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SECTION A — GENERAL INFORMATION
PROJECT TITLE School Management and Evaluation System PROJECT 45-70-010-3

"School Information System' NUMBER
Applicant Agency Address {complete}
The Board of Education of the gégcinnati Puﬁlic Schools
City School District of the East Ninth Street

Cincinnati, Ohio 45202

City of Cincinnati, Ohi.o County Hamilton _
Name of Project Director Address (complete) Telep' .n.e Number
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Joseph L. Felix Cincinnati, Ohio 45202 A7ea Code
James N. Jacobs 513
Superintendent Address (compiete) Telephcne Number
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Donald R. Waldrip Cincinnati, Ohio 45202 Area Code
» 513

Siéﬁature Superin en? Date
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R ’
e '

SECTION B — SCHOOL POPULATION AND PARTICIPATION DATA

Numter of Children R Stoft
Enroilment Data on ur Near Pre- . eceiving ;.
: T | Kiader- | Grades | Grades Adults | |ncervice |- Total
the Previous October 1 Iéu;r?g; Garten 1.6 7-12 T"rsaei;vl':;"

1. Total Enroliment ;
of School Public
District(s)
Served b Titie

200 6,100 (38,600 |34,300

1l Project Nonpublic 50 350 10,700 16,700
2. Total Envoliment | pypic 6,100 |38,600 |34,300
Served by
;Lgfecl:ltl Nonpublic
3. Persons Directiy Public 3 5
Participating in  |__.
the Titie 111
Project Nonpublic

" 4, Direct and Indirect Participation of Students, Teachers and Counselors

Direct Paricipation Indirect Participation
Teachers Counselors Teachers LCounselors Students
Type of School
Elemen- | Secon- | Elemen-| Secon- | Elemen-| Secon- | Eiemen-| Secon- | Elemen-| Secon-
tary dary tary dary tary dary tary dary tary dary
Public * 3 3 2 2 2,000 1,020 0 0 44,6927 34,295
Nonpublic

Q

E -2-3 A20

* Plus 350 Administrators




I SECTION C- ETHNIC. TARGET POPUL%TION AND RURAL/URBAN PARTICIPATION

1. PARTICIPANTS REPORTED IN
B-3, PREKINDERGARTEN
THROUGH ADULT BY

- ETHNIC GROUPS

Number of Particlpants

Negro
American

2

Indian
American

l Percent of Participants

20%

Criental
Amorican

TS anish surnamed

merican (Mexi-

can, Puerto Rican,
Cuban descant)

Caucasian Other

6

80%

2. PARTICIPANTS REPORTED IN
B-3, PREKINDERGARTEN

l THROUGH ADULT BY
TARGET “OPULATION

Migrants

Disadvantaged

Handicapped

Early Childhood

Educatiors

Other—Specify

Number of Participants

. PARTICIPANTS REPORTED IN

Rural

Standard Metropolitan Area

Other Urban

B-3, PREKINDE GARTEN
THROUGH ADULT BY
RURAL/{URBAN DISTRIBUTION

Farm

Nonfarm

L bow
Socioeconomiz
Area

Other

CLow |
Socioeconomic
Area

Other

| Percent of Total
Number Served

16

84

' SECTION D - PERS:ONNEL FOR ADMINISTRATION AND IMPLEMENTATION OF PROJECT

Type of Paid Personne!

1. Administration/Supervision

Project Staff Paid with

Title 11! Funds

Project Staff Not Paid with
Title 111 Funds and Volunteers

Fuil
Time

Hall or
xreater

Part Time

Less !han
half

Full Time
Equivalent

Full
Time

Part Time

Half or
greater

Fufl Time

Less than i )
S o Equivalent

1.0

2 .50

2. Teachers
a. prekindergarten

b. kindergarten

‘c. grades 1-6__

d. grades 7-12

e. other

3. Subject matter specialists
(Artists, scientists, etc. other
than regular teachers)

4. Technicians (audiovisual, etc.)

2.6

5. Pupil persenne! workers
{Guidance, counseling, testing,
attendance and school social work)

6. Health services personnel
(Medical, dental, psychiaivi¢)

7. Researchers and evaluators

@. Planners arid #levelopers

9. Disseminators (writers,
public relation personnel, etc.)

.25

10. Other professionals

11. Paraprofessionals (education

afdes, etc.)

12. Other nonprofessionals
{clerical, pupil transportation
Q ‘rvices, etc.)

1.45
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SECTION F. - REPLICATION OF ESEA TITLE 111 PROJECT BY. OTHER SCHOOL DISTRICTS

According to ycur best information, list the name and location of school districts
which have replicated to some degree components of the ESEA Title |11 project

reported on this form. (Add additional lines if necessary).

NAME | {OCAT 10N

Mr. Darwin Keye, Secondary Coordinator Mt. HealthyCity Schools, 1743 Adams Road,

Mt. Healthy, Ohio 45231

ERIC A-24
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SCHOOL MANAGEMENT AND EVALUATION SYSTEM

II. A. Summary
This Project, funded for three years under ESEA Titie I11, has
had three fundamental and largely sequential objectives: To develop
and implement-an information system on the school level, to improve
the system, and to help educational decision-makers understand and
‘ultimately use the system. The targetted audiences were, of course,
the educational decision-makers--primarily school principals and
secondarily central office administrators plus supervisors. Not-
surprisingly, many other groups and individuals turned out to be
served too. ’

The proposal for the Project arose in the late 1960's when
alert District personnel started to seek relatively objective and
varied data to support the overall decision process. This effort
culminated in the yroposal, submitted in early 1970.

Basic procedures under each of the three aforesaid objectives
can be listed rather simply. In developing the information system,
the Project staff assessed the informational needs of their various
target groups, designed a model of the eventual system, collected
and generated data, prepared the data for analysis and output by
computer, processed and de-bugged the resulting printouts or
reports (on each of 100 District schools), wrote interpretive
memoraridums to accompany and clarify the reports, and distributed
all this to the intended audience. In improving the system, more
or less all the procedures under the first objective were scru-
tinized and replicated. Finally, in training decision-makers to
understand and use the system, the emphasis shifted (a) initially
to feedback from decision-makers and others on how the reports
were being received, and (b) ultimately to a series of in-service
programs for system users.

Evaluation for the first objective was largely a matter of
face validity; i.e., was the informatinn system being developed
as it had been proposed. Evaluating the second and ‘third objec-
tives, on the other hand, consisted for the most part of surveying
the report users to see if, in fact, improvements had been made
and if the reports were proving useful.

Results of the various evaluations were predeminantly favor-
able. The most tangible evidence of this was the fact that the
Cincinnati Board of Education has decided to continue the Project
under local funds--despite exceptional tightness in the LEA budget
for the past five years.



II. B. Context Description

By 1968, the Cincinnati Public Schools had developed a keen
interest in building a data bank--primarily for the sake of improv-
ing program administration evaluation. But local furnding had been
very tight for the School District throughout. the late 1960's. So
the District's Division of Program Research and Design, vnder the
direction of James Jacobs, sought and gained limited financial sup-
port through Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
(ESEA) and through the Disadvantaged Pupils Public Fund (DPPF) for
the State of Ohio.

This effort culminated in the hiring of two experienced District
people in early 1968 to start collecting elementary school data. The
two professionals collected whatever data they learned was available,
outeside agencies were hired to prepare and process this data., and
the resulting computer printouts were disseminated to all elementary
principals ih the Cincinnati Public Schools.

An essential n:ed justifying this effort was identified at the
time and has remained basically unchanged t- the present--namely,
to provide more meaningful data to decision-makers and thereby aid
" them in their daily and long-term decision-making tasks. A second
need, perhaps no less important, was to provide persuasive evidence
for what is done in the Cincinnati Zublic Schools. This need today
is commonly referred to as accountability to the public. According
to a late 1970 Gallup poll, Zwo of three adults nationwide favor:
increased accovntability for teacheis and school administrators.

As the data bank became more ‘than embryonic, the people involved
all recognized the desirability of gaining more substantial support.
In April of 1970, a formal proposal was submitted to Title III of
ESEA. The proposal title was School Management and Evaluation System
(SMES), since-it pointed at school-level information to help manage-
ment in its decision~making and evzluation of programs--via a system
approach. By May of 1970, word was received that the proposal was
to be funded. :

IT. C. Program Explanatiorn

Scope 0f The Program

1. Number and Kinds of Participants

Broadly speaking, the School Information System
served the Cincinnati Public Schools as a whole. Moz
specifically, there were several identifiable populations
served in varying ways. Primary service was prsvided to
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the 100 school principals in the District. Secondary
attention was directed tc the 65 assistant principals

and .the diversity of District administrators and special-
ists on up to the superintendent--numbering around 140.

Direct services to the above groups, typically with
multi-school responsibilities, inevitably meant at least
indirect service to the classroom teachers (some 3,400)
and to the students (roughly 77,000) District-wide. In
another sense, all the teachers and three entire grades
(i.e., 6th, 9th, and 12th) of students expressed them-
selves to the Project via the teacher and student surveys.

"A tertiary target group has been lay community
people (of a large but indeterminate number) who have
used SIS reports or attended project-oriented meetings.

Prominznt in this group have been parents. Among several

forms of participation, large samples of the parent popu-
lation have taken the parent survey and thus become part
of the Project's data bank.

Specified Objectives

As stated in the section of evaluation, these were
(a) development of a system's model to meet ascertained
management needs, (b) collection of recorded data,
(c) generation of survey data, (d) analysis of data,
(e) interpretation of data, (f) preparation of data
reports, (g) report evaluation, (h) report dissemination,
(1) training for decision-makers to understand and use
reports, and (j) evaluation of user training.

Staff Responsibilities, Qualifications,AEtc.

The staff throughout the life of the Project has
included a manager, a programmer/analyst, a disseminator/
evaluator, and a secretary. In addition, for at least
half of the three years, there has been a data collector,
a statistical clerk, and two other programmer/analysts.

Duties of the staff were rather well described by
the titles given above. The project manager coordinated
and directed the work of the entire staff; the programmer/
analysts developed and de-bugged report software; the
disseminator/evaluator had a hand in most ¢f the narrative
products beside covering most process evaluation and some
product evaluation; the data collector picked up data
from a number of offices inside and outside the District;
the statistical clerk lent. able assistance to the col-



lector; and the secretary scrambled to keep up with the
variety of assignments from her half-dozen '"bosses."

How cdevoted to these duties were the incumbents?
For the first project year, all staff were full-time.
Afterward, however, the need for programmers was
acknowledged and two programmers were added. But the
budget for the second and third years had to be kept
down, so only the manager and secretary remained full-
time over the entire three years. For instance,; the
disseminator-evaluator was cut to half-time after the
first year and the data collector's time was even less.
It might be noted here that the programmers, because
of their rather low priority to the hardware available
to them, frequently had to work odd hours (especiaily
between midnight and & a.m.) in order to gain respect-
able turnaround time betwsen computer runs.

Something should be stated about quaiification
of the staff. The project manager had completed
coursework for a doctorate in educational research,
management, and evaluation at Ohio State University.
One programmer/analyst had a background in accounting
and business applications, while the other two had
been trained in mathematics. The Jata collector drew
from long experience in the District.as a teacher and
school principal. The disseminator/evaluator was a
former journalist and teacher before completing a
doctorate in school administration and communications.
The clerk and secretary were both highly qualified for
their positions under civil service requirements.

All of the professional staff has several occa-
slons -for upgrading their job skills. These occurred
by and large in the form of outside counsultants for
(a) ‘the project manager; e.g., Professor Desmond Cook,
Ohio State University, on management; Professor Edwin
Novak, Ohio State University, on gsystems design; and
Dr. Jack Bieda, Procter and Gamble, on statistics; and
for (b) the programmer/analysts; e.g., Dr, James
Gunnell, Ohio State University, on surveys; and Dean
Harry Smith, Rensselaer Yclytechnic Institute, on
statistical applications and repert formatting. The
disseminator/evaluator, on the other hand, took advan-
tage of several in-service seminars and workshops
desigred for District evaluators,

Regarding staff stability, it was complete except
for the secretary. The average tenure there was one
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year.. Fortunately, when budgetary constraints forced
several pcsitions onto less than full-time, the depart-
rantal home of the Project helped maintain people under
other budgets.’

Program Procedures

1.

Time Period and Report Coverage

The School Information System ran from May 1, 1970,
through April 30, 1973. This report centered on the
third year of the three-year endeavor but sought to em-
brace essentials for all three years.

Location and Arrangements

Tt was estimated that some sixty percent of project
procedures took place on the Third Floor of the Lducation
Center for the Cincinnati Public Schools-~within the
District's Department of Research and Development. The
remaining forty percent was divided about equally between
more than half the District's 100 schools and four com-
puter installations; i.e., Hamilton County Data Proces-
sing Center, University of Cincinnati Computer Center,
Regional Computer Center for Hamilton County, and the
District's own Division of Data Processing. Project
staffers were provided two and a half rooms for offices
and storage in the Education Center, while their accom-
modatibn in the field was strictly transient.

Main Services and Methods

As stated elsewhere, the culminating service of
SIS was to produce highly useful data ceports to District
decision-makers. In broad terms this was accomplished
by first developing and upgrading a rather comprehensive
information system (for the first two years) and then
training the decision-makers to understand and use the
system effectively {(during the third year).

It. should be made clear that project reports, the
basic product of the Information System, feature (1) the
statistical techniques of correlation, regression and
factor analysis, (2) a survey component undergirded by
pilot tests and periodic revisions of the instruments,
massive respondent populations as totalities or as
random samples, standardization of instructions and
general procedures for administration, processing via
computer, reliability testing, and a series of validity



11

checks, as well as (3) accompaniment for all ten reports
by interpretive memorandums to aid users toward thorough
understanding of contents. Substantial documentation of
these features was avilable in the CGA for 1972,

Infrastructure for all the above was an automated
data bank. This has meant, for examj:le, that any or all
of the several hundred thousand varialyles—-loaded onto
disks--can be accessed directly from teletype terminals
at no less than eight locations around the District.
Thus, in addition to the regular reports produced for
all 100 schools, a system user can quickly receive a
report tailored to his exact specificationms.

