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INTRODVCTION

N -
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. L

"pPlan 1Qg—Eva1uatLon in the Medium Slze School District" is a

P \

worki g document which: has been submitted to the management of the

. \ s . L
Duluth Public Schools as a base for dereloping an ogeratlonal system

I3 °

of planning and evaluation. The concep*uallzatlon is founded on.
several observations by the author, whlch are plesented in thls _ ' i

introduction as treory. The assumptlons of the theorv are: . .

y - ‘n
g * -
7 . . ..

1. 'In all phaéeg of school system pianning and ¢ - ' ;

evaluacfon the individual student is the unit

of analysis. ; _\

i . 1 - " ) .
2. Student-teacher jinteraction is the primary A ,

-

.- function of the school;system.

»
. -
. . ~

3, All tasks and processes of a schoéol system ] C .
!

ca@n be’ defined-in relation to the individual .

student's behavior resulting from student-

teacher interaction.

4, The process of.planning and evaluation should

initiate and terminate with the indivldual

student,
\\ T oa
_, 5. Betwéen initiatidn and termination the process C :
-« of planning and evaluation provides “information . . - o

. to several decision makers separated Ly >various




’ .
. . ©
. P

degrees of tlme, phy51ca1 location and aware-

“. + ness from the point of student-teacher intér-

© ‘ o . < E4 .
- action. . LT o

- . . N

6. The greater the degree of separation between the . .

a

- - ! . decision maker and the goint,of studeﬁf—teachen - '
inéeractib;; .y ' _.' .\i S | ' i °
- . (a) ~the greater are the number of o ' B B
. . students an@\points of student- \ | ;
h " . . teacher Interactions consiQered in T -\ © >
) ‘ - " the informatibn base for decision—makiné, ) : \
‘ and . ’ - N
. - . . . Ky
PR ‘ (b) the/more general -are the statements .
J . ' _of expectations_fer students and
. student-teacher interaction. ‘ - ;) . :
. 7. The ‘degree og specificity required in an information 6 . .
. . - . 2 ®

base for‘decision-making is not related.to the degree

13

' of separation between the decision maker and the . R

+

- ' p01nt of student—teacher 1nteractlon. Rather, the » .

- degree ‘of specif1c1ty is reldted to the effective- ’ .
. * ness and efficiency of the decision. ‘
* o

§. The effectiveness and efficiency of a decision- ar !
” - N L )!2!:""

making process is determined by three criteria:
(ii) N - ,

B
l: l ) ' : “
- ’ - N N '
o - * 3 .
. H ’ -
.. . i .

s

- L .
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-

* <« “(a) The satisfaction of‘ééudentvneeds resulting

e e e . from maintenancé or change in student- ! , .

. teacher ihteréction. _ *

' ! . . ‘\

“ ; (b) The tlmq.lag between the identification of .~ ‘
’ student need and the satlsfactlon of student . i T
« need. y : 1 : y L
, ~ . .
(c) .The cost in-human and materlal resources ' , . R

< ) / O K . o
“for @aintalnlng or changing student-teacher .
2 : . - "

interaction. -
- ?

e . .

Acceptance of the theory leads to several conclusions pertaining to
a\planningiand evaluatien process:. ' - ¢ o " . S

‘ ' ¢ : . T~ .
1. The definition &f a planning‘and eva}uation,procegs should

;

- : be initiated with the individual student and the indi- h . I
- vidual point of student-teacher interaction. o
2. At each level of decision making, the data- base ’ .

.and resulting information base_shouldjhe expanded

) to include all students and points of student-

teacher interaction affected by the. decision. ’ : . B

M .

3. _Decisions at a given point of separation from a e
P ’ . C e
‘ point of student—teacherfihteraction should be ..
. - preceded by dec@51ons at p01nts of dec1slon i
K3
P ’ ) . making in greater proximity to the point of
N - . 3 ,f
* student—teacher interaction. . , -
L . . (iii) : ' . ' . 8
ljRJ(Z . ~ . - ' - | \
. o . l l
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4, The creatlon of the data and inforrction base ‘

.ShOLAd be an accumulatlve ;unctron follow1ng .

a

¢ an unbroken chaln of—communlcatlons consistent

P -

2 A ¢ ¢ N o
in content and degree. of sp_ecificity° . I

’

At present, plannlng and evaluatlon models tend to emerge at an

organlzatlon level between top management and the fleld admlnls~

.

trators. The models are primarily desagned to provlde mlddle -~

& - e
o4

and top management with an “information base° At best, trese models -

~

reach down to the level of teachers using the managemént-ny-objectrves

4 > \

/concept as a planning and coatrol mechanism, In most 1nstances the #

-

objectives are s¢t by administratorS'and teachers f£oér themselves

without being preceded by a student needs assessment In ‘this

situation the management eructure tends to hover above the 'student .,

e

and the p01nt ‘of student—teacher interaction, with an occ&s;onal -

and somewhat random connectlon° .

’

The dysfunction resulting from initiating a planning and evalua-

tion process.at a location other than a point cf stqdent-teacher

’

interaction, is often obviated at the federal level by: guidelines.
forlgmich school distrirts cannot identify data~based needs; evalua-

tions designed to measure objectives different from those of thel

on

local districts; and discrepancies“in role definitions for

federally funded local. school staff and’ the tasks these staff.

‘
1.(A

menbers *perform. m—

3

The state departments of education administering the programs I

)
»

add an additional set of dec151ons several steps removed from the

’
v \
.

