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ABSTRACT
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A PARADIGM FOR THE EVALUATION OF SCHOOL STAFFING MOIL
AN EMPIRICAL S5TUDY

By

F

Beulah K. Cypress
Michael L. DeBloois

When an innovative preject is in the developmental stage, it is essen-
tial for evaluative research to develop the tools and techniques which offer
optimal utility. Formative evaluarion applied during the developmental
stages of the project is one approach towards preventing irnadequate results.
Implicit in formative evaluation, is the need for field testing prior to
revision. For manv school programs this mav prove to be an expensive proce-
dure, both in terms of time and funds - perhaps even in terms of human talent.

The requirements of federal funding procedures have inadvertantly offered
a simulation technique which, when adequately evaluated, provides feedback
for program revision and prevents misallccation of valuable resources before
action is instigated.

The rather specific requirement that a proposal for funding reflect the
desired end product, insures the opportunity of "testing' the paper and pen-
cil model prior to implementation. Since the prcject model should designate
the developmental milestones and holistically repnresent the intents, pro-
cesses, and anticipated effects of the entire project, it clearly marks a
point where férmative evaluation is necessary to maximize the project’'s poten-
tial for meeting the needs of the participants.

A technique for =svaluating the comprehensiveness, feasibility and viabil-
ity of préjéct models has been developed which is based on the assumption
that a school staffing model, such as the School Personnel Utilization project
in the state of Florida, is an organizational pattern demonstrating certain
specific characteristics. A method of describing these charaéteristics has

also been developed as a part of the evaluation scheme. A logical first step
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in the formative evaluation of the model is to describe its orgpanizational

O]
i

characteristics. Project leaders who have designed a model need to determine
whether the organization thev have developed is consistent with their concept
of the differentiated staffing pattern. Since the realization of anticipated
outcomes depends on the successful functioning cof the program design explicit
in the model, the mecdel must be examined in the light of its potential for
producing desired outcomes. This potential is embedded in the nature of the
organizational framework which was examined in several wavs.

Documents purported to be the models for the Florida Network Differenti-
ated Staffing projects were delivered to the evaluation team, and subjected
to the application of two of three instruments which were developed and which

ture of these instruments was the free

o

are described below. An important fes
flow of descriptive and diagnostic information between médel designers and
model evaluators, thus removing any semblance of threat from the evaluation
process and providing objective information to the participants.

A Components Analvsis instrument (found in Appendix A) was devised to
study the question of comprehensiveness. It consisted of three phases: 1)
an external examination of the model dgeuﬁent to identify the components
included or omitted; 2) interngi:external consensus regarding the findings;
3) internal decisions as to needed change. The instrument entailed no judge-
ments as to the adequacy of the components.

The second instrument, a Constraints Check List, was developed to deter-
mine the extent to which the model was feasible with respect to personnel,
student body, plant, equipment and materials, funds, time, public opinion,
political climate, etc. This instrument was not used, as it required exten-
sive interaction with many non-school individuals at a project location.

(See Appendix B)
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The third instrument, Profile of School Organizaticnal Characteristics,
(in Appendix C) provided a picture of the project's locations on the various
spectra of a comprehensive Conceptual Model of Staff Utilization.l (An out-
line of this model may be found iﬁ Figure 1.)

The first instrument is a straightforward managerial tool and was there-
fore not field-tested. The Profile of School Organizational Characteristics
was field-tested in a Leon Ccunty secondary school and subsequently adminis-
tered in two Dade County schools, one Sarasota school, one Arizona school,
and one California scheel. The data reported in this document include only
the Florida evaluation sites.

Thus, the comprehensiveness of the model was studied, as were intents,
processes, and effects. Questions were raised whether necessary dimensions
were implicit or explicit, and whether additions, deletions, or revisions

were required to give the model greater scope. The feasibility was probed.
Feasibility encompassed questions of appropriateness, compatibility, legality,
availability of input, relevance, credibility, and acceptance. A primary con-
cern was whether the model was operable--whether it had been constructed
within the contextual variables which delimited its functions.

Four organizational types were hypothesized and the models were classi-
fied using a Likert-type scale at the ordinal level. The model was then
plotted along various spectra of schoel structural variables, such as staff-
ing: pattern, Inter-personal relations, student outcomes, decision making pro-
cesses, etc. These scales are reproduced in the instrument found in Appendix
C. Graphic profiles, found in Figures 2, 3, and 4 were prepared for each

model as well as computation of component scores so that the strengths and
weaknesses of the models were apparent to the project participants. In this
way priocrities could ;e established, and action scheduled without undue

hardship or waste.

lDéBlGDiS, M. L., A Conceptual Model for Organizational-Structural
Innovations, Evaluation iraining Center, Department of Educational Research,
Florida State University, 1970. 5
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INDIVIDUALISHM

Self-Tmage

Exchange with the Organization
Identification with Organization

PROFESSIONAL DISPOSITION |

Commitment to the Profession
Commitment to the Public Trust
Commitment to an Area Expertise

<

\

Commitment to the Student

COLLEGIALITY

Interaction of Personnel

Inter-Expectations of
Personnel

Degree of Interdependence
Interpersonal Competence
Collective Exchange with

_the Organization

"ORKFLOw STRUCTURES

Assumptions Concern-—
ing Human Eehavior
Means of Influence
Philosophy Concern-
ing Resource Use
Pecision-making
Responsibility
Communication
Criteria for

Assessment

,,,,, A

STAFF

UTILIZATION

| SYSTEMS SELF-RENEWAL

Educational Needs Assessment
Philosephy, Product & Frocess
Goals, and Objectives
‘Instructional Model: Scheduling
Resource Use, Curriculum
Training for Implementation
Implementation and Evaluation

PERPETUATION STRUCTURES

Recruitment
Selection
Retraining
Credentialing
Division of Labor
Promotion

TACCOUNTABILITY

__(morale and drive)

Production (student achievement)
Efficiency (time and money)
Maintenance of Structure

A Conceptual Model

Figure 1
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Method Emploved in Model Analvsis

Two members of the Evaluation Training Center prepared independent analy-

istics. Complete references in the model were listed for each dimension
examined. The two evaluators compared their findings, checked and corrected
discrepancies. Differences were generally due to failure of one of the evalu-
ators to locate a dimension within the project proposal or written nodel,
whieh were easily adjusted. 1In most cases the evaluators were in agreement.

In the model analysis some difficultyv was encountered when a dimension
was completely omitted from the model. Earlier and more accurate use of the
Components Analvsis would have corrected this problem bv locating a missing
component with subsequent revision of the model prior to the more detailed
analysis.

Information regarding this analysis was submitted to the project leader-
ship during the on-site visits. The Project Director and interested staff
were shown a copy of the Profile of School Organizational Characteristics de-
veloped for their Sﬁgffing Model by the two evaluators. Point by point the
profile was discussed. Whenever disagreement was encot ntered between the
evaluators rating and the beliefs or intents of project leadership, and suffi-
cient documentation could be given supporting the project view, the profile
was'adjustédi

Ultimately, consensus was arrived at and the profile reflected the project
director's description of his staffing effort as well as the views of the inde-
pendent rating by the evaluators.