The Role of Lay Pedple

As stated elsewhere, local communities and parents
interested in the public schools have made extensive use
of project materials. Evidence of this has been more
than a hundred school-community meetings focusing on SIS
reports. These have been mandated district-wide at least
once a year to inform communities about school affairs,
while supplementary meetings have been scheduled at the
discretion of individual schools. Another common mode -
of contact has been requests by phone. Dozens of these
have been received. Related discussion is given in the
section on dissemination. -

A very different but equally emphatic role for lay
people has been their inclusion on four survey advisory
committees. Three or more community representatives
have participated on each of these. The major responsi-
bility of the committees has been to rercommend changes
in survey content and in how results are presented to
communities. Finaliy, moving from depth to breadth of
involvement, the Project has maintained a rather steady
flow of general publicity with articles in neswspapers,
District newsletters, and SIS's cwn newsictter. '

Financial Considerations k

The total cost of the Project was $293,000 for
three years. Of this amount; $267,000 or ninety-one
percent was provided under ESEA Title III. The remain-
ing $26,000 was a very conservative wistimate of support
from several other sources: The Hamilton County Data
Processing Center which gave the Project a strikingly
low price for the use of its hardware; the Hewlett
Packard Company which did the same with its computer



12

terminalsi ESEA Title I contributed occasional time slots
from non-project personnel; and, of course, the LEA pro-
vided basic facilities plus, quite recently, substantial
help processing the very large parent survey.

The cost of continuing the Project beyond its Title
III period--essentially at the same level of '"production''--
was expected to drop about twenty-five percent. This econ-
omy was largely explained by the elimination of a program-
mer/analyst, since the preponderance of software had been
developed by that time.

Major categories of cost were roundly estimated ks
follows: computer processing (software as well as hard-
ware) -- $100,000; dissemination -- $75,000; administra-
tion -- $50,000; and evaluation -- $25,000. Like most
projects in education, the bulk of the money went for
professional personnel, However, with its emphasis on
computerized reporting, the School Information System
sperit a sizeable amount on Computer usage as well as
duplication and glerical services. The brief list below
is given in acc¢rdance with state guidelines.

Total Federal Support Under ESEA Title III $ 267,100
Total Federal Support Other Than Under ESEA Title III $§ 1,000
Total Non-Federal Support $ 25,000
Total Project Cost $ 293,100
Tntal Evaluation Cost $ 25,000

7. Evaluation Provisions and Impact

Considerable detail in this regard hac been supplied
in the lengthy section on eviluation. Suffice here to men~-
tion the followirg. Approximately twenty percent of the
disseminator/evaluator's total assignment focused on evalu-
ation while the head of project evaluation for the District
speni several weeks during the third year alone coordirating
appraisals of the two major training programs for SIS users.

Targzt population? were in a sense employed a2s evalu-
ators too, since their reaction to project preducts was sur-
veyed on several occasions, Incidentally, this survey effort
not only embodied the preparation and administration of for-
mal written instruments for there were many informal oral
contacts betweern staffers and users. The project manager
judged th»at more than one hour weekly on the average was
given to this unstructuged activity.

In terms of impact, evaluation efforts as a whole were
ingtrumental in several fundamental areas: (a) structuring
and restructuring the noted training programs, (b) modifying
and sharpening staff assignments fiom year ti year, and
(c) repeatedly revising report formats for greater under-

Qo standability and vtility.
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Effect Of Project On Cooperating Agencies

A number of agencies and organizations have been named in pre-
vious sections. But only those with whom SIS has or has had a mutuazl
relationship will be included below--along with some organizations
yet unnamed., :

A. Bureau of Educational Research, University of Virginia
(Charlottesville): SIS has used the Bureau's hardware
and software for statistical work, while the Bureau has
benefitted from our theoretical models in order to develop
a district-level information system for the State of
Virginia. (Second year af Project.)

B. Center for Urban Information Systems at the iniversity
of Cincinnati: This organization has produced a number
of batch processed reports and has interacted frequently
with the staff's programmer/analysts. In fact, the
Center has served ag th Project's interface with the
University's Compute: _.nter. Moreover, the respective
data banks of the Center and SIS have been shared rather
extensively. (Sectnd year of Project.)

C. City Planning Commiesion of Cincinnati: This office
provided the Project with detailed maps on the city for
the later purpose of matching census tracts with school
attendsnce 3dreas. We have provided them with data on
juvenile arrests, dropouts, attendance, and the student
survey. (First, second, and third years of Project.)

D. Educational Development Faculty at the Ohio State
University: This relationship has meant consultation
on conceptualizing the project in a resource allocation
mode, assistance in developing the evaluation model,
and considerable help in carrying out the '"maverick"
study which identified and analyzed over- and under=-
achieving schools. SIS, of course, provided one of
their doctoral students with all the data to be
analyzed. (First and second year of Project.)

E. Data Processing Center of the Hamilton County Board
of Education: The essence here was the financial sup-
port given to this cent2r in return for the very
advantageous arrangement for CIU time. (First, sec-
ond, and third year of Project.}

F. Data Systems Design and Management Science Departments
of the Procter and Gamble Company: The company has
released a person to serve on the Project's Committee A.




This systems specialist has had frequent mutually
beneficial interactions with the programmer/analyst.

The company has also offered help in drawing lay samples
in the school district, although this offer is being
accepted for the first time for the next parent survey.
(Second year of Project.) )

G. Hewlett Packard: This developer of hardware and soft-
ware packages has made its local system available to
SIS while SIS in its turn is testing the system for 1its
hardware utility. (Third year of Project.)

H. Parent Teacher Associations: SIS has provided the PTAs
with reports and spoken at several of their meetings.
For this part, literally hundreds of PTA members have
volunteered zenerous amounts of their time for survey
work--especially phoning lay respondents. (First, sec-
ond, and third years of Project.)

I. Local Educational Agencies: The Mt. Healthy School
District in Cincinnati has used all of SIS's surveys
as well as the programming software to process the
data. (Third year of Project.)

J. Model Cities: Model Cities has used our instruments
ag well as our data in carrying out their evaluation
studies. (First and second years of Project.)

K. School Community Associations (SCA): They have used
our { ‘.2 as well as our survey data extensively.
Specific uses include--planning and evaluation at the
local elementary, junior, and senior high schools.
(First, second, and third years of Project.)

Organizations with whom the Project has exchanged services in
the past but not within the last year include the Radio Corporation
of America and the Regional Computer Center for Cincinnati and
Hamilton County.

II. D. Evaluation Of Activities And Qutcomes

First, a caveat is in order regarding "the matter in which all
persons receiving treatment were chosen'" and 'the significant charac~
teristics of those participants" (from the State Department's In-
structions). The Project's closest approximation of participants
“receiving treatment' has been district principals--and possibly
assistant principals, central office supervisors, directors, and top
administrators--who received training to improve their understanding
and use. of project reports. So the items quoted above were not matters
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of real concern for the School Information System. Indeed, the highly
+nugual thrust of the entire project made many standard evaluation
pyorcedurcs inappropriate as will be seen bhelow.

1. Objectives (Referring notably to the third aud fourth aspects
under "Evaluation of Activities and Outcomes')

These remainred almost perfectly stable over the three-year period.
A gradually shifting personal preference of project management has led
to slight changes in the actual wording of a few objectivea, but the
perception of the essential charge has been remarkably constant. With
the benefit of a three-year perspective, the fundamental objectives
have been reduced to three in number. What were formerly part of a
longer list have been classified as sub-objectives, since they could
be neatly subsumed. Now each of the "big three" will be considered
more closely--with particular attention to levels of accomplishment
and means of measurement.

Cbiective I —- The Development Of A School Information System

This was the overarching charge of the preject's first two
years. So its accomplishment has been discussed with some detail
in the first and second Applications for Continuation Grant (see,
for example, pp. 11-37 in the 1972 Application). As review, the
major steps of that discussion were (a) development of a system's
model to meet identified management needs, (b) collection of rectrded
data, (c) generation of survey data, (d) analysis of data, (e) inter-
pretation of data, (f) preparation of data reports, and (g) dissemi-
nation of reports. .

The technique used in measuring the accomplishment of these
various steps was primarily face validity. In effect, was the
information system developed? Appendix H in the 1972 CGA provided
a reproduction of a Variable Printout, the Project's most compre-
hensive computer-based report. The Variable Printout embodied the
entire system rather well, because it represented collection and
generation of several hundred variables, presentation of data in
various forms (i.e., absolute numbers, percents, averages, and
standard deviations), and dissemimation--along with interpretive
memorandume~-to all regular district schools. 1In fact, at the time
of this writing, the Project distributed no less than ‘en distinct
reports to the same 100 schools. One-page samples of each have
been reproduced in Appendix A.

In addition to face validity checks on the accemplishment of
the first objective, the project staff (1) scrutinized their own
basic procedures in data collection, (2) spot-checked data output,
(3) pilot-tested the surveys, (4) searched the literature on data
analysis, (5) ercouraged reaction from a half-dozen consultants,
and (6) surveyed school principals -- the major target group for
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the Project. These assessment were discussed in the second CGA,
especially on pp. 12-13, 16, 19, and 25-37. While the evaluative
data gathered was not wholly complimentary, it did azmount to
unequivocal evidence that the Project had definitely developed

a school information system with its several ramifications ag
specified by objectives one through four in the original proposal
(see pp. 4-5).

Objective II -~ Tmproving The System

In broad terms, this was the fundamental charge for the .rfoject's
second year. This is not to state that developmental work stopped or
that user training had not started, for there was temporal overlap
among the three areas of endeavor.

Moreover, this second objective grew directly out of the first.
For as development occurred, each step was soon persued for possible
improvement. Therefore, evaluation of this objective has been partly
covered under objective I. Efforts in this regard were elaborated in
the second CGA. Suffice here to ftouch upon a few of the most important
ones,

Compatibility of SIS data with that from other offices became a
major concern during the second year. In one case, SIS had been
computing district averages by using the number of schools and not
accounting for their varying student populations. This turned out
to be incompatible with figures computed by the Division of Evaluation
Services; and, since the latter figures were really better, we dropped
ours and adopted theirs.

As for the survey component of the data bank, a carefully chosen
committee was put together for the primary purpose of survey improve-
ment. One result was a painstaking revision of both the student and
teacher surveys. As noted under Objective I, a handful of consultants
also inputed on thez surveys.

Numerous improvements were made on the format of the various
project reports. Potentially mysterious abbreviations were clarified,
stanine rankings were made more flexible and realistic, most variables
were denoted as desirable or undesirable--for more meaning and utility
to users, and factor structures were strengthened (CGA 1972, pp. 29-30).
Evaluation of these changes resided for the most part in a survey of
the school principals; results of this survey were recounted on pp. 31-
34,

But probably the most noteworthy improvement had to do with
automation and conversion. More specifically, the system's data bank
was essentially automated on an IBM 360-40 by the middle of the second
year. Then, with the District's acquisition of a Hewlett Packard 2000 C
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system early in the third year, it was decidzd to convert the SIS bank
accordingly.

The programming task has been considerable and has included pack-
ages for correlation, regression, and factor analysis. Notwithstanding,
since May of 1973, users in the central office and in many schools
have. enjoyed on-line access to any variable in the bank. The improve-
ment represented by the above is substantial: (1) an in-district
system (versus one in which the Project had always been relegated to
squeeze-it-in, odd hours stafus) assures high priority consideration,
and (2) multi-terminal access means greatly enhanced speed, visibility,
and excitement for the Project at large.

Obiective I1I1 -- Training System Users

This objective predominated for the third and final year of the
Project under ESEA Title III. As intimated earlier, the training
effort was going on during the second and even the first year of SIS
.{see, for example, pp. 27-28 in the 1971 CGA). Furthermore, the
interpretive memorandums--an important component of the in-service
program--had been prepared, circulated, and discussed among the
targeted administrators since early in the second year.

Nonetheless, the training objective moved to center stage only
during the past year. August of 1972 was the first time that the
principals were brought out of their daily problems and put through
several days of intense exposure to SIS materials, Parenthetically,
what the Project did at that tin» was adopted by the District's top
administration as the major in-service session for school principals.

Documentation of the program, including a 4l-page ewaluation
report, is given in Appendix B. Highlights of the report are sum-
marized below. There were eight subgoals of the overall training
program: (1) To provide principals an opportunity to review and
apply 1971-72 SIS data to specific task situations. (2) To assist
principals in acquiring a functional knowledge of SIS. (3) To
assist principals in the use of SIS data for decision making relat-
ing to goal setting and problem identification. (4) ‘fo assist
principals in the utilization ¢f SIS data in program evaluation.
(5) To assist principals in the interpretation and use of the Stu-
dent, Teacher, and Parent Surveys, (6) To assist principals in
communicating information to staff, students, and the public.

(7) To provide knowledge about the nature and qualities of deci-
sions and information. (8) To show the relation between SIS
reports and accountability.

Three instruments were used to collect evaluation information:
Participant ratings (post only) of the program's value, a content
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test (pre and post), and a test simulation {pre and post). In
addition, district evaluators rapped participants informzily on a
periodic basis, and a suggesticn box was provided.

While the aforesaid report offers considerable detail about
the results, only major conclusions will be excerpted here.

In general, the training program may be labelled
a highly successful in-service effort. FEighteen of the
twenty-five evaluation objectives were achieved. These
included at least one objective under each of the eight

" subgoals. The in-service proved most successful in
achieving objectives related to goal setting, problem
identification, and program evaluation. The areas seem-
ing most in need of follow-up are the application of SIS
data, functional knowledge of the system, and communica-
tizn techniques.