"
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teacher interaction.

Consiéeflng the local district

.

point of student-teacher interaction, which 'in turfn are filtered.

through the’ central administration of a local school distriEta '

. . {‘ . . .
anbther set of decisions is superimposed on the point of student-

7,

planning and evaluation process

1ndependent of rederal fundlng, the dysfunctlon is much the same.

A system Epr plarining and evaluation is developed somewhere in’

- &
middle'management or purchased

N

. : N\ * s .
corporation.. The structure 1s

& \ -
gram titles usually correlated

presently in existence. A set
- \\
for the principal to complete,

"divided among program\ titles.

cffice administrators gene:ate

usually in the context of task

-

from an - educatlonal management
then ?iilored to accommodate pro-
with ¢ ntrai administrative positions

of forms is then sent to the schools

-in" which the llne 1tem budget is

Teachers, prlnc1pals and central -~
objectives particular to their role,

13 4
performance. These objectives,

combined with -the program budget, are then presented as a systems

§
approach to school management,

planning process.

The general framework for .

i. e., the resultant product of a

the plannlng and evaluation process

presented in this paper is based’on the prem;sc thht 1nd1v1dua1

student needs must be identified and performance ob;ectlves

generated: before other steps in the plannlng process.can be

s eas s \
initiated. Two basic companion systems are proposed. - The flrst

(v) PR

e !
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v describes a godal-setting structure and the second describes the ‘ v
. ce o . { -, N o . .
management component for 1mp1ement1ng the system° The paper does

- - » -

not contaln extensave descrlptlons on documéntation ‘of softiare

H B ¥
AN
.. used to 1mp1ement'tﬁe system. - These materlals are belng prepared ’ oo
c ~ - : - ‘ d . n ! . )
" under separate‘cover; . S ' ./ i/ // \
y . N /:/ - B . Y .

A fea51b111ty study testlng the mechanics of the goaL structure \ N X

is presently being attempted in the area of word attack skills I gR |

@

based”bn the Wisconsin De51gn.for Reading Skill Dchlopment and ' \ | K i{“ %} .
a Computer Managed Instrucflon System developed by the Duluth - \'% 4ﬁﬁ; f f
PuhiJLISchools in’ conjuncition w1th the Research and Development B \ <o Nﬁﬁ

y Center for Cognitive Learning of the Yniversity of wiscon51n° L} | B

» + ¥

In brief review, the program . requlres the teacher to administer S
e . a

a bascline test and, after rev1ew1ng the pre-test score of each

»

student and the past performance of the student the teacher gener— \ ’ )

~a.

ates levels of expectation for each ctudent in terms of their antie- B

Eipated progress (number ®f skills to be mastered). Based on a

o

.simple accumulative"function, levels of expectation are then

generated for the classroom, the grade levei w1 hln the school, and |

the grade level within the district. It is antlc;pated that the

system will be expanded within the next school year to other \ .
[3 ’ L} “ . .
_elements of the Wisconsin Design and to a math prugram and skills . ,

list developed by the Duluth Publi¢ Schools. ’ )

-

In those areas for which hard data measures are not available,

¢

perception instruments have been used to obtain student basefzhe

ooy
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infornation and/%ndividuai student éxpectation?. A system is

-

" also being developed to quantlfy individual student—\?Jectlves for

_supportlve se v1ces, such as, social work, psychologists, speech

* -
+f N ,
“ Implementatéon for the\management compOnent of the Planning-

therapy, etcg AN -

Evaluath System is belng develqﬁééfmn the context of' federal o t

programﬁ

R been ergerlenced, the ba51c elements of the management model have
o 1 -
/

been i 1t1ated and tho documentat;on for role def/nltlons, task

nost spec1f1ca11y, Title I. Although some setbacks have ]

v v

pérfonmance, the, manageme:;;of/eagh/cbrponent pricess, resuitant .
~ produ ts from _each componerit, and the sequence of project feedback _ ' >
b have/been pompleted and 4 report on the first year"s effort is n4w

- e

scheéuled for August of 1573. A secondéyear of 1mp1ementat10n
o w111 center on task ana1y51s in relation to the obJectlves. The
attempt will be to quantlfy the specific tasks which lead to the

attainment of the student obJQCtnves so as to. allow for ana1y51s

)

in conjunction with the budget allocatlons. The basic approach '

presented in The Milwaukee ;pproach to Cost/Effectiveness* will be\

| employed.

[t ] ) .
* Crist H. Costa, Roger M. Ciroux and Roy Pedevson: The Milwaukee -

Approach to Cost/Effectiveness, Asso~iation of Sealiool Business
Officials, 1571l.

4
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.\ ' A Statément of the Problem o . ' ';

Rationale for Planning~8va1uation

- The problem facxng ah educational decision mgker is one of having A

to. choose among alternative courses of action- which have not been = .
N tf'l |

-, 7" quantified and, in most instances, have not been sufficiently v j, ‘
defined or identified. ,Tne problem is usually ¢haracterized by

—
-~

° the definition of goals an? processes in.terms which fail to ki . .&

: ‘ communicate the s ecific information needed to discrimxnate between ‘-
S / Lt g B
alternatives. A artial solution to the problem, and a needed base ‘.

for evaluation, i the definition of goals in terms of specmfic and

' . measurable objectives and the definition of processes in terms of -

’ tasks which consume human and material resources and are scheduled

‘to take place within a. set period of time.

