of writing!' One of the four aims classified under Art contains the simple
injunctbn "know about art." The writers of exercises had no cause to com-
plain about curbs on their creativity.

The variations in the number of objectives cited appear somewhat
arbitrary and are only partly explained by the intrinsic characteristics of
the disciplines. There are only three objectives cited for the entire field
of literature (read literature of excellence; become engaged in, find mean-.
ing in, and evaluate a work of literature; develop a continuing interest and
participate in literature and the literary experience), while the more
methodological mathematicians divide their field into ten sub-divisions
(e. g. .theory of sets, algebra, probability and statistics, concepts of math
ematical proof), each one of which typipally contains more elaboration
thane the entire list in literature. It is puzzling why those who enunciate
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goals in literature are apparently captive to extreme relativist assump-
tions that "finding meaning in a work of literature" (any world) is sufficient
while mathematicians do not hesitate to require mastery over nearly all
the conventional topics of their discipline.

Similar disparities occur in the mast of learning emphasized by the
objectives. The goals require the student either to know (e. g. "under-
stand," "comprehend," "interpret, " etc.) or feel (e. g. "appreciate, " "re-

"spect, prefer, etc.) or do (perform, it tt etc. ).
There does not seem to be any intrinsic reason why all three types of out-
come should not be envisioned for all subjects. Thus it is strange that the
list of objectives in mathematics makes no reference to "appreciation" or
"joy" or any other feeling state. Surely, mathematics has its own beauty
which it is hoped students would learn to cherish. Stranger still, although
it is desirable for students of music to "perform" a "musical piece, theme,
or figure in any medium," students of art are asked merely to "perceive, "
It respond, recognize, and know" without ever applying brush
to paper or chisel to stone.

The same curious arbitrary quality is also characteristic of the
definition of objectives according to age levels. The social studies goal,
for example, is "has a reasoned commitment to the values that sustain a
free society" and is further specified as follows:

Age 9: "Respects the views and feelings of other people and can tell
why this respect is desirable."

Age 13: "Upholds freedom of speech, the press, religion, and as
sembly, and can give a reason why he does."

Age 17: "Believes in the value of law and can justify his belief."

Age 25-35: "Believes in open opportunity for advancement and can
justify his belief.

The rationale for this developmental sequence is obscure. No char-
acteristic of doctrine (e.g. moral primacy or complexity) or maturity
(e.g. increased intellectual power, experience, or responsibility) explains
why we should desire or expect that students should become civil libertar
ians as adolescents and delay until adulthood any allegiance to equal oppor-
tunity for all. What prevents a teenager from committing himself to both
of these principles?



The churlish tone of some of the comments are not meant to demean
the importance of the works reviewed in this section. If the state of the
art continues to be poor, it is because the task of defining educational goals,
let alone the construction of adequate models, poses extraordinary perplex-
ities. As our subsequent discussion will show, some problems may per-
manently resist solution.

Some Characteristics of an Adequate Goal Model

A model of educational goals should, of course, satisfy the criteria
of any adequate categorical system. It should, for example, be exhaus-
tive. A cognitive model that could not process "develops critical think-
ing," for instance, would be of very limited utility. Indeed, a classifica-
tion scheme should ordinarily contain more categories than probable en-
tries, since empty cells are one important measure of the extent to which
the model departs from empirical reality.

At the same time, the model should meet the counter-requirement
of parsimony. The categories should be sufficiently differentiated to allow
for sensitive distinctions but obviously the model must reflect the stubborn
fact that some distortion and sacrifice of detail is an inherent feature of
all systems of classification. A model is a toot' and it will not be used
once it becomes too burdensome and unwieldy.

An additional requirement is that the proper *location for recording
entries can be unambiguously identified. It is important, therefore, that
categories should be analytically independent. A model should not include,
at the same level of generality, two such categories as "recreation" and
"leisure" since presumably the first cannot occur in the absence of the
second. Such conceptual overlap markedly reduces the prospect of reli-
able coding.

This list of desiderata could be extended. An ideal model would pro-
vide the opportunity to rank aims according to their frequency and per-
ceived importance and preferably by known internal scales. At still high-
er levels of sophistication it would permit us to discern to what extent an
array of goals are independent or contingent, compatible or antagonistic.

These general specifications for a goal model are, however, not
unique to education. The general problems of classification are, in prin
ciple, soluble and are actually much less troublesome than the nature of
the potential entries -- the actual statements that would be processed in a
formally adequate scheme. Now that the Great Debate on "educational
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re.r.r.r17.1. 7,77,777

to types of educational outcomes" or "achi.eveMents" regarding various
aspects of roles, in various domains, toward which educational effort
could be directed.

This classificatory scheme provide.,s for a) four major aspects of
roles (without specifying the types of roles themselves) which could be
found in any or all of b) seven major institutional or role=structured
doMains, with possible emphasis on c) any or all of three facets of any
and all domain aspectS. This creates a 417x3 matrix, or a total of 84
possible educational outcomes embracing all possible Such outcomes,
If further specified by the sUbdivisidns of the domain--asp'ects, the addi-
tional multiplier of 13, (to Substitute for the 4 domain-aspects indicated
above) yields a total of 263 possible types of educational outcomes on
which all. Systems could be compared.

It appears as though one is now prepared to start tabulating educa-
tional goals or outcomes in any syst 01:11. But it becomes immediately
apparent that one still has to choose arno-ag, several possible competing
or overlapping or counter-claiming lists of intended educational outcomes.
For, as one seeks to make entries from various school systems on the
matrix provided by the 7x3113 elements just described, and if one is in-
structed to.indicate for any given system which of the various boxes ought
to be checked, one has to ask -whose version of the goals should he used?

A cheerful and promising resolution to this problem suggests itself:
,its instead of Worrying over alternative Versions of in-

tentions, focus alone on the outcomes of educational systems and enter
these in the appropriate boxes on the master list. Against theSeclailned
or demonstrated outcomes, one can then measure any of the sets of
claimed intentions, to ask to what extent those have been fulfilled accord-
itig to the best available- evidence.:

So conceived, the classificatory scheme becomes a device for the
location of any and all educational. outcomes, to be noted in such a way
that, for any given system, it will be readily apparent_ 1) Bow many of
all possible educational outcomes have been "evaluated," i. e. measured
or claimed in some way? 2) Dow frequently have any particular sets of
outcomes been measured? 3) Which outcomes have been relatively- or
totally ignored, so far as measurement is concerned? 4) Against the
claims of the system, how many of these claims have any evidential ba-
sis whatsoever? Or, alternatively, against the stated intentions of the
system, how many of these intentions have been examined for possible
outcome?
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N...r.1,1177. .

To -sum: start with a-preconceived, analytically complete or al-
most complete model of allpossible educational outcomes, stated at the
appropriate levels of generalization and all sufficiently- clear in theh'
"coverage" to serve as adequate guides :in coding and entering specific
types..ofbehavior.on which there is research. In this matrix of proem-
cowed- possible outcomes, enter material found by Searching through .any
and all. kinds of _studies of educational outcoMe$. These are then decoded
for allocation. to the proper category in the matrix and are then entered..
For any 'given system, this provides a profile of eduaational gOal accom7
plishments-, Claimed or actual, which can then be used for whatever com-
parative purposes .may seem iMportant.

Four such pos ible comparative purposes, among others, may be
envisioned:

1. A comparison of a school's measured outcomes with its stated in-
tentions (however the latter is decided); an estimate of the extent and
type of disparity is thus provided; gaps are found; unsupportable claims
are identified, etc.

2, A comparison of the disparities :(types and amounts) between a
school's recorded or measured Outcomes and the pos sible totality Of
goals to :which it might be coMmitted and which it might have sought to
Measure. (This, then, is a measure of disparity between actual out-
comes measured and the totality of possible. One could also do this
for the disparity between those actually measured and those claimed but
not measured.

3. A comparison of the disparity between intentions and outcomes of
school "A" as against the comparable disparity for school "B."

4. A comparison of the disparity between actual outcomes of school
"A" and the totality of all possible outcomes, with the comparable dis-
parity for school "B. "

These arc only some of the possible analyses that could be made
by the procedures suggested. The same matrix can also he used for en--
ter ing intended outcomes. So, for any given school., there are 1) a list
of all possible outcomes and various sets of 2) intended outcomes, 3)
claimed outcomes and 4) measured outcomes. These can be compared
against each other, for whatever they might illuminate; and then the dis-
parities and/or the intentions, and/or the claims, and/or the measured
outcomes of any given school can be compared with any of these four facets.
for any other school.

1:2



The complexity of these operations becomes evident when one seeks
to identify measured or claimed outcomes of education -- where the
claims are not simply bland assertions Without any resemblance of trust
worthy evidence. It is a twofold complexity. On the one hand, there is
the enormous amount of material available by way of test scores of every
conceivable kind -- starting with simple, daily quizzes given in individual
classrooms and proceeding, at least in the United States, to the standard
achievement tests, and then the College Boards, or PSAT's and the SAT's.
What :in this welter of material ought to be used?

The second complexity is found in the sparsity of genuine research
investigations with regard to educational outcomes, where some effort
have been made to relate some presumably relevant variables to given
educational outcomes, c. g. the relatio s between prejudice and cognitive
restriction or parochialism in cognitive ftmctioning.

This second complexity nags. For, there is no provision at all in
the Matrix for propositions about the bearing of any given variable on any
Of the several hundred possible educational outebn-i es. At this point, one
lS moving from Classification to genuine evaluation. In so doing, one
makes clear, the lithited utility of this kind of matrix. IL is one that
serves principally the purposes of allowing for the location and notation,
in syStematic terms, of any of three possible versions of educational out*
comes: 1) intended (however judged); 2) claimed (Measured or not); and
3) Measured. These can then be coMpared: against each other; or they
can be compared against the W c Matrix of all possible outcomes; and
then comparison; can be made for any given system with any other on
any of the three versions of educational outcomes listed above, with spe-
cial reference totypes and amount of disparities.

So specified, it is now possible to assess the gaps between this
model and one that Would serve the purposes of genuine evaluation. First,
it is clear that the ability of this model to measure the effectiveness of
educational systems is limited to identifying outcomes, and the dispar
ities between claims and outcomes, or intentions and outcomes. It can
be used, if so desired, to enable systems to identify where they fall on
various scales of measured achievements, or disparities between inten-
tions and achievements, for their OWn internal comparison or for com-
parison with other systems. But the model does not permit any identifi-
cation of the sources or consequences of success or failure of any aspect
of the educational systems in question. Thus, schools can discover what
they are not able to say about what they have done; or what they can legiti-
mately say they have. done; or at least what the students appear to be, able
to do. But they cannot discover from this model why or how they have
achieved only this much and not more.
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In short, the model falls far short of any classical model of evalu-
ation whose primary purpose is the determination of the effectiveness of
planned (or even unplanned but measured) social action toward given
ends, with the further intent of rationally introducing further social ac-
tion when the proper identification has been made of where such inter-
vention ought most reasonably to occur.

As H. Hyma.n has put it, "Evaluation refers to the procedures of
fact-finding about the results of planned social action which in turn move
the spiral of planning ever upwards. It is the proper methodological ac-
companiment of rational action. II 2

Hyman then elaborates by noting that the prime problem in evalua-
tion is "to provide objective, systematic and comprehensive evidence on
the degree to which the program achieves its intended objectives plus
the degree to which it produces other unanticipated consequences, which
when recognized would also be regarded as relevant to the agency." 3

When Hyman talks of a program achieving its intended objectivrs,
he is referring clearly to a program of means or processes or acts of

intervention of the so-called effective variables. He is not referring to
an institution or agency such as a school except indirectly as the home
or locus or the agency behind the program. The program is one of
"means. And thus When one talks of the extent to which a program =
achieves its objectives -- one is asking the very complex question of
wlkether this set of means prcrduced the stated or measured outcomes.
This is a very complex problem. it is the typical, or prototypical,
classical problem of research design. In its "best" form, evaluation is
ectuivalent to the full scientific experimental design.

Hyman notes the importance of a number of stages in any such de
sign or program of evaluation, as follows:

conceptualizing the objectives of the program

conceptualizing unanticipated consequences

controlling for extraneous sources of change by experimental
designs
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4. controlling for effect of repeated testing

controlling for biases in the quality of response and those result-
ing from non-reporting

6. weighing effectiveness in the light of restricted ceilings for change

weighing e'ffectiveness in terms of individual changes vs. net changes

weighing effectiveness by combining disparate aspects of change

weighing the amount of effectiveness

After these stages come those steps without which all the thethodo7

logical rigor of the preceding nine stages would be without much point.

For, what is next required to complete the eValuation process, according

to IlynAan, is understanding the findings On effectiveness by 1) describing

the program; 2) descrthing the Subjects; 3) assessing the differential ef-

fects among contrasted types of subjects; 4) assessing the contributiOn of

different aspects of the program; and 5) condUcting inquiry into the pro-

cesses by which the programs produce effectiVeness.

When one sees this agenda of a complete evaluation. effort, it is
clear that the Model presented here is far from anything:of the sort.

Yet, it may be argued, on behalf of this model, that 1) it is an in-
dispensable first step, and 2) it is the only reasonable step toward evalu-

ation of educational effectiveness that can be taken at this time in light of

the available data on educational outcomes. (This second claim may be

qualified by noting,that it is probably eminently possible to conduct very

good evaluative work with available data OD certain very restricted differ

ences in limited domains of cognitive outputs.)

The Indispensable First Steil

Earlier it was seen why any effort to identify the "aims of educa-

tion" for any given system must fall. prey to the difficulties inherent in

the fact that numerous publics make goal statements and claim right and

propriety in s.ettitag goals for schools.

If one has to bypass the stage of conceptualizing the objec.tives of

the program (as one must, given the difficulty and the absence of any con-

ceivable non-arbitrary solution), one must then resort to conceptualizing
the outcomes of tic program, without of course specifying which program

is meant in any particular case.
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Instead, one speaks of all educational pro.grams in their hypotheti-
cal totality. That totality is defined by the fact that everything and any-
thing that in effect contributes to the preparation of the child for playing
the total range of ,his adult roles is to be considered as. part of the edu-
cational system. And even if no explicit attention is paid to various
poets of this preparation, it is clear that even the formal educational sys-
tem-s impinge on all of those possible adult roles to one degree or another.,

But before any real pressure toward more complete and sounder
evaluation can be developed, it is very important, given the politics of
democratic systems, that awareness of the inadequacy of the current state
of knowledge about educational achievements be_produced. This is urged,
on the assumption that rational and planned change only occurs when there
has first developed dissatisfaction with the current state of affairs. It

seems impossible to generate this dissatisfaction and, in turn, produce
significant alterations in the behavior of educational systems until they
have had some kind of rational inventory of theix current achievements.

But. it can confidently be said that no school systems, local, state,
or national, has any very sound idea at all about the extent to which it has
achieved its stated intentions whatever they may be -- so long as those
intentions include more than certain restricted cognitive outputs. Judg-
ing by most of the available literature, every school system makes
claims way beyond what it knows. There is profound ignorance among
schools at all levels of organization and administration about most of
their activities.

Hence, an inventory as proposed here is an indispensable first step.

The Only Step That Can Be Taken Now

The reasons just cited in defense of an inventory of outcomes as an
indispensable first step also arc relevant to the claim that such an inven-
tory is the only step that can be taken now. For if rational evaluation is
not possible until school systems learn they are inadequate, and if they
can't reach this knowledge until their ignorance of their own accomplish-
ments is made dramatically- and politically visible, then obviously the
rendering visible and dramatic of that ignorance is a necessary first step.
But, just as important, the development of the model along the lines sug-
gested is imperative because any further steps toward development of a
more complete model (including intentions, means, processes, agencies,
etc. , not to mention cost-accounting both of intended and unanticipated
consequences and processes) requires that there be available a body of
data on these other aspects of educational systems that simply is not now
availabl
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For example, one cannot evaluate the effectiveness of school pro-
grams aimed at citizenship training until there is information about the
input, the processes, and the outcomes.

The problem here is that though one, can conjure up a hypothetical
and ratio/Ia., model, of all possible school outcomes, by borrowing the
model of the structure of all possible social behavior, one cannot do the
same with regard to other aspects of educational structure and function
ing.

Thus, one cannot conjure, without data, a model of the range of
possible relationships between forms of teacher behavior and the emer-

gence of creativity in children assuming it is known what 's meant by
creativity -- until the dimensions of teacher behavior as they might im-
pinge on children's creativity have been conceptualized and a range of

studies undertaken, thereby providing a range of empirical variations
from which one might then conceptualize and develop a more general list
of possibilities.

The problem here is essentially the same as that of conceptualizing
all possible goals. In principle, it should not be more difficult to con-
ceptualize "all possible teacher behaviors" than it is to do so for "all
possible educational outcomes. Yet, it somehow seems terribly more
difficult, and that is surely caused, at least in part, b4-. the fact that
"types of teacher behavior" as they impinge on types of,sludent behavior
have not been very well explored at ail. Hence, there iS little in-toel;Ifec-

,Arailit---,
tual yeast and flour with which to bake the cake. ,

xv"

Moreover, such data are not likely to be sought until scho ys
tents feel compelled to know what they are doing. But schools are not
likely to do so until they come tb care about school processes as they im-
pinge on educational outcomes. And, this cannot happen until they know
and care about'these outcomes.; and about changing them where they are
unsatisfactory. The first steps, therefore, should help schools to come,
to know about themselves and thereby hopefully to come to care about
their current inadequacies and possible ways of changing.
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Formative vs. Sum m at iv e Evaluation.r.vo....e

Cronbach4has argued against the type of evaluation here proposed
as a first step, on the grounds that it is in the long run uneconomic,' and
that the more efficient way is to have a continuous interplay between on-
going evaluation and ongoing modification of materials as they are being
tried out.

However, there is only a technological but not a principled distinc-
tion between this type of summative research and the kind that Cronbach
urges. When measuring the achievements of various school systems, it
is admittedly difficult to keep a running inventory of ongoing school out-
comes to be used for modification of existing school enterprises. At the
same time, it is clear that just as one can keep "his finger on the pulse"
of the economy, so too, one ought to be able in principle to keep his
finger on the pulse of educational systems. Perhaps the pulse that one
measures is much slower; perhaps, that is, one takes readings on the
educational system at intervals of a year or more, rather than every
quarter or every month. But, it should be possible, given the proper in-
dices, to take sample soundings at frequent intervals and to develop trend
lines and projections andhence warning and encouragement signals.

The difference between formative vs. summative research, then,
is one of time-strategy. If four years are taken to be the time over
which things are going to be done, and if a reading is taken once a year,
and modifications made on the basis of that reading, this is formative
research in the technical sense, though from the point of view of a shorter
time period, the reading after one year is summative research, i. e. ,

evaluation after things are completed over the course of a year.

The crucial fact for anyone planning for such evaluative research
is that it will be useless to conduct a running inventory unless one also
creates mechanisms for correction of identified trends. This means
power and control of the kind invested, for instance, in the Federal Re-
serve Board, or comparable agencies, who seek to adjust the direction
of the economy by measures regulating the flow of critical variables.
One might conceivably look forward in the not-too-distant future to the
time when such regulatory agencies, controlling sources of key educa-
tional variables, might be established, so that adjustments could be made
periodically as the readings showed them to be required.

But, of course, reporting systems-Will be required that are at least
as adequate as those governing the economy. And,' criteria and indices
of wellbeing of the system will have to be developed, along a number of
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crucial dimensions, sufficiently general to identify national outcomes,
using data from a wide range of sources;

As a first approximation, one might think of the cooperation be-
tween the Bureau of Labor Statistics and other such agencies concerned
with the flow of manpower, and the school systems. From these sources
might come regular reporting as to the kinds of skills that are being cre-
ated in the schools and what kind are needed in the labor market. There
is no reason to suppose that in a very few years such cooperation could
not quickly be developed, assuming it was agreed upon that the schools
are a main source of manpower training of various kinds.

This idea may cause some hesitation because it seems to require
the deliberate manipulation of the career plans of youth attuned to the
,national demand for various kinds of talents, and it implicitly converts
the schools into giant centers of -vocational guidance, training, and place-
ment. But the vision here is broader than that. It includes identifying
trends in book-reading, theater-going, creative writing, mental health,
scientific understanding, and prejudice and discrimination in intergroup
relations -- and then making adjustments in school curricula where it is'
felt that such interventions might conceivably be responsive to the identi-
fied shortcomings.

Problems of ConcepitualizinP. Outcomes

We return now, albeit 'briefly, to a crucial feature of any evaluation
effort, namely, adequate conceptualization of the outcomes with which we
are concerned. Everyone warns. of this urgency and everyone is correct
in doing so, of course, for the simple reason that unless you know clearly
beforehand and state clearly beforehand what it is you desire to achieve,
there is no way of discovering whether you have achieved it later On.
One cannot, in scientific decency, retrospectively select criteria of out-
come and then point to the convenient results as evidence of achievement.

The problems facing investigators here are rather great, not so
much because of any so-called great difficulty in conceptualizing all kinds
of outcome but rather .because of two other features: 1) the chronic la.ck
of concern on the part of schools, school officials, parents et al. , with
any outcomes of the elementary and secondary schools except those rele
vant to college admission; 2) the technical problems of conceptualization:
namely, the translation of such concepts into operational terms suscePt-
ible of measurement.
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Gagne5 has made an obvious and useful suggestion: the goals should
be stated in such a way that once they have been stated there is no inter-
vening step of specifying content of the goal; that is already specified as
the goal itself. Thus, for him, curriculum objectives become the ex-
pected capacities of students in specified domains of human activity.

This general guide seems useful enough, with two serious problems
facing us: 1) how do we put these specified and expected capabilities of
students on a level sufficiently general to permit easy collection of data?
(a must when we are dealing with national educational systems), and 2)
how do we identify the school-outcome correlative or indicator of the de-
sired adult activity? The problem is easy for Gagne insofar as he defines
these objectives in school-functioning terms, such as being able to multi-
ply fractions, printing whole sentences, etc. But, when one asks, as
one must, what school pefformances will be predictive or indicative of
various kinds of desired adult role capabilities, the problem becomes-
much more complex. If a student knows how to multiply fractions, what
does That tell us about his likely capabilities in various adult roles? At
best, we can enter such an outcome in the cognitive domain as another
accomplishment, to accompany the many there already about whose pre-
dictive or indicative value five have little or no idea.

This problem -- of the correlation of school capabilities with adult
capabilities -- has hardly been recognized, since it has almost always
been assumed to be "self-evident. " .0ne teaches Latin and Greek, of.course,
because Latin and Greek are what any educated man ought to ha.ve. 6

So one has a concept of the educated man as the desired kind of adult, and
one k.nows the things an educated-man-must have before he can be so called,
and hence one includes these things in his school training.

But, just as we are no longer sure of who belongs where in the class
structure, so now we no longer have such firm and fixed notions as the
educated man to guide us in the selection pf school curriculum. This is
all too evident, for instance, in the major codification of educational
goals to be found in the literature. As one examines, for example, the
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work of Bloom, KrathwOhl and associates, and sees the.ranges of things
schools are assumed to be doing, and asks what are the relevance of
theseAO: adult behavior, it becomes clear that we do not know their rele-
vance.

So; two questions face the future evaluator: 1) What do .you want
the children to become? to be able to do? to feel? to know? to respond
to to be concerned about? 2) What do you know (and how do you know
it) of the relatiOnship between the so- called schoOl behavior and the so-,
called adult behavior you deSire the student to be ready for?

It becomes clear, then, that the disjunction, over time and content,
between school behavior and adult behavior is a crucial problem for eval-
uation of school results. There is no point in measuring one or another
school outcome unless it has some significanci, This is the distinction
that Scriven7 has made between the so-called goals of evaluation and the
purposes of evaluation. He refers here to "measuring teacher sensitiv-
ity" as a goal. of evaluation, whose purpose, hmArever, may be to improve
selection procedures in dealing with teacher applicants, or in selectively
culling out faculty for retraining.

In short, he is analytically partitioning the evaluative process into
steps or phases, and taking the proximate goals of evaluation as against
the more remote or ultimate goals, and calling the former "goals" and
the latter "purposes. " This is, in effect, only a distinction between short
range and long range goals of evaluation. While this distinction is worth
making, it, must not be thought to be an important analytic discovery nor
one that calls for different procedures m evaluation.

Needless to say, a vast frontier of unexplored territory in the field
of the correlation of school. behavior with adult behavior is there for the
working or exploration. Conceivably, a good deal of this could be retro-
spective, in the sense that one might id,entify various types of school popu
lations by, their types of school behavior and then identify them u1 the
adult world to see what correlation, if any, there is between the two kinds
of behaviors. ' Thus, the AC1 staff <has been investigating such impor-
Aant questions as the relations between school grades and various m ea-
suresof adult achievement. In its now little classical study, it has shown
that, on the basis of about 45 different pieces of research on this subject--

21



aims" that raged in the post-Sputnik era has abated, the casual observer
might understandably conclude that all that now awaits solution is finding
the means to implement goals held in common. But since the press rb-
ports almost daily that one or another community is engaged in bitter
conflict on educational policy, it may be that COT1SCrISUS, if it exists, is
confined to the highest levels of abstraction and that differences are con-
cealed by the vagueness of existing statements of educational aims. Many
of these may be regarded as manifestoes rather than serious proposals or
standards for the measurement of educational achievement. In the ensu-
ing sections we shall try to identify the major ambiguities.

Ambiguities of Definition

A goal statement is meaningful when it refers directly or by
cation to empirically specifiable and observable outcomes that would allow

us to know whether or not a particular aim has been achieved. For exam-
ple, an aim cited by French et al, fulfills these requirements admirably:
"spells correctly the words he uses in ordinary written discourse and uses
the dictionary if uncertain of spelling. " All of the terms are reducible to

extensive definitions, and the behavior itself is accessible to verification
by sense experience or theoretical inference.

But what shall we make of sentences such as the following from the
President's Cornmission,,on National Goals? "The development of the in-
dividual and the nation demand that education at every level and in every
discipline be strengthened and its effectiveness enhanced." Or how does

one deal with the advice that "there must be more and bethr teachers, en-
larged facilities, and changes in curricula and methods. And with the

best of will, how is it possible to translate "concern for excellence is im
perative" into a program that would fulfill this vague mandate?

A special problem that confounds the interpretation of meaning is

that similar phrases have radically different connotations. "Separate edu-

cation for Negroes" may be espoused by Southern segregationists and

black militants but they most assuredly do not share the same goals.

The former may view "separate but equal" as a permanent and satisfac-
tory arrangement that assumes white control over black schools, and he

will exhibit rather greater enthusiasm for the "separate" than the "equal."
Some of the latter may consent to segregated schooling only because there

is no other realistic alternative in urban ghettoes; they may demandncom-
munity control" of the schools, and their definition of "equality" will in-

clude schemes of compensatory education as retribution for past injuries.
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Conversely, distortion of meaning can occur when.seemingly differ
ent phrases have the same connotation and imply the same purpose. Thus,
"diversity should be encouraged" and "similarities should be acknowl-
edged" may both be invoked as the rationale for "homogeneous" ability
groupings. Infirmities of language may thus exaggerate areas of conver-
gence and conceal crucial differences in existing formulations of educa-
tional goals.

Similar observations are re reed by a number of the foreign schol-
ars who participated in this study.'"Van Eyndhoven in reviewing Dutch
data showed that the official goals of the major Christian political polities
who are committed to religious schooling and the pronouncements of the
socialists and liberals, both believers in secular education, are at least
in cold print virtually indistinguishable. Even legislation which might be
expected to be more precise is actually no more satisfactory. The clause
of the Primary Education Act which defines the plan of Basic Education
reads as follows:

"School education, while instructing the children in adequate and
useful.skills, is to be subservient to the development of their intellec-
tual capacities, to their physical training and their instruction in all
Christian and social virtues.

Van Eyndhoven notes that such terms as "adequate and useful" and
"social and Christian virtues" are hardly examples of "perfect clarity. "

The French, German, and Italian papers also contain illustrations
of versatile phraseology. William Taylor in dealing with educational goals
from a British perspective reminds us once again that ambiguity may have
positive functions:

"The operational meaninglessness of many goal statements, espe-
cially at the level of the whole society, is functional in terms of the
need to overlay group and class conflict with a patina of agreement on
'fundamentals. ' Such statements sound equally well in the prize day
address of the most progressive modernday educator and a latter-day
squire. There are, of course, methods by means of which we can 'get
back' from generalized statements of aims such as 'the furtherance of
democratic values, "the encouragement of initiative, 'flexibility and
adaptability, ' to what those who state these goals would regard as ex-
amples of the kind's of behavior and event they wish to promote. By
the use of rating scales, the measurement of concordance, the use of
Q sorts and semantic differential techniques, we could, if we wished,
find out more precisely what people mean when they make abstract
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statements of educational goals. The lack of such studies underlines
the ideological purpose of much that is said and written at this level."

We are confronted here with a genuine dilemma for if ambiguity in
educational goals performs positive, perhaps even indispensable, social
functions then we are obliged to abandon all aspiration for rationality in
educational planning. We shall never be able to make rational choices
among competing alternatives until educational goals are precisely formu-
lated and the putative relationships between ends and means have been
specified and the actual correspondence between avowed purposes and ob-
servable outcomes have been adequately measured.

Ambiguities of Incomplete Reference

Every goal statement, if it is to be genuinely useful, must specify
clearly whether it is applicable 1) to all youth or only to some, 2) for all
roles or only to some, 3) all the time or only part of the time.

All or Some

Influential segments of all nations represented in this study are cur-
rently committed to expanded educational opportunity. The United States
has clearly the longest and perhaps the most serious allegiance to the
most noble and ambitious of all educational goals -- equal educational
opportunity. Nevertheless, there is reason to believe that ancient rival--
ries between egalitarians and elitists still persist.

The egalitarian creed expresses an equal concern for equal quality
education without reference to group or categorical membership and re-
gardless of differences in talent. To the question of who shall be educated
it answers "everybody. " For how long? "A lifetime." At what level of
excellence? "The highest. " Elitists believe in universal education but
they urge a disproportionate expenditure of resources and concern on the
gifted few. Thus, the omission of the phrase "regardless of differences
in talent" may reveal a strong if unexpressed conviction about one of the
most fundamental issues in current educational policy.

In general, it is dangerous to assume that in the absence of an asser-
tion to the contrary a stated objective refers to the entire population. James
Conant is an eloquent advocate of the comprehensive school and he has de-
fended it "on social and political grounds as an instrument of democracy,
a way of mitigating the social stratification of society. " Yet he confesses
that he "said not a word to indicate that certain schools I visited were com-
prehensive only insofar as white youth were concerned. "'Similarly,
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Education for All American Youth, a book much admired by the liberal
establishment, likewise favored the comprehensive school but remained
discreetly silent about the exclusion of Negroes. This constitutes an in-
teresting demonstration that even the seemingly unequivocal word "all"
can be burdened with ambiguity.

For over a decade there has been increasing recognition that "equal
education does not mean identical education. " Despite almost universal
consent to a pr. sition that has become a cliche, most goal statements
have only now be:P to identify distinctive. educational aims on the basis
of race, sex, ethnicity, and social class level. These taboos had appar-
ently been observed to avoid injuring the sensibilities of "minorities" who
like women, the poor, Negroes, and Puerto Ricans have been the objects
of educational prejudice. The putative victims, themselves, have increab
ingly indicated their desire to have their special needs recognized.

Spokesmen for the disadvantaged have questioned the desirability of
imparting middle-class values to all children, some women regard an
"academic" education as peripherally relevant to their adult lives, and
significant segments of the black community wish to emphasize its distinc-
tiveness rather than its points of common identity with white society.
Unless the issues of group differences -- not to mention personalityvari-
ations -- are explicitly confronted in statements of educational aims, an
outmoded conception of equality will deflect our attention from the differ
ential impact of school practices in a diverse population.

All Roles or Only Some

Education is always in some degree oriented to, the future. One of
its primary goals is to develop in learners the competencies and commit-
ments that are required for participation in adult life. The social system
in which they will participate consists of roles and their interrelation-
ships. 'Role occupants grow old, weary, and die so that every society
must so to speak "manufacture" replacement parts. Students are at mini-
mum taught explicitly or through subtle cues age, sex, and stratum appro-
priate roles as these are acted out in such major life tasks as work, citi-
zenship, love, friendship, and play. They are also instructed in the de-
grees of freedom available to them in deviating from role definitions. The
variations in compulsion are conventionally expressed in sociology as
"prescribed," "proscribed, " "preferred, " and "permitted. "

The responsibility for producing adequate role performances is
shared by many institutions in industrial societies but by common consent
it falls within the special province of the family and school. The family is
in one sense the "primary" institution since it precedes formal educational
systems in historical time. It is also the first, most diffuse, and perhaps
the most enduring influence exerted on a child.



There are, however, at least two features of Western industrialized
nation's that entail socialization processes that are beyond both the expert-
ise and the jurisdiction of the family. The young must now be prepared
for a society characterized by increased 1) social differentiation which re-
quires extraordinarily varied and complex role performances and 2) social
solidarity which requires loyalties to larger units beyond the kin group.
These general tasks, as well as others are increasingly entrusted to the
schools.

There are various ways to classify role-related educational goals.
These may be reduced to 1) specifying functional tasks (a la the Lynds'
"making a home," "training the young," "using leisure, " etc.); 2) identi
fying appropriate institutional areas (e. g. economic, religious, kinship,
etc.); and 3) indicating nonrole specific attitudes that are presumably
relevant for a variety of tasks and areas (e. g. health emotionalmaturity,
etc. ).

Initially we preferred a scheme comprising seven major institu-
ticnal roles and nonrole-specific characteristics as follows:

economic - including both production or service role and con-
sumption role;

political - including the varying forms of possible participation in
the political process from holding office to membership in party
to voting;

primary group. membership roles including both those connected
to kinship and reproductive functions and structures, and those
found in non-kin structures and relationships (e. g. friendship,
love, etc.);

socialization and/or educational activities - including everything
concerned with the activities of the person as a socializer or edu-
cator of the young on the one hand, and his own involvement in edu-
cation beyond the cutoff point used here to locate educationaloutputs;

5. activities connected with the absorption, understanding and various
participations in the cultural heritage of, the society - including sci-
ence, art, philosophy, religion, play, and recreation;

6. orientations to self and others - including intrapersonal, interper-
sonal, and intergroup attitudes, where otherwise not classifiable
as specific to another role area, and intended to refer to the gen-
eralized person;
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physical wellbeing - including the prevention of disease and the
maintenance of health.

As several of our European colleagues have forcibly brought to our
attention this scheme is vulnerable on a number of counts which are dis-
cussed in greater detail in later sections. But whatever the merits of
particular modes of classification it seems apparent that the school can
and does prepare students for participation in a wide variety of adult roles
whether or not this is its specific intention. In point of fact there has been
more self-consciousness about this issue than about most problems of edui-
cational philosophy. Indeed much of the controversy surrounding Ameri
can ^educational aims has centered on the primacy of the activities that we
have identified as "absorption, understanding, and various participations
in the cultural heritage of the society" as distinguished from other forms
of participation in social life.

The nature of the continuing dispute may be traced by referring to a
sequence of goal statements by the influential National Educational Associ-
ation. In 1892, the NEA Committee on Secondary School Studies, com-
posed mainly of representatives of higher education and chaired by Presi-
dent Eliot of Harvard, stag -:d that the purpose of education was to train
and discipline the mind.14But by 1918 the single most influential of all
statements of educational goals, "the seven cardinal principles" fashioned
by the NEA Commission on Reorganization of Secondary Education, adopted
a more catholic view. 16 The principles were designed to "develop in each
individual the knowledge, interests, ideals, habits, and powers whereby
he will find his place and use that place to shape both himself and society
toward ever nobler ends. "16This formulation has a certain resemblance to
doctrines advanced by "progressive" educators but the actual principles
owed their form to a more conservative thinker. Herbert Spencer had
written that the life tasks of people, not an arbitrary set of eternal truths,
should determine the nature of educational goals. He noted five such ar-
eas: "1) self-preservation, 2) securing the necessaries of life, 3) rearing
and discipline of offspring, 4) the maintenance of proper social and politi-
cal relations, and 5) the activities which make up the leisure part of life,
devoted to the qualification of the tastes and feelings. "17

The seven "principles" are an extension and modification of the
Spencerian "activities. " Education was to be measured by its contribu-
tion to "1) health, 2) command of the fundamental processes, 3) worthy
home membership, 4) vocation, 5) citizenship, 6) worthy use of leisure,
and 7) ethical character. " Except for the fundamental processes which
refer to elementary cognitive skills such as "reading, writing, arthmeti-
cal computations, and the elements of oral and written expression" there
was otherwise no reference to the life of the mind. An admonition to
teachers of English warns them that "only so much theory should be taught
at any one time as will show results in practice. "18
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The Seven Cardinal Principles survived virtually unchallenged as
the prototypical document on educational goals until the Great Debate on
the schools during the post-Sputnik decade. Thus a 1938 NEA report
listed "self7realization, "social relationships, "economic efficiency,
and "civic Osponsibility" as major aims.19However in 1961 the NEA
Educational Policies Commission declared that the "central' not
"exclusive" purpor of the school is "the development of every student's
rational powers. All of the other aims summarized by the Cardinal
Principles are subordinate to the capacity to think. Health, for example,
depends upon a "reasoned awareness of the value of mental and physical,,,
fitness and of the means by which it may be developed and maintained. "a
Similarly "more than ever before, and for an increasing proportion of the
population, vocational competence requires developed rational capacities. "

The dista.nce between the 1918 and 1961 goal statements is not as
wide as it first appears. The latter declaration did not formally reject
non-cognitive objectives; it merely identified the "fundamental processes"
as the prime means by which all other aims could be achieved. A subse-
quent report, Schools for the Sixties published by the NE.A. in 1963, con-
firms the impression that at least at the abstract level the "cognitive vs.
frills" conflict had lost the capacity to produce fiery polemicsP This vol-
ume also assigns the "highest priority" to the cognitive sphere -- "read-
ing, composition, listening, speaking, (both native and foreign languages),
and computation, . . . ways of creative and disciplined thinking, including
methods of inquiry and application of knowledge" --.but it also lists the
cultivation of aesthetic taste and the promotion of health as important aims
of the school. Moreover, instructional goals take first priority because
the curriculum is by definition a "distinctive" school responsibility. But
according to Schools for the Sixties the, school also shares with other so-
cial agencies jurisdiction over such aims as the development of values and
ideals, social and civic competence and vocational preparation.

The apparent reconciliation of perspectives should nevertheless be
viewed with some skepticism. Common observation suggests that most
school systems make invidious comparisons among children on the basis
of their presumed "native ability," periodically administer aptitude and
achievement tests which measure academic aptitudes and proficiencies,
award letter grades'to students only in subject matter areas, issue annual
reports boasting about the proportion of their graduates who are admitted
to elite colleges, reserve their most prestigious rewards for students who
excel intellectually and otherwise testify that they measure accomplish-
ments in the cognitive domain above all other educational outcomes. Psy-
chological development, social attitudes, and "citizenship skills" are not
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'systematically evaluated and often not noticed unless they obstruct "class-
room management," that is to say, interfere with "the training of the
mind. "*

The emphasis on cognitive a.chieyement seems to extend also to learn-
ing modalities as well as domains. In common usage, the educated man is
one who knows rather than one who feels or does. The educator's fear of
"value indoctrination" and the frequent warnings against "ma.nipulatingper-
sonality" have many sources, most of them doubtless noble, but here, as
elsewhere, freedom and autonomy are sometimes granted because of indif-
ference rather than philosophical conviction.

The widespread acceptance of the progressivist dictum that "child-
ren learn by doing" does not mean that active "participation, " "applica-
tion, " and "rehearsing" enjoy equal status with cognitive outcomes. "Do-
ing" so conceived is an instrumental device which is subordinate to the
objective of imparting information and understanding. Our impression is
that mock parliamentary assemblies, for example, are regarded as vivid
pedagogic means of helping students understand the legislative branch rath-
er than as direct preparation for citizenship. If rehearsing for future par-
ticipation in community affairs were taken seriously as an authentic educa
tional concern, the student government might not be conceived as a super-
imposition on the real business of instruction. Indeed, if, preparation-for
a full range of adult roles were an important curricular objective, it is
difficult to see why, except for an occasional field trip, instruction takes
place almost wholly in the insular world of the school building.

We may anticipate that the controversial question of what constitutes
"education for life now temporarily dormant -7n the United States, will
become increasing salient in other Western industrialized nations. As
greater numbers of children spend more years in school the curriculum
at each age level is designed largely to render the students eligible for the
next stage of schooling. Education thus tends to become a semi-autono-
mous enterprise governed by its own norms and values which are based
primarily on respect for achievement in the cognitive domain. At the same
time the entrance into the educational system of large numbers of less
academically talented children whose parents tend to view education as an
instrumental rather than an intrinsic good, exerts pressures to broaden
the purposes of the school beyond preparation of cultural consumers. The
tension between cognitive and non-cognitive objectives is a problem inher-
ent in any complex society which sponsors a system of mass education.
Any goal model which does not allow us to record these strains will lose
much of its analytical power.
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Now ,Later, or Always

Educa.tional goals may be differentially relevant for individuals at
various stages of the life cycle. This truism has been recognized in'some
of the works surveyed in earlier sections of this chapter. However, most
goal statements are seldom very fastidious in specifying whether a par-
ticular aim is equally suitable for young children, adolescents, mature
adults, or the aged. It is obvious that some objectives must be viewed
developmentally and progressively modified; the child who is originally
urged to "achieve gradual independence, from his family of orientation"
may also be asked to serve as the chief source of financial and emotional
support for his parents in their declining years. Other goals, once
achieved ethe child should develop an appreciation for the cultural con-
tributions of other peoples"), should presumably persist for an entire life-
'time. The failure to make distinctions between'now, later, and always
has had the incidental effect of inhibiting social and psychological research
on the stability and continuity of behavioral attributes and has made it
more difficult to discern whether desired outcomes have any genuine
prospect of persisting during the adult..years.

There is now no reliable information on the connection between study
and behavior and/or values, once sufficient time has elapsed to allow for
the intervention of contravening influences. It is conceivable that the
methodological hazards of conducting researches that would yield such
knowledge are insuperable. If this is indeed the case we shall have no al-
ternative except to reconcile, ourselves to the fact that evidence relating
to the achievement of some kinds of preferred outcomes can only be estab
lished either by faith or theoretical inference. The careful specification
of the temporal provenance of goals may well have the incidental function
of defining some of the limits of what we may ever hope to know about the
relationship between goals and outcomes.

Ambi uities of Relationship Between Goals

Priority Rankin s

The statement of school objectives are often coextensive with the
full range of desired human behavior. French et al. include among their
desired competencies "he helps when necessary to eliminate insects and
vermin which tend to carry germs"; she "wears with growing self-assur-
ance foundation garments and clothing properly styled for the maturing
figure"; he "stands for and defends the right of each individual to worship
God in his own way or refrain from religious affiliations or beliefs." The
failure to. distinguish important from trivial objectives could make non-
sense of the entire enterprise.
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An even-more troublesome problem in establishing riorities is how
to chose between two or more potentially incompatible goa s both of which
have some claim to legitimacy. u A common strategern is to state each with
sufficient vagueness to obscure their more extended implications. Thus,
in the goals of the NEA Educational Policies Commission we learn that the
"educated citizen is sensitive to the disparities of human circumstance, "
"he can work and play with others and he puts human relationships first. "
But he is also, in the language of the report, "economically literate. 1,24

Suppose economic literacy should lead him to, the conclusion that financial
success is sometimes incompatible with Christian ethics? Shall he then
adopt the ethics of the counting house at work and strive for moral perfec-
tion elsewhere or live by identical slandards in all sectors of his life?
Where and when may he chose to guide his actions by the norms of trans-
action, bargain, and mutuality of reward in preference to "spontaneity, "
"openness, and "totality" or must he always behave as if he has a friend
at Chase Manhattan? The goal statements do not tell us.

The educational philosopher James McClellan has recently argued
in essence that goal priorities can be established only under very special
circumstances and never when we must chose between instrumental and in-
trinsic values. He specifically rejects, a schema which he attributes to
James Bryce Conant and which he summarizes as follows:

Let us summarize these remarks in the form to be found in Conant s
arguments at that point in his career as educational theorist when he
was most seriously seeking a synoptic view of the System he had helped
to build; he held to the simple schema S which may be diagrammed as
follows:

. Educational Pra.ctice

C

Ordered System of Values V

where C, the connection between the educational practice and V, is: the
practice is the value sought. I have argued that S is a logically feasible
argument only if V contains but one kind of value at a time, and that it
breaks down if you try to mix intrinsic values and instrumental values
in the same ordering system. I submit that Conant's own work demon-
strates the futility 'of this attempt when he is forced to say that the justi
fication for teaching the humanities is the contribution this study makes
to the mental health, and consequent political stability of our citizenry.
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((Education for a Divided World), p. 92) That sort of patent nonsense is
unavoidable unless one is willing really to restrict his attention just to
instrumental values, and Conant is much too much a humane gentleman
for thal.

Thus S will work so long as only the instrumental value of schooling
is considered. Conant's scheme of 1948 was fairly simple t. preser-
vation of the American way of life in the face of its myriad of enemies.
And for him the American way of life had three related sub-systems:
a) an honest, decentralized, federal political system, b) a laissez-faire-
as-possible economic system, and c) a fluid, complex social system,
probably in that order. If we can establish some such ordering of non-
educational values, we can in principle order activities in school by
their contribution to that system of values, providing a basis for intelli
gible discourse at least. The trouble is, of course, that once we put
distinctively educational values -- intrinsic, for-themselves values - -
in the schema, we have incornmensurables, and the whole notion of order-
ing is lost. There is simply no single standard by which to, measure the
relative value of mastery of a complex proof in pure geometry on the one
hand and learning the routines necessary to perform adequately as a serv-
ice station attendant on the other.

Both of these activities are values, the first intrinsic, the second in-
strumental. There are many things one can say about both these values,
e. g. , that both are important in a total society, that both take some dili-
gence and attention, that there should be no invidious distinctions between
individuals because of particular talent or preference for one over the
other, etc. A well-known John W. Gardner made a big deal of saying
those things one may say about both sorts of values. But none of that
will help S. S depends on the logical possibility of comparing various
school programs by their contribution to an ordered scheme of values.
But mastering a proof in pure geometry, sharing the unity of sense, feel-
ing, and form of "Es war 'ein Konig in Thule, " and values like that cannot
be ordered on the same scale with learning the skills necessary to get a
job, and to vote, and other values like that. Hence, S will not do when
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complex problems of educational policy arise, where "complex" means
requiring decisions involving incommensurable values.25

These are persuasive and powerful arguments but their burden is
only that there is no logically acceptable way by which it is possible to order
what McClellan calls "incommensurable values. " There do exist, however,
other less rigorous dtandards for making choices, although they are, to be
sure, frequently philosophically naive. Several come to mind. Priorities
could be established on the basis of 1) arbitrary preferences, 2) theories



of individual and social welfare, 3) consensus of "qualified" observers,
4) intensity of feeling, 5) the number of domains for which an aim is rele-
vant, 6) the length of time for which the projected outcome is intended,
7) the perceived urgency of immediate implementation and 8) ideological
derivation.

None of these is wholly adequate. The failure of philosophy to pro-
duce a mature axiology means that we have no satisfactory way to deal
with the value problem but it does not relieve us of the necessity to make
choices. And it is never enough to catalogue aims under appropriate cate
gories unless we also indicate whether we wish to assign them equal
weights. Since it is not possible to do everything at once, and since some
aims are in some sense subordinate to others, the failure of most declara-
tions of goals to include priority guides constitutes a very severe limita-
tion on their utility.

TheThe Special Problem of Society and the Individual

Walter Robinson Smith, one of the first American educational soci-
ologists, has argued that discussions on education until comparatively re-
cently exhibited a pronounced individualistic bias, that indeed "the whole
literature of education, prior to the last quarter of the nineteenth century,
may be searched in vain for any clear statement of the social purposes of
a scheme of formal education. 26An examination of definitions of edva.-
tion offered by prominent thinkers lends credence to this contention:

Plato - "Education consists of giving to the body and the soul all the
perfection of which they are susceptible.

Aristotle - "The true aim of education is the attainment of happiness
through perfect virtue.

Comenius - "Education is the development of the whole man. "

Locke - "The attainment of a sound mind in a sound body is the end of
education. "

Pestalozzi - "Education means a natural, progressive, and systematic
development of all the powers. "

Froebel - "The object of an education is the realization of a faithful,
pure, inviolate, and hence holy life. "

There is abundant evidence to the contrary. Well before the last
quadrant of the nineteenth century, some writers had viewed education in
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social terms. Socrates can be interpreted in this fashion -- "The aim of
education is to dispel error and to discover truth" -- and Milton's social
orientation is clear: "I call therefore a complete and generous education,
that which fits a man to perform justly, skillfully, and magnanimously all
the offices, both private and public, of peace and war. " In any case, most
definitions of American education formulated in the recent past include a
social component and many place their primary emphases on collective,
rather than egocentric, purposes. Observe, for example

Ward - 'Education means the universal distribution of extant knowledge. "

N. M. Butler - "Education means a gradual adjustment to the spiritual
possessions of the race, with a view to realizing one's own potential-
ities and to assisting in carrying forward that complex of ideas
acts, and institutions which we call civilization. "

Findlay - "Defined in its broadest terms, education is no more and
no less than the provision that mankind has to make for the progress
of the species to which he belongs. "

Dewey - "Education signifies the sum total of processes by means of
which a community or social group, whether small or large, trans-
mits its acquired power and aims with a view to securing its own
continuous existence and growth "

The President's Commission on National Goals, when it appeared in
1960, reflected the American consensus that education must serve both per-
sonal and social aims. "Our deepest convictions, "wrote John W. Gardner,
"impel us to foster individual fulfillment. We wish each one to achieve the
promise that is in him. " And he added, "Ultimately, education serves all
our purposes liberty, justice, and all our other aims . "28

Gardner's remarks reflect a notable tendency in American discus-
sions on education to assume that the interests of society and the individual
coincide. The development of "citizenship skills, " for example, is custom-
arily included as a worthy goal on the dual grounds that a student so trained
will be equipped for the good life even as society collectively benefits from
the exercise of his civic virtue. The educational literature seldom defers
to the tragic view of life. It does not ordinarily recognize any strain be-
tween the imperious yearnings of the individual and the brute facts of social
requirements and constraints. This is in many ways a remarkable phenom-
enon for there are strong contrary traditions which convey counter mes-
sages. The entire thrust of classical liberalism was devoted to protecting
a sphere of inviolable rights against an intrusive state. American-Soviet
ideological differences have been interpreted in similar terms. Freudian



theory has identified civilization as a necessary but inevitable creator of
discontent, a popular literary tradition whose archetypical symbols are
Huxley and Orwell has identified society as the enemy. The "hippiesware
only the most recent and dramatic illustration of the effort to seek salva-
tion far from the madding crowd.

The failure to confront the society-individual dilemma has seriously
impaired sensible discussion on a number of issues which have recently en-
gaged the attention of educators among them sex education and the develop-
ment of "autonomous personalities. "

The most notable characteristic of stated aims on sex education is

that they are relatively content-free. Teachers are advised to answer all

questions, be natural, avoid self-consciousness; <they are told everything
except what most concerns them, i. e. , what constitutes desirable sexual

behavior for young people. The students themselves are often clear enough.

An increasingly popular sexual ethic fails to perceive any moral, significance
in the physical act of sex aside from the quality of the relationship that unites

the partners. There can be no sensible analysis of this contention without

considering the impact of sexual freedom on monogamous marriage and ar-
rangements for child-rearing. Can we maintain the institution of private
children while permitting sex both in and outside of marriage to become a
matter of private definition? In answering this question for ourselves and
students we shall need to mediate between the individual's desire for ad-
venture and novelty and society's concern for a stable family system in
which each marital pair is responsible for its own progeny. We are re-
minded once again that every theory of education is simultaneously a theory

of society.

Another case in point is the aim of teaching people how to become
non-conformists, self-directed, and unresponsive to the middle-class norms
and the bureaucratic ethos that pervades American life. But the fact is that
industrial nations require citizens who are work-oriented, responsible,
and masters of tangible skills, and the emphasis on such competencies tends

to generate stable lifestyles. It is an open question whether it is possible
to organize society so that it is at once prosperous and habitable, that is to

say, humane, spontaneous, and free. There may be no inherent contradic-
tion between individual and group existence but many men have thought so

and it is a disservice to more precise formulations of educational goals
when so fundamental an issue is solved by the simple expedient of ignoring

it.



Sequential Derivations

Most statements of educational goals are not ordinarily accompanied
by an adequately detailed geneology of their intellectual ancestry. The line
of descent, if traced at all, usually extends only so far as to one of the war-
ring schools of educational philosophy -- perennialism, essentialism, ro-
gressivism, reconstructionism, and more recently radical humanism.

The most prominent representatives of the perennialist tradition are
Robert Hutchins and Mortimer Adler. The basic assumptions of perenni-
alism may be succinctly summarized by Adler's asserti that "man is a
rational animal, constant in nature throughout history" and by Hutchins'
syllogistic description of the educational process: "Education implies
teaching. Teaching implies knowledge. Knowledge is truth. The truth is

31everywhere the same. Hence, education should be everywhere the same. "
Societies rise and fall, feudalism yields to industrialism, the spear is
replaced by the guided missile, but human nature and the eternal verities
endure. The di stinctive property of man is reason and the school trains
the mind by exposing it to the accumulated wisdom of the past. The school
has timeless concerns and does not include among its aims vocational prep-
aration, social reform, or any other purpose not specifically devoted to
the t raining of the intellect.

The progressivist followers of John Dewey entertain an entirely
different world view. It is a perspective that rejects absolutes, that finds
change and flux everywhere, that regards past solutions as treacherous
guides to novel and unpredictable events. Education, then, does not con-.
sist of transmitting a durable legacy, but rather equipping children with
the disciplined intelligence to deal with change. And since children differ
in their genetic and social characteristics so must their education. All
young people are capable of individual growth, and when proper provisions
are made for individual differences they can all benefit from education at
some level. The progressivist task entails preparing all children to per-
form a variety of complex social roles of problematic stability.

The conflict between perennialists and essentialists or between pro-
gressivists and reconstructionists is devoid of real bitterness. Essential-
ists are less persuaded about the importance of conveying eternal truths
than the perennialists but they too regard the inculcation of prescribed sub-
ject matter in an intellectually demanding fashion as the primary purpose
of the school. Reconstructionism may be less beguiled by "critical think-
ing" and "disciplined intelligence" than the progressivists and prefer more
positive efforts to build a new society based on the methods of social sci-
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ence and the ideals of socialism but reconstructionists, like all millennial-
ists, have often been obliged to enter into coalitions with their nearest in-
tellectual neighbors.

Paul Goodman, Edgar Friedenberg, and others have recently cham-
pioned a conception of the school which while not systematically developed
has figured prominently in educational discussions. These thinkers have
advanced a radical critique of education which holds that the schools now
reflect the meaninglessness, conformity, and "manipulative" ethos of a
broader society that is dominated by sterile middle-class values. Instead,
the aim of education should be the development of autonomous and creative
personalities that will maintain their "fidelity" to self and their fellow nien.
Education worthy of its name might assist children to survive in a corrupt
society but it would not assert the moral superiority of the "marketing ori-
entation" that is presumably necessary forusucces.snin school and commun-
ity. Sin,ce Goodman and Friedenberg regard most professional educators

. as enemies of spontaneous and open creative thought and lifestyles, and
they offer few viable programmatic alternatives, their ruminations have
thus far aroused more enthusiasm among unattached intellectuals than
practicing schoolmen.

If we examine the structure of the argument rather than the content
of these philosophies, we discover that each proceeds according to an im-
plicit sequential paradigm beginning with master values, proceeding through
master empirical images, master social (or individual) goals, and then
finally educational goals. Some values are preferred as ultimate or "pri-
mitive" notions, a particular image of man or society promises that there
are no intrinsic barriers in the empirical world that need frustrate the
achievement of these values, a tangible goal is defined which serves the
value, which in turn implies a corresponding educational aim. The entire
process may be illustrated by a hypothetical sequence chain beginning with
the master value "freedom":

Masher 'values Freedom is preferable to slavery.

Political democracy is more desirable than
totalitarianism s of the right or left.

Master empirical
images

Derived empirtal
assumptions

A system of countervailing power will guaran-
tee the preservation of democratic institutions.

A system of checks and balances among the
executive, legislative, and judiciary is essen-
tial for the maintenance of democratic insti-
tutions.
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Master social goal

Derived goal

Master educational
goal

Derived educational
goal

The preservation of political democracy.

The preservation of systems of countervail-
ing power.

The development of competencies and com-
mitments required to maintain political
democracy.

The development in students of a willingness
to recognize "Supreme Court" decisions as
the "law of the land" even if they are person-
ally offensive.

These sequential derivations are rarely acknowledged or made explic-
it and therefore we cannot discover whether all the intermediate points on
a "scale of ultirnacy" are either logically linked or consistent with current
knowledge. We do not know, in short, if the goals are part of a coherent
intellectual system.

In order to satisfy ourselves on this score we would require categor-
ies capable of cross-cutting various analytical levels, i. e. values, empiri-
cal images, goals, etc. A common practice is to rely on the treacherous
left-right continuum. We could, for example, identify some paired coup-
lets the first term of which was arbitrarily designated as "conservative"
and the second as "liberal" and try to discover to what extent a preference
for one or the other in any given pair was consistently associated with
similar choices for all of the items. Thus social values might be repre
sented by "order-change, " "station-equalitonsent-participation, "
"law-justice, " "struggle-security, " etc.; behavior science by "eugenics-
euthentics, " "trait-Gestalt, " "superego-ego, " "static-dynamic, " 'punish-
ment-reward, " etc.; and educational theory by "perennialism-reconstruc-
tionism, " "elite education-mass education; " "authoritarian-democratic,
and "grading-evaluation. "

Our guess is that it is possible to identify a liberal or conservative
syndrome; there is a certain conceptual kinship between "station, " "static,
"perennialism, " and "elite education" as there is also between "equality, "
"dynamic, " "reconstructionism, " and "mass education. " Nevertheless,
the terms "liberal" and "conservative" are so slippery and their referents
are so imprecise and controversial that many scholars have been led to
despair of their utility, even as heuristic devices.
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The pattern variable scheme developed by Talcott Parsons provides
another alternative for attaining some measure of coherence in sequential
derivations. Parsons contends that any system or subsystem level, social
action involves choices among a range of polar alternatives. In addition
to deciding between competing loyalties to self or collectivity the actor is
confronted by four other dilemmas which Parsons defines as follows:

1. Affectivity-Neutrality. Should the actor react to the situation by im-
mediate emotional involvement, or shall he respond with an uncommitted,
disciplined attitude?

2. Universalism-Particularism. Should the actor be governed by
standards that are equally applicable to all, or shall he be guided by the
particular relationship that he has with a person, role, or value?

3. Specificity-Diffuseness. Should the actor be oriented toward a
broad and ill-defined range of attributes, or shall he be concerned with
only one aspect of an "action object"?

4. Ascription-Achievement. Should the actor treat the object of action
on the basis of his qualities -- what he is -- or should primacy be given to
his actual performa.nces?

The pattern-variable scheme does not include any formal rules of
classification and as such is vulnerable to problems of reliability among ob-
servers. The decision to assign a choice to the category defined by one or
another of the end points on the continuum, or for that matter the deterrni-
nance as to which pattern is relevant, must necessarily be based on such
loose criteria as "plausibility, " "common sense, " and "insight. " Never
theless, as the following diagrams indicate the pattern variables may be a
useful means for imposing unity on otherwise unconnected entries at sev-
eral interrelated levels of analysis: 1) social values, 2) curriculum con-
tent, and 3) control of classroom by the teacher.

Goal
Curricular

Perspective
Teacher

Orientation

Goal
Curricular

Perspective
Teacher

Orientation

Neutrality
Analysis
Emphasis on objectivity

and detachment
Therapist as role model

Affectivity
Involvement
Emph4sis on subjectivity and

emotion
Parent as role model

.Universalism
Uniformity
All study the same things

Particularism
Diversity
Variety of options

Teacher's relationship to
students same for all
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Students treated according to
their special characteristics



Goal
Curricular

Perspective

Teacher
Orientation

Goal
Curricular

Perspective
Teacher

Orientation

I

Specificity
Knowledge
Exclusive emphasis on

cognitive area

Guide students in school
subjects

Ascription
Stability
Inculcation of revealed

wisdom
Children rewarded accord-

ing to self-fulfilling proph-
ecies linked to their social
status

II

Diffuseness
Breadth
Pluralistic emphasis embrac-

ing cognitive achievements
and including also values and
personality

Guide students in a wide range
of life problems

Achievement
Change
Development of instrumental

skills
Children rewarded for their

performances

Column I (neutrality, universalism, specificity, ascription) and
Column II (affectivity, particula.risrn, diffuseness, achievement) each con-
stitute a more or less coherent ideal-typical system of allegiances to spe-
cified preferred outcomes, educational theories, and pedagogic practices.
This mode of analysis can be extended to the selection of means as well as
goals. The pattern variables may be helpful in organizing choices with re-
spect to the proper time type, scope, and source of action.

Neutrality
Time of action Adoption of long-range

rational strategy
Universalism

Type of action Same for all situations
having same elements

Scope of
action

Source of
action

Specificity
Concentration on a sin
issue

Ascribed
Action based on tradi-
tional tactics and strategy
and determined by ritual-
istic considerations

II

A ffectivity
Intermittent and sporadic
response to dramatic crises

Particularism
Varies on basis of fluctuating
reaction to other actors and
situations

Diffuseness
e Concentration on a wide spec-

trum of issues
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Achieved
Action based on experimental
tactics and strategy and deter-
mined by pragmatic considera-
tions
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The instrumental means summarized in Columns I and II seem, on
intuitive grounds, to be extensions of their counterparts in the goal mod-
el. This entire exercise is, of course, merely illustrative of the type of
unifying concepts that could be imposed on the entire sequence chain be
ginning with master values, and extending through empirical images to
social and educational goals and means. The major purpose of this some-
what lengthy detour is to emphasize that it is urgent, and to a limited de-
gree possible, to examine the entire structure of belief, value, and knowl-
edge that sustains an educational goal. Does it follow, to refer to only one
cell in our truncated diagrammatic presentation, that a generalized prefer-
ence for "stability" necessarily presupposes a curriculum anchored in the
past, and teachers who respond to students primarily on the basis of their
group and categorical memberships, or can the master value be reconciled
with all manner of educational philosophy and mode of classroom interac
tion? Are the imputed relationships linked by fiat or intuition or perchance
by reason and evidence? These questions cannot be explored, much less
answered, in the absence of a reasonably detailed and comprehensive ac-
count of the assumptions on which educational goals rest.

The aim of this chapter was to provide some indication of the formid-
able range of problems that must be solved prior to the construction of an
adequate goal model. The entire process is further complicated, as we
have indicated, by the number of interest groups -- educators, parents,
-students, etc. -- that have a legitimate stake in the education of children
with the result that we shall need not one but rather multiple goal models
each representing the perspective of a distinctive public. Clearly then,
much remains to be done before stated aims can be used as a measure
against which to weigh outcomes -- and as we shall see the requirements
for establishing the claims of education are no less severe.
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America was promises, in the words of Archibald Maciteish, and the
promises always included reliance on education. Rush Welter who has
written the best book on the idea of education is led to conclude that a "be-
lief in poptilar education has been the archetypal element in our political
thinking. " The boldness of this declaration is the more remarkable be-
cause with rare and presumably trivial exceptions -- old guard federalists,
pro-slavery theorists, occasional reactionaries -- this fundamental com-
mitment has been shared by all the schools of political and social theory
that are represented in his study.

Welter explicitly rejects the thesis that ideas are "passive accom-
plices of personal and group interest, " and he insists that American demo-
cratic thought has characteristically sought "enlightenment of the people
for expansive rather than restrictive reasons. " We are nevertheless treated
to numerous instructive instances of the line of descent that leads from in-
terest to ideology to institutional strategy.

At the risk of doing violence to Welter's richness of scholarship and
the subtlety of his argument, we may readily identify the two most promi-
nent imputed functions of education as end points on the classic conserva-
tive-liberal continuum. The conservative impulse was strengthened by a
variety of sacred and profane commitments and by the support of neutral
scholarship. It sometimes relied on the routine sociological observation
that a complex society requires mechanisms of social control and perhaps
more often on naked motives of class interest, personal safety, and undis-
guised fear of the masses.

An essay in an 1838 issue of American Education combines all of the
more extreme elements of tbe conservative stance:

Let any man dwelling in the United States, consider this fact: that he
is living in the midst of some millions of human beings, having strong
bodies, strong wills, clear heads, and mighty passions; let him consider,
further, that these millions suffer him to pursue his business, and sleep
quietly at night, because they see it to be their interest, or feel it to be
their duty to do so, but that, as soon as they cease to see their interest,
or feel their duty, they may pull his house about his ears and hang him
upon the nearest tree; -- and he will feel, to his heart's core, the reces-
sity of wide-spread moral and religious education to his own safety.