None of the fifteen program components were rated
so low as to dictate its beipg eliminated from future
replications, Each component was rated at or above he
midpoint of the scale by at least one of the two groups.

The second major in-service effort for the Project occurred in
early November, less than three months after the first effort. (Par-
enthetically, this second training program was not originally sched-
uled in project objectives but grew out of demand apparently generated
from the training for principals.) The target population this time
_included virtually all central office administraters and supervisors.
This program wae about half as long as the one for principals, so
goals were a bi% less ambitious: To ascertalr specific needs for
post-program training for the population, and to assess the extent
to which these same people accept and understand the Schocl Infor-
mation System.

The assessment was based on instruments essentially the same as
those used with the program for the principals. Since a copy of the
entire evaluation is given in Appendix C, only a summary is provided
here. The two-day workshop for the central office appeared to have
about the same measure of success enjoyed by the program for field
administrators.

In particular,

--Cognitive instruments administered before and after the work-
shop indicate knowledge gaing among nearly all participants.
An attitude scale used at the end of the program showed
highly favorable feelings in workshop-related areas.

ia
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--Smallest gains in measured knowledge cccurred in the area
of goal setting and problém identification. Possibly be-
cause of increased item difficulty, post-test percentages
of correct response declined on several items in this area.

~-No single area emerges from the evaluation resulits as most
important for future in-service training. Despite the
decline in the goal setting area, these post-test percent-
ages compared favorably with those for program evaluation,
survey use, and functional knowledge of SIS. The approach
of the workshop in dealing briefly with several major areas
apparently served to supply some general deficiencies in
the knowledge necessary to use SIS effectively.

--Attitudes toward topics related to workshop content and
goals appear rather uniformly positive. Items in three
categories, SIS, Using Evaluation Data, and the Workshop
produced consistent mean scores. Participants generally
agreed with favorable statements and disagreed with
unfavorable statements.

Almost at the same time as the workshop for central office
personnel, one of the assistant superintendents--as part of another
study--surveyed a handful of principals as to (1) their current or
planned use of SIS, (2) the monetary value of SIS data to them,

(3) their interest in accessing SIS reports via computer terminal,
and (4) teachers who have expressed interest in having a terminal

at their school. All respondents checked '"yes" to #1 and fluctuated
between ''don't know' and $750 on #2, while a majority reacted
positively to #3. Only on the fourth question did the principals
get split evenly between affirmative and negative responses.

In the same vein as the fall workshop, three other “'rump"
sessions were generated out of rather spontaneous felt needs.
One was held for selected staff in the Division of Personnel, and
another worked with directors in the Department of Human Resources.
Both of the foregoing, incidentally, were quite small and empha-
sized specific applications of SIS reports. They were not evalu-
ated by the Project.

The third, put on in late March, was intended for instructional
supervisors. The project evaluator would like to take just a few
words to compliment the project manager on the reception given his
presentation. {11 nineteen participants reported they were
"motivated" by the session, and all but one checked "good" (versus
"fair" or "poor") as their overall assessment. A copy of materials
used as well as the appraisal instrument is given in Appendix D.

The final focus of evaluation for the third year's major
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objective (again, training SIS users to understand and vse SIS pro-
ducts) was a late April survey of all the principals. This survey
of the prircipals was deemed of major importance in terms of its
focus and its timing. The focus, of course, was the target group
acknowledged as paramount. The timing was equally significant
Since it came after all essential efforts had been carried out.

All other assessments preceded sizeable segments of the Project
under Title III.

First, a few words about survey response, After two follow-
up contacts, 96 of the 98 principals (two covering two schcols
apiece) completed and turned in the survey. Another indicator of
the target group's responsiveness was the 60 percent who went well
beyond a perfunctory ciccling of listed items and veluntesred no
less than a full sentence of commentary. In fact, only 13 of the
96 respondents did not take the time to write something.

The basic format for reporting the results will be item by
item. A copy of tha cover letter and instrument sent out is
given in Appendix E. The structured or closed-end responses are
enumerated initially with the unstructured written results stated
subsequently.

Item 1 queried understanding of SIS reports. Of the four
choices provided, 22 reported "very well", 74 marked "rather well",
and therefore none fell into the lower two categories. Regarding
volunteered comments, most centered on the training they had
received. Three noted that the workshop had been helpful, four
wrote that the five half-day sessions had been too long, four
expressed interest in more instruction, and a couple complained
about the difficulty of quickly finding pages of immediate concern.

Item 2 inquired about the. general frequency of report usage.
Fifty, a slight majority, replied "monthly", while 13 and 12
reported "weekly" and "annually" respectively, Only 3 purported
to use SIS documents 'daily." Another 20 commented to the effect
that they tended to use the reports as needed or at varying times.

Results for item 3, regarding the extent and kind of use
made of the reports (at large, are shown in Table I below).

TABLE I: Answers To #3; "How wmuch do you refer to the report?"

Not A Some-) A }Aver-~
Areas Of Use At All {Little | what |Lot agek
a) To answer staff questions 2 27 54 13] 2.8
b) To answer parent questions 5 39 41 11] 2.6
c) For discussion in staff mtgs. 1 19 45 31| 3.1
d) For disc. in community mtgs. 0 30 42 24| 2.9
e} To assess needs or develop
goals for your school 1 11 36 48| 3.4
f) Ta evgluate aspects of your 1 6 44 451 3.4
schoc?

. [:RJ}:‘ 7*Calculatéd with a 1-4 point scale with high score meaning high usage.

IToxt Provided by ERI
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The reader can see readily that overall usage in terms of the above
areas was reasonably high in all cases. For example, the least
reported function, "to answer parent questions", had an average
response of 2.6 or slightly above the midpoint between "a little"
and '"'somewhat." The highest areas of use, as shown in the table,
were "e" and "f." It should be noted further that needs assessment,
goal development, and program evaluation--represented by "e" and
"f'"-~have been areas of highest priority for SIS since its inception.
Rather few longhand reactions were elicited by #3. Four principals
sald they referred to SIS reports for various kinds of planning;
e.g.; "give direction for the coming year." Two cited the reports
as a tool for decision-making, while sundry others mentioned answer-
ing questions of individuals, analyzing grade level performance,

and "comparative purposes." :

Item 4 asked respondents to indicate their interest in the
various reports. Results are given in Table 1II.

TABLE II: Answers To #4: '"Rank each SIS Report
in terms of interest for you."

None Low Medium High Average*
a) Exceptional Characteristics 1 12 35 45 3.3
b) Variable Printout 10 49 31
c) Factor Stanine 10 44 37
d) Variable Stanine 13 47 29
e) Student Survey 6 30 57
f) Teacher Survey 3 26 65
_g8) Parent Survey 2 31 63
h) Goal Survey 6 38 51
_1) Trend Report 12 36 44
3) Achievement Forecast 7 32 48
*Based on a 1-4 point scale with &4 meaning "high"

V—

Lol (o] [o] [en] [ ) X F-0 (] F N
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In general, one can note the substantial interest of the principals
at large in all the reports, Considering the centers of gravity or
average figures, no report fell below "medium.”" And the four surveys,
led by the Teacher Survey, rated above any of the other six reports.

In an attempt to tease more meaning from the data, they were
tabulated by elementary versus secondary groups on item 3 as well as
item 4. Only one sizeable difference in response was found. On the
Achievement Forecast (j under #4), the average secondary response
was only 3.0 while that for elementary was 3.5. This unique discrep-
ancy could have been explained by the fact that this report was yet
to be prepared on secondary schools while all elementaries had
received their first Achievement Forecast Just a couple of months
earlier,
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The fifth item on the final survey of the principals asked,
"What would you like SIS to¢ emphasize next year?'" As intended,
several gave more than one answer to #5. Better than one third
(1.e., 33) circled "more help with data usage", 20 specified
"shorter or fewer reports", while 19 indicated "more training for
users."”

Beyond circling the stated choices, more than a score wrote
out 1inéfwvidual responses which have been grouped below into two
categories--the "positive', meaning more of something is wanted;
and the 'negative", where some improvement is requested. Four
principals declired their interest in getting more comparative
information at the sub-district level, especially on sets of
schools like their own. Four also wanted more trend data, par-
ticularly that showing student growth. Two called for more test-
ing, with one of them adding "in all grades.'" Another two reit-
erated the now long-term plea for pupil/level data.

The most frequently requested improvement was to cut the size

" of the reports, with three referring apparently to the number of
pages (e.g., '"'a'mass to digest') and two others focusing on the
physical dimensions of the 14 by 11 inch printouts. Four princi-
pals criticlzed the timing of the reports (e.g., ""like yesterday's
newspaper'') with a couple of these dubbing,August as a better time
to make them available. 7hvee commented on the rather confusing
way in which they have to switch measurement concepts when going
from one report to another. Another improvement requested by a
threesome was greater accuracy or validity of the data; in the
words of one, "It's okay, as gossip or propaganda."

Number 6, the final item on the survey, was the most open
one: "...express in your own words what you think of SIS." The
most sweepingly negative reaction to the Procject, articulated by
three principals, was that it seemed nonessential. Two of them
wrote that it has been much like what is already available. As
one put it, "it tells me little I cannot guess about.'" A second
declared flatly that it "should not be funded with locel monies."
The third general critic offered a full-blown diatribe on how the
guts of what schools should be about cannot be computer programmed.
A fourth respondent, while conceding some value to SIS, went on
to put it definitely below his priority for '"more help in the
classroom."

Four principals attacked projiect ramifications which were
really outside SIS control--namely, the uses to which project
reports have been and have not been directed. Regarding the former,
one wrote that '"SIS stuff is used mainly to show parents why we fail
-in so many respects, to make excuses, to indicate that 'here are the
reasons we can do ornly so much.'"” On the "have not" side, a couple
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opined that project documents have had very limited influence on
"policy decisions" or on the "inmstructional program.'" The third
sedly concluded that "even if we get meaningful information aud set
goals, the lack of money usually precludes doing anything about it."

Positive or complimentary sfatements about the School Informa-
tion System were also rather general. The following quotations
were selected from the returns of 11 rather like-minded primncipals:
"Great improvement over last year'; the reports ''grow on me as I
use them'"; we're '"just beginning to realize the full potential’;
keep it, "even if Board funds are necessary”; I was "a skeptic at
first, but now completely sold"; it's our "best indicator of present
status and problems'; ''we must have this type of information if -we
are to be given more control over goals and programs." Finally,
one high school principal's reaction seemed more pragmatic and pro-
vocative than positive or negative: ''When data supports my position
and direction, beautiful; when it does not..." -°*

The foregoing elaboration of results from the recent principals'
survey can be summarized briefly. 'A large majority of the District
principals indicated appreciable understanding as well as definite
and diverse usage of SIS reports. The candor as well as the amount
of volunteered responses served as undeniable evidence that the
survey had been well received. .

The report on the final evaluation of.tﬁe Project would not

" have been complete without presenting at least a few conclusions and
recommendations. Most generally, results of the survey show the Pro-
ject to be essentially on target, since its basic objective of reach-
ing the principals with the Information System has been achieved.

' Nonetheless, there is a fundamental message still to be communicated
to a number of the principals: That a computer-centered operation
like SIS 1is not and may never be a panacea for decision-makers,

Some comments Iintimated that.SIS might automate principals as well

as -data reports. To this writer's knowledge, no one an the project
staff has ever seriously conceived of SIS as more than a tool or
aide for management. In fact, the emphatically individual and judg-
mental role of principals may well be enhanced by a computerized data
bank, since it should give them more time for pursuing other bases
for their decisions.

Suffice for generalizations. More specific conclusions féllow.

(1) Training for users has been reasonable successful
but doubtless can be reinforced. According to the
survey, the most needed focus would be data utiliza-
tion, although some further work is also indicated’
for comprehension of key measurement concepts.
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(2) Simplification of reports should be reasserted.
This process would include (a) the possibility of
cutting down on the number and/or length of re-
ports and (b) the certainty of developing more
handy references or indexes. In regard to (a),
one often discussed prospect has been the conden-
sation if not eliminaticn of the Variable Stanine.
As far as references gc, there is already a one-
"page list of practically all SIS data by category,
and a table of contents is currently being put at
the front of all school reports housed in the
centralized Information Center.

(3) Surveys must continue to be improved. In light
of their most prominent place in the stable of
reports, the surveys merit periodic efforts to
upgrade their validity--to the point that no
principal will dismiss them merely as 'okay for
gossip and propaganda."

(4) Subdistrict aggregations should be considered
again for possible inclusion. At least several
principals would find this worthwhile in addition
to national and district-wide comparisons
already available.

(5) Timeliness of the various reports hopefully can".
become a system highlight in the future. Getting
' data disseminated before they are a year old
seems both reasonable and feasible. At the very
least, printouts of selected data can be prepared
much faster than is currently done.
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Finally, at least one other category of people have been served
by the Project--those not formally identified above but nonetheless
interested in SIS products. For the most part, this '"other" category
referred to non-district people. The projesnt starf has maintained a
file of who these people were, what they wanted, and why.

The "who'' ranged from personnel in the area's Community Chest,
Model Cities, and Cincinnati's Department of Urban Planning to local
university faculty and graduate students, from researchers for nearby
businesses to administrators for the archdiocesan schools, from
community school associatinns and board of education members to
district teachers. At one point, a call was received from a super-
visor of job training for the Ohio State Department of Education,
illustrating that interest sometimes went beyond the immediate
metropolitan area.