[ oo
- [

For example,'the goal of one project may be "to/improve the educa-

g
0 e

tional environment" and the goal of the second project may be "to
improve the curriculum". Until these goals are defined in more
'speclfic _terms, the decisioh maker cannet Pe certain of what he is
considerﬂng.' If the goals are described in terms of specific

N ,,' obserable tasks such as "to purchase. 500 Volumes for the library"

(i.e., to improve the educational environment) or "to introduce a
course on consumgr economics" (i.e., to improve the curriculum) the
decision maker is at least able to discriminate between the kinds

of alternatives open to him.

i ‘ o RS

Although these objectives are defined sufficiently for some decision

™y
1

making, they are not sufficiently.defined for constderation of

-

-l -

. . v o4 \ Ry S S

" . y . .
ey e i e ——— e g o S ey
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_quality’ of output or cost'of product;on. For exampleg the, dEéiSiOD o .ﬁ\ V
v A ] e n ) R -

makKer may consider an addltxon of 500 volumes to the library ﬁeslrable - 7; L
1 "/.: "*‘:

if;(1) the volumes relate to sub)ects which are‘ln need Of SOﬂrCe l; ] /’ P

material, (2) they can be obtalned in a ten-month period, and (3) the E S
N : Y

total cost is less than five dollars a volumes Th§ dec%sion maker / a'2 -
Rl .- .

may also con51der the course on cpnsumer &conomics deS1rablefon1y if {

,{1) the course s?tlsfies an identzfled student need, (2) the course

e

complements ‘the %stablished curriculum, and (3) ‘the course can be- ' 1{‘ b

inltlated at an expense of less tnan $3;000 for 'an, academic year-

NI . -

\ 4 } o -

' Lf tﬁe decision maker'should.decide to implement either or both of °

- ¢

the projects, he must next be concerned Nlth £he alternative means

o
\

of attalnlng the de31reﬁ outcomes. It is a* thls p01nt in tha

’ﬁr I H
decision-maklng process that the defanition of processes needs to | v
- ./

be stated in’ terms of speclflc tasks to be,perfOrmed. The decisign
maker needs'to identify the most efficient and niost effective course | R -

of action by which to accemplish the objectlves. The .tasks should

. consume minlmum resources and yet achleve a desired quality of

” : ’

performance. : s T e— L
: ’

A basic element of the approach to the decisidn-making process, via .
planning,and evaluation; centers on several assumptions. The deci- e

sion maker has identified a need and the’satisfaction of the need

§

has been.given a high priority, thus the decision maker has com-

pleted his choice of the kind of objective to pursue. 1In addition

to the choice of objective,,the declslon maker has determined »

-

level ox ‘performance or an expectatlon for quality.

A

§
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3 and thus the objective.

. RN

. . . _— i

’ 5 » ; . Eaah ' ql’
A . v e . .

N\, L / ‘.
At this point the decismon maker mpst choose a solutioniwhich .

. I

maxfbe either’ sﬁccessful or unsuccessful.' If the solution is un<

- L g »

successiul he must fingpanother solutior He. may not conclude that

2 L4

‘.because the solution is Lnsuccessful.he must elfminate the project

A

The dECiS&OH maker must ultimately choose’

\/“\ L, “3
between precesses as opposed to projects [N R
‘ - \ . , NS , .

:f a scho%} has identifiedua need (such as higher studen? achinve-

E4 [y
7 - > *
° H

mentf and initiated a solution (a special reading program) which
<

‘ failed, the decision maker mdst ‘aveid eriminating the project in

Such a way as to eliminate the objetive and thus ignore the nead.
(-

Rather <han, ask the questian of whether the project succeeded or )

failed, he mu¥t identify the components of the project which were

.~

" most successful .- and also those dmeonents which were least success—
« - a

ful. In the act of discriminating between levels of success, he .

i 5

mnst also consider the costs of the components. These conditions'

’

of the decision—making processes form theaneed on which’ £he conﬁ_

~

ceptualization of evaluation,must be based. , .

The operational structure of an educational system, however, is
necessaniiy ill—suited to a classical applica‘ton nf a research /

design; The application or classical research presupposes control .

over the operation of a program. As has usually been the case,

control, such as defined in a classical control/experimentai reseirch

5

N . N * . Y R .
design, is seldom evident in school operations. For example, experi-
mentation with & new method of teaching, a new textbook, ‘or new

equipment would be introduced to a sample of students from a. defined

7 e .
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populﬂtion. “The use of ‘the textbook would be controlled and ndst
1nterven1ng varlables, such as class size, faCllltleS, the teacher,

“etc., would—also be varlables controlled and accounted for. The

L »

achievement scores of the experlmentdl group of students would then
e
be conpared wlth the achievement scores of a sample of students

drawn at,random from the same population, but who were not exposed

-

«, : LRI : T s . g :
to the innovation -be&ing tested. All® variabl®s. in both 'samples
e v

would be controlled. N Yo .