The conservative emphasis on education as an instrument for the pre-
servation of order and the maintenance of hierarchy was obviously incom-



patible with the interests of workingmen, farmers, social reformers
of any who spoke for the disenchanted and dispossessed. The liberal oppo-
sition cherished education as the most promising means of broadening the
base of political intelligence, of facilitating the circulation of the elite, of
removing the barriers that impeded equality-and social justice. As Wel-
t er points out, for nearly a century aft er the age of Jackson, democratic
theorists "treated popular educat in as t he one sure cure for contempo-
rary sow al and pol i t i cal evils. "

The most durable preoccupation of nineteenth century political
thought , then, was the nature and limit s of popular rule. The Spenceri-
an thunder of William Graham Sumner could intermingle lArit h the gentle
musings of an Edward Bellamy, but each was in part a theorist of educa-
t ion. The soli di t y of this conception was shattered by the historical e-
vents and the int ellectual discoveries of the recent past. The doctrine
of "anarchy with a schoolmast er" is plainly no substitut e for extensive
governmental part icipation in the affairs of men; Bentham' s reasonable
citizen judiciously wrestling with the hedonistic calculus has been consigned
to the vast subterranean depths where psychoanalysts dwell and the emer-
gence of Orwell's Big Brother is regarded by many as a genuinely plaus-
ible prophecy.

It is not strange that academic contemporary political thought tends
to regard the educability and rationality of the electorate as problematic.
Indeed of the two formulations now most in vogue -- countervailing power
and leadership -- one entrusts democratic decision-makin.g to an invisible
hand and the other to an aristocracy of talent. Neither dignifies mass edu-
cation by assigning it the status of a major variable. Writing at the begin
ning of the sixties Welter concludes that "we have virtually conceded the
failure of democratic political education to serve its intended purpose.

Welter deplores the abandonment of the older conception of educa-
tion as a viable influence in the political arena. It is doubtful that the
scholarly estimates against which he reacts were ever very pervasive in
the public consciousness. Certainly by mid-decade, presidents, opinion-
leaders, and citizens had reaffirmed that education was vital to our na-
tional existence; the decisions reached in the marketplace of power and
tie councils of the elite always require ratification or at least passive con-
sent by an informed electorate. A democratic theory that is not truly plu-
ralistic is impoverished, for as Welter says; "we may recognize the group
basis of our national life, acknowledge the irrationality and weaknesses of
a democratic electorate, and accept the necessity of political leadership,
yet insist at the same time that some kinds of popular education are indis-
pensable to %democracy because some kinus of popular intelligence are
necessary."



The faith in education as a political force has its counterpart in an
equal conviction of the positive functions of schooling in the economic
sphere. The folk belief that education pays has been sustained at the mac-
rocosmic level by a growing body of economic findings. There is consid-
erable evidence that the rising education of the labor force, as much or
more than increased investment in plant and equipment, accounts for our
national prosperity.

Indeed, the crude measure "years of school completed" is a very
powerful predictor of a variety of outcomes. There is a positive associa-
tion between educational attainment and income, occupational status, mari-
tal stability, mental health, economic conservatism, voting behavior7 com-
mitment to libertarian values, racial tolerance, and lawful behavior.

The American faith that exposure to school, any school, for a speci-
fied number of years is a meaningful index of accomplishment is demon-
strated by the fact that educational attainment is the primary basis of eli-
gibility for the overwhelming number of occupations in our society. Since
it is a moot question whether there is any functional relationship between
years of school completed and the actual skills required to hold a job,
self-fulfilling prophecies may account for some of the benefits ascribed
to the school.

It would be a mistake to conclude that education is regarded as purely
an instrumental value which is prized for its contribution to social welfare
or personal ambition. An excerpt from recent essays provides an an instruc-
tive illustration of the claims made in behalf of the intrinsic properties of
education:

No one is ever well enough educated about anything; that no one ever
knows enough to exploit fully the possibilities of his own life or to en-
rich the lives of his fellows; that no one is ever well enough trained, .in
his tastes and sensibilities to apprehend the creative achievements of
his civilization with sufficient wonder and delight; and further, that no
one is ever as aware of himself and of the reaches of his capacities as
he could be, nor are the capabilities of which he is aware, whether sharp-
ly or dimly, ever as fully developed as they might be.

If these assertions are granted, it follows that there are no upper
boundaries on the amount of education that anyone really 'needs' nor
any valid general basis for establishing cut-off points at which school
ing should be terminated for any segment of the population. Instead, a
lifetime of continuing education becomes gn indispensable prerequisite
to the good life and effective citizenship.



In the face of such lyricism it seems ungrateful to point out that there
is a distinct paucity of evidence that education, as such, is actually respons-
ible for many desired or unsought outcomes even those which are highly cor-
related with formal schooling.

This is scarcely an original observation; it has been often noted but
seldom taken seriously. Almost a half-century ago the educational sociol-
ogist, Charles C. Peters, surveyed then existing educational claims and
arrived at conclusions which do not require improvement. Hi S comments
merit extended quotation:

1. Many of the claims are entirely unsubstantiated by the facts. A frank
recognition of conditions does not show that history as long taught in the
elementary and secondary schools makes much contribution to good citi-
zenship. If one will ask himself in just what way the history he has stud-
ied, or the history he is teaching, has affected or could be expected to
affect one's civic reactions, he will find himself able to locate very few
actual contributions. What did he learn about Lincoln or Washington or
Jackson that could induce him to go to the polls when otherwise he would
have stayed at home? What political event or economic principle was so
discussed in his school history as to change his vote from a particular
Republican to a particular Democratic congressman? The claim of con-
tribution to citizenship seems very plausible until one presses for de-
tails; then it vanishes into thin air.
2. Many of the claims rest upon an a priori consideration of possibili-
ties, not upon probabilities. That the study of Greek and Latin should
induce in one an appreciation of the classic foundations of modern civili-
zation and give him direct access to a rich literature for his aesthetic
enjoyment, is an abstract possibility; but no observant person would be-
lieve for a moment that it is lifely to do this with the mass of high school
pupils who take the study as it is offered in the secondary schools. Near-
ly all the alleged transfer values are possibilities, not probabilities. The
many practical applications claimed'for several studies (as algebra, phy-
sics, mechanical drawing) are mostly probabilities only for the special-
ized few, while for the many they can scarcely be regarded as even in
the realm of possibilities.
3. Where the claims are true they are often so vague and large as to help
us scarcely at all in knowing where concretely to take hold. Studies are
said to develop initiative, or self-reliance, or judgment of relations, or
personal culture; but these are all omnibus ideals that illuminate the
whole area but do not provide us any guiding star to lead us onward.
They need to be broken up into such specific forms as will suggest to us
how we should proceed in teaching them so as maximally to realize these
ends.

We need to replace these empirical conchisions regarding the values
of the several subjects with scientific investigations that will be imper-
sonal, systematic, observational.



1. Fundamentally we shall need to know, on a scientific basis, what are
the values that are needed in society -- the fitnesses that individuals
must have if they are to be socially efficient in maximum degree.
2. Next we shall need to determine scientifically what is the subject-
matter that can make largest contributions toward these desired ends.
3. Then we shall need to kn.ow, on an experimental basis, what are the
methods of handling the subject-matter that will be the most economical
of time and energy.
4. Finally, we shall need to have some adequate measuring instruments
that will enable us to tell whether or not, and how largely, we are suc-
ceeding in actually attaining these ends. 9

A decade later, Daniel Kulp,among the most irascible of the early
educational sociologists, posed the query, "Why have schools'?" In a field
of human experience that has been so widely organized, have the outcomes
proved the value of the experiment? After an enthusiastic demolition of
existing claims Kuip replies:

We have schools because we have laws that compel us to. This situ-
ation we rationalize with reasons, some sound, some unfounded, as yet
some wholly false We arc on a train and mwe because the train
moves. Some of us arc, quite certain where the train is going; some of
us are not quite so sure

0
especially when we wonder what some of the

scenery is worth 0

The claims of education remain dubious because most propositions
about schooling are based on 1) proverbs, 2) behavior maxims, 3) collec-
tive testimony, 4) theoretical extension, 5) reports by observers, and 6)
assertions by practitioners. A brief supplement on education in a Phila.-
delphia newspaper provides illustrations of the wisdom that can be extract-
ed from nearly all of these sources of knowledge. 11

1. Proverbs
"As the twig is bent so is the tree inclined. "
"Spare the rod and spoil the child."
"The apple doesn't fall far from the tree."

2. Behavior Maxims
Children act with each other in the same fashion in which they are

treated. Fighting as a means of resolving grievances among classmates
is more likely to take place in schools in which corporal punishment is
consistently used to maintain order than in schools where discussion and
restraint are applied.



3. Personal and Collective Testimopy.
He knew how' to keep the course from being so dry. One of his meth-

ods was to divide the class into football teams. Each side Nvould get four
downs. The ball would be advanced if a boy was successful in his recita-
tion. The tougher the question, the further a correct answer would advance
the hallo

It was tough scrimmaging for me, but with Brecht 's encouragement
I passed the second year of Latin. That was enough,

I'll be jeered for saying it, but a teacher who exacts condign punish-
ment seems to develop a deeper relationship with her pupils. Witness the
frequency of statements by parents about how "Miss Anderson was my fav
orite teacher. She was strict and would punich me, but I liked her best.
I'll never forget her:" For the worst crime a teacher can commit is to
neglect her little ones. A timely flick, adroitly administered, at a pupil's
ear can be the answer to the prayer, "0 Lord, we who are indifferent,
make us different :"

4. Theoretical Extension
When I look back and ask myself, what have I specially done for the

very being of education?, I find I have fixed the highest supreme principle
of instruction in the rec12 ognition of sense impression as the absolute founda-
t ion of all knowledge,

5. Reports by Practitioners
"I believe in the discovery method of teaching, " Mrs. Wilhelm said,

"I've been using it for thirty years. I'll hint, give clues, I'll do anything
but tell them. They have to discover. themselves . . . that's what learn-
ing is. "

We need not belabor the point that these and similar modes of compre-
hending the educational process cannot much enlighten us about the impact
of the school. A much smaller body of, discussion about education tries to
establish the relationship between particular educational practices and puta-
tive outcomes of schooling by employing "scientific" methods of controlled
observation. In assessing the value of such investigations, it is important
to bear in mind the requisite conditions for establishing an educational
claim. Educational research is beset by three inherent difficulties which
renders many of its conclusions moot. These are 1) the problem of dis-
tinguishing the effects of input variables from characteristics of the educa-
tional system; 2) the problem of distinguishing cohort effects from histori-
cal effects; 3) the problem of distinguishing selectivity effects from school
effects.



Inputs, System Characteristics, and Outcomes

Even if we adopt the most economical of all models, a three-dimen-
sional scheme consisting of 1)_ social or individual resources and con-
straints, 2) characteristics of the educational system, and 3) outcomes,
a legitimate claim for the independent influence of the second of these can
be made only in very few instances. For example, let us imagine that we
are comparing two groups that are sometimes similar and sometimes dis
similar according to three dichotomized dimensions: native intelligence
(high I. Q. - low L Q.), conditions of instruction (big classes - small
classes), and academic .achievement (good grades - poor grades). Under

these circumstances, 64 distinctive patterns will emerge, half permitting
causal inferences and half inconclusive. A urns out education may be
responsible for the outcome in only onr-fot th of the possible instances.

11

In the following table "IP means consonance between the two-groups and
means that they differ:

Characteristics of
External Resources Educational System

and Constraints Quality of Instruction Outcomes
I. Q. Size of Class GradesDeterminant

Education

External ResOurces
and Constraints

Ambiguous

A

A characteristic of the educational system, in this case size ofclass,
is identified as a source of an outcome in this hypothetical illustration be-
cause potentially contravening explanations "exterior" to the school sys
tem have been eliminated. Where I. Q, is held constant grades vary with

conditions of instruction. Even when I. Q. differs the factor of class size

is sufficiently "strong" to "overcome" the variation in "native intelligence."

The set of contingencies to which we have referred never exist as
"pure types, " can be expressed more elegantly in statistical form, and
together do little more than affirm that a constant cannot explain a variable

and vice versa. They have been introduced here because they vividly dein

onstrate that even when we employ an excessively simplistic model based

on weak experimental design, with only three dichotomized dimensions,

where each parameter is assumed to be coextensive with the sphere it rep-
.



resents (1. e. size of class represents in progressively more general fash-
ion "classroom practice," "conditions of instruction" educational
system), and freedom from measurement error is assumed -- even within
these generous limits education is a sovereign cause only in a restricted
number of highly circumscribed cases.

The difficulty of controlling confounding variables that are external
to the educational system may be the single greatest dilemma confronting
students of the educational process and it has seldom been possible to dis-
cover what proportion of the variance in an observed outcome is attribut
able to the effects of formal schooling. The Coleman Report which is the
first study based on a national sample which made a serious effort to con-
front this issue yielded disappointing findings for those who cherish a be-
lief in the power of education.

Of the many implications of this study of school effects on achieve-
ment, one appears to be of overriding importance. This is the implica-
t ion that stems from t he f oll owing results taken together:

The great importance of family background for achievement;

The fact that the relat ion of family background to achievement does
not dirnini sh over the years of school;

The rel at i vely small amount of school -to - school variation that is
not accounted for by differences in f amily background, indicating
t he small independent effect of variations in school facilities, cur-
riculum, and st aff upon achievement;

The small amount of variance in achievement explicitly accounted
for by variations in facilities and curriculum;

Given the fact that no school factors account for much variation in
achievement, teachers' characteristics account for more than any
other- -taken together with the results . . . which show that teachers .

tend to be socially and racially.similar to the students they teach;

The fact that the socialcomposition of the student body is more
highly related to achievement, independently of the student's own
social background, than is any school factor;

The fact that attitudes such as a sense of control of the environment,
or a belief in,the responsiveness of the environment, are extremely
highly related to achievement, but appear to be little influenced by
variations in school characteristics.



Taking all these results together, one implication stands out above
all That schools bring little influence to bear on a child's achievement
that is independent of his background and general social context; and that
this very lack of an independent effect means that the inequalities imposed
on children by their home, neighborhood, and peer environment are carried
along to become the inequalities with which they confront adult life at the
end of school. For equality of educational opportunity through the schools
must imply a strong effect of schools that is independent of the child's im-
mediate social environmen3 t, and that strong independent effect is not pres-

1ent in American schools.

The preceding summary does not mean of course that a more humane,
exciting and responsive school could not yield, outcomes as yet unseen or
or even imagined. For the moment, the implication of the Coleman Report,
perhaps the best known study in the entire educational literature, is that
faith in, the claims of education will often not survive the test of rigorous
methodology.

Cohort Effects and Time Effects

Education is inherently a matter of sequences and transformation and
as such invites longitudinal research designs. It would obviously be in-
structive to trace the educational experiences of a cohort from the first
day of kindergarten to the final defense of the doctoral thesis.

Large-scale researches in depth have been so infrequent partiallybe-
cause few investigators are able or willing to dedicate several decades of
their lives to one all-consuming research interest. Limited resources, the
conditions of academic advancement, and sheer boredom militate aga.inst
any such exclusive devotion to a really long-range enterprise. It is presum-
ably possible to overcome this problem by creating research organizations,
which since they are themselves long-lived, are not vulnerable to the actual
or intellectual mortality of scholars who are understandably eager to get
more immediate results.

The second problem is more perplexing. There is no very good way
to sort out the effects of history from other influences. Since World War
II the world has undergone several convulsions and it is not clear how to
disentangle these imperious historical events from individual or social
chronology. We are reduced, therefore, to conducting Godankenexperimen
ten in which we imagine away all sorts of confused and complex contingen-
cies. If, for example, we wished to measure the capacity of a social stud-
ies curriculum to modify racial attitudes in a class that entered in 1964 and
graduated in 1968, how could we protect the inquiry from the "contamina-



tion" of intrusive events in the era of Lyndon Johnson, Stokely Carmichael,
and the death of Martin Luther King'? The study of the effects of education
suffers more than most from the fact that history is, so to speak, not sub-
ject to control procedures.

Selectivity Effects and School Effects

The achievement of external validity, the extension of findings to a
larger universe, is a persistent problem of all research designs. The ef-
fects of subject mortality and differential selection are especially difficult
to control in educational inquiry. For example, generalizahility may be
weakened because schools which agree to cooperate in an experiment may
differ in crucial respects from those who decline. This source of potential
distortion is well understood even if it is difficult to deal with it in practice.

An equally important desideratum which is often not recognized is the
necessity to assign individuals randomly especially in ex post facto experi-
mental and quasi-experimental designs which comprise so much of contem-
porary research. Thus, for example, the differential earnings of element-
ary, high school, and college graduates is commonly attributed to length
of schooling. This interpretation is sustained by comparing current income
of persons who completed specified educational levels. Quite obviously
there is a contaminating self-selective factor in differential educational at-
tainment that influences orientations to worldly success and economic achieve-
ment. The presumed connection between education and income might be sub-
stantially altered if we had observed an original representative sample of
five-year-old children, one of whom were, by random assignment,
permitted to complete only elementary school, one-third to finish high school,
and one-third to graduate from college. Obviously, no investigator can, or
should, control this type of real-life situation for the sake of experimental
purity but neither has he confirmed what has become a durable item of folk
wisdom. 14

It is extraordinarily difficult, then, to adhere strictly to the ordinary
structure of proof while attempting to establish a connection between a char
acteristic of the educational system and an observed item of behavior. But
'impurities of research design are only one source of ambiguity in educational
research. The findings yielded by the most impeccably conceived design
may be nullified by insufficient attention to the conventional hazards of so-
cial investigation: poorly formulated definitions and concepts, unreliable
methods of data collection, inadequate sampling and statistical fallacies.
The summary of the literature which appears in the appendix prepared by
Smith and Smith shows in how many of these respects existing research is



defective. The authors' careful analysis is consistent with Benjamin Bloom's
review in 19616 of the state of educational research during the preceding
quarter of a century. Approximately 70,000 titles are listed in the Review
of Educational Research during this period and of this immense output
Bloom says "about one out of 1,000 reported studies seem to me to be cru-

cial and significant, approximEttely three studies per year. "15

All competent observers would agree that few researches are based
on representative samples of adequate size, that "causal" relationships
are often established either by fiat or by low magnitude correlations, and
that most of the research suffers from the failure to specify intervening
variables, or to explain statistical associations in the context of a compre-
hensive theory. Smith and Smith's observation that the most frequently
imputed educational influence is "education" otherwise undefined, is per-
haps the most depressing indictment of the current literature in education.
Many of the key terms in discussions about schools e. g. intelligence,
values, equity -- are employed without any clear agreement about their
meaning, let alone operational referents.

There has been gratifying recent progress in dispelling the notion
that intelligence is an indivisible unitary trait. The multi-dimensional
character of intelligence is Well exemplified by the fac tonal model of the

"structure of the intellect" Created by J. P. Guiford and his colleagues.16

A three-way classification scheme specifies the 1) operations, "major kinds

of intellectual activities or processes" including cognition, memory, diver-

gent praluetion, convergent production, and evaluation; 2) contents, "broad
classes or types of information discriminable by the organism, including

figural, symbolic, semantic, and behavior; and 3) products, "forms that
information takes in the organism's processing of it" including units,
classes, systems, transformations, and implications. The relationship
between these parameters is still moot, and in the important cases of the

cognition and retention of knowledge vis-à-vis "divergent production" or
"creativity" the association is probably weak, and possibly even negatively

correlated.

These subtleties are seldom reflected in the various instruments
that are commonly used to measure intelligence. This is not the appropri
ate forum to join the great debate on testing but surely it is no longer per-
missible to pretend that any summary index such as the I. Q. can, for all
its considerable pragmatic advantages and modest predictive powers,
serve as an adequate definition of "intelligence. "

The concept of values is equally complex and even less satisfactorily
measured. Charles Morris has identified the value domain as encompass-



ing "three types of preferential behavior": 1) operative values, "a way of
referring to the actual direction of preferential behavior toward one kind

of object rather than another"; 2) conceived values, "some object or sawa
tion is signified and liked or disliked as signified'; and 3) object values,
"properties of an object considered in relation to its ability to reinforce
preferential behavior directed toward it by some organisms. "17

A number of instruments have been developed to measure one or
another of these value modalities, many, if not most, based on the original.
Allport-Vernon scale in 1931. Important refinements have been introduced
notably by Lurie, Van Dusen, Muller and Glasser, Wickert and others but
all of these share in common reliance on direct questioning of subjects as
the exclusive method of obtaining value preferences. Christie and Merton
have commented on the dangers inherent in this assumption:

One way of discovering values held by students, it would seem, is
simply to ask each of them about their values and them tell you. But
the direct question has severe limitations. For certain kinds of values
the student will reply, even under conditions of insured anonymity, not
in terms of values he actually holds, but in terms of those he feels he
should hold. In other cases he does not know which values he holds ---
he is not capable then and there of expressing them -- and he, like most
of us, must be helped to express them . . . we find that students do not
intend to mislead deliberately when they report what they should believe
rather than what they do believe. Social and cultural atmospheres are
largely created by what, members of th1

bi
Q group believe to be the appro

priate thing to believe and say and do.

As a result of these and similar criticisms recent researchers have
relied more heavily on indirect measures of value preferences such as the
"semantic differential" which permit the subject to specify ideal attributes
of others. This procedure doubtless produces more "honest" answers but,
like the instruments which rely on direct questioning, the responses which
it yields are no more probable to predict the actual cause of future behav-
ior. The very few efforts to establish the relationship between verbal and
overt, behavior by such means as comparing the subject's report of his own
values and others' perception of his actions have yielded disappointingly
low correlations. In view of the unsettled state of value measurement,
claims pro and con about the effects of the school on changing values should
be regarded with extreme skepticism.

The conceptualization of important sociological variables has fared
scarcely better. The term "equal educational opportunity, " for example,
includes embarrassingly rich connotations. As Arnold Anderson indicates



"this seemingly simple notion has several variants with rather different
implications for policy" including 1) "an equal amount of education to every-
one, " 2) "enough education to bring everyone to a given standard, " 3) "e-
nough education to permit each person to reach his potential, " and 4) "con;-
tinued educatiorhp long as gains in learning per input of teaching match an
agreed norm.

The generally primitive state of research in the social sciences, and
in education in particular, may provide some comfort to those who make
claims in behalf of one or another educational practice. The typical finding
about the comparative effectiveness of alternate approaches to the curricu-
lum and classroom practices is "no significant differences, " and since this
result seems to contradict both common sense and experience it remains
possible to continue the classic debates with all of their customary vigor.
The protagonists can, however, seldom legitimately appeal to ;tell -con -
firmc d scientific propositions about the educational process. The existing
literature fails to provide any clearcut evidence of superiority- for small
versus large classes, homogeneous versus heterogeneous grouping, discus-
sion versus lectures, live versus television presentation, non-directive
versus teacher-centered classes, or independent versus directed learning.
The relationships between a) teacher personality and teacher effectiveness
and b) student personality and student learning are inconclusive.

The poverty of reliable knowledge about the relationship between the
characteristics of the teacher and educational outcomes in view of the fre-
quently voiced contention of the need for "better" teachers is deplorable.
There is no doubt that as compared to other college students prospective
teachers tend to score low in standardized tests of academic aptitude and
achievement. There is, however, no demonstrable evidence that SAT
scores predict with any degree of fidelity- how a teacher will behave in the
classroom and what will be his ultimate effect on students. To establish
this relationship we would need many more systematic protocols of behav-
ior than are currently available to us and a better account of educational
consequences. Among other things we would require interactive models in
the description of classroom behavior. Ordinarily we ask what are the
characteristics that make for a good teacher and what are the characteris-
tics that make for receptivity to learning without ever joining these two
lines of inquiry. How well, for example, does a high I. Q. Ivy League grad
uate function in a slum school as opposed to a teacher with more modest
intellectual pretensions who is a resident of the same neighborhood. In
short, we do not know very precisely how to define a "good" teacher and
practically nothing about his influence on students.
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The same uncertainties extend to the organization of the classroom.
A case in point is the controversial problem of homogeneous ability group-
ing, an issue which regularly convulses assemblies of educational practi-
tioners and theorists. The evidence which might conceivably silence one
or another of the protagonists is unfortunately almost wholly inconclusive.
Surveys of the literature by Ekstrom, Eash, Passow, Franseth, Kirk, and
most recently the research staff of the NEA all report that the studies yield
mixed and often contradictory results.2a The passions provoked by this is-
sue seem entirely disproportionate to any persuasive proof that ability
grouping has any discernible effects on educational outcomes.

Illustrations of prevailing uncertainties about crucial aspects of edu-
cational methodology abound. The contributors to the monumental Hand-
book of Research on Teaching are virtually unanimous in their estimate
that we do not know enough and what we know is uncertain. Kenneth B.
Henderson's survey of research on teaching secondary school mathematics
reflects the mood of his colleagues who conducted similar reviews on read-
ing, social studies, composition and literature, science, foreign languages,
and the visual arts. According to Henderson:

One is tempted to admonish the reader to draw his own conclusions
about the findings and conclusions of the various experimenters [1.N.-ho
studied the much discussed tell-and-do versus heuristic methods]. But
more than this can be offered even if it is negative in tone. If the con-
sequences of being wrong are serious, one should be wary of adopting
one method rather than another on the basis of the evidence available.
If the consequences of being wrong are not serious, one is freer to choose.
For example, if thousands of dollars are to be committed to writing text-.
books which employ Method X with the possibility that the books will not
sell, or if thousands of man-hours are to be committed to redesigning
teacher-training curricula to eliminate Method X, the consequences of
being wrong are serious. -It is hard to believe that a steel mill, for ex-
ample, ;Would alter a process it has used for some time solely on the ba-
sis of evidence on a new process no greater than that available on any of
the teaching methods discussed abov.

Henderson subsequently indicates that he is inclined to accept Dodes'
conclusions about "the science of teaching mathematics. "

The teacher cannot dOend upon any special type of lesson, such as
'supervised study, to guarantee success in teaching and learning .

There is no decisive proof that any particular method of teaching (induc-
tive, deductive, individual, group) or any particular philosophy of teach-
ing (teacher-dominated lesson or socialized lesson) will guarantee better
results than any other method or philosophy, so far as achievement is concerned

14



An examination of the foreign materials included in the appendix
shows that the effects of education are even less well established in Europe
than in the Unitcd States. The volume of research is less and entire areas
are neglected for reasons that can apparently be partly explained by differ-
ences in national character and educational systems. William Taylor re-
ports, for example, that English schools seldom make any self-conscious
effort to impart "citizenship" skills and loyalties through social studies
and civics classes. Taylor speculates that the absence of direct political
education may be attributed to the fact that "English political life has strong-
ly traditional elements; no revolutionary party commands anything more
than a token following, and there is a strong commitment to orderly policy
and decision-making of an orderly kind, supported by the existence of a
solidly based professional civil service. It does not occur to the pupils
in the non-elite schools to challenge this structure; students in the elite
schools arc socialized into their future roles by "incorporating the individ-
ual within the 'total environment' of a residential institution'' rather than
through explicit political instruction. The only recent survey on political
socialization in England strikes a familiar note: Abramson concludes that
"on the basis of these findings . . . it is impossible to isolate the indepen-
dent effects of education. "2-

Gelpi points out that there is comparatively little research on Italian
education possibly because "both in the central offices and the regional
branches of the Ministry of Education there is greater concern for the legal
and formal aspects of education rather than the pedagogic content. " The
author concludes that such research as does exist has thus far been largely
impressionistic rather than scientific and experimental" and that even those
findings are not extensively circulated by the Ministry of Education which
in the tradition of the Italian bureaucracy is "jealous of keeping for itself
what information it has " Gelpi takes special note of the fact that instruc-
tion in civics, intergroup relations, and other non-cognitive areas is both
rare and poorly investigated. Limited evidence does suggest that social
class and familial influences on values and achievement are as decisive in
Italy as in the United States. Gelpi notes that one of the few studies on in-
tergroup relations found "that the impQrtance of the family is far greater
than that of the school in the correlation between social communication and
prejudice, " and that "school grades vary markedly according to social class
levels. "24

Goudsblom's summary of educational research in the Netherlands
shows that much attention "is paid to the problem of whether schools pre-
pare their students well enough for further schooling.-" Goudsbloni attrib



utes this preoccupation :to the fact that the Dutch school system enjoys a
high degree of autonomy and "is run primarily with an eye toward 'tasks'
set by the system itself. "2")

Despite variations in national character and educational systems,
there are nevertheless points of resemblance in the nature of research out-
comes reported for all of the nations represented in this study.

1. The range of educational goals specified for each school system is
far wider than the range of outcomes studied. The bulk of research findings
refer to cognitive variables to the neglect of other interests. Taken collec-
tively, they convey the impression that the primary function of each school-
system is to prepare the student for the next level of education.

2 Existing research has usually failed to establish the independent ef-
fects of education as distinguished from "external resources and constraints.
Such variables as social class, sex, age, and "native ability" probably ac-
count for a substantial, possibly the greater, part of the observed variance
in cognitive achievcment, value orientation, and personality transformation.

3. . There little, persuasive evidence that' favors any of the Warring._
schools-of'edueation..- N6 array of School practices ha-ve be:en demonstrably
more effective'in achieving de.sired outcomes than rival procedUres. :

4. The shared characteristics of educational systems are probably the
chief causal component in societal and individual outcomes that may be at-
tributed to schooling. Much of the gloom about the putative effects of educa-
tion may derive from the failure to observe the relationship between indepen-
dent and dependent variables at the same level of theoretical generality.
The disappointment with the failure of institutional characteristics such as
the nature of the curriculuni, the intellectual "climate, the size of classes,
etc., to influence psychological outcomes such as "emotional maturity" may
simply reflect theoretical naivete. After all, psychiatrists who are engaged
in a direct one-to-one relationship with individual patients report a discourag-
ingly high incidence of failure. It may well be that research in the sociology
of education will be most profitable when inputs and outputs are both on the
same theoretical level, that is to say, when efforts are made to establish
the relationship between gross institutional measures and gross social con-
sequences.

The concentration of research effort on the macro-level would have
the felicitous effect of directing our attention to the uniform, constant, and
durable properties of educational systems rather than their marginal and
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peripheral features. For example, American investigators have been pre-
occupied with detecting the consequences of "authoritarian" versus "demo-
cratic" leadership. The results of these inquiries have been disappointing
partially because normative perscriptions defining classroom atmosphere
severely restrict the amount of permissible variation. It is precisely these
common features of classroom practice that have been ignored and there-
fore discounted as sources of educational outcomes.

Nevertheless one could make a plausible case for the 'proposition that
schools as such create attitudes favorable to the "needs" of a modern indus-
trial society. This insight is partially confirmed by the literature on edu-
cation and economic development and is linked to the interest in "equality
of opportunity" in all of the nations represented in this study. This concern
is refleerted in the development of the English comprehensive school, the
French Deform Act of 1959, the recent German preoccupation with "life
chances" and stirrings in Holland for a "more energetic University policy. "
The importance of the school in the economic sphere derives from its role
as an attitude producing environment. EVCry teacher demands of his pupils
constant adjustments and changes; some of these are small while others re-
quire discontinuous shifts to more austere skill levels. The orga.nization
by grades provides a miniature mobility model with provisions for success
as well gas failuro. Moreover, the school necest.--3arily requires.problem-
solving behavior and is typically regulated by achievement norms. It is
difficult to imagine a more effective introduction to the spirit of modern
economic life.

Claims of this order must, of course, be judged by the same standards
of evidence as those advanced by other authors. In any event we may not be
consoled by the self-evident fact that complex societies could not exist with-
out schools and still retain their present character. We would wish reassu-
rance of adequate "productivity" in educational institutions; i. e, a favorable
ratio of imputs to outcomes. The implication of this review is that, for the
most part, we do not knows if schools achieve what is claimed and hoped for
them and much of what we do know suggests they do not The first tempta-
tion is to attribute this state of affairs wholly to the limitations of schools or
social research or both. An alternative interpretation is that the school op--
erates under inherent constraints which limit its influence including: 1) in-
nate restrictions on human malleability, 2) intrinsic boundaries of formal
education as part of the socialization process, and 3) temporal limits in the
persistence of educational e_fifects.



Human malleability

The conception of man that best sustains faith in education views him
as malleable in that he has few constitutionally or socially derived charac-
teristics that are not amenable to change. Any theory of learning, motiva-
tion, or perception which assigns primacy to intra-organismic processes
that are minimally responsive to any external environment, also affirms
by extension, that the school can exert limited sovereignty over human be-
havior.

The "instinct" and "fitness" theories of an older social biology as rep--
resented by William McDougall and Ilerbert Spencer would thus cast serious
doubts on the potential efficacy of any educational system. But even now
when traditional doctrines of biological determinism are thoroughly discre-
dited, newer versions of the role of the genetic component in behavior sug-
gest that in some areas education operates within narrowly cixcumscribed

For example, nearly all sectors of articulate American opinion are
committed to the idea of developing a meritocracy which features a class
system that permits free social movement and offers equal rewards for
equal talent. According to this, model, if free universal compulsory educa-
tion furnishes high quality education for all children, and intelligence is
equally distributed among all strata then inter generational mobility should
be "perfect, e. each class should contribute the identical proportion of
sons to any given occupation. Any deviation from "perfect mobility" pre-
sumably reflects inequality of, opportunity including educational opportunity.

But suppose as Bruce Eck land contends that "social classes are
breeding populations, " i.e. aggregates of individuals who are statistically
distinct from other aggregates with respect to some gene frequencies as a.
result of assortative mating. " This assertion is in fact supported by modest
correlations in the order of .03 to .06 --in the measured intelligence of
spouses. The significance of these considerations lies in the substantial
relationship between test intelligence and various indices of socio-economic
status and in the contention by some that the genetic component in intern-
gence accounts for perhaps as high as 70 percent of the inter-individual
variance. We may anticipa.te that the within-class variance in intelligence
will contract and the between-clasS variance will expand. It would thus fol-
low that it will "become increasingly unlikely that the same proportions of
children from each class have equal capacities to take advanta.ge of their op-
portunitie,s. The tendency of elites to replace themselves (intergeneration-
ally) is somewhat insured by the nature of any system in which intelligence

:mavtif, -
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is a dynamic factor affecting status placement. " This analysis implies that
the inheritance of class membership is determined by genetic as well as so-
cial processes and that the school, even under the best of circumstances,
can make a more modest contribution to the achievement of perfect mobil-
ity than is sometimes supposed.

There are, of course, standard counter arguments to offset this line
of reasoning. Every responsible genetic theory now concedes that biologi-
cal explanations le-ave-much residual variability unexplained. Since we
cannot know the full potential of any child until we give him the maximum
chance to develop his capacities, it is empirically, and perhaps morally,
questionable to proceed on the basis of a theory of limits. Nevertheless,
we must be open to-the possibility that even if educ:itional research were
flawless and schools superb we might be unable to confirm some educational
claims for the sufficient reason that genetic factors decree that they cannot.

2 6be achieved.

Limits of formal education

Many theories: in the Freudian tradition, Adler and Rank included,
assume the basic personality and moral development is almost exclusively
the result of family interaction and is substantially fixed by the time a
child enters kindergarten. The school is thus able to effect relatively tri-
vial alterations in crucial sectors of a student's life. TIoNvever,
ians such as lorney, Fromm, Eriksen, and Sullivan, as v.-e11 as academic
psychologies such as behaviorism and field theory, do in varying degrees
acknowledge the importance of late childhood and adult socialization and of
environmental influences outside the family. The length of the "formative
years" and the institutional locus of personality and values thus remains
moot. Accordingly, there is no secure El priori basis for estimating the
potential limits of the school's jurisdiction over the non-cognitive domain.

Recently, a number of investigators, notably Bernstein, Bloom, and
Deutsch, have studied the relationship between preschool experiences and
intellectual ability. 7 Collectively they have furnished impressive evidence
that early childhood deprivation may seriously impede the subsequent capa-
city of-children to develop cognitive skills. These allegations which were
the scientific basis for the establishment of Hea.dstart and other preschool
programs thus assert for the intellectual realm what orthodox psychoanaly-
sis has claimed for psychology. The situation is however somewhat differ-
ent. While cognitive possibilities once lost are difficult to retrieve, it may
be possible to meet this dilemma by the simple expedient of drastically
lowering the school entrance age.
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Temporal limits on the persistence of educational effects

Almost all of educational practice is based on the assumption that the
effects of schooling persist beyond the student's departure from the class-
room. The plain fact is that there is, as yet, very little. available evidence
that bears on thC proposition that "edueation is preparation for life. " For
the most part we can only guess 6.) which effects of schooling become mani
fest at some other stage of schooling or the life cycle; h) which effects per-
sist relatively intact for a lifetime; c) which effects become dissipated as a
result of further maturation and experience.

Many teachers console themselves, perhaps legitimately, that schools
are retroactively influential in the later lives of their students: A seeming-
ly irrelvant item of information first acquired in school may become sal-
ient only when the child becomes a man. The phenomenon of the "late
bloomer" in college lends some credence to the view that prior education
may provide-a base such that additional marginal increments of motivation
or experience yield a desirable delayed reaction.

The available literature on higher education suggests that at. least
some of the effects of the total educational process arc virtually complete
by the end of the high school years. College students do acquire additional

information and more sophisticated cognitive skills but there is little rea-
son to believe that personality is significantly altered by collegiate experi-
ence. There is ''in general change in the direction of greater liberalism
and sophistication In politic social, and religious outlook but the.magni-
tude of the change is slight.

Unfortunately, there does not now exist a single study which compares:
college %.,tudents and their noncollege-age peers. There is, moreover, no
.reliable information on so basic a matter as the retention of knowledge by
dropouts, high school graduates, or college alumni at given points after
they leave school. it seems reasonable that many of the effects of school
ing recede in time as memory fades, their relevance declines, and new ex-
periences accumulate. All of these considerations combine to suggest that
research which focuses exclusively on educational outcomes that are observ-
able-during the school years may sometimes seriously underestimate and
sometimes exaggerate the impact of the school.

It seems evident that if education, like politics, is the art of the poss-
ible, we cannot ascertain the "success" or "failure" of school programs
without some theoretical conception of what could ha.ve been achieved. Edt.t
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cation has now become virtually a synonym for individual and social salva-
tion. One of the primary tasks of behavior theory is to discover if, in fact,
the school can sustain the burden.

It is, in any event, certain that as we proceed from folk wisdom to
commencement oratory to insightful theoretical discourse, to the best em-
pirical studies, our confidence in various types of educational claims pro-
gressively declines. Thus, the grand conclusion of the preceding two chap-
ters is that even if we could construct a model of educational goals and
outcomes which satisfied all criteria of formal adequacy there would be few
meaningful entries that could be processed by the scheme.
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8' FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS

5. The gvaluetion of the effectiveness a

Educational Systems: Some Problems



The need for.evaluation of the effectiveness of .echicational,3ystems
in the United,States arises from three related sources:

J.. Education is a public enterprise and, as such, involves the spend-
ing of scarce and valuable public resources. By that token those in charge
are legitimately responsible for an accounting of the disbursement of these
public resources and of the effectiveness of that disbursement, given stated
ends.

2. In a democratic society, that accountability takes on an added dimen-
sion. For it is no to simply an internal bureaucratic matter. Rather
in a society where education. is "everyone's business " the adequacy of
that system is also everyone's business.

3. The implied commitment of democratic educational systems to "edu-
cation for change" and the volatility of social institutions in the society at

. large, requires that inventory shall. be taken at periodic intervals to assesp
the extent-to which there is substantial movement toward desired ends.

It Was shown iii Chapter I, that these three sources from w.hieh, the
need and the 'legitimacy of evaluation arise are at the same time three ma-
jor sources of complexity for any one Who tries toideVelOp an adequate
model for the nIC."asti.-emelit of the effectiveness of such educational sys-
t OM s.

Thus, the high visibility of the educational system and its govern-
ance, which underlies the public accountability of that system, also makes
possible the constant confrontation, albeii partial and often inaccurate, by
relevant publics, such as parents and employers, of the "outcomes" of
that system, as they personally encounter those outcomes in the form o
their children and their employees.

So, too, the legitimacy of and relevance of the voices and opinions
of numerous concerned publics, related to the educational system in one
or another degree of directness and primacy, endows their expressed con-
cern with the outcome with legitimacy and gives them the right to argue
for the relevance of criteria of adequLlc..1,r other than those currently being
followed by those delegated to run schools.

Finally, the fact that education in a democracy is by that token
11 education for change complicates the evaluation problem enormously
by taking the fact of "shifting goals" and "shifting criteria" as a "given"



of educational Operations. ,Evaluation of stable systems, with fixed goals
and fixed criteria of achievement, is difficult enough. Those difficulties
are obviously multiplied ..m any times over when the continuous " em er
gence" Of goals 18-taken as --a natural -and desirable condition of the sys-
tem.

The difficulties just cited notwithstanding, the need for and the polit-
ical pressure toward the-development of Sound instruments, for the evalu-
ation of the effectiVeness of the system are Undeniable. That effective7
ness may be said to be measurable by the extent to which the intentions
OP goals of the system are being achieved, within the limits of 'the stated
or expected costS. EVery guide :to evaluation that one can find in the
literature stresSes the importance of getting the goals of the enterprise
Clearly stated. OtherwiSe, no evaluation is possible --certainly no ra-
tional evaluation.

But the problems involved in discovering what are the goals of an
enterprise such as the "educational system of the United States". are far
more complex than they seem at first. These matters are being treated
at length in another i- section of this report (see chapter on Goals). Suffice
it to say that any one of several possible indicators of the goals could be
utilized. These include the following:

1. Declared ends by chief educational officers in the system.

2. Declared ends by chief political officers of the society or commun-
ity in which the educational system is located.

3. Expressions of community sentiment (or several or many of them)
regarding what the sohools ought to be doing and accomplishing.

. What teachers are trained to work toward and to try to accomplish.

5. What school boast about or take pride, in or compare themselves on,
relative to other schools or other societies' systems.

6. What the schools measure as the mark of the achievement of the
students.

7. What the schools honor, by way of reward and commendation,
the performance or behavior of the students.

8. The content of the so-called formal curriculum -- namely, what is
sought to be "taught"; and here how much lime, money, and skill in the
school system is devoted to what subjects? '1-his is an operational mea-
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sure, in place of which one might put the school. budget broken down. by
cate.gores of topics to which va.rious sums and kinds of personnel are
allocated,

9. What skills, capacities and knowledge are used as bases of judg-
ment by one stage of the school system to decide which students ought to
goon to the next stage (e. g, note the college admission practices and crir
teia here).

10. Finally, one could look at the range of adult tasks and, roles which
everyone is supposed to perform and ask to what extent it is explicitly
or implicitly assumed that the schools will be instrumental in preparing
young people for these adult roles. This would be a bundle of intentions
which would surely overlap considerably with explicitly stated intentions
of school officials, community members, political leaders, etc.

Clearly, one will be seeking too determine different things about the
outcomes of a school's efforts, depending on which of these various poss-
ible "goal statements" one uses as his guide.

Clearly, too, when the question is put in terms of seeking to dis-
cover the extent to which a school system is achieving its desired ends,
one is implicitly committed to using as indicators one or more of the de-
clared sets of intentions of parti.cipants in the school system. For many
purposes, such a procedure would be quite legitimate and useful. One
need not raise the question of whether the school should be striving after
this or that goal, but only given the. goals it declares for are they being
achieved?

There are, however, serious complications involved in following
this line of thought even if one confines his attention to only one school
system. For the relevance of differing publics and their opinions as to
what the schools ought to be achieving makes it extremely difficult to se-
lect arbitrarily any single set of goals affirmed by any single public or
derived from any single source (among those listed earlier). Suppose,
for example, that it is decided to evaluate how effectively the system is
operating against the criteria of the "declared goals" of the chief educa-
tional officers in the system; and then it is discovered that there is seri-
ous disagreement in the community with regard to these goals?

The problem here is similar to, though not identical with, the com-
parable problem in evaluation. For the competing publics involved in any
one educational system may present as wide a diversity of desired out-
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comes as one might find: among 1,7a.ridus national systems of educatiOn
even if one took as indicators the formally declared purposes of education
as the meaF.iures of the "ends" of each of the systems involved. In i3ief,
one does not eliminate the "comparative" problem by focusing alone on
one educational system. Al least one does not eliminate thoSe aspect of
the comparative problem which have to do with the diversity Of goals,
even though, in the comparative situation the diversity occurs among
Several systems being compared rather than among publics within one
system.

This problem 18 present to sOme degree even in more:mondlithic
systems in which the presence Of differing publiCs is politically less rele:-
vant Simply because there is a single center of "goal declarations. " Such
is the case in some national educational systems where national 'ministries
Operate adeording to formally prescribed and apparently c]earcut man-
dates. Suchrsysterns '7-- traditional Italian education is one example
Cont encounters a significant disparity between what the national ministry
declareS ought to be done and what the teachers in fact chOOse to do with
the educational mandateS and resources given to them. The teachers, as
the operating agents of 'education, are the effectiVe goal. setters, Within
the framework of the Very 'general guidelineS given by the national
try and the formally prescribed curriculum,:

That "diversity" and 'dissent" are always possible, even in tradi-
tional and autocratic systems of education, is evidenced in the recent waves
of protest against traditional education in various European countries.
These protests have been no less violent in manner or fundamental in con-
tent than those recently experienced in the United States. They indicate
that the degree of dissent and demand for change is not necessarily cor-
related with the degree of looseness, ambiguity, and legitimated dissent
that has been previously present in the system. Recent reforms of edu-
cation., or the promises thereof, in such countries as England, France,
Germany, and Italy, among others, reveal quite clearly that the voices
of the "captive students" or clients of the educational system must now
also be counted in the diversity of "goal formulators," even if they have
been largely still or ignored until now.

Problem, of inter-system comparison

The emphasis here on the comparative dimension of the problem of
evaluation is caused by our mention to develop a Model for the measure-
ment of the effectiveness of educational systems -- without specific re-
gard to what kind of system it happens to be. It was in line with that in-
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terest that we first developed some specificatims of the boundaries,
structures, functions, and strains present in any and all educational sys-
tems. It was then indicated where the problems generic to all such sys-
tems took on special meaning and dimensions. This occurs when the
systems are specified and differentiated by size, number of personnel
involved, number of functions allocated to the system number of sys -
tem s in interaction and type of socio-political values to which the society
and the education systems were oriented.

If one seeks to develop a generic model for evaluation for any and
all systems, the "comp.arative" problem becomes paramount. These
problems have been described and considered in great detail in a number
of important documents (see, for example, Comparing Nations). 1

They need not be recited in detail here. They include all the expected
problems encountered in comparing across system boundaires in any one
heterogeneous culture, such as 1) the comparability of.the meaning of
questions, 2) the comparability of indices such as achievement tests, 3)
the variability in the implications for the society of varying outcomes
( e. g. what does it mean to society "x" to turn out a labor force with ten
percent professionals as against the society "y"? If the needs are very
different the implications of this outcome, and its "desirability" will ob-
viously differ) ; 4) the comparability of inferences from the same kinds
of data ( e.g. the underrepresentation of an ethnic group in an occupa-
tional or educational elite in one country may be due to very different
reasons than those which account for a comparable underrepresentation
in another country); 5) the comparability of aggregated data (e. g. a fig-.
ure representing the median number of hours of homework done by school
children in one country on a given subject may be approximately the same
as the figure for children in another country, but the profile of the dis
tributions may var.- greatly) ; and 6) the "meaning" of homework may be
substantially differ. t, class by class within any one country, and across
countries.

We put aside these technical problems, important as they are, in
order to focus on our major problem of the moment: how does one com-
pare nations or systems if they have avowedly different educational

. goals in mind'? That is, assuming for the moment that all the problems
of how to get reliable data relevant to comparisons have been solved,
we confine out attention alone t_ o the problem of diversity of goals. Thus,
if nation "x" seeks to train an elite of technical and scientific personnel
and nation "y" is mostly concerned with a vision of genuine equality of
quality education for all children, of what use will it be to compare such
nations and how can one make a meaningful comparison?
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One possibility is to compare systems on just this feature --name-
ly, the difference in the goals sought by each, and the extent to which the
differing sets of goals arc being achieved. One might also as1.--, what pro-
portion of commonly desired goals, ir there be any such, were being
achieved in respective school. systems. All these would be interesting
and useful for some purposes.

What is needed, however, is a framework of comparison which not
only makes all of these just recited comparisons and others possible,
but also provides an inventory of Pll possible goal orientations against
which the aspirations and achievements of any system could be measured.

Such a. master list is in principle easy enough to construc.t. It can
be done inductively by canvassing a representative sample of goal state-
ments and including everything one finds on such a hunt. The chances
that systems investigated subsequently might have still other goals is not
unlikely, but it is not serious. One simply expands the list when such
additional goals are encountered.

Alternatively, one can proceed somewhat more systematically, and
perhaps more comprehensively, by deductively constructing a master list
of possible goal strivings out of a generalized conception of the educa
tional process and all its possible outcomes. This requires a conception
of that process that is sufficiently general to comprehend most "things"
recognized as a form of an educational system at the same time that it
is not simply a synonymous formulation for a society in general. But
this is more difficult than it sounds.

For, if an educational system is defined as that body of norms, a-
gencies, .personnel and processes which is chartered to prepare the youth
of a society for effective participation as adults, and one then goes on to
the possible roles here implied, one unavoidably ends with a form of an-
alytical classification of all societal activities. This may be hidden at
the outset by the level of generalization or specificity on which the roles
are stated. The level may be so general that typical adult roles, nor-
mally stated in more specific terms, may not easily be located on the
list. Or, alternatively, the list may be so specific that the broader terms
in which general social roles arc normally stated may not easily be seen
as organizing principles of the detailed spcc.ifics.

These are only routine problems of classification, however. They
do not materially alter the basic fact that a list of possible goal orienta-
tions of educational systems that would be both sufficiently comprehensive
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to include the ranges of probable empiridal cases and yet be relevant to
a specific conception of education (as the process Of preparation for
adult life) would, in fact, be a :list of all Major social roles normally
reqUired or potentially requitable of adults. In short, the list of all
possible educational goals is the list of the structural or fUnctional req-
uisites of societal maintenance stated in role-playing terms.

This is quite evident when one scans the following pages labeled
"Domains," "Aspects of Domains, " and "Facets of Domains, " which
represent a list of the institutional areas and activities in which the
adult roles for which students arc to be prepared could be located.

This classificatory scheme is presented here as an example-of
what an allembracing inventory of educational goals might look like.
As with all such lists, alternative forms of classification might have
been employed, either by increasing Or decreasing the level of specific-
ity or by making several categories out of activities which are now sub-
sumed under one heading.

Group 5, for instance, includes activities connected with the absorp-
tion, understanding, and participation in science, art, philosophy, reli,--
gion, play, and recreation. There is good reason to suppose that aneat-
er classification, somewhat less extensive, might be devised here.

The same critique applies to the way in which domains have been
subdivided into major aspects A. the requirements of N,ole or activity;
B. the standards and norms guiding role playing; C. the specifications of
the role, including routines and time allocations; and D. the rewards of
role playing. These might have been made more or >less general, and
greater specificity in the subdivisions of the aspects might have been in-
cluded.

But again, this is a relatively trivial critique. The important thing
is that the list is sufficiently comprehensive to include any and all aspect
of roles that could conceivably be relevant. If not, this is an error of
classification rather than a fault in the general conception of what such
a list should include.

In this scheme are included the distinctive among various modali-
ties of the goals, that is, whether it is knowii:ig about the role require-
ments, or valuiiig these requirements, or rehearsinci these requirements
(where rehearsing is summed up under the word "doing"), that is sought.
This tripa.rtite classification into knowin.g, valuing, and doing refers then
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DOMAINS-

Major Institutional [tales and Non-Role Structured Activities
as Domains within Which Educational Goals Co Uld Be Located

Economic: including both production or service role and consump-
tion

Political: including the varying forms of possible participation in
the political process from holding office to membership in party
to voting.

Primary Group Membership Roles: including both those connected
to kinship and reproductive functions-and structures, and those
found in nonkin structures and relationships (e. g. friendship,
love, etc.)

Socialization and/or Educational Activities: including every-thing
concerned with the activities of the person as a socializer or edu-
cator of the young on the one hand, and his own .involvement in
education beyond the cut-off point here used to locate educational
outputs.

Activities Connected with the Absorption, Understanding and Vari-
ous Participations in the Cultural Heritage of the Society includ-
ing science, art, philosophy, religion, play, and recreation.

Orientations to Self and Others: including intrapersonal, interper-
sonal, and intergroup attitudes, where otherwise not classifiable
as specific to another role arca and intended to refer to the gen-

,

eralized person.

Physical Wellbeing: which we classify separately here, for no good
reason other than that it is univc-,rsally or nearly universallycited
by every goal-stater and is not easily manageable under the above-
listed categories.



ASPECTS OF DOMAINS
(Apply to each DOMAIN in turn)

Characteristics of institutional Roles and Non-Role Structured Activities,
Which Constitute Subdivisions of the Roles and Activities,

to Guide Specification and Allocation of Concrete School Behaviors

A. Requirements of Role or Activity
1. Relational (how do you haVe to get on or relate?)

a. iinterpersonal
b. intergroup

Knowledge (what do you have to know?)

Skills (what do you have to be able to do?)
a. mental, psychological, etc.
b. physical manual, etc.

Resources (what do you have to have?)
a. material resources
b. human (personnel)
c. psychic (e. g. personality traits, etc.)

B. Standards and Norms
1. Moral (including legal)
2. Aesthetic
3. Style and manners

Specifications of Role
1. Routines (what do you do while performing the role?)

Tim e- alloc at ions
Space and movement

Rewards of Role
Property (rights and responsibility over goods and services)

Power (derived from role or other rewards and not the power that
is role-specific)

Psychic gratifications (all those gratifi_.ations not otherwise
classifiable as arising from or due to or contained
in property and power)

intrapersonal (e. g, selfconsul-nil-If-I.-tory, ego enhancement)
interpersonal (prestige, esteem, honor, etc. )



FA
C

E
T

S 
O

F 
D

O
M

A
IN

S
(A

pp
ly

 to
 e

ac
h 

D
O

M
A

IN
-A

SP
E

C
T

 in
 tu

rn
)

T
yp

es
 o

f 
E

du
ca

tio
na

l G
oa

ls
 o

r
A

im
s 

or
 O

ut
pu

ts
E

xp
lic

itl
y.

 A
ff

ir
m

ed
 o

r 
D

es
ir

ed
, o

r 
In

fe
rr

ab
le

 f
ro

m
, i

nt
er

 a
lg

a
B

ud
ge

ts
 o

f 
M

on
ey

, T
fr

ne
, P

er
so

nn
el

: O
ut

co
m

es
 E

va
lu

at
ed

: H
on

or
s 

A
w

ar
de

d:
So

ur
ce

s 
of

 S
tr

ai
n 

an
d 

D
is

ap
po

in
tm

en
t R

ec
or

de
d:

 T
ea

ch
er

 I
- 

C
ha

ra
ct

er
is

tic
s

an
d 

Pr
ep

ar
at

io
n 

St
re

ss
ed

: C
ur

ri
cu

lu
m

 C
on

te
nt

 B
al

an
ce

 (
H

ou
rs

 A
llo

ca
te

d,
 e

tc
.)

V
A

L
U

IN
G

D
O

IN
G

A P
R

E
P

E F
O

E
A

R R
v

- 
T

N
I

G
N G

* 
It

is
 o

bv
io

us
 to

 w
ha

t e
xt

en
t w

e 
dr

aw
 u

po
n 

G
ui

lf
or

d'
s 

th
in

ki
ng

he
re

.
Se

e
P.

. G
ui

lf
or

d 
an

d 
R

al
ph

 H
oe

pf
ne

r,
 "

St
ru

ct
ur

e-
of

-I
nt

el
le

ct
Fa

ct
or

s 
an

d 
T

he
ir

 T
es

ts
, 1

96
6,

"
R

ep
or

ts
 f

ro
m

 T
he

 P
sy

ch
ol

oc
ic

al
L

ab
or

at
or

y,
 U

ni
ve

rs
ity

 o
f 

So
ut

he
rn

 C
al

if
or

ni
a,

4 
36

, J
un

e 
19

66
.

F
t A T T G

r
y R E A T



to types of "educational Outcomes" or achievements' 'regarding various
aspects of rbles, in Various domains, toward whi.ch educational effort
could be directed.

This classificatery,schethe proVides for a) four major aspects of
roleS (without Specifying the types of roles themselves) which could be
found in any or all of b) seven major institutional. or roles-tructured
dornains, with possible emphasis on c) any or all of three facets of any
and all domain aspects, This creates a 4x7x3 matrix, or a total of 84
possible cchleational outcomesembracing all posSible suchOUteomeS,
If further specified by the SubdiVisions of the clOmain.-aspe-ctS, the addi-
tional multiplier of 13 (to substitute for the 4 domain-aspects indicated
above) yields a total of 263 possible types of edueatiOnal outcomes on
Which all systems could be Compared.

It appears as though one is now prepared to start tabulating educa-
tional goals or outcomes in any system. But it becomes immediately
apparent that one still has to choose among, several possible competing
or overlapping or counter-claiming lists of intended educational outcome
For, as one seeks to make entries from various school systems on the
matrix provided by the 7x3x13 elements just described, and if one is in
structed to indicate for any given system which of the various boxes ought
to be checked one has to ask whose version of the goals should be used?

A cheerful and promising resolution to this problem suggests itself:
ignore.itthat,is, instead of worrying over alternative versions of in-
tentions, focus alone on the outcomes of educa.tional systems and enter
these in the appropriate boxes on the master, list, Against these claimed
or demonstrated outcomes, one can then measure any of the sets of
claimed intentions, to ask to what extent those have been fulfilled accord-
ing to the best available evidence.

So conceived, the classific:atory scheme becomes a device for the
location of any and all educational outcomes, to be noted in such a way
that, for any given system, it will be readily apparent. 1) How many of
all possible educational outcomes have been "evaluated, " I. c, measured
or claimed in some way;? 2) Dow frequently have any particular sets of
outcomes been measured? 3) Which outcomes have been relatively- or
totally ignored, so far as measurement is concerned? 4) Against the
claims of the system, how many of these claims have any evidential ba-
sis whatsoever? Or, alternatively, against the stated intentions of the
system, how many of these intentions have been examined for possible
out c om e?
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To sum: start with a preconceived, analytically complete or al
most complete model of all possible educational outcomes, stated at the
appropriate levels of generalization and all sufficiently clear in their
"coverage" to serve as adequate guides in coding and entering specific
types or behavior on which there is research. In this matrix of precon-
ceived possible outcomes, enter material found by searching through any
and all kinds of studies of educational outcomes. These are then decoded
for allocation to the proper category in the matrix and are then entered.
For any given system, this provides a profile of educational goal accom-
plishments, claimed or actual, which can then be used for whatever com-
parative purposes may seem important.

Four such possible comparative purposes, among others, may be
envisioned:

1. A comparison of a school's measured outcomes with its stated in-
tentions (however the latter is decided); an estimate of the extent and
type of disparity is thus provided; gaps are found; unsupportable claims
are identified, etc.

2. A comparison of the disparities (types and amounts) between a
school's recorded or measured outcomes and the possible totality of
goals to which it might be committed and which it might have sought to
measure. (This, then, is a measure of disparity between actual out-
comes measured and the totality- of all possible. One could also do this
for the disparity- between those actually .measured and those claimed but
not measured.)

3. A comparison of the disparity between intentions and outcomes of
school "A" as against the comparable disparity for school "B."

4. A compa.rison of the disparity between actuai outcomes of school
"A" and the totality of all possible outcomes, with the comparable dis-
parity for school "B."

These arc only some of the possible analyses that could be made
by the procedures suggested. The same matrix can also be used for en-
tering intended outcomes. So, for any given school, there are 1) a list
of all possible outconles and various sets of 2) intended outcomes, 3)
claimed outcomes and 4) measured outcomes. These can be compared
against each other, for whatever they might illuminate; and then the dis-
parities and/or the intentions, and/or the claims, and/or the measured
outconles of any given school can be compared with any of these four facets.
for any other school.



The complexity of these operations becomes evident when one seeks
to identify measured or claimed outcomes of education -- where the
claims are not simply bland assertions without any resemblance of trust
worthy evidence. It is a twofold complexity. OD the one hand, there is
the enormous amount of material available by way of test scores of every
conceivable kind -- starting with simple, daily quizzes given in individwt1
classrooms and proceeding, at least in the United States, to the standard
achievement tests, and then the College Boards, or PSAT's and the SAT's.
What in this welter of material ought to be used?

The second complexity is found in the sparsity of genuine research
investigations with regard to educational outcomes, where some effort
have been made to relate some presumably relevant variables to given
educational outcomes, e. g. the relations between prejudice and cognitive
restriction or parochialism in cognitive functioning.

This second complexity nags. For, there is no provision at all in
the matrix for propositions about the bearing of any given variable on any
of the several hundred possible educational outcomes. At this point, one,
is moving from classification to genuine evaluation. In so doing, one
makes clear the limited utility of this kind of matrix. It is on e that
serves principally the purposes o.0 allowing for the location and notation,
in systematic terms, of any of three possible versions of educational out-
comes: 1) intended (however judged); 2) claimed (measured or not); and
3) measured. These can then be compared against each other; or they
can be compared against the whoic matrix of all. possible outcomes; and
then comparisons can be made for any given system with any other on
any of the three versions of educational outcomes listed above, with spe-
cial reference to types and amount of disparities.

So specified, it is now possible to assess the gaps between this
model and one that would serve the purposes of genuine evaluation. First,
it is clear that the ability of this model to measure the effectiveness of
educational systems is limited to identifying outcomes, and the dispar-
ities between claims and outcomes, or intentions and outcomes. It can
be used, if so desired, to enable systems to identify where they fall on
various scales of measured achievements, or disparities between inten-
tions and achievements, for their 0 Wn internal comparison or for com-
parison with other systems. But the model does not permit any identifi-
cation of the sources or consequences of success or failure of any aspect
of the educational systems in question. Thus, schools can discover what
they are not able to say about what they have done; or what they can legiti-
mately say they have. done; or at least what the students appear to be able
to do. But they cannot discover from this model why or how they have
achieved only this much and not moire.
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In short, the model falls far short of any classical model of evalu-
ation whose primary purpose is the determination of the effectiveness of
planned (or even unplanned but measured) social action toward given
ends, with the further intent of rationally introducing further social ac-
tion when the proper identification has been made of where such inter-
vention ought most reasonably to occur.

As H. Hyman has put it, "Evaluation refers to the procedures of

fact-finding about the results of planned social action which in turn move
the spiral of planning ever upwards. It is the proper methodological ac
companiment of rational action. t, 2

Hyman then elaborates by noting that the prime problem in evalua-
tion is "to provide objective, systematic and comprehensive evidence on
the degree to which the program achieves its intended objectives plus
the degree to which it produces other unanticipated consequences, which
when recognized would also he regarded as relevant to the agency." 3

When Hyman talks of a program achieving its intended objectives,
he is referring clearly to a program of means or processes or acts of
intervention of the so-called effective variables. He is not referring to
an institution or agency such as a school except indirectly as the home
or locus or the agency behind the program. The program is one of
"means." And thus When one talks of the extent to 1,vhich a program =-
achieves its objectives -- one is asking the very complex question of
wIkether this set of means prdIluced the stated or measured outcomes.
This is a very complex problem. It is the typical, or prototypical,
classical problem of research design. In its "best" form, evaluation is
equivalent to the full scientific experimental design.

Hyman notes the importance of a number of stages in any such de-.
sign or program of evaluation as follows:

conceptualizing the objectives of the program

conceptua.lizing unanticipated consequences

controlling for extraneous sources of change by experimental
designs
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controlling; for effect of repeated testing

controlling for biases in the quality of response and those result-
ing from non-reportirig

weighing effectiveness in the light of restricted ceilings for change

weighing effectiveness in terms of individual changes vs. net changes

weighing effectiveness by combining disparate aspects of change

weighing the amount of effectiveness

After these stages come those steps without which all the methodo-

logical rigor of the preceding nine stages would be without much point.

For, what is next required to complete the evaluation process, according

to Hyman, is understanding the findings on effectiveness by 1) describing

the program; 2) describing the subjects; 3) assessing the differential ef-

fects among contrasted typos of subjects; 4) assessing the contribution or

different aspects of the program; and 5) conducting inquiry into the pro-

cesses by which the programs produce effectiveness.

When one sees this agenda of a complete evaluation effort, it is
clear that the model presented here is far from anything of the sort.

Yet, it may be argued., on behalf of this model, that 1) it is an in--

dispensable first step, and 2) it is the only reasonable step toward evalu

ation of educational effectiveness that can be taken at this time in light of

the available data on educational outcomes. (This second claim may be

qualified by noting that it is probably eminently possible to conduct very

good evaluative work with available data on certain very restricted differ

ences in limited domains of cognitive outputs.)

The Indispensable First Ste_p

Earller it was seen why any effort to identify the "aims of educa-
tion" for any given system must fall prey to the difficulties inherent in

the fact that numerous publics make goal statements and claim right and

propriety in setting goals for schools.