"What" was wanted and ''why'" naturally varied too. For example:
The state department employee sought enrollment and dropout data
ot a number of secondary schools in order to answer an inquiry from
the United States Office of Educaticn., Une parochial school admin-
istrator wanted to sec our survey formats with the thought of devel-
oping cimilar instruments for his own client populations. The
municipal goverrment planners were after socioeconomic documenta-
tion to support an application for a new community service faciiity,
and several community groups wanted local school achievement infor-
mation on which to base impending meetings. The Legal Aid Society
was trying to determine how many students were taking advantage of
free or subsidized lunches, so that participation could be encour-
aged if the need was there. Then the many professors and students
had eyes for sundry reports depending on their current academic or
research asgignments.

Resul®s Qutside Expectations

Exceeding the expectation of SIS staffers were the surprising
ease of converting survey reports from the IBM to the HP computer
system, the strong and sustained interest in survey results, the
consistently favorable reaction by visitors from the outside, and
the aforementioned guccess of the several training programs.

Disappointing our expectation, on the other hand, were the
small amount of research based on SIS data, the difficulty of
procuring new and more telling variabies, the value of Committee A
(see the 1971 CGA), the unrequited struggle to convert U, S. Census
Tracts to school attendance areas (althouga the possibility is not
dead), the lack of success in encompassing cost data (largely due
to the District's traditional mode of recording budgets and expen-
ditures), and the limitation on the automation effort. To elaborate
a bit on the last disappointment, a major portion of in-district
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data is not on machine cards but must lLe copled manually from various
reports; this is also true of voting data collected from the Board
of Electicns.

Impact Of The ESEA Title I1I Project

It is a genuine pleasure to report that the School Information
System was picked up by local funds when the Title III grant expired
April 30, 1973. Moreover, the extent of on-going local support has
been most gratifying. The current projection is very close to
$60,000 annually. While the Project's third-year under federal
funds was about $79,000; almost all of the difference is attribut~-
able to the loss of one programmer. In light of the fact that
practically all of the software had been developed already, this
cut must be viewed as reasonable and modest.

The continuity of support level is underlined by no real change
in the Project's original objectives and activities. Probably the
most noticeable modification has been in the Project's location. In
the context of a widely reorganized Central Office, it now operates
under the Administrative Branch of the Department of Research and
Development. So it remains in the same department as before but
under a different branch.

IT. E. Dissemination

As has been made abundantly clear in the two Continuation Grant
Applications, the ten or more formal data reports have constituted
the backbone of project dissemination. To repeat, thege computer
printouts--along with explanatory memorandums on each--have reached
all 100 of the District's regular elementary and secondary schools.

Continuing as supplementation to the above have been (1) writ-
ings from or about the Project and (2) oral presentations and dis-
cussions based partly and sometimes wholly on SIS materials. The
writings usually have been brief, ad hoc items appearing in SIS
Quiks, the project newsletter, or in R & D Briefings and Informa-
tion Highlights, newsletters for the Division of Program Research
and Design. The oral activity has revolved around staff and com-
munity meetings at i{ndividual schools (e.8., see p. 34 in the
second CGA).

A recent addition to the vehicles for project dissemination
has been the "School Reports," A sample of these is given in
Appendix F, While not explicitly identified with SIS, their con-
tents were taken therefrom. The School Reports were prepared in
January and February, the used in March and April in conjuntion
with the District's campaign to pass a school tax levy.
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The cost of dissemination activities has always been difficult
to determine because of the inhere:.t place they have in the Project.
By including duplicating costs, clerical services, as well as pro-
fessional staff time, the project manager estimated an expenditure
of $25,000 for 1972-73. So the three-year total was put in the
neighborhood of $75,000.

II. F. Recommendations

The following recommendations are being presented under general
categorial headings to which they most directly relate:

A.  Perscnnel

To effectively operationalize the system presented in this
report 4t the very minimum five full~time people should be
employed. Job titles and brief descriptions of each are:

Manager of the Systef

Management training and experience are of necessity
System's background

Research and evaluation skills

Reporting skills

Speak well and communicate effectively

Two (2) Programmer Analysts ¢

Experience in the field of data processing as programmer
and analyst

Formal training in system's design and mathematics

Knowledge of statistical priacipies

Communicate effectively and cooperativeness

Statistical Clerk

Righ threshold for detail work

Favorable attitude

Experience and proficiency in using a calculator
Ability in dealing with numbers

Senior Stenographer
Must possess high quality secretarial skille

B. Data Collection

At the outset of developing such & system careful attention
should be given to what data will be collected, who will
collect the data, how it is to be collected, when it is
available, and how is the data available; i.e., hard copy,
on punch cards, disk, tape, etc.
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If no specific department or division has this responsi-
bility, then such a department or group of people should
be identified to carry out the above details.

Training and Use

Much time should be spent in developing materials on how
the system is %o be used. Examples and "real life" situ-
ations should be used to show how to make use of the sys-
tem.

At least a two week period of time should be set aside
for training users and potential users of the system.
Then, continued follow-up and ad hoc training should
take place throughout the course of one year for new
users of the system. Additional training should take
place for any modifications in the system that may
occur. Materials should be prepared in advance that
can be used for individual or self instruction or up-
dating.

Data Processing

Hardware: Some generalizable system specifications that

should be as closely met as possible include: 64K stor-
age capacity, two disk drives, two tapes, plus peripheral
gear; i.e., key-punch machines, &canning machines, card
sorters, etc.

Software: Much of the software (programs) produced by
SIS 1s transferable and adaptable--assuming some compati-
bility in hardware. SIS programs can be used on IBM and
Hewlett-Packard machinery.

It would be to the system's advantage to plan work tasks
at least six weeks in advance in order to give programmer/
analysts sufficient time to write, test, and “de-bug"
programs, In this way this should ensure the production
of reports when promised.

The Larger Operating System

It should be clearly identified where in the larger
organization or operating system the sanagement and
evaluation system will fit, Organizationally speaking,
it should be determined who will the manager have to
report to, what freedom will the management and evalua~-
tion system have in producing reports, how much ($)
support can they expect presently and over the next
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five years. It should alsc be determined beforehand the
attitudes of existing staff toward your incoming system.
Are they receptive? De they want to use it? Does it
seem to make sense?

The Decision Maker and Categories of Decisions to be Made

What seemed to be the simplest tasks to be performed--
trying to determine who the decision makers were and what
decisions they make--turned out to be the most difficult.
Reasons for this included the fact that decision makers
do not always know what decisions they do or can make,
and what data they want. Further, for a project staff

it 1is a most difficult task to try and determine who has
"sign~of " authority. With this as background, it is
strongly falt that if there is one particular thing that
can iead to a lot of wasted effort it is not knowing who
you should be providing information to in order to essist
in the decision-making process. Therefore, it is recom-
mended that this assignment be given high priority in
trying to establish a School Management and Evaluation
System. It is felt that if the task is carried out
adequately, much will have already been done to begin
operationalizing an effective School Information System.

System Design

Critical attention should be given to how the data base
will be established. To answer this question, the fol-
lowing concerns must first be addressed:

1., VWhat kind of reports will be produced?

2. At what time?

3. How soon do people need the data/information?
4, What kind of decisions will be made?

It is felt that depending on how these questions are
answered only then will the necessary direction be given
regarding the need for an "on-line" system, whether re-
ports can be produced in batch mode, or whether or not
you need a combination of the two.

Committee

Before establishing committees to work with on projects,
miake positively sure the Project needs this type of
structure and be willing to put in much time and effort
to work with a committee. Remember, people working on
the Project are more involved than committee members.
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Hence, much time in committee work is spent on constantly
bringing committee people up-to-date,. Therefore, as far
as Project personnel is concerned, they are going over
matters they already addressed, in some cases, one month
previous, :

On the positive side of the ledger, depending upon who
ccmmittee members represent and their position(s) in
the existing organization, a committee could be an
invaluable mechanism in assisting a Project to continue
under local Education Agency dollars.
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II. G. Abstract For Eric

School Information System: 1973 Report
Cincinnati Public Schools

Picked up by ESEA Title III in 1970, the School Information
System (SIS) was designed essentially to furnish school adminis-
trators with data and information on which to make better deci-
sions. The basic means were to (1) build and improve a data bank,
(2) prepare and disseminate computerized reports (to the decision-
makers-~especially school principals), ard (3) train them to
understand and ultimately to use the reports in their management
of chools.

Results generally exceeded expectations. As illustration,
by the end of the third year, all of the 96 principals (of the
98 total) responding to a survey reported they understood SIS
reports "rather well" or “very well', while a consistent majority
said they used the reports at least monthly for a half-dozen dif- .
ferent functions.

In addition, the reports turned out to have considerable
appeal to community and parent groups plus central office
personnel--as well as for the principals and assistant principals.
Perhaps most indicative, a major part of project costs were picked
up by local funds after the Title III grant expired April 30, 1973.
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CINCINNATL PyBdtLlC SCHOUOL INFORMATION SYSTEMN

DIVISION OF PRDGRAM RESEARCH & DESIGN

STUDENT SLZRVEY

MAY -1972

ACADEMIC CONFIDEMNCE

ITEMS COMPRISING ABOVE FACTYOR

1 NEED MGRE HELP IN SOME OF MY STUDIES.

I GET ALONG BETTER QUTSIDE OF SCHOOL THAN IN SCHOOL.
‘I AM SATISFIED WITH THE GRADES ON MY REPORT CARG.

MY PARENTS THINK 1 SHOULD DO BETTER IN MY SCHCDLNORK.
MY TEACHERS THINK 1 SHOULD DO BETTER IN MY SCHOOLWORK.

ATT  {TUDEF TOHNARD SCHOOL

ITEMS COMPRISING ABOVE FACTOR

I LIKE SCHOOL.

I LIKE RY SCHOOL.

1 WOULD LIKE TG SPEND MORE TIME AT SCHOOL.

1 LOOK FORMARD TO COMING TO SCHCOL.

SCHOOLWORK §S INTERESTING TO ME.

I LIXE READING.

I LIXKE MY TEACHERS. .

1 WOULC COME TO SCHOOL EVEN IF I DID NOT HAVE TQ.

SELF ATTIITUDE

ITEMS COMPRISING ABOVE FACTOR ]

I FEEL THAT PEQPLE GENERALLY LIKE ME. -
TEACHERS CARE ABOUT ME,

I LIKE TO WORK ON RY GuN. : .
MY TEACHERS THIMK 1 AM DOING WELL IN MY SCHOOLMORK.
1T 1S HARD FOF. ME TO MAKE FRIENODS.

I AM AN UMLUCKY PERSON.

SCHOOLWORK IS YOC HARD FOR ME,.

1 AM A HAPPY PERSON.

INCENTIVE FCR LEARNING

ITENS CONPRISING ABOVE FACTOR

-1 EMJOY OUT-OF-CLASS SCHDOL ACTIVITIGS.

1 TALK ABOUT SCHOOL AT HOME. .

I GET FRAISE AT HOME FOR GODO SCHOOLWORK. .

MY PARENTS ARE INTERESTED IN WHAT I 00 IN SCHOOL.

FACTORABLE I TERS

3.

11.
1a,
1s.
19.

READING LIBRARY BOOXS HELPS ME IN MY SCHODLWORK.

STUDENTS IN RY SCHOOL GET ALGHG PRETTY MELL TOGETHER.

SOMEOME FROM HOME HAS TALKED TO MY TEACHER(S) THIS SCHOOL YEAR.
I THINK I o#fLL GRADUATE FROM HIGH SCHOOL. -

.1 READ MCPE THAN 1S REQUIREC BY MY SCHOGLMORK.

PERCENTAGES DO NOT ALWAYS EQUAL 100 X DUE TO RESPONOENTS® OMISSIONS.
TO INTERPRETIVE MENG :

AGREE GISAGR

75
45
52
65
49

‘87
41
15
52
42
67
52
42

76

RSt 33

76 .

n
94

59
43
72
84
45

ELEMENTARY ALL ELEMENTARY
SCHOOL UNIT SCHOOL UNITS
3 T K .- s
€E UNOECIOED AGREE DISAGREE UNDECIDED
Na= 119 N= 5,148
11 12 ™ - s 10 s
26 . 21 rvS 30 .23
3s 10 o8 39 12
20 14 n 17 11
15 . 34 62 13 23
16 -- - 31 62 14 23
26 31 55 26 . .20
66 17 21 62 16
24 23 52 2t . 19
21 36 52 19 . 27
16 15 65 21 13
12 3e 66 11 21
3s 21 4 38 17
¢ .16 63 13 22
14 a1 51 16 .31
10 21 n 12 13
14 26 43 19 38
8o 7 17 n 1
66 17 23 ss 17
85 12 7 16 15
7 10 3 12 - 1e
3 .2 28 5- .S§
19 4 s 18 - 6
9 13 n 17 11
1 . % 3 5
26 14 60 22 16
39 16 51 29 1e
20 & 63 29 ¥ 4
2 12 80 . 15
33 21 40 40 18
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SUMMATIVE LEVALUATION REPORT
Using Information for ULecision Making

SIS Management lraining Program
August 21-25, 1972

INTRODUCT ION

Purpose

Aim of Report. This report presents the summative evaluation of the

management training program conducted for principals and assistant princi-
pals of the Cincinnati Public Schools by the staff of the School Informa-
tion System (SIS). The information presented here is intended to provide
a comprehensive evaluation of the program. It should serve any and all
decision makers who need information connected with any of the purposes
set down in the evaluation plan. It should also provide, for the parti-
cipants and any other interested persons, detailed perspective on the
degree to wiich the training program accomplished its objectives.

Purposes of Lvaluation. Four distinct purposes for evaluveting the
training program were set down in the evaluation plan devised as the
training program was formulated. These were:

1. To disclese specific needs for'post-program inservice

training of administrators by indicating deficiencies

in the accomplishment of program objectives,

2. To assess the extent to which principals accept and
understand the School Information System.

3. To suggest program modifications that are likely to
improve the quality of the program as it is replicated
for other audiences.,

4. To provide adequate process evaluation to insure that
any concurrent program modificaticns that are crucial
will be made known to the program administrators.