Five months following the initial administration of the three model analy-
sis instruments, project directors were contacted and carefully quizzed con-

cerning any revisions in their respective models. Although in each instance
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minor changes had indeed taken place, for the most part the models have
remained unaltered since the analysis was first performed. Through this
type of frequent analysis, a project's staffing model mav be kept current
and thus serve as a reflection of the staffing structure desired once

the project's objectives have wholly been implemented.

Data Analvsis and Interpretation

Component scores on the organizational profiles and means for each
component are shown in Table 1. Table 2 gives the means and standard
deviations based on these scores. Omitted dimensions, those assigned a
zero, were not included in computing means.

These data should be interpreted with caution since several problems
inherent in the nature of the instrument must be considered. First, the
scale is assumed to be ordinal and continuity of organizational type has
not been demonstrated. Second, a complete validation of the instrument
has not been accomplished since it was not feasible within the resources
available to the SPU project. However, an assumption that a mean score
indicates a greater or lesser degree of approximating the total differ=-
entiated staffing concept may be warranted, particularly where the
variance of component scores is small. Due to the nature of the data,

a statistical test of the significance of the difference between means
was not considered appropriate. It is intuitively apparent, however,
from Table 1, that the Sarasota model analysis differed from the other
two and that the means and gcandaré deviations of North Miami Beach High

School, and Norwood Elementary are similar.
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Table I

Component Scores

North Miami Beach

Item No. Norwood High School Sarasota Mean
Al 12 12 8 10.7
2 17 15 8 13.3

3 14 16 12 14.0

4 17 15 0 10.7
B1 16 17 14 15.7
2 15 19 5 13.0

3 16 16 13 15.0
c1 18 16 14 18.0
2 18 19 16 17.7

3 17 17 14 18.0

4 10 10 13 11.0
D1 - 14 15 11 13.3
2 18 17 13 18.0

3 15 17 13 16.3

4 18 17 9 14.7
5a 17 18 13 18.0
b 17 18 7 14.0

6 17 17 13 15.7
7a 0 0 8 2.7

b 0 0 9 3.0

8a 15 19 18 17.3

b 18 18 15 17.0

c 17 19 13 16.3

d 17 17 16 16.7
E1l 16 19 13 18.0
2 18 19 16 17.7

k1 16 17 5 12.7
4a 19 19 14 17.3
b 19 19 8 15.3

c. ié6 19 0 11.7

5a 19 19 19 19.0

b 19 16 15 16.7

o] 17 16 16 16.3
F1l 15 16 13 14,7
2 15 15 11 13.7
G1 18 15 11 14.7
2 18 19 16 17.7
H1 0 15 11 8.7
2 15 15 0 10.0
I1 16 15 15 15.3
2 14 14 15.7

19

9



TAELE 2

Means and Standard Deviarions Profile
of School Organizational Characteristics

Standard Deviation _

i B j ~ Mean
Sarasota 12.09 3.341
North Miami Beach 16.94 1.746
High School
Norwood Elementary School 16. 86 1.692

Another approach to analyzing the profile component scores which over-
comes some of the scaling problems was taken by preparing a graphic profile
of each model based on its component scores (Figures 2, 3, and 4). Rather
than interpreting the analyses from an overall average, these graphic pro-
files reveal certain potent features of the models.

The horizontal lines on each profile show the division of the organiza-
tional types. From this, it can be seen that the components of the North
Miami Beach High School and Norwood models fall mainly in the number III and
IV organizational types, while the Sarasota model compenents fall mostly 1in
the II and II1 areas.

The graphic profiles lend themselves well to an examinatlon of the
separate components. For instance it 1s immediately apparent that the Nor-
Wogé and North Miami Beach High School models failed to include provision
for direction of information flow and amount of information. The communica-
tions element is included in the Sarasota model, but provisions for needs
of the individual, method of inservice training and affective outcomes of
students are lacking.

It is worth noting those components which rated very high or very low

according to the descriptive device, since it is one indication of the

10
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intended emphasis (or de-emphasis) of the SPU projects. Table 1, ag well
as the graphic profiles, show that Eda, staffing pattern, rated a score of
18 to 20 on each of the three models analyzed. This is clearly consistent
with the prevailing perception of more effective school personnel utiliza-
tion projects as primarily staffing patterns wherein vertical and horizontal
differentiation of instructional personnel is established at all professional
levels.

At the other extreme, excluding omitted components, a low rating
(1 threugh 5) was not given to any one component for each of the medels
analyzed. This 1s also an indication of the comprehensiveness of the dimen-
sions of the instrument.

An examination of the mean rating for each component indicates that
C2, commitment of the professional to expertise, E5a, staffing pattern, and
G4, affective outcomes of students, received the greatest emphasis (means 18
to 20); while the least emphasis over all models analyzed was placed on
D7a and D7b, communication processes, and Al, personal goals of the individ-
ual, although these means were not below the number 1Ll organizational type.

Specific Model Descriptions

Norwood Elementary School

As one examines the peaks on the graph in Figure 2, it is evi-
dent that the Norwood model provides for much flexibility in the
area of the professional’s commitment to the student (Cl), where
teaching strategies are responsive to gtudent needs and materials
are to be highly individualized. There is a commitment evident
to the professional’'s expertise (C2), and educational personnel

are to be trained to fulfill specific performa..ce criteria as
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identified in specialized job descriptions. Participation
of teaching personnel in community affairs is encouraged
(C3), and individuals in the profession should adhere to
standards of professional ethics.

The Norwood model establishes a facilitative climate,
where the behavior of the staff is motivated through posi-
tive incentives (D2). Authority is vested, to a large
degree, in the individual (D3) and leadership emerges in
response to objectives of a task at hand. There is no one
"boss" from whom all staff takes "orders" (D4). TItem 1 in
Appendix D contains a decision flowchart prescribed by the
model.

In the Norwood model, the selection of new personnel
is a matter of interest to the total staff and is decided
through consensus of the staff based on objectives to be
achieved (E2). Continual inservice training is considered
essential to provide the instructional staff with skills
required to achieve the objectives of the instructional
program (E4a, E4b). An instructional team, composed of a
teacher leader and supported by educational specialists and
clerks, is proposed by the model (E5a). An organization
chart is Appendix D, Item 2, describes the Norwood Struc-
ture. Remuneration in the Norwood Staffing Model is based
on the type and amount of responsibility assumed by the

individual, rather than on his seniority (E5b).

13
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The Norwcod staff, in the plannirg of a mcdel, has
anticipated the desired performances of its students by pro-
posing written behavioral objectives as a basis for instruc~
tion. These cover both achievement and attitudinal con-
cerns (61, 62).