(. » ‘:' - .
In most school 51tuatlons, however, control ;s not oresent. students

1) ~ ”~

tare subject to’ 1nnovat1ve practices o% the b351s of need wlthout
condern for a research finding, thus ellmlnatlng the selection of

a control group (e;g.,‘allAﬁnderprivileged-childrenlwill benefit -
from a federal prOJect), Teachers' assianments are oftenlmade.on

the basis of scheduling needs, not on the desire to test a hypothe51~.
Control of 1nputs (books, sqpplles, etc ) are often dependent on )
Operations outside of the school setting, such as a central admlnls~

A, h

trative'office;

¢
Unc olled variables present in a given operatlonal 'situation
greatly hinder a researcher's abillty to generallze from flndlngs.
This situation necessitates the development of an evaluation com-
ponent which, rather than operate on the assumptlan of conktrol, is
deslgned to account for the lack of control. The model mﬁstcgg\set
somewhere between the goal of describing an existing structure thcﬁ“

is buried under a facade of-conmfusion and the goal of accounting for

-4 -
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ne lack of sﬁrueturei The model must be both a descriptive,todi by

which to compare alternative processes to accompllsh 51mllar ob-

Jectlves and a manlpulatlve tool by which needed future dlrectlons
can be identified rpr«dec151on maklng. As previously mentioned, the
evaluation component’is a descriptive tool which does ngk'interfere

with or manipulate project or program operations. The application

of the model is to provide for a comparison of pfoject procésses as

3

Evalua?ion is the assessmen% of performance by a targét population

opposed to projects.

_Definition of Evaluation

s n

toward the attainment of specified objectives.’ Tt is comprised of

those’écts of designing and instrument development, data collection
-~ . . v

and analysis, and report preparation.

I. Resultant Produét——Dec;sion Making.Pata Re&ative Tc °
A. Feedback of findings and conclusions sf program
efféctiyene%s. .
Tpe equating of expenditures with a measurg of the
utility and/or effectiveness of a process or prcgram
for:
17 the identificatioﬂ qf most ' useful and/or.
effectivé processes for the least e&penditure
as they apply toldiverse target populations;

and - DN

‘the determination of areas of program weaknesses.




-~
¢
5
L‘;)' o Identlflcatlon of program thrusts most llkely‘to )
) meet spec1f1ed program needs and a’ means of
quantifying the 1rpetus to thrust. - Tooe
b ‘-“‘ .
II. Overview . —_— . Coa

. A ~

v

'd ) . )
The planﬁlng—evahuatlon design’ recognlzes llmltatfbns from both the

S

’ilscal and evaluatlve perspectlves that are placed~upon»the role ,and.
scope of plannlng and evaluatlop in tﬁ% public schools. The evalua-
tion secticn of a plannlng-evalqgt*on model 1is composed of t&o com-~

ponentsﬁ formatlve evaluation conducted at interim points of a

program's duratlon and summaoigg_gg_ﬁlggl,gyalgatlon///;; former

would betgonducted byﬂiﬁggilorogpam personnel with a§sxstance\f;

central administr 1ve personnel. Methods of déta collection wopld"

be similar to fhat now employod, with teacher-made tests and some
district-wide @esting instruments being the primary tools,. - Howexer,

the use of the data would be far more reaching.

Most ewvaluacion presently oeiog conducted within and b& a school

is for the measurement of pupil achievement for the purpose of
evaluating the student not thé‘edugotional prﬁ"?ﬁﬁﬂo;~process con-
tributing toward that achlevement;‘“Most evaluatlon ;esults identify

global areas of needs, but this is a residual not primary product.
et

The proposed plahnlng-evaluation design, while not minimlzing the
need nor product of student’ evaluation, will utilize these same
results to better enable local teachers and administrators in alter-

ing the programs and processes to increase student achievement toward

the desired goals and objectives.

-5 -
v T .

i
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© be developed as theé’ programs are 1n1tlally-developed .and.would . -

14

~

‘of baseline. data with which toAcompare‘formative evaluation results.’ -~

»

for,the program renewal phase‘pf a program and act &s a soprce ty

Summative evaluation would provide data in terms of*the cost/ -
-1

utility of a program and process.

nacessarlly vary from program to program.

directed ‘toward measurement of a process] contributioh to students

4

(achleygment and attltudes). ' - .- S

A major component of summatlve eévaluation would be Gata From the

formatlve evaluatlon conducted regularly.

periodically to th\gDepartment of.Plannlng and Evaluation and pro=-
gd

vide a monitorin

III.

-

The summatlve evaluatLontwould be a majgg’source of informatlon- '

" in attaining the level of performance Sp&leled in an objective | -

-Evaluation Configuration .
\ o B

As

.achlevement for each individual stuant through : : ¢

P
.

{ N 1
1

The evaluation'designs would

-’ . -

¥ s

Assessment would be . . -

-

/. .

Y
This data would be reported

. . ,
vice on a program for manégement.. ) . :

»
A4

S

The development of the instructional‘program
wduld\ﬁtart with the assessment of 1ndiv1dua1
student needs and the statements ‘of ;;pected
a uniform structure. These statements of i
expectation constitute specific performance
objectives for each indiyual student. Ob- ‘ '

jectives for students prcvide the basis for,

stating the objectives for the classroom.
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‘The obJectlves for the classroom prov1de /
the ba51s for deternlﬁlng the objectives

for . the grade .level g}thln the school.

W

The obiectlves for the grade level wrthln N

* the scheol deflne the obJectlves for’ the . .

’

jectives, in turn, define the goals toward

"which the erntire school system is directed.

*

i, . ;! L .
B. The configuration for the evaluation _process: °

is identical to those of planning,

ming.