The order in which these four purposes are listed was seen as indica-
tive of their priority. In other words, determining post-program inservice
training needs was seen as the most important purpose, while process
evaluation directed to immediate program modifications was conaidered least
important.

Plan of Report

Major Divisions. This report is organized into five major divisions:

Intréduction, Lvaluation by Subgoal, Total Program Evaluation, Conclusions,
and Recommendations. After this introduction has presented the rationale
and arganization'of the report, the next two sections will report evaluation
results. The second division of the report will look ssparately at each of
the eight subgoals of the training program. Data collected through the
various evalvation instruments will be presented to indicate the degree of
guccess in achieving the objectivas under each subgoal,

In the third division of the report, information =¢lated to evaluation
of the overall program will be discussed, The chief smphasis of this
section will be on the process infurmation provided to the directors in
the courge of the training program. While the section on subgoals will
serve primarily the first evaluation purpose stated above, this global
evaluation gsection will be directed to the second, third, and fourth
purposes,

The evaluation plan set down the three product instruments that were
used to collect information for evaluation, These were:

a, Plarticipants' Ratings (post only)--current level of

understanding, increase of understanding, worthwhile-
ness of program components.

b, Content Test (pre and post)--checklists, true-false,

c. Test Simulation (pre and post)--true-false and rating

questions based on selected data for a hypothetical
school.
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In addition, two techniques were designated for gathering process
information. Members of the evaluation staff were assigned to interact
with program participants, especially during coffee breaks. A suggestion
box was provided, through which participants could submit comments at
any time. These process techniques proved helpful in gathering evaluative
data.

Subgoals. The eight subgoals of the program were as follows:

- 1, To provide principals an opportunity to review and
apply 1971-72 S1S data to specific task situations.

2. To assist principals in acquiring a functional know-
ledge of SIS.

3. To assist principals in the use of SIS data for
decision making relating to goal setting and problem
identification,

4, To assist principals in the utilization of SIS data
in program evalustion.

5. To assist principals in the interpretation and use of
the Student, Teacher, and Parent Surveys.

6. To assist principals in communicating information to
staff, students, and the public,

7. To provide knowledge about the nature and qualities
of decisions and information.

8. To show the relation between SIS reports and account-
ability. -

EVALUATION BY SUBGOAL

1. Application to Task Situation

Objective a. All principals attending the training program will parti-
cipate in the application of a task situation to their 1971-72 SIS reports--
NOT ACHILVIED,

‘I'he final day of the program fceatured an opportunity for burtlcipantl

to engage in an extended analysis of their individual scliool reports. An
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exercise was provided to guide them in their study of the data. This
component was viewed by the program planners as the culminating activity
of the entire week.

Unfortunately, computer programming difficulties made it impossible
to have the senior high school reports ready. Members of the SIS staff
worked throughout the night to remedy the difficulties, but to no avail.
Thus, although a large majority of the administrators in attendance
participated in the exercise, non-availability of the senior high school
reports must be considered a serious shortcoming.

dbjective b. On the participants' rating instrument, this activity
will rank among the three program components seen 28 most useful--ACHIEVED.

The participants' réting instrument, administered at tihe close of the
workshop, asked administrators to rate each of 15 program components. The
ratings, based on a five-point scale, were to reflect the respondents'
judgments of the usefulness of what they had learned from each component,
“he mean rating given each component by elementary and secondary admini-
strators is shown in Appendix Table 1.

Elementary participants gave the culminating exercise a mean r;ting
of 4.01; secondary administrators rated it 4.09. These means 1n&icate
that the respondents saw the analysis of the individual school printouts
as the single most useful program component.. Interestingly, the mean
rating by the secondary administrators was slightly higher than that by
the elementary group, despite the fact that the senior high school reports
wefe not available for this exercisc, 1t should be noted that several

of the senior high school group simply did not respond to this item.



2. Functional Knowledge of SIS

Objeétive a. On a checklist of real and fictitious variables on the
content test, the number correctly identified as those in SIS will show
some increase from pre- to post-test, Further, the number correctly
identified by individual participants will increase for at lgaec 75 per
cent of the respondents--ACHIEVED.

Three of 15 program components were oriented primarily to giving
principals a functional knowledgé of SIS, i.e., increasing their under-
standing of what the iﬁformation system contains and what this information
means. The relevant section of the content test listed ten variables,
seven real and three fictitious. Without knowing the correct number,
respondents were to‘identify those actually contained in SIS. Each item
ia the list was scored as correctly or incorrectly designated.

On the average, elementary participants correctly designated 6.41 of
the ten variables on the pre~test and 8.65 on the post-test. For the
secondary group, the increase was from 5.33 to 8.00. Seventy-eight per
cent of the elementary participants and 84 per cent of the secondary showed
an improvement in scores.

Objective b, Given a checklist of questions that one might try to
answer.with SIS data, participants will be more succeegsful on the post-test
than on-the pre-test, in selecting those.that can actually be answered,
Increase in the mean and improvement for 75 per cent of the participants
will be used as criteria--NOT ACHIEVED,

A second section of the content test consisted of a list of six
questions, of which three could actually be answered with SIS data.
Administration and scoring of this section corresponded to the procedures
applied to the checklist of variables. Of the six questions listed,

ERIC
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elementary principals correctly designated an average of 3.07 on the pre-
test and 3.22 on the post-test. Secondary means were 2.85 and 3.17 on
pre- and poét-test, respectively. However, only 40 per cent of the
elementary and 48 per cent of the secondary respondents showed a gain for
this section.

Objective c. Participants' ratings of the program components related
to functional knowledge of SIS will yleld a mean at or above the mid-point
of the scale--ACHIEVED,

In general, the administrators participating in the program rated the
components related to this subgoal above 3.00, the mid-point of the scale.
The mid-point was labeled to indicate a judément that the kncwledge gained
was "fairly useful.” ‘

Second ranked among the 15 program compohents'was the exercise cf the
second day in which participants engaged in an interpretation of data on a
hypothetical school.. Secondary principals rated this activity on par with
the analysis of their own schools’ reports. Thelr ratings averaged 4.10, )
compared to 3,82 for the elementary group.

A fourth-day address by Dr. uarfy Smith, Dean of the School of
Managemént, Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute, was also associated with
this subgoal. This speech, entitled "Potential and Limitations of SIS
and Some Guidelines for Interpretation,” followed a panel discussion by
several community leaders. Elementary participants rated Dr. Smith's
address 3,77, while secondary ratings averaged 3.69., This speech ranked

seventh among the 15 components.
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The third component associated with this subgoal was an address.by
Dr. Robert P. Curry, Deputy Superintendent of Schools. At the opening
of the program, Dr. Curry discussed the development and service function
of SIS. With mean ratings of 2.90 and 3.08 by elementary and secondary
partiasipants, respectively, this address ranked fo#rteenth among the
program compoﬂents. The average elementary rating was one of‘chree
means (among all components) that fell below the scale's mid-point.

3. Géal Setting and Problem Identification

Objective a. 1In the test similation, there will be an increase
" from pre- to post-test in the mean number of correct responses to items
involving the>use of data in goal setting—fACHIEVED. |

The test simulation, which participants completed before and afier
the program, included a set of hypoghecical d#ta and a variety of ruiated
questions. On the five items concerning the use of data in goal setting,
elemeﬂt;ry principals increased their average number of correct regponsms
from 3.93 on tﬂé pre-tes§{£9.4.15 on the post-test. The-increaaé for
secondary administragp;é Q;s from 3.02 to 3.83.

Ubjective b, Invthe test simulation, Participants' rating of five
equally valued goals on the basis of a comﬁggison between hypothetical
school data and city-wide averages will.show closer agreement with judges'
ratings on the post-test than on the pre-test--ACHIEVED.

Prior to the tfaining-program, a panel of four judges zanked the five
goals listed on the test simulation. 7heir rankings showed reasoﬁable
reliability, with unanimity oh the highest and lowest priorities,

The participants' meaﬁ ranks were compafed with the judges' means.
The objective called for the differences between the participanta' rankings

aud judges' rankings to decrease {rom pre- to post-test. The results are

. o
IERJ!: shown in Table 1.
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Table 1. Differences Between Mean Ranks Assigned to Goals by Participants
and Judges.

_ Elementary Secondary
Goal _ Pre Post Pre  VPost
Lmproved school-zommunity relations .95 «58 l.iB .47
Improved staff morale .99 .88 1.11 92
Improved student attitudes 1,00 .51 1.44 1
Improved reading achievement, primary 1.05 .95 1.29 .96
Improved reading achievement, junior high .98 .51 1.0l 72

The differences repo?ted in Table 1 indicate accomplfshment of this
objective. Pre-test differences weras fairly consictently 1.0, while those
on the poat-tést ranged from .47 to ,96, with a mean of .71.

Objective c.l On the content test, there will be an increase from pre-
to post-test in the mean number of correct responses to items concerned
with various needs identificaticn techniques--ACHIEVED,

The third related objective called for an increase from pre- to poaﬁ—
test in the number of correct responses on relevant items on the content
test. The four items in this category show a mean increase from 3.17 to
3.25 among elementary administrators and from 3.10 to 3.40 among secondary
administrators. Again, the objective was achieved.

Objective d, Particibants' ratings of program compcnents related to
goal setting and problem identification will yield a mean at or above the
mid-point of the scalc—»ACNIEVHD.

Three components were directed toward the accomplishment of the uubgodl
related to goal setting and problem identification. Both the elementary and

secondary groups rated all tliree components higher than 3.00. Compared with

other presentations and activities, though, these three components werc
O
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less well received than most, ranking ninth, tenth, and twelfth among the
15 components,

A group-decision-making exercise, bLased on the Qhio Riot Commission
Report, was pregented near the end of the first day. klementary partici-
pants rated the usefulness of what they learned from tliic excrcise at 3.30.
The secondary mean was 3.56.

Ranking slightly belhind the group decision making cxercise was the
goal setting simulation of the third day. Consistent with ncarly all other
ratings, secondary participants (3.53) saw the exercise as having somewhat
greater utility than elementary administrators (3.19).

Finally, a second-day address by Mr. Bernard M. Barbadora, Manager of
the School Information System, built on the exercise in group dccision
making and emphasized key principles. The mean ratings for this compancnt
were:  elementary, 3.05; secondary, 3.32.

4. Program Evaluation

Objective a. In the test simulation, there will be an increase from
pre~ to post-test in the mean number of correct responses to items concerned
with evaluating a program of non~gradedness based on hypothétical school
data--ACHIEVLD,

Five items in the test simulation pertained to the use of SIS data in
program evaluation. Elementary principals answered an average of 3.00
correctly on the pre-test and 3.44 on the poet-test. The secondary mean
increased from 3.16 to 3.70.

Objective b, Un the content test, there will be an increase from pre-
toc post-test in the mean number of correct responses to items concerned with
the trole of program evaluation in local school program development--ACHLIEVED.

Similar success was achieved with regard to the second program cvalua-

tion objective, which called for a wean Increase among four items on the
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content test. liere the elementary mean went up from 2.06 to 2.70, and the
secondary from 2.14 to 3.06.

Objective c. Participants' ratings of program components concerned
with program evaluation will yield a mean at or above the mid-point of the
acale=--ACHIEVED,

Only one component dealt primarily witi: using SIS for prosfam evaluation,
This was a third-day address by Ur. Joseph L. Felix, Associate Director of
the Divislon of Program Research and Design. Llcmentary administrators
gave this presentation a mean rating of 3.87, and secondary administratore,
4,02, These means ranked Dr. Felix's address fourth amony the 15 program
components .

5. Interpreting and Using Surweys

Ubjective a. In the test simsnlation there will be an incrcase from
pre~ to post«test in the mean number of correct responses to itemy con-
cerned with the use of survey data in goal setting--ACHIEVED,

Four of the five true-false goal-setting items in the test simulation
were based on the use of survey data. All four showed an incrcase from
pre~ to post-test in the percentages of correct answers given by both
elementary and secondary participants,

Ubjective b. 1In the test simulation, there will be an increase from
pre=- to pos;—tgst in the mean number of correct responses to items concerned
with the use of survey data in evaluating a program of non-gradedness-~NOT
ACHIEVED,

Unly one of the [ive program evaluation items in the test svimulation
was linked to survey data. This was a controversial {tem on which even the
program coordinators disagreed. Although there was an incrcase in the
purcentage of elementary participants answering the item according to the

o keyed reaponse (21% to 24%), the secondary percentage declined (50Z to 18Z).

ERIC
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Ubjective c. OUn the content test, there will be an increase from pre-
to post-test in tlie mean number of correct responses to items conceruned
with the use of survey data--ACHIEVLD,

Four content test items focused directiy on the interpretation and use
of surveys. Of these, the elementary group answered an average of 2.89
correctly on the pra-test and 3.38 on the post-test, The secondary mean
increased from 2.86 to 3.40, This objective was attained successfully,

Objective d. Participants' ratings of program components concerned
with the use of survey data will yield a mean at or above the mid-poiut of
the scale--ACHIEVED.

OUne of the few components that received a higher rating from clementary
than from secondary administrators was the fifth day's presentation on the
use of surveys, This was the only component related primarily to this
subgoal. Secondary principals rated this presentation slightly below the
scale's mid-point (2.88). The elementary rating, however, (3.08) raiscd
the total mean for both groups above 3.00, so that the objective was achieved.

0, Commnnicatiqg_Information

Ubjective a. Participants' ratings of program components concerned
with communicating information will yield a mean at or above the mid-point
of the scale-~-ACHIEVED.

Two components were related primarily to techniques for communicating
information. Ratings given to both presentations by elementary and sccon-
dary groups were comfortably above the mid-point of the scale.