The lowest points on the graph indicate areas of lesser

emphasis in the Norwood model., The model encourages both

]

student and staff to self fulfill, as lcng as it cccurs under

f

supervision, within the organizational schedule. There is no
real provision for the individual to self actualize—-~decide
for himself-—and rise to the level of his competence at his
own pace in his own way. This is intentionally a part of

the model reflecting the political and sccial climate of the
community served by the school (Al, A3).

The model allows for training some of the staff in inter-
personnel relation:, but many individuals, who perhaps need
this type of training in order to create the best learning
climate, will not receive it (B2).

The professional educator working in Norwood, once the
model is implemented, will find some difficulty carrying out
a commitment to the profession, since the professional orga-
nization has been given no responsibility or opportunity to
judge the professional practices of teachers in the gchool's

staffing model (C4).

14
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Salary incentives,., status incentives, and opportunity
for fresh experiences are offered as the basic motivatienal
factors; however, the model does restrain, to a degree, the
individual who finds motivation in being allowed to achieve
his own goals which may match those of his colleagues or
those of the school (D1).

Communication and the flow of information was not
included in the Norwood model. It appears that unless this
is planned for and written into the model, adequate communi-
cation will be a matter of chance and a function of the
ingenuity of the staff. Information will be available only
upon the request of a member of the staff (D7a, D7b).

.It appears that the Norwood model is a little soft in
the evaluation area. That is to say, teachers will likely
evaluate their programs informally, rather than as a part
of a comprehensive schooiwide evaluation system. In addi-
tion, it appears that evaluations of teachers will be random
and carried out by an external agent, iather than through a
planned internal self-evaluation based on performance cri-
teria which are established by the teaching staff of the
school (Fl, F2).

Finally, at Norwood, if the model 1s fully implemented,
there is _-ome daﬁger that the staffingg"gains" or "losses"
will not be adequately documented and used in second or
third cycle attempts at staff improvement. The model pro-

vides no adequate mechanism for self renewal which will

15
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allow data gathered from the pilet project to be processed
and used in future developmental efforts (H1). As such,
problems will be met and perhaps solved, as they arise, but
little contingency planning will occur which might antici-
pate problems and eliminate their crisis nature (I2).

North Miami Beach Senior High School

The graph of the North Miami Beach Senior High School
Staffing Model on Fig. 3 is remarkably similar to that of
Norwood Elementary School in the light of the two having
been evaluated separately by two independent judges. The
similarity, however, is not so unusual when viewed histori-
cally. 3Both schools are part of'the Dade County project and
are influenced by that county's project director. Although
the models were developed after considerable input by the
staffs and administration of the respective schools, the
guiding influence of the project director cannot be mistaken
in both models.

Since the North Miami Beach Model profile differs so
slightly from that of the Norwood Elemntary School, only
those points of contrast will be included in this descrip-
tion. Actual differences in the models are described in
Appendix E, Items 1, 2, and 3.

At the Senior High School the model proposes training
in interpersonnel relations for all instructional personnel.

This training is given much emphasis as can be seen on

Figure 3 (B2).

16
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The Model proposes continual inservice training, but unlike
the Norwood Model, NMESHS proposes a training program for all
instructional persounel which is congruent and concurrent with the
instructional program of the school (E4c).

In the High School Staffing Model, there i1s a relatively
strong concern for a system of self renewal, where a systematic
approach to change is incorporated by the school planner. This
is also the case in the Elementary School, but in the High Scheol
there is a greater emphasis on systematizing the planning (H1).
The High School Model "hints' of establishing a sophisticated
program planning budgeting system, while the Elementary Model
seems to propose (only vaguely so) a detailed breakdown of costs
(11).

The High School Model of Staff Utilization proposes a form
of continuing management. Although it is somewhat implicit, the
High School leadership insists and gives some evidence it is
there (I2).

Just as in the Elementary Model, the High School Staffing
Model does not really encourage a professional commitment from
its staff toward the teachers' organization. Very little
opportunity is available for the teachers' organization to act
positively in the professional development of the school's
teachers (C4).

The motivation of students and teachers is also a step away
from that proposed by many management speclalists and organlza-
tional theorists who propose self-actualization of individuals

by increasing opportunities for self-direction and management by

18
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objectives (Al).

(D7a & b). This omission is perhaps the only serious "flaw" in
the Model, but it is one which, if left uncorrected, could result
in problems of major proportions during the implementation stage.

Sarasota Project: Venice Junior High School

A preview of TFig. 4 readily demonstrates a difference in the
profile of the Sarasota Model and those developed for the Dade
County Models. The most apparent difference is that che Dade
County Models were an organization III-IV type, while Sarasota
is an organization II-II1I type. There are several reasons for
this which are acknowledged by the project leadership in Sarasota.
First, the Sarasota Model was intended primarily to structure in-
structional salaries, responsibilities, humaﬁ resource utilization,
and communication, thus the peaks on Fig. 4 at D7a, D7b, D8a, EI,
E5a, and E5b. It was not intended to be comprehensive and include
all the staffing elements which are found in the model analysis
instrument.

Second, the Sarasota Model was developed much earlier than
the others in the Florida Network, and therefore could not benefit
from the extensive development which has occurred in the flexible
staffing concept over the past two yaars.

Finally, the Sarasota Model was developed as a general
example at the district level, allowing for extensive modification
and flexibility when it was implemented in a given school (or in
separate departments of a school as is the case in Venice Junior

High). As a result of this strategy, the entire dodel is less
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specific than others. in the network. Now that the reasons for
the marked differences have been discussed, the Sarasota Model can
be described.

In this Model formal groups are to be established for plan-
ning and problem solving, such as district steering committees,
faculty boards, etc., and teamwork is defined and encouraged by

the staffing structure (Bl, B3).

There is planned within the various job descriptions much
flexibility, so that teaching strategies may be formed in response
to student needs and learning materials can be individualized.
Teachers are to receive training which is based on the instTruc-
tional objectives of the school in methodology as well as content
(cl, C2, Eé4a).

The community resources are to be tapped in effort to enrich
the students' learning experiences. By developing more flexible
use of the school schedule and the instructicnal space available
and engaging in an ongoing effort of curriculum development, the
individual needs of the student may be met (DBa, D8b, D&d).

The Staffing Model proposes an instructional team composed
of a team leader (directing teacher) educational specialists
(staff teacher and instructors), and highly trained aides and
clerks. Remuneration is based on the type of responsibility one
carries and the amount of that responsibility (length of contract

and decision making authority) rather than seniority or credential.

Advancement within the structure will be performance, rather

<1
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¢t .5 time based, and heavily influenced by an evaluation by one's
colleagues (E5a, ES5b, E5c).

The Sarasota Model emphasizes student outcomes, measured by
achievement of performance objectives. There is particular
emphasis in the Mocdel on the attitudinal growth of the student
(G2). Several points in the evaluation instrument register zero
as is seen on Fig. 4. The Sarasota Model does not concern itself
with these elements of flexible staffing.