If one has to bypass the stage of conceptualizing the objectives of

the program (as one must, given the difficulty and the absence of any con-

ceivable non-arbitrary solution), one must then resort to conceptualizing

the outcomes of the program, without of course specifying which program

is meant in any particular case.



Instead, one speaks of all, educational programs in their hypotheti-
cal totality. That totality is defined by the fact that everything and any-
thing that in effect contributes to the preparation of the child for playing
the total range of his adult roles is to be considered as part of the edu-
cational system. And even if no explicit attention is paid to various as-
pects of this preparation, it is clear that even the formal educational sys-
terns impinge on all of these possible adult roles to one degree or another.

But before any real pressure toward more complete and sounder
evaluation can be developed, it is very important, given the politics of
democratic systems, that awareness of the inadequacy of the current state
of knowledge about educational achievements beproduc.ed. This is urged,
on the assumption that rational and planned change only occurs when there.
has first developed dissatisfaction with the current state of affairs. It

seems impossible to generate this dissatisfaction and, in turn, produce
significant alterations in the behavior of educational systems until. they
have had some kind of rational inventory of theiT current achievements.

But it can confidently be said that no school systems, local., state,
or national, has any very sound idea at all about the extent to which it has
achieved its stated intentions -- whatever they may be so long as those
intentions include more than certain restricted cognitive outputs. judg-
ing by most of the available literature, every school system makes
claims way beyond what it knows. There is profound ignorance among
schools at all levels of organization and administration about most of
their activities.

Hence, an inventory as proposed here is an indispensable first step.

The Only Step That Can Be Taken Now

The reasons just cited in defense of an inventory of outcomes as an
indispensable first step also are relevant to the claim that such an inven-
tory is the only step that can be taken now. For if rational evaluation is
not possible until school systems learn they are inadequate, and if they
can't reach this knowledge until their ignorance of their own accomplish-
ments is made dramatically and politically visible, then obviously the
rendering visible and dramatic of that ignorance is a necessary first step.
But, just as important, the development of the model along the lines sug-
gested is imperative because any further steRs toward development of a
more complete model (including intentions, means, processes, agencies,
etc. , not to mention cost-accounting both of intended and unanticipated
consequences and processes) requires that there be available a body of
data on these other aspects of educational systems that simply is not now
available.



For example, one cannot evaluate the effectiveness of school pro-
grams aimed at citizenship tra.ining until there is information about the
input, the processes, and the outcomes.

The problem here is that though one can conjure up a hypothetical
and, rationa:: model of all possible school outcomes, by borrowing the
model of the structure of all possible social. behavior, one cannot do the
same with regard to other aspects of educational structure and function
ing.

Thus, one cannot conjure, without data, a model of the range of

possible relationships between forms of teacher behavior and the emer-
gence of creativity in children -- assuming it is known what is meant by
creativity -- until the dimensions of teacher behavior, as they might im-
pinge on children's creativity have been conceptualized and a range of

studies undertaken, thereby providing a range of empirical variations
from which one might then conceptualize and develop a more general list
of possibilities.

The problem here is essentially the same as that of conceptualiz
all possible goals. In principle, it should not be more difficult to con-
ceptualize "all possible teacher behaviors" than it is to do so for "all
possible educational.outcomes. Yet, it somehow seems terribly more
difficult, and that is surely caused, at least in part, 1.34r the fact that
"types of teacher behavior" as they impinge on types of,sludent behavior
have not been very well explored at ail. Hence, there is little jassit,:11,Qc-

tual yeast and flour with which to bake the cake.

Moreover, such data are not likely to be sought until 8(.:1- 0
toms feel compelled to know what they are doing. But schools are not
likely to do so until they come to care about school processes as they im-
pinge on educational outcomes. And, this cannot happen until they know
and care about'these outcomes and about changing them where they are
unsatisfactory. The first steps, there.Core, should help schools to come
to know about themselves and thereby hopefully to come to care about
their current inadequacies and possible ways of changing.



Formative vs. Sum m a t iv e Evaluation

Cronbach4has argued against the type of evaluation here proposed
as a first step, on the grounds that it is in the long run uneconomic,' and
that the more efficient way is to have a continuous interplay between on-
going evaluation and ongoing modification of materials as they are being
tried out.

However, there is only a technological but not a principled distinc-
tion between this type of summative research and the kind that Cronbach
urges. When measuring the achievements of various school systems, it
is admittedly difficult to keep a running inventory of ongoing school out-
comes to be used for modification of existing school enterprises. At the
same time, it is clear that just as one can keep "his finger on the pulse"
of the economy, so too, one ought to be able in principle to keep his
finger on the pulse of educational systems. 'Perhaps the pulse that one
measures is much slower; perhaps, that is, one takes readings on the
educational system at intervals of a year or more, rather than every
quarter or every month. But, it should be possible, given the proper in-
dices, to take sample soundings at frequent intervals and to develop trend
lines and projections andhence warning and encouragement signals.

The diffe.rence between formative vs. summative research, then,
is one of time,.-strategy. If four years are taken to be the time over
which things are going to be done, and if a reading is taken once a year,
and niodifications made on the basis of that reading, this is formative
research in the technical sense, though from the point of view of a shorter
time period, the reading after one year is summative research, i, e.
evaluation after things are completed over the course of a year.

The crucial fact for anyone planning for such evaluative research
is that it will be useless to conduct a running inventory unless one also
creates mechanisms for correction of identified trends. This means
power and control of the kind invested, for instance, in the Federal Re-.
serve Board, or comparable agencies, who seek to adjust the direction
of the economy by measures regulating the flow of critical variables.
One might conceivably look forward in the not-too-distant future to the
time when such regulatory agencies, controlling sources of key educa-
tional variables, might be established, so that adjustments could be made
periodically as the readings showed them to be required.

But, of course, reporting systemswill be required that are at least
as adequate as those governing the economy. And,' criteria and indices
of wellbeing of the system will have to be developed along a number of
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crucial dimensions, sufficiently general to identify national outcomes,
Using data-from a Wide range of sources,-

As a first appro7Amation, one might think of the cooperation be
tween the Bureaxt of Labor Statistics and other such agencies concerned
With the flow of manpower, and the school systems.: From these sources
might come regular reporting as,to the kinds of skillS that arc being cre-
ated in the schoolS and what kind are 'needed in the labor market. There
is no reason to suppose that in a very feW years such cooperation could
not qu ickl.y be developed, assuming it was ageed upon that the schools
arc a main source of manpower training of varibus'.kinds.

This idea may cause some hesitation because it seems to require
the deliberate manipulation of the career plans of youth attuned to the
.national demand for various kinds of talents, and it implicitly converts
the schools into giant centers of vocational guidance, training, and place-
ment. But the vision here is broader than that. It includes identifying
trends in book-reading, theater-going, creative writing, mental health,
scientific understanding, and prejudice and discrimination in intergr()up
relations -- and then making adjustments in school curricula where it is
felt that such interventions might conceivably be rCS13011.FAVO to the identi-
fied shortcomings.

Problems' of Coriceopalizing Outcomes

We return now, albeit briefly, to a crucial feature of any evaluation
effort, namely, adequate conceptualiza_tion of the outcomes with whichwe
are concerned. Everyone warns of this urgency and everyone is correct
in doing so, of course, for the simple reason that unless you know clearly
beforehand and state clearly beforehand what it is you desire to achieve
there is no way of discovering whether you have achieved it later on.
One cannot, in scientific decency, retrospectively select criteria of out-
come and then point to the convenient results as evidence of achievement.

The problems facing investigators here are rather great, not so
much because of any so-called great difficulty in conceptualizing all kinds
of outcome but rather .because of two other features: 1) the chronic lack
of concern on the part of schools, school officials, parents of al. with
any outcomes of the elementary and secondary schools except. those rele-
vant to college admission. 2) th technical problems of conceptualization:
namely, the translation of such concepts into operational terms suscept-
ible of measurement.
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Gagne5 has made an obvious and useful suggestion: the goals should
be stated in such a way that once they have been stated there is no inter-
vening step of specifying content of the goal; that is already specified as
the goal itself. Thus, for him, curriculum objectives become the ex-
pected capacities of students in specified domains of human activity.

This general guide seems useful enough, with two serious problems
facing us: 1) how do we put these specified and expected capabilities of
students on a level sufficiently general to permit easy collection of data?
(a must when we are dealing*with national educational systems), and 2)
how do we identify the school-outcome correlative or indicator of the de-
sired adult activity? The problem is easy for Gagne insofar as he defines
these objectives in school-functioning terms, such as being able to multi-
ply fractions, printing whole sentences, etc. But, when one asks, as
one must, what school performances will be predictive or indicative of
various kinds of desired adult role capabilities, the problem becomes-
much more complex. If a student knows how to multiply fractions, what
does that tell us about his likely capabilities in various adult roles? At
best, we can enter such an outcome in the cognitive domain as another
accomplishment, to accompany the many there already about whose pre-
dictive or indicative value we have little or no idea.

This problem of the correlation of school capabilities \vith adult
capabilities -- has hardly been recognized, since it has almost always
been assumed to be "self-evident." One teaches Latin and Greek, of course,
because Latin and Greek are what any educated man ought to have. 6

So one has a concept of the educated man as the desired kind of adult, and
one knows the things an educatedman-must have before he can be so called,
and hence one includes these things in his school training.

But, just as we are no longer sure of who belongs where m the class
structure, so now we no longer have such firm and fixed notions as the
educated man to guide us in the selection of school curriculum. This is
all too evident, for instance, in the major codification of educational
goals to be found in the literature. As one examines, for example, the



work of Bloom, Krathwohl and associates, and sees the ranges of things
schools are assumed to be doing, and asks what are the relevance of
theseAo adult behavior, it becomes clear that we do not know their rele-
vance.

8o, two questions face the future evaluator: 1) What do. you wanty v n
the children to become? to be able to do? to feel? to know? to respond
to? to be concerned about? 2) What do you know (and how do you know
it) of the relationship between the so-called school behavior and the so-
called adult behavior you desire the student to be ready for?

It becomes clear, then, that the disjunction, over time and content,
between school behavior and adult behavior is crucial problem for eval-
uation of school results. There is no point in measuring one or another
school outcome unless it has some significance, This is the distinction
that Scriveri7 has made between the so-called goals of evaluation and the
purposes of evaluation. Fie refers here to "measuring teacher sensitiv-
ity" as a goal, of evaluation, whose purpose, however, may be to improve
selection procedures in dealing with teacher applicants, or in selectively
culling out faculty for retraining.

In short, he is analytically partitioning the evaluative process into
steps or phases, and taking the proximate goals of evaluation as against
the more remote or ultimate goals, and calling the former "goals" and
the latter "purposes. " This is, in effect, only a distinction between short
range and long range goals of evaluation. While this distinction is worth
making, it must not be thought to be an important analytic discovery nor
one that calls for different procedures in evaluation.

Needless to say, a vast frontier of unexplored territory in the field
of the correlation of school. behavior with adult behavior is there for the
working or exploration. Conceivably, a good deal of this could be retro
spective, in the sense that one might identify various types of school popu--
lations by their types of school behavior and then identify them in the
adult world to see what correla.tion, if any, there is between the two kinds
of behaviors. Thus, the AC1 8 staff has been investigating such impor
tant questions as the relations between school grades and various mea-
sures of adult achievement. In its now little classical study, it has shown
that, on the basis of about 45 different pieces of research on this subject--



all'of them of varying quality- one may say there is little or no discern-
RAE: correlation between adult occupational or vocational success, as
measured in a variety of ways, and the rank of the student by his grades
in college. On the basis of this finding, Hoyt suggests that one ought to
look into the whole question of grading to see whether it is serving other
purposes, in view of the fact that it does not seem to serve the purpose
of predicting differential success and failure at the ultimate point of pay-
off.

For all its shortcomings, this type of retrospective and secondary
analysis of school outcomes as they bear on adult behavior is exemplary
for its imaginativeness and for its possibly corrective force on current
school practices. When one comes to understand better why school
grades don't matter in adult vocational success, one will then have even
more corrective force regarding school procedures.

The desire to have some greater prediction over, and some broader
range of imagination regarding, education than has traditionally been in-
dicated in typical ETS school measurements must surely have been among
the impulses that have led to the development of the National Assessment
Program. Surely the same forces earlier impelled such organizations
as the Educational. Policies Committee to drive toward a sounder evalua-
tion of actual outcomes than has been possible heretofore.

The variable procedures of these two efforts -- the National Assess-
ment Program and the work of the Educational Policies Commission --
are illuminating insofar as they indicate the predictable kind of data avail-
able for retrospective analysis of the effectiveness of American educa-
tion.

The Educational Policies Commission sought first to set boundaries
on the apparently unbounded and imperial claims of each of the school
disciplines. They discovered that every discipline made sweeping claims
for the generalized as well as the specific benefits for student develop-
ment that would accrue from the study of their subject matters. The
Commission argued, correctly, that with such imperial claims, no test-
ing could be made of outcomes of any sensible sort, and indeed no cor-
rective evaluation of success or failure could possibly be achieved.

Their first step, then was to try to persuade curricular devotees
to modify and reduce their ambitious claims. One can only sympathize
with this effort at the same time that one has to be very cautious about
the possible over-reduction of claims. In their efforts to eliminate over-
lapping in claims of results, the Commission was unavoida.bly driven by
the logic of the matter to eliminate anything beyond the rather narrowly
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described specialized skills for the various curricula. In short, in
search of operational specifications they have risked the depletion of
much of the meaningful content of the claims of various disciplines.
As Cronbach put it in another context, the preoccupation with reliability
can drain away evolving test content reliability. Or, as Tyler has im-
.plied, the concern for reliability coefficients of a high order may be
destructive since the typical reliability coefficients refer to individual
scores and not to the homodeneity of a given level of behavior. Or, as
Robert Stake has put it, the units of output treated in bad evaluation stud-
ies are often more apparently important and significant than those eval-
uated well.

The National Assessment effort has approached evaluation in the
more traditional way. Yet there are problems here .too. For, while
there is a good deal of specification of a range of behaviors desired from
children in the so-called hard subjects of math and science and even of
English, once one goes beyond the limited skills involved here, and goes
into areas such as art, citizenship, and intergroup relations, the quality
of the measures and indicators drops sharply.

It is evident, then, that if a program for the measurement of school
outcomes over a range of possible school goals is to be effective, there
has to be equal concern with the range of possible outcomes and equal
condern, then, with conceptualizing and operationalizing them for poss
ible measurement.

Norman Kurland has succinctly analyzed both some of the major
reasons why an adequat,e system of educational evaluation has not yet been
developed and some of the specifications for measures of educationalper-
forniance that must be followed in any sound future efforts at evaluation.

Commenting on the reasons for the failure to develop evaluation to
date, he argues that five main obstacles have been: 1) the difficulty of
the task; 2) the belief that the important outcomes of education cannot be
measured; 3) the inadequate knowledge base; 4) the lack of data and the
capacity for handling voluminous data; and 5) the lack of interest in and
support for education.

23



Regarding the specifications for measures of educational perform-
ance in any future evaluation, Kurland lists the following characteristics
that any good measure should satisfy:

1. Differentiate among things that are different. Initially measures
may be able to measure only large differences. Even this would be use-
ful. As they are developed, however, they should indicate with preci-
sion smaller and smaller differences until they reveal differences that
are not otherwise detected or not now detected until much time has passed.

2. Be unresponsive to changes that are not related to performance.
Not all changes affect performance; a good measure should take this into
account.

3. Accurately reflect changes in performance within a system and be
so calibrated that similar degrees of change among systems result in
similar changes in the measures. This characteristic is essential if there
is to be meaningful comparison from one system to another.

4. Be capable of analysis into component elements so that it is poss-
ible to determine what specific factors are producing changes in the mea-
sures. This is essential if they are to be useful as guides to decision and
action.

5. Be as nearly contemporaneous as possible with the events it reflects:
Measures that reflect changes months or years after they occur are not
much use for decision-making. To be most useful, the timing of report-
ing must be proportionate to the effective reaction time. To learn that
the temperature in a boiler has passed the danger point after it is too late
to turn down the heat is not helpful; nor is it much help to learn that an
entire class has not been taught fractions after it has passed on to the
next grade.

6. Be readily understood by those who are to use it and as free as poss
ible from factors that may lead to misinterpretation. If the measures are
to be used by busy school administrators, school board members, and

others charged with responsibility for educational decisions, the measures
can be presented to them in such a way that their meaning can be readily
understood. This will require considerable effort on the part of those
who develop the measures. They will have to reduce complex data to a
few basic terms and provide an explanation that is free of technical lang

uage and directs attention to the essential factors revealed by the mea-
sures.
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7. Provide short run data on the system during the development pro-
cess. Most good measures will take quite some time to develop. Devel-

opment should be so designed that some information about the system can

be drawn off on an'interim basis. This condition is sought both to pro-
vide a check on the value of the measures and to satisfy the current needs

of those who must provide the resources for development.

8. Be .proportionate in complexity and cost to the thing being mea-
sured. There is no point in spending thousands of dollars to develop a

measure for the effectiveness of a program whose own budget is of the

same dimensions. A measurement that makes it possible to divide a

class into ten groups is of little use if all. the teacher can manage effec-

tively is three groups.

Kurland then proceeds to indicate some of the kinds of data that will

be needed if measures of performance that meet the specifications listed
above are to be developed.

"One additional difficulty with past evaluation efforts was that they
tended to focus almost entirely on what can be called, using economic

terminology, "output"-test scores, number of scholarship winners, num-
ber of students who go on to college, etc. Seldom was such output data

related to "input. " Thus the fact that 90 percent of the students in a given

high school go on to college may be largely the result of the kind of corn

munity the school is in and not at all be influenced by anything it did.

Similarly if our only measure of the effectiveness of a new practice is
final test scores we know little about whether the change was due to the

innovation or to some other factor inf3.uencing the input.

-Thus both input and output data must be carefully collected and re-

lated to one another. If there are outcomes revealed in the output that

Could not be anticipated from the input data, the difference can reasonably

be attributed to the system under analysis. To determine just what in the

systems made the difference further data on the system or "process"
measures are required.

One thing is very clear from our experience to date: neither input

nor output can be meaningfully discussed as though they were single,
simple factors. There is much more that determines outcome than in-

dividual intelligence (which itself is a complex of factora); and much more

to outcome than grades or getting into college. A successful measure
will be the composite of input and output factors. What seems to be re-
(Nixed. at this juncture is to identify as many factors as seem relevant,
collect as much data can be obtained, combine the data in various ways
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with various weights given to the factors, and then see which produce,in-
dicators that correlate highly with subjective judgments and other mea-
sures of performanbe.

But the selection of output data must be related to the goals speci-
fied for the %system. Whether or not, for example, reading test scores
should be considered as output data would depend on whether reading
achievement were a goal of the school.

Similarly the bases for selecting input and process data would be
hypotheses about what factors may be relevant to the output.

This discussion suggests why an evaluation system in education must
be based upon some agreement on the goals in terms of which performance
is to be assessed and on sufficient knowledge of the processes of educa-
tion so that meaningful hypotheses about relevant input and process factors
can be formulated."

It is evident from statements such as Kurland's that the effort at
sound evaluation of educational systems is not lacking for guidelines. One
knows what has to be done and how it has to be done and why. What is
lacking, however, is the widespread awareness that such evaluation is re-
quired. Once that awareness is developed, it may then be possible to be-
gin to muster the required resources, including at the outset the determin-
ation to do what is required for the effective conduct of education. The
creation of that awareness and determination are thus the crucial next
steps.

Doubts and Hesitations

In previous pages it has been strongly urged that it is crucially im-
portant to take an inventory of educational outcomes, even if only partial,
as a first step in the development of a model for the measurement of the
effectiveness of educational systems. Some of the elements in one poss-
ible model of such an inventory has been indicated. The objective of such
an inventory needs to be underscored. It is the indispensable first step
in revealing the importance of developing a fuller evaluation scheme for
measuring the effectiveness of educational systems. For, in the process
of trying to take an inventory of outcomes, several things are likely to be-
come clearer to educational systems everywhere:

1: how difficult it is to decide which outcomes ought to be measured;

ow difficult it is to measure outcomes of any kind;
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how limited a number of outcomes are now being measured, and
how relatively badly they are being measured;

how partial and incomplete is an evaluation of the effectiveness of
education that contents itself with the measurement of outcomes at
the time of school completion;

how little is known about a) the factors that contribute to the out-.
comes 'and b) the factors in later life to which the school outcomes
contribute.

There can be little argument with the assertion that the periodic
taking of inventory of outcomes will generate fuller perception of existing
inadequacies. There can be serious argument, however, as to whether
school systems ought to care about these other bodies of information re-
garding their operations. Why, after all, should one care how the re-
sults are being achieved and what they may imply, so long as one knows
the results themselves? This hard-headed, albeit narrow, pragmatism
is appealing on the face of things. But a moment's further reflection re-
veals the shortcomings of this point of view.

At stake here, of course, is tf.a essential question of what one means
by school effectiveness. Reference must therefore be had to the concep
tion of the educational system: what is the educational system and what
are its intentions? What functions is it designed or intended to serve?

Even the apparently simplest of answers -- that the schools are de-
signed to train children for successful adult life in their society -- reveals
that the implications of school outcomes for later adult behavior are part
and parcel of the "outcome" of education about which one wants informa-
tion.

If, too, one wishes .to know something about that adult behavior oth-
er than limited versions of occupational placement, it becomes crucial
to develop ways of measuring the traditionally unmeasured dimensions of
educational outcome. These include results concerned with the affective
domain and with the development of sensibilities and responsiveness to
the products of the culture and with citizenship and peaceful coexistence
with diversity. It is the obvious relevance of these to adult life that
makes it so important that they too be included in the evaluation scheme.

If, too, one it, concerned with costs, then the analysis of the means
or processes by which schools are achieving the sChool-measured out-
comes, and their relative costs compared to alternative ways in which
these or better outcomes might be achieved, becomes immediately sal-
lent.



Finally, if one wishes to compare the effectiveness of different
schools that invest differing amounts of resources and start with differ-
ent student popuJations, one must turn his attention to the interconnec-
tions of .input, process, and output.

In short, any rational concern with achieving the announced purposes
of education and even a modicum of concern for the rationality of the sys-
tem lead one to an awareness of the importance of uncovering the kinds
of ignorance in which educational systems currently flounder. It is toward
that end and the attendant development of concern for securing the knowl-
edge that might banish that ignorance, and the more effective utilization
of that knowledge that the need for an inventory of outcomes is advanced.

The Purposes of a Full Inventory

What is being sought in the long run is a kind of an information sys-
tem that would enable education in this society or any society to know
where it stands at any given moment and what it must do to move more
effectively toward its stated ends, whatever they may be. Such systems
of information are especially needed in a democratic society, with a corn -
mitment to training children for democratic life, and with a recognized
responsibility to the resource-providing republic.

In such a democratic society, the purposes of such an information
system might be stated as follows 10

1. to help every student assess his own progress so that he can be-
come increasingly mature in understanding himself, his educationalneeds,
and his future possibilities;

2. to help teachers and administrators determine how effective their
various programs are, so that they can take the detailed steps necessary
to the strengthening and revision of these programs;

3. to make it possible for the educational authority to identify inequal-
ities in educational opportunities in various parts of their system and to
utilize their funds and resources accordingly to rectify the inequalities;

4. to provide research orga.nizations or departments of the educational
authority with the data needed to generate and test hypotheses regarding
educational process, input, and outcome.

5. .to provide school systems with incentives to experiment, in con-
trolled and evaluated ways, with new and promising educational programs,
materials, devices, and organizational arrangements;
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6. to provide the interested and resource-providing publics with
periodic and readily interpretable information concerning the progress
of education in their communities.

These specifications of what an adequate information system might

contain reveal both how inadequate to that purpose is the measurement
only of outcomes (as we have suggested as a first step) and how vital for
educational and social, purposes is that broader reach of information.

Out of an awareness of these Iwo important facts about current edu-

cational evaluation we have here advanced the argument that the deter-
mination of the effective amounts of ignorance about their own operaticns

by school systems is an indispensable ingredient in the opening up of the

\ question of'-evaluation and information-systems that would be required to

serve basic educational purposes.

It can; of course, be argued that the uncovering of ignorance is no

more likely to impel systems to take measures to increase their knowl-

edge than have previous "assessments" and "evaluations" been able to

achieve. That may very well prove to be the case. For there are num-
erous structural features in American education that make such an escape

from self-knowledge eminently possible, not the least of which is the free-
dom from critical scrutiny by outsiders of the operations of any local

school system. So long as school authorities and agents continue to eval-

uate themselves, there is not likely to be a very significant drive toward

refurbishment, enrichment, and modification of the school system. It is

therefore clear that if the taking of inventory of outcomes is to serve the

purpose of increasing the incentive toward more information and the will-

ingness toward revision, that evaluation must come from the outside,

hopefully from authoritative sources, using criteria agreed to before-
hand, and relatively free of any serious taint of partiality or bias.

The Limitations of the Proposed Inventory: Some Field Trials

This returns the discussion once again to the adequacy and suitabil-

ity of the inventory of outcomes proposed here. For if the instrument de-

signed to reveal ignorance and uncertainty is itself not very usable, or
usable only in very limited contexts, and only at great difficulty, the in-

tention of such an inventory may be disserved or destroyed at the very

outset.

For these reasons, we have submitted our model of school outcomes

to the widest possible kind of criticism and to tests of usefulness. These

include a very critical examination, conducted by two members of our
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staff, who were charged with the task of applying our scheme of record-
ing to educational outcomes in American society. Their lengthy report
is appended here (see Smith and Smith).

We have also attempted to treat one-statewide school reporting sys-
tem, in terms of this scheme, attempting to identify the problems in
volved in the collection and aggregation of official data from the numer-
ous constituencies who report to the state authority (see Krauss and
Waldron).

We have also had a number of educational-research specialists ex-
amine our scheme against the criteria of adequacy and usefulness, with
special attention to the internal features of the scheme. And finally, we
have tested the usefulness of the scheme on a cross-national basis by
asking educational specialists in five different countries -- England,
France, Germany, Holland, and Italy -- to attempt to apply our scheme
to their countries. Once this task had been accomplished, we then held
a lengthy conference with our foreign colleagues to determine in detail
what were the difficulties they had encountered.

In the "Smith and Smith" and "Kraus and Waldron" documents ap-
pended here one will find lengthy recitations of the details of the difficul-
ties encountered in the application of our scheme to research findings on
education and to official reports. They need not be summarized in any
detail here. But it is evident from a reading of those reports that our
scheme is inordinately clumsy and .difficult to apply and use with any pre-
cision or reliability. This is on the assumption that suitable and relevant
data are available.

Even more problematic, however, was the fact that much of the
data encountered does not lend itself easily to being recorded in accord-
ance with our categories and coding guides.

There is little chance that one could impose upon the educational
research community the requirement that their reporting shall satisfy the
needs of this or any other reporting system. Such changes as might make
research reporting more useful to any given system of notation would in-
volve the kind of slow, evolutionary, and impersonal shaping of the field
of research that is characteristic of the scientific research community.
Anyone who has tried to develop a "propositional inventory" of the state
of knowledge or "state of the art" in any given sub-specialty in any of the
social sciences concerned with education will readily recognize the prob-
lem presented by the great diversity of interests, methods, and styles
characteristic of the total body of research literature.
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In the case of the state reporting systems, there is so little concern
with many of the dimensions of possible school outcome that only the

smallest number of our possible outcomes are involved. Moreover, it is
quite clear that a more adequate system of state reporting would be enor-
mously difficult and complicated and perhaps politically impossible to in-

stitute, given the degree of local autonomy in American educational struc-

ture.

The criticism we solicited from psychometric experts regardingthe
internal cohesion and amplitude of the model of educational outcomes
were no more encouraging. Serious doubts were raised regarding the
comprehensibility of the scheme; the usefulness (i. e. "is it subjectively
compelling for day-to-day operational use?"); the amplitude of the scheme

(i. e. in some regard it was found much too general and in others much

. too detailed); and the possibility that tests for given outcomes would be

developed.

The first query or objection asked whether the scheme was readily
self-explanatory and usable. As the critics saw the matter, our scheme

was deficient in this regard. There was uncertainty as to what outcomes
would be located in which cells. Some of the cells seemed more "catch

all" than others. There was considerable overlap that could not easily be
resolved. Some of the cells seemed more meaningful at certain levels
of education than at others (e. g. at professional school more than grade

school).

The second query, regarding the subjectively compelling character
of the scheme, such that it would commend itself for day-to-day use,
raised the following questions, among others: would curriculum develop-

ers find the scheme useful'? Could teachers be readily interested in tak-

ing stock of their outcomes in this way? Could the whole idea be readily

put into school operations without serious disruption or addition to the al-

ready overloaded burdens of school agents'?

The third query, regarding amplitude of the scheme, raised seri-
ous doubts regarding the number of cells, indicating that probably too

many cells are present for efficient communication to school personnel

or for a measurement "package" of reasonable size.

Finally, the fourth set of questions concerned the development of

adequate tests for each of the cells. As the critics indicated, the prob
ability that such tests could and would be developed depended on how "ap-

pealing" the cells themselves were to the applied research community.
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If the scheme seemed reasonable, by criteria intrinsic to the field of edu-
cational research, there would probably develop a considerable interest
in creating the necessary instrumentation. But the questions raised in
the first three cases threw doubt on the likelihood that the scheme would
have.this kind of appeal to the test-development community.

These and similar objections must be considered when one comes
to assess the likelihood that the application of this scheme to this or any
other educational community might have the effects intended.
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The general value of any model of a social enterprise is proportional
to its applicability to a range of varying cultural situations. It is important,
therefore, that a model for the measurement of the effectiveness of educa-
tional systems should be adaptable, without significant change, to the sys-
tems of various countries. This requirement formed the focus of several
months of effort to determine the extent to which the scheme for recording
educational outcomes which seemed moderately useful on American mater-
ials might also serve equally well when used to record educational outcomes
in countries so diverse as England, France, Germany, Italy, and Holland.

Diverse though these countries are in some regards, they are all
part of what is usually called Western European culture. 'Relevant to the
educational system, this common cultural membership implies a number of
things including 1) a commitment to education of children for participation
in modern, industrial life; 2) some common, though varying, commitment
as well to the idea of a democratic society in which young men and women
must be fit to live and participate; 3) a corrollary ideology of educational
recruitment which stresses the fitness of the student for educational oppor-
tunitibs rather than his "inherited" or "ascribed" right to those opportuni-
ties; 4) a strong central emphasis upon cognitive skills as the core of educa-
tional intention; and 5) some degree of flexibility with regard lo curriculum
so that as the changing needs of the society are defined the curriculum is al-
tered accordingly.

These and other elements in the educational systems of Western
European countries are present in very varying degrees, though they often
represent more of an ideological stand than an actual set of practices. Even
as such, however, they define what these systems .Officially "strive" toward
and claim to value. Hence failures or deficiencies in these regards are
base's for the arousal of educational conscience. Insofar as the systems
are to that degree alike, it is possible to treat them as examples of a com-
mon educational orientation, and as dissimilar from the educational syg-
t ems of other cultural areas in which these themes are significantly less
present.

On the basis of these assumptions, it was decided to choose, as
"comparative" cases, a sample of such Western European countries in
which the suitability of the scheme of notation of educational outcomes
might be tested. This choice involved a deliberate decision to limit the
range of possible differences among the systems to be compared, so that
at least some of the expectable variability might be kept under control. It



was felt there would be sufficient differences even among such systems to,
afford some substantial evidence about cross-cultural suitability of the
scheme of notation. It can be said confidently at this point that our expec
tations in these regards were not disappointed at all

It will be of some interest to those who venture comparable compara-
tive efforts in the future to be aware of the difficulties that are likely to be
encountered in such enterprises, Perhaps the most general guideline that
can be suggested is that all of the difficulties normally encountered in re-
search within one country are encountered in comparative research in sev-
eral countries, but these are compounded se,eral times over by the differ-
ences in language, styles of research, and availability of cornpar: tive mat-
terials. Thus, for example, the problems of developing common under-
standings with colleagues to assure reliable procedures in coding and.con-
test analysis are difficult in any research but in cross-national collabora
tion linguistic differences severely aggravate the problems. This problem
is compounded still other times over, both domestically and abroad, when
the guides to coding research materials into a matrix of common categories
are ambiguous and indecisive. This was the experience in this research,
and it probably was a function as much of the materials encountered as of
the coding scheme itself. For, neither here nor abroad is the research on
educational outcomes organized in terms of any preconceived logical organi-
zation of outcomes such as we here attempted to impose upon the available
data. Several different sets of outcomes are thus often found discussed in
the same research; similar outcomes are found hidden under different names;
the outcomes investigated are sometimes so different from those provided
for, that a good deal of "coding imagination" is 'often required to decide on
the proper categories in which to enter the outcome; and, most distressing of
all, most of the research focuses on restricted areas of cognitive output.

In meeting the problems of intercoder reliability, it was discovered
as might have been expected that there is no effective substitute for prolonged
and intense face-to-face interaction. Our efforts to develop effective collab-
oration through the mails and through qne brief personal interchange between
one of our principal investigators and our foreign collaborators were only
partially effective. It was only after a ten-day face-to-face conference that
certain sets of common understandings.began to emerge and that certain sig-
nificant sets of differences in approach and research style were clarified and
adjustments made.

The sequence of events was as follows:

I. Our first step was to develop a scheme of notation on American mat-
terials and to test its worth by intensive analysis of the applicability of the



scheme to various kinds of American educational situations. These "appli-
cations" did not by any means eliminate all the problems. Rather, a more
extensive understanding Was developed about the dimensions of these
problems and some possible ways in which to rosolve these. (The range
of these difficulties is recited in detail in the appended papers by Smith
and Smith and by Krauss and Waldron. ) That is to say, we learned some
techniques for dealing with ambiguity and uncertainty in the research data,
and managing, or at least "putting up with, " reports on educational out-
comes in whose reliability we could not have the fullest confidence.

Our accommodations to these shortcomings in the data would prop-
erly be viewed as impermissible from any purist point of view. But it
was felt that at this point in the attempt to develop a model for evaluation,
crudeness, roughness, and inequality in the available data had to be toler
ated. Our main technique for management of these pervasive ambiguities
in the research data involved continuous consultation among various cod-
ing judges until an agreeable solution was achieved. Obviously, this is an
expensive and time-consuming measure. But the investment was felt to be
worthwhile, on the assumption that once enough instances had been dealt
with in this way, a reasonably standard set of coding guides would emerge,
and the necessity for continuing consultation would decrease.

In fact, however, as time went on the necessity for consultation
kept up. Though some "typical" kinds of research findings had been codified,
new difficulties kept cropping up that required the same amount of subjec-
tive judgment in each case as had been required earlier. Rules that seemed
applicable in earlier cases now seemed not to apply in newer cases. Over-
all, some progress at standardization was achieved, but not nearly the
amount that one expects from the investment of time that eras made. And,
though the "reasoning" behind certain coding decisions was put in written
form for later reminder, this reasoning did not seem decisively persuasive
in later cases since alternative reasoning oft0 seemed equally appealing.

One example will serve to illustrate some of the persisting difficul-
ties encountered. Suppose we encounter a research finding regarding the
differential conditions under. which school children learn to perform cer-

Jain mathematical operations more quickly than otherwise. Focusing alone
on the outcome -- "learning how to perform mathematical operations" --
one had to decide whether this was "knowing" mathematics or "doing" mathe-
matics. For the classificatory scheme calls for a distinction between
"knowing" and "doing. " But if a student knows how to "do, " clearly both
"knowing" and "doing" arc relevant. So too, if a student learns how to



appreciate a poem more deeply, is this more knowing or doing or, valuing?
The termmappreciate" suggests valuing. The term "learning" suggests
"knowing. " The active verbal implication of "appreciate" implies doing.
Nor will it solve any problem to allocate this outcome to all three categor-
ies, since that in effect is to destroy the value of the distinctions.

This illustration is cited simply to reveal the kinds of difficulties
encountered even in continuing and close interaction among a number of
coding judges in the local research team. From this it can be seen what
problems one could expect when one asked a number of foreign collaborators
to follow the same scheme, and to try to do so without very much sharing
of problems and experiences beforehand. To be sure, our collaborators
were provided with such information as we had available regarding kinds of
problems met and kinds of solutions attempted. But it is highly unlikely
that sufficient similarity in coding procedures was achieved by collaborators
in the various cooperating countries to ensure any satisfactory degree of
intercoder reliability.

It is strongly suggested to any investigators who make similar ef-
forts in the future that much more time and effort be devoted to close per-
sonal interaction with foreign collaborators to the resolution of the range
of possible problems that are sure to arise. (All these hesitations and
doubts about intercoder reliability that have just been indicated should be
kept in mind when certain of the substantive outcomes are later reported. )

2. While working out our own problems on the domestic materials, it
became necessary to begin recruiting foreign collaborators. We wanted
educational specialists in a number of countries and we had a range of "ac-
ceptable" countries chosen, so that if assistance could not be secured from
one, we had acceptable substitutes. At this point we encountered a problem
that, while yarying from one discipline to another, represented a sizable
obstacle indeed in this case. It was the fact that the cooperating specialists
had to be, if at all possible, scholars who were trained both in sociology
and had done research in education. For the scheme of notation we had
adopted was essentially sociological in,character, with its emphasis on
adult roles for which students were being trained, and its further emphasis was
on sociologically conceived aspects of these roles. At the same time, the
individuals who were to work with us had to be knowledgeable about the edu-
cational research in their own countries, and to have the kind of orienta-
tion to empirical research in this field that would make it possible for them
to be at ease with this kind of venture. This involved,then, securing individ-
uals who were both research sociologists, familiar with surveys, coding
and the like, on the one hand, and educationists, familiar with the educa-
tional research literature of their countries.



In view of the newness of the sociology of education as an enterprise,
not only abroad but in the United States as well, it was predictable that the
choice of collaborators would require stressing one set of qualifications
over another. It was agreed beforehand therefore that where a choice had
to be made between an individual who was a sociologist but not quite thor-
oughly versed in the educational research materials, we would prefer this
kind of research person to one who might be fully cognizant of the range of
education research in his country, but whose major professional interests
were only peripherally in sociology.

Extensive inquiries in the community of internationally known and
knowledgeable scholars enabled us to develop a panel of names of possible
collaborators in each of six different countries. It then became necessary
to make initial contac4, first by telephone and then by mail, with these
possible collaborators to determine availability and interest. Anyone who
has tried to do this and do it reasonably quickly is aware of the difficulties
involved in exploring complex problems of availability and interest by inter-
national telephone. Expectably, then, the process of securing collaborators
was slowed up considerably when several exchanges of mail were required
to determine mutual agreeability between the domestic staff and the foreign
collaborators.

It is not out of place to quote certain culturally-specific difficulties
we encountered that may not recur in the same form in the future, but are
not unlikely to occur in some similar form either. The fact of the matter
is that we were trying to construct an international team just at the time
that student protest movements were growing throughout Europe and, as it
turned out, effective collaboration with both the French and German schol
ars was reduced to the barest minimum as a result of the various disrup-
tions of the societies in question both by students and organized labor. Our
German collaborators "disappeared" for some months; our French collabora-
tors were most difficult to contact. We were able, however, to maintain
reasonably effective liaison with our collaborators in England, Holland,
and Italy.

When the best available panel of collaborators had been secured --
albeit after several months of effort -- the process of fuller exchange re-

. garding the substance of the research effort was begun. It was at this
point that the breakdown in comparative sociology began. It is difficult for
us to assess the situation adequately, but it is quite clear, from the final
results of the collaboration, and as can be seen from the appended reports
from each of the countries, that we simply did not establish effective com-
munication with three of our five collaborators.

The report submitted by the French team bears little resemblance to
what was requested, however valuable as a document on developments in
French education it may otherwise be. The Dutch documents are highly
competent efforts at an overview of recurrent problems in Dutch education
with very special effort to the problems of classifying educational outcomes,
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but concentrated primarily on the preliminary stages of the conceptualiza-
tion of the scheme of notation, rather than upon the notation of research it-
self. The German documents are also most useful and competent materials
regarding German education, but again there is little by way of detailed
comparative notation that might reveal anything significant about the appli-
cability of the notation scheme across cultural lines.

By contrast, the English collaborators produced a comparative re-
search effort that matches point for point the effort made domestically and,
in that regard, is extremely useful and helpful. Moreover, its high quality
is significantly enhanced by its obvious generous command over the rele-
vant research literature and allied efforts in British educational materials.

/Working with a considerably smaller body of materials, most of which
could hardly be used for comparative purposes except by generous stretches
of the imagination, our Italian collaborators nevertheless managed to pro-
duce a body of comparative materials that are excellent for our purposes
and probably represent as apposite an achievement as could have been
wrdught by any Italian scholar, given the rather forbidding limits of exist
ing Italian research on education.

These remarks are intended, it should be clearly understood, to
clarify the variegated outcomes which are appended herewith. Without
this explanation it would be impossible for the reader to understand how it
conies about that out of five collaborative contributions, a third devotes its
time, with high intelligence, to a critique of the scheme of notation on theo-
retical grounds, and two others are primarily useful summaries of various
aspects of education in their countries.

It is tempting to assign the responsibility for the breakdown in com-
munication to our own shortcomings in transmitting our purposes to our
collaborators. This would both "explain" what had happened and at the
same time lift any pall that had unintentionally been cast upon the possibil-
ities of international comparative collaboration in the future. Unquestion-
ably, too, a substantial part of the responsibility must be laid at our door,
insofar as we operated with the bland and sanguine notion that minimum
contact and instruction would suffice to secure effective collaboration.

But there are several other factors at work that probably ought to be
taken into account as contributions to the breakdown in collaboration. We
refer, first, to the fact that there are strong individual styles in research
that are exhibited by scholars without particular regard to nationality. The
diversity of scholarly styles seems as great within any one research com-
munity as it is across several such communities.

Secondly, there are identifiable national styles and impulses in re-
search that must be taken into account. The empirical tradition, as it has



deVeloped in the United States and England, is significantly less self-com-
mending to a number of European scholars, at least in the special style of
such research that has come to be typical of the American community.

There is third the fact that when one tries to "impose" a classifica-
tory scheme upon the research materials from countries with diverse re-I,
search traditions and diverse strengths in their research communities, one
unavoidably encounters differential appeal and suitability of the scheme.
In short, the same problems of ambiguity and misfitting of the research
done in America by a widely scattered and far-from-homogeneous-minded
research community were encountered in some of our collaborating Euro-
pean countries.

The combination, then, of different personal and national styles of
scholars and different research traditions in the countries makes the kind
of collaboration we sought most difficult. Nor did it help very much that
the American team was most "permissive" in its surveillance of the progress
of work in the collaborating countries. But this permissiveness is under-
standable because the scholarly community is such that one does not feel
free to continuously inquire of one's collaborators as to how the research
efforts are progressing in their countries. One is almost forced by the
amenities and the proprieties of the "academic game" to extend unlimited
trust to one's chosen collaborators, once the choice has been made, and
once it seems as though there is agreement on the task and its various di-
mensions. Hence, one runs the risk, as we did, of encountering serious and
basic misunderstandings at a time when it is virtually too late to correct them.

It must be reiterated that a personal visit was made by a member of
the American team to try to ensure sound common understa.nding on the part
of everyone involved as to what we were trying and what we wished to have
done by our foreign collaborators. The possibility that some of the difficulty
arose out of the problem of different languages does not seem very likely,
since the language proficiencies of the American team were quite adequate
to the task. It is true, however, that in two of the cases the personal eon -
tact of the American team member was with someone other than those who
did the actual work on the comparative notation. That is, our personal con-
tact and our enduring mail 'and cable corttacts were with. "senior" scholars who
Cnen delegated the task to junior collaborators. Somewhere in this three- or
is:Air-step flow of information there may have been significant slippage. So,
too, somewhere in this stretched out chain of communication there must have
heen significant decline in the kind of personal scrutiny over the progress of
affairs that now seems to us to be absolutely required for any such future ventures.

Perhaps these are overly elaborate efforts at explaining a failure in
communication that may have been due to simpler causes, such as the fail-
ure on our part to be sufficiently explicit or the failure of our collaborators
to understand or both. Perhaps, too, some of the responsibility for the



tangential rather than direct contribution of the French and German teams
is assignible to the extraordinary difficulties in phone communication that
arose as a result of the earlier mentioned widespread social disorders that
were characterizing France and Germany at the time we were in the middle of this
effort. We were, for instance, unable to determine for several months whether
our German collaborators had received our sets of instruction and materials.

3. To retrace several steps in the. chronology of events -- after we had
received reasonable assurance from several of our collaborators that they
had pushed the work as far as it could be done at that time, we moved into
the next phase of our collaboration, involving a ten-day conference at a
European site. This conference had been planned at the inception of the
international phase of collaboration. All of our collaborators were aware
of the fact that we considered this conference crucial. Yet when confer-
ence time came, we had no word from our German colleagues and a last-
minute message regarding their inability to attend from our French col-
leagues. It was not until several months later that we were able to reestab-
lish contact with the German colleagues and discovered that though our
communications had been received, they had not been read or had not been
understood or both. They professed unawareness of the requirement of the
conference itself. We find this difficult to comprehend, except for the fact
that at the time our reminders were being sent, there was serious disrup-
tion of the university at which our German colleagues were located and it
is eminently possible that our conference-call may have been seen as
sox-nettling optional and, in any event, relatively trivial by comparison with
the live events of the day. In any event, we were unable to take advantage
of the person-to-person conference for the collection and clarification of
data from our French and German colleagues. Our conference, then, con-
sisted of one British colleague, two from Holland, and one from Italy, all
of whom had presented documents in response.to our requests. In. addition,
we were fortunate enough to have as continuing consultants two other col-
leagues, both ItaHan, but both specialists in sociology and education, and
both with wide ranging knowledge about European education in gene'ral.

What We Learned from the International Comparisons

The principal gain from the collaboration with colleagues from five
different countries consists of a fuller and more detailed appreciation of
the difficulties involved in the evaluation of the effectiveness of educational
systems. To the difficulties that we had encountered in applying various
models and schemes to American materials must be added, we now know,
a range of comparable difficulties that are sure to be encountered as one
tries to apply any such model across lines of national systems.

The acquisition of such deeper and more detailed understanding rep-
resents an intellectual net gain, even though it is now clear to us that con-
struction of a revised model, that might more adequately take international
variations into account, is considerably more difficult than we had thought.
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The comparative difficulties can be classified into several main
types. These include problems arising from 1) the different structure or
school systems in the different cultures; 2) differences in educational goals;
3) differences in educational research; 4) differences in the relationships
between the school system and the other publics and institutions of the so-
ciety.

It will be remembered that we are speaking here primarily about
distinctions between the United States, on the one hand, and England and
Italy on the other, with only occasional reference to Holland, and almost
no reference to France and Germany. This restriction in the comparative
range, was caused by different responsiveness of the collaborators from
these countries to our request for compartive information. Yet even in
the case of the three countries on whom we do have come comparative in-
formation England, Italy, and Holialid -- it became apparent, after a
few days of exploration with our colleagues, that in varying degrees the ori-
entation of the American school system, most particularly at the level of
professed goals, differed sufficiently from those of the 'other countries
(though least so in the case of England) to make it most unlikely that the
basic purposes of the effort we had undertaken could be met.

rf

It may be recalled from earlier chapters in this report that we had
sought to avoid the problem of determining "whose" goals ought to be taken
as the goals of education in the system by focusing on outcomes alone. The
primary intent in shifting the focus was to secure an inventory of educational
outcomes such that, whatever the goals might be and how soe ver versions of
these goals might be taken by various educa.tional publics as adequate ver-
sions, an estimate could be made of the extent to which these goals were
being met. It was also suggested that in the process of taking such an in-
ventory it would be made clearer to concerned educational authorities how
much in fact Was reliably known or was riot known about their respective
educational systems. It was hoped that when the ratio of ignorance to knowl-
edge, and the ratio of achievement to aspiration, were made clear by such
an inventory, an indispensable first step, would thereby be taken toward the
development of an adequate instrument for the measurement of the effective-
ness of national educational systems. For, we believed, and still do, that
if educational systems, local or national, can focus selectively on those
outcomes in which they can take pride, and can correlatively selectively
ignore other outcomes or be indifferent to them and the lack of information
about them, there is little chance for the arousal of educational conscience
required for the development of sound evaluation instruments. Our proposed
inventory-taking was designed to cut through the circle of self-reinforcing
contentment with the status quo.
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If we now asIt Whether our tc t,ionns have b en sel vcd, the answer
would have to be deeishely negative. For a variety of reasons, we do not
have enough sound information bovt the ratio of ignorance to knowledge or
of achievement to aspiration, in out. country, or in others, to "confront'
educational authorities or ministries with the "facts of the matter" and
thereby to arouse: the kind of concern for more information, and for the
reduction of the disparity betwpen achievement and aspiration. Insofar as
this kind of arousal SOC Mt. to us still to be indispensable to educational
reform, WO must COnfeSS that our own efforts have not contributed much to
that reform. Yet overall we are one step further ahead than we were be-
fore undertaking this project in the revamping of educational systems. For
it is now clear or should be to anyone concerned -- that a much more
elaborate and time-consuming effort\is required if the indispensable first
step of revealing the ratios of ignora c c.-to- information and achievement-
to-aspiration is to be taken.

Some may argue that this exploration in apparent futility as this
effort might from one point of view, be considered -- could have been
made without the elabw !e apparatus of dedicated research by an American
team, complicated and compounded by the effort to include international
comparative materials. One wishes that indeed had been the case. For
there is little pleasure in engaging in such futile expeditions. The fact of
the matter is that it was impossible to know beforehand -- before, that is,
the kind of study that we undertook -- just what kinds of problems had to be
solved and what kinds of difficulties would be encountered.

Nowhere, for instance, was it possible to deterMine before we under-
took his research and the international comiSarative effort, how much in-
formation regarding educational outcomes was available in the various coun-
tries in which we were interested. Our expectation that this would require
a serious effort at inquiry and discovery was based on our own experience
with the American situation, in which we had immersed ourselves, only to
discover that the problem of bringing order to the American data was gigant
ic indeed. We had little expectation then that the situation would be better
in countries whose data collection technology on the one hand and whose ex-
plicit concern for educational evaluation on the other were not as far de-

. veloped as in the United States.

Nor can it be said, with any serious attention to the facts, that simple
inquiries to various national ministries would have yielded the information
we desired, without the necessity of co -xa-a-titiCwith individual scholars to
conduct such an inquiry.---Win e Tii7itrue that there is more centralization
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of national educaUonal effo:ots in all the European countries involved than in
the United States, it is Os° true that neither these ministries nor the cen-
tral federal authorities concerned with education in the United States are
able to provide one with a systematic inventory of available information.

The reporting systems which have lately bebn developed in the United
States (e. g. Imo in order to facilitate the kind of research we conducted
serve as beginning guith:s to the range of possible information available.
But they do not in any way replace or serve the purposes of an inventory of
available information.

Moreover, our concern was ith documented research findings re-
0...11101111111WPMW.

garding outcomes. At least, it was our intent to include only such informa-
tion as met this criterion, however often in fact we departed from this cri-
terion in the data we did include in our on inventory of U. S. information.
None of the European ministries are in any position nt all to provide authori-
tative information about the range of available research findings on educa-
tional outcomes.

Even the central educational reporting systems in the United States
are unable to yield this information since these reports are restricted by
and large to those educational reSORrellOS Which have been funded by one or
another federal agency. While the bulk of large-scale educational research
has undoubtedly been funded on a federal level -- at least in the last ten
years -- there is a significant accumulation of educational research that has
not been federally funded and that must be dug out of the various journals,
chronicles, library files and books in which they are reported. The diffi-
culties in using these data -- collected in so many diverse ways and with
such diverse intentions and in such varying degrees of attentiveness to cri-
teria of sound research -- have already been recited in the appended docu-
ments by Smith and Smith. So, too, the difficulties involved in using offi-
cial reporting from local aqd state authorities have been recited at some
length in the appended document by Kraus and Waldron. We do not wish to
recite them here in further detail, but 'we do feel it important to call atten-
tion to the fact that the problems our own researchers found with using
American data, official and other, seem to be even more oppressive in the
European countries from which we recruited our collaborators.

On the basis of the discovery we have made of the inadequacy of data
collection and analysis in all the countries concerned, there is no hesitancy
on our part in asserting that there is vast ignorance in all the countries con-
cerned regarding achievements of their educational systems.
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Types of ignora
4.. c.17 W.I. ,.

Non Co "nit OU te

This ignorance is most profound in the areas of educational outcomes
that fall outside the traditional concerns As ith certain narrowly defined cog
nitive abilities. Neither in the European countries nor in'tbe United States
is it possible to say with any'assurance at all what it is, if anything, that
school children have achieved by way of "cultural sensibilities" that would
enable the to appreciate more sensitively and knowledgeably the "high
culture" products of their respective countries.

The same observations must be made with regard to other non-cog-
nitive areas of school accomplishment. No one can say, on the basis of
available data, or at least as far as we know of these data, bow much sound
orientation to citizenship has been achieved by students as manifested, for
instance, in their capacity to live more easily with persons who differ in
ethnic, racial, and religious origins and proclivities. Nor is it possible
to say whether the emotional health of school children is in any way appre
ciably different at the end of their school careers.

The area where there is most information is that of cognitive per-
formance and here the evidence is best with regard to certain standardized
levels of accomplishment on certain tasks involving verbal and mathemati-
cal abilities. Even here, however, the range of such abilities that arc sub-
ject to testing, given existing technology, and that have been tested, given
existing social interest in them, is narrow indeed. The mere mention of
"creativity" as a dimension of the cognitive world of school children brings
to light the scope and depth of existing ignorance.

The Role of the Schools in "Diucational Outcomes"

If the school systems of all the countries involved arc ignorant with
regard to a range of educational outcomes, they are even more ignorant, it
must be said, with regard to their respective roles in the production, main
tenance, and elimination of this ignorance or of such knowledge as can be
documented. The available information on what is actually known or cap-
able of being done by children is far greater, such as it is, than the corres
ponding information on the extent to which the schools have been instru-
mental in these outcomes.

There is a bland assumption made in almost all testing of educational
outcomes that the schools are primarily responsible. But this assumption,
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reasonable as it seems, creates certain difiy.c aties. Thus, no one would
argue that the amount of mathematics a clAd proves he knows on some
standard test was probably learned at sellool (where else would most child-
ren /earn geometry or algebra ?). Buyole assurance of the important role
of the school is diminished greatly when the subject in question is the
capacity to use the language for cothmunication, or the development of un-
derstanding of social processes, or the acquisition of insights into politics
or history that the student may.exhibit. The problem here is that the
school-tests focus primarily on the range of knowledge they reasonably ex-
pect a student to have acquired through his formal school experiences.
They do not test the wider reaches of understanding or capacity that the
student may have acquired elsewhere, through his own non-school, life ex-
periences or, if in school, outside the formal curriculum.

Moreover, if the schools are responsible for the amounts of knowl
edge that children reveal on their tests, are the schools also responsible
for the amount of ignorance that the children exhibit on these same tests?
That is, can it not be said that by the same token's that the schools pride
themselves on the "accomplishments" and "successes" of their children,
they ought also to take responsibility for the lack of accomplishment and
the failure that every child exhibits to some degree or another on tests?

In none of the school systems on which we have available information
is there much manifest systematic concern with this problem of responsi-
bility of the school for the failures as well as the successes in children's
manifest abilities or knowledge. Recent political events in urban areas in
the United States have produced an ideology which allocated to the schools
all the responsibility for failure and none for success. But this is simply
the mirror image of the traditional stance taken by the schools in which
they have tended to take responsibility for success but not for failure.

The political issue is not, however, central at the moment. It is
the fact of ignorance regarding the efficacy of the school that is central.
We have come to know this directly and indirectly. We know it directly
from the sparsity of information derived from genuine evaluative research
regarding the contribution of formal education to children's knowledge arid.
understanding. And we know it indirectly from the sparsity of evaluations
of outcomes of education that characterize the research literature. It
stands to reason that if the schools do not know how much "cultural sensi-
bility" their children manifest, they surely do not know to what extent such
cultural sensibility was in any way cultivated or reduced by the schools
themselves.



How Well A e tie hools Doi g?

A third major area of ignorance which explorations have revealed'
concerns the question of how well the schools fire doing, where this ques-
tion is to be answered primarily in terms of some previously established
norm of expectation about output, relative to input. That is, if one asks
whether the schools are doing as well as they ought to be doing, the answer
is simply not available. The indifference to this kind of question is as
widespread and profound as the ignorance regarding outcomes and the
schools' roles in these outcomes.

We know of this lack of educational evaluation both directly from the
research into the evaluational literature that we have conducted and indi
rectly from the absence of concern for such questions in that research.
Moreover, we are reinforced in this judgment by our research into educa-
tional goals. For in this area we find a great diversity of philosophical
positions regarding educational goals, but very little effort at operational
statement of those goals, at stated costs, economic, social and psychologi-
cal, that the schools are willing to entertain. Since it is not possible to
say whether any enterprise is doing as well as it should be doing if there
has not been a prior statement of the cost-profit arithmetic by which, it pro-
poses to guide itself, and since such cost-profit guides are markedly lack-
ing from the literature on educational goals and outcomes, it is of course
clear that this ignorance is characteristic of the field.

Why Do Some Schools and Some Students Do Better Than Others?

We have also come to be aware of the fact that there is a substantial
dearth of research litera.ture that might lead us closer to an understanding
of why the students in some schools seem to perform better on certain
standard tests than do others, on the average, and why in any given school,
certain segments of the student body seem to do better than others on tested
outcomes. Yet perhaps of all areas of research into educational outcomes,
this area of differential aChievement by various segments of the student
body is most thoroughly under study,, for it represents a central focus of
interest of many of the newly emerging sociologists of education. The dif-
ferentials between the averages on standard tests of the student bodies from
various schools are only now beginning to be a matter of research interest,
having been touched off (perhaps sealed off?) by the recent "Coleman" study
of the impact of segregation and desegregation on school perforrnande.

We do not intend here to continue to recite the areas of ignorance re-
garding educational outcomes and processes that are to be found character-



istic of various national educational systems. Suffice it to say that with
regard to the areas already ated, there is very little information to be
had from any of the countries involved, except England and the United.
States, and even in these two countries, the research may be said to be
just beginning.

It is an interesting commentary on the degree of similarity of the
countries involved that wherever there is information that can be com-
pared, it tends to be confined to the restricted areas of cognitive output --
verbs) and mathematic:al abilities -- that were mentioned earlier. It is
apparent that there is something resembling a common Western European
culture system so far as educational orientations are concerned. Such
variations as we find in the countries studied seems to have more to do
with the differences between a ,remaining tradition of classical studies (as
in Italy for instance) and the newer tradition of "modern studies" than it
has to do with differences in the degree of a modern humanistic orientation.
The distinction, in short, seems to be one between a balanced combination
of classicial and "pragmatic" studies, on the one hand, and an emphasis al-
most alone 1).n pragmatic studies on the other. In general, however, all the
systems seem above all to stress literacy with words and numbers as the
core focus of their educational systems; everything else seems to be sec-
ondary. This can be seen in the reported outcomes from the Italian, Brit
ish, and American systems (see appended reports).

It is only momentarily tempting to try to state this fact in some more
precise numerical dimensions. Since we do have "counts" of the kinds of
studied outcomes in these three countries, and since these concentrations
of studied outcomes can therefore be stated in terms of percentage concen-
trations, it might be beguiling to give to this judgment a certain appearance
of rigor. In fact, however, the data do not merit being treated as though
they were rigorous. At best they make it possible to report impressions
regarding the core concerns of the systems insofar as these may be inferred
from what it is they test for and what they report. No other impression re-
garding these data commaends itself so strongly as that regarding the con-
centration of the modern Western Etropean educational systems on a type
of education designed primarily to enable a person to secure a type of posi-
tion in the division of labor.

From the exchanges on information at our conference, and from the
papers submitted by our collaborators, it becomes possible to identify
numerous differences among the various systems, around the core of com.-
mon concern for verbal and mathematical literacy. These involve differ-
ences in the numbers of years of school presumed to be required to reach
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different levels of literacy; the kinds *of other subjects expected of students;

the number of years of school it is believed that all child,fen should enjoy

at tiv) expense of the state; the percent of any age cohort who are drerned

proper and suitable for advanced education; the relation between chur.ch and

state; the role of parents in the governance, direct or indirect, of the. edu-
cational systems; the degree of centralization of authority and commonality

of curriculum through the regions and localities of the various countries;

the amount of autonomy enjoyed by teachers; the kind of preparation teachers
receive; -- all these and other diffen..nces are present and, of course, they

are well known to an z.tudent of comparative 'educational systems. 13ut

these differences seem not to matter very much insofar as their influences

upon the main thrust of the educational systems are concerned. For there
the basic similarity in concentration upon mathematical and verbal literacy
seems to override all other considerations.

We have come upon an apparent dilemma. For, on the one hand, we
have urged in this report that the differences between the systems, as we
discovered them, in such matters as structure, goals, research and school-

public relationships made it most difficult for us to revise our model so that

it might be suitable for the cross-cultural measurement of educational effec-

tiveness that we sought to achieve. We added to this set of difficulties those
arising from the lack of adequate information. But then we have most re-
cently argued that each of the school systems concerned exhibits a central
thrust that is basically alike in its concentration in mathematical and verbal
literacy and this should make it possible for the model that we have devel
oped to be applied across countries without any real difficulty -- assuming
available information.

The real problem lies beneath the surface of this apparent contradic-

tion. Our aim, it will be recalled was to develope a model that when prop-

erly applied, would yield information about educational outcomes that might

serve the purpose of revealing to the systems concerned how little they
knew about their own operations, on the one hand, and how far away from

their expressed goals they seem to be, given their own reported results.
But as we have come to know the goal 4 - - or the various sets of goals that
might be imputed to each of these educational systems -- it has become
clear that, except for England and the United States, there is little serious
concern with the goals of education, except insofar ks from time to time

there may be modifications in official goal statements issued by the minis-
tries, or modification in official declarations of intent to serve traditional
goals more adequately in the future. Only in England and the United States

does one find real ferment about educational goals, from within the ranks

of official educational authorities themselves.
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Yet, the bizarre facts of mode la political history seem to have been.
caught up with all the ee-c.eational 8tell1S and produced considerable edu-cational ferment through a w the systems, but most particularly at the Jev-
els of higher education. This ferment has been brought about, of cogrse,
as is now well known, by the protest and dissent of students at uniVersitieSthroughout these societies. In all this protest and dissent, however, thereis only the most meager indication of attention to the curriculum of the
elementary and secondary schools. It may well be that more extensive re-
search into these matters will reveal that in fact the dissent with univer-
sity education has spread downward and is now being expressed with regard
to the quality of education at the elementary and secondary levels as well.
If so, then Holland, Italy, France, and Germany will come increasingly to
resemble the United States and Britain, ,both of whom have been engaged in
continuous and conflictful debates regarding elementary and secondary ed-,
cation since World War Il, if not earlier.

It may also prove to be the case that the need to document-the inade-
quacies,of the educational systems of these countries, as a first step to in-
duce educational, reform, Nyill be eliminated by the political pressures of
students and others, who will assert and, if powerful enough, will enforcetheir notions regarcling needed educational reforms. Political power, in
short, may do what intellectual and scientific data might never be able to
do, or would surely take much longer to do.

Yet it is doubtful that the kind of rational -orientation to change, andthe controlled experimentation with changed school practices that might
have followed from intellectual proof of the need for change will result
from very sweeping political demands. On the other hand, it may be that
the atmosphere of change, generated by political activity of the kind we
are now witnessing, may make certain bold experimentation far more poss-
ible than would have been imaginable under conditions of.slow movement
expectable from the pressures of scientific research findings.

Leaving aside the likelihood of change resulting from political dis-
sent and pressure, it is evident that Britain and the United States differ
from Holland, France, Germany, and Italy -- as far as we can tell at
least -- in the extent to which there is a recognized disparity between ex-
pressed and claimed and desired goals of education on the one hand and the
actual outcomes on the other. That is to say, both the United States and
Britain, as educational systems, seem to be at least ideologically far
more involved with a wide range of goals beyond those of cognitive skills
than is true in the other countries. Hence, the utility of our fact-finding
model, insofar as production of educational conscience and iinpulse- to
change is concerned, is likely to be far more limited in the cases of these



other countries than in the British and American cases. For if there are
no real expressed intentions to make education serve goals other than those
traditionally tested, then the information that there is no information on
these other outcomes is likely to have little or no influence. The absence
of information can easily be attributed to the absence of concern. The ap-
pended report, for instance, from the French colleagues, regarding edu-
cational reform in France in the twentieth century, reveals unmistakably
that concern for other than cognitive dimensions of education, and for larger
numbers of school places for children, is minimal. But any reading of
American or British documents on education reveals unmistakably that
every public concerned with education seems at least as ideologically con-
cerned about the quality and breadth of education as about the narrower do-
mains of mathematics and verbal capacity that have traditionally dominated
the center of interest of these systems in the past. It is becau6e of this
unequdi political usefulness of an inventory of available knowledge about
educational outcomes -- unequal because of differences in goals -- that we
have come to have much less confidence in the value of our comparative
model than we had before we undertook this enterprise.