Fifth-ranked among the 15 components was the panel discussion, “What
the Public Wants to Know." Tﬁe mean secondary rating for this component
(4.08% is nearly as high as those for the top-rankgd exercises on analyzing
and interpreting SIS reports. Elementary participants gave a mean rating

O
[ERJ!:3.73 to the panel discussion.

IToxt Provided by ERI
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Ranking eleventh was the dramatic presentation of the third day
coordinated by Miss Joan Bollenbacher, Director of the Livision of Lvalua-
tion Services. Mean ratings were: elementary, 3.20; secondary, 2.29,

Objective b. At the close of the training program, participnnfa, on
the average, will rate their current level of understanding of communica-
tion techniques suited to staff, students, parents, and other community
members as at least adequate for pregent purposes-~-NOT ACHILVLD.

None of the cognitive messures contained on the test simulation or
content test related to understanding of communication techniques. Because
of the relatively low priority of this subgoal, the evaluation was based
entirely upon the ratings given Ly participants at the close of the work-
shop. On one section of the participants' ratings fnstrument, administra-
tors were asked'to_evaluate their knowledge. For each arca, they indicated
how adequate they felt their curren! understanding to be and lLow much their
knowledge had increased in the course of the training program. Adequacy of
current understanding was rated on a three-point scale, while iucrease of
knowledge was rated on a seven-point scale.

For the communication techniques content area, the ratings of both
elementary and secondary participants fell slightly bLelow the mid-point
of the scale. Elementary administrators gave a mean rating of 1.87;
secondary, 1973. Thus, the ratings of both groups averaged somewhat
below the standard of "adequate for present purposes,"”

tbjective c. Participants' ratings of their increase of understanding
of communication techniques will yield a mean equal to or greater than the
minimum predicted mean for a measurable increase., The prediction formula
will be derived from the regression of the ratings of increased understand-

ing, on pre-post content test dif ferences in subgoals 2 through 5--NOT

© ACHLEVED.
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The portion of the participants' ratings instruments on which they
were asked to judge their increase of knowledge was developed in an attempc
to comwpensate for the lack of cognitive measures related to the last threc
subgoals. Because both pre-post cognitive measures and judgments of know-
ledge'increase were available for subgoals 2 thirough 5, the plan was to
relate these two mcasures to each other and develop a regression cquation
which would help establish a minimum standard for estimates of huowledge
increase. This standard was based on a cognitive-measurce ifucrcase of one
point. It was computed separately for the elemehtury and secoudary proups.

For elcmentary administrato;s, the minimum standard cstablished
tiirough the reg;ession equation was 4.64; the rating given knowledge
increase in communication techniques was 4.34. For thie secondary group, the
regression equation set the minimum standard at 4.72; the rating for this
area was 4.29.

It should be noted, however, that the validity of thic above comparison
is limited by the low correlation between measurcd cogritive incrcases and
participants' ratings. For the elementary group, this correlatlion was .07,
and for the secondary, .32,

In this light, one might ask how participants perceived the knowledge
increase in this area as compared to that for the areas under subgoals 2
through 5. This means of evaluating the ratinge yields still less favorable
results. The average rating of knowledge increase for tlic other four areas
was 4.71 for elementary participants and 4.97 for secondary participants.
i1t can safcly be said, thereforce, Lhat participants felt they had gained

less knowledge in this area tlhian those under subgoals 2 thirough 5,
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7. Nature and Qualities of Decisions and Information

Ubjective a. Participants' ratings of program components related to
decisions and information will yield a mean at or above the mid-point of
the scale-~-ACHIEVED,

Three of the 15 components were directed primarily toward the accom-
plishment of this subgoal. In general, the average rating of these three
components were above the 3.00 mid-point.

Dr. Harry Smith presented an address entitled 'Management Information
Systems as They Relate to School Administrators.'" ‘This speech was given
on the fourth day, prior to the panel discussion, Elementary participants
gave the presentation an average rating of e.72, wiiile the secondary mean
was 3,96. This address ranked sixth among the 15 components,

Dr. James Jacobs, birector of the LDivision of Program Kesearch and
vesign, spoke on "Principles of Using InfOEQution" on the second day of
the training program. LElementary participants rated his presentation
J3.45, while the secondary administrators gave it 3.59. Dr. Jacobs'
address tankéa cighth among tle 15 program components. |

Lowest ranked of the 15 program components was an address by Mr., John
Faust, Assistant Superintendent of the Cincinnati Pﬁblic Schoois.

Mr, Faust's speech, given on the fifth day, was entitled "The Relation of
SIS to a Management Model." The elementary rating for this component
was 2.56; secondary administrators rated it 3.00,

Objective b. At the close of the training program, participants, on
the average, will ratﬁ their current level of understanding of tlic naturce
and qualities of decisions and information at least ;dequate for present

purposes~-ACHIEVED,
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On the three-point scale used for rating current level of understand-
ing, elementary principals rated Phe area of the nature and qualities of
decisions and information at 1.95. The mean secondary rating was 1.98.
Because both ratings are within .05 of the scale's mid-point it seems
reasonable to judge that this objective was successfully achieved.

Ubjective c. Prarticipants' ratings of their increase of uﬁderstanding
of the nature and qualities of decisions and information will yicld a mean
equal to or greater than the minimum predicted mean for a mcasurable
increase--NOT ACHIEVLD,

Using the method described under objective ¢ of subgoal 7, partici-
pants' ratings of their increase of understanding in.this area were compared
with the minimum standard derived from the regression equation. With a
minimm standard of 4.64, the elementary group rated their knowledge
increase 4.36. The standard for the secondary group was 4.72, and the
mean rating for this area was 4.37.

4. Accountability

Objective a., Participants' ratings of program components concerned
with accountability will yield a mean at or above the mid-point of the
scale-~ACHILVED,

Unly oné component was directed primarily to the subgoal, Thig was
an address by bLr. bonald R. Waldrip, Superintendent of the Cincinnati
l'ublic Schools, on the third day of the training program. This presenta~-
tion ranked third among the 15 program components, receiving higher
ratings than any other speaker-to-audience presentation. Elementary
participants gave Dr., Waldrip's address an average rating of 3.88, The

secondary mean was %.02.
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Objective b. At the clese of the trairing program, participants,
on the average, will rate their current level of understanding of accounta-
bility as at least adequate for present purposes--ACHIEVED.

On the three-point scale used for assessing adequacy of current
understanding, elementary principals gave a mean rating of 1.99 to their
knowledge of accountability. The secondary mean was 2.11. The average
rating for both groups may be said to have achieved the mid-point of the
scale whigh was described as "adequate for present purposes.'

Objective c. Participants' ratings of their {ncreased understanding
of accountability will yield a mean equal to or gpreater than tie minlmum
predicted mean for a measurable increase~-HCT ACHLEVED.

With a minimum standard of 4.72, secondary principals rated their
increase of knowledge of accountability at 4,41, Llementary principals,
on the other hand, gave the mean rating of 4.79, compared to a minimum
standard of 4,64. Specifically, then, this objective may be said to have
veen accomplished for the elementary gtouﬁ but not for the secondary. The
mean rating among all participants, however, was less than the minimum

standard for the total group.

TOTAL PROGRAM LVALUATION

Product Instruments

Total Scores. Frequency distributions were made of the total scores

achieved by elementary and secondary participants on the test simelation
and content tests. Scores were based on 38 items across these two instru-
ments for which responses could be desfignated correct or incorrect., On

these 38 items, 00 elementary administrators who took complete pre- and
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post-tests gained an average of 5.4 from pre- to post-tests. ‘Thelr mean
pre-test score was 21.6, and their mean post-test score was 27.0. lorty-
one secondary participants with complete tests averaged 19.7 on the pre-
test and 27.3 on the post-test for a mcan gain of 7.6.

Quartiles Qere also computed for th~ frequency distributions. ‘These
are shown in Table 2.

Table 2. Quartiles in the Distribution of Scores on Cogniiive Measures,
by Gruup and Test Administration (k=38).

Elementary Sccondary
Pre-Test Post-Test Pre-lest Post-Tust

Q, 20,7 30,9 25.8 31.2
Q, 24,1 28.5 21,2 28.5
Q | 16.8 25.5 15.3 25.0

Component Ratings. To evaluate the various components of this train-

ing program in terms of the desirability of including similar material in
future replications, a summary of the ratings given to the various compo-
nents might be helpful. Such a summnry is provided in Appendix Table 1,
This summary reveals quickly what has been spelled out at length in
the evaluation of program subgoals. Participants were gencrally very
satisfied with the qualify of the program components. All 15 components
were rated by at least one of the two groups at or above the mid-point of
the scale. Thirteen of them had total means above the mid-point., Based
upon these ratings, none of the components appears unworthy of considera-

tion for possible inclusion in future programs.
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Process Techniques

Interaction with Lvaluators. Members of the evaluation staff of the

Division of Program Research and Design were assigned to interact with
program participants, chiefly at coffee breaks, throughout the week. Each
evaluator submitted a brief written report of comments received and obser-
vatiéns made,

The general tenor of thesé reports throughout the week was highly
favorable, Attitudes of the participants toward the program seemed to
develop somewhat according to the following description: first day--wait
and see; second day--not bad; third day--well planned with good content;
fourth day~~-one ofrthe best workshops ever attended.

Specific process information was given to the program coordinators
at the conclusion of each day. ‘There is no need to repeat the details
here. Principals saw the content of the program as worthwhile. They ware
very impressed by several of the speakers. They felt that the entire
program was well thought out.

Two nsgative themes that appeared with some frequency in the evalua-
tors' reports deserve mention. Most common was an unfavorable reaction
to the time of year when the program was held. Principals were disturbed
by an awareness that some important tasks related to preparing for the
opening of school were being left unattended. As one evaluator noted,
however, participants who were questioned about a more desirable time were
unable to offer a practical suggestion. |

The second negative theme was an infreguent expreassion that thare
seemed to be some redundancy in érogram content, A few of the random

evaluative comments suggested that some time could be saved and the program
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made more compact if repetition were eliminated and the Lrogram offered
for full days rather than half days.

Suggestion Box. In the suggestion boxes made available to program
participants, a total of 20 entries were submitted duéing the course of
the program. Eight of these contained suggestions for improving the
data priuntouts offered by SIS. Five others made suggestions for the
workshop itself (interestingly, only one reiated to the time of year at
which the program was offered). Two of the suggestion box éubmissiéns
provided general, positive evaluative comments on the workshop. ng
others were requests to check the accuracy of data on individual schools.
Three miscellaneous comments were submitted.

: f
The following selected ideas represent the most useful material from

I
the suggestion box: |
-- more systematic input from principals to SIS
- appoiﬁtment of principais' liaison to Program Research and Design
-- comparison among schools of equal SES
-= longitudinal comparison for each qchool to indicate trends
~= provision of multiple cébies of printouts to schools

-~ table of contents to locate specific areas of data

-- listing the page number of the data behind each exceptional
characteristic

-~ use of the same unit of measurement throughout the printouts

-~ offering a comparable workshop for teachers using closed-circuit
TV on inservice day. .
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- CONCLUSIONS

From the evaluation of each program subgoal and that of the total
i ' .
workshop it 1s possible to draw several conclusions.

l, In general, the training program may be labeled a highly
successful inservice effort. Eighteen of the 25 evalua-
\ tive objectives were achieved. These included at least
one objective under each of the eight subgoals,

2, Non-delivery of the senior high school reports was the
most Sericus deficiency of the program. For all of the
other six objectives that were not achieved, the success
criterion was missed by a narrow margin. In general,
these_objectives also represent the weakes: areas of
instrumentation.

3. All objectives were accomplished under two subgcals., The
training program proved most successful in achieving the
objectives related to goal setting and problem identifica-
tion (subgoal 3) and program evaluation {subgoal 4),.

4, The areas seeming most in need of follow-up attention sre
the application of SIS data, functional knowledge of the
system, and communication techniques.

5. Total evaluation results point to a high degree of accep-
tance of SIS. The attitudes of the participants appeared
to grow increasingly favorable in the course of the train-
ing program. The perception that the workshop contributed
to their effectiveness as administrators almost certainly
made participants' attitudes toward SIS more strongly
positive,

6. Nome of the 15 program components was rated so low as to
dictate its being eliminated from future replications.
Each component was rated at or above the mid-point of the
scale by at least one of two groups.

7. Process techiniques used in evaluation coatributed to the
assurance that the workshop was seen as useful by the par-
ticipants. In addition to the several suggestions for
minor modifications during the program, the process evalua-
tion yilelded several constructive ideas for modifying SIS
reports and future workshop attempts. ‘
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RECOMMENDATIONS

Recommendations derived from the evaluation results focus on the first

and third purposes outlined in the evaluation plan: identification of

post-program inservice training needs and suggestions for future replica-

tions of the program.:

1.

The chief focus of inservice training related to SIS
should be on continual strengthening of principals'
functional knowledge of the system and their ability
to apply it to decision making. A systematic attempt
should be made %o link this training to the concept of
accountability. Principals are seen as leaders in the
use of SIS information for educational decisicn making.
Some of the program participants will nexd continuous
motivation and assurance if they are to ;ulfill this
aspoct of thelr leadership roles.

Participants are also Iin need of additional help with
techniques for communicating evaluative Information,
Portions of principals' conferences, a seminar offering,
or even ar additional workshop might be suitable means
of meetinug tiiis need.

In future program replications the essential structure of
the program should be kept relatively intact. There
seemed to be @ proper balance between didactic presenta-
tions and learning activities. Unless tliere is good
reason to modify this structure, its success probably
warrants.continued use.

The coatent of components of the training program should
be scrutinized to determine their appropriateness for

"future target groups. In general, the sessions most highly

valued by participants in the original program ghould he
given preference uniess the specific needs of the target
audience dictate otherwise.

Consideration should be given to making future replica-
tions more compact by exchangiug half-day for full-day
sessions. This preference cu the part of a number of the
original participants may also characterize future target
groups. :



APPENDIX
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Appendix Table 1. Mean Participants' Ratings of the Usefulness of Program
Components by Level.