The Model makes little provision for the fulfillment of the
needs of the instructional staff, despite its concern for indi-
vidual needs of Studen;si Job satisfaction is not covered in any
description of the Model (Al - A4). Skill in interpersonnel rela-
tions was not mentioned nor was any training proposed which would
facilitate better interpersonnel interaction. Inservice training
of any kind is left to the discretion of the particular school
implementing its version of the general model (B2, E4c).

Better decision making is something teachers can learn. The
Sarasota Model calls for increased participation in decision making
yet provides no training for the same (D5b). In a similar vein,
the Model structures an imperscnal one-way information flow system
which makes only a limited amount of information available to the
staff (D7a, D7b).

Little attempt is made in the Model to broaden the base of
educational personnel certificatiorn, nor is there much emphasis on
placing it on a performance base (E3).

The Model does not address itself to the problem of evalua-

tion and self renewal--nor did many flexible staffing models of
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that vintage. Perhaps as a result of this lack of emphasis, the
Sarasota Model remains somewhat primitive. Considerable develop-
ment has occurred in the concept, but the Sarasota }Model has pro-
vided no mechanism to formally use that new information and update
and renew itself (HIL, Hz)é

The Model does provide detailed cost breakdowns, but has no
provisions for anticipating problems and does not provide for con-
tingency planning.

Recommendationsg

It is strongly recommended that the sequence of instruments be fol-
lowed in future evaluations of models in order to insure a complete forma-
tive evaluation. Further research into additional components which mayv be
common to schools is needed plus investigation of constraint variables.

The Profile should not be construed, in its present form, as a measur-
ing device built on precisions scales, but rather as a means of simulta~
neously estimating the location of a school on various organiztional struc-
tural dimensions. A complete validation of the instrument using sophisti-
cated techniques was not feasible within the resources available to the SPU
project, therefore further research and refinement of this instrument is
recommended.

Future.Development of the Paradigm

Acceptance of the model deals with the reaction of the human environ-
ment to the impact of the model. It is more directly measurable than some
of the other variables of feasibility and lends itself to the design of
this paradigm. It would be helpful in revising a model to be aware of com-
munity reaction, especially where a controversial idea is received with
extreme feeling. (Community includes parents, other citizens, other admin-

istrators in the system, school board, etc.) For example, would it be

23



practical to cling tenaciously to a policy of non-conformity for students
and staff when the community is highly conservative and vociferously
opposed to it? At the very least, the project personnel should be fore-
warned!

Assessment of the model's acceptance can be facilitated by an exist-—
ing instrument. When the organizational profile has been established from
the application of the Profile or Organizational Chart, the evaluator can
develop another instrument which lists the items under wh%gh the model
fell, i.e., the Profile, and submiz it to a sample of the community using
a degree of agreement scale. This instrument cannot be prepared in advance
since it depends on the specific decisions made in the Profile. However,
it is a simple matter to list the appropriate choice for each dimension.
Through this methéd, the public has the opportunity to express its opinions
about the type of Drganizaticn“prepcsed by the model. This information
should be of enormous assistance to project leaders--either in revising the
model or indicating intensified public relations work.

An untried, but recommended, use of the Profile of Organizational
Characteristics is for assessing the perceptions of the personnel within
a school organization toward the various dimensions of the organization.

Such an application may also reveal to management the agreement between

what is intended in the model and the perceptions of the staff after
implementation of the project. Progress towards intended goals may also

be determined.

While the three de:.ribed instruments were developed solely for use
with a staffing model, they have great potential for evaluating the char-
acteristics of any school organization. Observation of isolated incidents

and situations often tend to blur the true nature of an organization.
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Schools can ill afford to rely on intuitive processes. An example with
which each member of the organization hears something different and little
of what is important arrives at its proper destination. A well constructed

model, carefully evaluated for this component, prevents such dangers.
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Appendix A

Schoocl Personnel Utilization
Model Components Analysis
Form 09

The purpose of this analysis is to .identify the components of the model developed by
the project., It does not require a value judgement of the adequacy of the geparate
components. Its intent is to 2id in effecting a complete model and to serve as a
guide where change is desirable.

Phase I should be completed by an individual or group external to the project through
inspection of the written document, The results of this phase should be submitted
to a group within the project and the accuracy of its findings checked (Phase II).

Phase III should then be undertaken by the appropriate project group and decisions
made regarding columns (d) and (e).

_ Phase I (External) = Phase II Phase III (Internal
PROJECT: __ _____ {Not Implicit | Explicit |Confir-| Not Ap- [Will be
Found in the in the mation plicable |Included
in the Model Model to the in Model
Model (indicate Model Revision
DATE: B ) ) B page No.)

(a) | () () ___ @ (e)

I. In;gnts;

l. Statements of
philosophy S N ] , ] D e

2. Statements of policy

3. Statements of goals

4, Statements of
objectives

a., Regarding personnel 7 , IR ,;

b. Regarding !
instruction '

1A, Hierarchical staffing
pattern

a. Role delineation ! DRSNS SU— V— - — -

b. Responsibility 1 7 ] I e




_ 2. “Iraining

Phase 1 (External)

Phase IT

Phase I1I1 (Internal

Not
Found
in the
Model

[
=
o

Implicit
in the
Model

(b)

Explicit
in the
Model
(indicate

page No.)

(e)

Confir-
mation

Xot Ap-
plicable
to the
Model

(d)

Will be
Included
in Model
Revision

(=)

s . _ . . _ —
3. Recruitment and selec=
~ tion of personunel _ L e
10 i SR P -~ S
4, Decision naking i
- - = — — = = = = = - — = = -rF‘“ = -
5, Communieation i} i} . .
6. Evaluation
a. uf personnel o ) - _ e
b. of instructional
mgystem . B _ B 77 )
7. Revision and change T ) -
8. Constraints,
__alternatives . ) _ - —
9. Control ) N _
10. Dissemination ) e _ — _
11. Use of Space B ] _ ]
I11. Effects:
1. Antiaipated outcomes
a, personnel o B} B . - S
b. students _ _ _ .

c. instruectional
___system
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Appendix B

School Personmnel Utilization
Model Constraints Analysis
Form 10

The purpose of this checklist 1s to determine the appropriateness
and feasibility of the SPU Model with reference to limitations which
may be placed upon 1t. A utopian model may be ideal and highly desir-
able, but completely unworkable. It is the intent of this checklist
to place the Model in 1ts proper focus with regard to constraints
imposed on 1it.

1f data have been collected which described the conditions listed
below, it will be a simple matter to check the appropriate statement.
1f data are not avallable, the instrument should be completed by a
group consisting of individuals who have developed the Model, those
who will implement the model, and those who have a priori knowledge
of the listed items. Responses should be arrived at through consensus,

An inspection of the completed list should be made; discrepancies
with the Model noted; and revision of the Model, in view of the new
{nformation, instituted.