The differences in the structures of participation in education deci-
sion-making among the involved countries also makes it likely that any
such reporting on educational outcomes will be unequally valuable. it
seems required, in the European countries, to make a dent upon the con-
sciousness of national officials and bureaucracies before educational reform
can be begun. But there is also much more coherence and integration be-
tween goals and purposes, on the one hand, and school activities, on the
other, in those systems controlled by national ministries or bureaus.
Hence, the likelihood of continuing self-confirmation of favorable estimates
seems considerably greater than it does in a society such as the United
States. Here, though the amount of federal intervention in school affairs
increases greatly with every passing year, there is still fundamental local
autonomy, such that it is possible to have numerous smaller centers of
foment and dissent and experimentation which begin to create an atmo'sphere
of needed change that may become contagious.

Moreover, it is possible for changes to be made, and substantial
changes at that, in local systems, without involving the entire nation and
without committing the stability of a national government to these experi-
mentations. Thus, change may ensue and may spread, especially if facili-
tated by forward-looking national officials. On the other hand, it is evident
that if European national ministries decide on educational reform, the en-
tire system of the country is likely to experience the reform much more
quickly than would be the case in a system such as the American with its
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emphasis on local autonomy. In any event, these di.fferences instructure,
and in the participating publics and the connections ith the other basic in-
stitutions of the society make the proposed model fo- measurement of edu-
cational effectiveness much less useful for its intended, ends in European
than in American educational systems.

Finally, there is one important difference between the United States
and the other systems that suggests that under some conditions the appli-
cation of a measurement of educational effectiveness would be much more
politically portentous and consequential in those countries than in the
United States. It is the fact that, given the centralization and uniformity,
relatively speaking, of education in European countries, and given the con-
trasting local autonomy and great heterogeneity and diversity in American
systems, if European countries were to take seriously the question of edu-
cational goals and achievements, then any effort at measuring these
achievements would likely be far more consequential for the entire system
in quation that would be the case in the United States. Even if and when we
secure a form of national assessment, as we are now in process of doing,
the diversity of educational needs, as these are defined from one commun
ity to another, and the diversity of powerful interests who view the school
systems' needs in quite different ways, are likely to be powerful deterrents
upon any attempt to produce widespread change on the basis of the informa-
tion provided by such a national assessment.

Yet one must put aside such hesitations and doubts about the value of
information if one is to take education seriously as an enterprise and is to
express any rational concern for the effectiveness with which educational
resources are being utilized. This is true for centrally controlled as well
as locally autonomous systems. It is true for traditional as well as mod-
ern systems. It applies to systems aimed at producing readiness for change
as well as those aimed at producing predictable and steady citizens. It
holds for systems concerned with the soul of man as well as those primar
ily focused on limited cognitive domains.

Each and all of such systems requires sounder knowledge about how
well it is doing than it now has And the question cannot be answered ex-
cept as there is much more explicit concern than can now be found with the
goals of education, and, in turn, with the development of some measures
of outcome, and some ways of understanding the contribution of schools to
these outcomes.
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The analysis of the relationship between input, process and outcome
is a matter which will take long years of patient research to refine to the
point where it can become part and parcel of ongoing educational evaluation.'
Much work is afoot in that domain of research. It still remains true, how-
ever, that the impetus to develop such analysis and the impetus to innovate
in education will develop -- all political considerations aside -- in propor-
tion to the extent to which the school systems are informed about how well
they are doing, given their intentions.

The first indispensable step is the measurement of outcomes -- in
ways not now available, We now turn, therefore, to a brief consideration
of alternative possible ways in which educational outputs might be concep-
tualized and measured, so as to provide a sounder inventory of outcomes
than is now available to any system.
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A:nerican education is the focus of intellect:la power struggles --
s1rugg3es to (Wine the goals or ethicatio!,..1, to 6)c:city those things which
everyone rnust Mow; to determine just whlit the school is meant to do and
then how to go about doing it, Courses ...teem to be added to curricula in
some sensiblc,* sequence, but often explanativ.ls vary so widely, and ex-
pectations about the effects of a course 4.1re so great that no definitive
statements can be made about anything.

American education clearly exists, people do go to school, some
people learn something. But the avalanche of conflicting theories about
what they learn and why demand at least codification if not integration.
Changing demands on the school system, particularly the demand for real,
not just foimal, equality in education for blacks and whites place new de-
mands on the curricula, theories of teaching, and ideas about what should
come out of the. schools.

An extensive effort is being made to organize and to evaluate all
that seems to be going on here. Part of this program is the attempt to
clarify and assess the goals and outputs of the total educational system.
Analysts from a variety of disciplines have applied themselves to this
task, t.ne a variety of indices and supposed indicators have been construc-
ted. The govl seems to be to approach in inclusiveness and reliability en
indicator like the Gross National Product.

In the following paper, the gross national product is discussed --
first in terms of the sources of figures for the gross national product,
i. c. the totals of all the monitored kinds of economic production. Then
the underlying .assumptions of the gross national product are discussed --
those features of a money economy which make this measurement poss-
ible. Clearly, if the gross national product is to be calculated, the
economy must be organized in one of two ways: either there must be a
money system, which is uniform in its methods of valuation throughout
the system, or there must be calculable "terms of trade" in the system
which ena.J3e an analyst to assign uniform value to all exchanged goods in
the system.

In those systems of barter economy which do not have money, dif-
ferent methods of calculating gross national product are still available,
although more complex. These bar. ..:r economies have multiple products,
and multiple exchanges, which, if the system is rational can be organized.
Here the paper discusses very briefly some of the problems and methods
of organizing a barter economy.
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The purpose of both of these economic prelue"s is to present some
way of looking at educational outputs, and hopefully to provide some
framework for their evaluation.

We first examine the areas of educational output, delineating six
general outputs of the educational system. Then, a system of units for
each is examined. The purpose of this is to discover if some unit within
each can he observed which is common to all. If this unit exists, then
all educational outputs could be expressed in terms of it.

Since no such unit is found, the szscjauss between these areas of
output are examined. As if this were a barter economy, each output is
examined, to see if there are uniform trades between one type of output
and all others, or some others. If such a uniform, and rational trade
were found, then we could calculate the terms of trade for the system of
educational outputs, and on this basis develop a common unit for their ex-.
pression. Since this, too, is unavailable, we examine the market mechan-
ics of educational outputs.

We try to determine if there is any single market place within which
all educational outputs, or at least some significant portion of them, are
traded.for something else. Therefore, we try to see where each kind of
educational output is likely to be exchanged, and for what.

Here we discover several different markets: some trade-offs be-
tween outputs take place within the individual himself; others take place
between him and his peers, or fellow workers, or his family and other
intimates; some take place in formal occupational or legal contexts.
Examining these exchanges we find that none of them yields either a lim-
ited marketplace for each kind of educational output, or one general mar-.
ketplace for all educational outputs. It is at this point in the analysis
that we conclude that without other information there can be no calculus
of the gross national educational product

The most serious block to the calculation of this product is found to
be the three indistinguishable features of any output calculation. In every
case where we seek to measure an educational output and are unable to
do so, it is because we do not know whether:

the output is present or not;

the output is actually exchanged in this marketplace;

or whether our methods of measurement are at fault.



We turn next to consideration of tests which could measure educa-
tional output in tote.

Several kinds of tests are discussed: the Scholastic Aptitude Tests
and their usefulness in predicting the performance of high school students
in colleges; the Federal Service Entrance Examination; and the general
aptitude and intelligence tests used by the armed services. The strengths
and weaknesses of these tests are discussed. It is concluded that the
SAT is the most valuable model of this kind of predictive test, because
it has a universe of past products with which to compare present appli-
cants. There is a pool of successful undergraduates whose college aca-
demic records are known and whose test scores are known, with whom the
applicant can be compared. His likely success in college is accurately
predictable on the basis of the siMilarity between'his test scores and the
scores of other students in the college in the past. It is important to real-
ize the limitations of this kind of testing -- one of which, is the inability of
the test to tell what the student actually learned in school and what he
learned elsewhere.

Using these ideas of the sources of success in such tests as the
SAT, the paper examines the proposed national assessment program in
education. It discusses the limitations, and the biases of the test, and
concludes that this test in no sense represents the kind of national assess-
ment of educational product which would meet the demands of our economic
analogues. it in no way compares with the gross national product in inclu-
siveness, or with any of the barter models in showing the tradeability of
individual educational outputs.

The last section of the paper examines several perspectives on edu-
cational output and their associated measurements. It moves up a scale
from the least general, but most measurable, to the most general and
least measurable theories of educational product. The most important
part of this analysis is its attention to the fact that measurability is a func-
tion of the structure of theory. That there are only certain methods of
measurement which are consonant with certain kinds of theory; that the
strengths and weaknesses of theory stem from the organization of the the-
ory itself.

It is also extremely important to know in evaluating theories of edu-
cational output, or observational perspectives on educational output, that
different kinds of assumptions are made not only about the ideal
in each, but that the nature of the educational product itself differs mark
edly in each.
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It seems obvious that the product of the educational system is edu-
cated young people. This in fact is not the implication of many of the
theories. Theories differ on whether the product of the educational sys
tem can be considered to be extrinsically associated with students, or
intrinsic to them. This divergence is extremely important.

Extrinsic theories see the source of value in education in what can
be done with it, and what can be done with those that possess it. They
see the value of education as its value to society, either aut society or
gua some institution (such as the economy) within the society.

bitrinsic theories of educational output see value determined in two
ways -- they see it determined by what the individual can do with it, and
they see it as valuable in itself. Thus educational output in this theoreti-
cal framework derives its exchange value from its intrinsic value, and a
derives its intrinsic value from (eventually) definition.

The question of the value of education is an extremely important
one, and one on which there is a great deal of theoretical fuzziness;
most of which results, from failure either to realize the necessity of mak
ing value judgments, or the mistaken belief that if education can be tied
to some method of value assessment than its value will be "socially-objec-
tively" discovered.

Tying the educational system into the money system is an effort to
discover this socially objective value of education. By finding a dollar
value for education, analysts involve education in a system of value calcu-
lation through exchange. Since everyone realizes that there are no objec-
tive values within the system a exchange, only values contingent on sup-
ply and demand -- it is assumed that this type of valuation will not be
prejudicial to the complexity of educational output.

Similarly the attempt to tie educational output to those things which
are useful is an attempt to objectify values of output. It must always be
remembered that assertions of usefulness are assertions of value to the
system, or to some part of it -- what is useful to the social system is
valuable to it, hence it derives its usefulness from its value. If, however,
the values of certain segments of the society are not examined, it is funda-
mentally unethical to posit usefulness as a guarayeof value either to the
total society, or to the individual.

The last section of the paper then concerns itself with the relation-.
ships between theories of output, theories of measurement, and theories
of value.. There is particular care paid to the problem of separating
measurement of value, from theory of value, and of carefully delineating'
the kind of output which is implied by a particular theory of output.



The "Total Product" of Education

The gross national product is the most comprehensive national
assessment figure. In simple and easily understandable terms it tells
how much the society has produced of goods and services during the peri-
od of one year. It does this by totalling how much money accrues to
everyone as a result of the production of these goods and services; thus
it includes:

1. wages and supplements (to individuals);
2. unincorporated net income (to unincorporated firms);
3. rents (to all owners of real estate and other immeubles);
4. interest (to investors);
5. dividends (to stock and bond holders);
6. undistributed profits (money made by business, held for reinve.st-

rnent in own firm or for later distribution);
7. corporate taxes (the money made by government from corpora-

tions);
8.' indirect business taxes (government income from this source);
9. depreciation (money paid out for the replacement of capital goods);

10. purchases from other firms (money paid by one firm to another).

The GNP then is a measure of production, and the value of that pro-
duction within the society. Its existence is dependent on the existence of
money and the fact that money can be exchanged for a variety of different
things -- for land, for use of land, money, and labor, for goods produced,
for raw materials. Money is useful in the same general way to everyone
and has the same market value independent of who uses it.

In economies which do not have money there is no measurement of
GNP possible. In a barter economy one can only tabulate the amount of
stuff that is produced in a year -- so many potatoes, so many pigs, so
many beads -- but unless all the trading terms within the society are
known -- how many potatoes, how many pigs, how many beads -- there
is little to say about the society. It can't be determined, for example,
whether the society did better this year than last year. To know this with-
out terms of trade, the society must produce more each year or less each
year. There is no way to compare the case in which the society produced
as many potatoes, fewer pigs, but more beads than last year. We can't
really tell how good the market is, how effective it is either unless we
know terms of trade, or have money. In an economy where terms of trade
are known, if two potatoes can be traded for two pigs, and two pigs for
two beads, we should expect that two potatoes could be traded for two
beads. If there are no terms of trade, however, there is no guarantee
that this will happen.



Calculations about the efficiency of production cannot be made
either, without terms of trade. Imagine a wage economy: a man em-
ploys another to make beads for him -- in a year the employee produces
four beads and is paid two potatoes; the employee trades one potato for
one pig and the employer trades one bead br one pig. Is this a rational
economy? From the employee's point of view he has traded four beads
for two potatoes -- one potato, therefore, equals two beads. The employ-
er pays one potato for two beads, but with his two beads he can get two
pigs, whereas his employee for his two beads' worth of potatoes can get
only one pig. Clearly the employee is selling himself short. Beads are
overpriced; potatoes are overpriced; he is not maximizing his profits in
this situation.

In short, then, if we do not know terms of trade, we cannot

1. measure gross output, only enumerate it;
2. compare (except rarely) outputs from year to year;
3. determine the efficiency of the barter system;
4. calculate the rationality of any segment of the system.

An Intrinsic Unit of OVRAZ

This brief economic introduction should help to elucidate the kinds
of things needed before attempting to make some calculation of gross edu-
cational product.

We have seen that the gross national product is only calculable in a
system with some actual medium of exchange, like money, or in a ration-
al barter economy in which, although there is no unit of exchange, terms
of trade permit assignment of unit values to commodities. We have also
seen that commodity exchange values can only be assigned in a barter
economy when the barter economy is "rational."

There are several things to find out about the educational system
then,,before we can say whether or not there exists a gross educational
product.

First, what is the range of educational outputs? Secondly, is there
already some composite of these outputs which represents an individual
student's educational "product"? If no such meaningful product exists, is
there possibly some system of exchanges between the different types of
educational outputs which permit assignment of barter-unit values to each

Finally, if none of these things exist -- if there is no existent unit,
and no rational system of trade-offs -- is there some indicator, in the



form of a commodity market where all of these things are offered for
sale, which will enable us to place some individual and composite value
on them?

The variable in our discussion will be: the different kinds of educa-
tional outputs, and the different marketplaces in which they are exchanged.

Grades, tend to be thought of as some measurement of the output of
the entire educational system. And to the extent that they can be said to
be uniform, theydo look like some measurement of what th.e school pro-
duces and some quality measurement about parts of that output. Some
parts are rated A, some13, and so on. Do these show a correlation with
any other kind of societal measurement? No, they do not. There is no
association between high school grades and achievement in later life, in
any of the ways this can now be measured. Grades do not correlate with
an individual's life income, nor do they seem to discriminate between those
more suicide-prone, or accident-prone, or those with high or low divorce
rates. The variance in all these attributes is more complex -- they de-
pend on social class, on family situation of the child, on religion, on
marriage partner . . .

Is there a measurement which could be constructed which would
give some indication, while the child is still in school, of the success of
his school training, as this school training applied to his success in later
life? It would have to contain, of course, all the areas of school inter-
est:

I. physical wellbeing, and the child's ability to maintain this;
2. emotional wellbeing;
3. occupaticnal preparedness;
4. basic skill preparedness -- English, mathematics etc.;

moral preparedness;
drive, initiative, motivation;
culture-preferred knowledge.

Let us first discuss a barter model approach to this: by this we
mean that the factors listed above are minimum specifications; they can
not be reduced to a single factor. There may be, however, sufficient
trade information to work out a set of correspondences between them in
order, to do the latter. It is necessary to say how much physical health
can be traded for how much emotional health can be traded for how much
occupational preparedness, etc. Are there really observable trade-offs
between these factors?



Take physical wellbeing, for example. The failure to maintain
physical wellbeing produces death. Obviously there can be no trade-offs
at this level, since death implies the inability to make use of other fac-
tors after its occurrence. Above this level, there are only trade-offs
of factors 4pjying physical health: trading sleep for increased study
time; trading exercise and recreation for time on the job or for concert
attendance. But immediately, these are more difficult and secondary
calculations. To what extent is physical health itself diminished by each
of these trade-offs and to what `extent is something else maximized?
They do not permit, without some consideration of the value of an attri-
bute in relation to other attributes, to make value statements about it.
There are, too, problems of different value assignments at different leV-
els -- at the individual, small group, and at the national level.

We could hope to specify some necessary minimum level of physi
cal health but even this would be only an approximation to a limit, and
would not tell how to compare the value of other higher or lower amounts
of health.

The same is true of mental health. To the extent that mental ill-
ness does not exclude the individual from participation in the society as
a whole, and to the extent that mental health is a function of other than
school-produced relationships or involves factors not considered by the
school, no minimum values can be assigned to mental health. Assuming
mental health could be monitored at the time of school graduation, and
this is a different matter entirely, we would still be troubled by trade-
off situations.

Occupational preparedness combines a variety of different factors.
It can be considered the ability to meet the entry requirements for a vari-
ety of different jobs. Or, it can be considered to be the ability to per-
form any particular job: typing skills, clerical skills, training as an
automotive mechanic, as a horticulturist . . .

Basic skill preparedness includes those things which are socially
necessary: the ability to read a newspaper, to understand memoranda and
other written directions, to understand mathematical skills and use them
(at the level of filling out income tax forms and counting change in drug
stores). It also includes the mathematical ability consistent with certain
occupations, where these abilities are part of a general set of traits asso-
ciated with general Rinds of occupations.

Moral preparedness is an internalization, and willingness to prac-
tice most of the tenets of American law, and American group values.
Obviously, very few trade-offs are permitted here at all.
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Drive, initiative, and motivation contain two sorts of factors: gen-
eral self-maximalization, in the sense of rnaxirnalizing one's own life
style and life changes -- preparing oneself for a better job and going out
to find it, setting oneself up in a small business. It also includes ap-
proved innovativeness within occupations: the gas station attendant who,
through efficiency and self-motivated hard work, attracts more custom-
ers to his station. Trade-offs are obviously implied here between other
kinds of activities -- moral values, leisure, etc.

Culture-preferred knowledge -- this is perhaps the most poorly de-
fined. At the least it includes some knowledge of literary and artistic
classics.

Even this sketchy outlining of the general outputs of education eluci-
dates many of the difficulties of national accounting and comparison. We
have certainly seen that there is no unit intrinsic within each output which
permits us to compare them. It should also be clear that we cannot, as
we perhaps can in our barter model, develop "terms of trade" for them
by examining their exchange values with each other. We simply cannot
imagine them being exchanged. There are systematic reasons for this
difficulty of exchange, also, which we can note.

I. The factors have different loci -- they pertain to different parts of
people or of the same person: does an individual have any way to decide
to sacrifice a certain portion of his mental health in the interest of in-
creased knowledge of the classics?

2. The factors have different minima.

3. The range of each factor is poorly specified -- the difference be-
tween drive and initiative and moral preparedness is not clear. What is
really initiative and what is normatively prescribed initiative?

4. The factors are often inseparable physical and mental health
overlap, and other factors overlap with each. Thus, exchanges can not
always be seen because the categories are not mutually exclusive.

5. The lack of mutual exclusiveness is further compounded by diffi-
culties of surveillance and observation of incidence.



A barter model search for_czatpj.ytTa..t,

The difficulties of surveillance are actually the critical point of the

entire analysis in a way. Just as there are a variety of factors to include,

so there are a variety of observers, assessors, and ultimately purchasers

of these capacities.

In what market, then, arc each of the factors exchanged?

1. Physical health is bartered only within the individual. He may

barter it in exchange for factors available on some other market, say,

the occupational market, but the actual exchange is an internal one. There

are considerable differences in assessment of the individual worth of phy-

sical health vs. some other gain. Thus there is little likelihood of any

overall market value placed on physical health.

Imagine a situation for example in which two men enter into compe-

tition for the same job. Man A trades two hours of sleep a night for extra

study time to prepare for the competition; man B loses no sleep because

of his relatively free evening schedule, but because of the increased
anxiety develops an ulcer condition while studying for the examination.

Now supposedly these factors could be compared: a certain increase in
occupational preparedness is worth loss of "x" amount of sleep is also

worth a predisposition to an ulcer, hence "x" amount of sleep loss equals
predisposition to an ulcer. This would be marvelous if we knew that both

were rational producers; that in fact neither had exceeded the minimum

cost in preparing for the examination. We would also need to assurnethat

at the beginning and end of preparation both were at correspondent levels

of preparation and that both had received the same grade on the exam. If

in preparation for this same exam a man C had lost no sleep and developed

no ulder predisposition and achieved as well as men A and B on the test, we

would be at a complete loss to assign exchange values to any of the losses

of physical health. But, at the same time, can we dispose of the problem
by postulating health as a minimum which must be attained and maintained

by all, because it is quite reasonable to assume that all individuals felt
equally satisfied with the conditions imposed by the test. Health is trade-
able, but certainly in no uniform way. Nor is trade always observable.

Emotional health could be treated in exactly the same way.

The marketplace for occupational preparedness is the actual job

market. An assessment of the qualifications of the prospective worker

is made by the hirer and on this basis a job is assigned to him, or he
to a training program, or he gains entrance to some qualifying examina-

tion. Here we have the questions at a somewhat different level, but they
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are the basic questions: a) what is exchanged and b) what is paid out in
this exchange?

a. the applicant can be bartering his occupational preparedness,
but he is also bartering --

his expectation of getting a better job

c. the expectation of higher present gains in salary for a job with
more possibilities for advancement

some portion of his time

In exchange, he receives:

a. a contract for a certain amount of time; or

a training program; or

c. a program with limited advancement but high salary now; or

a program with high attrition rate, but high advancement.

We are simply uncertain about what is exchanged. There are sev-
eral possibilities on both sides for calculating the value of the exchange.
We are uncertain about the marketplace. How much is exchanged within
the individual -- his exchanges between present and future -- and how much
of it takes place between prospective employer and employee.

4 Basic skill preparedness -- these are the factors with which the
individual deals with the empirical elements of his universe, mathemati-
cally, linguistically, and socially (including such things as relevant "so-
cial sterotypic knowledge, where to go for what, the details of how to get
it once there, and what to do with it afterwards).

Let us call it "poise and preparedness." How much of this does an
individual need in order not to be inconvenienced in his everyday social
relationships? How much linguistic ability does he need, in order not to
be considered a total fool, or to be prejudged invidiously in social ex-.
change? To what extent does linguistic ability or inability condition the
kind of job he will be considered acceptable for If he can't speak English
well, will he be made office manager, even when he is the most skilled
and knowledgeable clerk? There are an infinite variety of exchange points,
or markets, here:

a. within the individual in terms of developing poise and prepared-
ness;
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b. in interpersonal relationships, friendship, etc;

ce in formalized exchanges on and off the job (will others think
well of him, how does he evaluate the ithicortance of others'
opinions of him? );

in economic exchanges (is he an intelligent consumer, does he
lose money because of inability to count change or shop wisely? );

In all of these different markets, basic poise is evaluated and re-
warded, the amount present in the individual is called into play, and some

I return is made to the individual,

5. Moral preparedness -- there are several formal and informal ob-i

servances of moral preparedness:

a. the legal structure: police, courts, judges;

b. the occupational structure (what is the legal record of the appli-
cant? Informally, the employer questions basic trustworthi-
ness, honesty);

c. informal extraoccupational moral assessments -- credit ratings,
for example. Ability to trust between friends and associates of
all sorts.

6. Drive, initiative, motivation -- this too has several areas of ex-
change:

a. formal occupational assessment of the capacity of an employee
to serve beyond the literal demands of his job;

the exchange valuations of "fellow worker" vs. "good worker"
made in many informal occupational settings. These are ex-
changes which both the individual and his fellow workers make.
The possibility of exchange between value of initiative to the in-
dividual, assumed value to the employer, actual value to the em-
ployer, function or dysfuction in peer relations;

c. in intra-group relationships, the role of group leader, or opinion
leader, who picks activities formally or informally, who is a
deacon of the church vs. being a loveable fellow.

12



7. Culture-preferred knowledge this may "come out" as the ability
to participate in intellectual discussions. It may be simply the ability to
find enjoyment in reading in one's leisure time. To the extent that it is
purely individual, it represents an exchange made within the individual be-
tween other factors like conversation, or television, or going for a walk.
There is little chance for articulated social exchange.

We can see, then, that there is no common marketplace on the ba-
sis of whose rules we can assign exchange values to all of these factors.
Yet we can also see that they cannot be uniformany assigned to such things
as the individual, the economic marketplace, friendship roles, etc. In
essence then we have posed some features which are indistinguishable
from the point of view of the total system, and from the point of view of
various actors within it.

To summarize, the reasons for these indistinguishable factors:

1. we cannot show that each area of output is measured in any kind of
exchange in only one marketplace;

2. nor can we show that any single output is ever evaluated in any
single marketplace;

3. we cannot show significant lumpings of outputs in such a way as to
say these three things are always associated, and we cannot judge them
independently, but we can judge them independently for the following items;

4. we cannot show that all outputs are evaluated in any single market-
place. We are at pains to show that any single exchange does not impli-
cate at least most other factors. As a result of these considerations, we
can say that the following three explanations can be applied in every case
to educational outputs:

a. our measurements are not correct; or

b. the output in fact is not present in the desired amount within the
individual; or

c. the output is not in fact considered in the particular exchange
studied.
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Conclusion

We have shown, then, that:

I. there is no unit common to all educational output areas which en-
ables us to quantify them;

2. there is no uniform exchange value between educational outputs,
which would serve as "terms of trade" and enable us to calculate
the total product;

3. there is no single marketplace with rules which enable us to assign
uniform exchange values to educational outputs.

11.T9stsof02ut ut

Since we cannot by observation or exchange analysis set some value
on educational output, perhaps we can construct some test as a measure
of educational output, which will enable us to assess total educational out-
put.

Ideally this test would be constructed so that many things could be
learned from it.

I. the amount of each kind of educational output which is present in
each graduating student;

2. through some rule of additiyitz we should be able to calculate the
total amount of single output which is present in any group of graduates,
and the total of all outputs present in a group;

3. we should be certain that a measured output is actually one produced
by the school system;

4. we should know the correlation between this output and other factors
associated with adult life. We should know how well these factors corre-
late with occupatbnal success, mental health, marital stability, etc. In

other words, whenever the school makes a contention about the applicabil-
ity of its output, the test should tell us whether the output is in fact pro-
duced, and whether it is applicable in the ways it is said to be;

5. we could rephrase point four, by saying that the test should be mg-
dictive.

At the moment there are not tests of this sort. There are simply no
measurements of educational output which answers all these needs. There
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are several kinds of tests which are given to wide samples of people.
Some of them are highly predictive of the things which the test-makers
want to know. We will examine some of these and on the basis of their

- successes try to construct some idea of a suitable assessment tool for
education.

Finally, we will examine the national assessment program as envi-
sioned by Educational Testing Services, and discuss its adequacy as such
an instrument.

pxistips Models

Most universities have elaborate systems of computing how well a
student will perform within the, college on the basis of high school grades
and on the basis of national aptitude and achievement tests. The Scho las?.
tic Aptitude Test has been applied with increasing scope and effectiveness
and has had several major effects. First, it allows schools with some
surety to expand their sources of admission beyond their traditional bound-
aries without high risk of lowering academic requirements. It is possible
for admissions offices to make fairly safe projections (with a specifiable
error range) about students from high schools with which theyhave had
only limited experience, on the basis of combined knowledge of high school
grades, SAT scores, and recommendations, perhaps combined with an
interview of the candidate himself. The total so computed, while not mea-
suring the output or the school in any sense, does create a profile of the
student. The consonance of this profile with profiles of previous success-
ful admittees permits the school to make its choices.

A similar nationally available test is that for entrance into the
Federal government: the Federal Service Entrance Examination. Al-
though ,the figures are not available, since the test continues to be used
and refined as a. selection instrument for federal employees, presumably
there is some correlation between performance on this test and perform-
ance in the federal bureaucracy.-

The Army uses a variety of tests first as discriminators of those
fit for induction and then to assign inductees to various programs within
the military.

It should be clear from consideration of these three tests that they
are unlike the kind of assessment program we have been talking about in
a variety of ways. First, they do not attempt to measure individual out-
puts of the school system in strictly limited ways. They are not batteries
of tests which measure "drive, initiative, motivation, " with one instru-
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anent, and "cultural knowledge" with another. They do not presume to as-
sign numbers of these characteristics. Instead they are intermediaries
between an unknown something -- the education and "knowledge" of the in
dividual and a relatively known something else -- what their present and
past memberships have been like.

These tests do not discriminate, as we must, between those things
which. a man learned in school, those things whic17 he learned at home,
those which he picked up in conversation before the exam. This is obvi-
ously unsatisfactory as a measurement of school output, because there is
not even an imputed association between what the testes does on the test
and what he learned in school.

Secondly, the test succeeds because there is a universe of desired
traits. Yale University can admit high school students, not because they
have selected out the "best" from among them, but because they have
selected students who look the way other Yale University undergraduates
have looked in the past. It is noteworthy, too, that the test is not used
to predict specific achievements -- this student will receive the following
grades in English, these in math but rather they predict overall grade-
point average at Yale.

One should be rather more suspicious of the claims 43f the FSEE
and the Army tests to predict performance, because of the evaluation of
those who in the past succeeded on the test. Since the FSEE prepares for
federal hiring, and since civil service limits the ability to fire people
once hired, there is little chance that any but the grossest errors in pre-
diction could be discovered. The test may, in fact, discriminate very
little between those who are to be hired and those who are not. It is quite
possible that among those who are hired there is as random a distribution
of performance capacities as there is among the unhired. Here the test
is even less predictive than the SAT as used. It tells the tester how well
this testee compares with the universe of all who intthe past have taken
the test. It does not tell him how well those people have performed their
jobs. Nor does it discriminate, as does the SAT, between those who will
perform at a high level within the acceptable range and those who will per-
form at a medium or low level within this range.

Similar criticism can be made of the Army tests. First, because
as is the case with all the tests there is little effort to find out about those
who fail the test. Nor is there any evident way to find out about the range
of achievement of those who pass the test...
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The Assessment Pro ram

Data on the National Assessment Program, although plentiful on the
intended content and scope of the test itself, are very lirnited.in their at-
tention to just how the test is to be used.

A brief iniroduction to the booklet "Phase I: Nitional Assessment, "
states a threefold purpose of the test:

1. "It would give the nation as .a whole data on the strengths and
weaknesses.of the American educational system. Thus it might consti-
tute a much more accurate guide than we currently possess to the alloca
tion of public and private funds -- where they are needed, what they
achieve -- and to many other decisions affecting education.

2. "Second, assessment results, especially if coupled with auxiliary
information on characteristics of various regions, communities, schools,
etc. would provide data necessary for research on educational problems
and processes which cannot be undertaken now.

3. "When sampling and testing procedures are adequately developed,
international comparisons might be possible. "1

Sub-goals include "mak[ing] all groups more interested in the edu-
cational system . . " It is stressed that the test results should be in-
telligible to the layman.

The test is to be given to four age groups: 9, 13, .17, and 30 year
olds. Three of these groups will be within the schools and a. fourth will
not.

The first purpose of the test is to give data on the strengths and
weaknesses of the American educational system. The limits on this data
are heavy:

1. the data can only be compared between age groups, at least initially;

2. there is no certain connection between many of the items tested and
the curricula' of the schools in which the children are students;

the tests may be "context- bound ";

the tests are not predictive;

the tests are not additive at an individual level.
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1. Comparison between age groups: the theory of the test is based on
"teen sampling"; it tests randomly certain items from some larger uni-
verse of possible items. The example of a dictionary test is given for
consideration; here the tester is justified in taking a random sample of
words from the dictionary and, on the basis of percentage score in this
random sampling,calculating what corresponding percentage of the entire
dictionary of words the student. knows. This is a relatively simple exam-
ple, however; one in which the full universe of items knowable can be spe-
cified. In these particular tests, however, there is no "given" agreed
universe. The test is a random sampling of items like those items on the
test itself. It is assumed that the universe is very large.

If we confine ourselves to one test of this universe, there is no dif-
ficulty. Thus, if we confine ourselves to comparisons between a single
age group, we are in fact constructing a hypothetical universe of things
like the things on the test. If, however, we try to say that there are
various levels of knowledge within this universe we may be misled. Clear-
ly in the example of the dictionary, we would not. We could construct a
test using item samples of the easier words in the dictionary, and another
test using item samples of more difficult words in the dictionary, for use
with an older group. However, we are not here dealing with this same
kind of known universe, and it is quite possible to suggest that the item
universe implied by the test at age nine is quite a different one from that
implied in the test at age 13, and that at age 17.

Clearly, to get an accurate measurement of the range of abilities at
age nine, and a similarly accurate range at age 13, the test must ask dif-
ferent questions of the two groups, or propose different tasks. The ques-
tion is simply whether the tasks set to the two age groups correspond in
such a way that the tests measure the same field of knowledge -- but one
measures the amount that should be measured in age nine children and the
other measures what should be measured in age 13 children. Compari-
mins of age nine vs. age 30 present greater uncertainty about the con-
tinuity of the implied universe.

2. Even within the age groups we do not know just what the test has to
do with the product of any school or curriculum. Indeed, every effort is
made in the tests to tie the content .01 the test with the desired programs
of the schools. But anyone familiar with the diversity of goals in Ameri-
can schools will realize the often nebulous relations between goals in dif-
ferent schools. The test tries to approximate most of these but this does
not account for several sources of variance within schools: non-overlap-
ping of goals, and the problem of differently spaced curricula -- some
schools do the same things in different orders.
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There are serious interpretive problems in comparing scores be-
tween schools;we can predict the following general results:

Scores in the north and east will be generally higher than those
particularly in the south, but also those of the mid-west. Scores in
schools with higher concentrations of middle-class children will be high-
er than schools with more working-class children. White schools will
score higher than Negro schools.

It will be most fruitful to compare scores on tests between schools
which are relatively the same on all external criteria. It will only be
in such comparisons, with external factors of race, class, region, edu-
cation of parents, etc., held equal that schools will be able to say wheth-
er they as schools have done or not done their jobs properly. In any other
kind of score comparison there will continue to be debate about the effect
of class, race, etc. Should the test show, for example, that white subur-
ban middle-class school children do better on all scores than lower class
inner city Negro children this will not predict what is required to allevi-
ate these problems. As we have said the test may discriminate for bet-
ter teaching and better education within comparable social environments
but it cannot discriminate between learning in school and learning outside
of school.

3. Lord, who is the author of the text on methodology cited in the book-
let on national assessment, states that thr.?e is no way to tell whether or
not results on the test are context-bound. 2 This is to say, whether or not
the results of the test are generalizable or whether they refer only to
ability to perform within this specific test environment.

4. The predictive nature of the test is of great importance. In the
example ofithe college admissions test, prediction of college perform-
ance depended on consonance between the individual profile of the testee
and the profiles of successful college students. There is no profile of
comparison which can be used for the present national assessment test.
Indeed the test is simply an inventory of some areas of knowledge without
any information at all about what this knowledge means; what it enables
one to do; what its relation to likely performance in the future is; or how
necessary it is to have this knowledge.

Perhaps the scores of 9, 13, and 17 year olds could be compared
with that of the 30 year age group. Other tests could be.devised of the oc-
cupational success, the personal happiness, the civic status, the income--
of the 30 year old pOpulation;correlated with their assessment scores; and
compared with the 17 year old population. This, however, involves an
almost ludicrous assumption. If changes in school policy are to be made
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on the basis of comparisons between 17 year old population and 30 year
old population, this assumes that the criteria measured in the 30 year
old population are the ones which cause their happiness, occupational
success, income, etc. If not then structuring schools after the 30 year
old population is rather like painting apples orange and assuming this will
increase their citrus content. We are not exempted by the existence of 30
year age group from inquiring what is responsible for their success and
happiness, what did they learn in school that they used throughout their
lives, which enabled them to get better jobs, which enabled them to use
their leisure time constructively, which prompted them to learn about
art and music and to attend symphony concerts themselves. Obviously
the only thing which comparison between age 17 children and age 30
adults will tell us is how similar they are on a series of measure indices;
whether these indices have any causal correlation with life-style and life-
chances, this test cannot tell us.

Differences between the scores of 30 year olds and 17 year olds can
be explained in the following ways:

a. the schools have changed -- either in emphasis or effectiveness;

b. the school populations have changed. (Negroes are probably
somewhat better educated in the 17 year old population than they are in
the 30 year old population);

c. scores on science in the 17 year old population will probably be
higher because of increasing attention to it in the late 1950s. Mathematics
scores in the 17 year old population may be better because of changing
math curricula. The number of schools offering art and music courses
has also increased since the early 1950s;

d. scores of 30 year in some areas will be higher since the
17 year old population contains no college graduates;

e. differences in scores may simply be a function of the fact that the
test is context-bound, and whereas 17 year olds are used to taking tests,
it has probably been some time since 30 year olds took any tests at all.

f, people forget things between age 17 and age 30.

What will these things tell us about the school at present? If, for
example, we find that almost no one in the 30 year old population has any
knowledge of art or music, or any real critical capacity in these areas,
should we stop teaching art and music in the schools? If we find that
only some professionals retain high performance levels in mathematics,
should we stop introducing higher level mathematics courses into the
schools?
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The Effectiveness of National Assessment

In short, then, all we have seen that the national assessment pro-
gram will enable us to do is to compare schools in similar social settings.
It may serve as a channel for research funds, and this will be of some
value, in isolating those schools which are best to study. It will not, how-
ever, prevent the continual debate between those who take the view that
ghetto schools must be improved before ghetto living conditions can be im-
proved, and those who argue that unless the ghetto is changed there can
be no improvement in its schools.

The test, then, simply will not answer, nor should we expect it to
answer any of the "what" questions. If can within a limited range say
"how well." It is no magic answer to any of the things which the school
needs to know about the relevance of its curriculum to preparing the
children for post-school life. It may tell some of the problems which
exist between schools; why high school students can't read adequately,
for example, may be a function of how poorly they read in junior high
school. Some of the in-system inconsistencies will be eliminated this
way, doubtless. But basic questions about the relationship between the
school and the external society simply are not answered. Research still
needs to be done on how certain groups of people get jobs, and others do
not; how some perform well in school and others do not.

The Variety of Educational Outputs

In society there are a variety of people who are concerned with edu-
cational output, and there are a variety of "uses" of education. It is use-
ful for getting a job, for watching a play, for raising children, for mak-
ing oneself happy -- educational theorists, educators, employers, and
educated people all contend that these are ways in which education is im-
portant.

When we evaluate the achievement of the educational system, then,
we want to keep all these different uses of education in mind, and we
want to keep all the different kinds of people who evaluate education in
mind. We should construct a theory of educational output which will en-
able each of these people to say how well the American educational sys-
tem does what he wants it to. (Clearly there are some people who will be
disappointed -- the American educational system is not allowed, for ex-
ample, to teach people the theology of any particular religion. People
who want an answer to this kind of question can receive none.) People
who want to know how well education prepares one for college, how well
it prepares one for a job, whether education is making people more happy,
more able to do what they want, more intelligent in th,:ir use of leisure
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time people with all of these interests in the educational system have
almost no answers. It should be the task of an educational analysis to
provide answers to as many questions of this sort as it can.

It should also be the task of analysis to suggest ways in which each
of these outputs can be improved. Or if any area of output is seen as in-
sufficient, there should be ways to suggest changes with some certainty
of success. We want to know too whether the educational system is im-
balanced in its attention -- is it devoting too much time to occupational
preparedness, and too little to preparedness for intelligent citizenship?

In essence, then, there are a variety of observers and evaluators-
of the success of education, and there are a variety of different theories
struduring the educational system. In order to evaluate the educational
system most effectively we should know, not only what the output of the
educational system is, as seen from the perspective of one of the groups
of people to whom this output is of interest, but to all different interests
in education.

Particularly when there are competing or overlapping foci of atten-
tion on educational output it is important to have a standard unit of mea-
surement. If we wish to know what creativity has to do with leisure time,
and what creativity has to do with getting a job, we are forced to use two
different systems of evaluation, those which center on the structure of
individual values and those which talk about economic uses and rewards
of creativity. Indeed, anytime we wish to evaluate the total effect of
some area of school output, to the extent that this is observed by differ-
ent "people" or in different "markets," we need to have translation units
from one sort of evaluation to another.

This returns us to earlier statements about the importance of trans-
latability in educational output. It is useful, but not ultimately useful, to
treat educational outputs from a variety of inconsistent perspectives.
From the perspective of occupational evaluation, from the standpoint of
individual happiness. But since educational outputs are eventually vested
in people, and since people do a variety of things with those outputs, it
would be well to have some system of translations from one to another.
And in considering all the areas important to one educational output, such
as creativity, or writing ability, there should be some way to examine
situations where some skill or attribute has a variety of uses and to as-
sign some quantitative value to the amount present within each student so
that the full range of his potential can be examined and known.
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Orientations of Observation

There are a variety of perspectives, then, which must be con-
sidered, some are more inclusive than others, some give more exact
measurements within theirri!agesttention than others. They are:

1. cost/efficiency models

2. resource developmental models

3. social-models integration-disintegration dimensions

social change model -- mobility-equality dimensions

4. psychological models personal focus; additive personal focus

5. humanistic models man in the universe (religious) focus;
man in western society (cultural) focus; man in the modern
state (citizenship) focus

Since cost-efficiency analysis pertains to all other forms of analysis, we
will consider it as part of each system of analysis discussed.

Resource developmental models treat the child as a "carrier" of
talents. These talents can be of many kinds, but they are all very much
the sort of "talent" that a music teacher might like to have in a star pupil- -
a natural affinity for the instrument. Or it may mean a certain kind of

analytical mind, which makes the child "ideal" for a career in math or
science.

There are three kinds of resource developmental models: a) one in
which all abilities are seen as talents and the task of the school is to maxi-
malize any for which a student shows ability; b) another in which oly high
levels of ability are developed; and c) a third in which certain relatively
rare capacities are sought and developed.

The first model simply seeks to maximize the ability of each stu-
dent. A wide variety of courses is offered by the school and each child
eventually channels himself into one area of courses -- the school makes
no special effort to direct this choice and does not concentrate on offering
any specialized range of courses. This model is so loose and so unpre-
dictive, however, that it is little more than a description of the breadth
of school offerings. It is indistinguishable from several of the humanistic
models which we will treat, and similar to any socialization model of edu-
cation. The major difference we will see between humanist models and
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this particular resource developmental model are the normative provi-
sions of the humanist model. The resource maximalization model is un-
directed; it posits no area of concentration better than any other; in fact
it has no real criteria for making choices about the range of curriculum.

As soon as we impose criteria for making choices about curriculum,
within a resource developmental context, then we have to use one of the
two remaining resource developmental models. The school delineates
some areas of societal relevance, e. g. certain kinds of occupational prep-
aration, and centers its course structure around these.

There are thus two major kinds of resource developmental models,
one in which every child is given access to every kind of training; most
excellent students in each area are identified and given more difficult

Iltliasks and increasingly higher levels of training in whatever area.

The second is a more limited sort of resource developmental mod-
el. It focuses on the search for certain relatively rare capacities and
sees the exploration of these capacities by all children as a necessary
means of finding the most able. Much of the post-1958 math and science
curricula of American high schools is conditioned by this latter model.
All children are exposed to science and math education, partially because
this sort of education is of value to all children, but primarily so that
these societally useful talents can be made visible; so that talented child-
ren can discover an interest in these subjects, be encouraged to pursue
this kind of training in college, and these kinds of careers in life. The
percentage of able children so identified is likely to be quite a small por-
tion of the student population.

This is as clearly a theory of goal organizations as it is one of out-
puts. When combined with measurement methods this theory is one most
likely to be applied by economic analysts of education. The method of
measurement depends on the ability to isolate and observe these special
products of the system -- the advanced students in a particular subject.

It is quite easy to make a cost-efficiency analysis. One simply
looks at the cost of all courses which can only be considered to be of the
type useful only to "talented" students, e. g. advanced mathematics or
physics courses in high school, and add up their cost. Next one adds up
the number of physicists and mathematicians, specifying the level of
skill desired, eventually produced by any high school graduation cohort
and by division calculates the cost of producing one such scientist. This
cost compared with his life-time output (this cost further include college
and post-college costs) will determine the productivity of finding him and
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training him. His productivity can be computed in a variety of ways --
the total productivity of all pure scientific research averaged, or one can
simply say his "market price," expressed as the life-time salary of ascientist.

This is a very simple sort of analysis, it includes a number of as-
sumptions about the nature of a society and the nature of goals and valuein that society. For one, we have directed,the entire school system
towards the production of an elite possessing certain characteristics.
We have also evaluated the "worth" of that elite entirely in-term s of its
monetary value.

With these implications in mind, let us turn to a similar model.
This is an industry model of education. The analysis is one undertaken
by Machlup -- he attempts to measure the output of education -- which he
calls "knowledge production. 'tie also identifies "knowledge producing
industries." The purpose of education is to staff such "industries" and
to provide personnel in isolated occupations who produce knowledge.
(Knowledge is so loosely defined, however, as to be almost a question of
individual choice. ) He then measures the productivity of these -knowledge-
producing industries. He calculates the actual percentage of the cost of
education which is directed towards the production of knowledge, and
then adds to it the cost of other forms of education (education in the home,
calculated as the income lost by women who do not work but stay home
and take care of pre-school children). This gives the cost of education
in economic terms. lie then calculates the amount of money paid for the
product of the knowledge-producing industries, and observes the produc-
tivity of the industry, which is simply the ratio of output/ cost.

What about the people not in knowledge-producing industries, or in
knowledge-producing occupations? What does this evaluation have to say
about them? Virtually nothing. In fact just as the resource development
model whichwe discussed, treated non-scientists, so this model treats
other students as unavoidable expenses in finding the people who really
need training. They spend their lives doing whatever it is that they do,
and are the subject of analyses of different kinds of economic observers.

There is, of course, a very sensible reason for this from an eco-
nomic point of view. If the aim of the analysis is to discover to what ex-
tent the educational system contributes to the gross national product, it
is necessary to differentiate that population. In a system with universal
education, where all workers are educated (supposedly, and increasingly
so), it makes no sense in terms of economic analysis to calculate the
productivity of the entire labor force as if all their productivity were
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directly the result of education. We deal with one industry, the knowl-
edge-producing industry, and call this the "output" of the educational
system. Then we can make some kind of calculation and avoid the mean-
ingless proposition that the entire national product is the output of the
educational system.

This form of analysis grew out of the necessity of calculating the
effectiveness of education in raising the GNP of underdeveloped countries.
It was developed primarily by Harbison.4 In this setting it is extremely
important to know the amount of GNP produced by education itself.

From the standpoint of the goals of education as these are most of-
ten imagined, these analyses are unsatisfactory. Their inadequacy, of
course, lies in their inability to treat the full dimension of educational
outputs. Attempts to tie the whole range of school goals to this kind of
analysis are extremely unsatisfactory, but they have been made.

The simplest of these analyses attempts to state all the factors
which can be of relevance in occupational performance, and implicate
them somehow in the economic rewards for performance. They delineate
several characteristics of a good workman or a good executive: initia-
tive, ability to get on with others, leadership ability, normative compli-
ance, language skills, mathematic skills, willingness to learn, creativ-
ity. They attempt to assess the importance of these factors in the per-
formance of a job, and then on these bases attempt to assign a dollar
meaning to each of these qualities.

Resource Developmental Models: Summar

All of these models, then, with varying degrees of inclusiveness
treat the output of the school in economic terms. We have moved up a
scale of inclusiveness, from the minimal resource developmental model,
which treats only one kind of output (mathematicians and scientists) to a
more advanced resource developmental model which treats scarce per-
sonnel in all areas. We then discussed an industry-output model, which
treats all education as if its sole production were 'knowledge-producing"
people and alluded to the kind of model which attempts to assess all the
output of education in terms of stratified skilled people.

Excluding the resource maximalization model, which is not really
a predictive model, there are four general characteristics of resource
developmental models:



the school output is seen as only a part of the graduating population;

2. the school output is assessed only in terms of one societal mea-
surem ent;

3. the school output is intermediate between what goes into the school,
and what goes into the society;

4. the school output is "useful" to some real segment of the external
society.

These four statements describe the strengths and the weaknesses of
the resource developmental model. They are principally dependent on the
fact that the resource developmental models all see their outputs in eco-
nomic terms; Thus, they have a unit of expression and comparison --
money, which unites them to other things in the society, and which gives
them a value which can be expressed and manipulated in the same ways001001011.0.1WIM

that all similar values are expressed.

By expressing these outputs in monetary terms the analyst can:

1. compare educational expenditures with other kinds of expenditures
in the society;

if outputs can be differentiated, and separately evaluated, assess
the productivity of different kinds of educational output, and com-
pare them.

However, the weakness of resource developmental models comes
from exactly those things which give them their peculiar strength. As
we have seen they have an objectivity produced by their relation with
other kinds of societal measurements through money. This interrelated-
ness, however, prevents their being treated as intrinsic. By this calcu-
lus, for example, we cannot say what the value of education is to the
student himself. Flow productive is it of happiness, of wellbeing, of com-
fort, of excitement? In order to tie educational outputs to some real so-
cietal measurement, they have been made extrinsic, i. e. , they exist to
serve some other purpose. Although they may have value in themselves,
there is no way to measure this value.

This is by no means the only kind of theory of educational output
there can be; in many societies educational output is not extrinsic at all,
but totally intrinsic. The kind of socialization into adult roles which we
find in most societies is exactly like this. People are taught to be adults- -
after they have learned to be adults they simply practice being adults --
adulthood serves no other purpose.
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We have seen that in resource developmental models educational
output is good only insofar as it contributes to individual or national
wealth. Wealth and productivity are seen as the supreme good, and edu-
cation serves this end. It is important here to note that what starts out
to be a measurement device -- efficiency and productivity -- in the ab-
sence of considerations of efficiency for what and prosluctivity of what be-
comes a normative evaluation of the educational system.

An example should help clarify what this means. We cannot evalu-
ate in any of these forms the importance of helping children to read the
Odyssey unless this reading contributes to the way in which the child will
eventually earn his living. This is not to say that he must become an
English teacher in order for this skill to be valuable; it must, however,
somehow be involved in the part of his life which is evaluated and re-
warded by the money system. He must be able to take what he learned
from reading the Odyssey, or what he became as a result of that reading
and sell it on the money market. The same is true of such things as his
ability to love birds, or his knowledge of biochemistry. Even more inter-
esting and perhaps somewhat more surprising, such courses as home eco-
nomics for girls, whose practical value should be obvious, must be evalu-
ated in terms of how such capacities represent a saving to the husband in
domestic costs. The value of a home economics course can best be trans-
lated as the amount of income which all women who cook at home sacrifice
by not working at some other job during this hour, less the amount it
would cost to hire someone to cook this meal. Anything which is not part
of the occupational exchange system, then, is simply not treatable in this
family of models.

Social Models

The next family of models which we want to treat are those derived
from sociology. First we will treat the unchanging social models -- those
based on a stable or static social system, here using the word "stable"
as it is used in demography, denoting a society with a fixed rate of change,
and "static" models those societies with no rate of change. The size of
a "static" society remains the same over time.

The simplest social model is the "replacement" model. All that is
involved in the replacement model is that roles which are maintained in
the society, requiring special training, should continue to be filled. It is
assumed to be the task of the educational system to fill these roles. The
simplest way to see if the school system is performing its job correctly
is to enumerate the jobs which exist in society and to be certain that peo-
ple are available all the time for each job and in the right number.
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Thus, in the "static" situation, observe how many priests there were
at some time in the past, how many auto-mechanics, how many dog-catch-
ers. When all the jobs that existed to be filled were listed, we then check
to see if any of them are under-filled at the moment. If the jobs are un-
der-filled, then something within the school system would be held to be
responsible. Not enough men are prepared in seminaries, therefore the
number of priests has decreased. Remember that we first treat a static
model. The number of jobs does not change.

When we treat a stable model, there should be little more difficul-
ty. We simply most know the growth rate of the society and, knowing this
figure, calculate how many men there must be to fill each position three,

I or twenty, or thirty years from now.

The losses in this model are again dependent on its assumptions.
Although we know the quantity of the school output, and the correctness or
incorrectness of that quantity, nothing is known about the wality of the re-
placements. If the school system fails to produce the correct quantity of
a certain role, we are instantly involved in all the complicated ideas
abotit "why this has happened." We do not know:

1. if the rewards provided by the role are inadequate;

2. if motivation towards the role is no longer provided by the school
system;

if people are no longer being adequately prepared for the compe-
tencies required by the role.

Nor is there any information about the cost and efficiency of the
process of preparation. In a way we have indirect measures of both, but
these are probably unsatisfactory. We have first the measurement about
filling roles. Are all the roles being filled effectively? This involves us
in a calculation of how the roles should be filled. Clearly in a stable so-
ciety all roles must increase in quantity of role players at a uniform rate.

Most societies are neither precisely static nor stable. In most
stable societies, a s the United States is more or less, there is another
complicationthat of changing role distribution. In American society
the size of various roles - - the number of people who occupy them is
changing. The role of farmer, for example, is getting smaller and small-
er; the role of Roman Catholic priest, while not getting smaller, is grow-
ing at a slower rate than it once did.
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This makes the role distribution of the society more complex, and
makes it more and more difficult to calculate the number of people who
should be moving into roles. It is often difficult to calculate just how many
people there should be ideally in a given role at a given time, unless we
consider the growth trends of that role in the past. When we begin to do
this we find that the growth trends are dependent on the number of people
who enter the role. This becomes meaningless when we discover that
the number of people who should enter a role is entirely dependent for its
calculation on the number of people who do enter a role.

This is not always true. The growth rates of some roles are en-
tirely dependent on the relative rate of growth of other roles. Thus, the
number of managers which will be needed is dependent on the growth rate
of the industrial labor force, or on the growth rate of automation.

But, whenever the role distribution is changing, or whenever there
is no other factor which determines at least in part the desired size of a
role, we cannot calculate the ideal size of the role; simply because our
figures are dependent on, and therefore no different. from, its actual
size.

Thus we will usually be able to predict the size of a role at some
time in the future. But we will not know if this is the ideal size of the
role or not. We will not know if there is 'merely a mistake on the part of
those responsible for filling the role, or if there is a changing role dis-
tribution.

Similarly in calculating cost, there are manifold difficulties. In
this method of role-based education, we may find that one of the costs of
imposing such an educational system is a high percentage of dropouts
from the school system. If the educational system is sufficiently role-
directed, and if the roles are undesired or unattainable, then there will
be a high attrition rate among those not interested in the roles prepared
for.

We could also calculate the economic costs and the economic gains.
The cost of education (perhaps as calculated by Machlup, taking into ac-
count other kinds of non-school training) would be a simple figure. The
productivity or the output of the school system would be another problem;
the output could only be calculated by considering the actual distribution
of roles, and comparing this somehow with what would be produced under
the ideal distribution of roles. (As yet no easy way to do this is avail-
able. )
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This, of course, gives only the economic costs. It does not con-
sider the costs of replacing such roles as father and mother, which are
only indirectly productive -- they are infrastructural roles in a way. If
we consider the economic system as the end product of the society, then
we can treat such roles as to some extent sine 9Lia non of the occupational
-system. The interrelationships between family stability has reflective of
adequate role preparation for parenthood) and economic productivity
would then need to be studied.

We have, however, no adequate theory of measurement purely in
terms of replacement of all roles, because we have no theory of the value
of such roles. Simply stated the reason is we could interpret the val-
ue of social roles in societal terms, if the society were clear in its terms
of social value. Even if we did this however, we would have no idea,
whether the methods the society chose forThe attainment of its own values
were the best methods. Only if the society were to say, as many have in
the past, that the production of "x" is good in itself, could we be certain
that the society were actually doing well.

We are hampered in these discussions by the problem of hierarchi-
cally arranged values, i. e. some things exist for the good of other things.
This exposes us to questions of how efficiently we are producing the "oth-
er things. "

Social analysts have posited social integration as some greater good.
Those factors which contribute to the integrity of a society are good,
those which weaken or destroy this integrity are bad. However, the ques-
tion of just what this integrity demands are unanswered. Whether they
demand stable, unchanging role distribution or a certain trend in role
distribution; whether they demand equality of access to roles or equality
of rewards for all otherwise unequal roles; whether they demand uniform
values throughout or a commitment to a uniform process -- these factors
are not decided.

This factor suffers from its inability to discuss value to the individ-
ualthe meaningfulness or importance of roles to role players is not dis-
cussed. The rewards which the individual grants to himself, the reasons
for his selection of roles are unknown and unevaluable.
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SocialCaNya

Another family of models are those which see social change as the
primary function of education. These models have been most applied to
situations in developing societies but we have already seen that some of
the material which was originally developed to apply to these societies
has application in American society as well. Education, for example,
has long been regarded as the pathway to social mobility in the United
States. This social mobility has also been seen as a process of social
change, but a regularized one, in that the direction and rate of change
are usually felt to be predictable. Education then helps some people to

it change their class status. The direction of change is felt to be towards
an equalization of class origins of those in the most highly rewarded occu-
pations. The increase in number of different religious, cultural, and
ethnic or racial groups among top-rewarded occupations is the indication
of success of this method.

It is clear that the social models are.almost entirely non-qualitative.
They deal either with the replacement of roles, or with the movement of
new groups of people into roles. Therefore, they tell nothing about the
individual gains or losses in these movements. Nor can they concern
themselves exactly with the value of these patterns. They cannot say
whether one role composition is preferable to annother, nor can they con-
sider the benefits of equal opportunity. They must accept the society as
a given good, and talk about its maintenance, or they must consider equal
access to roles a good and move towards it.

There is absolutely no individual output in such a System. Not only
are we saying that individual satisfaction or dissatisfaction is not taken
into account, but the career of an individual student after graduation is
unimportant except as it contributes to the graphed curve of correct re-
placement, or contributes to greater equality. The measurement tech-
niques are statistical, and hence dependent on mass populations as out-
puts -- the position of an individual on his output curve is of no meaning.

Consider the case of an over-filled role, for example. If we con-
sider all the people who together over-fill it, we find that none over-fills
it more than any other. Even those who would have filled it just right if
taken together are no different from those "added on" people who over-
fill it. Some way must be found, on average, to change the motivational
structure -- a structure which is implied, not explicit within the model,
so that all the people in a role may become members of the Eight amount
needed to fill it.



There is then no unit other than a measurement of the society and
its role composition. Either this is in balance, slightly out of balance,
changing in a known or unknown direction, but the sole unit is of this
magnitude.

Ps clutels
When we turn from additive models to individual models, we gain

some clarity and some inclusiveness, but we lose most of the additive
ability, and much of the measurability of the earlier models.

There are some psychological models which we could use. They
are not specifically psychological in that they deal with accumulated
mental health, or anything of that nature, but they are psychological in
that they center on individuals and their self-evaluations as the prime
output of education. The full range of things which inhere in the individ-
ual, which he values, are felt to be the desired outputs of the educational
system. The amount of value which the individual places on these prod-
ucts is greater or less depending on the success of the school system in
shaping him.

This allows us to take into account all the aspects of an individual's
life -- his job, his marriage, his children; the satisfaction he derives .

from cultural activity; the joy he takes in art. But even as it does so, it
forces us to postulate some uniformly measurable single output -- call
it satisfaction.

Thus the individual's entire life can be seen as the sum of his satis-
factions -- he is married because sex is satisfying; he has children be-
cause they are satisfying; art is satisfying. They could, of course, be
satisfying in the same way, in terms of our theory. If they are not all
satisfying in the same way, it is necessary to return to barter-economy
models -- how much sex equals how much art equals how many children?
(all to be expressed in some common unit: the satisfaction in "x" spoon-
fuls of oatmeal per morning -- thus the composite output can be expressed
in terms of Picasso-gazing mandays, oatmeal man-mornings, unless some
more orgiastic unit is desired).

We must now ask who is qualified to evaluate the individual's tota
satisfaction, his "happinesdl? Does the individual on a scale from one
to ten indicate his happiness, or the level of his satisfaction? Or do we
profess to have some unit of satisfaction which can be applied in all cases,
such as the tendency not to commit suicide, for example.
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What about questions of preference and the hierarchy of satisfac-
tions. From the societal standpoint not all sources of individual satisfac-
tion are desirable or even functional. If everyone found his satisfaction
in murder, happiness would get higher as the population decreased.
Thus happiness must be at least legal. Secondly if everyone found satis-
faction in going to movies rather than sitting home and reading books,
books and reading ability would very quickly disappear.

There is also a problem about the sources of satisfaction -- people
can be taught things, and they can be taught to enjoy things. Thus to a
certain extent the structuring of satisfaction is a problem for the school
system to undertake. Decisions must be made about what kinds of satis-
faction are better than others. Decisions must also be made about what
things people will not enjoy at all.

As to cost and efficiency evaluations of this kind of output -- satis-
faction -- there is none intrinsic within the scheme of analysis itself.
We must observe not only the amount of satisfaction which is produced,
if that is what it pleases us to do, but also the functionality of that satis-
faction and the prospects for changing sources of satisfaction. Bigotry,
for example, may be highly satisfactory; it is socially dysfunctional. Yet
it may not be socially dysfunctional for thosewho are btotvather it is more
likely to be socially dysfunctional for those against whom they are bigoted.
It is perhaps unjust under the theory of satisfaction to challenge the sat-
isfactory state of widespread bigotry. There is no dynamic of change
within the theory of satisfaction itself.

There must also be some theory of the additivity of satisfaction --
how best to satisfy a large number of people. Is satisfaction additive?
Thus is there more satisfaction if two people are satisfied rather than
one? Does it exist negatively, i. e., if one person is satisfied and another
is dissatisfied, is the amount of satisfaction in the system one-person
worth or no-person worth? Is it better for ten men to be very satisfied
than it is for fifteen men to be somewhat satisfied? The critique of satis-
faction cannot answer these questions which are basic ones to the additiv-
ity of satisfaction. Hence we must combine theories of satisfaction with
something else, with ideas of social justice or with ideas of institutional
change.
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Humanist Models

The perspective which does this best is the perspective of humanism.

This is by far the most nebulous kind of theory. Indeed it is often seen as
an atheoretical view of man -- not so much in its desire to avoid abstrac-
tion, but in its dislike of the implications of modern theory scientised
empiricism.

There are three kinds of humanistic traditions relevant to education:
religious, cultural, and citizenship. These are not really different kinds
of humanism; they are simply different kinds of humanistic world views.
with some relevance to education. The first may seem the most unlikely

\ since humanism is generally associated with areligious or antireligious
tendencies. The sort of humanism here described is one which places its

i focus on man in the universe -- it emphasizes the universality of human
nature, the need for reverence in man, the questing being.

Cultural humanism concerns a "man in Western society focus"
it emphasizes the continuity of Western society from the time of Homer,
through English history and literature, to the present. It is liable to
place more emphasis on the great" than is any other tradition, or at
least it places this emphasis more strongly.

Citizenship is a sort of contemporized Vergillian or Horatian atti-
tude. Its primary emphasis is on civil libertarianism, the duties and
responsibilities of an intelligent man in his own society. It has a certain
element, no doubt, of noblesse oblige.

The strong point of all humanistic approaches is their inclusiveness.
They deal with individuals complexly, first as human beings, as human
beings living with others, and related to them in a variety of more or less
specified ways. Thus there is no conflict in the humanistic tradition be-
tween homo sapiens, and homo faker. It allows the school curriculum to
include most aspects of training and education. It also provides some
view of the ideal product of the school system -- depending on the partic-
ular tradition involved.

Humanistic approaches then provide:

some theory of desired output not dependent on other theories but
as an end in itself;
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2. a theory of output that is purposely complex, dealing with as many
aspects of man's life and his societal life as possible;

3. an ethic of growth, self-motivation, self-selection -- in short, an
ethic of self-maximalization, embodying individual choice;

4. thus the theory permits stratified output, but does not predeter-
mine the order of stratification. It allows for equality of opportun-
ity and equality of access to education but does not promise equality

or uni-functionality of output.

Humanistic theories of education can be criticized from a variety of

\ viewpoints. Primarily because they are dangerous, not only because "he

thinks too much," but because they are often unpredictive. They provide

much ground for individual choice. They can be dangerous, too, inthat
misapplied they are somewhat contradictory. How can one say that in-
dividual choice is of prime importance, when individuality is taught

how can schools continue to emphasize math and science, when the pur-

poses are avowedly directional? The problem can be resolved by saying

that even though occupations are highly rewarded by the society, and
highly necessary to the society, they may be individually rewarding as

well; some experience with them is necessary to decide whether they are
individually rewarding. Thus the argument can be reversed -- as long as

a variety of options are presented by the school system and no formal
pressure exists to force students to take certain courses only, then there

is no real argument against including heavy concentrations of societally
desired training among them. It is of course pointless and anti-humanis-
tic to provide courses for only segment of the school population and re-
quire all students to take them to such an extent that those not interested

in a particular field of concentration have no recourse but to leave school.