Elsmentary Secondary

Component (N=71) (N=55)
Analysis of 1971-72 Reports 4.01 4,09
Interpretation of SIS Reports ' 3.82 4,10
Waldrip: Accountability 3.88 4.02
Felix: SIS in Program Evaluation 3.87 4,02
Panel: What the Public Wants to Know 3.723 4.08
Smith: Management Information System 3.72 3.96
Smith: Potential of SIS 3.77 3.69
Jacobs: Principles of Using Information 3.45 3.59
Exercise in Group Decision Making a 3.30 3.56
Goal Setting Simulation 3.19 3.53
Bollenbacher: Interpreting Achievement Data 3.20 3.39
Barbadora: Data Usage and Group Involvement 3.05 3.32
Varland: Use of Surveys 3.08 2,88
Curry: Development of SIS 2.90 3.08

Faust: SIS and Management Model 2.56 3.00
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EVALUATION PLAN

Management Training Program:
Using Information for Decision Making

August 21-25, 1972

Purposes of Evaluation

1.

3.

To disclose specific needs for post-program inservice training
of administratofs by indicating deficiencies in the accomplish-
ment of program objectives.

To assess the extent to which principals accept and understand
the School Information System (SIS).

To suggest program modi{ications that are likely to improve

the quality of the program as it is replicated for other
audiences.

To provide adequate ptocess_evaluation to insure that any con-
current program modifications that are crucial will be made

known to the program administrators,

Instruments and Techniques

1.

2,

Product Instruments

a. Participants' ratings (post only): Current level of under-
standing, increase of level of understanding, worthwhileness
of program components,

b. Concept Test (pre and post): Checklists, multiple-choive,
true-false.

¢, Test simulation (pre and post): Multiple-choice and rating
questions based on :elected.data for hypothetical school.

Process Techniques:

a. Interaction with evaluators: Evaluators listen and question
at coffee breaks.

b, Suggestion box: Written comments may de submitted anytime.
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C. Subgoals and Objectives .
1. To provide principals an opportunity %o review and apply 1971-72

SIS data to specific task situations.

a. All principals attending the training program will partici-

| pate in the application of a task situation to their 1971-72
S1S reports.

b. OUn the participants' rating instrument, this activity will

rank among the three program components seen as most useful.
2. To assist principals in acquiring a functional knowledge of Sl1S.

a. On a checklist of real and fictitious variables on the concept
test, the number correctly identified as those in SIS will
show sume increase from pre to post test, Further, the number
correctly identifled by individual participants will increasc
for at least 75% of the respondents,

b. Given a checklist of questions thai one might try to answer
with 51S data, participants will be more successful on the
post test than on the pre test, in selecting those that can
actually be answered. Increase in the mean and improvement
for 75% of the participants will be used as criteria.

¢. Participants' ratings of the program components related to
functional knowledge of SIS will yield a mean at or above
the mid-point of the scale,

3., To assist che principals in the use of S1S data for &=eiaion making
relating to goal setting and problem identification.

a, In the test simulation, there will be an increars from pre.to
post test in the mean number of correct responses to items

involving the use of survey data in goal setting.
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b. In the test simulation, participants' rating of five equally
valued goals on the basis of a comparison between hypotheti-
cal school data and city-wide averages will show ¢loser
agreement with judges' ratings on the post test than on the
pre test. |

c. On the concept test, there will be an increase from pre to
post test in the mean number of'correct responses to items
concerned with various needs identification techniques.

d. Participants' ratings of program components related to goal
setting and problem identification will yield a mean at or
above the mid-point of the scale.

4. To assist principals in the utilization of SIS data in program
evaluation.

a. In the test. simulation, there will be an increase from pre
¢o post test in the mean number 6f correct responses to items
concerned with avaluating a program of non-gradedness based
on hypothetical school data.

‘b. .On the concept test, there will be an increase from pre to
post test in the mean ﬁumber of correct responses to items
councerned with the role of program evaluation in local aclwool
program development.

¢. Participants' ratings of program components concerned with
program evaluation will yield a msan at or atove the mid-
point of the scals.

. 5. To assist principals in the interpretation and use of the Student,

Teacher and Parent Surveys,
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8. In the test simulation there will be zn increase from pre
to post test in the mean number of correct responses to
items concerned with the use of survey data in goal setting.

b, In the test simulation, there will be an increase from pre
to post test in the mean number of correct responses to items
concerned with the use of survey data in evaluating a program
of non-gradedness.

¢. Oi the concept test, there will be an increase from pre to
post test in the mean number of correct responses to items
concerned with the use of survey data.

d. Participants' ratings of program components concerned with
the use of survey data will yield & meaa at or above the
mid-point of the scale.

6. To assist principals in communicating inforaation to s;aff, students
and the public.
. a, Participants' ratings of ;rogtam component 3 concerned with
communicating information will yield a mean at or above
the mid-paint of the scale.

b. At the close of the training program, participants, on the
average, will rate their current level of understanding of
communication techniques suited to staff, students, parents
and other community members as at least adequate for present
purposes,

c¢. Participants' ratings of their increawe of understanding of 4
communiication techniques will vield a wean equal to or greater
than the minimum predicted mean for a measureable increases.
The prediction formula will be derived from the regression of

the ratings of increased understanding, on pre-post content

test differences in objectives 2 through 5.
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7. To provide knowledge about the nature and qualities of decisions
and information.

a. Participants' ratings of program components related to deci-
stions and information wili yield a mean at or above the
mid-point of the scale. .

b. At the close of the tvaining program, participants, on the
average, will rate thzir current level of understending of
the nature and qualities of deéisiqns and 1nfqrmation as at
least adequate for preseat purposes,

c¢. Participants' ratings of their increase of understanding of
the nature and qualities of decisions and information will
yield a mean equal to or greater than the mlniﬁum predicted
n2an for a measurable increasa. |

8. To show the relation between SIS reports and accountability.

a. Participants' ratings of program component§ concerned with
accountability will yield a mean at or above the mid-point
of the scale.

b. At the close of the training program, participants, on the
average, will rate their current level of understanding éf
accountébility as at least adequate for present purposes.

c¢. Participants' ratings of their increase of unders:and;ng of
accountability will yileld a mean equal to or greater than

the minimum predicted mean for a measurable increase.
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INSTRUMENTS AND TECHNIQUES

Concept Test
ib

Test
Simulation

1lc

Evaluation
'2a

Suggestion
Box

2b
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Evaluation Instruments
USING INFUORMATION FOR DECISIUN MAKING

Identification ' Dat~
Part A
Test Simulation
Accompanying this instrument are six sheets of data for Gamma Educational Park.

Three of these (green sheets) are for the 1970-71 school year, and three (pink sheets)
are for the 1971-72 school year. These six sheets provide the data for this test

simulation. :

1, Using only the 1970~71 data (green sheets), rank the five goals listed below
in terms of priority. Designate the top-priority goal as ), etc. Assume that
all five goals are, of themselves, equally valued.

a, Improved school-community relations

b. Improved staff morale

c. Improved student attitudes

d. Improved reading achievement, primary grades

RN

e, Iwproved reading achievement, junior high

2. Using only the 1970-71 data (green gheets), answer the following items by
warking an X through T if the statement is true, and through F if the statement

is false,

T )( a, In general, Gamma parents have hetter attitudes toward school than
the students have.

)( 3 b. For tlhie most part, Gamma students seem to be achieving below
national test norms,

)< F ¢, Attitudes as measured on the Parent Survey seem consistent with
other indicators of how Gamma parents feel about school.

)( F d. 1f pupil/teacher ratio is an indication of the general working

conditions at Gamma, the teachers seem to have an accurate percep-
tion of this factor.

T )( e. Of the three groups surveyed, Gamma teachers seem to have the most
favorable attitudes,
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At the insistence of several community groups, a program of nongraded instruc-
tion was begun at Gamma in 1971-72. This program was initiated at the primary
level with emphasis on reading, Using both the 1970-71 and the 1971-72 deta,
answer the following items about the effectiveness of this program. Mark an
X through T if the statement 1s true and through F if the statemsnt is false,

X a.

F b,
X e
X a
F o e

The data provided offer no way of judging how primary children
felt about the program.

There 1s some evidence that the program hadl a positive effect on
reading achievement,

Parents seem to have been less involved in school affairs under
the nongraded system.

For the primary students themselves, the program seems to have
had no negative effacts.

Gamma's principal shculd emphasize the successful aspects of the
program to his community.
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CINCINNATI PUBLIC SCHOOL INFORMATION SYSTEM

DIVISION QF PROGRAM RESEARCH & DESIGN

'470) GAMMA LDUCATIONAL PARK

YOUR
SCHUOL
IUMBER
{ALUE

YARIABLE

ABSENCE AND ATT
GR.] AVG DAILY
GR.2 AVG DAILY
GR.3 AVG DAILY
GR.4 AVG DAILY
GR.5 ANG DALY
GR.O AVG DAILY
GR.7 AYG DAILY
GR,8 AVG DAILY
GR.Y AVG DAILY
GR,10 AVG DAILLY
GR.IT AYG DAILY
CR.I12 AVG DALY

ACALLMIC ACHIEY
GR.5 READING SU

10% OF STUDENTS
25% OF STUDENTS
50% OF STUDENTS
75% OF STUDENTS
90% OF STUDENTS

GR.,S5 ARITHMETIC

F0% OF STUDENTS
2% OF STUDENTS
H0% UF 3TUDENTS
7o OF STUDENTS
a0 OF STUDENTS

Git.b RLADING SU

10% OF STUDLENTS
% UE STUDLNGS
S U LTUDLNES
/9% OF STUDLNTS
90 UF STUDENTS
GR,b ARITHMEYIC

10% OF STUDENTS
29% OF STUDLNTS
“Ux OF STUDENTS
1u4 OF

yUs OF STUDENTS

STUDENTS

ENDANCE
ABSENCE
ABSENCE
ABSENCE
ABSENCE
ABSENCE
ABSENCE
ABSENCE
ABSENCE
ABSENCE
ABSENCE
ABSENCE
ABSENCE

EMENT
BTEST
AT OR BELOW
AT OR BELOW
AT OR BELOW

AT OR BELOW
AT OR BELOW

COMPUTAT ION

AT OR BELOW
AT OR GELOW
AT OR sLLOW
AT OR BELOW
A7 OR otLOW

¢ TEST

AT OR
Al OR
Al UK
Al OR UBLLOW
AT OR pLLOW

CUMPUTAT ION

AT CR BELOW
AT OR Ut LOW
AT UR BLLOW
AT OR-BLLOW
AT OR BLLOW

vt LOW
ULLOW

BELOW

VARIABLE PRINTOUT
1971-72 SCHOOL YEAR

UIREC-
TION
. OF
YARIA~
BLE

 d
I -
~

,.
&

t
—

(+)
(+)
(+)
(+)
(+)

(+)
(+)
(+)
(+)
(+)

(+)
(+)
(+)
(+)
(+)

(+}
(+)
(+)
{+)
(+).

YQUR
SCHOOL
UNIT

VALUE

3.41%
2.964%
2,844
6.73%
6.95%
6.02%
3.12%
14, 36%
15,453
16.72%
14, 36%
8.98%

(GRALE EQUIVALENT)

.70
2.30
2.80
-3.40
4.40

1.70
2.50
2.60
3.50
4,00

3.00
4.10
b.00
0.40
8.00

4,10
4,80
©.50
6.70
8.40

ALL
SCHOOL
UNITS

8.39%
7.02%
7.17%
7.69%
7.34%
7.38%
13.76%
5. 16k
15,938
17.20%
15.51%
9.64%

.80
2.30
2.80
3.50
4,40

2,10
2,00

- 5,00

4,00
4,50

3.10
4,10
2,10
0.2
8,20

4.30
4,90
2.70
6.480
8.50

CRITICAL
AREA

.00%
.99%
024
.85%
L15%
.58%
7.85%%
9.18%
0.h8%

N W W W WU

8.91%
4,84%

.00
| .30
.60

- 2.00

2.40

.20
1.5
1,70
2.40
2,00

.60
2,10
/.80
5.0
4,00

T0 1)
TO 11
10 10
T0 11
TO 1t

TO 12,
T0 19,
fO Z1.

10
10 ¢

22.