. 1. As the composite incremental objectives are,

r j -
. achieved, a supra-objective is attained. -

L]

R ... 2¢ As .a supra-objective is attained, the fore

a//; - t”’\hfoadly stated goals are attained.

¢

C. Evaluation, then, is based upon an approach where
{ the attainment of the parts leads to the attain-

ment of the whole. ¢

IVv. Evaluation Procedures

A. Formative Bvaldation‘//

Pl ~

=\ o 1. Baseline data is coliectéd during the

previous summative evaluation.

"2. ZInstruments are developed and administered

by local . program perschnel.

L

} grade level. acykoss the <city. These ob~ ' 4
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b= S h
?

3. Results'are compiled by local program

personnel. .

-

4. Results are reported to the Department
of Pladning and Evaluation on, forms
‘féquired by the particular design'éf the

\ o

summative evaluationg
5. Fvaluation is conducted "periodically" to:

.(a) measure student acrievement for
grading purposes, and ' /

(b) measure interim student achiéve-
./. ' N . A " ‘ :ﬁ:
.ment to determine effectiveness

of processes and activities.

6. Data in-normative references would be used to
alter program processes and activities to
increase effectiveness toward student’

achievement.

Summative Evaluation

1. The eviluation design and instruments would be
,developed and administered under the direction

of the Department of Planning and Evaluation.

2. The data would be compiled and reported by

the Department of Planning and Evaluation,—

3. The findings and conclusions would be submitted
to’the Duluth Public Schools management and

program personnel for interpretation.

*

-9 -
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C.. Program Evaluation Analysis

s S
‘ .'>\l. The intéfpreters 6f’evaluation_égta determine - :

\ N , \ .

. \ wngfe‘prégfgms,may or may not %aﬁevéﬁcceeded. S
) XZ. Lriterion foinyerpret;£ion for eVgluation data:
(§3_ w?re théJspeCifiedvprocesseE and_
‘ o activities cdrried out? \g
\

< N ~ - t

. . . N
. (b) . Were the specified processes and\\-

N activities properly carried out? .
~

o - ¢
- , . . N

ee L (c) * Were the specified processes and

.- .»-activities incorrect for the

- . - ' target population?”

(d) Have conditions changed, causing k
- previously stated processes and . u

activities to fail?

(e) Does a completely new need or
problem -exist which takes priority
over the éfesent prograﬁ or project?

< )
' L #

o
Goal Structure

-
~ 3

The model for the goal structure of a séhool system is an abstraction
of the administrative structure. In ﬁdst,idstaéges the structure is
pyramidal in form but does not represent a hierarchy of needs. Tt
represents levels at which different types of information are ap-
propriate to educational decision making. The essence of the goal '

L4

’

- 10 ~-




structure model as it differs from the models presented in the litera-
ture is that it starts with the identification of needs and stat
of expéctations for students at th
identification of these individqalestndent parameters all other
+- objectives ' and goals are defined.
whole con51sts prlmarlly of the sum of the parts,
ment.must begin with the smallest unit of ana1y51s, th
of‘goals utilize expectations fo
expectatzons,

represent the foundation on which rest

.

/o, -

Definition of Objectives

In order to in
several dlstlnctlons will. be noted.

be defined as behavioral

Al

”

0.

e base‘of the pyramid and from the

Based on the premise that the

and that. assess~-
e first sets
r the individual students.
stated‘;n the form of specific performance objec

s the remainder of the structure.
poet - N

sure commonality of definition of types of objectives,

Instructional objectives will

<

performance for a student or a group of students.

Examgle:
. =
During the thirty-minute "sharing time" each

morning, Kim will make at least three voluntary

statements per period for five days. A voluntary

statement.is one which is not prompted by a

gquestion from the teacher or another -student.

Examgle: s

During the first semester of the 1972-73 school

-year the average number of skills mastered by

.11 -

obJectlves which specify a desired level of

i
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da | ’ (
third grade students at P.S. 21 will be no less

than four as measured on the Criterion Referenced
- % E
~=.,___ Tests of the Wisconsin Reading De51gn.

——
"“—-...u erares a- .~..-....._,

)n‘

U Lo "

o

1

The second level of a goal structure will consist of unit goals fcr

<

1nd1v1dua1 school< stated in terms of management objectives for :

teachers and admlnlstrators,

-

The management obJectlve is a. behavmoral

objective which specifies a desired level of performance for‘a
teacher and/or an administrator as related to the objectives for the

classroom and the objectives for grade levels within the schools. e

Example:

-~

The teacher will visit the homeroom for each student
at least once during the school year and will write

a report on each visit, to be shared with the parénts.
A tentative schedule for the home visits will be ‘

established by October 15, 1972.
™ . ‘ |
When the management objective refers to the collective gdals of the

individual teachers and/or administrators within a school, they
L M 3

¥

" then conétifute mission objectives.

-
2

Examéle:
BY the end of the school year the home of each student : '
enrolled in P.S. 21 will have been v151ted at ieast

once by a‘ﬁeacher and/or administrator.

The management and mission objectives serve as gquality control

measures of task performance by the staff.

-12 -
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, The third level of a goal structure is based on the identification
- . d ¢
. - ’/gj;ingfiuctional objectives, management objectives, and mission

’,,/«”’" objectives. At this level the objectives are stated to correlate
‘ - ~ \n,;
with subject matter areas within thevschools. They are identical

” p ' - - .
in form to instructional objectives. They rely on the satisfaction
of msnaggment and mission objectives. Their particular characteristic
is in scope of coverage. s .