PROJECT: - i 7 ___Date:

1, Personnel
(required by the model)

Limited pool of qualified professionals.

Professionals available but limited pool of paraprofessionals.
Limited pool of upper level professionals.

Needs of model easily met.

Other.

ﬂ.

2, Studént,Bg@z
*  (for which the model is designed)

Highly heterogeneous gocloeconomically.

~ Homogeneous at lower gocioceconomic level.
Homogeneous at middle socioeconomic level.
Homogeneous at upper socioeconomic level.
Other

Ethnically heterogeneous.

Ethnically homogeneous.

Ethnically highly disproportionate.
Ethnically moderately disproportionate.
Other

|

[

1]
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Cognitive abilities normally distributed for succeeding groups.
Cognitive ability distribunion positively skewed.

Cognitive ability distribution negatively skewed.

Cognitive ability level changes from year to year.

Other—- ) - o L .
Attitudes are generally positive. - -
Attitudes are generally negative.

Attitudes are normally distributed.

Other- ) ) , , .

AR

Plant
[in which the model will be (is) established]

Space is traditional and no expansion possible.

Existing space is traditional but alterations possible.

Fxisting space is adequate for current model but expansion limited,
Existing space is highly flexible, expansion possible.

Other- .

I

Equipment and Materials
( in the model design)

Adequate for model designed but additional assets not obtainable.
Not adequate for model designed; additional assets obtainable.
Adequate for model designed.

Unlimited material available.

Other~- i o i ,7 .

i

Funds
(to implement the model)

Adequate for model designed, but insufficient for additions to model.
Not addquate for model designed, but additional funds available
subject to apwroval.

Model is desigied according to budgeted funds.

Unlimited funds available.

Other- B ) . ] o .

|

|

Ti@e‘
(required for full implementation of the model)

_ Limit set by school board or funding authority can be met by model,
Model cannot be implemented by target date.

_ Model is adaptable to time limitation,
___No target date is required.
—_— Other- _ ] . o — _ I _ e ®

<9
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7. Environment

a) Public opinion

Favorable to designed model.

Unfavorable to designed model.

No measure of public attitude is available.

Model is adaptable to changes in community attitude.
Other- .

]

1

b) Political climate

_Model is not compatible with traditional community eorientation.
lighly conventional community, but model is designed to conform.
Highly liberal cemmunity, any model design is acceptable.

Model Jesiye is compatible with community orientation and
flexible for change.
Other- ] L .

| ]

c) Geographical factors

Model designed according to limitations of location.
Model is adaptable to any limitations.
Model designed with future limitations in view.

Model does not take geographical limitations into account.
Qther- .

d) Other schools
(horizontally and vertically)

The model is constructed to facilitate mutual exchange with

) foeder schools of same and different design.
The model is in conflict with other schools at same level.
The model is similar in design to feeder schools.
" The model will be implemented in other schools if gsuccessful
and thereiore need not be designed with existing school criteria.
Other- -

e) Training agencies

Available expertise is appropriate for model.
. Agencies are in process of adopting training to provide
appropriate expertise.
Training provided locally not suitable for model.
Teacher expertise is provided by agencies but unique differentiated
skills of paraprofessionals not available.
Other- 7 L o B o .

8. Support Services

Psychological services.

Media technologists.

Rerearch and data analysts.

Evaluation.

Other= _ o ) B o o R

ERIC
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Form 11
. T T T Model Ref.
How does the Model provide Component Am.:mﬂm if-
for components of: I 1L IIL IV Score not found)

A,

The needs of the

individual
1, Self The "self" is The "self" is Self fulfillment  An individual is
fulfillmwent not recognized. important inso- may be achieved encouraged to
Personnel exist far as it bene- under supervi- self actualize
only to serve sion and withim and rise to the
the school's the organiza- level of his com-
needs tional schedule petence at his
as long as it owWn pace
doesn't "rock
the boat”
T « s v e s » N R P
2, Self Self expressicon Creativity of Opinions and Divergent think-
expression is not tolerated personnel out- ideas of person~ ing is actively

in the school
(for personnel)

side the orga-
nization is
acceptable

nel are taken
into account

3. Freedom of

Personnel are

Exceptions may

encouraged and
ideas made
operational

31

Fules are made

The individual

chaolce required to <con-  be made to by consensus but  makes his own
form to all rules by formal all are required decisions as to
rules and regu- application to conform conformity
lations
4, Job The school is Job satisfaction  The school School policy
satisfaction not concerned

with job satis~
faction of
personnel

is recognized
as needed

actively pro-
motes job satis—
faction to main-
tain morale

includes an
evaluation of
personnel job
satisfaction
aimed at adjust-
ing discrepancies

» - » . 3 -
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Model Ref.

How does the Model provid Component (X here if
for components of: : I IT I1X v Score not found
B. Interpersonal
relations
1. Interaction There are no Faculty meetings  Formal groups Interaction
of personnel formal means for re held at pre- are established groups may form,
interaction and scribed times for for planning and dissolve, and
exchange of in- formal interac- problem solving reform according
formation. tion among the at various to the needs of
Small informal staff, No other levels and with- the institution
cliques form interaction is in the organiza-  and individuals
encouraged tion
2. Skill im Skill in inter- People should be  Skill 7: inter- Training in
! interpersonal personal rela- able to "get personal rela- interpersonal
%, relations tions is not along" but inter- tions is consid- relations is
required nor personal rela- ered an asset to given to all WQ&
considered tions are not the indiwvidual personmel e
important considered a and important
required skill for those in
for personnel leadership posi-
tions
3. Supportive A high degree Covprrative Teamwork is There is mutual
behavior of competiticn interaction defined and confidence and
is encouraged among personnel encouraged by trust at and
by the is not dis- the structure between all
structure couraged levels and it is
encouraged by
the structure
_O
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How does the Model %Hédwmm
for components of: I

11

III

Mcdel Ref.
(X here if

Component X
not found)

v Score

C., Commitment of the

professional
1. To the The teacher is
student an adademician

teaching a
rigid discipline

Teachers use
spacial materi-
als which are
available from

Teachers group
children accord-
ing to ability
and provide a

The structure is
highly flexible
and teaching stra-
tegies are in

content the central- range of instruc- Tesponse to stu-
office to offer tional materials  dent needs.
limited alterna- for each group Learning materi-
tives als are highly
individualized
2. To expertise A basic teaching  Teachers are Inservice train-  The school is

certificate is
gufficlent evi-

required to main-
tain skills in

ing and practi-
cums are held tc

organized around
specialized job

33

dence of skill specialized provide skills descriptions and
areas in methodology school personnel
as well as con~ are trained to
tent ideas fulfill specific
performance cri-
teria

3. To public
Lrust

Staff nmustc
abstain from
suprorting un-
popular causes.
Profussional

Staff may act as
pcivate citizens
in public
affairs but
"union" tactics

Membership in a

professional or-
ganizaticn and
other civic
activities are

Participaticn in
community affairs
iz encouraged but
not demanded.