Thus the humanistic tradition argues for the comprehensive high school.

The problem of measurement is still an acute one, however, per-
haps more in this tradition than in any other. It seems best to argue
from the viewpoint of generalizability. ,

In judging an individual student one might say -- if everyone were
like him, what sort of society would this be? In judging the whole out-

put of a school as a microcosm, one could look at such things as the dis-
tribution of occupational preferences -- as self-expressed or as expressed

by such things as the Kuder preference tests. If the graduates are strong-

ly unbalanced in one direction there is probably something wrong with the

quality of training in other areas. If no one wants to be an English teach-
er, or a mathematician, if no one even wants to go to college, then the
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school is not properly performing its function. Occupational programs
should evaluate themselves what percentage of the occupationally-
directed students find jobs upon graduation which are similar to the ones
for which they had prepared? What portion of those who worked up to
their perceived capacity in the school got the kind of jobs they and the
school expected them to receive? If the school compares its distribution
of output to a national distribution, and considers the kinds of outputs it
has had in the past -- it should come to some sensible conclusions about
what its students are doing well and what poorly.

Perhaps, too, the national assessment program, if its aims are
sufficiently modest, can be of some use. It should present information
about what other students are able to do, and may serve to raise the ex-
pectations of high schools, pa...ticularly about their own students.

In some remote high schools, much of their poor output could be
improved not by higher standards but by higher expectations. Schools
which simply set higher standards do not necessarily expect people to
meet their standards, they expect perhaps higher percentages of failures
and are prepared to accept them. Schools which raise their expectations
on the basis of information such as might be available in the national as-
sessment, would believe not only that output should be higher but that out-
put could and can be higher.

Schools, too, should be made to realize that no single track uniform
curriculum is going to satisfy everyone, or challenge everyone.

In this way the national assessment program can function as a form
of intellectual politic, in very much the same way as the college board
entrance examinations. It will serve not so much as a measurement of

school output, but as an instrument for changing school output through
the dissemination of information. If schools know that the national aver-
age on some form of test is 400 and that their graduates consistently
score in the upper 200's, there is every reason to see that this can be

used as a political instrument from within the school or communitybr im-
provement. This is a very different use than has been seen for the test
in the past; it is not the sort of instrument which we had wanted, but it is
an instrument with a highly important function. It makes highly compar-
able data (within age groups and between schools) available, for the polit-
ical use of someone with interests in improving the school's curriculum.

Certainly there will be adverse pressures, and there can be severe
bastardizations in the use of the test. If, for example, the test is stand-
ardized So that roughly the same material is treated year after year,
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then it will be possible for the curricula of schools to become adapted to
the structure of the exam -- just as is the New York State Regents' exam
at the moment, or the French baccalaureate. There is also the possibility
that the exam will become so unrelated to anything -- remember there is no
check on the significance of anything beyond itself, in the test -- that higher
test scores will be negatively correlated with success in life. But with some
tempering and some time, and with some attempt to show correlations based
exclusively on the test with varieties of success in later life, there could be
great usefulneSs to such an instrument.

The test then, simply because it is a comprehensive test, and simply
because it will or could be administered to everyone, will have the effect,
if it is well done, of providing an assessment of educational product, with
as many elements of transferability and as many kinds of correlation as can
be established. But it is important to remember that this is dependent not
on anything intrinsic within the test -- it does not measure anything in the
ways that it must -- it may simply establish itself as a widespread datum
which, if correctly managed over enough time, can be turned into an effec-
tive lever for the reform of the school system. It will provide useful, in-
deed necessary, data for use in any debate about school outcome and school
policy. It will become simply by its presence and its irrestible attractive-
ness a political instrument within the school system, it will be unavoidably
important -- it provides a profile of school output from a certain viewpoint --
the consistency of that viewpoint makes it central for organizing many as-
pects of school output. And its existence may force educators to answer a
series of questions about the normative acceptability of the results which
are obtained.
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Our principal aim throughout this enterprise has been to develop a
model for the measurement of the effectiveness of educational systems that
would be culturally specific enough to be used in this country, and culturally
general enough to be used for cross-national comparisons, albeit with some
adaptations. Most generally speaking, we may say that we have failed in
this effort, in the sense that we will not terminate this" report with a bright,
shiny new model.

In another and important sense, however, we may say that our effort
has yielded a certain kind of success insofar as we have learned a good
deal of value about educational systems, comparative variations in such
systems', and problems that must be solved before we can hope to measure
their effectiveness.

Perhaps the single most important new guide to measurement of edu--
cational systems that we have learned has to do with the intimate connection
betwe'en the politics of education, on the one hand, and the model of the sys-
tem and of its measurement, on the other. Something of this connection is
hinted at in our earlier insistence that an indispensable first step in the de-
velopment of a model o1 measurement was the assessment of the outcomes
of the system under scrutiny. We urged this procedure on the grounds that
only if the discrepancy between those outcomes and the intended goals is
measured and made a matter of concern, does it then become possible to
engender interest and support for more extensive measurements of other
aspects of the system.

But the connections between politics and measurement are more inti-
mate and intricate than that. For while it is true that one must engender
interest and support before one can proceed beyond simple outcome mea-
surement, the reason is not simply that educators with power will otherwise
make measurement difficult. Rather, it is unavoidable in educational sys-
tems that a number of publics should have at least slightly differing versions
of the criteria of its effectiveness. This is in effect to say that legitimacy
and the adequacy of the model of the system that one offers cannot be deter-
mined by the "internal logic" of the educational system itself. Rather, that
legitimacy and adequacy are functions of the diversity of publics and inter-
ests that go into any educational system. If teachers, students, parents,
principals, boards of education, and the general public of taxpayers are in
effect all members of the educational community, and if their varying ver-
sions and interests are unavoidable components of the educational system,
then any model of that system must take those diversities into account and
include them as part of the field of forces that yields the final outcomes.
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More than that, the differing definitions of the adequacy of the system
that will be held, unavoidably, by each of these publics, constitute legiti-
mate competing versions of the system, all of which, taken together, rep-.
resent, for the analyst, the educational system in operation. Thus, if teach-
ers stress humanistic goals, while parents stress "mobility" goals, and
students emphasize some combination of humanistic, resource, and mobil-
ity goals all of those are goals of the system. There is no way in which
this can be gainsaid. One cannot appeal to some formal definition of edu-
cation by which to justify one set of goals over the other. For there is no
formal definition of education, at any acceptable level of generality, that
will exclude the simultaneous participation in that system of the various
publics and their divergent interests.

In this regard, the educational system of any society more closely
resembles the political system than perhaps any of the other major institu-
tions. But there is no major institution or subsystem of a society that does
not experience the situation that numerous actors in differing roles approach
the system with divergent expectations, interests, and criteria of adequate
functioning. It is simply that the educational system is perhaps more intri-
catel-, complex in this regard than any system (except, perhaps, the politi-
cal). This is particularly the case when the system is in a democratic so-
ciety, and even more so, when democratic governance of the educational
system itself is considered at least ideologically desirable .by all concerned.
The formal legitimacy of the participation of various publics in the affairs
of the system establishes the formal legitimacy of their versions of the sys-
tem. It is in that inescapable way that the politics of education become inti-
mately involved with the formal structure of education, and requires that
any model of the 'system becomes so attuned.

One can put the matter as follows: the educational system of any so-
ciety can be said to function as well (or as badly) as it is judged to function
by all those who are affected by its outcomes and who are considered by
that token to have a legitimate interest in those outcomes.

Once this is said, it becomes apparent that the task of measuring the
effectiveness of any such system becomes something substantially different
from what it would be if there were agreed upon simple measures of effec-
tiveness, issuing from one authoritative source, with differing versions of
that effectiveness considered illegitimate or irrelevant. In turn, this im-
plies that any model for the measurement of the effectiveness of an educa-
tional system must make it possible for all the diverging interests connected
with that system to discover the extent to which their interests are being re-
alized by the operations of that system.



There is here the further implication that once such an inventory of

diverse outcomes has been specified and provided to the interested publics,

there Will unavoidably be a number of political consequences, in the form
of debate as to how effective the system has been overall. That is to say,
the various publics will add up the various outcomes in terms of their own
arithmetics, and are sure to arrive at divergent estimates of the overall
effectiveness of the system. Then the politics of educational interaction
will operate to determine the temporary resolution of these competing
points of view and new sets of "aims" or "goals" of the system are likely
to be formulated. In the normal course of events, one could expect these

new sets of aims or goals to reflect the interests of those who are powerful
enough to persuade or impose upon the other publics their versions of what

should now enjoy priority of attention from the educational community.

This new set of priorities may or may not reflect discontent with the

outcomes as measured. And they may or may not be different from the
priorities which guided the educational system in its previous phase of op-

eration. Indeed, if the actual experience in American school systems is
any sample of what is likely to occur, the greatest probability at any one

time is that after much debate the new goals are likely to be substantially
the same as the old goals, on the simple grounds that the power to shape

these goals is likely to remain in the same hands as those who were previ-

ously powerful.

This is even more true, of course,- in those European systems where
the legitimacy of genuinely democratic participation by divergent blocs in

the governance of the educational system, and in the setting of educational
priorities, is not nearly as accepted nor traditional as it is in the United

States. One can account for the much greater volatility of the American sys-
tem, and the much greater frequency with which it appears to change direc-
tions or priorities, simply on the grounds of the greater actual inclusion of
diverse publics in the processes of decision-making. The American system
in short does provide structures and mechanisms by which dissatisfaction
can be registered and change brought about, albeit against considerable in-
ertia and resistance -- at least significantly more so than is true of most

European systems of education. Moreover, the national structure of educa.-

. Lion in the United States, based as it is upon the partial but effective auton-
omy of more than twenty thousand separate school districts, makes for
maximum diversity throughout the nation, as against the relative homogene-

ity of local systems in European nations where education is ruled far more
monolithically from a national center.

There is, of course, no way of saying which form of governance is

more efficient. For the American form makes it just as theoretically poss-



ible for divergent interests to he represented in educational efforts as does
the European form make it possible for the single-center interests to have
their aims realized. Herein lies the greate,t single perplexity regarding
the measurement of the relative effectiveness of different national systems.
For surely the effectiveness of a system must be measured as much in terms
of the extent to which its desired political forms of governance realize them-
selves as in terms of the extent to which the substantive content goals of
education are realized within that political framework. That is to say, a
major aim of American education, whether the participants know it or not,
is to make it possible for numerous and diverse local interests throughout
the nation to participate in determining how their schools shall be conducted.
To the extent that the structure of local autonomy makes this possible, as
it does, to that extent the system has operated effectively, however diver-
gent thie achievements of any or all of those locally run systems may in fact
be from the content goals they professed to desire to achieve.

The importance of this political "end" of education in the minds of the
participants in the United States can be seen in the resistance exhibited to
any efforts to centralize the mechanisms of control and in the frequency
with which the taxpaying public rejects the budgets and the implied substan-
tive aims of education proposed by the administrative and/or teaching
staffs. To keep control of the educational system thus seems-to be as high
priority a goal of education of local communities in the United States as any
of the substantive goals themselves.

The emphasis upon the structure of governance is likely to persist so
long as the members of the various communities are concerned that their
versions of adequate education shall be represented. So, too, it will per-
sist so long as they feel, as so many of them now apparently do feel, that
unless they maintain such local control (and provide evidence of their power
by intermittent cutting down of budgets), their notions of what education
ought to be doing, and at what level of cost, are not likely to be taken.into
account by professional educational leaders.

There is a long, hard, but possible way out of this situation in which
educational matters become highly political and educational futures are de-
termined as much by political considerations as by intrinsically educational
criteria. In a curious way, the effort at National Assessment, which has
engendered so much dispute in the American educational community, repre-
sents the beginning of such a way. But precisely because it is not fully cog-
nizant of how broad-reaching that assessment must be, and the political
reasons for being so broad-reaching, it is likely to encounter great diffi-
culties. For, the program for National Assessment is attempting to assuage



political fears felt by various segments of the educational community through
reassurances that the Assessment will not be put to invidious uses. But
there is more to the political fears than can be assuaged by that reassurance,
however important that promise of freedom from invidious comparison may
be. For there is a hard core of resistance throughout the educational com-
munity that is based on the fear that varying ocal-versions of educational
priorities and goals will not find legitimate expression or recognition in the
kinds of measurements that will be attempted by the Assessment program.
Specifically, for example, it will not be possible for teachers to claim, from
the results of the Assessment, that they have been doing well at their tasks.
So, too, it will not be possible for teachers of "soft" subjects to have the
fullness of their interests and efforts represented in the outcomes of the
Assessment. Similarly, it will not be possible for superintendents and
boards of education in small, rural districts to claim relative success at
their efforts, given their resources. However, much as it is'intended to
avoid invidious comparison between local school districts, it seems inevit-
able that such comparisons will be made. In those comparisons, it will not
be possible for those districts that aim at a relatively simpler version of
education, more attuned to local community needs and interests, to find re-
assurance that they have done well at their tasks.

Now, to be sure, any program of assessment or evaluation that aims
at making it possible for all participants to be reassured that they have
done well is by that token unworthy of being put into effect. There is no
point to evaluation except to determine both weaknesses and strengths in
school operations, so as to have a basis for strengthening programs where
that is needed, and to persist where that seems called for by virtue of dem-
onstrated success.

It is imperative, therefore, that any program of evaluation of educa-
tional effectiveness should both take into account the diversity of educational
interests, 'in the first instance, and, in the second, provide for the kind of
evaluation that will make it possible for concerned publics to take seriously
the measures of their strengths and weaknesses and be moved to appropriate
action.

This is obviously a most complex and difficult task. But it can be
'done -- or at least the first steps in that direction can be taken. We can
here specify some of the most general requirements of such a model of
measurement.



1. It must include an assessment of the outcomes over a range of di-
verse subjects or curricular goals, such that the "soft" as well as the
"hard" subjects are represented wi.th equal importance.

2. It must include indicators of educational outcome that are of particu-
lar interest to the divergent publics involved. Here we refer to the four
different kinds of educational orientations specified in chapter 7 of this re-
port, namely, resource development, social replacement, mobility and
equality, and humanistic. (We shall specify these in detail shortly.)

3. The evaluation must also include some measure, however rough, of
the average gain each student has made in each of his efforts. This means
that the assessment of outcomes has to be done at several points in time,
so that the change from one time to another can be estimated. The domains
in which these changes are measured must be the same as those in which
the formal outcomes are measured.

4. It must include assessments by the various publics concerned with
the education system of their degrees of satisfaction and dissatisfaction
with various aspects of the educational structure and operations, and their
reasons for their satisfaction or dissatisfaction. Thus, the evaluation must
include, among other things, a series of items for students to answer, in
which they indicate what they are satisfied and dissatisfied with in their
schools, and why. Naturally, too, teachers, parents, administrators and
the general public must also be "polled" in the same terms.

5. As a correlate of 4. above, the various publics must be queried for
their knowledge of the curriculum and other school operations, so that their
reports of satisfaction and dissatisfaction can be understood against the
background<of what they know about what actually transpires. The intention
here is not to discredit the reports of the less-knowledgeable members of
the educational community, but to make it possible for participants to say
they "don't know" or "can't'say" so that the school authorities will know the
extent to which their communities are knowledgeable and the extent to which
their intentions and actions have been perceived and understood..

6. It must include at least some measure of community input or support,
in the form of a per capita expenditure on education or some other' indicator
of input.

7. It must include at least some measure of school quality such as per-
cent of teachers with advanced training or any other indices of quality on
which there is general agreement.



These arc seven minimum requirements for any Model for the mea-
surement of the effectiveness of a school system, and the rationales for
each of these requiremcnts can now be stated.

The measurement of formal outcomes or achievements in a range of
both soft as well as hard subjects is needed so that the various areas of
strength and weakness of the school can be identified and so that the teach-
ers and students concerned with these various aspects of school functioning
can have their concerns represented.

The inclusion of measurements of outcomes relevant to the four dif-
ferent goal-orientations of education is intended to provide information to
the varying publics concerned with school operations to determine how well
the school is doing by the criteria they prefer.

The assessment of the relative gains of students over a wide range
of subjects is required to insure that the school shall be measured by the
changes it has induced in the students, or that the students achieved or
failed to achieve, rather than being measured alone by where they stand at
any given point without knowing how much change or growth that represents.
The information about such change makes it possible to identify areas where
the emphasis of subsequent school efforts must be brought most importantly
to beta'. Alost important, the assessment of changes makes it possible for
Ow school to be as concerned with the educational development of the slow-
est as of the quickest child in the school. Change and growth become the
focal points of interest, rather than absolute levels of achievement. This.
will be crucial especially for those schools who do not turn out a high per-
centage of "stars" but who may do a very creditable job of moving along
large numbers of less than distinguished students.

The reporting by the various publics of their degree of satisfaction is
included to make it possible for the system as a whole to locate the areas
of content and discontent, and to make it impossible for self-evaluating ad-
ministrators to stamp approval upon the operations of their schools, come
what may.

The determination of the knowledgeability of the publics regarding
school operations and outcomes is designed to make it possible for the
school officials to improve the lines of communication between the school
and the community so as to engender more interest in the operations of the
school and to make it possible to recruit support for innovations where
these are needed.
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The measure of community input is designed to set some realistic
limits on expectations when the invidious comparisons between schools be-,
gin to be made, as they inevitably will. A school that spends $500 per cap-
ita cannot be expected, all other things being equt-J, to match a school that
spends $1,000 per capita.

The measure 'of school-quality is important because it is most widely
believed throughout many educational publics that the quality of the school
is more important than any other factor in determining the achievement
levels of the children Etnd the amount of growth they can experience.

Is Rational Assessment and Action Possible and Desirable?

The seven requirements for any model of measuring the effectiveness
of a school system raise serious problems of measurement, reconciliation
of goals, integration of information, and cross-cultural utility. A logically
prior question relates to the general question of the role of rationality in the
decisjon-making process. The virtue of any model, whatever its character-
istics, rests on the assumption that if knowledge is placed at the disposal
of all the publics who have an interest in the educational system their choices
about the future courses of action will in some sense be "better" than if they
had been compelled to choose in ignorance. This proposition seems self-
evident and it has guided our efforts throughout this work. Nevertheless, it
is possible to identify certain latent intellectual tendencies, if not a sub-
stantial body of opinion, that are suspicious of any precise and orderly at-
tempt to specify educational goals, system characteristics, and outcomes
and to establish their interrelationships. This skepticism takes the form
of a denial that the scientific knowledge rational action equation is either
1) possible and/or 2) desirable or 3) if both possible and desirable, appro-
priate for educational. planning.

The first position, in turn, depends on one or all of the following. as-
sertions:

1. the scientific method is inherently incapable of yielding valid and re-
liable knowledge;

2. social events can be anticipated but not controlled;

3. human nature is essentially irrational; and

4. conflicts among interest groups are irreconcilable,

The case against social science rests on the awesome gap between its
aspirations and achievements. In their encyclopedic propositional inventory
Human Behavior, Bernard Berelson and Gary Steiner themselves social gel.-



enlists of considerable distinction concede that the behavior sciences sufferfrom "too much precision misplaced on trivial matters, too little respectfor crucial fact as against grand theories, too much respect for insightsthat are commonplace, too much indication and too little proof, too little
genuine cumulation of generalivitions, too little regard for the learning of
the past, far too much jargon. " It would not be difficult to extend this in-dictment by drawing up a detailed list of fairly central issues in the social
sciences which remain unsettled. Indeed in the course of this study we have
consistently pointed to the unsatisfactory state of educational research. Thepossibility of a mature behavior is itself only a grand hypothesis. It is awager that if we proceed according to methods that have some points of re
semblance to those that have been successful in the natural sciences thesestrategies will also yield benefits to us. A wage r, is, however, no more
than acition based on hope and faith.

And yet, and yet . . . there are numerous ways to apprehend the
world at various levels of rigor and sensibility but the scientific approach,for all of its limitations, is demonstrably superior to any competing orienta-
tion in its capacity to solve some intellectual problems. Experience, insightintuition, and art perform an honorable function in understanding the humancondition but they are by their nature private, that is to say, incapable of
certification by publicly certified criteria of verification. There is no wayto me late between two strongly held and opposite intuitions except by judg-
ing the intensity of the conviction which in practice usually means resortingto charismatic persuasion or the authoritarian exercise of power by one ofthe protagonists. Science has no monopoly in generating propositions but
only some form of experimental logic and quantitative procedure is capable
of confirming them. The scientific style is not the only, nor even a verygood, approach to discovery and proof; it is merely indispensable.

There is nevertheless a school of thought ;-hick concedes the intellec-
tual power of the social sciences but insists that their ability to understand
necessarily exceeds their capacity to predict and their skill in both is
greater than anyone's control of the future. The doctrine that men arehostages to history usually assumes that social change is mainly influenced
by exogenous factors and unanticipated causes which render rational plan-ning futile. There are numerous examples that contradict the rhetoric of
helplessness. Kenneth l3oulding cites a particularly dramatic illustrationof how apparently modest accomp]ishments -- internal developments in the
science of economics leading to greater theoretical power, the availability
of extensive information and the development of imaginative concepts --
have had profound repercussions throughout the entire Western world. Ac-
cording to l3oulding:



If one were to look for the most important single reason for the strik-
ing contrast between the twenty years after the First World War and the
twenty years after the Second, in terms of economic development and
the avoidance of great depressions, at least in the developed world, I
would nominate the development of national income statistics as the most
important factor. The whole concept of the gross national product, for
instance, was almost unknown in political discourse before the Second
World War. It is true also that certain conceptual changes in the theoret
ical image of the system, due mainly to the powerful insights of Keynes,
went hand in hand with the new information system to create an image in
the mindsof economic policy-makers of a controlled market economy,
which means that .the Second World War represents a real 'system break'
in the economic system of the Western rorld, with a very profound shift
in its fundamental patterns of behavior.

The development of a gross educationalproduet may not now be feasible,
and its benefits might be problematic but the fact remains that an intellectual
orientation capable of transforming economic thought and behavior is in prin-
ciple capable of developing ingenious devices that can perform the same
function for education.

Another version of the doctrine that rational planning is fantasy does
not emphasize the inadequacies and impotence of existing scholarship but
rather the recalcitrance of the potential consumer. This view stresses the
irrational element in human behavior. Of late the conception of man that
views him as the captive of his own impulses, that can always detect ration-
alization but never reason has been buttressed by misinterpretations of re-
cent findings in behavior genetics and ethology. It is, however, the product
of a more pervasive tradition.

Thirty years ago Max Lerner observed that "the intellectual revolu-
tion of the twentieth century is likely to prove the charting of the terra in-
cognita of the irrat?nal and the extraction of its implications for everyarea
of human thought. " It is the world view that emerges in such novelists as
Stendahl, Dostoyevsky, and Lawrence and is expressed by such thinkers as
Bergson, Pareto, Sorel, and of course Freud. Lerner who is impressed

'by "the role of instinctual drives as well as of logical formations"4 neverthe-
less suggests an effective antidote:

But does this mean a surrender on our part to the force of the irration-
al? By no means. There is an enormous difference between the recog-
nition of the role of the irrational and the glorification of it . . . The
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work of Freud himself is from this point of view revealing . . . Freud
approaches it by rigidly scientific and rational procedures of study.
Another example is Thomas Mann, whose novels, such, as The Magic
Mountain and the Joseph series, are profound explorations of depth -psy-
chology, yet organize these perceptions of the demonic in the human
psyche into a framework of values that looks to the life of reason. We
have here the foreshadowing of the task of political science in our time- -
in fact, of the principal task of our age: that of finding a resolution be-.
tween the5n ecessary role of the irrational and the demands of social ra-
tionality.

The final general argument mustered against the utility of ambitious
efforts to assess the effectiveness of collective social, action does not neces-.
sarily assume that individual men are possessed by demons but rather that
groups /exhibit rather too much short-run rationality. The contention is
that no compilation of facts, no clarification of alternatives, no appeal to
reason can deter diverse publics from pur.suing their own "immediate" and
"narrow" objectives. New social inventions such as more precise indicators
of educational effectiveness will change the rhetoric of group conflict but not
its substance. There is presumably. no amount of carefully marshalled evi-
dence demonstrating the dysfunctions of inequality of educaiional opportunity
that could persuade parents in the affluent suburbs to relinquish many of the
advantages accruing to their own children for the sake of a transcendent so-
cial ideal. Society, then, is ruled not by enlightened self-interest to which
philosophical analysis and scientific: methodology could make a contribution,
but by class and group selfishness in pursuit of transient gain.

This is the message of ultimate despair for if social conflict, the
source of social change, is necessarily predatory then thc continued sur-
vival of stable democracy is an untenable illusion. The capacity of Ameri-
can society to adjust to new paradigms of social reality as increased knowl-
edge and the pressure of events revealed the inadequacy of past formulations--
witness the transition from nineteenth century liberalism to the twentieth
century welfare state -- testifies to the resilience and ultimate discipline
of our political processes. If the United States is not ruled by an invisible
hand neither do its people lack the wit to avoid the war of all against all.

Not all those who believe that rational decision-making is possible
believe that reason is a desirable guide to social policy. There is a preva-
lent mood among alienated youth, black militants, and disaffected intellec-
tuals that is antagonistic to reflection, prudence, calculation and exalts feel-
ing, spontaneity, and improvisation. To the extent that this assault on rea-
son finds expression in a formal philosophy it is most clos"ely aligned with
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existentialism but it is primarily moved by disgust at what it considers
the constrictued, "'up- tight' ,nine --to -five IBM world of the middle-class
suburbanite." The method of resistance is to feel deeply, to "turn on," to
"do your own thing, " to create an art that is but does not mean, to give free
expression to emotion, to abjure the "hang-up", of sicklied thought. We
need not dwell too long on this syndrome; secular mysticism may provide
a necessary corrective for a mechanized society but it is incapable of
organizing it for humane purposes.

The final form of opposition to the rational assessment of the rela-
ti cnship between inputs and outcomes comes from those who wish to pro-
tect the educational system against it,s potential traducers. This concern
is prompted by the recognition that reliable information rel eased to all
relevant publics can result in action that restricts the autonomy of the
school and threatens the professional status of the schooh-nan. It was,
after all, the widely circulated reports of differential academic achieve-
ment of black and white children that converted community control from a
political slogan to a credible educational demand.

At its most responsible the desire to maintain the school as an im-
pregnable citadel where professional judgment is supreme is informed by
the conviction that as part of their socialization into their ocetipational
roles teachers learn to care deeply about children and in the most profound
sense know better what is "good" for their welfare. At the same time ev-
ery school system i.s conftonted by community pressures, lay manifestoes
on course content, constant scrutiny by newspapers, high level scoldings
by college professors and, in general, calls for. virtue from all manner of
instant expert. The case for the autonomous school rests in the asssump-
tion that professional competence is not a myth and that-the community is
best served when genuine, rather.than counterfeit, experts preside over
the schools.

Schoolmen, according to this perspective, are and of right ought to
be a priesthood properly jealous of their prerogatives and zealous to guard
their secrets. Knowledge shared is ultimately power shared and the na-
tion's children will be the ultimate victims.

This thesis is not devoid of plausibility. We would hazard the guess
that in most conflicts between professional educators and their opponents
the former have more often stood for a more expert, enlightened, com-
plex, and humane conception of the educational task. But democratic the-
ory is intolerant of monolithic control over areas that are the concern of
all and, in any event, massive discontent has converted the school from a
professional resource into a beleaguered fortress.
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The consolation for those who deplore
Vona]. process is that community-school co
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The first step may be t
relevant but not specifically
and Tuden, 6 for example, I
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under varying conditions
two social actors or grc
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Beliefs About
Causation

been that it is academic in the most
and desirability, in principle, of re-

seasonably precise account of the degree
1 aims and accomplishments. The prob-
to devise the necessary tools of analysis

o develop general decision models which are
applicable to educational systems. Thompson

lave developed idealtypical congtYucts which
alternative decision strategies and structures

of cognitive and value consensus existing between
ups. Its major components are 1) plain elements

ion-consequences of alternative courses of action
, and b) preferences about outcomes -- some scale

) the presence or absence of consensus among actors
ment, and b) disagreement. On this basis it is poss-

four-field table specifying the emergent strategies and

Preferences About Possible Outcomes

11
Agreement

Agreernent
Strategy: Computation

I

Structure: Bureaucratic

Disagreement
Strategy: Compromise

III

Structure: Representative Body

Disagr eement
Strategy: Judgment

II
Structure: Collegiurn

*111F.TNION

Strategy: Inspiration
Iv

Structure: Anomie

It is evident that only in Cell I, characterized by agreement on both
causation and preferences, is the appropriate organization bureaucratic in
the Weberian sense. Here the problems are technical requiring only straight-
forward analysis, i. e. "computation." The rules governing such a structure
are in fact the rules of the ideal-typical bureaucracy and include the require-
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meet that 1) specialists may not make decisions outside their sphere of
competence; 2) each specialist is bound to the organization's preference
scale; 3) all pertinent information must be routed to each specialist; and
4) every issue must be routed to the appropriate specialist.

But as we examine additional combinations of beliefs about causa-
tion and preferences it becomes clear that each requires its own specific
strategy and organizational structure. Briefly stated the alternatives are
as follows:

Cell II - Disafzeement on Causation, Agreement on Preferences
Lacking acceptable "proof" of merits of alternatives the organization
must rely on judgment.
Issue to be decided by a collegium a, self-governing voluntary group
with authority vested in the members.
Rules:

1. fidelity to the group's preference hierarchy.
2. require all members to participate in each decision.
3. route pertinent information about causation to each member.
4. give each member equal influence over the final choice.
5. designate as final choice the rule of the majority.

Cell 11I - Agreement on Causation, Dlsao-reement on Preferences
An organization facing this problem may fall apart. Compromise is
only solution.
All factions should be represented in decision.
Rules:

1. require that each faction hold as its top priority preference the
desire to reach agreement, i., e. to continue the association.

2. ensure that each faction be represented.
3. give each facron veto power.
4. give each faction all pertinent information abdut causation.

Cell. IV- Disagreement on Causation, Disagreement of Preferences
Only hope is the emergence of a charismatic leader.
Must make inspired choice free from conventional restraints. At the
same time wish to retain some structure.
Rules:

1. individuals or groups must be interdependent and have some in-
centive for collective problem-sohring.

2. a multiplicity of preference scales and therefore of factions with
each faction of approximately equal strength.

3. more information must be introduced than can be processed.
4. each member must nevertheless have access to major communi-

cations networks in the event that inspiration strikes.
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Preliminary models of this sort when suitably refined and u:iaborateci
can help to define the choices and modus aperandi open to diverse groups
on the basis of their goals and their estimates of the consequences of alter-
native courses of action. Their decisions will be more rational in the edu!-
catioaal sphere if they have at their disposal a model for the measurement
of the effectiveness of a school system whose major components we have
previously' identified as outcomes, reactions by diverse publics, average
gain per student, community input, and indices of school. quality. As we
shall see such a model is not free of difficulties, but none that cannot be
overcome.

How Shall Al]. These Things Be Measured?

When one suggests such a diverse array of things to be assessed or
estimated, the natural question that arises concerns the available technol-
ogy for the required measurements. It is quite obvious that aside from the
rather well established methods of instruments fbr measuring certain lim-
ited kinds of cognitive achievement, the measurement of school perform-
ance is in a relatively primitive state of developthent, and the measure-
ment of such things as school quality is perhaps even less well developed.

But in principle these undeveloped domains can be developed and
without excessive difficulty, or at least without any greater difficulty than
was experienced in developing measures of cognitive perform ance. What
is required is that educational specialists be willing to make as many
simplifying assumptions about the boundary lines of the "domain" under
consideration, and about the indicators they will suggest for these new
domains of educational outcome.

Surely it is true that we are only at the beginning stages of measur-
ing such features of human functioning as "creativity. " But almost all
would agree that some measure of creativity must be developed, and that
we can no longer tolerate that kind of resistance to measurement that a-
rises out of the simple- minded plea that such things in principle cannot be
measured. If we use the term, as we do, and if we think it stands for
something important, as we do, and if we presume we know what we mean
by the term when we use it, as we do, then all the major ingredients for
beginning to develop measurements of the phenomena are in hand. The
same remarks must be made, without alteration, for such other phenomena
as school quality, achievement in art, and other soft subjects, and changes
or growth patterns in these domains of educational experience.

Whatever the pressures may be to "get in to the field" with some
form of educational assessment now or tomorrow, the fact remains that
sometime, and preferably sooner rather than later, we shall have to de-
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velop such measures if we are going to speak with any sense of measuring
the effectiveness of an educational system. If we must measure effective-
ness in some domains before we have deve3oped all the necessary instru-

inten-ments, let us be frank to admit our inadequacies and to indicate our
tion to eliminate them at the earliest moment possible.

How Shall All These Diverse Measures Be Added 1113?

The answer to this question is that t hey shad not be added up.
Rather, we think in terms of developing profiles of accomplishment of
any given school on which are represented their achievements on the vari-
ous dimensions indicated above. Nor will any claim be Made that, for in-
stance, one unit of formal curricular achievement is equivalent to two u-
nits of chievement in growth or vice versa. These arc not to be consid-
ered additive elements. They arento be seen rather as separate but re-
lated elements in school performance, which together give a picture of .a
school in operation.. It will then be up to each public, or each individual
whO scans the profile of evaluation to determine for himself, by his own
value's, and his. own preferences for one as against another type of out-
come, how well the school is doing.

Must the Measurements Al) Be of the Same Kind?

The answer to this is "no." The measurements do not have to be of
the same kind, nor enjoy the same quotients of reliability and validity, nor
be calculated along the same kinds of dimensions of scales or continua.
Indeed, one would expect that the ways in which achievement in the art
and music classes will be estimated will be significantly different from
the ways in which the achievements in mathematics or English will be
measured. One need not here and now suggest the specific ways in which
measurement in these soft subjects will be accomplished. But it is evi-
dent and salutary that in the process of arriving at some decision as to
how to measure educational development in these fields, the teachers and
specialists in these fields will have to be deeply involved in the decisions
so that their aims and goals in their aspects of education will be reflected
in the measurements.

There will, of course, be serious and severe disagreements and
conflicts while such issues are being debated and worked out. That is on-
ly,to be expected. One can think, for example, of the decisions that will
have to be made regarding such issues as whether the development of
children in art should be measured by the artistic quality of their prod-
ucts, or the psychological gratifications they evince, or the growth in per-
sonality they exhibit, or the slide-over and carry over effects into cogni:
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tive domains they may begin to manifest after exposure to the art curricu-
lum. Any and all of these are legitimate claimants on some degree of at-
tention as to their possible utility as measures of outcome of art educa-
tion. It may be that all four dimensions of the art experience -will be in-
cluded in the evaluation, and perhaps even others. But the fact of such
diverse possibilities should not be taken as too difficult to overcome
not, that is, if one wants to begin to develop reasonably sensible ways of
measuring educational effectiveness.

What Shall Be Done About the Diverse Coal Orientation?

Here reference is made to the differences among those educational
orientations identified as human resources versus social replacement ver-
sus equality-mobility versus humanistic. In an earlier chapter the essen-
tial differences among these orientations were specified. But these may
be summarized once again at this point.

Briefly, the resource-development model is primarily concerned
with the school as an agency for identifying, recruiting, motivating, and
training highly specialized talents in a -variety of subjects, most particu-
larly those deemed most relevant to overall social. needs of the moment,
c. g. skilled methematicians, or specialized musicians, or whatever.
Every society is concerned more with one hind of talent than another at
various points in its history. Especially in a democratic society, the so-.
ciety tends to turn to its public school system for the creating of -these
talents. It asks the schools to identify and train the elites it most urgent-
ly needs. Every school system should therefore be able to estimate at
any given point how well it is responding to this need for specialized, elite
talent.

If this insistence seems gratuitous in view of the fact that most
schools appear to be concerned almost alone with such elite talents now,
it must be answered that while this may be true, that concern for special-
ized talents is not likely to diminish at any point and every school is likely
to be answerable to some portion of its constituency or its 'wider referential
publics for these talents. Nor can it say that it does not wish to respond to
these demands upon it for the training of such speCialized talents. It may
wish to provide more balance than is today normally practiced between
these demands and those for the education of all of its students to a greater
degree of equality. But that is a matter to be politically articulated else-
where, and does not obviate the likelihood nor the responsibility of answer-
ing this demand.
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By contrast, the social-replacement orientation of education is con-
cerned with the general division of kbor and the supply of talents for all
echelons and levels of that division of labor, rather than with the special-
ized and more rare talents that, form the focus of concern of the resource
development model..

Here what is being asked of the school is that it concern itself with
the replacement of the society or with refurbishing and replenishing the
supply of all kinds of labor. This is a very different kind of demand than
the demand for specialized talents, where the quality of the education is
measured by what it does for its talented elite and how many such talented
elite graduate. Here, in the social replacement model, the quality is a
function of how much the school does for all its students, by way of pre-
paring them for, later adult roles, and, in turn, how much it does for the
society'at large, by preparing citizens at all levels of capacity to take up
their places in society.

The third model -- that of equality and mobility is concerned pri-
ma.riTy with the extent to which the school is making it possible for child-
ren from a variety of social class backgrounds (or ethnic, or whatever) to
learn,. and how much of the relative disadvantages that certain children
bring into the schools with them are being overcome by virtue of the
school's efforts, and how well, finally, the school. is making it possible-- -
within the limits of its possibilitiesfor children to take up places in the
adult division of labor which differ from those held by their fathers.

The fourth model the humanistic orientation is concerned with
the "whole" child: his affective as well as cognitive being, his sensitivity
to the arts as .well as his capacity for higher mathematics, his capacity to
live easily and beneficially with people who are different from him in
background and talent as well as his ability to perform specialized occu-
pational or educational roles. The concern here, too, is with the intrin-
sic satisfaction the child experiences from his education. Are his school
experiences gratifying in themselves without reference to any instrumental
value they may have? Is school fun for the child? Does he experience a
sense of personal growth and development out of his activities at school?
All these and other related questions are relevant to the humanist approach
to education.

As can be seen, each of these four approaches stands for a different
conception of the educational process and what one or another educational
public thinks the schools should be aiming to achieve. Normally, these
are the models which are debated as though they were mutually exclusive.
To some degree, they have been mutually exclusive in the sense that when
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4..itt,. )r ono rothci. fl an the other, it tends to produce one rather
01:q.14. *thy', i i:; appztr(!it liwt it possible for the school to be

eoncePned with LW four kinds of outcomes, and that, under
spec!c;;,.1,1e eireum:-.1:.uices, the experiences 'relevant to all four sets of
outezoto*-zt- could be s o organized in the structure and functioning of the

ina%c them recipl.oeally and mutually supportive of each other.
'i1 int:qionistic, \VC: svi...s,est, only to the extent that they are viewed
0:1 fArlto# ;Uri U tilt! (,:%IC;nt that schools deliberately set themselves to

ow re' ther thou another.

tertt-
4n Tot

It an four arc to somc.! extent realizable without serious in-
* t. Y \.}i 1? vac+ oth.c.r and indeed with possible mutual facilitation;

-eseht "reasonable" demands that the society or more immedi-
edtte;.A1 )0-41 puolles Piny in good conscience make upon the school; all

roar (7;. to he of vn)ue to any democratic society; the focus of
a4-1:4 upon all four not likely to require significantly larger sets

ti. vit the exclusive concern on just one or two of these out-

iA.ctnit..nts of Mese en se Goals To Be 3\1 ea stir ed ?

to most difficult cruces ion once vga.in involves the
tit-ft tl cnt spccialist s be to make

nption; rel;arcijng the domains that these four oni-
;,J11 inri!eato-rs they are willing to use in assessing

r :13 w:qt ;It the domain. Most of the requirements for the mea-
1::-.4-;m:t 1:;;1e Lllready been specified in general terms when the

:1-cJi f; of i,u educational model were earlier specified.
`4,, "c' refer to the requirements for measurement .of objective

fro:n one time to another across a range of
an experiences; and to the subjective reporting by students and

tvact ers-. of their dc grecs and qualities of satisfactions with the educa-
tional s.-xperif.ne es they are 'having.

ttle me) tion has been made, however, of possible indicators of
ilvgnality and- mobility" achievements of the schools. Here, however, one
can f.atiEractorily utilize some aspects of the measurements of changes.
nit* it in in the equality of effects, as measured by changes, that equality

edutvtional impact is truly to be measured, rather than in equality of
ztetual atThier ed. Given even the conclition in which only differences
in natur0 th)(11f S separated students from each other, we should still be
comma-n*7.d the equality of their educational experiences and this
cotild be measured only with some reference to how much chance did each
Otte have to grow, given his different starting point.
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"Mobility" measures would involve certain additional readings the
schools would have to take, on such matters, for instance, as changes in
occupational aspirations over time, among the students, changes in col-
lege or non-college plans, changes in pereentage of curriculum devoted
to* college - relevant versus college- nonrelevant subjects. So, too, shifts
in self-image could conceivably be most important here especially those
which would testify to the extent to which the child has grown from one
who, by various indicators, had shown himself earlier to feel incapable
of mastering or even attempting certain educational tasks, whereas by
comparison he now sees hirnse]f as one who is quite up to trying these
new ventures, with some spirit of confidence in possible success at them.

This is not the time or place to suggest in any further detail the
kind of ',possible indicators one might develop for each of the four major
orientations into which an educational goals can be classified. Suffice it
to say that some reference to each of them .seems indispensable in any
measurement of educational, effectiveness, if one is to observe the right
of diverse sectors of the educational community to secure information re-
gardihg the outcomes in which they are most interested.

How Can All This Information Be Integrated?

The question raised here refers to the possibility that some analy-
ses might be made of the relationships among these diverse outcomes
such that one could come increasingly to understand not only what was
being accomplished by the schools but what factors were responsible for
its achievements or lack of them. The specifications of the required eIc-
meats in such measurement, earlier stated, include at least aminimum
number of such analytic elements. Thus it should be possible to analyze
the relationship between various input factors. -- community and student
and schodl outcomes, and between various kinds of school outcomes them-
selves, and between certain measures of the quality of the school and
school outcomes.

At the outset of any such measurement effort, however sophisticated .

the integrative analyses that are attempted, only the most simple versions
of the connections among these various aspects of educational enterprises
should he communicated. The purposes of such anal.yses and communica-
tions are several.. They include informing the schools themselves as to
"how well they are doing" and, in part, why and how it is they are doing
that well or poorly. Such analyses alSo make it possible for the com-
munities in which schools .are located to become both More knowledgeable
about the how and why of the achievements of their schools and the extent .

to which and ways in which they as communities might more effectively
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participate in improving the quality of education that is 'being provided.
Finally, such analyses make it possible in the long run for research into
educational processes and outcomes to become a standard feature of edu-
cation itself. We refer here to the abiding need for continuous evaluative
research which serves both basic and applied purposes. If we are to de-
velop models that more adequately and fully represent the domains of edu-
cational achievement in which we are interested, this can only come about
when the value of such evaluative research comes to commend itself to
the concerned publics, such that they come to recognize that domains of
education other than those which they have heretofore been narrowly fo-
cused on are in fact of some real significance and value.

The possibility of developing alert educational communities, con-
sciously and rationally concerned with the relationships among iwt, pro-
cesses, and outputs in their, educational enterprises,. depends importantly
on that kind of development of awareness and knowledge. For it is evi-
dent that the diverse interests that these various publics now represent
are likely to be matters of continuing debate, and claims of mutually ex-
clusive value, with concomittant denial of value to other orientations, so
long as they represent "either - or's" of educational policy. It is only
when they are seen as separate but connected aspects of the same enter-
prise that the conflict approach to diverse educational orientations has a
chance of being replaced by an approach that recognizes the importance
for all of some significant attention to the large range of possibilities that
effective education can serve.

The Cross-Cultural Utility of This "Model"

The components that were earlier specified as minimal require-
ments for any model of measurement of school effectiveness seem.to us
to be relevant, without: qualification, for. virtually any type of school sys-
tem within the Western European culture pattern -- at least insofar as
we have been able to determine. The variations in school systems in this
culture-area are such that the greatest difficulty in applying this "model"
will arise from unequal concern with one or another of its aspects. Thus
the more traditional. systems are likely to be not nearly as concerned with
student reports of their subjective feelings of satisfaction. Yet political
events in each of the societies are likely to make them aware of the need
to be more concerned with student reactions than they have been in the
past.

In the same vein, various school systems may be more concerned
with resource development or social. replacement than with equality-mobil-
ity and humanistic versions of education. Their lack of concern, indeed,
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may be such as to cause them to exclude measurements of such aspects of
educational process and outcome in their own evaluations. The absence
of such measurements can then be taken as indicators of degree of concern
and the appropriate conclusions may then be drawn regarding the compara-
tive outcomes on these dimensions of the schools involved.

If international reporting is open enough and sufficiently widely dis-
seminated, it should not be long before the unevenness in the kinds of con-
cerns of the various school systems becomes apparent. At that point, it
may become possible for school and government officials mutually to en-
courage each other toward the development of concern for certain types of
outcomes that other schools exhibit that their own do not. It is the hope
that by this process of dissemination, exchange, and comparison, the school
officials themselves may be "educated" to\vard more common goal orienta-
tions in their educational enterprises.

So, too, in making international comparisons it will be possible,
through the use of the model described, for school systems to'compare
themselves on their relative strengths and weaknesses, such that any given
school may discover some area of competence or excellence in which it. can
take pride, while noting those areas in which there are comparative defi-
ciencies. By providing points of pride to which systems can point, it is
hoped that thereby the areas of weakness can more tolerably be perceived
and more sympathetically reacted to. Since there is no mechanism for co-
ercion of schools toward more uniform orientations, nor should there be
one across national boundaries, this model for the development of aware-
ness and concern is perhaps the most effective that can now be suggested.
The same kinds of observations apply to comparisons of schools within one
country, of course, insofar as one wishes to refrain from employing coer-
cive sanctions to secure more uniformity and would_prefer, instead, to rely
on effective agents of education and persuasion.

Finally, we may call attention to the possib]e utility of including in
the measurement of school effectiveness that approach envisioned in the
concept of Gross National Educational Product, in which whatever is sub-
ject to economic translation is in fact translated, and dollar values on in-
vestment and outcome are estimated. The objections to this kind of approach
in the past have centered upon the extent to which such measurements in dol-
lar terms violate the basic tenets of that educational philosophy which decry
the notion that education should be profitable or that educational values can
be given equivalent dollar values. We have seen how, in fact, many educa-
tional values cannot be given dollar translation, without significant loss of

22



important educational content. We have seen, too, how the absence of a
common market for educational outcomes, and of a common unit for their
translation, makes the concept of Gross Educational Product something
less than desirable, if and when it is proposed as the only.way to get some
rigor into educational measurement.

But if the approach to education through GEP is only one of many
others that have been recommended here, and if the dollar estimates of in-
put and outcome are seen in the context of other inputs and outcomes that
are not translatable into dollar values, and if, therefore the qualitative di-
mensions of educational transactions are thereby enabled to preserve their
integrity, there can be little objection to learning as much as possible about
the economic aspects of that transaction. 'Indeed, it is to be expected that
at critical points, two programs otherwise equally appealing in. their pros-
pects may he able to be compared for their relative costliness, stated alone
in economic terms, such that, where no other factors make it possible to
choose between the alternatives, the costs of each may become properly de-
terminative of that choice. The danger lies in the greater appeal of the pre-
cision of the dollar sums as against the indecisive character of qualitative
assessment. Here, however, it is up to school and governmental authorities
and any other concerned publics to come to understand why they must not be
beguiled by the appeal of precision into discarding their concerns for other,
lesS rigorously measured, outcomes of education. The danger, in short,
lies not in the economic measures themselves but in their misuse and in the
subsequent abuse of other educational orientations. When such economic
Measures arc used on a cross-national basis, in conjunction with other
measures of national educational output, we shall be at a point where we
will be able better than ever before to-make international comparisons that
are meaningful in their content, significant for a wide rang:;- of educational
orientations and capable, when disseminated and reacted to, of generating
some common concerns across national lines for the quality of education in
all countries.
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I HISTORY - Background Readings on the Aims and Outcomes of Education

MemberS of the Faculties of Andover, Exeter, Lawrenceville, Harvard,
Princeton and Yale, peLneral Education_ln School pndCollgge:. A
Committee Report. Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University
Press, 1952. 142 page's

The School and College Study of General Education, supported by the
Fund for the Advancement of Education, Ford Foundation, was conducted
by one faculty member from each of three schools (Andover, Exeter and
Lawrenceville) and one from each of three Universities (Harvard, Princeton
and Yale). The Committee undertook to define the goals of a general-or
liberal education and to design a program to reach these goals. Through
a study of academic records, surveys of course content. and methods of
instruction, student questionnaires, and panel discussions, the Committee
hoped to demonstrate that the work of the superior student in school and
college could he integrated into a continuous process encompassing
inquiry into meny fields as well as study in depth in area concentration.
In this way, waste in the fo;:m.of duplication of study in h:;,gh school and
college could be avoided and lack of motivation caused by boredom could
be prevented.
A detailed curriculum for grades 11 through 14 and covering the major areas
of a general education is outlined. A proposal is made that students, the
educational institutions and the society would be benefited if certain
highly qualified students wore encouraged to complete their education in
seven years, either by omitting the last year of high school or by being
admitted to college with sophomore standing. An appendix contains a
proposal for an advanced placement experiment and several excerpts from
the replies to the student- questionnaire.

Butler, Nicholas Murray, The Meaning of Education. New York: Charles
Scribner's Sons, 1915. 378 pages

In this comprehensive volume, the author deals with a wide rarige of
educational problems ranging from the philosophy of education to disci-
pline and the organization of kindergarden. In the title chapter, he
contends that spiritual growth should be the ultimate aim of education.
In other chapters, he traces the history of education, discusses princi-
ples of education in the United States arid reviews organization and
methods for all educational levels, from kindergerden through college
or university.



Dewey, John, "My Pedagogic Creed" (pamphlet originally published by
E. L. Kellogg and Co. , 1897) included in Archambault, Reginald D.
Lohn Dewey on Education: Selected Writings. New York: The Modern
Library, 1964. 439 pages

In this work, John Dewey sets forth many of his innovative ideas
on education. He defines education as the fundamental method of
social progress and considers the place the school has in the total
education of the child. In evaluating subject matter of education,
he states that as school is primarily a social institution, the child's
social activities must be of central importance in his training. The
interdependence of education and society is underscored throughout
this as well as the other works in the collection.

Harvard University Committee on the Objectives of a General Education
in a Free Society, .Ggncrgl Education jp. a FrpsLa9pciety. Cambridge,
Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 1945. 267 pages

The second World War forced educators to reevaluate, the relation-
ship between education and society and the aims and methods of
educahon. James B. Conant, president of Harvard University,
charged a committee of faculty members of the arts and sciences of
education to examine the usefulness of general education for both
high school and college students. In its report, the committee
distinguishes between the collective needs of the society and the
diverse needs of individuals. Its answer to these dichotomous
needs is a basic general program with several levels of difficulty.
Implications for high schools and colleges, and for Harvard University,
in particular, are explored.

Hutchins, Robert Maynard, Education for Freedom. Baton Rouge,
Louisiana: Louisiana State University Press, 1946. 105 pages

Dr. Hutchins here expands the Edward Douglass White lectures
delivered at Louisiana State University in 1941. He defends his
thesis that a liberal education should be obtained by every citizen
of a free society. He states that the foremost purpose of education
should be to develop students with a "social consciousness and a
social conscience. " Schools should attempt to produce graduates
"who want to improve society and who kno.w how to go about it.'."
Dr. Hutchins also discusses the University of Chicago plan for a
two-year program leading to a Bachelor of Arts degree.
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Maritain, Jacques, Education at the Crossroads. New Haven: Yale
University Press, 1943 120 pages

Mr. Maritain has based his book on the Terry Lectures, delivered
at Yale University in 1943. The first part of the book is devoted
to the aims of education, more specifically to the desired charac-
teristics of an educated man. He stresses moral, spiritual and
intellectual aspects of education over vocational aspects saying
that practical aims are best provided for by "general human capac-
ities. " Other lectures explored the dynamics of education, the
humanities, liberal education and problems arising from World War IL

Thwing, Charles Franklin, What Education Has the Most Worth?
New York: The Macmillan Company, 1924. 225 pages

Dr. Thwing, President Emeritus of Western Reserve University,
attacks the concept he believed prevalent at the time that the
most desirable form of education was the one centered on natural

sciences. The author argues that "education of the intellect" is
of higher value and that "human studies" education leading to
moral behGvior towardr; others and for the society are at least as
important as "science studies. " He outlines probable results
to individuals and to the society from such an education as he
proposes. Sections of the book deal with new technologies of

the day, such as moving pictures, and their effects on the society.

Whitehead, Alfred North, The Aims. of EducatiDn. New York: The

Macmillan Company, 1929. 247 pages

In the title article, the author states that education should strive
toward activity of the mind and not toward the filling of minds
with "inert ideas. " He believes man should possess both culture
("... activity of thought and receptiveness to beauty and humane
feeling") and expert knowledge in a chosen area. The remaining

essays cover such topics as the rhythm of education, technical
education, classics, mathematics, universities, organization of
thought, and science.



II AIMS or EDUCATION

Beezley, P. C. , Education for What? New York: Bookmaller, 1963.
208 pages

Mr. Beezley is concerned by what he feels is a lack of understanding
throughout the teachiTy. profession about the true nature of communism.
He delegated SPX Re;'.: =h Associates to Conduct a survey of commis-
sioners or superinter, . of education in all 50 states as well as
state, county and loc.:, ,.:)fficials. In this book, the author indicates
why he felt the study was necessary, how it was conducted, the
results of the survey, and recommendations for action based on the
findings of the survey.

Bestor, Arthur, The Reptora:kion.sg 1..parntqct, New York: Alfred A Knopf,
1956. 459 pages

Following his criticism of the trends of American education in
Educational. Wastelands Dr. Bestor here offers his views as to
the direction education should take. He contends that education,
with its major objective "adjustment for life", has become aimless
and that a return to a central emphasis on academic disciplines is
in order. He feels teachers are almost uniformly inadequately
trained in the disciplines they teach and that overly stringent state
pedagogy requirements.prevent many potential teachers from enter-
ing the field. Proposals to counter undesirable trends and educational
problems are offered.

Bloom, Benjamin S., editor, Taxonomy of Educational Oilfs:lctives: The
Classification of Educational Goals. Handbook I: Cognitive Domain;
Handbook II: The Affective Domain (David R. Krathwohl, Benjamin S.
Bloom, Bertram B. Masia). New York: David McKay Company, Inc. ,
1956. 207 pages; 196 pages

These volumes present a systematic attempt to provide a means to
classify educational outcomes in such a way that the order of elements
classified represents a relationship among the elements. Two major
purposes of the work are to provide a basis for meaningful commui:1-
cation among those concerned with education and to facilitate com-
parisons of educational programs and achievements. Volume I, The
Cognitive Domain, orders aspects of knowledge, ability and skills
by the following increasingly complex categories: knowledge, compre-
hension, application, analysis, synthesis and evaluation.



Volume II, The Affective Domain, orders objectives such as attitudes,
values and interests by the categories of receiving, responding, valuing,
organization and characterization by a value or a value complex.
Examples and sample test items are given for each category. Volume I
concludes with a condensed version of the cognitive taxonomy. Volume II
concludes with a condensed version of both taxonomies.

Booth, Wayne C., editor, ThElKnowledcip Most Worth Havincf, Chicago: The
University of Chicago Press, 1967. 212 pages

At a liberal arts conference of students and faculty at the University
of Chicago in 1966, representatives of science, the humanities and
college administration stated the case for liberal. education. This book
is a collect ion of papers presented at the conference and used as a
basis for discussion. Several authors develop a historical perspective
and turn to Plato and his statements on education for justification of
a general education. Others find in today's complex industrial society
the need for general as well as special education. Chapters are de-
voted to such topics as education and the contemporary woman and
the role of a liberal arts,,college Within a university.

Brim, Orville G., Jr. ,Sociolo'crLancl the Field of Edv:la ton . New York:
Russell Sage Foundation, 1958. 93 pages

This book, one of a series of studies on fields of practice of sociol
ogists published by the Russell Sage Foundation, is a review of
research conducted by sociologists in educa tion. The author has
culled basic studies from the research literature and organized them
under topics of educational importance. After discussing significance
of the research findings within each topic, the author suggests directions
for further research to elaborate and clarify previous studies or to ex-
plore areas not yet examined. Among the topics for which research
results are presented are the aims of education, the allocation of
materials, the functions of education and the, roles of the sociologist
in education. Research findings concerning educators are examined
both in terms of recruitment, advancement, etc. and in terms of roles
in the classroom. Findings concerning students are similarly examined,

Bruner, Jerome S. , The Process of Education. Cambridge, Massachusetts:
Harvard University Press, 3966. 97 pages

The Woods Hole Conference, upon which this book is based, was
attended by scientists, educators, psychologists, and historians.
Its purpose was to explore the problems of teaching science and
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provido the first opportunity for scientists and psychologists to
m,..ot for discussions on the psychological aspects of learning.
Dr. 11tun'r contowls that children are able to comprehend basic
cmcol,ts of SCIOILC:O and the humanities at a much earlier age than
Ws Leon commonly eissunled. He stresses the importance orstructure"
and urtjc.s that this underlying structure, or the fundamental principles,
of subject matter bo presented in a form easily grasped by children
and that later training build upon this understanding.

hut) jorome S. , TpwarcLa I'lleprypfIngru,ttork. Cambridge, Ma s s-
achus.Ats: Belknap Press of Harvard University Press, 196 6. 176 pages

Dr. Pruner addresses himself to the problems of achieving the goal of
self-fulfillment through the process of learning and assisting students'
growth tov,tard using their ahilities to achieve a full life and to contri-
bute effectively to the Society. He discusses the of growth,
the role of social scientists in education, and presents a theory of
instruction. based upon what is known about human learning and the
circumstances under which learning is best accomplished. He feels
that the teaching of time-and-energysaving skills (language, mathe-
matics, etc.) is a most important function of schools in light of present
day rapid change. He discusses experimental. courses in mathematics
and social studies with which he has been involved. Ina chapter on
motivation, ho discusses the kinds of rewards inherent in learning
and the factors which lead to satisfaction in learning. In a chapter
on coping and defending, he states that in cases of learning blocks,
the child is often finding ways of avoiding the problem confronted
rather than finding ways of solving the problem. He concludes with
a chapter on the nature and uses of effective curriculum evaluation.

Clark, Ninon P. , EducatincLthe Emert Society. San Francisco: Chandler
Publishing Company, 1962. 301 pages

In his book devoted to the sociology of education, Dr. Clark examines
the "social aspects of educational structures and processes, their
social causes and consequences. " He is primarily concerned with
the functions of education in a technical society that demands a
skilled labor force as well as a perpetuation of the cultural heritage.
In drawing his conclusions, br. Clark refers to research reports and
definitive major works in sociology, economics, anthropology, educa-
tion and psychology. The first topics covered relate education to the
society and include Education as a Cultural Agent; Education, Occu-
pation and Status; and Education and Minorities,among others. The



latter topics, centering on educational systems and processes,
include Organization of the School and College; Student Culture
in College; Student Culture in High School; and the Educational
Process and the Expert Society.

Conant, James B. , The American nigh School yod..Ay:Arirst Renort

to InterestedCiyizeris, New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company,

1959. 140 pages

Dr. Conant conducted this critical examination of the American
high school with financial support from the Carnegie Corporation
and organizational support from Educational Testing Service. He

and his collaborators visited schools of all sizes in 26 states,
in cities, rural areas, small towns and suburbs. The emphasis of
the study is on the comprehensive type of high school which pro-
vides a general education for all young people in the community,
academic background for those planning further education and
vocational training for terminal students. Although. Dr. Conant
urges the adoption of the comprehensive plan for many communities,
he indicates that the needs of the particular community must dictate
the type of school instituted. After discussing the general charac-
teristics of American education, the author devotes himself to an
analysis of the comprehensive high school, the methods used in his
survey of schools, and the results of the survey. On the basis of
his findings, he presents a list of 21 recommendations for the im-
provement of American high schools. Schools that are not compre-
hensive - the small high school, the large city high school, and the
suburban high school - arc dealt with separately. Appendixes list
states and schools visited, criteria for evaluating a comprehensive
high school and descriptions- of inventories and educational programs
discussed in the text.

Conant, James B. , Shaping Educational. Pojky. New York: McGraw-Hill
Book Company, 1964. 139 pages

Dr. Conant here presents his views that traditiona.1 methods of deter-
mining educational policy have been outmoded by a growing national
concern for education and by a revolution in educational techniques.
In a chapter on policy-making for the public schools, he recommends
methods for dealing with several specific problems confronting edu-
cation today and stresses the growing importance of policy-making at
the state level rather than at the local level. Policy-making for higher
education is also scruidnized. He analyzes in detail the school and

-7--



higher education programs of New York and California and urges
widespread adoption of policies similar to those of New York for
public education and California for higher education. In the final
chapter, the author advocates interstate and regional cooperation
in building educational policy, leading to "nationwide" policies
rather than "national." policies, and cites examples of attempts in
this direction.

Cremin, Lawrence A. , TrilpsjczolatipiLpfiheSctliciol. New York:
Alfred A. Knopf, 1961. 387 pages

The. first part of this book is devoted to the sources of the impetus
toward progressive education and covers the years 1876-1917. The
author reviews the traditions of popular education, the impact of
industry on education, the response of educators to immigrants, the
underprivileged, rural dwellers and former rural dwellers who have
migrated to urban centers. He examines the relation between science
and education and devotes one chapter to a discussion of the contri-
butions of early education innovators. The second part of the book,
covering the years 1917 1957, reviews the rise of progressive edu-
cation , its Strengths, contributions and drawbacks, its advocates
and its eventual collapse.

Cubberly, Ellwood, P. , J.;c3)c:.atioiLin_the_Vnttect rij.at. p.s. New York:
Houghton Mifflin Company, 1919. 506 pages

This history of American educatiorL traces the development of educa-
tional theories and practices and relates them to the development of
the society. Changing educational aims are emphasized. lie also
discusses contemporary educational problems and outlines possible
solutions.

[Educational Policies Commission is made up of elected representatives
from the National Education Association, the American Association of
School Administrators, the Department of Classroom Teachers, the Depart-
ment of Elementary School Principals, and the Association for Higher
Education. Financial support comes mainly from the National Education
Association and the American Association of School Administrators. The
Commission studies the major contemporary issues in education and issues
reports containing recommendations regarding these issues. The reports
frequently center on grave national problems and attempt to demonstrate
how the schools can counter or help solve the problems. -Several reports
analyze the function of the school in a democracy; several in recent years
concern the disadvantaged student; certain special areas such as athletics
mass communications, and the gifted student have also been examined.
A few reports with particular influence or significance are discussed below.



Educational Policies Commission, ":11.p Cp.ntst9 Purpose of Amerten
Eclitcatton. Washington, D. C. : National Education Association, 1961.

The 1961 statement of the Educational Policies Commission centers
on the importance of rationality to individuals and to the society.
By emphasizing the development of rational powers, it is felt that
individual dignity and equality of opportunity may best be accom
plished. The first section of the report discusses the place of
education in American society and the use of rational powers. The
second presents research needs and possible methods of developing
rational powers.

Educational Policies Commission, pgnterlp.p.r.pKyChpllepple tq.knc..7.-
ican Education. Washington, D. C.: National Education Association,
1958. 33. pages

The 1958 E. P. C. statement focuses on the re-appraisal of American
education that developed in the aftermath of the Soviet Union's rapid
growth in technical ability. The crucial educational needs of the
United States at that time were deemed to be scientific education and
the knowledge, insights and abilities necessary to the preservation
of American democracy and peace. The Commission calls for better
education for the gifted, improved guidance and teaching. Short range,
intermediate range, and long range programs are proposed. Statistics
of education in the Unitid States and in the U. S. S. R. are presented
in appendixes.

Educational Policies Commission, Contemkol-ary Ipspgs Eteme.ntary
Education. Washington, D. C.: National Education Association,
1960. 27 pages

This overview of crucial educational issues is focused on the elemen-
tary grades. The importance of the elementary school, the content of
elementary education, and the effects of several variables such as
health, environment, etc. , upon learning are considered. One section
of the report is concerned with implications for policy arising from
several issues. The importance of good teaching is stressed and
conditions leading to high-quality teaching are outlined.

Educational Policies Commission, Education and the Disadvantaged
American. Washington, D. C.: National Educational Association,
1962. 39 pages

The moaning and origins of cultural disadvantage are set forth, along
with an outline of programs for the public school to combat its effects. .

A section is devoted to public policy and the education of the disadvantaged.



Educational Policies Commission, Ap .Espaypn. ()it antyjp EcitnItion.
Washington, 3). C. : National Education. Association, 1959. 31 pages

In its statement on quality in educaiion, the Educational Policies
Commission asserts that the best education is "that which does most
to enable eaCh student to develop his abilities and to serve society".
The Commission further states that two fundamental characteristics
of American education are "universality" and "diversity. " The required
contributions of the school programs, the school staff and the school
administration toward quality education and universality and diversity
in education are stated. An appendiX contains specific recommendations
for salary scales, staff size and per -pupil expenditures for professional
services.