9 o

Example:

By the end of the academic year all students enrolled
t in Advanced English at the Kennedy®Junior High School:-
will attain a score on the Co-operative English Test

. ' equal. to or greater than 70 percentile. o

N The flnal level of the goal =tr%Sture, and the pinndcle of the

pyramid, refersgto the reporting of objective attainment on a dlot”lct~

wide basis. The -goal statgment is general in nature, does not change,

drasticaliy over .a long period of time, and usually takes the form of
- A

‘a school 5§stem's aspirations and priorities.

Example:

P

All “students graduating from high schools in the
school district will have-acquired adequate skills
in the areas of Reading and Mathematics to parti-

cipate in the general work force of the.country.

The statements of objectives beyona the individual student and class-
room levels are either predetermined by the student and classroom ob-
hjectives or are’directly supﬁortive to the attainment of student and
classroom objectives. 3

- 13 ~.
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Planning - Evaluation Model
v . B .

Tasks-and Processes

- -

. The combination of resource allocation, development and evaluation .

embodies a systematic approach to supportive services for the admin-

"

istration of instructional activities, As viewed in one. schemata, NE
resource alloration is a, quantifidation of inputs in terms of
_program deSigni development is & quantification of administrative

(..-t.-“

and instructional p%oéesses in terms of human activities (inter~

actions) and time constraints; evaluation_is a quantification of
'v ‘ outputs in terms of changed human behavior fn acccrdance with a.

predetermined set of standards. (See Illustration A.) _ .

i
L4 hY

Illustration A - '

\#

Planning - Evaluation

; Model
¢ s )
Inputs SEEN Process — > ° Outputs
. Resource > Development .._ » Evaluation

Allocation

In terms of actual implementation the schemata works in reverse.
The involved departments would first identify the desired outputs

(identification of specific perﬁgrmance ob;ective based on needs

\
aizcaamont). Phe second cavies of tarks o0l dq grreict of ldeptifuyine

those combinations of dctivities (ségieé,of tasks wnich consume
human and material resources within prégetermined time constraints)'
by which the objectives could be attaineo\ The definition of these _/

tasks and activities are the devélopment pnbse of the planning process.

- ;d -
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s »

Inputs for the planning orocess are human and material resources . ‘~\
reduced to the common denominator chp dollar figure. The iden- ¥ - SN

tlficatlon of inputs is defined as programsresource allocatlon. It
ix

is difﬁerentlated from the task of budgéting and accounting,in that
it requires the detailed stﬁdy\of program alternatives'in'an in-

g

structional context. Illustratlon B presents the functions of

-departments relative to the sy,tematlc planning‘géhemata presented

e, " in,Illustratlon A. ‘ : , .

¢
4 ‘ .. ’ 3 »

’ _ Illustration B

Planning - Evaluation
" Model

Input - Process _Output

)

Program s Program » Evaluation
Resolurce 4 Development il
Allocation : LN
Identification Identification Definition
( and . Z of , of
. Allocation v Alternative % Performance
of : Activities and Objectives «

Available Resources Tasks .

°
. . i

The description of tasks presented in Illustration B represents the
2
planning process as it is manifested prior to the initiation of the™ .

oneration of the instructional program. During program operation a

second phase of élanning takes place. This is program monitoring,

’ * and it is basically an interim accounting function by which

- 15 - .
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) .o, : - v -0

(a) resources being consumed are compared to resources allocated, 1

(b) tasks.,being performed and activities being completed are com-

-

' . o
pared to tasks and activities planned and time constraints imposed,

-

and (c) the rate of objective attainment is compared to the end o .

product standard as specified in the performance objectives. This

hd 4

is the . .ity control phase of the planning function. .
o - ! -~

The third phase of the planning function takes place at that period q

«» " e

of time which can logizally be identified as a completion point of

a program or a completion point of a major program combonedt}' The
completion point is identified as the pointain time when the pef:‘ .

formance objectives are expécted to be attained. At this point the ‘
_determination is made as to whether the objectives have been reached, -
- . » o ; !.
whether all tasks and activities were efficiently executed at an g
)

acceptable level of gquality, and whether resources were efficiently . 4

and effectively allocated to the tasks and activitie®. It is at this

point that major decisions concerning the program are made and the
. entire planning process is again initiated.for future school system

goals. Illustration C presents the coﬁpleted plcture of the process.

-
3

/

- 16 -
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The primary responsibilities of Program Resource Allocation in

terms of tasks are '

(a) Identification
and
’ Allocation

‘of . 4 ’ - \/

\ Available

Resources

(B) Interim Measure

of

. Consumption
to

\
Allocation

(C)’ Final Measure
of

Consumption
to

Allocation

In terms of processes the primary responsibility of Program Resource

Allocation is coordination of Phase I, Initial Planning.

4 ~ 18 -




The primary responsibilities in terms of tasks

are

(A) Identification
of Program
Activities and

Tasks

(Constraints)

» -

(B) Interim Measure
) ’ ) of ‘
Performance
to Planned

Constraints

(C) Final Measure
of

Performance

-

- to

Planned Constrdints

s

!

for program Development .

hl

‘ i

In terms of processes the primary responsibility of Program Develop-

ment is the coordination of Phdse II, Monitoring.