The individual

groups are should be condoned adheres to the
frewned upon abhorred standards of pro-
fessional ethics
Ll - - L] - L] Ll L] L] - - - L] » - - L] - LJ Ll L] - L L] " C ml.
=)
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Model Ret

How does the Model provide Component (X here
for components of: I 11 I11 v Score not foun
4., To the There is no Administratcrs The professicnal  The professional
profession quality stand- are responsible organization of crganization con-
ard for for the compe- teachers is trols entrance
teachers. tence of granted a role in and departures
Competence teachers judging profes- to the profes-
is assumed sional practices sion, sets and
of teachers enforces stand-
ards
D. Workflow
Structures
1. Motivation Personnel are Motivation of Motivation of The indiwvidual is.
of personnel motivated by personnel personnel motivated by the
needs for depends on basic  depends on basic need to achieve
physical and needs, salary, needs, salary in- group and person- v
ecconomic secur- plus the incen- centives, status al goals, which ¢
ity, a8, tive of movement incentiwves, and are identical
salary is prime to better job opportunities
incentive to for fresh experi-
work ences
2, Mcans of Means of influ- Means of influ- Means of influ- Ne influence is
influence on ente on behavior ence on behavior ence on behavior brought tc bear
behavior of of personnel is of personnel is of perseonnel is on behavior of
personnel coercicn to by scme praise by positive in- personnel. Be-
adhere to grcup or reward given, centive for havior is self
norms through but deviatiaon adherence to controlled; the
punishment of from norms is group made norms organization
deviates punished facilitates
through positive
incentives
OF
>~



Model R

How does the Model provide Component (X here
for components of: I 1T 11T v Score not fou
3. Authority Line and staff Authoritvy is Groups may be Authority is
concept of delegated from vested with vested in the
authoricy the top down and  authority for individual
rigidly adhered horizontally specific tasks
to
4, Leadership There is onc There is one There is one Leaders emerge
"boss." Unity "boss," but com- "boss," but com- in response to
of command is mittees and mittee chairmen the objectives
impor tant chairmen are are elected by of tasks at
gselected by the group as its hand
principal as his representatives
representatives
| . . . . » . - . . - - . . . » . . . - » . » - .
=
: 5. Decision
making
a. Level Decision making Policy is dic- Policy ic- made Decision making
occurs only at tated at the top at the top with occurs through-
the top level of with some deci- specific deci- out the ocrgani-
the school orga- sions 1 sions at depart- zation by inte-
nization, i.e., sub-levels of ment cr grade grated processes
the principal hierarchv, i.e., levels
ass't. principal
b. Skills Only top admin- Decision making Training is Training program
istrators are skill is of fered for ig developed to
considered neasured by those in posi- enhance decision
skilled seniority tions of deci- making skills of
sicn making all personnel
e
OF
>
:
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How does the Mcdel provide

fer cempenents of:

4

I1

IT1

v

Model Ref.
(X here if
net found)

Component
Score

6. Responsibility

The principal is
legaliy 100%
responsible for
all that occurs
within the orga-
nization and
acts accordingly

The principal,
though legally
accountable,
shares responsi-
bility with mid-
dle level man-
agement in his
school

Department heads
are responsible
for productivity
and performance
of those below
within the prin-
cipal's span of
accountability

The principal is
allowed larger

accountability
span. Among

staff responsi-
bility commen-
surate with task
regardless of
level of indi-
vidual in the
organization

7. Communication
process

a. Directicn Infermation Information Information from Information is ,mw
of infor- flows only from tlows through all sources is disseminated ,
mation flow the main office bulletins and disseminated by freely from any

which issues other memoranda a central pro- point of origin;
bulletins and issued from the cessing point; exchange of
directives rain office and feedback is views is so-
departments encouraged licited and
encouraged

k. Amount of No infermation Informaticn to Almost ewverw The amount of

information  is available to solve specific request for in- information .
the staff except  departmental formation by any available tc the
that which problens is member of the staff is
directly con- of fered staff is ful- restricted only
cerns them filled by individuals'
desire to use it
OF
>~
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Model Ref.

How does the Model provide Component (X here if
for components of: I II TII v Score not found)
8. Resource
allocation
a. Imstruc- Non-certified Non-certified Voluntecr aides, Total community

tional teachers are fre— personnel assist older students, resources are
parsonnel quently involved certified teach-  and paraprofes- tapped to extend
in teaching ers in non- sionals make up students' learn-
children in the teaching duties an instructional  ing &nd aware-
stead of certi- team headed by a ness; profes-
fied profes- professional sional teachers
sionals teacher design and moni-
tor the learn-
ing experience
b. School School plant is School plant is Open space 1is Open space prin-
plant constructod traditionally provided by ciple is uki- ’ ™~
according to based, but some structure, but lized throughout ™
antiquated plans, modification of flexible grcup~- the schocl and
i.e., "egg space allows for ing is minimized use of space 1is
crate" and ne limited grouping  throughout the udapted to the
changes are nade  flexibility school year needs of the cur-
rent program 0
¢, Time Classrooms are Students hawe Students have Flexible sched-
self-contained special subject different sub- uling or other
throughout tha area teachers ject area means of indi-
school and and follow a teachers; class-  vidualizing stu-
teachers use rigid schedule es scheduled dent time spent
their own of five classes five davs per is used;
schedules per wesk per week but sched- directed inde-
subject ule is adapted pendent study is
to meet special available to
needs every student «
O—JH—
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How deues the Model provide

for components of:

r

II

ITI

v

Component

Model Ref.
.@m here if
not found)

d. Curriculum

School curricue-
lum meets
accrediting
requirements and
no changes are
made. 4ll
teachers follow
rigidly

Grade lewvel
committees
review curricu-
lum each year
and made adjust-
ments. All
teachers follow
the same scope
and sequence

Curriculum is
decided at grade
level. Teachers
may adapt to
rlass needs

Curriculum
development is
an on-going
function geared
to meeting indi-
widual student
needs

E. Perpetuation
Structures

1. Recruitment
of personnel

Certified teach-
ers are desired
but any college
graduate is con-
sidered for a
teaching job

" " » M " w

Only certified
persennel are
recruited

Certified and
non-certified
personnel are
recruited for
different jobs

Flexible, adapt-
able personnel
with skills com-
mensurate with
job requirements
are recruited

38

2, Selection
of personnel

Pergonnel are
selected by
interview with
principal using
subjective cri-

Personnel are
selected by
Interview with
principal using
criteria of job

Personnel quali-
fications are
based on cogni-
ive and affec~
tive skills

4 gualified
individual is
selected bv con-
sensus of the
staff based on

teria only qualification identified in specific objec-
objectives of tives to be
school and achieved
selected by
principal .