Educational Policies Commission, Universal Opportunity for Education
krona the High School. Washington., D. C. : National Education Assoc.

The E. P. C. proposes that the United States provide at least two years
of higher education to all high school graduates and sets forth the
rationale leading to this proposal. The report also discusses means
by which this universal opportunity for college training may be made
possible.

Educational Policies Commission, .TIT Purnosp.s of EdtTation
Demo :r. Washington, D. C.: National Education Association, 1938.
157 pages

A discussion of the democratic process is followed by an overview of
significant past attempts to define educational objectives. The Commis-
sion then lists and discusses in depth the objectives it recommends:
the objectives of self-realization, of human relationship, of economic
efficiency, and of civic responsibility.

Fine, Benjamin, Our Children Are Cheated. New York: Henry Holt and
Company, 1947. 244 pages

The material in this book first appeared as a series of twelve articles
in The New York Times. On the basis of materials gathered in inte-
views with educators and visits to schools in all parts of the United
States, the author presents his views on the problems confronting the
nation in the field of education. It is his belief that the greatest
weakness lies within the area of teaching. He feels teacher-training

-10-



is inadequate and that the lack of recognition of teaching as an
honored profession leads to low teacher morale and poor recruit-
ment. He lists as Is:1w problems teacher shortage, high teachpr
turnover, low teacher salaries, and low teacher morale. In
observing the plight of students, he deplores educational inequal-
ities, whether due to social class differences, racial differences,
or rural-urban differences. In the final chapter, the author lists
18 fiction recommendations "necessary to restore the public school
system of the United States to a position of leadership;" The list
covers such areas as financial support, leadership, teacher train-
ing, teaching methods, public interest, and equal opportunities.

French, Will and Associates, Behayip) Cloals of peral 1"Algajt ion
jfi.gh,..c.:hool. Now York: Russell Sage Foundation, 1957. 247 pages
This study is an attempt: to describe the goals of a general educa-
tion in terms of desired behavioral outcomes and is based on "The
Survey Study of Behavioral Outcomes of General Education in High
School" conducted by the Educational Testing Service in coopera-
tion with Russell Sage Foundation and the National Association of
Secondary School Principals with advisory aid of various government
and education agencies. Eighteen high school and college level
educators individually outlined what they felt to be the goals of a
general education and their concomitant behavioral outcomes. A
committee of advisors reviewed the goals of the consultants in light
of public needs. A committee of reviewers, teachers, administrators,
etc. , then evaluated the lists of desired behavior based on their
background of classroom and school experience. From all the lists
was drawn a final list of desired behaviors felt to be important by at
least three-fourths of those who reviewed them. The executive editor
then organized the final list into areas of desired behavioral outcomes
(attaining maximum intellectual growth and development, becoming
culturally oriented and integrated, maintaining and improving physical
and mental health, becoming economically competent), and the direc-
tions of growth involved in achieving maturity (growth, toward self-
realization, growth toward desirable interpersonal relations in. small
[face-to-face] groups, growth toward effective membership or leader-
ship in large organizations). A major section of the book deals with
detailed descriptions of behavioral outcomes and directions of growth
for each. Possible applications of the results of the study for parents,
schools, teachers, etc., are discussed. A form for use in evaluating
general education programs in terms of behavioral outcomes is presented.



Gardner, John W. , Exec neve; Can Equal and Excellent. Too?
New York: Harper & Brothers, Publishers, 1961. 161 pages

The thesis of this book,writte.n when Mr. Gardner was president of
Carnegie Corporation, is that standards of performance of many areas
of American life are regrettably low and must be raised if the society
is to continue to prosper. In opening chapters, he discusses the
conflicting principles of hereditary privilege, equalitarianism and
competitive. performance. He scrutinizes the concepts of talent and
individual differences and attempts to reconcile these factors with
equality of opportunity. He sums up with chapters on the meaning of
"excellence" and individual fulfillment.

Gardner, John W. , SeJf-Rene yv-al:The and Innovative Sachet
New York: Harper & Row, Publishers, 1964. 141 pages

In his second book, John Gardner concentrates on the necessity of
fostering creativity in all parts of society for he believes the lack of
stimulus in this direction will lead to the eventual decay of our social.
insitutions. He emphasizes the importance of maintaining one's capac-
ity for growth motivation and adaptiveness past middle age. Only if
individuals use all their creative capacity throughout their lives will
society prosper as the creative society depends on a creative popula-
tion. The author discusses growth, versatility, obstacles to renewal,
methods of renewal, motivation,, attitudes and consequences of decay,

Ginzberg, Eli, editor, The N2r!.ton'sCbjlciren: 2....Deyelumgnt.ansl r,ducation.
New York: Columbia University Press, 1960. 242 pages

This volume is the second of three contained in The Nation's Children,
published for the 1960 Golden Anniversary White House Conference on
Children and Youth. Articles were contributed by several authors, each
representing his special. field of interest and competence. The first
three articles cover physical and emotional growth while the latter
articles cover education. Ralph W. Tyler discusses educational objec-
tives in a democracy; several authors deal with specific problems of
scientific eduction, employment, wasted talent, education in the armed
services, and religion. Gardner and Lois Murphy treat the relationship
between the child and society and John W. Gardner urges equality of
educational opportunity leading to the maximum development of individual
potentialities at all levels.
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Good lad, John, editor, Sixty-fifth Yearbook of the National Society
for the Study of J.klucatir»-1, Part

"The launching of the first Russian satellite in 1957 gave us our
bete noir, and the schools became our sacrificial lamb. The
schools could not remainor, at least, could not appear to
remain as they had been. Change, almost for the sake of
change, became the order of the day. Change and the spirit of
change have swept along in a disorderly way, proposal following
proposal on a broken front. Little time and energy have been
expended on appraisal, and adequate evaluative criteria appear
not to be available. As a nation, we have not defined what we
want of our schools and, therefore, have grave difficulty in seek-
ing to determine the worth of any specific proposal or action. "

Goodlad, John, editor, Sixty-fifth Yearbook:of the National Sogieti
for the Study of Education, Part J1

The purposes of Part 11 of the Sixjy-fifth Yearlook are to examine
closely and evaluate illustrative recent changes in the schools
and to explore in depth changes in related fields to which schools
might have or should have responded. Each chapter was written
by an expert in the particular area covered. The first section
discusses and appraises changes in th'e role of the teacher, the
curriculum guidance, instructional resources, school organization
and school buildings. Section two explores new concepts in the
social sciences, behavioral sciences, instructional theory and
philosophy, and determines their relevance to education. In a
critical chapter, Francis S. Chase attempts to relate the changes
in the school to the forces at work in the society as presented in
the previous chapters. He notes that many of the changes consi-
dered relate to technological progress and have little to do with
basic social and philosophic issues'arising from the transformation
of the society. He points out, however, that other changes, such
as those in curricultilm development and the rile of the teacher,
relate directly to culture changes. Appendixes record minutes and
proceedings of the Annual meetings, lists of members and publica-
tions of the Society.!

Goodman, Paul, fonte) porary Mis-Education. New York: Horizon
Press, 1964. 189 p-ges
In this collection of critical articles on the American school, Mr.



Goodman declares that compulsory education as practiced in the
United States leads to conformity which, in turn, inhibits creativity
and individuality. He discusses ill effects of schooling in the
primary grades, high school. and collage. He criticizes the avowed
goals as well as-the content and process of education. He states
that goals are too frequently related to spheres outside the areas of
school competence. Building on the ideas of John Dewey and
A. S. Neill, he suggests alternatives to the present situations which
would include community store-front schools of 20-25 students of
all ages in urban areas, d two-year period of work or purposeful
travel between high school end college and abolishment of grading
in college.

Hanibridge, Gove, New Airnsin Jdnatiop, New York: McGraw Hill
Book Company, Inc., 1940. 226 pages

New ,Aire s. in..E.clupatip,D, written primarily for the college student,
emphasizes the "movement for individualism", using a format of
letters to a college student. Mr. Hambridge attempts to help the
student set educational goals .for himself and to find the best ways
to reach these goals. He uses the "Pennsylvania Study" of higher
education sponsored by the Carnegie Foundation as a basis for his
observations and recommendations. Several. chapters introduce
standardized tests, their uses and a smattering of statistics.

Hanna, Paul R. , editor, Kdupatton: A.n Instrpmeat olNational Gpalq.
New York: McGraw Hill Book Company, Inc. , 1962. 210 pages

The 1961 Cubborly Conference at Stanford University used as its
basis the Report of the President's Commission on National Goals.
The ten papers presented at the Conference are reprinted here with
a preface by I. James Quillen and an introductory chapter by Paul
R. Hanna. In his chapter, Hanna discusses two central issues of
education: shall education be thought of as consumption or as an
investment; and, should education be primarily concerned with
"process" (how to think, how to develop rational powers) or with
"content." He then outlines the proceedings of the Conference.
Frank Pace discussed national goals in relation to world problems.
Neil H. Jacob, Claude A. Buss, James R. Kill am, Jr. and Mast Lerner
then covered in more detail the application of national goals to
various specific areas of the society; domestic, economic, scientific
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and humanistic. Three Stanford University educators, Quillen,
Robert N. Bush and W. H. Cowley, then suggested ways the
national goals could be translated into specific educational
objectives for elementary schools, secondary schools, and
institutions of higher learning. J. W. Fulbright contributed a
paper on National Goals and National Consensus and John H.
Fisher gave the final paper which discussed the role of edu-=
cation for all of the nation's goals as outlined by the President's
Commi ssion.

Hechinger, Fred M., editor, Pre--School Education Today: New
Appropche s to Jpachirlaylive7,..youra, apd 11,ivo-Ye as OW.
Garden City, New York: Doubleday &.Company, Inc., 1966.
150 pages

This book, conceived as a primer for those instituting preschool
programs, covers basic background information on disadvantaged
children and various useful educational programs for these child-
ren. The book was planned by the Council for Public Schools, Inc.,
a national group of educators and laymen sponsoring the develop-
ment of new courses of instruction for public schools. Fred M.
Hechinger, education editor of Thp_Npw York yin:ie4 edited the
book and contributed the first chapter, which deals with the use
of education as a means of reaching the goal of equal opportunity
for all American children. Three articles focus on the effect of
social and psychological factors on. learning. Martin Deutsch
contributed a paper on early social environment and on facilitating
development in the pre--school child. J. McVicker Hunt contributed
a paper on the psychological basis of using pre-school enrichment
to reduce the effecLs of cultural deprivation. The remaining

articles, written by educators, focus on types of pre-school pro-
grams. With the exception of the Hechinger article, the papers
have been published previously or have been presented at pro-
fessional meetings.

Hook, Sidney, "Perennial and Temporal Goals in Education",
The journal of Higher. Education, January, 1952, Vol. XXIII,
No. 1, pages 1-12

Professor Hook offers a distinction between "descriptive" and
"normative" elements of education. Confusion results, he
believes, when educators include the educational goals they
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favor within statements intended merely to describe education.
He expresses the desirability of first describing the process of
education and then establishing the goals or the direction of
education. He distinguishes three overlapping types of educa-
tional objectives: powers, skills and techniques; subject matters,
fields of study and interest; and personal and moral habits, values
and loyalties. He then enumerates perennial goals, those to be
attained by all college students, within each of the three categories
of objectives. Goals he believes necessary for students in the
coming decade or so are similarly treated. He concludes by
stating: "The best goals cannot ensure the best education and the
best education cannot do everything. The best it can do is to
make the individual capable of self-education. "

Kearney, Nolan C., Elementaiy School. Objectives. New York: Russell
Sage Foundation, 1953. 189 pages

The MidCentury Committee on Outcomes in Elementary Education,
composed of a committee of consultants, a committee of critics,
and a survey committee, carried out a study designed to define the
goals of elementary education described in terms of desired behavior.
The study, of which this book is the final report, was sponsored by
Educational Testing Service, Russell Sage Foundation, The United
States Office of Education, and The Department of Elementary School
Principal.: of The National Educational Association. After each of
the committee consultants, composed of education leaders, described
desired behavioral outcomes of elementary education, the committee
of critics (teachers and supervisors) evaluated these goals using their
knowledge of the classroom situation. The survey committee
(representatives of teachers, researchers, administrators and the
public) then organized the goal recommendations within a framework
of four types of desired behavior change for each of nine curriculum
areas. The plan and operation of the study are outlined and each
desired behavior change for each curriculum area is described in
detail. Possible applications of the study results for schools and
the public, for educational theory and for educational measurement
are discussed. Types of behavioral change: knowledge and under-
standing, skill and competence, attitude and interest, action pattern.
Curriculum areas: physical development, health, body care; individual
social and emotional development; ethical behavior, standards, values;
social relations; the social world; the physical world; esthetic develop-
ment; communication; quantitative relationships.
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Koerner, James D. , editor, The Ca lie for Basic-LT:ducal:tom.A rrparam
of Aims for Public Schools. Boston: Little Brown & Co. , 1959,

256 pages
The Council for Basic Education states as its belief that the purpose
of education is "the harmonious development of the mind, the will:
and the conscience of each individual so that he may use to the full
his intrinsic powers arid shoulder the responsibilities of citizenship. "
In support of this statement, the Council directs this book to the
layman. In an introductory chapter, Clifton Padiman defines edu-
cation as a combination of "socialization and systemization" and

the job of the schools as the "transmission and reappraisal of
tradition. " He argues that basic education includes certain "master
subjects" which once learned make it possible to learn other subjects.
The "master subjects" are those dealing with language,forms, figures
and numbers, laws of nature, the past, and shape and behavior of
the earth. Although the core subjects will remain the same, what
is taught in each of these subject areas will change as the environ-
ment changes. In the articles that fellow, educators in specialized
fields. discuss the relevance of their particular area of study to
basic education and give specific subject-matter goals which students
should attain by the time they have completed high 'school. The
general areas, each covered by two or more specific articles, are:
citizenship, history and geography, English composition and litera-
ture, languages, mathematics, science and electives. Herbert M.
Schwab offers his view in a summary article that the local board of
education is best placed to effect wide changes in school curriculum
and urges that changes be made in the direction of basic education..

Keppel, Francis, The Necessary Revolution in American Education.,
New York: Harper & Row, Publishers, 1965. 197 pages

Mr. Keppel, then Assistant Secretary of Health, Education and
Welfare, has directed his book to the layman. He argues that the
revolution of "quantity" (of providing some education for all), has
been met, that the revolution of "equality" of opportunity is in
progress, but that a revolution in "quality" of education is essential.
The interrelationships among local, state, and federal governments
in regard to education are probed. Central elements of education,
teachers, curriculum, research development, and instruments of
learning are analyzed.
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ne.,01,t, C. , Defining): ducgjj cn) 0121e j.yo s. Pittsburgh:
Univf.-rsity of Pittsburgh Press, 1964. 83 pages

Thz, irolrm explored in this hook iF3 the definition of
educ:ationnl objectiv6s. Various api.zoachep to the problem are
offered in papers originally presented to a conference sponsored

Rejional Commission on Educational Coordination and the
Learning Research and Development Center at the University of
Pit;t0kirc;:; in 1963. In an introduction, C. M. Lindvall emphasizes
the fur:%:rucental imporiance of clearly stated objectives for any
cdtteution0 underioking. Fe firmly believes the global statements
of eduezitional purposes often given by educators and government
officials hi:;ve little relevance to curriculum planning or to class-
roo!*4 Warm:Lion. Only specific statements of desired behavior
ors stua:tnts at the end of a given program can be meaningful. The
contributors, including Robert M. Gagre, Robert Glazer, David R.
Krothwohlo suggest various methods of establishing goals for
specific situations such as for programmed learning and curriculum
building. In each case, the authors state that the goals must be
precisely dt..4ined and must be stated in a way that permits the
smasuremant of the attainment of the goal. For a goal to be use-
ful, thr.we must be a way to determine whether or not it has been
met. Ralph We Tyler summarizes the importance of clear and
SIWCifie dofinitions of educational objectives.

Mintu::.0ta University Graduate School, Social. Science Research Center,
Pqrs Err; t the Conant. Repgrit Robert H. Beck, editor.
Minneapolis, Minnesota; University of Minnesota, 1960. 103 pages

JLu s Is. Conant's book, The American Mill School Today, provided
the basis for the 13th Annual Public Discussion on Problems of
Current Interest in the Social Sciences and of Particular Interest to
the Citizens of Minnesota. Twenty professional educators probed
various aspects of the Conant Report, its recommendations, its value
to schools throughout the country, and its relevance to the schools
of Minnesota in particular. The 21 specific recommendations of the
Conot Report arc summarized in an appendix.

Education Association Commission on the Reorganization of
Secondary Education, "The Cardinal Principles of Secondary Education",
filoardof Edpcation.Bulletin, 1918, No. 35. 32 pages

The focus of this report is on the goals of education in a democracy.
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The Commission, appointed by the N. E. A. , sets forth its beliefs
that education should develop the special abilities of each individ-
ual and that these abilities should be used to promote the well-
being of fellow citizens and the society. The specific objectives
leading to these larger goals are listed as follows: 1) health,
2) command of fundamental processes, 3) worthy home-membership,
4) vocation, 5) citizenship, 6) worthy, use of leisure, 7) ethical
character. Each of these aims is distussed briefly. A section of
the article is devoted to the "specializing functions" (centered on
specialized training), and "unifying functions" (emphasizing common
ideas and ideals of the society) of secondary education. The Commis-
sion argues for the standard secondary school of the comprehensive
type and for full or part-time universal education to the age of 18.

National. Education Association Project on Instruction, Schoolp foLthe.
Sixties.. New York: McGraw Hill Book Company, 1963. 146 pages

The National Committee of the National Education Association
Project on Instruction has directed this summary report of its work
toward school officials, faculties and other persons responsible
for decisions concerning education. Three additional volumes,
Deciding What to Teach, Education in a Changing Sociciy, and
Planning and Orqpni zing...for Teaching describe the work in greater
detail. The Committee was to define the major issues in critical
areas of American education and to make recommendations for
programs designed to resolve the issues. The issues under discus-
sion were organized into twelve "decision areas; The first two
areas, decision making and research, and experimentation and
innovation, are discussed under the heading, "The Right Questions.:'
The second section, "Deciding What to Teach,.'' encompasses seven
areas involving what is to be taught to whom, when, in what order
and for what purpose. The final three areas, involving curriculum
organization, school and classroom organization, and materials,
technology and space, were hiindled under the topic Planning and
Organization for Teaching. A final chapter discusses future needs
of the educational system and how these needs may best be met.
The specific recommendations are listed in summary form in an
appendix. References to other reports and articles of the Committee
are also appended.
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President's Commission on National Goals, Goals for Americans.
New York: Prwntice-Hall, 1960. 372 pages

The purpose of this book was to stimulate discussion by the
American public leading to increased awareness and consensus
of the goals of the United States. Following the request of
President Eisenhower, the President's Commission on National
Goals, administered by the American Assembly of Columbia
University and supported by several private foundations, re-
quested papers from 14 acknowledged experts in various fields.
Drawing upon these essays, the Commission formulated goals
for domestic and foreign programs. Amop.g the eleven domestic
goals outlined are those concerning equality, arts, and sciences
agriculture, and education. The goals of foreign policy pre-
sented are 1) building an open and peaceful world, 2) the defense
of the free world, 3) disarmament and 4) the support of the
United Nations. The first section of the book presents the report
of the Commission to the President. The remainder, actually the
greater part of the book, presents the invited essays on various
topics under the general headings of American Fundamentals,
Goals at Home, and The World We Seek. The goals for education
are based on John W. Gardner's contribution, National Goals in
Education. He states that the basic goal of our country served
by education is equality of opportunity for the fulfillment of the
individual. He itemizes 25 recommendations for the educational
system of the country designed to .further that goal. The areas
covered by these recommendations are: the teacher, the student,
the curriculum, innovation in education, higher education, educa-
tion outside the formal system, and the sponsorship of education.

Rickover, H. G., Education for All Children: What We Can Learn
From England. Hearings before the Committee on Appropriations,
House of Representatives, 87th Congress, Washington, D. C. :
U. S. Government Printing Office, 1962, 333 pages

In Admiral Rickover's testimony on education in England before the
Committee on Appropriations of the 87th Congress, he holds that the
great achievement of the decentrally managed state education sys-
tem of England is in maintaining uniform national scholastic stand-
ards. He examines several attributes of the English educational
system which he believes could profitably be adopted in the United
States. He argues that all American children must be helped to
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reach higher intellectual levels. To raise the standards ofteaching, he proposes a standards committee, a voluntaryaccrediting agency, which would set up high criteria andaccredit those applying who met the criteria. Samples ofclassroom work and test questions from English schools areappended.

Rockefeller Brothers Fund, The Pursuit of Excellence: Eclucationand the Future of America. Special Studies Project V ofAmerica at Mid-- Century Series. Garden City,. New York:Doubleday & Company, 1958. 49 pages
The report on education of the special studies project of theRockefeller Brothers Fund is one of a series concerned withmajor problems and opportunities confronting the United Statesin the 1960's. John W. Gardner served as chairman of thePanel on Education and was the principal author of the report.The central theme of the report is that each individual musthave the opportunity to obtain the highest quality educationso that each may reach his greatest potential. The ideals ofexcellence must be transmitted and perpetuated at all'levels.Needs of the individual, needs of the society, and ways theseneeds may be met are cited. A section on the educationalsystem contains recommendations for the teaching profession,for curriculum, for the identification of talent for for financing.The utilization and waste of talent are explored and recommen-dations for increased utilization of talent are presented. Thenecessity of high motivation and high moral values for oursociety and their relation to the school are discussed.

United States Department of Health, Education and Welfare, O'ficeof Education, Contemporary Issues in American Education. UnitedStates Office of Education Bulletin, No. 2, 1966. Washington,D. C.: U. S. Government Printing Office, 1965. 158 pages
The papers in this collection were prepared by consultants to the1965 White House Conference on Education and were used as abasis for discussions during the Conference. The Presidentdirected the Conference to consider the following question:"How can a growing nation in an increasingly complex worldprovide education of the highest quality for all of its people?"
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To help answer this question, the papers covered a wide range of
topics including: vocational education, the role of the states in
education, world responsibility, the special student, education
of the young, desegregation of schools, higher education, inno-
vations in education, and urban education.

United States President's Commission on Higher Education, Hisdhpr:
Education for American Democracy, Volume.", Establishing...the
Goals. Washington, D. C.: U. S. Government Printing Office,
1947. 103 pages

In the aftermath of World War II, as thousands of veterans returned
to college, President Truman appointed the Commission on Higher
Education to examine the functions of higher education and the
means by which these functions could best be performed. The final
report of the Commission was issued in six volumes, the first of
which concerns aims of education. Relationships between educa-
tion and democracy, international understanding and cooperation
are postulated. In a chapter on education for all, barriers to equal
opportunity and ways to insure equal opportunity are indicated.
Comparisons and contrasts in aims and methods are drawn between
general education and vocational education. Specific functions
and contributions of several types of institutions of higher educa-
tion are pointed out. Those studies are the community college,
the liberal arts college, the professional school, the graduate
school, the research program, and adult education. In concluding,
the Commission calls for an education that will develop in students
a "democratic dynamic" and at the same time prepare students to
contribute toward world order and peace.
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III EVALUATION

Ahmann, J. Stanley and Clock, Marvin D. , Evaluating Pupil Growth.
Boston: Allyn and Bacon, Inc., 640 pages

This text for undergraduate and graduate courses combines an
overview of the functions of educational goals with a presen
tation of the uses and techniques of student evaluation.. The
authors believe that evaluation should begin with the formulation
of goals followed by statements of goals in operational form and
then evaluation of students in reference to these stated goals.
In the first of four major sections, the role of evaluation and the
use of educational objectives as a basis for evaluation are presen-
ted. Part II, discusses "teacher-built" tests, while Part III
covers test construction and evaluation. In Part IV, existing
standardized tests and their uses are reviewed. Interspersed
with the text are problems for the student. Appendixes present
basic statistical techniques relevant to testing, standardized
test publishers and distributors and selected lists of standardized
achievement tests, aptitude tests and personal-social adjustment
instruments.

Pain, Wilford M. , The Stori_of the Eight-Year Study. New York:
Harper & Brothers, 1942. 157 pages

The Eight-Year Study was a result of efforts of the Progressive
Education Association and was financed primarily by the Carnegie
Corporation and the General Education Board. The purposes of
the Study are to'"establish a relationship between school and
college that would permit and encourage reconstruction in the
secondary school, " and "to find, through exploration and experi-
mentation, how the high school in the United States can serve
youth more effectively. " The planning commission believed that
education should utilize all that was known about the way "human
beings learn and grow. " The statement was made that "the whole
boy goes to school; therefore school should stimulate his whole
being. It should provide opportunities for the full exercise of his
physical, intellectual, emotional, and spiritual powers as he
strives to achieve recognition and a place of usefulness and honor
in adult society. " So that students graduating from participating
schools with experimental programs would not be penalized, the
cooperation of colleges was sought. Nearly all accredited colleges
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and universities agreed to waive traditional admission require-
ments for those students applying from the schools in the study.
Thirty schools, all of which wished to make fundamental changes
in their educational programs, were selected to represent various
regions of the country, various sizes of schools, rural and urban
areas, and public and private schools. Each school carried out
its own research project. The students were then followed-up in
college. It was found that the students of the 30 schools were
not handicapped in their college work and were able to assume
the responsibilities of a college program. Those coming from
schools with the widest curriculum changes reached higher college
standing than those against whom they were compared. Conclusions
drawn from the Study and implications for secondary education are
presented in a summary chapter. An appendix presents the proposal
for coordination of school and college work.

American Council on Education, Executive Committee of the Cooperative
Study in General Education, Cooperation in General Education.
Washington, D. C.: American Council on Education, 1947. 240 pages

Under the direction of Ralph W. Tyler and Ralph W. Ogan, 18 colleges
and universities contributed to this study of general education. The
purpose of the study was three-fold: to cause desirable change in
educational practice, to develop leaders in general education on the
various faculties participating in the study, and to promote communi-
cation among institutions concerning their contributions to the study
and dissemination of the results of the study to all American institu-
tions of higher education. Each college decided what aspects of its
general education program to improve, and the methods to be used,
and each college conducted its own study. The study was in progress
for nealy five years. Workshops, small intercollege committee
meetings and regional conferences were held under the auspices of the
study. At the conclusion of the study, this Executive Committee Report
and its three companion volumes, :general Education in the Humanities
General Education in the Social Studies, and Student Personnel Services
in General Education were issued. The Report itself comprises topics
covering the background of general education, contemporary issues in
general education, organization of the study, reviews of the major
projects included in the study (the major portion of the book), the hypo-
thetical process of development of a general education program within
a college, and a section on the characteristics of general education
and conclusions drawn from results of the study. A short section on
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evaluation is included in this portion. An appendix lists all the
projects completed under the auspices of the study.

American Council on Education, Commission on Accreditation of
Service Experiences, A Guide to the Evaluation of Educational.
Experiences in the Armed Services. Washington, D. C. :American
Council on Evaluation, Revised edition, 1954. 426 pages

The original guide to evaluation, published in 1944, was intended
to help educational institutions in determining_ the amount and type
of credit to be granted for training completed in the armed services.
Since the type and range of training offered by the services had
changed drastically over the years, a revised edition was prepared
by the 'Commission on Accreditation of Service Experiences of the
American Council on Education with the 'financial support of the
Department of Defense. All training programs conducted by each
of the services since 1946, whether current at the time of the revis-
ion or not, are included in. the guide. Each course is described .

by location, length, objectives and credit recommendations. These
recommendations, to be used as guides only, were made by staff
and consultants and are said to represent a "conservative estimate
of the academic value of the various courses. "

Anderson, C. C. , and Hunka, S. M. , "Teacher Evaluation: Some
Problems and a Proposal", Harvard Educational Review, 33, 1963.
pages 74-96
Proceeding from findings in the fields of learning theory, person-
ality theory and statistics, the authors suggest measures which
would reduce variation in evaluations of teachers due to person-
ality factors of teachers resulting from personality factors of the
evaluators themSolves. An extensive bibliography is provided.

Archambault, Reginald, "Criteria for Success in Moral Instruction",
Harvard Educational Review, 33, 1963. pages 472-483

The author draws heavily from Israel Sheffler's The Lancwacie of
Education in attempting to define the educational institution's
responsibility for moral training. Sheffler distinguishes between
"active interpretations" and "non-active interpretations" of
morality or norm statements. Acting upon the former, a student
would behave according to the morality statement. Acting upon
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the latter, he would know the moral way but would not
necessarily behave according to it. Archambault, modifying
Sheffler's postulates, suggests those institutions believing
that part of their responsibility lies in moral training should
teach students to apply active intellectual processes to
questions of morality. This application, he believes, will
be conducive to moral conduct but will not necessarily ensure
it.

Barton, Allen H. , Qrsonizational Measurement and Its Bearingon
the Study of College Environments. New York: College Entrance
Examination Board, 1961. 82 pages

The College Entrance Examination Board, concerned with non-
intellectual elements of students' college success, has pub-
lished this volume dealing with "contingent factors" charac-
terizing the college. These factors, such as social climate,
peer-group relations, etc. , are thought to "qualify" the predic-
tive value of high school grades and other predictive measures.
From the literature on social organizations, the author has
derived a set of categories useful in describing and comparing
social systems such as business organizations as well as
schools and colleges. The six-fold scheme, not intended as
a basis of theory but as a guide to areas of research, permits
classification of variables by "external characteristics" inclu-
ding inputs such as economic variables, outputs such as
decisions, and environmental variables such as public relations
or by "internal characteristics" which include social structure
variables, attitudes and activities. Research findings are dis-
cussed under the various category headings. The studies
reviewed are listed in the appendixes by category for cross-
reference purposes.

Cartter, Allan M. , An Assessment of_Qualitthn graduate Education,
Washington, D. C.: American Council on Education, 1966. 131 pages

The Commission on Plans and Objectives for Higher Education,
under the direction of the author, conducted a survey study of
quality of graduate education in 1964. The opinions of 5, 367
department chairmen, noted scholars and other faculty members
representing 29 fields and 106 institutions were sought. The
respondents were asked to select from lists of several terms the
one most nearly describing the department in his own field for
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each school according to these three separate indices: quality
of graduate faculty, effectiveness of doctoral program and
expected change in relative positions of departments in the next
five to ten years. From the information gathered in the more
than 4, 000 replies, the author has compiled rankings within
each field. The position, training and professional participatim
of the respondents were also scrutinized. A panel of experts
in four fields was chosen to study the selected fields in greater
detail and to provide data for reliability studies.

Chronbach, Lee J. , "Course Improvement through Evaluation",
Teachers Collecaluprd, May 1963. Pages 672-683

Three types of decisions for which evaluation is used are said
to be course improvement, decisions about individuals, and
administrative regulation, each of which requires its own
measurement techniques. The author contends it is less impor-
tant to obtain individuals' precise scores for course evaluation
than for decisions among individuals. Furthermore, scores on
individual items may be more important than an overall score.
He believes the greatest service evaluation can perform is to
identify aspects of a course where revision is desirable. Opinion

can be used, he states, as a criterion in formative stages of
curriculum development to eliminate the most obvious problems
but theamore systematic analysis should be employed. He dis-.
cusses the limitations of course content items in the evaluation
of courses and the different types of.measurement required for
different types.of transfer of learning situations. He concludes
that "... course evaluation calls for description of outcomes.
This description should be made on the broadest possible 'scale,.
even at the sacrifice of superficial fairness and precision. "

Dressel, Paul L. and Associates, Evaluation in niabaLEducation.
Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, Boston, 1961. 480 pages

Individual chapters of this general presentation of evaluation in
the college setting were authored by several contributors. How-
ever, Paul Dressel as general author provided the continuity of
the volume and co-authored several chapters. The first chapters
deal with the nature and purposes of evaluation. The authors
contend that evaluation should be built into any program of edu-
cation. One chapter is devoted to the mechanisms of learning
while four chapters relate evaluation to specific subject areas.

-27-



The final chapters examine specific evaluation. situations such
as testing and grading policies, selection and placement of
students, evaluation of instruction, and institutional self-
examination. Appendixes comprise a short discussion of
technical matters relating to evaluation and a tentative out-
line for an evaluation survey of higher education in Michigan.

Dressel, Paul I,. and Mayhew, Lewis B. , General Education:
Explorations in EvAtuation. The Final. Report of the Cooper-
ative Study of Evaluation in General Education of the American
Council on Education. Washington, D. D. : American Council
on Education. 302 pages

The final report of the Cooperative Study of Evaluation in General
Education of the American Council on Education summarizes studies
of the effects of programs in general education in 19 colleges. The
overall aim of the study was to define the objectives of general
education, to develop evaluation techniques and to collect evidence
on student achievement. Relationships were sought between behav-
ioral goals (rather than philosophic goals) and instructional methods
and instruments (rather than course content or subject matter). The
first two sections of the book outline the background of the study.
Reports covering studies in specific areas of general education
(social science, communications, science and humanities) are
followed by reports of studies on traits (critical thinking and atti-
tudes). Implications and perspectives conclude the report. Lists
of materials developed for the study and of objective tests in commu-
nications are appended.

Eckert, Ruth E. , Outcomes of General Education. Minneapolis, Minne-
sota: University of Minnesota Press, 1943. 210 pages

When the experimental General College of the University of Minne-
sota was established in 1932, a program of evaluation was envisioned
as part of the general development of the College. The College was
designed to provide students of average ability with two years of
liberal education to prepare them for problems they would encounter
after college. In preparation for six years, the evaluation studies
began in 1938. It was felt that the success of the college curric-
ulum ought to be jUdged by "products;" changes in thinking and
behavior of all the students enrolled for even a short time in the
program, and not by "process; " the design of the curriculum itself
or the skill of individual teachers. During the preparatory years,
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surveys determined the abilities , interests, attitudes and family
backgrounds of students and major problems, activities and needs
of former University of Minnesota students. The first step in the
evaluation itself was to define the goals of the General College
program. Studies were then carried out to provide clear descriptions
of the General College students, the programs they chose and the
degree of success in those programs. The major concern of the
study was to identify the changes in the information, attitudes and
adjustment in the course of the General College program. Student
and faculty attitudes toward the program itself were also measured.
Follow-up studies involved drop-outs and those who transferred to
other divisions of the University. The report discusses each phase
of the evaluation with chapters on such topics as progress in the
General College, readiness for continued learning, and vocational
readinesss. Strengths, weaknesses and recommendations for steps
to counter weaknesses arc presented for each topic.

Flanagan, John C. , Design for a Study, of American Youth. Boston:
Houghton Mifflin Compan y, 1962. 240 pages

Project TALENT was designed to facilitate the identification and
development of talent and to find ways to increase the probability
of educational or vocational success following high school. The
investigators hoped to discover the characteristics of high school
students that would demonstrate the determinants of success during
school years and later. This book, the first in a projected series of
four, details the background and methods of the study which involved
students from nearly 1, 000 schools all parts of the United States.
The selection of the sample, the development of the tests, and the
collection of data are all recounted. The tests covered areas of
educational achievement, vocational choice, personality factors and
personal history. Procedures for gathering related data from school
administrators are also presented. Plans for analysis of the data
and follow-up studies are detailed.

Furst, Edwaurd J. , Constructing Evaluation Instruments. New York:
Longmans, Green and Company, 1958. 334 pages

The author, concerned with the evaluation of student progress,
presents the basic problems of evaluation to the classroom instruc-
tor and provides an introduction to methods of test construction.
He defines the major components of a "well-planned program of
education" as educational objectives, learning experiences and
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e Atli,. Ai'. proceclur .s. The concepts are interrelated as the
st.,:tve as the basis for developing learning experiences

ow 1.
procedures which then help to clarify the objectives.

14o;ic rirololems explored in Part I include stating the desired
outce$14-,s, determining the specific: behavior corresponding to

rot ol s, and obtaining information of progress relevant
to the tItt:.ired outcomes. Part II reviews methods of test item
ctwistruction at td adrainis(ration, scoring and revision of tests.

Grvitt itaitt Secondary School Examinations Council Committee on
Cure Cprticultim apc11:xamination in Secondan! Schools.
1 non Iiis Majesty's Stotioncry Office, 1943. 151 pages

The gcneral purposcs of education in Great Britain and the principlos
und4trlyinti the educa tionai curriculum are presented. Special
pcololet.cs of cleating a cut riculum for lower schools and for higher

ltti t;)$ or`c dealt with. A chapter is devoted to recommendations for
eivult of 13 area:; of the curriculum.

E. G. and C.' t:m.sis, j. W. , "Personality and Teacher Effective-
:It-sr: A Pro1.31em in Theoretical Research" journal of Educational
Ilvv.qho_tetily, 46, 1955. pages 330-344

Thz h.oirs t.:rt't of this article is that research based on a theoretical
ii4r$:ewor% is superior to fact-finding or normative approaches in
stutlyinti the relationship lx:tv.7cton personality factors and teacher
effmtiverws6. On f.) such research effort is outlined and its advan-
togets

r Melvin E1 , nit! Evaluattort of Inghor Institutions Vol. II
Thr.-_iw)ty.. Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1937.
216

The. Committee on Revisions of Standards was established in 1929
14 the Commission on. Institutions of Higher Education of the North

(k-411,31 MI:mi.:Ilion of Colleges and' Secondary schools. The Commit-

tee vt.; 01:Led to evaluate. the standards and accrediting procedures
u41-41 11 Ow North Contri,1 Assmiation and to develop now criteria
(or the me4isutemr.nt of institutions. Over 50 institutions contributed
comprvhc-ntivo information compiled from questionnaires and tests.
Volum? 11 Kit:wily concerns the measurement of faculty exc'ellence.



The first task was to create a criterion of general educational
excellence. A preliminary attempt was made to build a criterion
based solely on the quality of graduates as determined by alumni
achievement. Such a criterion would disregard such factors as
faculty, curriculum, endowment, etc. For lack of comparable
data from the different schools, the attempt was unsuccessful.
The final criterion evolved from (a) several separate ratings of

general educational quality, (b) composite rankings based on
tests measuring reading comprehension, natural science know-
ledge, mathematics knowledge, knowledge of French and German,
etc. , and (c) ranking of institutions based on work of their grad-
uates in graduate school. The next step was to "evaluate certain
factors in and about the total faculty that appear to parallel other
marks of institutional quality. " An index based on (a) faculty
competence as judged by such factors as highest degree obtained,
publications, memberships in professional associations, atten-
dance at professional meetings, etc. , (D) faculty organization,
including faculty and student ratio, administrative obligations, etc.
and (c) conditions of faculty service including starting salary,
retirement, benefits, etc. , was set up. The relationship between
the faculty index and the criterion was determined and found to be
inadequate to warrant the use of the index as a sole measure for

the accreditation of colleges. Other volumes of the series deal
with various other aspects studied, e. g. finance, plant, etc. Of

all the variables studied, faculty competence had the lowest
correlation with the criterion, and faculty organization the highest.
It was found that none of the variables studied, or even the com-
bination of these variables, was sufficiently highly correlated
with the criterion to warrant use as a determinant of accreditation.
Therefore, the desired goal of specific standards was abandoned
and general statements covering all aspects of schools related to
academic excellence were established. Those statements regarding
the faculty are recounted here.

Hyman, Herbert H. , Wright, Charles R. , and Hopkins, Terence K. ,
Apslications of Methods of Evaluation, Four Studies of the EnCamp-
ment for Citizenship. Berkeley and Los Angeles: University of
California Press, 1962. 392 pages

The authors seek to clarify and work toward the solution of problems
in methods of evaluation through a case study of research done over
a four-year period to evaluate a social program, The Encampment
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for Citizenship. Descriptions of the campers and the camp program
provide the background for the discussions of the changes in atti-
tudes, values, etc. brought about by the program. Effects of the
program, lasting through the return home and into college, are
studied. Long-range effects of. the 1955 encampment and earlier
encampments are also discussed. Appendixes include attitude
scales, questionnaires, tables, and descriptions of statistical
methods.

Lindquist, E. F., editor, Educational Measurement, Washington, D. C.:
American Council on Education, 1951. 819 pages

The Committee on Measurement and Guidance of the American Council
on Education, with support from the Grant Foundation, provided the
impetus for this volume edited by E. F. Lindquist. The work was
designed as a handbook and textbook covering both theory and
techniques of educational measurement. Recognized experts in each
of several areas of psychological testing contributed chapters 'cover-
ing their specific areas of competence so that a wide range of devel-
opments in testing could be examined thoroughly.. The chapters are
organized into three major divisions: Functions of Measurement in
Education; Construction of Achievement Tests; and Measurement
Theory.

National Advisory Mental Health Council, Evaluation in Mental Health.
Washington, D. C. :Public Health Service, U. S. Department of Health,
Education and Welfare, 1955. 292 pages

Nearly 1, 000 bibliographical items are annotated in this review of
studies concerned with evaluation. The items were selected either
for their contributions to general theory and methodology or to mental
health activity areas, including: community organization, adminis-
tration, professional personnel, education and information, preven-
tive effects of programs, factors influencing individual mental health,
and diagnostic, prognostic and treatment procedures. The studies of
mental health activity areas were selected for their presentation of
the methods of evaluation employed rather than for the reported results
of the studies. The areas covered by the bibliography are discussed
with particular emphasis on theoretical aspects of evaluation. The
major portion of the volume consists-of the study summaries which
are presented by sections corresponding to the areas discussed in the
preceding text.
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National Education Association, Profiles of Excellence. Washington,D. C.:
National Education Association, 1966. 126 pages

Profiles of Excellence was designed as a tool for the evaluation of
school system operation and was based on the premise that certain
aspects of a school's operation serve to encourage and support
educational excellence. The instructional program itself is not
considered in this scheme. The guide was devised by the Office of
Professional Development and Welfare of the N. E. A. and was pre-
tested in 11 school systems in various parts of the country. The
criteria employed are based on results of related research efforts
and professional judgments and practices. Recommended techniques
for the use of the criteria preceed the section of specific evaluation
materials. Areas of educational system for which materials are
provided are: the educational program; administration; Board of
Education; staff personnel policies and procedures; professional
compensation; the school plant; district organization, finance and
business administration; and local professional association. Forms
for summary profiles are appended.

National Study of Secondary School Evaluation, Evaluative Criteria.
Washington, D. C.: National Study of Secondary School Evaluation,
1960. 373 pages

The major concerns of the National Study of Secondary School
Evaluation, formerly the Cooperative Study of Secondary School
Standards, have been to determine the traits of good secondary
schools and to develop improved methods of evaluation of schools.
Members of The Study are representatives of six regional accred-
iting associations and advisory members. To take into account
equal quality among schools with quite different purposes, The
Study acts on the principle that "a school should be evaluated in
terms of what it is striving to accomplish (its philosophy and
objectives) and in terms of the extent to which it is meeting the
needs of the students who are enrolled and for whom it is respon-
sible. " The Study has published three editions of Evaluative
Criteria, a guide for the evaluation of schools. Studies to assess
the value of the evaluation program have been carried out over the
years and appear to confirm the effectiveness of the program. The
handbook contains a manual describing the background of The Study,
the purposes of evaluation, and the procedures to be followed in
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an evaluation, as well as work sheets for actual evaluations.
The manual instructs the schools to determine the basic
philosophy of the school and then to translate this philosophy
into specific objectives. It is according to both the philosophy

and stated objectives that the evaluation is then to proceed,

using the work sheets provided for each of 19 subject areas
and 7 areas of administration, service, and nonacademic ele-
ments of the program. Within each subject area, check lists
and evaluations are to be completed for course organization,

nature of offeririgs, physical facilities, direction of learning

(instructional staff, instructional activities, instructional
materials and methods of evaluation), and outcomes. Appendixes

provide forms for statistical summaries and graphic summaries

of evaluation.

National Study of Secondary School Evaluation, Evaluative Criteria

forjunismits. Washington, D. C.: National Study of

Secondary School Evaluation, 1963. 350 pages

The junior high edition of Evaluative Criteria was prepared to

meet a demand for materials specifically geared to junior high

programs and is a modification of the 1960 edition of Evaluative

Criterial for secondary schools. The format is identical to that

of the parent edition but the subject areas covered by the work

sheets more accurately reflect the purposes of the junior high

school. Thirteen subject areas and seven administrative, service,

and nonacademic aspects of the program are covered.

Remmers, H. H. and Gage, N. L. , Educational Measurement and

Evaluation. New York: Harper & Brothers, 1943. 580 pages

The authors devote the first section of the book to the question,

"What should be evaluated?" Discussions of psychological
theory relevant to the testing of various aspects of students'
behavior and abilities are included in this section. The remainder

of the book is concerned with test construction, administration,

interpretation and application of test results. Two chapters on

statistical theory useful for the understanding of psychological

tests are also included in this section.
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Seiler, John A., _Systems Analysis in Organizational Behavior.

Homewood, Illinois: Richard D. Irwin, Inc. and the Dorsey

Press, 1967. 219 pages

The author takes as his starting point the idea that organizational
behavior occurs .as a result of a system of interdependent forces.

He presents an analytic framework for the analysis of organizational

systems based on human behavior within the organization. He

states that his model,. though primarily concerned here with business

organizations, is applicable to any typo of formally organized

institution. In the framework, he distinguishes between environ-

mental forces and the organizational system. He postulates that

the environment places restraints upon the organizational system

and that the organizational system makes choices based upon forces

in the environment. "Inputs" within the system - human, technol-

ogical, social and organizational - have a functional relationship

with "Actual Behavior" - activities, interactions and sentiments -

which in turn have a functional relationship with "Outputs" -
productivity, satisfaction and development. Feedback facilitates
relationships among the factors. The first two chapters of the book

explore elements of systems and describe the analytic framework.

The latter chapters apply various parts of the framework to case

studies.

Thorndike, Robert L. , and Hagen, Elizabeth, Measurement and

Evaluation iribyphologianIkapcation. New York: John Wiley

& Sons, Inc, 1955. Revised edition 1961. 602 pages

Throughout this text on the fundamentals of testing, the authors

emphasize the necessity for precise definitions of the objectives

being measured. The text is intended for teachers and other

education personnel as well as for college students majoring in

psychology. Classroom tests, achievement tests, ability tests,
interest tests and personality tests are all discussed along with

basic statistical methods necessary for interpretation of test

results. Uses of tests in educational and vocational guidance

and in industry are indicated. Selected standardized tests and
their sources are listed in the appendix.
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Tucker, Ledyard R. , Formal Models for a Central Prediction System.,
psychometric Monographs, No. 10, 1963. 61 pages

To explore the problem of predicting college academic success
from high .school grades and supplementary data, Educational
Testing Service established a committee to examine the technical
aspects of a central predictive system. As part of that effort,
and with support from the College Entrance Examination Board,

the author investigated possible mathematical structures of such
a system. The factors he wished to include ,in such models were
high school student test results and grades from each of several
schools and subsequent college grades of these students at a
number of colleges. He notes that previous studies traditionally
have been based either upon students from one high school at
several colleges, or students from several high schools at one
college. Three models are presented and their uses explored and

compared.

Tyler, Ralph A. , Gagne, Robert M. , and Scriven, Michael,
Perspectives of Curriculum Evaluation. Chicago: Rand McNally

& Company, 1967. 102 pages

In the opening chapter, Robert Stake notes the inadequacies of
present evaluation techniques and enumerates major needs in the
evaluation field. He outlines the history of the Committee on
Curriculum Evaluation leading to the publication of this monograph.
A major point made by Ralph Tyler is that little or no notice is
taken of the effect of changes inaugurated in traditional evaluation
studies on the pre-existing educational structure. In addition,
he contends, innovations in education make traditional use of the
success in college as criteria for judging the worth of high school

educational programs outdated. Robert Gagne discusses curric-
ulum in terms of a "hierarchy of content units" wherein each unit
depends on the mastery of the previous unit. The curriculum could
be, then, a sequence of content units, the learning of each being

a single act if the previous unit has been mastered. In his paper,
Michael Scriven distinguishes between formative evaluation,
carried out at one or more intermediate stages of curriculum devel-
opment, and summative evaluation, carried out at the end of a
project. He also makes a distinction between intrinsic evaluation,
concerned with specific features of the teaching instrument or new
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method being adopted, and pay-off evaluation, concerned with
effects of the method on the student. Stanley Ahmon summarizes
the previous papers and suggests that try-out types of studies
should be emphasized rather than final decision ones. The former
being more tentative can employ less sophisticated measurement
techniques. He also indicates his belief that local school
officials should pay less attention to universal summative eval-
uation studies and more to local summative ones.

UNESCO, (Klineberg, Otto, et al) Evaluation Techniques,
International Social Science Bulletin, Vol. VII, No. 3, 1955

This issue is devoted mainly to a collection of discussion papers
on the methods and technology of evaluation gathered for the
International Social Science Council and published here in shortened
versions. In his introduction to the papers, Otto Klineberg states
that "evaluation is a process which enables the administrator to
describe the effects of his programme, and thereby to make progressive
adjustments in order to reach his goals more effectively. It is important
to note that it is not restricted to application at the end of a programme,
but involves periodical investigation at many stages. " He discusses
possible uses of evaluation and the contributions of social science to
evaluation procedures. Section I, Methods and Results, includes a
paper on the nature of evaluation followed by papers on evaluation
in each of several fields such as intergroup relations, exchange of
persons, and mass media campaigns. Section II is a report of the
meeting on criteria and techniques of evaluation of technical assis-
tance for ecnonomic development sponsored by UNESCO in 1954. Topics
covered include the purpose of evaluation, materials and methods of
evaluation and the evaluational process related to technical assistance.
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In all Western industrialized societies the educational

system is under critical review at the moment. There is disagree-

ment and confusion about

1. whet the goals are which the school should try to accomplish;

2. what contribution we can legitimately expect from the school.

In many European countries the uncertainty is increased

by the traditional opposition of educational theorists to empirical

research. The philosopher is still king end the goals and methods

of education seem to be evaluated more on the basis of the desira-

bility of their ideals than on the basis of their empirical validity

and consistency. An empirical assessment of these theories could

contribute considerably to the "de-ideologization" of much of the

present .educational thinking. Such an assessment of educational

theory would involve the following stens:

A. Identification of the empirical content of the theory.

1. a) The (most of the time) wholistic formulated goals of the

theory are to be identified and are to be broken down into

specific sub-goals.

b) These sub-goals should then be ordered according to their

mutual relationship. Is the one Precondition for the other?

Is there a processual development implied?

c) What'is presented as the psychological and sociological

foundation of these goals and of their mutual relationshin?

a) What are the methods and .educational means reconnendec,, for

achieving any specific goal?

b) What specific contribution does one expect from any specific

means?

c) What is presented as the psychological and sOciological

foundation for these expectations?

3. a) Now does one know whether the goal is achieved? What

behavioral or attitudinal characteristics are supposed to

indicate a successful education? In what population are

these to be found?



b) That is the psychological and sociological foundation for

proposing these operational criteria?

B. Empirical evaluation of the theory.

On the basis of our psychological and sociological knowledge

what can we say about

a) the internal consistency of the goals (can we be "excellent"

and "equal" too?)?

b) the external consistency of the goals in the daily life of

children, adolescents and adults. Are these goals acceptable

in the society?

2. On the basis of our psychological and sociological knowledge

what can we say about the postulated connection between goals

and means?

a) Are the proposed means capable of producing the expected

result?

b) Are they internally consistent (mutually supporting or

interfering with one another)?

c) What is their external consistency? Can they be institu-

tionalized? More specifically, what do these means innly

about the role of the teacher (authority, competence), the

availability of such teachers, the role of the child

(intelligence, motivation), the availability of such children

and the allocation of economic resources?

On the basis of our psychological and sociological knowledge

what can we say about the proposed operational criteria?

a) Of what particular goal is this an operationalizatIon? *Is

it a valid operationalization? Do the operational criteria

cover all the goals?

b) What are the appropriate measurement instruments to test

the effectiveness of the educational theory?

c) What do the results of our measurement show?

Although it is important to keep the above model in mind as an

ideal, it will often not be possible to apply it. Many educational



theories are defined in a vasue way (the "cultivation of, a liberal

mind") with no or little specification'of the means required, of :

the exact relationship between goals and means and of the operati-

onal criteria. Obviously, the acceptance and popularity of these

theories depends less on their empirical soundness than on their .

ideological appeal to certain subgrous in the population. Demonstra

ting this lack of empirical fountation in educational thinking is

certainly an inportant task for the sociology of education, but

for our purposes it may be better to view it as a secondary one.

Our interest lies in finding out whether educational systems

reach their goals. The word "their" in this context refers - if

understand it correctly - to society as the frame of reference.

The goal statements to be found in theeducationai literature

have, however, mostly a different system reference: Twt society;

but the school as an autonomous institution. This applies especially

to the European countries, where the professionalization of

teachers and educators is Much more advanced and the formulation

and shaping of educational policy is greatly influenced by their.

idt.als and interests. Much of the current debate in these coun-

tries centers exactly around the question whether the educators

are not holding up an ideal that is no'longer adjusted to the

requirements of a modern industrial society. By taking the pro-

claimed aims as for';s of our investigation we may discover that

schools achieve THEIR purposes, but this does not give us suf-

ficient assurance that the educational system also reaches its

societal goals. Secondly, even if we could find in the educa-

tional literature goal statements with a clear societal reference,

this only gives us the manifestly perceived goals. From the

point of view of society, the educational system may have addi-

tional goals which are only dimly perceived. A third reason for

, not concentrating, in first instance, on the officially stated

educational goals is that such a procedure makes it very difficult

to develop a model which is applicable cross-culturally. If we

want to compare the relative effectiveness of educational systems

in reaching their goals, then these goals must at least be stat d
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in terms of common categories in order to make meaningful con-
.

parisons possible.

These categories should express what is common to the

role of the school in industrialized, democratic countries and.

should, at the same time, be specified in such a way that the

differences in emphasis with regard to these common objectives

can be adequately investigated. Almond's and Verba's "The Civic

Culture" provides a useful negative example of what is meant here.

In this book the definition of what constitutes democracy is de-

rived from the American experience (participation in voluntary

organizations, etc.) This operationalisation is then applied to

the countries in the sample. It is, of course, not surprising,

that the United States appear to have a highly developed "Civic

Culture" and that,Mexico ranks lowest. As far as the.U.S.A. is

concerned, this result is tautological (output input) and, as

for the other countries, the comparison is often meaningless.

They are confronted with an'ideal operationalized in such a way

that it does not reflect sufficiently their definition as to what

constitutes'a democratic climate or an 'ideal that is not applicable

in their particular environment (given e.g. the literacy rate in

Mexico). In our search for Common categories we must try to

avoid imposing on the data a framework that lacks objective rele-

vance or that only partly expresses the phenomenon in question

and neglects certain other dimensions. In order for a comparative

model to be applicable meaningfully it should contain common

categories and, at the same time, it should incorporate a suffi-

ciently detailed specification of the different and alternative

ways in which this common dimension can be expressed. To give

a concrete example: a common goal of the school in democratic

societies is education for citizenship. What this involves

depends a. o. on the definitiOn of democracy prevalent in a parti-

cular society. If democracy is interpreted as representative demo-
,

cracy (competition lietween representative elites),, then political

socialisation for the majority will aim at creating the passive.

citizen whose influence is confined to passing judgement, et
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regular intervals, upon the 'activities of the elite .minority.

If democracy is defined as direct 'democracy, the role of the

citizen will be a more active one and citizenship training should,

accordingly, be more intense and comprehensive.

If this opinion about the necessity of developing a model

which contains both common goals and the possible'interpretation

of these goals, is accepted, certain consequences follow as to

the long-term strategy of the project. Although the final model

will be applied to the American educational system first, it

should not be based on an analysis of the American data only, but

on a comprehensive survey covering all the countries to be in-

cluded. In order'to be able to compare the."products" of the

American schoOlsystem with the."products" of the European system

all the possible variables should be included from the beginning.

Thus, although we may have no reason to expect that there will be

marked feelings of superiority and inferiority among the pupils

of different streams in the American High School, still it is

crucial to include this variable, because, otherwise, we have no

way of testing which system is ,less elite - oriented than the other..

Because of this requirement it may be advisable to have the meeting

with the European experts rather early in order to obtain the

fullest possible specification of the relevant dimensions.

What are the ,_common goals of the school in an industria-

lised, democratic society? The following four structural changes

seem to me to be the most important ones in determining the rela-

tionship between school and society.

1. Loss of functions for the family:

The present faMily as a system of personal relationships can

only make a partial contribution to the socialization of the

young. As Parsons has indicated ("The SchoOl Class as a

Social System") it is the function of the school to make

possible the transition from a life bounded by the family and

its intimate relationships to a life of participationin

which other kinds of relationships (especially, impersonal
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ones) are found. The goal of the school is to extend the

social skills of the child and to orientate him towards the

larger society. This orientation includes political sociali-

Aation and occupational socialization. The following three

changes have made the role of the school with regard to these

three sectors crucial.

2. The changes in the stratification system which can be summarized

under the heading: the extension of civic, political, and

social citizenship (T.H.Marshall). The emphasis on the equal

political rights (and, consequently, duties) of each citizen

has introduced citizenship training as a necessary element in

the school curriculum. The attempt to reduce the influence

of hereditary privileges and to provide equal opportunities

to all citizens has brought about a fundamental change in the

role of the school with regard to the stratification system. '

Instead. of exercising merely a differentiating function the

school has now become the main arbiter of social stratifies-

tion and the principal mechanism for.the discovery, training

and allocating of talent.

3. The changes in the structure of production have made the role

of the school as the main provider of'manpower also an economic

necessity (in addition to being a democratic right). Economic

strength and development depends on technology and technology,

in turn, depends on an educational system which can develop

and suppbrt the .technology. This involVes two things:

a) The school must be succesful in preventing the loss of

talent and in cultivating excellence,

b) The school must inculcate values; skills, and attitudes

which are in accordance with the technological character

of the occupational world.

The changes in the structure of consumption have opened up

opportunities for social and cultural participation not

available to the majority of the population before. This

equalization of the rights of each citizen to cultural develop-

ment requires an extension of the role of the school. Its



task includes now also raising, the cultural level of the

whole nation

We may summarize the above by saying that in an industrialized,

democratic society the attainment of the economic, political,

social and cultural goals is greatly determined by the effecti-

veness of its educational system.

In reading through the European literature on the necessity

of school reform I have discovered these same themes. The European

system is critlzed because of its undemocratic character both in

its selection procedures (see 2. above) and in its distinction

between elite and mass education (see 4. above). At the root of

the Eliropean school system lies the distinction between a school

for the elite and a school for the people. The former aims at

providing a "liberal" education, that is, the training of the

intellect to attain knowledge for its own sake.' The latter pro-

vides a "servile" education, that is, the transmission of know-.

ledge and skills in so far .as needed for the production of goods

or the performance of services. This discrepancy between democratic

ideal and actual educational practice has been recognized and in

all Western European Countries steps have been undertaken to're-

duce the discrepancy. But, these measures are aimed primarily at

demoratizing the selection procedures, not at bridging the gap

between elite and mass education. The present educational,provis-

ions are still based on a dichotomy between a liberal and a voca-

tional orientation, The school leaving age has been raised and e

the amount of educatiOnal exposure has been increased by extending

and elaborating the people!s schools rather than by integrating

them with the elite's schools. Not only the requirements of 'demo-

eracy work against this pattern, the needs of industry also ask

for change. The critics demand adaptation of the goals of

secondary education to the needs of economic expansion (3h above).

The dichotomy between humanism and technology, which has its root

in Greek thought, has today become anachronistic and a "new

humanism" must be formulated: As for the vocational"schools,

they also are guided by out -moded training models, namely, that

of the craftsman or the artisan, who learns a particular job and



praCtices this the rest of his life, Modern vocational training

should be less vocational and less specialized. It should provide

a basic type of general education and lay more stress on general

occupattonal.and working qualities in order to be useful in a

society where technological developments create continuous

occupational shifts. European
The content-analysis of the progressive literature on

school-reform shows that the same themes are stressed as in the

sociological literature. The goal of the school is to socialize:

1. the future producer;

2. the future citizen;

3. the future culture consumer;

4. the future adult.

I realize that by emphasizing only these goals several objectives

are omitted which figure prominently in the American educational

literature on the role of the school. But, if we want to develop

a model which is applicable cross-culturally, we must limit our-

selves to what is the common corgi, of the educational task. I see

no objective reason for including e.g, socialization of the future

family member, neither is there a subjective reason. In fact, in

most European countries (especially, in France) the parents would

object to this expansion of the task of the school. It is impor-

tant to keep in.mind the.historical background of the American

emphasis on life-adjustment, namely, the necessity to assimilate

the children of immigrants into a new culture. Several of the

pioclaimed aims of American education can be explained as a res-

ponse to this particular situation rather than as a necessary

reflection of the role of the school in an industrialized society.

Although the goal-model is less comprehensive than an analysis of

the ,American literature would suggest, it postulates, at the same

time, more objectives than can be found in the traditional Euro-

pean literature on the subject-matter. Education is not the

transmission of culture for its own sake, but preparation for

life in the context of an industrial society.

A second characteristic of the above model is its socio-

logical focus. The emphasis lies on role- socialization, that is,



the transmission of information concerning the relevant values

and norms, the learning of the skills and aptitudes required for

successful performance and, thirdly, the inculcation of commit-

ment to the role. All these processes presuppose the presende

of certain psychological facilities and predispositions (the

ability to think clearly, the ability, to emphasize, etc.) and

it is also the task of the school to develop these. There is a

"psychological readiness" for socialization, which, in the etboye
r--
:scheme, is taken for granted in order to keep the problem within

manageable bounds. Still, in order to obtain the information

required by the model, we have to rely on psychological achieve-

ment tests, if we want to do a complete job. It is questionable

whether these tests are available or can be developed within

reasonable time. (It took years before experts were able to

develop a test for 'mathematical achievement which could be applied

cross-eulturally).

With these limitations in mind the following list is'

offered as a tentative and incomplete specification of the content

of the above goals.

1. Producer.

a) The school shotld ascertain the child's particular abilities

and skills, not just ,his lntellectual,ones, and provide him

with this infortation.

b) The school should provide the child with a knowledge of the

occupations compatible to his particular talents.

c) The school should provide the child with knowledge of the

,content and prospect of the work (working hours, promotion

chances, training requirements).

) The school should provide the child with the knowledge of

the general occupational structure and of the way in which

the occupations' availableto him fit into this structure.

e) The school should provide the child with the skills required

for a successful performance on the occupational level of

his choice.

f) The school should provide the child with the motivation to

exercise his talents. This includes, where aprlicable, the

motivation to raise the thresholds of his aspirations,
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g) In order to assure role-commitment the school should pro-

vide the child with* a realiStic appraisal of the possibilities

for human development offered by his particular occupation.

Some possible ways to test the attainment of these goals are:

ad d) Give the pupils a list of selected occupations and ask them

to indicate the level of education required for each. Then

ask them to rank these occupations according to their prestige.

ad f) and g) Morris Rosenberg in "Occupations and Values" has

developed a list for criteria of,career choice which could

well be applied here9 First, ask for the pupils' opinions

on the most important criteria for them and then, have them

indicate what jobs they think to take and whether, in their

opinion,their occupation will satisfy most of the criteria

given earlier.

I suspect, that in those countries where the "liberal occupations"

are still considered to be the most ideal ones, there will be a

discrepancy between criteria for career choice and possibilities

of pursuing them in a particular job. This is indicative of the

gap between humanism and technology. This can also be tested in

another way, namely, by comparing the career choices ofi pupils in

the elite school. Are these only humanistically oriented? It would

be advisable to ':take only the choices of the top ten percent,

because the less good students may take up technological jobs

since there is no other choice for them.

2. Citizen.

In view of the different interpretations of democracy in the

countries to be considered it is necessary to develop a typology

which covers the range from active-passive citizenship. I may

refer to the Litt article(see bibliography) and to Habermas' book

(idem).

A distinction should be made between "nation" and "state".

Political socialization is oriented toward both and these two

objectives may be contradictory at times. Creating active citizens

pearls encouraging critical attitudes and readiness to work for

the obtainment of power if values are no longer considered to be

acceptable. Political socialization' also means the inculcation



of a sense of national identity. If patriotism is too strong,

however, a critical attitude may be discouraged.

The common core of political socialization is

a) knowledge of the rules of the democratic game.

b) knowledge of the institutional way in which power is organized'

and can be influenced.

c) knowledge of what constitutes the particular character of the.

nation and of its position in the larger world.

d) an attitude of tolerance; the willingness to hear everybody's

opinion as potentially impoi.tant; the ability to sort out in-

formation critically and the ability to accept compromises.

e) a feeling, that the power structure can be influenced and that

it should be done by organizing for democratic action.

3. Culture consumer.

Here socialization involves:

a) KnOwledge of the opportunities available for a meaningful Spend-

ing of leisure time. This is, knowledge of what particular

tastes and sensibilities can be satisfied.by what kind of

recreation.

b) the possession of artistic and literary taste. We would like

to include also, as a requisite for the enjoyment of cultural

opportunities, the ability andthe readiness to continue learn-

ing.