0

.
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The primary reéponsibilit‘es of Evaluation in terms of tasks are ’
(a) Definitions - )
~ of -
. Performance
* - . h F} .
MR .. . * Objectives - . N }
(B) Interim Measure 3
. - . ' o . s ;
. of rate of ‘ v ) o
. " Objective Attainment
1 {CO) ‘Final Measure Ce
of - 7 v )
“ - . .8
. Objective Attainment . B
. ! ) . .
- ‘ ' . . -
. In terms of process the primary responsibility of Evaluation is the
N . ' . .
coordination of Phase III, Terminal Assessmerit. ~— - '
+ (\ . v
v +
}
- Q A -
. . :
- L ad
4
\ .
o - hd 20 - -' .
i
= \) | - &
ERIC .

.
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Planning - Evaluation Model

» i

e ) . . An Example

"

Phase I: * Initial Planning .

< - -

&n order to meet the needs of evaluation accordlng to the procedures

as -outlihed in this paper, & program descrlptlon shoulﬁ include
-
<]

specific performance objectives reflectlng the findings of the basic C
needs assessment. These objectives should refer to behavior changes

for all participants rece1v1ng service. If changes are expected for

-

teachars or parents under the list of intermediate goals (parent or
) ﬁ eacher behavior changes as an ‘outcome of 1nserv1ce *which is expeeted

relate to student behavmor,changes), these, too, should be stated
in specific performance terms. - ,

\

Specific performance objectives for behavior changes'should also be
fol owed by a statement or statements describing the tasks which,

when performed, will lead to the attalnment of the objectives

(management objectives). These tasks should be wrltten so as to
denote the specific consumption of human and material resources .
within a designated time period. Tasks should be described so that

a manager can easily identify the point at which they begin, the <
poine at Jhich they;term%nate, and the outcomes that are dependent

ld

upon their completion.

- 21 -




Identification of Need (Hypothetical)

In three hlgh schools the attendance figures are below 80%. Fifteen .
percent of the student bhody have Dbeen 1dent1f1ed as chronlc dlSClpllne
problems,as evxdenced by one or more suspen51ons durlnq the academlc
yeas. The dropoucirate in each of the schools durlng the Junior and
senior year is greater than 20%.‘ Over 25% of the student body in

.
~

each of the schools receive one or mor2 failing Qrades ‘during the

a

academic year. Of the,20%’of the student body who should. have seen
a counselor, 15% failed to go so. Through a survey of teachers, it -
was determined that 90% felt that they do not have the ti@e to talk
to the student with_these difficulties and that the students made no
attempt to talk to them. On the same survey the teachers indicated

on the dverage that they thought that 20% of the students in their

classés would not complete the .academic year.

Specific Performance Objectives

..‘\_~ .

‘Based on the needs assessment, the teaching 'staffs of the schools

ldentléied the following spec1f1c perrormance objectives for students*

-

T% reduce the nnnber of potential dropouts as perceived
'bg\the teachers ih each of the three schools to 10% of
the total student body as recorded on a questionnaire
tp be administered in January of the first year of

i
froject operation.

’

The number of failures of students identified as
" potential dropouts during the first year of project
operation will. decrease by 50% as compared to the -

year hefore.




By

The actual number gf'droéouts recorded by June of
the first year-of tﬁis‘brpjébt;s operation will
decrease by 50% ;s combared to the dropout rate
of the year Begg:e as recorded in, the school -

records. . . -

»

. . N
For the students identified as potential dropouts,
the ﬁumber §f.aéys_apsent during the first ye€ar of
this project's opefaﬁion willldgcfease by 50% as
compared to t?e number of -days absent.during the

preyiqus'year (to be recorded in June of the first

year of project operation). T

At least 50% of the teachers who indicated that they

seldom talked with students who were %?tential‘dropQ

e ... . " . s . ' .
outs will indicate on & questionnaire to be admin-

istered in-June of the first year of project

)

operation that they have talked at least once

" with each of the students who were-.identified

as potential dropouts.

The number of suspensions obtained by studqnﬁs
identified as potential dropouts will be 50% less
¢uring the first year of this project's operation

as compared to the preceding year.

@"




~—y

On a questionnaire to be administered in June, at

" least 80% of the potential dropouts who remain

-in the school will indicate that:

AL

B.

c.

Theré is at least one adult person

in the school whom they like to

talk

That

year

That

__=-high

M

D.

E.

That

weil

That

well

to concerning their problems.

they enjoy going to school this

better than they did last year.
. 4

they hoped to complete their

school education.

they have the ability to do

in school.
A9

they are no less able to perform

in school than are most of the

other students.

e ‘ .
Tasks and Processes-—~Resource Allocation

A ﬁandbook for working with students who are potential dropouts will
be developed by project staff. The handbook will be ready by
“Janﬁaiy‘%l of the first year of project operation. The handbook
will cost no more than $1,000.00 to publish. The handbook’ will
require 200 hours or 4 working weeks of a project director's time
($1,500.00), ten work sessions of three hours each with fifteen

teachers from each school ($157.50 per teacher, $7,087.50 total)

Al




and thirty hours.of work time with the c unselors from each of the

high schools ($150.50 per counselor, $472.50 total).

‘
During the sécond semester of the first project\yeé;, counselors
will visit each classroom feaéher three times for one'houg each to
discdss the problems of specific students in eacﬂ bf their classes.
On the average, preparation and the vi;its require 360 hours of
éounselor time and 90 'hours of teacher time for each school. The

A}

eétimated cost is $4,500.00. N

Il

Teachers will spend two hours each week talking with students identi-

fied as potential dropouts. ‘Estimated cost, $572.00 per teacher.