O
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How duws the Model provide Component (X here if
fur comonnents of: T IT III IV Scere not found)
3. Credentialing Personnel cre- Subtle subver- Certified para- Instructional
of personnel dentialing is sicns are made professionals certificates
beyond the scope  to employ impro-  are included in based on per-
of the school perly certified traditional cre-  formance and
but highly quali- dentialing pro- issued by the
fied perscmnel cedures teaching pro-
fession is a
goal of the
school
4, Inservice
training
a. Purpose Certificate re- The purpose of The purpose of The purpose of
newal is the inserveie train-  inservice train-  inservice train-
only purpose of ing is to meet ing is to provide ing is to provide op)
inservice train-  accrediting ex- teachers new in~  teachers skills ™M
ing pectations formation in in areas identi-
their areas of fied in the ob-
specialization jectives of the
instructional
program
b. Duration Inservice train- Inscrvice train- Inservice train-  Inservice train-
ing lasts only ing occurs as ing occurs on a ing is a con-
until required the need arises regular basis tinual ongoing
“credits" are function of the
earned school
_LJ
&l
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Model Ref.

How does the Model provide Component (X here if
for components of: I IT III IV Score not found)

c. Method

Ingervice train-
ing requirements
for teachers are
satisfied by
registration at
a college oxr by
taking a trip
for credit

5. Division of
labor

a. Staffing

Instruction and
allied duties
are handled
solely by
teachers who

Inservice train-
ing requirements
for teachers are
satisfied by
taking courses

L1 )

in "humanities"
or other areas

Inservice train-
ing requirements
for teachers are
satisfied by
taking courses
in arca of spe-
cialization at a
college or uni-
versity or at
workshops spon-
sored by the
district

Inservice train-
ing is concurrent
and congruent with
instructional pro-
gram for all per-
sonnel within sys-
tem

Teachers plan
and teach, with
clerical and
superyisory du-
ties handled by

Teachers are
assisted by paid,
trained para-
professionals

and instructional

An instructional
team, composed of
a team leader,
educational spe-
cialists, and

40

spend total time  aides with ro aides highly trained

in classroom and specific train- aides and clerks

planning ing design and carry
out an instruc-
tional program

b. Remuner-
ation

Teachers and
adninigtrators
are on separvate,
single salary
gchedules with
increments for
tenure

Teachers have a
single salary
index with incre-
ments, special
assignments, 12-
month contracts,
and tutoring is
paid in addition

Remuneration sched- Remuneration 1is

ule includes in-
crenents for au-

based on type &
amount of responsi-

thority within the bility assumed re-

level, i.e., dept.

heads earn more
than teachers but
administrators’
salaries may ex-
ceed dept. heads

gardless of seni-
ority or whether

staff members are
instructional or

adm., personnel

IC
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Model Ref.

How does the Model provide Component (X here if
for romponents of: T 1T I11 v : Score not found)

¢. Promotion

Promotion for
teachers means
becoming admin-
istrators

through seni-
ority and sub-
jective judg-
ment of superiors

Teachers may be
promoted by be-
coming supervi-
sors based on
senicrity and
technical compe-
tence in spe-
cialized area

Promotion of
teacher is made
within instruc-—
tional framework
based on seni-
ority, credits
earned, and cer-
tificates held,
but teachers
remain teachers

Promotion is

made within in-
structional frame-
work (teachers
remain teachers)
and is based on
performance cri-
teria determined
by consensus of
staff

F. Evaluation

1. Evaluation of
instructional
program

No change ia any
given instruc-
tional program
is cver nceded.
The traditional
program 1s re-
ligiously ad-
hered to

2. Evaluation

of personnel

Perscvnnel zre
hired and dis-
missed with no
objective eval-
uation of their
efforts

An assessment of
problems encoun-—
tered in an
instructional pro-
gram is made

Teachers evaluate
their own pro-
grams informally
and make changes,
e.g., 'action
research"

An in-school
evaluation sys-
tem of the vari-
ous instruction-
al programs is
ongoing and of
high priority

a1

Evaluation of
persenncl is con-
cerned with con-
formity rto the
principal's ex-
pectations and
group social

Teacher perfor-
mance is evalu-
ated by external
shource; Improve-
ment required
where needed

Fvaluarion of per-
sonnel is based on
performance cri-
teria through on-
going self evalu-
aticn plus feed-
back from analy-

norms sis of discrep—
ancies between
group made stand-
ards & performance
e e e e e s o e e e e T .« o s e s
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Model Ref.
(X here if
not found)

How does the Model provide
for cowmponents of: I I IIT IV

Component
Score

~40-

G. Student
OQutcomes

1. Student
achievement

Assessment of
student achiewve-
ment is cocn-
cerned primarily
with student
time spent

Assessment of
student achieve-
ment outcomes
are implicit in
Carmegie units,
course, or grade
point require-
ments

2, Affective
putcomes
of students

Af fective our—-
comes of STu-
dents are not

Students should
master course re-
quirements. Em-
phasis is con
relative measures
of achievement
within school and
district

Anticipated out-
comes of student
achievenment are
performance based
according to
written behav-
ioral objectiwves

Positive atti-
tudes of stu-
dents towards

Positive atti-
tudes of stu-
dents are sought

Anticipated atti-
tudinal outcomes
of students are

anticipated learning are by citizenship detailed in writ-
taken for training ten behavioral N
granted objectives =

H. Systems
Self Renewal

l., Review
system

Review system

iz intuitive

and historiczlly
based

The only review
system consists
of ccrasional
evaluation of
curriculum con-
tent

Review system Iis
mostly intuitive
with periodic
assessment of
content and staff
use for accredi-
tation

™ - - - - -

A gystems self
renewal model or
other systematic
approach to
change is incor-
porated by the
school planners
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How does the Model provide

for components of:

2. Evaluation of
svstem

The school, a5 a
whole, is evalu-
ated by the prin-
cipal who makes

a yearly status
report to the
superintendent

as required by
the board

I. Accountability

1. Cost/benefit
analysis

......... T Model Ref.
Component (X here if-
II I 8 S . v o __Score not found)

The schoecl is
evaluated by
committees estab-
lished to evalu-
ate curricula at
grade levels

Schoel model in-
cludes only bud-
get set by
school board

2. Problems
survey

Internal budget-
ing is allewed
by school board

Internal and

external evalu-

aticn of the

school is pre-
vided based on
written school

objectives

School model
calls for de~
tailed costs

for individual breakdown
schools

School pexicy
iccepts problems
as inevitable

School policy

Al
E

accepts problems

&5 inevitable

but they nust be
coped with by in-
dividuals without
group assistance

An evaluation
with formative
input for pro-
gram develcpment
as well as sum-
mative prcgram
assessment is
operational at
the school lewel