The education for cultural enjoyment may come in conflict with the

education for a meaningful 'productive lire wheie too much stress

is laid on "Culture" as the highest fulfillment of human life.

4. Adult.

Many'of the desired aspects of the adult are listed already under

the above headings. The most important general characteristic of

the role of the adult in an industrial, democratic society is

probably: the ability to tolerate change and ambiguity and the

readiness to accept progress based on achievement in the sciences

and other fieldS of knowledge. It is difficult to give a more

detailed description of the ideal man in the industrial society.

The criticp.of the European educational system are very good in

pointing out why the system is no longer adequate, but they are
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less articulate in specifying what the new image of man should be.

(see, Hoffman's remarks on this question).

After having specified further the variables to be included

in the goal model the next task will be to identify what the role

of each type of school in the educational system is with respect

to these goals. In other words,,it is necessary to specify what

contribution to the total finished product is expected from each

type. of school. A second question to be considered is whether the

educational system has the complete responsibility 'for achieving

these goals or whether other institutions are suppose& to take over

part of the socialization process. In several European countries

e.g., there is an apprenticeship system. Obviously, industry also

takes some responsibility for socializing the producer. This raises

the larger probleM of the influence of non-official educational

institutions, like thehome, the community and the mass-media.

Unless adequate ways are found to control for these variables,

it is impossible to decide whether the successes of failures of

the school are really due to the working of educational factors

only.

In addition to a description of the goals to be achieved

by the educational system of an industrial, democratic society

we need a description of the means used in pursuing these objectives.

The purposes of this means-model are, in first instance, to pro

vide a descriptive categorization of the relevant aspects of the

educational structure. The effects of these structural arrange-

ments on the achievement of the above goals will be indicated,

wherever possible.. Often the postulated effects are merely re-

search-hunches, but this does not effect their usefUlness The

development of an explanatory means-model is the intended end-product

Of this research project and thus, empirical evidence will show

whether our hypotheses were valid or not The means-model will be

presented in a schematic form
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A reading of the review articles in Gage N.L. "Handbook

of Research on Teaching,' - the most recent and competent comila-

tion of our knowledge in this field - will quickly reveal that

our knowledge of the social and psychological factors affecting

the learning process is both scanty and mostly inconclusive.

The methodological design of many of the studies is weak and the

neglect to make certain basic, theoretical distinctions makes it

very difficult to compare the results of the studies. So it is,

for instance, important to distinguish between cognitive learning,

(knowledge and skills) and non-cognitive learning (valUes and

motivations) and to realize that what contributes to the achieve-.

ment of the latter goil does not necessarily contribute to the

achievement of the former one also. Cognitive learning is mostly'

measured in terms of grades or test scores and given this opera-

tionalization the experiments only measure the effeOts on schiplas-.

tic achievement rather than on intellectual.development. The

effects of the independent variable are sometimes measured in

terms of individual change, sometimes in terms of group change

and, of course, this makes the results incomparable. From our

readings, we have selected the following variables:

I. Teachers.

a) Social, background. Are they mostly upward mobile, station-

ary or downward mobile?

1. The upward mobile teacher (strong ambition, deferred

gratifibation and hard work) may find it hard to deal

sympathetically with pupils which are not ambitious .

and hard-working. He is probably' more successful with

middle class and ambitious pupils and inpatient with

unambitious and working class pupils.

2. The stationary teacher may have chosen teaching for

positive reasons: intrinsic enjoyient. He will.proba-
.

bly be opento more values than just ambition and

achievement.

See: Becker, Howard S. "S6cial-Class Variations in the

Teacher-Pupil'Relationshipft.
journal of Educational Soo.

1952. Vol. 25, Pp. 451-465.
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Himmelweit, Hilde T. "Socio-economic background and perso-

nality," International Social Science Bulletin, Vol. VIII,.

PP 29-34 found the upward mobile algas most authori-

tarians

b) Prestige in the larger community

1. the less the prestige of the teacher in the larger

community, the less his moral authority oyez; 'M.'s *pupils

(Durkheim "oral Education"). This will affect, espec-

ially, the.motivational component of learning.

c) Cbmpetence. Is related to teacher's training.

1. The greater the cognitive competence of the teacher',

the greater the gain in' cognitive learning of the pupils..

See: Anderson, K.E.. "A Frontal Attack on the Basic Pro -

blem in Education: The Ac4ievement of the Objectives of

Instruction in Specific Areas"... J. of Exp. Educ., 1950.*

Vol. 18, pp. 163-174.

The greater the number of sciences courses taken during

college education, the greater the rate of student im-N

provement in these courses.

2. The wider the area of his perceived competence, the

*wider the area of influence of the teacher.

See: Hovland C. and Kelley H. "Communication and Persua-

sion ". New Haven, 1953 Ch. 2.

College students responded more favorably to opinion's

fram experts in the field. This "credibility" concept

is important, as suggested by Boocock, Sarane S. "Toward

a Sociology of. Learning". Soc. of. Educ. 1966. Vol. 39,

p.8. It may explain "...why so few teachers are really

effectiveji'shaping students' views on politics, moral- ,

ity, and such - they are simply nptperceived. as "experts"

in these areas". Perceived competence is, of course,

related to ,prestige and this, in turn, is determined

by factors like the degree of profeSsionalization of

the teadhing profession.

a) Explicitly. To what extent gives the curriculum informa-
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tion about the above goals or is it aimed at cultivating

'the skills and aptitudes required?

b)Implicitly. An analysis of the textbooks used in history

would be useful for discovering what characteristics are .

presented as being peculiar to this nation. Who are the

national heroes and what are their virtues? Besides

political. heroes, what other heroes are there (business-

men - literary men?) and what are their virtues? Are

there also contemporary heroes and in what area or are

there only heroes of the past (past-future orientation)?

Are history and geography presented as the determinants

of action, or as the materials for action.

c)Priority of importance. Is it a humanistic-scientific

curriculum; a vocational-general curriculum? Operational

index: what are the consequences of flunking music or,

literature versus. flunking math? Are there any required

courses of programs? Which teacher has the highest acade-

mic prestige among his colleagues and which teacher among

the pupils?

III. Method of teaching.

a)SubJect centered - Child centered. Or, emphasis on knoW-

ledge versus emphasis on motivation. In the European

countries, the teacher in theelite school has received

a university degree in a particular subject-matter and

he considers himself to be primarily an academic expert

rather than an educator. In addition to the professional

idefitification, a second determinant.of the relative

emphasis placed on subject-matter versus child is the posi-

tion of youth and the authority relationships between

the old and the new.generation in a particular society.

Several experiments have shown that the subje9t-centeed,

demanding teachers were found to elicit from their students

hostility, apathy, and other signs of withdrawal, whereas

accepting and supportive teachers decreased anxiety among

their students and produced greater. interaction and positive

feelings among the students As the cognitive aspect,
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subject-centered classes'seem to do slightly better

on examinations.

See: Rasmussen, G.R. "An evaluation of a student-

centered and instructor-centered method ofconduc-

ting a' graduate course in education," Journsl, of

Educational lIzaholum, Vol. 47, 1956, pp. 449-461.

(It is important to remember, however, that the exami-

nation was a multi-choice test. What would have been

the result'if the students were asked an essay type

of examination?)

Under certain circumstances, child centered instruction

may increase the ambiguity of the teaching situation,

namely, where the group members do not have the skills

to set and achieve goals.
h.

See: Mc Keachie, W.J. "Student-centered versus instruc-

tor- centered instruction," JournalsfLidcho-
Losz, Vol. 45, 1954, pp. 143-150.

b)Process-Product. Or, emphasis on the subject-matter

as a means for developing certain general skills and

aptitudes versus emphasis on the subject-matter as an

end in itself. This bears on the question whether in-

formation is stressed or the acquisition of general

skills and attitudes. A good index for this would be:

type of examinations. Essay type or test Of knowledge

of facts.

c)Permissive Authoritarian. Is discussion allowed or

does the teacher lay down the law?

See: No Keachie, W.J. "Procedures and Techniques of

Teaching: A Survey of Experimental Studies," in

Sanford, N. (ed.) The American 0011tal, New Tork 1962,

pp. 320-327.

According to Mc Keachie, the lecture method is found

to be most effective in cognitive learning; the dis-

cussion method is found to. be most effective in non-'

cognitive learning. The famous Lewin, Lippitt and
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White experiment seems to suggest identical result.

Seek Lippitt, R. and White, R.K. "An experimental study

of leadership and group life in Swanson, G.E., Newcomb,T.M.

and Hartley, E.L.(eds.): ReadiuL11.aealmychamy,
New York, 1952, pp. 340-355. .The authoritarian groups

were highest in quantity of production, while the demo-'

°ratio groups were judged to be better in quality.

The same tendency for authoritarian leadership to result

. in greater quantitative productivity and democratic

leadership to result in higher. morale has been noted in

other siudies.

See: Adam, S. "Social Climate and Productivity in Small

Military Groups," American SocioloRical Review, Vol. 19,

1954, pp. 421-425.

Much research on the effect of different methods of

teaching is inconclusive, because.no specification is

made in theee studies as to the characteristics of the

students involved in the experiments. Contrary findings

may be due to the fact that the experiments are performed

on a student population which differs in significant

aspects from the group in.the originatexpetiment.

IV. Kinds of positive and nealative sanctions used.

a)Grades versus non-grades. Although I know of no major

study which tries systematically to measure the effects

of grading versus non-grading we would expect that in

graded classes there will be a higher cognitive output,

but the interest or involvement in the course subject

matter may be lower.

b)Group sanctions - Individual sanctions. This raises.

the problem of cooperative versus competitive groups.

See: Deutsch, Morton "The Effects of Cooperation and

Competition upon Group Process," Human Relations, Vol '2,

(1949), AP. 129-152 and 199-231:

In the.cooperative groups, evaluation and grading of

students in an introductory psychology course, was

done by grout. Each member received the same grade,

C
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the groUp mean, and all members of the best group were

exempted from a term paper. In. the competitive groups,

each member was ranked according to his individual

achievement within the group and the highest ranking

individual was exempted from the paper. Deutsch found

no evidence of superior output in any of the two groups,

but as for the non-cognitive aspect of learning: the

cooperative grow) showed more motivation and friendliness

toward each other.

V. What is beim." rewarded or Punished?

a)Social Intellectual Behavior. What is the teacher's

definition of the ideal student: the bright student or

the social active student? *French education is, for

instance, purely intellectualistic and social. considera-

tions play no role in the evaluation of pupils. Many.

observers of French education agree that this creates a

climate in which there is little room for citizenship-

training.:See, for instance, Hignette (bibliography).

b)Outer appearance versus inner qualities. We would hypo-

thesize that the more emphasis is laid on the importance

of good dress and manners, the less emphasis is laid on

motivating the lower-class student toward.socialmobility.

The emphasis on outer rather than inner qualities need

not result Only from a middle-class bias. It may be the

effect of the need to maintain order and discipline. A

too strong stress on discipline can lead to the neglect

of those factors which from a motivational point of view

are crucial like withdrawal, hypersensitivity, etc.

VI.Who is being taught?

a)Males - Females or.both. Not much seems to be known

about the effects of co-education onYl.earning.

b)Age of student population. Younger childrenAearn better

when they can identify with the teacher, that is, when

the teacher exercises expressive rather than instrumental

leadership.

See: Parsons, Talcott. The School Class as a Social Svstem.



c) Homogeneous or'heterogeneous with regard to age,

race, intelligence or religion. From a general

sociological perspective we nay expect that when

people are grouped together, on the basis of a

common characteristic, this will increase the homo
law*.

geneity among them and
A
the. social distance between

them. When, in addition, the characteristic which

'form the basis. for segregation carries different

prestige (race, intelligence),,the social distanceltp6.0444

may be translated in terms of social superiority

and inferiority. Under these circumstances, homo-

geneous grouping will affect the motivation of the

inferior group. Most studies do not shom:a differ-
.

ence in cognitive learning between homogeneous and

heterogeneous ability grouping, except that the most

intelligent children are slowed down somewhat in the

latter.

See: Mc Kachie, o.c., pp. 337-338.

An excellent (but not frequently cited) piece of

research was done by Atkinson and O'Connor./Prom

their work on achievement motivation they hypothesized

that students who were more strongly motivated.to

achieve than anxious about failure, would, do better

in an ability group class and woUld show enhanced

interest in schoolwork. In contrast, it was hypo-

thesized that those more strongly disposed to be

anxious in a competitive achievement situation and

less positively motivated to acitieve would show leiS

interest and satisfaction in schoolwork and would do

less better' in performance. Thus, ability grouping

was expeoted to have differential motivating effects

depending:on the personality of the student. Two

experimental studies Proved to support the hypothesis.

See: Atkinson, John W. and O'Connor, Patricia. Effects

of Ability Grouping in Schools related to Individual

Differences in Achievement-related Motivation, Ann

Arbor: Office of Research Administration, 1963.
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(We'would like to adetpat, possiblyi the strekth of the

achievement-motivation and the anxiety about failure is

related to social class background. If it can be shown

that lower class upwardly mobile students have.a strong

anxiety about failure, then ability grouping in the school

system makes it more difficult'for them to succeed than

for the secure, achievement-oriented, middle- or upper-
,

class boy).

P.S. We should include under this heading also homogeneity

or heterogeneity with respect to social class. 'The class

composition of a school affects the aspiration level of

its students.

See: Wilson, Allan B., "Residential Segregation of Social.

Classes and Aspirations of High School Boys," A.S.R.,

Vol. 24, 1959, PP 836-845.

d)Peer group organization.

See: Gronl.und, Norman E. Seciometr in the Classroom,

New York, 1959.

The author does not specify what a good sociometric struc-

ture is, but he seems to suppose that when you hafve a class,

where there is a high degree of interpersonal contact and

where there are no cleavages, there will be a high academic

performance and a strong motivation to do well. In view

of the work of Coleman (The Adolescent Society) and in

view of what we know about industrial sociology and infor:

mal groupings, this is, of course, too simplistic. Whether

a good sociometric structure will lead to high academic

performance depends on whether the class accepts the, school

values or not

VII. Methods of Evaluation.used.

a)Selection versus guidance. This distinction parallels

the subject centered - child'eentered dichotOmy. If

there is a strong emnhasis on subject-matter and know-

ledge.per se, evaluation is restricted to a test of cogni-

tive knowledge. Those who pass the test are promoted:

the others fall behind or are selected out. Although



there are no clear-cut data to rely upon, we may specu-.

late that the more rigid the selection systeml.the lower ,

the motivation of those who are selected Out. The lack

of attention to stimulating motivation nay, work primarily

against the lower-class child' whose motivation to perform

to the best of its knowledge cannot be taken for granted.

In the European educational system the evaluation of

knowledge is used predominantly for exclusion or for

'selection rather than for diagnostic or guidance reasons.

b) Type of examination.

See: Bloom, Benjamin S. "Testing Cognitive Ability and

Achievement" in Gage, 11.11. (ed.),.Handbook of. Research

on. Teaching,. Chicago, 1963, pp.* 379-397.

'Examinations as such affect knowledge, but also .motiva-

tion to the extent to which doing well on examination

is part Of the academic reward structure. In addition,

the type of examination used can influence the Vpe of

knowledge and aptitudes acquired. Bloom reviews three

studies in which studentswere subjected to two different

types of examinations: an objective test (multiple-

choice) and an essay test. The students *preparing for '

the first type ofexamination concentrated on the memo7-

rizing of faCts, .while the students preparing for the

second type of examination tried to organize the material

and to develop an own point of.view about it.

VIII. Size of Class.

The effect of the size of a group has been studied by the

small-group people.

See: Bales, R.P. and Borgatta, E.F , "Size of 'Group as a

Factor in the Interaction Profile" in Hare, P. , Borgatta,

E..F. and Bales, R.F.(eds.). "-Small Groups (Rew 'York, 1955),

pro396-413. The greater the size, 'the greater the role-.

differentiation between leaders and followers* Size

limits the possibility of involving the students individu-
,

ally and,relying on their active participation. Motiva-

tion is likely to suffer in such a situation.. This, in
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its turn, forces the teacher.to stress the need of order

and discipline in order to be able to control the non-

motivated. It would be wrong to call -as is often done-

all instances of the teachers' emphasis on order and

discipline.evidence of a middle-class bias. In large

classes, this is simply an organizational necessity,

required regardless of teachers' background.

IX. Scope of Schootiaitles.
Is the school only an academic institution or does it

also offer extra-curriculum activities? Participation in

the latter may provide opportunities for citizenshiptrain-

ing and for creating a positive attitude with regard to

the school. With the exception of the English schools,

European schools are mostly academically ortented.

Certainly at the vocational and the secondary modern

school there are no school clubs. This means that there

are no alternative channels of reward and motivation

besides school success. On the other hand, too much

emphaeis on extracurricular activities may lead to an

overemphasis on. other than .school valUO, as indicated

by Coleman's study.
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he relationship between the means-model and the goal-mddel is as follows:
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he following relationships, among the variable in the means-model may be

ostulated:

) The lower the social background of teachers, the lower their prestige.

The lower the prestige of the teachers the lower his perceived competence

The lower the prestige of the teacher, the greeter the difficulty of main-

taining order and, consequently, the greater the likelihood of authoritari

teaching methods.

The greater the emphasis in teaching on subject-matter, the greater the

emphasis on intellectual aspects in the evaluatioh of pupils, the greater

the emphasis on selection as a way of evaluation and the narrower the sco

of school activities.

The greater the size o the class,the greater the emphasis on authoritari

ways of teaching.

The greater the emphasis on groups rewards, the stronger
)
peer group.

the cohesion of
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PROBLEMS IN THE THEORY AND METHOD OF THE CLASSIFICATION OF OUTCOMES

Anthony H. Smith
November 1967. Jan S. Smith



THE CLASSIFICAT/ON OF EDUCATIONAL GOATS

The first task we embarked upon was the classification and analysis

of the statements collected by our fellow research assistant from the pro-

grammatic and philosophical literature on education. These statements,

which had hitherto been referred to in this project as "educational goals"

consisted of statements about education containing an evaluative element.

That is, statements of what "should be" rather than what "is". Our major.

objective at this stage was the attempt to build inductively a classifi-

cation scheme which would handle these statements of the desirable. In

this task we first transferred all the statements of "educational goals"
'4*

to index cards, and attempted to sort these cards into piles in which we

believed the statements to share some common characteristics. We were,

however, prevented from being able to establish such an inductive scheme

by certain problems.



I, 1 1)roblenuiattem, ti r to build an inductive classification

scheme

Three types of problems confronted us:

Is 1 a The use of the term "goal"
Is 1 b The definition of education
Is 1 c The meaning of specific goals as stated, by their authors

1 (a) jaltsTLobe"frmoal"

As will be seen, a great deal hinges on what we mean by the term

"goal". This problem is not merely one of definition. It is, rather,

one of sifting through the various meanings of that term in the litera-

ture and trying to find some group of meanings internally consistent and

clear enough to use in research. The first step in this procedure might

logically be analysis of the theoretical. ideas involved in the term goal.

In the course of our research, however, it was collection of data (that

referred to as "edUcational goals" above) which might serve as indications

of educational goals.

It was hoped that inspection of these statements would aid in dev-

eloping a conceptual scheme which could be used to classify educational

goals, However, the diversity of statements made it apparent that a

purily inductive approach would be highly inefficient. We needed a a

Cori conception of our universe of discou;se, the things we were talk-



ing about, before finer distinctions would emerge from the statements

themselves. Hence the task was to find a clear meaning for the term

"educational goals".

Two families of theoretical ideas surround past uses of the term

goal in the sciences. One maybe suggested by an approximate synonyms

"subjective intention". We might separate out three presumptions on

the part of theorists who hold that subjective intention is a highly

useful concept. Firsts they assert that in many circumstances indivi-

dual persons have definite conceptions of alternatives future states

of affairs. Seconds they assert that individuals have stable prefer-

ences for the .realization of some states of affairs rather than others.

6

Thirds and crucial, they assert that these definite conceptions and sta-

ble preferences are determinately related to many other highly general

aspects of behaviors so that they will serve as explanatory concepts in

cases where our concrete observations of behavior appear to be unrelated

to one another. If we are prepared to accept these presumptions, then

we might employ the idea of. goals as "subjective intentions".

The second general meaning of the term goal differs from. the above

in fundamental ways, and confusion of the two is therefore inimical to



our work. This second meaning is applicable for any system of proper-

ties or variables, whereas the first was applicable only for individual

persons. We say that a system of variables behaves purposively or has

goals, if some variable in the system approaches or attains a specific

value or magnitude -- called the system's goal regardless of envir-

onmental variations. %Accordingly, we may look for as many goals of the

system as there are variables in the system and we may discover that

with respect to some variables the system is purposive, whereas with

respect to others it is not.

The primary advantage of the first definition is that it is morass

nated with the data. Subjective intentions are preferences of indivi-

duals; our statements can be understood to reflect personal preferences.

The primary disadvantage of the first definition is that it does not

allow ug to speak about the goals of educational systems, since educa-

tional systems cannot be construed as having subjective intentions. In

fact, there is no way in which subjective intentions can be intrinsim

cally tied to education, as contrasted with other institutions.

The second definition is valuable on this very point where the first

definition falls short. It is applicable to any system of variables.

Therefore, it allos us to talk about the goals of educational



systems. But the second definition of what we mean by goal is deficient

on two counts. First: it cannot be used in connection with the collected

data on preferences of individuals. Second: in order to use it: we need

advanced and fixed ideas of what educational systems constitute: and a

large amount of aggregate data to identify the goals. These require-

ments have made the second definition of little use in social science:

except in certain limited applications to economic organizations. But

even in that case: there is much ambiguity and dispute about what the

"goals" really are.

It appeared that we should take elements from both of these families

of theoretical ideas to define the universe of discourse for this pro-

ject. From the first idea: that of subjective intention: we take the

idea that people prefer some conceived alternatives over others. We

drop the requirement that these alternatives lie in the future. From

the second conception we take the implicit idea that educational sys-

terns may have ordered donsequences. In combining these two elements:

we focus on the preferences of individuals for educational systems. Hence,

we may speak of the preferred outcomes of education.



1 tb) The definition of education

This decision led us to another task in concept formation; It

would be necessary to identify a set of variables called: collectively:

education, and to isolate the effects of these variables on others,

called outcomes of education. If this could be accomplished we could

attend to the problem of interpreting the data, a problem which would

involve the development of rules relating the statements of preferences

to the logically possible outcomes of educational systems.

Two methods present themselves for identifying .what we wish to sib.

sume under the term education. The first is enumeration, that is, nam-

ing every element which we wish to put in the set of things called educam

tion. Enumeration did not recommendltself because we needed some ab-

stract rule which would allow us to distinguish consistently among educam

tion, outcomes of education, and irrelevant data. Thus, it appeared

that we would have to find some abstract definition of education. The

ambiguity which resides in the term can be made clear if we try to dis.

tinguish between ,education and socialization.

Two distinctions were rejected because they appeared to restrict



the study to an unduly narrow scope. We did not wish to consider

education only as cognitive learning: thereby neglecting such phenomena

as motivation and moral conformity. Nor did we wish to limit ourselves

to socialization in organizations designed to socialize: i.e., the schools,

since this would preclude assessment of the relative effectiveness of

schools and other educational agencies. Other distinction: such as "edu-

cation as institutionalized socialization", or, "education as socializa-

tion resulting from deliberation of the parties involved", were either

ambiguous or over-abstract.

But if there are no restrictions imposed on the term education:

if it is indeed synonomous with socialization: then by consensus of text

books and theorists the outcomes of education are coterminous with the

subject matter of sociology. And this is the rub: there are no viable

conceptual schemes in sociology which are sufficient to apply to all

learned behavior. At the least: such a scheme would be exhaustive and

mutually exclusive at each level of abstraction, would be accompanied

by rules relating category names to empirical dbservations, and would

generate with the aid of a small number of premises: logically related

statements of interdependence between varidbles.



to begin the development of such a scheme, drawing upon materials dev-

eloped by other theorists and simplifying them considerably. Two diffi-

culties were inherent in this effort. One involved the relation between

attributes of individuals and attributes of groupi; the scheme developed

was not capable of handling the latter. The second was the specification

of rules which would coordinate the concepts in the scheme with Observa-

tional procedures; no such rules could be developed without an effort

considerably beyond the time constraints under which we worker.

1, 1 (c) The meaning of the specific educational goals as stated by '

their authors

Before reviewing the scheme which we eventually used, several prob-

lems raised by the goal-statements themselves, apart from commitment

to any scheme for classifying them, can be noted. The most prominent

and pervasive difficulty stems from the fact that the images of educa-

tional outcomes in the minds of individuals may not have any empirical

content. For example, when one finds such statements as "education in

America should provide each individual with the maximum creature free-

"our schools should teach the future generations to be effective

"American education is the foundation of the



laissez faire system" without any contextual statements to provide some

sense of the author's intent it is not possible to assign empirical con-

tent to the statement without great risks of error. It is impossible,

in other words to decide which of the possible outcomes of education

the author prefers. And there is the further probability that he doesn't

mean anything, semantically. Rather: his statement has pragmatic import;

the symbols evoked .- symbols like individualism, creativity, free enter-

prise, equality, democracy, etc. -- have their meaningAn the warm feel-

ings and we-feeling people experience upon hearing them.

I will briefly touch on the evidence for considering a large number

of purported goal-statements as elements in a quasi - empirical or non-

empirical belief system. First, one could hardly expect less from educa-

tional institutions, since both economic and political institutions are

widely recognized to state "goals" in a ritualistic manner, without hope

of attaining them. In fact, Heibert Simon states the empirical genera-

lization, the most abstract goals of the organization -are never operation-

al, which is to say that no one seriously considers achieving them. Sec-

ondly many of the terms one finds in implicit descriptions of what the

American school does to American society are patently inapplicable to



American society. Perhaps the best example is the one given above:

°2aissez faire It is difficult to take "goal" espousals seriously from

a person who describes the American economy as laissez faire. And, fin-

ally, there are many terms which are never used with consistent and speci-

fic empirical referents, terms l-ike creative potential, and freedom, and

individualism.

Note: For a further discussion of these problems, and one which throws

some light on the pocess by which we came to realise the difficulties

confronting us, the reader is referred to a brief paper that was written

soon after we commenced the task of building an inductive classification

scheme. This paper is included at the back of this report as Appendix



2 The classification scheme develo ed at this time

Recognition of the limitations which would inevitably characterize

a classification of the statements of preferred educational outcomes,

as outlined above, was beneficial insofar as it allowed us to work

without illusions about what the final product would achieve. We hoped

to approximate the ideal conceptual scheme as closely as possible, and

to achieve the minimum criteria:

1. classification of all statements taken from the

literaturie on education
2. classification of each statement in one and only

one category
3. reliability between coders in this classification

in spite of the above difficulties, the statements of preferences

were eventually placed into a set of highly formalistic catewiries.

This formalism appeared to be necessary in order to take into account

the diverse conceptions of preference reflected by the statements.

large number of statements were eliminateed as obviously without semantic

meaning; in this class were such terms as maximum potential, best skills,

etc.

(a)

The set of categories finally evolved were as follows below:

Characteristics of Schools



(b)

(i) Characteristics of Actors
Administrators

Teachers
Pupils

(ii) Characteristics of Relationships

(Any possible relationship involving any of the
three types of actors).

(iii) Characteristics of Facilities, e.g., buildings
and books.

Characteristics of Extra-School Phenomena

(i) Psychological characteristics of actors outside
of school roles

(ii) Characteristics of relationships outside of the
school

(iii) Characteristics of the Society
Economic Aspect
Political
Familial
Etc.

Note that in the actual development of a scheme a primary distinc-

tion was between school and non-schoOl, a distinction which had been re-

jected in policy discussions.

12



II Summarizing the and Books

Having finished our examination of the "goal statements" or "pre-

ferred outcomes" as we would rather call them, we turned to our next

task, that of collecting and summarizing existing theory and knowledge

about actual educational outcomes.

Ih 1 The rdblcm of which literature to summarize

It was evident from the beginning that we would not be able to

cover all the research and theory about educational outcomes which has

been written in the last twenty-five years. If we had attempted this

task, and in the highly systematic form in which we completed what summar-

izing we did do, our task would not'only not be complete to this day, but

would also need to be continued for several years. We` had thus to be

selective. This selection involved (a) the establishment of certain

general principles so that we focused on some research rather than others,

(b) the ruling out of certain specific areas which we know to be ade-

quately summarized already and (c) finally, along the lines of .(a)

and (b), specific decisions over which literature we should take.

II, 1, (a) The establishment of general principles
01111=111



Up to this time a relatively crude model of the (educational systen"

had bean implicit in our thinking. This model was one of a process insti-

tution (schools) in which entering pupils were the "raw materials" for

whom activities within the school system are assuxed to have certain con-

sequences. It is'these consequences which have been labelled "outcomes"

and in which we are interested. It is evident, furthermore' that the

consequences of the school system for children are not wholly a function

oF
of that system, but alooerrior-formed characteristics of the children

themselves: Thus, for example we know that "the culturally disadvantaged

child" performs less well in school than his "non-disadvantaged" counterpart;

similarly a great deal of information exists about the consequences of

stratification for education. It was thus at this point that the three-

fold classification of variables which came at a later stage to be built

tato the card-file was arrived at. These categories are not to be treated

as rigidly defined since as will be shown below in the discussion of how

variables are classified. The category within which a given variable

falls is frequently determined by its role in a theory. The categories

themselves are:
(i) inputs (to the school system)

(ii) (school) system characteristics

(iii) outcomes (of the school system)



In (Owes included characteristics of pupils (broadly "home back-

ground") and factors in the local community (e.g. median income; nibble

taxes) which are considered to shape the school system itself.

In (ii) was included for example characteristics of personnel and

resources, plus any other possible conceptualization of variability within

the school system. Also included here was "peer group" where this was

construed as an unintended consequence of bringing pupils together within

a school.

In (iii) was included any known or hypothesized consequence of chil-

:en

dren's sojourns witly educational institutions. This category we quickly,

realized was unclear, a problem which will be discussed below.

First, however it should be notedp.that given our present lack of

knowledge concerning the limits of possible or even actual educational

outcomes, research and theory about learning outside schools is potentially

relevant. If, for example, we could conclude that behavior pattern x in

schoolfpupils was consistently a consequence of family pattern fir, then

we could safely discount statements that suggested x to be a consequence

of school pattern z. To include such research was totally unpracticable

with a limited time period, and this research and theory (known convention-
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ally as "socialization") could not be studied. Moreover, in the three

categories above, our primary focus is on the relations between (ii) and

(iii) with (i) to (ii) secondary.

But, to return to outcomes, it was quickly realized that our concep-'

tion of outcomes was inadequate. Our original task was envisioned intui-

tively as including as "outcomes" anything which we could perceive as

of

a consequence for pupils ot immediately post-school adults/formal educa-

tion. This would, in fact, have ruled out a sizeable body of knowledge

concerning the relation between "recoverable" education variables (e.g.

years of schooling; academic qualifications) and other variables (for

example family patterns; prejudice; voting behavior) among adult popula-

tions. The reason that these types of research maybe relevant centers

on the fact that theory about these relations is either unproven, or non-

existent. In other words, whilst we can establish various correlations

between education and other variables amongst adult populations, we do

not know "why" these relations exist. To answer this some sort of "causa-

lity" must be established. The estdblishment of such conventionally in-

volves determining temporal priority between the variables (seldom in

doubt is the case of education: in general people get educated before



they get divorced) and specifying intervening variables. Unfortunately,

"education" is related to stratification in two ways: first, it is re-

lated to parents' socio-economic position, and second it is related to

respondents' socio-economic position. Theory about relatiOnships be-

tween education and other variables with adult populations can thus invoke

either:

(i) parental factors
(ii) the socio-economic variables complex

(iii) educational outcomes

This is best illustrated by an example. Supposing we know that: "The

higher the educational level of any couple, the more likely they are to

get divorced". This merely states a relationship and no explanation is
V.

evident. Any one of the three "meanings" of education specified above

can be used to develop an answer to the "Why ?" question. Thus:

(i) We can suggest that this is a pattern learned from parents which
is perpetuated in children when they become married. This in
fact involves shifting the relationship we have stated back in
time and adding some assumptions about marriages taking place
between people from similar socio-economic backgrounds, etc.

i.e. A. The higher the education of parents, the more likely
they are to get divorced

The children of these parents marry into similar educa-
tional backgrounds

The greater the exposure of children to marital strife,
the more likely they are to learn and repeat the behavior

The higher the educational level of parents, the higher
the education of children.

7



From these statements it is possible to obtain our original proposi-
tion as gpplied to the "children" of the parents. In all these
statements "socio-economic status" or even "income" could be sub-
stituted for "education" and the same relationships would hold.

(ii) We can develop an explanation directly from the fact that educa-
tional level is an approximation to socio-economic status. Thus,
the differential divorce rate could be "explained away" by saying
that marital strife is in fact constant at all socio-economic lev-
els but that differential access to procedures for obtaining div-
orce (e.g. high cost) prevent lower income groups from obtaining
divorces. This would require:

A. Divorce is expensive
B. Marital strife is unrelated to socio-economic status
C. The higher the income, the greater the possibility of

paying the costs of divorce and obtaining divorce.
D. The higher the income, the higher the education

This again would give us the original proposition in which educa-
tion acts as a measure of income which is the effective variable.

Finally, an explanation can be developed directly involving an educa-

tional outcome.

(iii) It could be maintained that the longer a child remains in school,
the longer he is exposed to affectively neutral relationships
and the less capable he becomes of maintaining affective rela-
tionships. This would involve:

A. School (as opposed to family and peer group) is the
locus of. the learning of affectively neutral relation-
ships.
The more any individual is oriented to affectively
neutral relationships, the less capable he is of main-
taining affective relationships
Maxriage is a predominantly affective relationship

From this again, it is fairly easy to see that our original proposition

follows.

Unfortunately, from our perspective it is not possible immediately

from the original proposition to determine whether or not it is relevant

for our purposes. We can in fact, only declare that the relation does



not involve an educational outcome where we can establish that either

r (ii) explains all the variance, or that (iii) explains none.(i)

Even where we can rule out (iii) we cannot establish for certain that there

is not an alternative explanation involving a different educational out-

come. For the reason, then, that datd.which relate "education" and other

variables using samples drawn from adult populations may be extremely im-

portant sources of data about outcomes, we have included a sample of that

research where "outcome" explanations might feasibly explain the findings.

Thus, for example, we have included an article entitled "Marriage Patterns

and Educational Level" (Glick, and Carer, AMerican Sociological Review,

Volume 23, Number 3, June 1958) in which only some explanations of rela-

tionships between marriage patterns and education are explicitly in terms

of "outcomes" of education.

II, 1 (b) Ruling out of specific areas

Given the breadth of the focus described above it remained necessary

to delimit the range of our material further. The next step was thus to

rule out relevant areas which were already adequately summarized. Two

major areas of research were felt to fall into this category.



(ii) "Equality of opportunity" research

This massive volume of findings and theory was not only our secondary

sphere of concern ("input" research) but also summarized in a nuMber

of places,particularly the "Robbins Report" in England, and the "Coleman

Report" in the U.S:A.

Efforts to include both these types of research would not only have

been time consuming, but also duplicatory. In addition to these areas

we did not attempt to cover the reports which are published by the Office

of Education. Indeed, in general we have tried to delve into literature

in the field which is, is claimed to:be, or can be viewed as, sociological

in its approach, and which has not been summarized or critically examined

by sociologists.



TI, 2 The literature included

A list of sources for the material included in our file will be

found in Appendix Two at.the end of this paper. It should be noted here,

however, that there are two major types of sources and that these two

sources produce rather different materials. The sources are:
(i) sociological journals of the last decade
(ii) books in the "sociology of education"

The former tend to yield relatively complex and "sophisticated" theory

and research, but focus= only on relatively crude measures of educa-

tional outcomes of the "years of schooling", 'qualifications" or "academic

performance" type. Data of this type are of course most readily available.

The articles thus tend to be relatively unproductive in their yield of

outcome variables, though time consuming to summarize because of their

complexity. They do in fact tend to yield variables which are in the

main "inputs" or school "system characteristics". They are, on the other

hand, the most reliable and valid theory and research extant in the field

and in our file.

The books with which we dealt, selected either because they purported

to be sociology, or because they seem to have been generally influential in

education and have included (often unwittingly) sociological statements,
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yielded a much greater proportion of outcome variables per variable record-

ed. This differential productivity is explained by the fact that many of

books are concerned entirely with speculating about educational outcomes,

and do so without any systematic evidence, frequently without any evidence

at all. It is thus relatively easy, and the more easy given that many

of the books are directed at "educators" who do not criticize from the

same perspective as sociologists, for the authors to speculate that 'educa-

tion leads to consequences Al A2 A3 -4-- An, B1 B2 B3 Bn, etc. It is,

on the other hand, much more difficult to develop a theory to explain why

this is so, or to demonstrate that it is. t'ropositions which are taken

from books are usually, therefore, simply of the worst sort. They have

variables which are undefined and unmeasured, do not cite evidence and

are in general -theoretical". We shall return to the meaning of some

of these propositions when we come to discuss the way in which we have

attempted to use the summary-file that has been constructed.



II, 3 The Techniques of Su mart

Before we embarked upon an 10004gation of the research literature

it was necessary that we devise a form for summarizing the literature

which would be systematic and consistent. The technique we adopted was

to take down "propositions" and "sets of propositions", definitions and

measurement of the variables contained in these propositions (where defini-

tion and/or measurement occurred), and the evidence for the relations hypo-

thesized. The term proposition refers to any statement of relationship be-

tween two or more variablesp by which tern is meant any "thing" which can

be present in varying degrees. The simplest form of proposition is thus

a statement of the relation between two "presence-absence" variables.

i.e. if A is present, then B will be present. Less simple proposi-

tions rely on more complex nominal scales or ordinal, intervals, or ratio

scales. Interval and ratio scales allow us to state:

"The higher x, the higher z."
.10

Propositions which contain more than two variables are more complex

still. For example,

"The stronger the relation between perCormance and rewards, the

stronger will be the motivation to perform."



An propositions were taken down symbolically using "arrow" nota-

tions. Simple correlational statements are stated with double headed arrows.

A )p B. A and B occur together.

Where direction (i.e. one variable determining the other) could be in-

ferred a single headed arrow was used.

A Where A occurs then B will occur. (This state-

ment is more limiting since it does not allow 'us to infer "when B occurs

then A will .occur").

Nominal scales are the most difficult to express. Sometimes.they

are expressed in writing form, sometimes broken down into presence - ab-

sence variables. (It is often not clear in the sources whether certain

variables are considered presence- absence, or.nominal scales). A nominal

scale is expressed as:

.111 111111=1, 1= IN NOME

....1car ownership

ta 41 Pi ON Mein e 2 ON

"If you are married you are more likely to own a car than single,
divorced, or widowed persons".

or



arried .11111141mok

011111.11111110111.1111111.1.010111111111111110110011111111,401111111.

aLoDn27rshr"--ip

"If you are married you are more likely to own a car (than people
who aren't,married)".

With interval and ratio scales the words "higher" and "lower" and

occasionally "stronger" and "weaker" are written above the arrows.

Thus:
loommeNom10411411110110

education higher higher* income

"The higher the education the higher the income."

Examples of proposition sets can be found in the Appendix to this

paper.

Any statement about an educational outcome falls within our concern

with "propositions" since for any outcome x, the two variable statement:

efturesommallimpowrommommememidederl

education x

is implied.

Once the propositions from any source had been recorded the variables

were listed and definitions and techniques used to measure the variables

taken down. In addition information which demonstrated any of the rela-

tions was also recorded.

The above is a description of the idealized form of the technique of



summary, and the examples in the appendix are ideal examples. The propo-

eltional structure of the books was, as suggested above, much more sloppy

than that of the articles and with the books we abandonned listing the

variables since no definition, measurement, or evidence could be recorded.

In its ideal form, however, we believe that the technique used to summarize

the articles is the most explicit form of "note-taking" yet devised and

the form from which it is most easy to construct consensus over theory.

The fact that we could not identify consensus is taken to be indicative

of lack of such, and not to be traceable to the inadequacy of our methods

of summary. (See below).

The actual .task of summarizing involved considerable time expenditure

on our part. Not only did we spend time developing and making consistent

the form in which we were to summarize, but some of the literature we

covered,in particular the articles in the "better" sociological journals,

had extremely complex propositional structure. For example, Coleman's

original article on the "Adolescent Subculture" .took two and a half days

on the part of one of us to reduce to a proposition set. This time was

spent even though the researcher was familiar beforehand with the basic

idea expressed in the article.

Note: For a further discussion of the way in which material was summarized
and an example thereof, the reader is referred to Appendix Three.
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AP,

TTY 4. An Assessment of the Summarized Material

The task of summarizing was, in part at least, abandonned for the

reasons mentioned above; had we continued with its as we quite easily

could have done, we would have had no time to complete the tasks for which

summary was but a preliminary. We can claim, therefore, only to have

covered a portion of the literature concerned with education, and even

only a portion of the literature which falls in the narrower focus set

out above. Given the selected nature of our readings - the "best" research,

the most influential books, books whose orientation was "sociological" -

we cannot claim to be able to generalize these as "representative" of

the whole field, since we have no statistical basis for so doing. We

have, however, covered what we feel to be a near-complete ral of the kind

of statements which bear upon educational outcomes. This statement is, of

course, made on the basis of intuition, and can only be defended'on these

grounds. At the time summarization was ceased however, it wit9 'felt that

no novel material was being dealt with in as much the literature was not

yielding propositions which had not been encountered before.

2



XIX Constructing File

The next task involved the attempt to systematize the summary that

we had collected by indexing all the variables, and cross referencing

them. Four stages were involved here.

III, 1 Writing each variable..s.1meee....rabecard and re eatin4 this card
for asiltiabixies as were considered necessar for each variable.

This task was laborious and in the main merely clerical. Decisions

had to be made concerning the number of entries to make in the file under

any variable. These decisions were made on the basis of what were the

most important words in any variable and the ways in which these variables

were most likely to be approached by someone looking in the file. At first

we erred on the side of a large number of entries for each variable: sub-

sequently we realized that some of the entries were clearly redundant and

cut down the number.` At this stage we also had to decide how much infor-

mation to include on each variable card. Time at this stage Was pressing,

and we decided to include the minimum of information, relying on refer-

ences to the master cardS to provide more. The following_inftion was

thus included:
(i) the variable
(ii) a designation of the "scope" or the variable, i.e. the answer to

the question "To what person, group, institution, thing, etc. does
thisvariable apply?"

(iii) the source of the variable designated by name of author plus the
nuMber assigned. to the particular source,



III, 2. Classifying the variables as "in uts" "s stem characteristics" and

outcomes"

At this stage it was also necessary to classify the variables in

order that the focus on outcomes be made more easy. The categories used

in this classification are outlined above, and in this outline not only

were the problems centering on the confusion engendered by the use of educes.

tion as a stratification measure discussed, but it was also hinted that

further problems inhere in distinguishing "outcomes" from "system charac-

teristics". These problems again involve the way in which the variable

"education"
(a)

(b)

(c)

Is used. AboVe three usages were delineated:

as a measure of persistence of stratification-associated

patterns over time
as a measure of any socio-economic variable

as a measure of some educational outcome

Besides these usages, however, it is possible to identify at least one

other use of education. This is the use that is implied in the proposition:

education critical ability

Here "education" can be construed as a measure of all or part of

processes within the educational 'system. Reinterpreted as a more theoreti-

cal statement this might be taken to mean:

, exposure to questioning
attitude of teadhers

critical ability
of pupils



As with the example of education and stratification used above, the

theoretical interpretation of this initial proposition could be completely

other than this. For example it could be argued that specialized knowledge

is necessary for "critical ability". Such that the proposition becalms:

specialized
knowledge

critical
ability

Only in the latter interpretation is "education" a measure of an

outcome. In fact "education" can be a measure of any school system charac-

Anxistic, or any outcome, since anything in either category is obviously

associated with say "years of schooling". This situation is further con-

fused by the fact that problems of data collection lead to different meas-

ures of education being treated as interchangeable. For example many

authors rely on the known role 'n

years of
formal education

higher higher academic
qualifications

to use the two variables as substitutable. Thus even where the measure

can be identified it is not always clear what it is a measure of, an out-

or
come as a system characteristic.

Given this argument we followed the same logic as we did in including



the adult population research. We are primarily interested in outcomes

and therefore should not preclude any variable from being classified as

an outcome which might conceivably be such. Thus, in general, education

variables are either classifidd as outcomes, or double classified as out-

comes and system characteristics.

XII, 3. Alphabetizing the Variable Cards

This again is a clerical task the mechanics of which are self-

evident.

4. Reorganizing to ensure consistency and cross. referencing

This proved a more complex task than had been envisioned. At the

most simple level it merely involved deciding whether words were synonyms

or not and then using a single word for several, or cross referencing where

words were similar but were preserved as separate entries because of slight

differendes in meaning. At a more complex level,however, the problem

at base of our two discussions of the "meaning" of the variable "education",

the prdblem of the place of any variable in a more theoretical explanation

recurred. Our hope had oiiginally been to identify similarities in appar-

ently different variables. In this we did not succeed. Forimample the

variable "intellectualism" might be considered by a researcher to be meas-



cured operationally 11 the "number of books read per annum". This same

measure might be construed by some other author as indicative of (i) lit-

eracy, (ii) areticisml (iii) knowledge, (iv) desire to increase own

knowledge, (v) enquiring attitude towards world. Nor does this exhaust

possible conceptualizations. It was not felt, however, that all theie

variables could, or should be treated as the same thing.

Ultimately the solution of such problems as these' rests on (a) ade-

quate general theory and (b) consensus over the operational meaning'of

theoretical terms. Since we cannot claim to have a scrap of either in

the field being dealt with, we cannot reconeeptualize at this complex

level in any meaningful way. We further suspect that it is not feasible

to approach the building of theory in the sociology of education by *pro-

cesses which are totally inductive. If a few similar theories existed,

conceptualized within a single terminology, consistency would, we argue,

have emerged from our file. That it did not is indicative of the' confusion

that reigns in theory about educational outcomes.



IV Attempting to Identify Consistent Theory from the File

The comments immediately above throw into doubt our next task that

of attempting to identify theory and/or findings about outcomes from the

alphabetized file.

By "theory" about outcomes is meant some coherent and systematic

statement of the ways in which variability in the organizational charac-

teristics of the school system results in "pupil characteristics" or what

we have termed here "outcomes". Such theory would ideally not only be
6

consistent (i.e., various authors would specify the same outcomes as re-

sultant from the same school-system characteristics) but it would also be

deductively related. For example, the specific statements about the con-

sequences of school system variability. would be deducible from more general

statements about the nature of learning and the most general processes

involved in learning.

The technique used in the attempt to identify such theory was that

of working through the alphabetized outcome-variable listings and re-

ferring to the master cards to see if the same variability within the school

system was considered to have the same consequences kr different authors.

This task proved to be near-fruitless. Even by taking relatively large



categories we discovered heterogeneous propositions. Two types of general

proposition can be identified.

IV, 1. The first type is of the sort which locates the "learning" of

a specific behavior pattern within educational institutions. The general

form of this statement is:

exposure to behavior
pattern x (in school)
at ti

A specific example would be:

education in
nationalism

a

behavior pattern x
outside school)
at t2

In the general form, the terms " teaching" and "education" can be ex-

eluded. It is difficult to define either of these by means other ..than the

subjective dispositions of the teaching agents, i.e., by teachers' inten-

tions that pupils learn. How and in what ways this "intent" influences

learning itself remains to be shown (see Gage op. cit.).

Another form of the general statement occurs as:

exposure to behavior
pattern x



This type of statement is not meant to include those which have as

dependent variable some analytic psychological dimension. Rather it

refers to statements which refer to a more or less specific behavior pat-

tern from "machine Cooler ability" to "occupational dbility". Such state-

ments appear to suggest merely that the behavior in question exists in

memory in the time Intervening between t1 and t2. Thus, in the general

form of statmelats of the type cited above it would be possible to intro-

jest the "ability" variable as an intervening variable anywhere between

it,. and t2. Indeed, dispositional states such as bbiiity are generally

inferred from two sources, (a) where there is evidence of the possibility

of learning (i.e., from the first variable in the general statement) and

(b) where the behavior in question occurs (i .$ from the second variable).



IV, 2. The second type of general statement which we can identify from the

file is of the form:

education > "cognitive"
ability x

The dependent variable here refers to conceptualizations of abilities

which "cross-cut" specific action patterns; that is to analytic dimensions

psychologically conceptualized. A more specific example would be:

ability tj
generalize

education

The problems involved with such statements are evident from the fact

that we cannot state and the author's do not state) the independent variable

at the level of specificity of the dependent variable. In fact, we do not

know here what theoretical term education stands for and can only interpret

education as say "years of schooling" or "level of specialized knowledge".

That is, we do not know which of a range of system characteristics, both

known and unknown, which may be related, quantitatively or qualitatively

to the education variable, is actually the effective variable in produc-

ing "ability to generalize" in pupils. It is of course possible that the

ifs
school system in all 410,2 many and. varied aspects accounts for the charac-

teristic . This is a priori unlikely, and what is more, if it is true, it



is even less likely that the school system results in the same way in

other similarly-conceptualized variables.

In this context, the reader is referred again to the various previous

discussions of the usages of the term "education".

IV', 3. Consistent Evidence

Next we must answer the question "What evidence bears upon the above

propositions?" The answer is "very little", and what little there is is-

impressionistic, and will not stand assessments of reliability or validity.

The first type of statement 07, 1) is almost common sensical. Given that

human behavior is learned, an assumption without which social science

founders, it can be reasonably supposed that Z 1 holds true and that there

is some direct relation between length. of exposure and amount learned.

What the authors of such statements:. do not consider, however, is "for-
.

getting". Memory is extraordinary fallible, yet there is no research which

we have located which examines "retention" over relatively long time spans,

or which attempts to specify which types of learned behavior are remedbered

and which most easily forgotten. Besides this, moreover, it is possible

to raise a second objection to such statements. Most of the authors seem

extraordinarily naive in assuming that the teaching of behavior to children



automatically results in that behavior when they grow up without any con-

sideraton of the adult motivational bases for the performance of that be-

havior.

Whilst it can be reasonably argued that the learning of a behavior

is necessary before that behavior can be performed, it is unlikely that

learning is a "sufficient" condition for adult performance. Thus, more

concretely: the teaching of "Indonesia nationalisa in Indonesia's schools

may not result in adult nationalimithotit, say, nationalist political

parties which provide the opportunity for adult participation (see Fischer

. *u Coleman: J.S. "Education and Political Development").

The second type of general proposition (Y: 2) is probably more easily

testable since both variables are in principle measureable using existing

techniques (length of schooling; psychological testing). Standard intelli-

gence tests appear to measure 'dimensions as "ability to infer", "ability

to generalize ", etc.. Interestingly enough, however, these tests are deli-

berately constructed so as to denY the possibility of using them to measure

increasing cognitive abilities. By introducing an age factor into the cal-

culation of IQ scores the tests assume that these abilities remain rela-

tively constant and users tend to attribute variations of individual's



scores on the tests over time to inadequacies in the tests or motivational

factors, and not to "intellectual growth". The usefulness of these tests

for factoring out ability is, of course, obvious, but they are of least

use for examining the range of outcomes conceptualized as generalized psy-

chological "abilities". We thus have no discptive range of data even

oz these outcomes.

The two types of statement (ilf, 1, andllf, 2) together with evidence

constitute virtually all the summary We can make of the file. Any further

summary would merely involve taking more specific statements of either

general type, or taking other unique propositions and listing them. This

is a disturbing conclusion in view of the fact that we had hoped to be able

to build, if not consistent findings, then at least consistent theory out

of the file. Why can we not do this? There are, of course two possible

answers;

IV, 3, (a) The file itself is inadequate
IV, 3, (b) No such theory existslwbether implicit, or explicit

3, (a) We cannot of course rule out such an explanation. The file

is less than ideally comprehensive, and the literature on education vast.

Moreover, we have deliberately neglected two areas (although we can safely

assume that the area of these two most relevant to our concern with "out-



comes", that on "teacher effectiveness" has yielded as yet, no

reliable findings). The file was, further constructed in a relatively short

time, and a :time during which we had to solve all the problems connected

with its construction. Any one, or all of the problems listed above may

detract from any conclusions we draw from the file: for example, a cogent

and comprehensive theory concerning educational outcomes may exist in the

file obscured by the fact that we have been unable to get consistent con-

ceptualization of the variables. Certain things, however, mitigate

against the denigration of both the file and our conclusions from it:

IV, 3, (a) (i) We are not only reliant on the file, but also on our

broad impressions of both the literature en the file

and other literature in the Mad of "sociology of

education". In our reading, we have not at any stage

been aware, even on any intuitive level, of any emerg-

ing theory beyond the two statements posed above.

IV, 3, (a) (ii) The inadequate propoSitional form of most of the vari-

ables is indicative of the fact that they are not part

of a general theory. It was noted above that the books

gelded a higher proportion of outcome variables, and

a higher absolute number of such outcomes than did the

articles. The books, however, defined the terms less

-well, gave no evidence and usually produced propositions



which were comprised of two isolated variables. If

the statement:x occurs, we 'are immedi-

ately prompted to ask why thete variables should be

related. If an answer is supplied it usually emerges

as a "proposition set", i.e., as a series of inter-

connected variables. (See for example the expan-

sions of the proposition about education and divorce

above). The absence of such sets from the bodk

sources is thus indicative of the fact that the

authors do not answer our "why" questions and perhaps

cannot answer these questions given the paucity of

theory elsewhere in the field.

IV, 3, (a) (iii) In dealing with the goal statements we realized that

the authors of these statements operate within a

framework which allows' them to attribute any action,

or any abstraction from action to the educational

system as a goal. The same applies to the state-

ments about outcomes. It is not immediately appa-

rent either to us, or to the theorizers about out-
.

comes, why any behairior pattern cannot be learned

within a formal educational institution. The range

of outcomes in the file thus seems to cover "any

action". At the same time, it is unlikely that

this is the case, since the organizational charac-

teristics of schools are likely to set limits to

the variability of what they can teach, limits which

are considerably narrower than "any action". Only



two articles with which we are familiar

actually attempt to approach the problem by

taking organizational characteristici of the

school, contrasting these with char4cteristics-

of family and peer group) and delimiting likely

outcomes. This is probably the most worth-

while approacl to the problem. (Hence one of

our early papers tried to use a similar approach)

The two articles are:

Parsons) Talcott "The School as a Social
System".

Because it was written over a decade ago this

does not appear in our file. .And:

Dreeben) Robert "The Contribution of School-

ing to the Learning of Norms") Harvard'

Educational Review, Vol. 37, No. 2)

SPring'1967.

IV: 3, (b) Some Conclusions about Theory

These considerations Off, 3 (a) (i), (ii) and (iii)) lead us inevitably

to our second explanation for not having been dble to identify theory) viz.

theoxy beyond the general proposi-

tions identified and the two srecific articles mentioned above.'

43,



V THE CLASSIFICATION OF OUTCOMES

Belting established very little consistency from the file, and

because we were increasingly pressured for time, we turned next to

the attempt to classify the outcome variables in terms of the scheme

developed for this purpose by Professors Tumin and Bressler. It

was hoped that by using this scheme an alternative way of generat-

ing some cogent and systematic theory might be found. In this sec-

tion of the paper, we will present a short description of the scheme

and the procedures used in classifying the variables, some examples

of classified variables which may help to clarify the meanings to

be associated with the various categories in the scheme, and a Sum-

mary of the main prOblems involved in using the scheme.

The scheme was designed to take into account variations in 'mkt,-

comes" that could be attributed to variable characteristics within

the school system. It was designed to classify pupil outcomes (e.g.

"creativity", "literacy ", "capacity for critical thought") and not

consequences for the society(e.g. "industrial prosperity", "democra-

tic electoral system", and "collectivism"). The link between the

"micro" and "macro" levels is at present so poorly established in



sociological theory as to preclude any pretense of valid inference

from one system to another. The model, therefore, contains no pro-

vision for recording the impact of individual behavior on society.

The complete classification scheme can be found in Appendix

Five where it is given geometric representation. Since it has three

dimensions it can be represented as a solid, such that each outcome

variable can (ideally) be placed in one of its cubic spaces. Each

of these cubic spaces then represents the intersection of one cate-

gory from each of the three dimensions. For example, we classify

"educational aspirations" 1.11:

Dimension Category.

(i) Domains Activities involVing cultural heritage

(ii) Facet Knowing

(iii) Aspect Psychic resources of roles

A short preliminary description of the dimensions may aid in

undeistanding how they are used. The first dimension which we have

called "Domains" locates the institutional sphere, or "part of soci-

ety" in which the outcome occurs. The second dimension called "Facets

of Domains" is used to analyze the behavior along the "psychological"

dimension "Knowing, Valuing, Doing". Third the dimension "Aspects



of Domains" is used to classify the outcome variables in terms of

aspects of roles, hence the four most general categories of this

dimension, "Requirements of Role", "Standards and Norms", "Speci-

fications of Role , and "Rewards of Role".

As suggested above, the model is designed to handle "outcome

variables". A discussion of the term "variable" will be found above

In the passage dealing with the techniques used for summarizing the

literature. In brief, by "outcome variable" is meant any character-

istic of a person which is assumed to have been learned within school

or influenced by school experiences. These variables are specified

at fairly high levels of generality, and like all abstractions, denote

differences in content, direction, magnitude and intensity. Thus the

scheme permits us to record "level of educational achievement" and

"capacity for affective relationships" in different categories, but

neither is further differentiated according to "good" o "bad"

"large" or "small", "high" or "low" and so on. The same applies to

a qualitative attribute such as "marital status" which is not sub

ject to quantitative distinctions.. The designations 'single",



"married", "divorced ", "widowed", all fall within the same'category

on the classification scheme.

The procedures used in classifying the variablei were as follows.

Once the variable had been identified by the procedures described

above, and recorded as specified, we took each individual outcome-

variable card from the indexed file, and assigned each of these to

categories on the three dimensions of the scheme. This classification

was recorded on each variable card. When we had assigned categories

to about half of the variables, we returned to the beginning of the

file and checked the code-recode reliabinty of our assignments.

Some examples of variables in the various categories should

further illuminate the meanings associated with the scheme. In

reading these examples, it may be helpful to refer to the appendix

(:ave) in Order to keep the whole conceptual scheme in mind. Firs'

we can illustrate the distinction between the categories in the

Facets dimension. This can be accomplished most easily if we "hold

constant" the other two dimensions, and look at variation only in

the Facets dimension. Consider the f011owing examples:



DOMAIN: Cultural Heritage

ASPECT: Requirements of Role, Knowledge

FACET AND VARIABLES:

(i) Knowing: "Academic achievement (Grade Point Average)"

(ii) Valuing: "Valuation on academic achievement"

(iii) Doing: "Application of knowledge to new contexts"

It is the Facets dimension which records, in this case, the relevant

difference between these three variables. The other two dimensions

record the fact that they also have releNant things in common, namely

that they are all primarily involved in the Cultural Heritage part

as
of society, and that they are all interpretable/knowledge required

to perform roles.

. If we look at the differences between these variables, we can

get a better fix on the import of the Facets dimension. The TApost

Obvious distinction is probably that between the variable "valuation

of academic achievement" and the other two variables. The former is

placed in the valuing category for the obvious reason that it alone

contains an element of "valuing". It alone gives us information about

what a person likes and dislikes. The second distinction, that between

"academic achievement (Grade Point Average)" and "application of know-
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ledge to new contexts", hnges on how we interpret the Doing cate-

gory. The variable "academic achievement" conventionally refers

to the student's demonstration on some test or another that he has

learned a certain amount of the subject of the subject matter taught

within the educational system, that is, that he possesses knowledge

of subject matter. Therefore, we put this variable "academic achieve-

ment" in the Knowing category of the.Facets dimension. In the case

of "application of knowledge to new contexts" we are faced with a

variable in which knowing (knowledge") is made secondary to an acti-

vity ("application to new contexts"), i.e. knowledge itself is here

an instrument in the execution of an activity outside the school

system. For this reason the variable is placed in the Doing cate-

gory.

The decisions in. classification described above may be easier

to understand if they are formulated as abstract "coding rules".

a) If a variable contains some reference to what a person
likes or dislikes then it will be classified under the
Valuing category.

b) If a variable doe6 not contain a reference to liking or
disliking, but denotes some measure of a memorized or learned
activity not manifest as behavior, then it will be classi-
fied as Knowing.
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c) If a variable does not contain a reference to liking or
disliking, and does notdenote some summary measure of
knowledge, but denotes an activity (which may or may not
require knowledge), then the variable is classified Doing.

These coding rules, however, do not exhaust the differences between

the categories of the facets dimension. Consider these further exam-

ples.

DOMAIN: Political

ASPECT: Standards and Norms (Moral and Legal)

FACETS AND VARIABLES

(i) Doing: "extremist politics"

(ii) Knowing: "recognition of government as source of values"

If we look at the difference between these two variables we see that

they are not explained by the above coding rules. Consider, first

of all, "recognition of government as the source of values", which

is certainly not a summary measure of knowledge learned within the

schools. However, it must go in the Knowing category if we are to

retain the conventional meaning of the wordS we use. Recognition is

an element of Knowing) not of Valuing or Doing. We might say that

recognition and knowing have the "cognitive aspect" in common.

Furthermore, "extremist politics" does not really fit into the rules

we have developed for assigning variables to the Doing category. In
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fact, we have put "extremist politics" in the Doing category because

we could not put it in elsewhere. Hence we have further coding princi-

pies .

d) If the coding principles listed above do not work, and if
a variable obviously contains a cognitive element, then
put it in the Knowing category.

e) If the coding principles listed above do not work, and if
a variable contains neither cognitive elements nor elements
of liking or disliking then put it in the Doing 'category.

According to the second coding rule here, Doing is a residual category

in the Facets dimension. Because of this fact, the Doing category

contains a heterogeneous set of variables, only some of which are

capable of being grouped under a single positive definition.

Moving on to the Domains dimension, we can again get a more

definite idea of the coding scheme if we review several actual cases.

Again we "hold constant" the other dimensions so that all relevant

differences in our example are to be explained in terms of the

Domains dimension.

FACET: Doing

ASPECT: Specifications of Role..Routines

DOMAIN AND VARIABLE:

1. Economic: "full time employment at time of high school
graduation"

2. Political: "civic participation in community '.projects"
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3. Primary Group: "marital status"

4. Cultural Heritage: "creativity of research techniques"

Another set of examples, from different categories of the Facet and

Aspect dimensions; follow:

FACET: Valuing

ASPECT: Moral and Legal Standards and Norms

DOMAIN AND VARIABLE:

1. Economic: "acceptance of work discipline"

2. Political: "liberalism of civic attitudes"

3. Socialization/Education: "approval of school integration"

4. Cultural Heritage: "change [over time] in importance
freshmen attach to grades"

We have saa t! above that when we speak of a Domain we have in

mind a part of society. Our use of the Domains categories in this

manner must be made explicit because there is so often confusion

about whether terms like political and economic refer to aspects

of behavior or to major institutions in, or parts of society.

If we had to:mse the Domains to refer to "aspects" of behavior

we would, for example.have used "economic" to refer to "those activi-

ties concerned with the allocation of goods and services" thus includ-

ing in the economic category parts of government organization which
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are here called "political". Similarly a definition of "Political"

in the same terms (aspects of behavior) would have involved "those

activities concerned with the allocation of power", a definition

which would have included any variable related to the allocation

of power in factories (classified under the scheme actually adopted

by us as "economic"), or the allocation of power in any of the other

institutional spheres.

Our use of "Domains" as parts of society may be more explicit

if we list several words which joidtly constitute near-synonyms

for the respective categories:

Political: government, political parties, pressure groups, etc.

Economic: farms, factories, business firms, etc.

Primary Group: families and friendship groups

Socialization: schools, summer camps, universities, etc.

Cultural Heritage: churches, religious organizations, organized
recreational activities, suborganizations of
government, families, schools which are in-
volved predominantly in maintenance of cul-
tural heritage, etc.

These synonyms are neither exhaustive, nor perfectly clear, which

reflects the fact that.Wt.have not found any method which allows

consistent separation of the Domains in the coding process..

The category in the Domains dimension labelled Orientations to
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Self and Others is residual, that is, it includes all or the variables

which could not be assigned to one of the other categories. However,

it does appear to include several sets of variables which have distinc-

tive characteristics in common, and are therefore susceptible to

positive definition. First of all, there is a set of variables which

refer to "purely psychological" processes, without any specification

of the social context in which they occur. Some examples are:

"tolerant attitudes toward others"

"aggressive behavior"

"happiness and well-being"

A second set of variables in this category refer to a dimension of

social relationship which may occur in more than one of the five con-

crete domains

"universalism-particularism"

:'cooperation"

A third set of variables in the category all characterize relations

between nonspecialized, "solidary" groupings (ethnic, racial religious,

class) in societies. The generic example is prejudice toward the out-

group.