LS
Counselors will talk either by phone dr in person at least once with
the parent or guardian of each potential dropout. Estimated cost,

. N .
$10.00 per student or-$3,000.00 per school.

Phase II: .Monitoring

1

The work accomplished in the initial planning phase is perhaps the
mSSt difficult in that it requires the ‘greatest amount of creativity
andvinnoqgtioh.. The second phase, or honitoring phése, requires
more technical than creative type of output. The attempE of the
planning group of the monitoring phase is to prévide for quality
control during the ongbing_operétion-of'the project. J

- 25 -
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Tasks and Processes—-

Resource Allacdtion

In the example proposal it was s&ated that a handbook for working
witly the students who are potential dropouts would be developed by

the;project staff by January 31 of the first project year of opera;
. AV o , -

tioqg It was also stated that ‘the handbook would cost no more than

municated to the pbo}ect staff would identify the degree of

© $1,000. "It would be the responsibility of thé planning staff to

. . . . s}

1nform project personnel sometime prior to January 31 as to what
the cost of .the handbook would probably be and as to whether the
handbook would be completed on time. Project staff would also have

to be informed as’to whether the director had exceeded the time

- A g

( allocation -of 200 hours, or four working weeks. The same type of,,

information would be communlcated concerning thé work of the fifteen
barticipating teachers from gach school and tﬁe counselors from each

of the high schools within the stipulated cost and time allocation

-
* -

of those groups.

During‘the second semester. of the first.projéct year the planning
staff would have tﬁg”fésponsibility of veéifying that the counselors
were viéitipg the classroom teachers under the stipulated schedule
and that they were discussing the problems of the students in
accordance with the guiheliﬁes of the propoéal. The planning staff
would also ve;ify that these activities were being conducted witnin

the stipulated time limits of 360 hours for counselors and 90 hours

for teachers for each school. The last item of information com-

»

¢

-

[y
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» L]

($4,500) and the ‘amount actually being spent.
A Y

- i on N

[N

$3,000 per scheol.

Specific Performance Objectives
- < N

BN

v

indicate to the project director whether these contacts -wete ¢
being accomplished within the cost constraints of $572 per teacher..

-~ .
The same verification process would be applied to the counselor's

potential dropout at a cost no greater than $10 per student or

The planming staff would inform the project ﬁireétor as

the dropout rate in the three schools was being reduced

e

out rate to be reached.

-

)

e

on. a month-te-month basis for the terminal’obje;tive of

Vat

discrepancy between the amount of morey budgeted for these tasks |

During the second semester the planning staff would also verify
that the participating teachers were-spending two.hours each week

talking with students identified as potential dropouts and would

e

. responsibility to talk with the parents or guardian of each SN e

' L 4

to whether , ha
sufficiently

a 10% drop- ’ .

The project director would be informed as to whether a 50% reduction

of failures for the ﬁbtential dropouts could be achieved by the end

LY

of the year.

L 4

N

The project director would be informed as to whether the actual

number of dropouts could possibly be reduced by 50% at the end of

’

> be reduced by 50% as compared to the year before.

L@
- 27 -

be informed as to whether absenteeism for dropouts could poséibly

the year as compared to the year before. The projéct director would




.

24

The project director would be informed as to the number of teachefs

K

who could indlcate that they were cwmmunlcating more with the . . .

potentlal dropouts than they had the year before. ' d

r

The prétht director would be iqformed as to whether suspensions

. of potential dropouts would be reduced by 50% as compdred to the °

.- ) d

year before.

Overview . N ' . ; :

The proﬁect director would be given a éegies;&f recommendations )
for alteriné the“brogram to counteract-discrEbancies aqticipéted ‘ ..
in achieving terminal objectives. ‘
Phase III: Terminal Assessment .
[ . X
The praoject director and all other school system administrators
appropriately concerned with the project would be informed as to
+ . N ‘. . /‘h
vhether each of the performance objectives had been attfained. The

'
.

attainment of objectives would be presented in the'context of the
identified needs of the original proposal. The discrepancy between
expectations and accomplishments would be noted and their degree of

importance would be identified. . .

“ Example

Tasks and Processes-- o P

Resource Allocation, i

The project director and ali school administrators who are ap-
propriately concerned with the project would be informed as to ‘ g

whether the tasks of .the proiect had Qéen accomplished within the

K]
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SPeCified'time and resource constraints. The planring stafi would
also ‘indicate to the administrators the degree of discrepancy-
between time and resource consumption and the time and resource )
a1locatlons. A 3udgment wotld be made as to whether these dis-

' crepancies would be overcome in futuce operatlons ar whether they

4
0 -

are sufficient to warrant termlnation of .the project. . o
e . . .
The fin;I communication‘of the planning'étaff té the administrators
"would be the relat;enship_between the costs of the project to its
) oVeralL judgments of efficiéncy and effectiveness. If, for example, -

'the per pupil cost’ per.counselon was successful in reducing the

dropout rate'by 50% but cost $200 more per pupil than what had

been planded, the project staff would recommend tO‘tﬁé aamrnrs~

trators a judgment as to whether that cost was necessary, justifi-

ablg and still within the definition of an efficient _program,
. \ |

-~ o '
L] . - f‘ ’

~ - ) -

\

e

M