F.P.B.S., or
similar system,
is required by
the school
model

43

School policy
includes for-
mal procedures
for meeting
problems as
they arise

School has a
model of con-
tingency plan-
ning te antici-
pate prcblems
and document
side effects
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FLOW CHART OF DECISIOH MAKING
NORKOOD ELEMEWTARY SCHOOL

an}
4
U o
Il | PROFESSIONAL TEACHERS
£ m | conmunITY
o STUDENTS
| PARAPROFESSIONALS IMPLEMENTATION OF PLAN
i
,m | |
HETETIOMA , 1 or ,
 _xuq::ﬁ;§g:hr AREAS | If implications of ,ﬁpﬁ:rﬁx SENATE
! decision go beyond | Approved
| Internal Decislions an msﬁnw:nﬁﬁo:m_ | I. Approve | Decision
KHzde by Consensus, with | T 2. Reject
& Directlon From Desig- _ = | 3. HModify . >
T | nated leaders | , To Principal
, , For Approval
AN A A A
.,»Je ] ¥ 1 1]
.+ _ Relegt.or odify_ _ _ _ _« .. _Return for Mod’
1
| RETURNED FOR MODIF1CATION
1. Inform
1. Inform | 2. Advise
2. Consult | 3. Make Decislion
3. Saek
Decislon
N
PRINCIPAL

PRINCIPAL

Check District
Board Policy
Commants and
Reaction

To District Office
for approval, if
needed, or Implemer

if approval is not
needed., Inform
District Office of
new status.

o
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NORWOOD ELEMENTARY SCHOOL TENTATIVE ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE
[
ke PRINCIPAL
he ot
e I A
iy m E
[ ]
& Q SECRETARY
] i
: CLERK
i
E . 1 B R | , |
PRE-PRIMARY (25 per session) PRIMARY AREA (170) JUNICR AREA (200) SENIOR AREA (205)
| | é
et B -~ ~FACULTY mmzban:l;--_ﬁ .......... ————- ———————— - Fommmmm—————
i1l Master Teacher 3 Master Teachers 1 Team Coordinator 3 Master Teachers
_ “ , 3 Master Teachers f
R A it e ek ol e === ro o= e ———— e — e -
N 1 Teacher 1 Teacher 2 Teachers
1 Ing. Aide | . = ﬁ
| . _ i _ .
1 Senior Intern 1 Cler. Aide 1 Cler., Aide 1 Cler, Ailde
| _
I3
1 Junior Intern 5 Senior Interns 5 Senior Intern 5. Senior Interns
i - ]
, b, 1 , .
1 Professional Teacher 3 Junior Interns 3 u::kaﬁ Interns _3.Junior Interns
2 Trained Assistants
4 Trained Adults
4 Professional Tchr. 5 Professional Tchr. 5 Professional T«
9 Trained Asst. Mp%ﬁmwzma Asst. 9 Trained Asst.
13 Trained Adults 14 Trained Adults 14 Trained Adults
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NORTH MIAMI BEACH SENIGR HIGH

Proposed Organizational Structure & LITTLE SCHOOLS

E

di=
1

-

i

Ite

£

Apzen

CORE (Typical)
3 Driver Education | W
: Approximately 600 Students
Students in each l{ttle school , 2 Home Economics .
will spend 1/2 their time there, ” | 1 Teaching Dasigner | :
60% of which will be structured. 4 Vocational Educa. 3 Teaching Prescribers | L
| | 1 Resources Specialist | .
The other 1/2 is spent either | 3 Industrial Arts 10 Facilitating Teachers ” :
in little mn:oag core, and/or | , ” 10 Instructional Interns
comnunity. t {east m@ percent , '3 Business Education | 4 Para-professional Aides to be
of that time zggs be mﬁﬁ:nﬁgﬂmn I | Instructional and/or clerical
,u Forzign Language | as the team desires
3 Performence Arts
4 Para-professional o
i aides o
| 10 Interns ”
Lo Coord. | | o
| | in-service Loor P Disciplinary Coverage
Each zchoo! will draw from ” 2 Media Specialists | in each
bank of nina (9) week aé:é- | | Little School
courses, according o student | 2 Media Technicians
request. In additicn, non- ” Language Arts
crodit, interest courses will 2 Librarians | ” Secial Studies
be created in a continual | | Mathematics
process., ! Secial Worker B Science |
| L Art i
| Human Relations o Humanities
, Physical Education |
Community Resources |
Steering maaaﬁaﬁmmhmg i . x
| Elected Leaders (5) Principal Two Students )
o |
Business Manager Vice-Princinal Commurnity Relations Director \ummm
— ;
Eym




Appendiz K
Item =

PROPOSED SALARY SCHEDULE

NORTH MIAMI BT CH SENIOR HIGH SCHOOL
DIFFERENTIATED STAFFING PROJECT

The proposed salary schedule has been approved by the Steering Committee
and falls within the normal allocaticn for the school. All ratios are
based on the 196 day tcacher salary schedule, Provisions for the balance
of the allocation rollow the propcsal. This does not encompass adminis-
trative positions already alloted supplements.

Basic allocation------==ccmmommmmcmmnsce oo T T B
NUMBER POSITION RATIO  EXTENSION
6 Teaching Designers (One in 1.25 7.5

each 1ittle schonl plus a
Human Relations Consultant
and an In-service Coordin-

ator)
12 Teaching Frescribers 1.15 13.8
8 Resource Specialists (in- 1.00 8.0

cludes one in cach Tittle
school, two Fedia Specla-
Tists and two Coordinating

Librarians)

61 Facilitating Teachers 1.00 61.0
(1ittle schools and core)

5 Leadership Supplements .25 1.25
(for elected leaders in ‘
each component)

50 Instructional Interns (ten .2 10.0
in each component)

2 tedia Technicians (non- .75 1.5
instructional)

20" Teacher Aides (four in .4 8.0
each component--instruc-
tional or clerical)

] School Social Morker 1.15 1.15

TOTAL 112.2




FLOW CHART OF DECISION MAKING
North Miami Beach Senior High

Communi ty

Students

Community Resource Specialist
Human Relations Specialist
In-service Coordinator

Core Teachers

Psychologists

Behavioral Consultant

[MPLEMENTATION OF PLAN

A T T T T T T T T TN Lt T T Tt Tt
v ﬁw Idea contained within little school's function sW
LITTLE SCHOOLS - If imolications of | gyripyg senatg| Aporoved PRINCIPAL
idea go beyond a | | Plan W ,
With direction mewwmamﬁg@@ém 1. Approve | (1) Check District or
from elected Rl “, | 2. PReject | & 8PI Policy
leader,unon a For An 1 > 3. Modify To Principal ' (2) Comments and Re-
consensus decision. For Approva | _|'e rrincipaty action
3 i
£ ﬁg %ﬂf Reject or Modify J, ! Return for zgaﬁﬁﬂngﬁgasﬁwm !
¥ 1 o | R | 1
| “ “
“ oo
RETURMED FOR MOOIFICATICN
Administration
" Consultant .
” District
ol N
oAb
e
[a Ty ]
Z 25

To District Office @
for approval, if a5
needed, or implement

>

ﬁﬁmaaao<gggm
not needed, but

inform District off.
aﬁ;msmﬁ@ﬁ:m
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