The third dimension, Aspects of Domains, was definitely the most
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difficult to use. We have attempted to isolate the reasons for this

difficulty, in order to present them here, though we are not certain

that this analysis is correct. One problem was that we could not

comfortably classify some variables in any category of this dimension;

it does not appear to exhaust all of the outcomes which were taken

from the research literature. Thus, the assignment of some variables

to a.category on this dimension is "forced". This problem had been

solved for the other two dimensions because on each of these there

was one category we could treat as a residual. With the Aspects

dimension there was no obvious residual category.

A much more serious problem, however) was that the conceptual

framework which implicitly underlies the Aspects dimension is more

complicated than are most of the conceptualizations of the variables

the were coded. The conceptual framework of the Aspects dimension

it taken from the sociologidal analysis of institutionalized behavior

patterns. Minimally, this framework involved (1) specification of

a situation in which behavior is expected; (2) specification of who

expects the behavior; (3) specification of from whom the behavior is



expected; (4) specification of what sanctions are contingent on

conformity or deviance from expectations. The same variable may

fall into more than one of the categories in the Aspects dimension

because it does not contain, implicitly or explicitly, information

which. allows us to place it within this conceptual framework (1 to

4).

In our initial investigation of the problems underlying the

"Aspects" dimension we focused attention on its claim to be a Classi-

fication of "Role-related" sets of activities. A role is conventionally

construed as a relatively homogeneous set of expectations held by a

number of persons of some "position" - thus "teacher", "doctor")

"father", "pupil", "politician", etc. The actual homogeneity of the

expectations is an empirical matter. As it turns out, however, most

outcomes reported in the research literature cannot be interpreted

in these terms. For example such variables as "abstract attitudes

in political sphere", "ability to rationalize", "effectiveness of

problem solving" simply have no readily discernable role referent.

Even, however, when outcomes are conceptualized in role terms,

r
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these .designations invariably assist us to locate their "Domains''

but not their "Aspects". So, for example, "occupational skills",

"citizenship skills," "skills of motherhood", and "teaching skills"

refer to diverse institutional spheres ""Domains" in our terms" but

only the word "skills" has any relevance for classification on the

"Aspects" dimension. Accordingly the headings of the major sections

of the Aspects dimension("Requirements of Role", "Specifications of

Role", "Rewards of Role") are misleading in as much as any relation,

any time allocation, any reward can be subsumed under these headings.

To what, then, do these sections of the aspects dimension refer.

Speaking very generally they seem to describe:

1. Orientations to self and others.

This category, of course, recurs from the Domains

dimension, a problem the consequences of which we will dis-

cuss below.

2. "Psychological Characteristics" or "Dispositional States"

This category refers to "capacities" and "motivations"

to perform action patterns without these action patterns

actually being present, i.e. actually specified as the out

come variable. The overlap of this with the first two eate-

gories "Knowing"and "valuing" - on the Facets dimension is
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again obvious and will be further discussed below.

3. Standards and Norms

The whole subsection is here transferred from the ori-

ginal scheme with the addition of one residual category (see

the expanded scheme immediately below). This categorythen

refers to action either normatively (or ideally) defined, or

action not so defined which falls in the added residual.

4. Culture

This category is what is left when action, and actors

have been removed, i.e. it refers to "artifacts and state-

ments about the physical environment.*

By subsuming the original scheme under these headings we are

able partially to resolve ambiguities of classification which were

otherwise beyond solution. In the following rearrangement the original

scheme is set out on the left hand side of the page. The minor head-

ings of this scheme recur in the new scheme on the right and have

been.Zetained for two reasons: first, to enable the reader to see

how they are rearranged and second, since they are the terms around

which our actual coding decisions were made. The letter and number

designations of the subsections of the new scheme (right hand-side)

refer to the location of these same sections on the old scheme and

therefore do not appear in numerical or alphabetical order.
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ORIGINAL REORGANIZED SCHEME

A. Requirements of Role

(i) Relational

(a) Interpersonal
(b) Intergroup

(ii) Knowledge

(iii) Skills

si) Mental

b) Physical,-

(iv) Resources

. (a) Material
(b) Human
(c) Psychic

B. Standards and Norms

(i) Moral and Legal

(ii) Aesthetic

(iii) Style and Manners

C. Specifications of Role

(i) Routines

.(ii) Time Allocations

(iii) Space and Movement

D. Rewards of Role

(i) Property

(ii) Power

(iii) Psychic

11) Interpersonal
b) Intrapersonal

1. Orientations to Self and Others
to Self

D(iii) (a) Psychic - Interpersonal

D(iii) (b) Psychic - Intrapersonal

** to Others

A(i) (a) Relational - Interpersonal
(b) Relational - Intergroup

D ii) Power

2. psychological Characteristics
(Dispositional States)

A(ii) Knowledge

A

lin) (a) Skills - Mental
A iii) (b) Skills - Physical

iv) (b) Resources - Human
A(iv) (c) Resources - Psychic

3. Standards and Norms

B(i) Moral and Legal
B(ii) Aesthetic
B(iii) Style 'and Manners
C(i) Routines

Culture

A(iv) (a) Resources - Material
C ii) Time Allocations
C iii) Space and Movement
D i) Property



This regrouping of the categories helps to explain the way in

which we used the categories, since it groups together what we took

to be alternative, or near-alternative categories. Thus, for example,

the categories "mental skill" (A(iii)(a)) and "ychic resource"

CA(iv)(c)) often occurred to us as alternatives for variables such

as "creativity". Similarly, the categories "material resources"

(Miv)(a)).and "property" (D(1)) tend to refer to similar things,

e.g. money and buildings.

The way in which this revised Aspects scheme was used implicitly

by us in classification is complex since it was used for those vari-

ables with which we could not immediately associate a category of the

old scheme. Thus, for example, whereas the variable "tendency to

generalize affective relationships" is classifiable easily on the old

scheme since it contains the term "relationship", near identical with

the word "A(i) relational", the variable "racial prejudice" requires

that we first ask, "What is this variable?" Our answer is that it is

an "orientation to others", the "others" being a racial group, and

therefore that it refers to a "relation" with a group racially de-

fined.
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The utility of rearranging the subcategories of the old scheme,

however, can be demonstrated in another way; by showing how this re-

arrangement enables us to predict the distribution of outcome vari-

ables on the other dimensions of the original classification scheme.

If the regrouping holds good, a number of "overlaps" with the other

two dimensions of the classification scheme - Facets and Domains -

are made clear. First, section 1 of the revised Aspects dimension

is identical with section 6 of the Domains dimension: both are labelled

"Orientations to Self and Others". If these two categories had been

used to mean exactly the same thing, then it would follow that any

variable classified under one of these sections would automatically

fall in the other. This is not so for two reasons. First, category

6 of the Domains dimension was used residually so that not only does

it include more variables than does its counterpart on the Aspects

dimension, but even variables which are clearly "Orientations to

Self and Others" only fall in this category if they do not contain

a specific reference to the first five Domains. Nevertheless, from

the overlap of the two categories it could be expected that most of

the variables from "Orientations to Self and Others" on the Aspects
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dimension would fall in "Orientations to Self and Others" on the

Domains dimension, and this turns out to be so. A total of *54 varia-

bles is classified in this way on the Aspects dimension and of these

36 fall into category 6; Orientations to Self and Others on the Do-

mains.

Second, a similar prediction can be made for those sub-headings

which are relocated under the revised heading "Psychological Charac7

teristics". .Since these refer to dispositional states rather than

action, one would not expect variables located here on the Aspects

dimension to fall under Doing on the Facets dimension. This picture

is again confused by our use. of Doing on the Facets dimension as the

residual for Knowing and Valuing, nevertheless, of a total of 226

Psychological Characteristics, only 15 are classified under the Facet

Doing.

With the third category on the revised scheme, since "norms"

imply valuing it could be expected that any variable falling under

section (B) 2n the original scheme, or under the first three categories

of (3) on the revised scheme would fall under Valuing on the Facets

* Note: See Appendix Five for the distribution of outcome variables

over the classification scheme.
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dimension. This is true for 33 out of 45 variables. Of the remaining

12, 8 fall into Knowing, an anomaly explained by the fact that it

is possible to "know about valuing". With the residual category for

standards and norms, "Routines" (C(i)) on the original, the category

in which we place variables referring to action where "valuing" is

not implied, we can predict that anything falling in this category

will come under the Facet "Doing" which is used in exactly the same

way for the Facets Dimension. This prediction holds true for 16

cases with one single seventeenth exception.

Finally: with the fourth category we cannot make predictions

about the scatter of variables-on the other two dimensions. One

would expect not to have anything from the category "Culture" on

the revised scheme in the category Doing on the Facets dimension.

does one perform something which is essentially a non-action? This

would be so, had we not used Doing as the residual for the Facets

dimension and placed in it any variable where we could not inter "Know-

ing" or "Valuing" so that for example 11 "time allocations" are "Done".

The problems involved with the Aspects dimension are thus consi-

derable and suggest that this category above all needs extensive re-
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vision in such a way as to make it independent of the other two di-

mensions.



GOALS-MEANS ANALYSIS

;



1. For the moment we have abandonned the distinction between goals

and means as originally used, since, as has been pointed out, it is

possible to distinguish means-goals chains in endless sequences such

that the position of a given preference statement relative to one other

related statement, rather than the intrinsic characteristics of the pre-

ference statement, determine whether it is classified "goals" o

Thus for example the preference statement concerning

"full utilization of intellectual powers"

appears in M.11 as a means to the goal,

"means ".

"surviving as a democracy in an age of enormous technolog-

ical and social complexity."

whereas an almost identical statement to the former appears also

as a goal (G.12)

"helping each student achieve his optimum intellectual

development."

2. We are thus.at present, dealing merely with preference state-

ments: these appear to fall into two broad categories which in turn

can be broken down.

A) Preference statements
of the school system.

B) Preference statements
educational process.

A) The school system

which refer to desired characteristics

which refer to desired "outcomes" of the

1.
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It should first be pointed out that it may be necessary to break

this category down and introduce a third major category to include

desired relationships between educational systems and other systems

in terms of "inputs ". This category would not only include the "equality

of opportunity" debate, but also statement about who should control edu-

cational systems, desirable amounts of finance, etc.

Setting aside his problem, however, we now can see the preference

statements about educational systems along the lines of the general

"models" of those systems discussed at previous meetings. The preference

statements can be classified as follows:-

(i) characteristics of actors

a) pupils

b) teachers

c) administrators

We have yet to find an example of (c), though some may be expected

to occur, as may more explicit desired role-occupant characteris-

tics, e.g., desired attributes of "superintendents ".

(ii) characteristics of relationships

These assumedly involve any relationship which is possible

under (i) characterized in terms which need not concern us at pre-

sent.

(iii) characteristics of "facilities"

iii
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(a) e.g., written knowledge

(b) e.g., buildings

These bear a remarkable resemblance (and for reasons which we

shall come to) to the three general systems of "action theory" --

"personality system", "social system" and the residual "cultural system".

(N.B. Many of the statements which can be classified under this head-

ing appear in the original classification scheme as "means" statements):

B) Outcomes

All statements classifiable as outcomes appear to refer ultimately

to desired characteristics of the products of the educational system,

that is to desired characteristics of erstwhile pupils. The form in

which these statements may be made, however, is various. Thus, for

example, the preferred outcome

"skills to the economy"

can only refer to actors possessing skills relevant to certain

occupations, although the original appears to state a relationship

between "educational system" and "economic system". This is merely

another way of saying that in a "relationship" between two structures

which is mediated (mly by the passage of actors from one structure to
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the other, then it is the intervening psychological variables (i.e.

"characteristics of actors") which are the appropriate subject of study.,

From this it can in fact be seen that in general we are dealing

under this heading with statements of the following form:-

educational system learned ability to perform

as location of learning that action

desired
action

The logic of this process fairly obviously proceeds from right to left:

that is, the preferred outcome is a desired action which is then attri-

buted to the actor as a learned characteristic, and the learning pro-

.cess located in the school system. Indeed, both sociological theory

and the range of goal statements which have looked at assume, the former

explicitly and the latter implicitly, that any action is or can be

learned (It is, furthermore rather difficult to avoid this assumption,

since the categories "learned" and "innate" appear to be exhaustive).

It is only one step further to suggest that this learning can take

place within the educational system, and the statements admit of no

limits to the capacity of educational systems. It follows from these

considerations, however, that if one is to treat desired actions as

goals, a general classification of action of the Parsonian type would



be relevant to the analysis of goal statements.

It should, however, be pointed out that those preference state- 1

ments about outcomes which we can identify as referring to action or

action patterns are in a minority. Residually we can identify at leatt

two more types of statement.

A) Those which do not mean anything (i.e. those statements

which have no operational specification

or can be given none)

This category can be subdivided into:-

1) general statements which judge the educational system

to be inadequate, but are not sufficiently explicit

for us to be able to identify any of the elements which

Are inadequate.

e.g. "Better high school education is essential both

to raise the calibre of students entering college

and to provide the best training possible for those

who end education with the twelfth grade".

(N.B. Statements such as this should be treated with extreme

caution even where the terms can be given operational speci-

fication, since the internal logic of the statements implies

the inadequacy of goal achievement, and hence presupposes the

outcome of the whole project which is being undertaken).

1i) statements involving values (Which, sociological

theory to the contrary, do not appear to be opera-

tional terms) These are most frequently found as

relating education to "democracy", "liberty ", "free-.
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doe, etc. We simply do not know what is meant

by statements such as "To develop for the'regula-

tion of one's personal civic life a code of beha-

vior based on ethical princeples consistent with

democratic ideslls."

B) Those which deal only with a psychological variable (charac-

teristic of an actor)

This category can again be subdivided

i) those where the characteristics stated coincide

with dimensions of personality and thus can be

conceptualized in terms of existing psychology

. e.g. statements about "motivation"

statements about "intellectual capacities"

ii) those where there is no such coincidence

e.g. "developing personality"

(The latter category again may merely refer to those

statements about the psychological make up of actors to

which we can give no more explicit specification,.i.e.

to those statements which do not mean anything.)

3. It seems that we are dealing with the following general schema.

I Educational--10,II.Characteristics of actors/
systems

Intervening psychological
variables

IIII.Actionsfoutputs
to structures.

The logic of most preference statements proceeds from right to

left, butthe actual statements may be made to refer to any of the boxes.

(In general, a statement which is logically related to another to the
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the right will be found in the original classification as a means

statement) The educational process proceeds from left to right.

The problem now is quite obviously "How do we proceed?" The

alternatives appear to be to develop a classification scheme based on

either box I. or box II. The former looks remarkably like "personality

theory", the latter remarkably like "general action theory", both are

fairly obviously problematic OOOOO ..(As one test of whether we

are dealing with a classification scheme involving "any action" we

tried to think of an action which we could not impute to educational

systems as a goal statement of the type with which we have been deal-

ing. The only actions which we could not view as goals appeared to

be in some sense "unlearned" and to fall outside the explanatory frame-

work of sociology as a science.)
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AN EXP:il...I.NTATION OF THE FILE



The file contains three sorts of colored cards) red, blue and

white. The red and blue cards contain the summaries of the articles

and books) and a green marking along the top edge of any card indi-

cates a book source. The white cards are individual variable cards.

Summaries of Articles

Since the articles themselves tend'to be more systematically ex-

pressed than the books) those cards summarizing articles include most

information. Each article has at least two cards, one red, one blue:

some long or excessively complex articles have two or three cards of

each color. On the front,of the red card appears a list of the varia-

bles) together with definitions of these variables (where given or im-

plied) and measures used (where measurement was made). On the back of

the red card is a brief description of the sample and methodology used

in the article. On the front of the blue card appears the theory and

relationships between variables considered it, the article. These rela-

tionships are expressed symbolically and explained in the text above.

The numbering of the variables corresponds to the numbering on the

pink card. On the back of the blue card is a summary of the evidence



for the relationships stated schematically on the front of this card.

The following is an example of an article summarized.
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Individual Variable Cards

Once the task of summarizing was completed each variable was copied

onto a separate white card (see below) and repeated for as many.entries

as were thought necessary in an alphabetized file. Examples of two of

the variables from the article by Coleman above are given below. The

punched holes along the top of this card indicate classification of

the variable into "input": "system characteristic": or "outcome".
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Summaries of Books

We began this summary using the same format as we had used for

the articles. It was2 however2 quickly discovered that since most of

the books are speculative and non-empirical most of the format was re-

dundant. We could not add "definition" or "measurement" to our list

of variales, nor describe the methodology, nor summarize evidence

for relationships since none of these existed. Three of the four

sides of our two cards thus came to be unused, and with the books we

came to take down only the propositions in their symbolic form, noting

evidence beneath the propositions on the rare occasions on which evi-

dence was given. Book summaries thus include for the most part only

schematically represented propositions and the color of the card (Both

red and blue are used) is irrelevant.
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EXAMPLES OF CLASSIFIED VARIABLES



KNOWING

ECONOMIC

12 A) REQUIREMENTS OF ROLE ability to earn living 2

46 REQUIREMENTS OF ROLE
(ii) knowledge

383 A) REQUIREMENTS OF ROLE
(iii) skills

588 A) REQUIREMENTS OF ROLE
(iii) skills

(a) mental

POLITICAL

success/failure in college 3
curriculum germane to occu-
pational choice

industrial skills

nuMbbrYof adequate per- 2
sons available for re-
search

113 REQUIREMENTS OF ROLE political awareness 7
(ii) knowledge

PRIMARY GROUP

689 A) REQUIREMENTS OF ROLE inter-sex understanding 2
(iii) skills

(a) mental

362 B) STANDARDS AND NORMS recognition of home as 1
source of values and
standards

CULTURAL HERITAGE

345
perception of increased . 1
probability of attending
graduate school

17, 34, 108, A) REQUIREMENTS OF ROLE 17 - academic achieve 62
391 (ii) knowledge went (grade point

average
34 - level of education

achieved
108 - cultural awareness
391 - lack of presence of

information



CULTURAL HERITAGE

2, 9, 373, 468

KNOWING

A) HMI.* NTS OF ROLE
(iii) skills

(a) mental

.REQUIREMENTS OF ROTE
(iii) skills

(b) physical

185 B) STANDARDS AND NORMS

ORIENTATIONS TO
SELF AND OTHERS

15.1 A) REQUIREMENTS OF ROLE
(i) relational

(a) interpersonal

114, 122-145,
563

A) REQUIREMENTS OF ROLE
(ii) knowledge

530 A) REQUIREMENTS OF ROLE
(iii) skills

11, 186, 2C6 A) REQUIREMENTS OF ROLE
(iii) skills

(a) mental

676 A) REQUIREMENTS OF ROLE
(iv) resources

(c) psychic

2 - ability to analyze 21
9 - ability to generalize
373 - imagination
468 - linguistic Skills

non-academic achievement
(sporting prowess)

1

common sense-science cri- 1
teria for. accepting evidence

15 - self-concept of
ability

111 - awareness of persons
other than self and
immediate primary
groups

capability for social 6
relations

114 - social awareness 33
122-145 - racial pre-

Oudice
563 - likelihood of opinion

change by students

new skills 1

11 - leadership ability 6
186 - essential communi-

cation; skills
203 - creativity

development of self 3
definition



KNOWING

ORIENTATIONS TO
SELF AND OTHERS,

459 B) STANDARDS AND NORMS learning of norms 3

775 B) STANDARDS AND NORMS understanding of values 3
(i) moral and. legal

115 C) SPECIFICATIONS OF ROLE awareness of times other
(ii) time allocations than immediate presence

1 SPECIFICATIONS OF. ROLE awareness of places other 2
(W.) space and move- than own locality

went

D) REWARDS OF ROLE minority-group sense 4
(iii) psychic of personal humiliation

(b) interpersonal



ECONOMIC

93

507

POLITICAL

405

VALUING

A) REQUIRMENTS OF ROLE
(iv) resources

(c) psychic

B) STANDARDS AND NORMS
(i) moral and legal

REWARDS OF ROLE
(i) property

A) RETIREMENTS OF ROLE
(i) rel4tional

(b) intergroup

102 A) REQUIRMENTS OF ROLE
(iii) skills

(a) mental

171 A) REQUIREMENTS OF ROLE
(iv) resources

(c) psychic

101, 105, 233, B) STANDARDS AND NORMS
571 (i) moral

PRIMARY GROUP

308 A) REQUIREMENTS OF ROLE
(iv) resources

. (b) personnel

SOCIALIZATION

. '83 B) STANDARDS AND NORMS
(i) moral and legal

xxxv

occupational aspirations 4

acceptance of work dis- 1
cipline

likelihood of valuing job 1
for money rather than
"prospects"

interest in national
affairs

abstract attitude in
political sphere

development of citizenship 2
responsibility

101 - political attitudes 14
105 - minority group dis-

respect of authority
233 - democratic values
571 - punishment-reform in

penological theory

desired family size 1

approval of school inte- 2

gration



VALUING

SOCIALIZATION

238 D) REWARDS OF ROLE
(iii) psychic

CULTURAL HERITAGE

22

18, A) REQUIREMENTS OF ROLE
(ii) knowledge

92, 192 A) REQUIREMENTS OF ROLE
(iv) resources

(c) psychic

590 B) STANDARDS AND NORMS
(i) moral and legal

ORIENTATIONS TO
SELF AND OTHERS

197

754 A) REQUIREMENTS OF ROLE
(i) relational

104, 472

404, 407

58

A) REQUIREMENTS OF ROLE
(i) relational

(a) interpersonal

A) REQUIREMENTS OF ROLE
(i) relational

(b) intergroup

A) REQUIREMENTS OF ROLE
(iii) skills

(a) mental

felt disappointment of 2
prospect (of not com-
pleting college)

proportion of students who 1
value scholastic attainment

valuation on scholastic. 6
achievement, positive/
negative

92 - educational aspiration 15
192 - serious concern for

ideas

traditionalism-secularism
in social philosophy

non-conservatism

tolerance

104 - tolerant attitude 5
toward persons

472 - loyalty

404 - interest in minority It

group problems
407 - international under-

standing

achievement motivation 2



. ORIENTATIONS TO
SELF AND OTHERS

74, 8o

27

59, 99

VALUING

A) REQUIREMENTS OF ROLE
(iv) resources

(c) psychic

B) STANDARDS AND NORMS

71 - collective lack
of motivation

80 - anxiety

33

accepting of norms 5

B) STANDARDS AND NORMS 59 - achievement norms 14
(i) moral and legal 99 - liberal attitude on

social issues

24o C) SPECIFICATIONS OF ROLE acceptance of work discien : .1
(i) routines pline

26 C) SPECIFICATIONS OF ROLE acceptance of change
. (ii) time allocations

76 D) REWARDS socio-economic ambition

659 D) ,REWARDS

(ii) psychic
(a) intrapersonal

satisfaction

3



ECONOMIC

61, 161

389

DOING77.!

A) REQUIREMENTS OF ROLE

540 A) REQUIREMENTS OF ROLE
(i) relational

198 A) REQUIREMENTS OF ROLE
(iii) skills

. (a) mental

486 A) REQUIREMENTS OF ROLE
(iv) resources

(b) human

179, 348 C) SPECIFICATIONS OF ROLE
(i) routines

543 D) REWARDS OF ROLE

545 D) REWARDS OF ROLE
(i) property

562

POLITICAL

187

REWARDS OF ROLE
(iii) psychic

CO interpersonal

A) REQUIREMENTS OF ROLE
(i) relational

(b) intergroup

800 B) STANDARDS AND NORMS
(i) moral and legal

61 - occupational
achievement

161 - choice of occupati on

occupational inflexibility 1

job adjustment 1

discrimination among con- 2,

sumer products

shortage of scientific
manpower

3

179 - clerical work 5.
348 - employment full time

at graduation

selection of occupation in- 2
volving personal gain

low income or not

occupational status

2

1

involvement of students 1
in struggle against' world
communism

likelihood of voting 3



POLITICAL

267, 170

rixanG7J,_

C) SPECIFICATIONS OF ROLE
(i) routines

188 D) REWARDS OF ROLE
(iii) psychic grati-

fications

PRIMARY GROUP

160, 483 A) REQUIREMENTS OF ROLE
(i) relational

(a) interpersonal

226 A) REQUIREMENTS OF ROLE
(iii) skills

(a) mental

309 A) REQUIREMENTS OF ROLE
(iv) resources

(a) material

476 A) REQUIREMENTS OF ROLE
(iv) resources

(b) human

8o6 . C) SPECIFICATIONS OF ROLE
,(i) routines

69 C) SPECIFICATIONS OF ROLE
(ii) time allocations

SOCIALIZATION

747 A) REQUIREMENTS OF ROLE
.(iv) resources

(b) human

CULTURAL HERITAGE

377 A) REQUIREMENTS OF ROLE
(i) relational

(a) interpersonal

167 - civic pariicipa- 4

tion and community
projects

success in the fight against 1
world communism

160 - rigidity-permissive- 7
ness in child-rearing
patterns

483 - extent of marital
stability

formality /deliberation of, 1

marriage planning or not

requirement of support from 1
man by family-of-procreation

number of marriages by a 1

person

widowhood-other 5

median age at divorce 11

number of talented persons 1

available for teaching

recreational development
of individual
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CULTURAL HERITAGE

394 A) REQUIREMENTS OF ROLE application of knowledge 1
(ii) knowledge to new contexts
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SELF AND OTHERS
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67 - adult life 4
106 - autonomy and freedom
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(i) relational 473 - lying
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(a) interpersonal

A) REQUIREMENTS OF ROLE utilization of potential 2
(iii) skills

(a) mental
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(iv) resources

(c) psychic

minority-group members of 4
middle class withdrawel
and submissive behavior

STANDARDS AND NORMS rebellious behavior 2

STANDARDS AND NORMS, rate of juvenile delin- 1
(i) legal moral quency

C) SPECIFICATIONS OF ROLE practice in self-discipline 1
(i) routines

358 - physical health
591 vigor
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In order to test the usefulness of the Bressler-Tumin models of

educational goals and outcomesl in actual school systems, a small case

study was undertaken. Officials of the New Jersey Department of Educa-

tion in Trenton and of the Princeton (New Jersey) Regional Schools were

contacted and their cooperation obtained. They made available, in dis-

cussions and through published materials, a great deal of information

regarding the functions and achievements of the offices and schools.

In discussions, and while studying materials provided by the

schools, it became apparent that there were enormous gaps in the know-

ledge the State's Department of Education had about actual goals and

accomplishments of the local schools. It also quickly became evident

that the local schools had a somewhat clearer idea of their own accomp-

lishments than the Department of Education had of the local accomplish-

ments. There were great differences between the amount of information

the local schools had and that requested or collected by the State; the

local schools had much more information on accomplishments than the

State required.

It seemed important to describe briefly the kinds of information

the schools have of their own goals and accomplishments, the informa

tion the Department of Education has concerning the goals and accomp -

lishments of the local schools, the discrepancies between the State and

1 See Appendix B for an outline of the model used.
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local information, and the probable reasons for these discrepancies. A

description of the case study will be found in Appendix A.2

2 The case study was carried out over a period of several months by
Ise li K. Krauss and Margaret M. Waldron, research assistants.



THE NEW JERSEY DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

The Department of Education is composed of several divisions under the

overall supervision of the Commissioner of Education. Within the Division of

Administration are Personnel Services, Public Information, Print Shop, Teacher

Education and Certification, Adult Education, Academic Credentials, Civil De-

fense, Adult Education Project, Machine Services, and other miscellaneous

offices. Two offices of major concern to the investigation, Office of Statistical

Services and Federal Assistance Programs, are also in this division.

The Division of Business and Finance covers matters of budget, school

planning including architecture, building construction and transportation.

Controversies and Disputes are handled in a division set up for that purpose. The

State Library, Archives and History constitute one division, The State MuSeum,

another.

The Division of Curriculum and Instruction is quite large with sections for

Secondary Education, Primary Education, Guidance and Testing, Special Edu-

cation, Early Childhood Education and others. In addition, the Division makes

use of consultants in several fields such as arts and humanities, scisnce, Eng-

lish and reading. The Division of Vocational Education is also quite large , cover-

'ing areas such as private trade shcools, veterans training, agricultural education,

home economics, technical training, industrial arts, office occupations and

business education. County coordinators for vocational education (Camden County,

Gloucester County and Hudson County) and the Newark Manpower-Training



Skills Center are also covered by this division. The Marie H. Katzenbach

School for the Deaf is in a division of its own.

Five offices were recommended as being the most likely to have

goal and outcome material available.

(1) Division of Business and Finance

(2) Division of Vocational Education

(3) Office of Statistical Services (Division of Administration)

(4) Federal Assistance Programs (Division of Administration)

(5) Division of Curriculum and Instruction

A description of the materials each of these divisions provided and the type

of information contained in each publication follows.

1 Division of Business and Finance

The primary contribution of this office was the Fifteenth Annual

Report of the Commissioner of Education, a summary of financial statistics of

school districts. Revenues, expenditures, enrollment and personnel data for each
school district in the state are presented in a format allotting one page per

school district. Summary pages for counties and for the entire state precede

the 595 local district reports. No mention of goals or outcomes of education is

made. The book merely states where the money for each district comes from

and how it is spent. In theory it might be possible to guess what aspects of the

educational program are most important to a particular district by studying how

the available money is spent and from that information determine the education-

al goals of a district. But that seems risky. One must assume that the money

spent reflects the importance of a program, and fu rtherthat one can know
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all the possible educational goals from which the local administration had

chosen the ones they would try to achieve. The summaries of expenditures

in the Annual Report are too general for these assumptions to be met.

It was in the offices of the Division of Business and Finance that a

copy of Division Accomplishments of 1965-1966 and Goals for 1966-1967 came

to light. Although no one had suggested that it might be relevant, it proved

to be one of the most productive sources of goal and outcome statements. Each

year, all divisions submit statements of accomplishments for the preceding year.

and separate statements of goals for the forthcoming year. The accomplishments

are listed in the first section of the book and the goals in the latter section.

White it is true that more statements of educational aims and educational achieve-

ments were gathered from this book than from any other single source, the total

number of separate goal statements found was smaller than might have been

expected, given the large number of officials and divisions reporting. The goals

and accomplishments listed were not so much those of education as of adminis-

tration. The Division of Curriculum and.Instruction listed all the conferences

attended by representatives of the Division, the Center for Psycho-Social Studies

listed meetings attended on such matters as research design and methods of recor-

ding student data. These Divisions, then, outlined accomplishments and goals of

their own personnel and offices rather than those of education per se in the State.



In this particular report, the emphasis is on formal efforts made from these offices

to improve education in some way or to change local school conditions -with little

evidence presented of impact or effects of these efforts.

All this is not to say that the goals and outcomes of the divisions of

the State Department of Education are irrelevant to education. The goals de-

scribed for the divisions in most cases are intended to make better education

available to more students whatever their district. The stated goal of the

Division of Curriculum and Instruction, "To work with the problems of assess-

ment as a key to instructional improvement, " while not a goal of education in

terms of desired behavioral characteristics of students, can certainly be

thought of as potentially contributing to certain desired behavioral character-

istics of students.

S2) Division of Vocational Education

Most of the data for this division was obtained from the record of division

accomplishments and goals discussed above. This division stated its accomp-

lishments and goals in a very different fashion from the other divisions. Many

accomplishments and goals were in terms of specific behavior hoped for or

observed for vocational students in each of many areas. For example, there

was specific mention of programs intended to provide potential drop-outs

with vocational skills, programs intended to help nurses who had not been

active in the profession recently to regain nursing skills and programs to

-6-



provide jobs for vocational program graduates. This particular division origin-

ates and directs many programs. Most of ,1 othr!r Wvisions tend to act in an

advisory capacity with their aims being to aid and assist the local school dis-

tricts achieve their aims.

Office of Statistical Services,

The director of the Office of Statistical Services provided a compre-

hensive understanding of the central record-keeping functions of the Depart-

ment of Education. Information on finances, enrollment, etc. was readily

available, but substantive information on the outcomes of education for

New Jersey students was not being handled by this Office. Much information

on educational outcomes was collected in a rather random fashion by various

offices, but it was not on a form that the Statistical Services staff could use,

had it been collected by a single office.

Several interesting and comprehensive publications are issued by this

office. One with a long self-explanatory title is: Survey of Grade Spans

Enrollment Pu ills on Half Session Pu ills in Substandard Classrooms and

Number of Certificated Personnel in Each New lersev School by County

and District. One of the most interesting publicatiorsis the summary report

of teacher vacancies circulated each August and January. This report lists

all vacancies for each school in the state, making schools aware of vacancies
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in other schools. Referrals of candidates are made simply and quickly on the

basis of these reports. This publication does not &al directly with educational

goals or outcomes but is certainly not of negligable importance to the educa-

tion process.

(4) Federal Assistance Programs

The Title I programs funded by the Elementary and Secondary Education

Act of 1965 are coordinated by members of the New Jersey Department of

Education. Each local school district wishing to receive funds for a project

under Title I must submit a proposal to the Title I Office for approval. At the

completion of the project, an evaluation is carried ou t by the state Title I

Office based on evidence submitted by the local schools and on a visit to the

school itself by a Title I official. The proposals and evaluations must include

goals and outcomes. The state office then canpiles tables of projects com-

pleted with the aims and outcomes of each. The schools must choose among

objectives suggested on the Title I application form and must report accomplish-

ments by choosing among alternatives listed on the evaluation form. Spaces

for "Other" are provided but the information in that category from one school

is put together with information from a diffe rent school with a different pro-

gram, and all together labeled "Other. " The local schools choose among



objectives such as: "To improve performance as measured by standardized

achievement tests," " To improve children's verbal functioning, " "To improve

the children's self-image, " "To reduce the rate and severity of disciplinary

problem and 'To improve the physical health of the children. " These

objectives are among those listed for the five categories of objectives: Achieve-

ment, Ability, Attitudes, Behavior and Conditions Related to Learning. Each

category includes an Other designation as well.

On the evaluation instrument, outcomes are designated by the following

category names: Achievement, Attitudes, Behavior, Other, Teacher Growth

and Parents. Sample objectives for these categories are respectively: "Reading, "

"Mental Health, " "Citizenship, " "Cultural Enrichment, " ('Speech Correction" and

"Physical Health and Fitness" also come under this Other category) "Professional

Activity. " and "Improved Home-School Relationships. " In the evaluation process

the schools also classify each project as Substantial Progress Anhieved, Some

Progress or Little or No Progress. Standardized test results are also reported if
available.

Although the evaluations of the Title I projects are not carried out using

the same descriptive terms used in the proposals for the projects, the State

Title I office has on file large numbers of specific aims and outcomes for

education projects. In the information collected on the Vocational Education

Division there were many goal and outcome statements, probably because the

programs were often originated or closely directed by the division. In con-
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trast, the information on goals and outcomes of the Title I projects are avail-

able through the state offices because these projects must be approved and

evaluated by the state Title I people.

(5) .Division of Curriculum and Instruction

Elementary Education

Elementary education in the state of New Jersey is a very local matter.

Elementary 'schools in this state do not need state approval of programs or

curriculum. but are charged with the responsibility to prepare students for high

school. The only information the state offices have on elementary outcomes

and objectives is informal and gathered during meetings with local school

officials or at annual meetings, etc. Some Title I information could be expected

to get back to these offices, too. The function of the Elementary Education

office is almost entirely a consulting one. Information and assistance are

available to the schools whenever requested.

A committee has recently been established to develop a guide book for

self-evaluation at the classroom level for elementary schools. Though there

will be no state requirement to complete such self-evaluations, there are great

hopes that many schools will take advantage of the opportunity for self-evaluation.
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The director of this office is quite enthusiastic about the prospects of the

self-evaluation but, for a variety of reasons, not in favor of state-wide eval-

uation of elementary schools on the basis of standardized test results. The

major objection is that it is unfair to compare test scores of students from

schools serving communities with differing needs and educational programs.

Two of the publications of the elementary education office were concerned

with educational practices, one reporting the various practices employed in the

state during the school year 1962-1963 and one reporting practices discusse

at a conference on educational innovations being carried out by New Jersey

elementary schools. This office also made available a pamphlet, "This We

Be li(:ve, " consisting of a wide ranging statement of educational objectives.

This pamphlet was not published by the Department of Education, but by the

Department of Elementary School Principals of the New Jersey Education Associa-

tion.

Secondary Education

The Department of Education has a much more direct role in the functioning

of local'high schools than of elementary schools. Secondary schools must be

evaluated every five years to obtain state approval. This approval which makes the

diploma valid and permits the transfer of credits is attendant upon the following:

A self-study carried out by the faculty and staff of each secondary school

b. The submission of statistics

c. A visitation by the County Superintendent and a representative of the

New Jersey Department of Education
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a. Self Study

For the required sel f-study, a booklet entitled Guidelines for Approval Through

Self- Studv for New er seysessi31cfiar Schools is furnished each school. Cer-

tain parts of the School Law are reportGcl along with several requirements of

the State Bcard of Education. Of the 14 School Law requirements presented,

10 concern physical health, mental health and safety; two, patriotism; one,

United States history and one, teacher certification. Of the 14 State Board

of Education requirements presented, four concern the granting of diplomas

and academic credits; five, health and safety; one, administration time re-

sponsibilities; two, athletic contests and two, special classes for handicapped

children.

An outline for comprehensive study is also suggested in this booklet

and includes the following topics:

(1) Administration

(2) Supervision and Curriculum Development

(3) Instruction

(4) Instructional Materials

(5) Pupil Personnel Services

(6) Co- curricular Program

(7) Health and Nutrition Services

(8) Community Relation

(9) School Plant, Site and Equipment
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b. Submission of statistics

The required statistics report certain educational outcomes as well as admin-

istration and teaching information. The following data must be submitted:

Enrollment figures

Distribution of classes by size

Student class load

Letter grade information

Graduate follow-up information

Academic offerings

Activities and clubs

Teaching load

Professional preparation of staff

Staff certification

Staff membership

Staff experience and length of service

C. Visitation

The County Superintendent of Schools visits the school either by himself or

in company with members of his staff for the purpose of reviewing the self-

study with the local administration and faculty. The visitation affords an

opportunity to discuss the problems of the school, review and suggest plans

for the future and to suggest possible sources of aid and assistance.
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In addition to the approval by the State Board of Education, many

schools seek approval every ten years by the Middle States' Association

of Colleges and Secondary Schools.

The Office of Secondary Education published a pamphlet entitled

"High School Organization in New Jersey" which offers a general introduc-

tion to the schools in the state. General purposes in the broadest of terms

are related. The statements are phrased in such a way that it is quite clear

that not every school embraces all of these aims. One such cautious state-

ment is: "The better public high schools endeavor to provide for most of the

educational needs of all the youth of the community. " Statewide outcome

data appears occasionally in the periodical "Secondary School Bulletin. "

The February 1968 issue was devoted to the follow-up of the New Jersey

public high school graduates of the previous June.

Additional goal and outcome information for this Division was found

in the Division Accomplishments and Goals discussed on page 4.

Limitations on Goal and Outcome Data Collection,

Nearly everyone contacted stated with no hesitation that more and

better evidence of educational outcomes was needed. Several of the state

representatives had page after page and book after book of statistical infor-

mation, none of which had any direct evidence of educational outcomes.

There were statistics covering such aspects of the education system as

school-by-school finances, architectural requirements and the number of
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conventions attended. None of this information is unimportant. It does not,

however, give direct evidence of educational goals or outcomes.

Some specific limitations on the usefulness of the information gathered

are listed below.

(1) The administrative nature of the functions of the New Jersey Depart-

ment of Education limits the amount and type of goal and outcome information

offered or collected by the Department. The publications of the Department

are primarily activity reports of the various Offices and give little evidence of

the effect on educational outcomes of these activities.

sources of goal and outcome material reported by the State are

not identical. More goal statements originate from the Department of Education

than from local schools; outcome statements refer to and depend upon informa-

tion provided by the local schools rather than by the Department of Education.

(3) The schools of New Jersey are primarily under local control. Much

evaluation information and policy information remain with the local school.

(4) There is little use made of standardized test results outside the local

schools except for fulfilling the Title I program requirements.

(5) Although every Office contacted in the Department of Education was

cooperative and willing to supply whatever materials they had, it was difficult

to obtain relevant information. For instance, a good deal of effort was spent

in trying to locate an important study on the New Jersey high schools which

was prepared for the State and an independent outside organization. Both the
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independent organization and the Department of Education referred us to the

other group as neither could find a copy of the written report, although one

copy of the statistical report of the study was eventually found.

THE PRINCETON, NEW JERSEY, REGIONAL SCHOOLS

Princeton public schools are organized on a 5-3-4 basis. That is, the

elementary schools comprise grades kinciergarden through five;. the middle

schools, grades six through eight; .and the high school, grades nine through

twelve. The materials from the regional schools were collected from each

school of the syStem and transmitted to us by the Assistant to the Superinten-

dant, over a period of several weeks.

Regional Information

A statement of School Board Policy for the Princeton Regional. Schools

was issued in 1966 when the Township and Borough schools were consoli-

dated. The statement, actually a series of many statements, covers matters

of policy from class size to faculty leaves of absence. The first statement,

a general statement of philosophy, and purposes, was originally used by the

Princeton Township schools (it is dated 1964) but apparently not by the

Borough Schools. According to school officials, the statement can be assumed

to represent regional policy. Nine listed concerns of the schools take into

consideration academic competencies, health, ethical behavior and standards,

leadership, esthetics and social and emotional development.
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The primary means of communication between the Board of Education

and the district residents is an official newsletter of the Princeton Regional

Schools, Regional Profile. News of educational programs and other school

information of general concern is mailed to all district residents several times

a year. Space restrictions permit only general discussions of most programs

and issues, but a lead article typically deals with one particular aspect of the

schools in detail. Both aims and outcomes are offered in the lead article and

in the briefer articles.

The New Jersey Department of Education requires volumes of statis-

tical information each month. Some idea of this information was obtained

during the examination of the state information. But the full impact of the

amount of data compiled each month was not felt until the local information

was studied. The Department of Education issues a mimeographed booklet

with a month-by-month list of required reports. In some months, there are

nearly 20 reports to be made. The information reported covers such topics as

school milk programs and absences, among others.

The Annual Report of Educational Statistics is due only once a year,

however. The reports submitted by the local districts to the state offices are

extensive, with breakdowns of many figures. Subsequently, each district's

data are condensed to one page by the state offices for presentation in the

Annual Report of the Commissioner of Education. This volume and the information
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contained in it are discussed on page 4 in the section on the Division of

Business and Finance.

Elementary Information and Middle School Information

Information on the goals of education of the elementary schools of the

Princeton Regional Schools was difficult to find. Each school issues a yearly

handbook with the cooperation of the Parent Teachers Association that i3 pri-

marily concerned with procedural information. Such issues as school closing

for snow, acceptable dress and birthday parties are covered. The inevitable

section on the purposes of homework often contains goal statements. The

booklet for the Middle School does present several aims of education. One

such is the following: "Students will be encouraged to develop their talents

to their full potential in all areas from academic to activity interest. "

In a statement to the Board of Education in April, 1968 by the John

Witherspoon School, innovative educational programs for the forthcoming year

were proposed. After a discussion of the rationale for the programs, specific

plans for team teaching multi-age grouping and non-grading were outlined.

Each of these proposed innovations was discussed in terms of possibilities

for improved teaching and increased benefit to the students involved in the

programs.

Outcome statements are available in the form of scores on standardized

tests such as the "Iowa Tests of Basic Skills". Test scores are reported for
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language skills, work study skills and arithmetic skills with further break-

downs. Building averages and individual scores are reported. These scores

are kept on file by the local schools and are not forwarded to the state offices.
High School Information

The administration of Princeton High School issues a booklet presenting

the curriculum of the school with a brief description of every course offering.

Both educational goals and outcomes are discussed in this booklet which was

a major source of statements for the case study.

In a recent report to the Board of Education, the vocational guidance

staff of Princeton High School reviewed the ways by which they are able to

help students, primarily non-college bound students, reach vocational and

personal adjustment. The goals which the staff hoped the students would reach

were listed and discussed.

Outcomes can be extracted from the publication outlining preliminary

plans for the graduating class of each year and the supplementary follow-up

of those ex-students employed.

The Princeton High School self-study section of the five-year eval-

uation was made available. The present strengths (1967-1968), the needs,

and the plans to remedy the needs were listed. Very few of the topics covered

in the self-study discussed aims or outcomes of the students. They dealt,

rather, with the procedures to be followed by the school administration and

faculty in their efforts to improve conditions in the school and to improve the

education of the students in the system.
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Academic letter grades for the.High School could have been available

at a low cost. The individual grades for each student are on tape and could

be compiled by computer into a composite record of the school. This partic-

ular composite information is used rarely by the school. It is required, how-

ever, on the forms of the five-year evaluation.

Summary of Local Information

Existing policy statements frequently deal with administrative and

school characteristics rather than with desired educational outcomes of the

Princeton Regional School students. Plans for new programs and teaching

methods may be discussed in detail in evaluation reports but give no indi-

cation how these programs are hoped to influence the children. One must

assume that "freeing the teacher from unnecessary paper work" will auto-

matically be of value to the children but the nature of the value is not expressed.

The proposal for innovative programs in the John Witherspoon School discussed

on page 18 provides a notable exception to this type of report.

Outcome material does exist for the Princeton schools. Each child's

record is extensive, but composite records other than classroom Iowa Test

Scores are not kept. One exception is the record of letter grades submitted

to the state each five years by the High School.

In general, the High School has more goal and outcome material than

do the elementary or middle schools. This is mainly due to the state require-

ments for a five-year evaluation. As the elementary schools have a very high

degree of autonomy in comparison to the local high schools, and are not



required by the state to justify curricula, they may not find it necessary or

useful to set forth goals and outcomes in a systematic way.



APPENDIX A

For the case study of the usefulness of the Bressler-Tumin model of
educational outcomes in the assessment of school achievements and the class-
ification of educational goals, both the New Jersey State Department of Educa-
tion and the Princeton (New Jersey) Board of Education were contacted. It was
felt that data from both state and local sources would provide a better idea of
the kinds of information available than data from one school system alone or
even from several local school systems. The primary goals of the case study
were to determine, as follows,

1) what kinds of evidence of school achievement the State
required or desired,
2) what kinds of evidence local schools actually gave to
the State to determine what sorts of statements of purpose
or desired outcomes the State Department of Education and
the local schools had formulated and what use, if any was
made of these statements, and
3) to extract from all sour collected data whatever statements
of goals and educational outcomes that could be found, record
them, and classify them according to the Bressler-Tumin model.

The case study was begun by corresponding with the Commissioner of
Education of New jersey who cooperated very generously by making it possible
to confer with several officials. The investigators corresponded with, or met,
the following Department of Education representatives:

Carl L Marburger, Commissioner of Education

Robert S. Fleming, Assistant Commissioner of Education,
Director, Division of Curriculum and Instruction

William H. Warner, Director of Secondary Education,
Division of Curriculum and Instruction

Anne S. Hoppock, Director of Elementary Education,
Division of Curriculum and Instruction

Edward W. Kilpatrick, III, Assistant Commissioner of Education,
Division of Business and Finance

Harold Y. Bills, Director, Bureau of Business Services, Education,
Division of Business and Finance

S. David Winans, Director, Office of Statistical Services,
Division of Administration

Louis A. Dughi, Coordinator, Federal Assistance Programs,
Division of Administration
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Gustav H. Ruh, Title I Coordinator, (Elementary and Secondary Education Act)
Division of Administration

Ira Helfgott, (Title I Elementary and Secondary Education Act)'
Division of Administration

W. _ H. Rhodes, Assistant to the Superintendent of the Princeton
Regional Schools, contributed substantially to our understanding of the
Princeton school system during later meetings.

Each of these people contributed whatever information he had avail-
able that could possibly be relevant to the study. (A list of the publications
and related items received and studied will be found in Appendix C.) As the
papers were examined for statements of purpose or "goal statements", it was
necessary to distinguish between clear statements of purpose and statements
that implied purpose. For the purposes of the study, a goal statement was
defined as a statement indicating some desired behavior of a student ( or
students) during his years in Kindergarden through Grade 12 or in his later
life as a result of his education. That is, a goal of education could be
thought of as (a) the desired behavior or trait of a student or students in
school or later that (b) would come about or be increased by the educational
process. Such a statement of goals is illustrated by the following:

"All youth need to understand the methods of science, the
influence of science on human life, and the main scientific
facts concerning the nature of the world and of man. "

Many statements encountered, however, did not meet the standards of the
working definition. They were often called goals by their creators, but
dealt only indirectly with students. The main focus of such statements was
on action to be taken by the school or, often, by teachers, and not on any
anticipated student behavior. These statements implying goals as defined by
the study were, then, those making no direct stetement of desired outcome,
but nevertheless suggesting strongly that some behavior or trait was consi-
dered to be desirable and the likelihood of its occurrence would be increased
as a result of a particular administrative action or of a particular application
of the education process. A statement illustrating an implied goal is the
following:

"It has been recognized that the elementary student's learn-
ing process could be developed more rapidly through class-
room instruction involving the use of materials and material
proce s sing. "
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In order to use as many of the statements implying educational goals as
possible, several were reworded into a form meeting the requirements of
the operational definition of a goal statement. The reworded form of the
above statement is:

"It is important that the student's learning process be
developed more rapidly. "

Having made the distinction between clear statements of educational
goals and statements implying educational goals, a similar distinction was
also found to be useful in looking at claimed outcomes, though to a lesser
degree. A claimed outcome was defined as a statement of observed behavior
or trait of a student or ex-student that presumablir'came about as a result of
the education process. Such a statement is the following:

"All vocational graduates were placed in good positions
before school closed in June. "

A statement implying a claimed outcome is illustrated by the following:

"Multi-occupation skill centers were established in
Newark, Camden, Salem County and Trenton to provide
vocational training and basic education for potential
workers who lack the skill and education needed to
compete for positions in the labor market. "

Each statement implying an outcome was recorded as it was originally written
and then a statement describing the outcome was added in a form consistent
with the more straightforward statements. The implied outcome of the above
statement became:

"Potential workers learned the skills and obtained the
'education necessary to compete for positions. "

Outcomes supported by evidence and those with no supporting evi-
dence were not differentiated. A claim such as "Our students are prepared
to take on the responsibilities of citizenship" was given equal value as a
statement claiming that "74% of the graduates of our school went on to further
education. " If an outcome regarding behavior of students was claimed, it
was included whether or not it could be substantiated: (Had only claims with
supporting evidence been included, there would have been few claims reported. )
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There were now four types of statements to classify:

(1) Clear statements of purpose
(2) Statements that implied purpose, rewritten into

clearer statements of purpose
(3) Clear statements of claimed outcomes
(4) Statements that implied outcomes, rewritten

into statements of claimed outcomes

The statements were recorded on colored five-by-eight-inch index
cards. Green cards were used for goals listed by the Department of Edu-
cation, yellow cards for outcomes of education claimed by the Department
of Education, blue cards for goal statements of the Princeton Regional
Schools, and pink cards for claimed outcomes of the Princeton Regional
Schools. For reference purposes, each statement was given a "variable
name" to identify the area of information contained in the statement in as
few words as possible. In some cases, the variable name chosen repre-
sented the goal, in some, the particular method employed, and in other
cases, the outcome. Examples of the variable names included are: mathe-
matics, test scores, occupation. Admittedly the labeling was inconsis-
tent. In each instance, the card was labeled according to the primary
emphasis of the statement in question. Had time been unlimited, separate
cards for each part of the statements would have been made for the goal,
the method, the outcome, or for the particular students involved -- for
whatever was relevant. (See Figure 1 for a sample goal card and Figure 2
for a sample outcome card. )

If more than one goal or outcome were contained in a statement,
separate cards were made for each goal or outcome and the particular
section of the statement being classified on that card was underlined.

Brief summaries of the documents and the purposes of these docu-
ments were recorded on white cards and sorted according to state or local
source. The file of these cards provided an annotated bibliography of the
documents studied.

Once the statements and the summaries of the documents were re-
corded, the classification was begun. Only two areas of the Bressler -
Tumin classification scheme were used, Domains and Facets; and of the
latter, only the three major sections were used. That is, each statement
was classified as being predominately concerned with one or more of the
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seven Domains and one or more categories of the "knowing-valuing-doing"
dimension. If a statement clearly fell within more than one category of
one or both the dimensions, duplicate cards were made for each classifi-
cation applicable. If it seemed impossible to classify a statement in one
or the other division, it was classified in one and listed as unclassifiable
in the other. Statements of this type usually were worded so broadly that
all the categories of one division applied. An example: "Forty-two Title I
projects achieved substantial progress in the area of cultural enrichment."
Not enough information was given to make a judgment on the knowing -
valuing - doing dimension.

All the cardi were classified by both researchers, working together
with the first cards and working independently with the latter cards. There
was ,substantial agreement on the classification in almost every case. How-
ever well or poorly the statements were being classified, they were being
classified in the same way.

difficulties with the scheme

Many difficulties were encountered in classifying the statements by
the scheme dimensions. Most of these difficulties were also found by A. Smith
and J. Smith in their earlier application of the scheme to statements of educa-
tional outcomes found in the literature. Rather than reiterate all the problems
met, a few of the major problems will indicate possible inadequacies of the
scheme. Basically, there was a great overlap among the categories and some
statements did not readily fit into any of the categories. (Most of the difficult-
to-classify statements were finally assigned to the Domain categories of
Cultural Heritage, if of an academic nature, or to Orientations, if of a personal.
nature. ) In addition, the categories did not always cross-cut. For example,
there were several instances orknowing knowledge. "

Though it was very easy to construct statements that clearly fell within
one category of Domain or Facet, it was much more difficult to fit statements
written by others into our categories. Just such a simile matter as the partic-
ular phrasing of a statement by a school official could make classification
difficult, not always because the statement itself was a poorly written state-
ment of purpose or outcome, but because the specific wording made it imper-
ative to classify the statement one way while the intent of the statement
might have been classified quite differently. For instance, the statement,
"The student learns to type business letters" was classified as a "knowing"
statement - (the student knows how to type business letters) rather than as a
"doing" statement - (the student types business letters). Probably, the student
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in question actually did type business letters but that called for an assump-
tion the investigators could not Justify. All such statements of learning
were classified as "knowing" statements with the Justification that learning
how to do something does not necessarily mean that the something is actually
done. Statements of this nature differed from statements implying purpose
in that the former clearly stated purpose, although written so that they were
classified in a way that might not have agreed with the intent of the state-
ment, while the latter merely implied purpose.

Other difficulties were handled in a similarly arbitrary manner. Within
each classification problem area, however, statements were assigned to cate-
gories consistently. That is, each statement reflecting a classification prob-
lem, such as that illustrated above, was classified the same way as the others
reflecting the same problem.

Summaries of Classification Problems

The findings listed below are of the most superficial nature. The
numbers in most cases are small, the classification of statements was carried
out by only two people, no statistical measures were taken, and as indicated
above, problems existed with the scheme. Yet, certain of the tentative find-
ings are interesting, even fascinating, and certainly worth looking at. The
four charts on the pages following - (Figures 3, 4, 5, and 6), represent the
application of the model to statements of local (Princeton) goals, local out-
comes, state (New Jersey) goals and state outcomes. The findings below are
taken from these charts. Many more could be pulled from the charts or from
a compatison of the charts. The ones selected are but a beginning.

(1) The cell combining Cultural Heritage and Doing had the
greatest frequencies for goals and outcomes, local and state.

(2) Of the Knowing-Valuing-Doing categories, the Doing
category had the greatest frequency of entries. Many of
the statements classified as Knowing might have been class-
flied as Doing, had the wording of the statements been slightly
different. (See the example on page 28.) Had that been the
case, the frequency of classification for the Doing category
would have been higher than it was, and the frequency of class-
ification for the Knowing category correspondingly lower. The
chance wording of many statements, then, artificially lowered
the frequency of classification in the Doing category and increased
the frequency in the Knowing category. Of course, the bias could
easily have been in the opposite direction, with statements class-
ified as Doing rather than Knowing because of particular wording.
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(3) The greatest disparity between state and local frequencies
was in the Economic Domain. There were 56 state entries and
13 local entries, probably because of the large number of goal
and outcome statements provided by the Vocational Division of
the Department of Education.

(4) Though very few entries were made for Valuing, more were
made for state and local goals than for outcomes.

(5) The most frequent Domain of both goal and outcome state-
ments was Cultural Heritage.
(6) Only one Political outcome entry was made and only a very
few Political goal entries were made.

(7) There were 50% more goal entries made than outcome entries.

(8) There were twice as many empty cells for outcomes as for
goals; the goals covered a much wider range of classification
cells and therefore appear to be more varied than the outcomes.

(9) Primary Group had almost no entries. Possibly, elements
that might have been classified here were classified under Orien-
tations.
(10) The greatest difference between goals and outcomes was in
Orientations, with a greater number of entries in goals. This
difference might have been expected,for in this particular area
it is very easy to make statements of aims but very difficult to
point to outcomes.

Though many societies hope that education will alleviate the ills
of the world as well as provide avenues for individual success, the New
jersey education officials and the Princeton Regional Schools hope for
somewhat less, judging by their published statements. Most frequently,
the pronouncements dealt with the area traditionally thought of as within
the province of organized education -- reading, mathematics, social
studies, etc. Furthermore, the officials claimed outcomes for the same
areas for which they expressed aims. This can be partially, but only
partially, explained by "companion" goals and outcome statements. An
outcome statement was frequently accompanied by its own goal statement:
"We hoped to send at least 70% of our seniors on to collge; actually 80%
went on to some form of higher education. " Outcome statements were
more frequently paired with goal statements than goal statements with
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outcome statements for two reasons:

(1) there were more goal statements than outcome state-
,

ments

(2) goals were stated for areas-in which outcomes are most
difficult to determine.

But even without these "paired" goal and outcome statements, there was
considerable agreement among the classification areas of goal and out-
come statements.



Appendix B

A. DOMAINS

Major Institutional Roles and Non-Role Structured Activitiesas Domains within Which Educational Goals are to be Located

1. Economic: including both production or service role and consumption,role.

2. Political: including the varying forms of possible participation in thepolitical process from holding office to membership in party toVoting.
3. Primary Group Membership Roles: including both those connected tokinship and reproductive functions and structures, and those foundin non-kin structures and relationships (e. g. friendship, love, etc.).
4. Socialization and/or Educational Activities: including everything con-cerned with the activities of the person as a socializer or educatorof the young on the one hand, and his own involvement in educationbeyond the cut-off point here used to locate educational outputs.
5. Activities Connected with the Absorption, Understanding', and VariousParticipations in the Cultural Heritage of the Society: .includingscience, art, philosophy, religion, play,, and recreation.
6. Orientations to Self and Others: including intrapersOnal, interpersonal,and intergroup attitudes, where otherwise not classifiable as specificto another role area, and intended to refer to the geneizlized person.
7. Physical Well-Being: which we classify separately here, for no goodreason other than that it is universally or nearly universally citedby every goal-stater and is not easily manageable under the above-listed categories.
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MATERIALS EXAMINED FOR GOAL AND OUTCOME STATEMENTS

New Tersev;
*SECONDARY SCHOOL BULLETIN, June 1967
Division of Curriculum and Instruction, N. J. Department of Education

*STUDY ON HUMANITIES
Center for the Humanities, Division of Curriculum and Instruction, N. J. Dept. of Education

*EVALUATION - TITLE I, PUBLIC LAW 89-10, FISCAL YEAR 1967
Office of Federal Assistance Programs, N. J. Department of Education

*HIGH SCHOOL ORGANIZATION IN NEW JERSEY
Office of Secondary Education, Division of Curriculum & Instruction, N. J. Dept. of Education

*SECONDARY SCHOOL BULLETIN, February 1968
Division of Curriculum and Instruction, N. J. Department of Education

*FINANCIAL STATISTICS OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS, SCHOOL YEAR 1965-1966,
(FIFTEENTH ANNUAL REPORT OF THE COMMISSIONER OF EDUCATION)
Division of Business and Finance, N. J. Department of Education

*DIVISION ACCOMPLISHMENTS OF 1965-1966 AND GOALS FOR 1966-1967
N. J. Department of Education

A REPORT ON EDUCATIONAL INNOVATIONS SURVEYED AT THE FAR HILLS INN CONFERENCE

OF NEW JERSEY SUPERVISORS, October 21, 1966
Office of Elementary Education, Division of Curriculum and Instruction,
N. J. Department of Education

*THIS WE BELIEVE
Department of Elementary School Principals, New Jersey Education Association

*A STUDY OF PRACTICES IN THE ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS OF NEW JERSEY (1962-1963)
Office of Elementary Education, Division of Curriculum and Instruction,
N. J. Department of Education

*TITLE I PROJECT IDEAS
N. J. Depart ment of Education

*GUIDELINES FOR APPROVAL THROUGH SELF-STUDY FOR NEW JERSEY SCHOOLS

Office of Secondary Education, Division of Curriculum and Instruction
N. J. Department of Education

FINANCIAL ACCOUNTING FOR NEW JERSEY SCHOOL DISTRICTS
Division of Business and Finance, N. J. Department of Education

SURVEY OF GRADE SPAN, ENROLLMENT, PUPILS ON HALF SESSION, PUPILS IN

SUBSTANDARD CLASSROOMS, AND NUMBER OF CERTIFICATED PERSONNEL

IN EACH NEW JERSEY PUBLIC SCHOOL BY COUNTY AND DISTRICT, September 1966
Office of Statistical Services, N. J. Department of Education

*Goal and/or Outcome Statements Extracted; the remaining publications
did not contain goal or outcome statements
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SUMMARY OF SELECT SCHOOL, CLASSROOM, PUPIL, AND PERSONNEL INFORMATION
IN NEW JERSEY PUBLIC SCHOOL DISTRICTS, 1966-1967
Office of Statistical Services, N. J. Department of Education

INSTRUCTIONS FOR TITLE I 1968 APPLICATION FORMS
Office of Federal Assistance Programs; N. J. Department of Education

TEACHER VACANCIES, January 1968
Office of Statistical Services, N. J. Department of Education

INSTRUCTIONS FOR EVALUATION OF TITLE I FOR FISCAL YEAR 1967
Division of Curriculum and Instruction, N. J. Department of Education



MATERIALS EXAMINED FOR GOAL AND OUTCOME STATEMENTS

Princeton. New Tersex

*JOHNSON PARK ELEMENTARY SCHOOL HANDBOOK FOR PARENTS
Johnson Park School Parent-Teacher Organization and Princeton (N. J.) Regional Schools

LITTLEBROOK ELEMENTARY SCHOOL HANDBOOK FOR PARENTS
Littlebrook Parent-Teacher's Organization and Princeton (N. J.) Regional Schools

*RIVERSIDE SCHOOL HANDBOOK FOR PARENTS
Riverside Parent-Teacher's Organization' and Princeton (N. J.) Regional Schools

*JOHN WITHERSPOON ELEMENTARY SCHOOL HANDBOOK FOR PARENTS
John Witherspoon Parent-Teacher Association and Princeton (N. J.) Regional Schools

*REPORT, OF AVERAGES WITH PERCENTILE RANKS OF GRADE 4 ON THE IOWA TESTS
OF BASIC SKILLS (2/68 Midyear) - In John Witherspoon School

John Witherspoon School

*REPORT OF SYSTEM AVERAGES WITH PERCENTILE RANKS OF GRADE 4 ON THE IOWA
TESTS OF BASIC SKILLS (2/68 Midyear) - All Princeton schools

Princeton Regional Schools

*PRINCETON MIDDLE SCHOOL PARENT HANDBOOK
Princeton (N. J.) Regional Schools

PRINCETON MIDDLE SCHOOL TEACHER HANDBOOK
Princeton. (N. J.) Regional Schools

PRINCETON HIGH SCHOOL HANDBOOK
Princeton (N. J.) Regional Schools

* MEMORANDUM REGARDING GUIDANCE DEPARTMENT JOB DESCRIPTION
Princeton (N. J.) High School

* PROFILE - CLASS OF 1968
Guidance Department, Princeton (N. J. ). High Schcol

* GUIDANCE DEPARTMENT STATEMENT, SCHOOL BOARD MEETING, APRIL 1968
Princeton (N. J.) High School

* PRINCETON HIGH SCHOOL CURRICULUM
Princeton (N. J.) High School

PRINCETON HIGH SCHOOL TEACHERS' MANUAL
Princeton Regional Schools

* TEACHERS' MANUAL - ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS
Princeton (N. J.) Regional Schools

t Goal and/or outcome statements extracted; the remaining publications
did not contain goal or outcome statements



* PRINCETON PUBLIC SCHOOLS' SCHOOL BOARD POLICY STATEMENTS
Princeton (N. J.) Regional Schools

*ANNUAL REPORT OF EDUCATIONAL STATISTICS FOR PRINCETON REGIONAL
SCHOOLS FOR SCHOOL YEAR ENDING JUNE 30, 1967
Princeton (N. J.) Regional Schools

* PRINCETON HIGH SCHOOL EVALUATION REPORT
Princeton (N. J. )Regional Schools

COLLEGE GUIDE FOR JUNIORS
Guidance Department, Princeton.High School, Princeton (N. J.) Regional Schools

*REGIONAL PROFILE
Princeton 'N.J. ) Regional Schools

*SPECIAL PLANS FOR THE JOHN WITHERSPOON SCHOOL FOR THE 1968-69
SCHOOL YEAR
Princeton (N. J.) Regional Schools