TO 14,

T0
10
T0
T0
T0

T0
TO
T0
70
[R¢)

i0
T0
T0
10
10

T0
T0

T0

T0
10

2.60
5.30
4.00
5.00

L7184
WY
128
.45%
53%

(4%
67%
lag

28%
.34%

113
444

6.40

3.00
3.70
4.50
5.60

.40

4,60
.10
7.40
9.40
1.8

6.10
7.10
8.20
9,90

0

12,20
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Yuur VAR IABLE , DIREC- YOUR ALL CRITICAL

Sorivul TION SCHOOL SCHOOL AREA

UnNll OF UNIT UNITS

NUMBER VARIA- VALUE

VALUL : BLE
GR.8 READING SUBTEST (GRADE EQUIVALENT)
10% OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) 3,70 5,00 0.70 TO 6.90
25% OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) 4,30 4,40 1.20 10 7.00
50% OF STUDENTS AT OR BLLOW (+) 6.00 6.10 2,90 10 9.4%)
79% OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) 8.70 8.70 9,30 10 12,10
90% OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) 9,60 9,00 6.20 10 15,00
GR.8 MATH COMPUTATION
[0% OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) 4,00 4,00 1,10 70 6.90
29% OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) 4,70 4,80 1,70 TO 7,90
0% OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) 6.50 6.30 5,10 T0 9.9
79% OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) 8.10 8.10 4,60 TO ii.60
9U0% OF STUDENTS AT OR 3L LOW (+) 9.70 9,70 050 TO 15,10

ACADEMIC APTITUDE

RUHLMANN=-ANDERSON - GR.3 (1.Q. LEVLL)

104 OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) 79 .84 78,30 45,12 10 111,40
29% OF STUULNTS AT OR BLLOW (+) 88,00 86,060 49,78 10 1.7, 5%
0% Of STUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) 97.07 9Y,87 HYY.44 10 a5
1%% Ot STUDLNTS AT OR UBLLOW (+) 108,92 107,44 062.87 10 1%2,ul
Y0% UF STUDENTS AT OR BLLOW (+) 125,23 18,1/ 69.40 10 lot, 94

LORGE-THORNDIKE - GR.6

105 OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) 77.13 76.43 42,60 TO 110,20
25% OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) 86.03 84,73 47,96 TO 121,50
50% OF .STUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) 96,26 94,30 . 53,35 10 139,.%
75% OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) 108,47 105,74 60.19 TO 191,79
90% OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW * (+) 120.39 117,73 67.19 TO 108,27
SCHOOL & COLLEGE APTITUDE

TEST - GR.9 - YOTAL TEST (PLRCENTILLS)

t0% OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) 7.00 3,00 - 1,00 TO 22.00
25% OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) 12,00 7.00 2.00 TO 355.00
90p OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) 38.00 21.00 3.00 TO 54.00
I 0 LTUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) © 64,00 48,00 7.00 TO 8Y.00
Ulm OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) 88.00 80.00 37.00 10 99.00
PTA MEMBLRSHIP (+) 20.41% 3v,18% 8.19% 10 65, 57%

VOTING 'FOR' LEVY ‘ (+) 29.10% 29,58% 1.96% T0 Y7.20%

ATTITUDE (PARENT SURVEY)

FARENTS RESPONDING (+) 59,63% 53.40%3 31.,98% 7O 74.82%
SCHOOL ATMOSPHERE FACTOR (+) 62.19% 59,138 37.71% TO 80.55%
“CHOOL PROGRAM QUALITY FACTOR (+) 76.43% 54.,89% 33,474 TO 76.31%
SCHUOL PUPIL RELATIONS FACTOR (+) 66.51% 62.48% 41.06% TO 63.90%
LUUCATIONAL ISSUES FACTOR (+) %8,33% 56.93% 3%.51% TO 78.35%%

PARENT PARTICIPATION FACTOR (+) 54,20% 51.40% 29.98% 710 72.82%
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VAR TABLL

STUDENT ATTITUDE (GR.6)

ACADEMIC CONF IDENCE FACTUR _
ATTITUDE TOWARD SCHOOL FACTOR

STUDENT ATTITUDE (GR.9)

ACADEMIC CONF IDENCE FACTOR
ATTITUDE TOWARD SCHOOL FACTOR

STUDENT ATTITUDE (GR.12}

ACAULMIC CONFIDENCE FACTOR
ATTITUDE TOWARL SCHOOL FACTOR

ATTITUDE (TEACHER SURVEY)

FEACHERS RESPONDING

STAFF MORALE FACTOR

SPECIAL EDUCATION NEEDS FACTOR
PUPIL CHARACTERISTICS FACTOR

WURK ING CONDITIONS FACTOR
PHYSICAL RESOURCES FACTOR
COMMUNITY & PARENT CONTACTS FACTOR
UPENNESS TO INNOVATION FACTOR

PUPIL/TEACHER RATIO
UVERALL SCHOOL

DIRLC-
TION

OfF

YARIA-

BLE

(+)}
(+)

(+}
(+)

(+)
(+)

{(+)
(+)
(+)
(+)
(+)
(+)
(+)
(+)

()

YOUR
SCHOOL
UNIT

VALUE

77.84%
83,144

69,13%
63, 14%

84,134
75, 394%

81.95%
4,75
2.96
4,47
3,19
4,75
4,83
4,76

36.00/0NE 27.00/0NE 22,

ALL
SCHOOL
UNITS

99,
57.

51,

44

62

Hb Db bN L —

56%
77%

158
.42%

L26%
b2,

50%

. 524
.0l
.85
42
.39
.42
.21
41

32.
LY

31

27,

36,
.99%

C

48%
7%

.29%

47%

Y2%

48

RITICAL
AREA

TO 86.
[0 o,

T0 /14,
TO L1,

10 4/,
o /7.

10o0.17
[0 5,99
TO 9 .94
{0 b.9u
0 b,9u
10 Y., /%
TLO Y. Y%

TO 51 .4/

oy
(//'XJ

IV

57k

LU
01%

.94% 1O 99.,90%
,0Y
.07
.90
,80
.94
79
.80



ESEA TITLE 111
CINCINNATI PUBLIC SCHOOL INFORMATION SYSTEM
DIVISION OF PROGRAM RESEARCH & LES IGN

(970) GAMMA EDUCATIONAL PARK VARIABLE PRINTOUT °
1970-71 SCHOOL YEAR .
YOUR VAR ABLE D!{REQ~ YOUR ALL CRITICAL
Y TION SCHOOL SCHOOL AREA
LUNiY , OF COGNIT UNITS
NUMBER VARIA- VALUE
VALUE BLE
ABSENCE AND ATTENDANCE
7.00 GR.I AVG DAILY ABSENCE (=) 6.24% 8.39% 5.,00% TO |1, 768%
©.00 GR.2 AVG DAILY ABSENCE () 5,.86% 7.62% 3.99% TO |1.29%%
7.0 GR.3 AVG DAILY ABSENCE (=) 6,23% 7.17% 3,62% 10O 10.72%
7.00 rR.4 AVG DAILY ABSENCE , (=) 6.84% 7.65% 3.85% TO 11.4%%
7,00 GR.5 AVG DAILY ABSENCE _ (=) 6.53% 7.34% T5.159% TO 1LY5%
7,05 GR.6 AVG DAILY ABSENCE (=) 6.02% 7.36% 2.,58% TO 12.14%
24,00 GR.7 AVG DAILY ABSENCE (-) 13.01% 13,765 7.85% TO 19,07%
28.00 5HL.8 AVG DAILY ABSENCE (=) 14.86% 15, iv% 9,143 TO 71.14%
21 .00 GR.9 AVG DAILY ABSENCE - (-) 15.25% 15.93% 6.58% 10 2%./8%
45,00 G.iu AVG DAILY ABSENCE (=) 16.80% 17,209 8.06% 10 26,34%
38,00 GR.I! AVG DAILY ABSENCE () 14,95% 15.51% 8.91% TO 22.114%
T 23,00 GR.12 AVG UAILY ABSENCE (=) 8.43% 9,644 4,84% TG 14,44%
ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT (GRADE EQUIVALENT)
GR.3 READING SUBTEST
0% OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) |.60 l.80 1.00 TO 2.60
254 OF STUDENTS AT UR BELOW (+) 2.10 . 2.30 .30 TO 3,30
50% OF STUDENTS AT OR BELQW (+) 2,60 2.80 1,60 TO 4.00
79% OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) - 3,30 3.50 2.00 TO %.00
90% OF :TUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) 4.10 4,40 2,40 10 6,40
GR.% ARITHMETIC COMPUTATION , _
0% OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) 2,10 2.10 1.20 TO 3,00
5% OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW ECO I 2,60 2,60 1.50 TO 5.70
S0% OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) 3.00 3,00 1.70 TO 4,30 -
75% OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) 4.i% 4,06 2,40 TO 9,60
90% OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) 4,60 4,50 2.60 TO ©.40
GR.6 READING SUUTEST ’ )
10% OF STLiNTS AT OR GELOW (+) 3.00 310 1,60 TO 4.60
254 OF STUDINTS AT OR BLLOW (+) © 4,00 4,10 2,10.70 6.10
HU% OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) 5.10 5,10 - 2.80 T0 7.40
79% OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) ~ 6.40  6.50 5,60 TO 9,40
90% OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+). 8,10 8.20 4,60 TO 11.80
CR.U ARITHMETIC COMPUTATION
10% OF GTUDLNTS AT OR BLLOW (+) 4.10 4,30 2,50 T0 6.10
/9% OF STUDLNIS ‘AT OR ULLOW (+) 4,80 4,90 2,70 10 7,10
bU% OF STUDLNIS AT OR BLLOW (+) 5,50 5,70 . 3,20 TO 8.20
Jo% OF STUDENTS AT OR U LOW (+) W [ 6.80 5,70 10 9,90

[MC = GUh OF STUDLNTS Al OR ULLOW (+) 8.40 8.50 4,80 70 12,20
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YARIAGLE UIRLC- YUUR ALL CRITICAL

TIGN SUHUOL SLHOOL AREA

Cf UNT T UNITS

VARIA- VALUE

BLE
GR.8 READING SUBTEST (GRADE EQUIVALENT)
10% OF STUUENTS AT Ok ubilOw (+) .70 5.60 0.70 10 6.%0
2% OF STUDENTS AT OR utiOwW (+) 4,40 4,40 1,20 TO 7.60
504 OF STULENTS AT OR BELOW {(+) 6.20 €.10 2.90 TO 9,50
725 OF STUDENTS AT UR BELOW (+) 8,90 8.70 5.350 TO 12,1V
9Us UF STUDENTS AT OR btLOwW (+) 9.90 9.60 £.20 TO 135.0C
G2 .8 MATH COMPUTATION
104 OF STUUENTS AT QR SELOW (+) 4,00 4,00 1,10 TO 6.90
29% OF STUDENTS AT OR bLELOW (+) 4.40 4,80 (.70 TO 7.90
50% OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) 6,20 6.30 3,10 TO 9.%0
/9% UF STUDLNTS AT UR bELOW C(4) 8.00 8.10 4,00 TO 11,00
Yue OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) y,60 9,70 .30 TO 15,40
ACADEMIC APT i TUDL
RUHLMANN=ANUERSON. = GR, 3 (1.4, LLVEL)
10k OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) $0.13 78,30 45,12 T0 111,48
25% UF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) 88,20 86.006 49,78 TO 1.2, 54
Sur OF STUDLNTS AT OR dELUW : (+) 98,10 95,87 59,44 TQ 15, ‘o
79% OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) 110,21 107,44 62.87 TO 192.ul
0% OF STUDLNTS AT GR BELOW (+) 124,99 tig, 117 69.40 TU 1LL,u4
LORGE - THORHDIKE - GR.6 -
fUs UF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) 76.97 76.43 42,66 TO iU, 2V
29% OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) 85,24 84,73 47,96 TO 121.9%0
50% OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+3 96,51 94,30 53,35 TO 135,24
79% OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) 107,21 105,74 00,19 TO 151,29
YUs UF STULENTS AT UR BELOW (+} 119,45 117,73 07.19 TO 168,/
SLHOOL & COLLLGE APTITUDE
TEST - GR.9 - TOTAL TEST (Hei.ENTILES)
10% OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) 6.0U 3.00 1.00 TO 22.0u
295 UF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) -12.,00 7.00 2.00 TO 33.00
HGA OF SYUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) 37.00 21,00 3,00 TO %4.00
Jha U CYUDRENTS AT OR SELOW (+) 62.00 48,00 7.00 TO ©v4.00
b Lf STUDENTS AT UR LELOW {+) 88,00 80.00 37,00 TO 99.0C
PTA MUMBERSHIP (+) 7.67% < 35,78% 8,198 10 65.5/%
VOTENG "FORY Livy (+) 10.,23% 29,58% 1,908 TO vl /68
ATTHTUUL (HARLNT SUKYLY)
PARENTS RESPONDING (+) 30.84% 53.40% 31,985 TO 74.82%
SUHU . ATMOSFHERE #7.CTOR (+) 31.62% 59.13% 37.71% 70 80.9%v%
SCHUL L PROGRAM QUALITY FACTOR (+) 29.83% 54,89% 35,474 10 70, 51%
SCHOOL PUPIL REALTIONS FACTOR (+) 40,92% 62.48% 41,003 TO 85,90%
EOUCATIONAL ISSUES FACTOR (+) 30.13% 56,93% 35.51% 7O 78 54
PARENT PARTICIPATION FACTOR (+) 20, 84% 51,40% 29.98% TO 72.u2%
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s e YARTALLE DIREC- YUUK ALL CRITICAL
Jetivie . T PO SLHwL SL“U(JL ARLA
Uil 013 UNIT UNITS
hUMB LR YARI A= YALUE
vALUL BLE
STUDENT ATTITUDE (GR.6}
ACADEMIC CONF IDENCE FACTCR (+) 76.27% 59.5%0% 32.,48% 10 suL.u4i
ATTITUDE TOWARD SCHOOL FACTIOR (+) 82,39% 5%7.77% 32.87% TO Lo bl

STUDENT ATTITUDE (GR.9)

ACADEMIC CONF IDENCE FACTOR (+) 67.43% 51,15% 31,298 TO 71 .01k
ATTITUDE TUWARD SCHOOL FACTOR (+) 60.96% 44 ,42% 27.87% TO GiLS1
STUDENT ATT!TUDE (GR.12)

ACAULMIC CONF IUENCE FACTOR (+) 82.64% 62.26% 36,92% TO 87.004
ATTiTUDE TOWARD SCHOOL FACTOR (+) 73.72% 52.3%0% 32.%9% 10 72,044

ATTITUDE (TEACHER SURVEY)

TEACHERS RESPONDING (+) 74.02% Bl.,3.% %4,94% 10 99,407
STAFF MORALE FACTOR {+) 4,19 4,01 5,0 10 v,/
SPLCIAL EDUCATION HEEDS FACTOR (+) 2.7¢ 2.83 1,67 10 5,99
PUPIL CHARACTERISTICS FACTOR (+) 4,33 4,42 2,90 TO %.44
WURKING COND!ITIONS FACTOR {+) 2.01 4,59 2.80 TO .98
PHYS ICAL RESQURCES FACTOR (+) 3,94 4,42 2.94 T0 9,90
COMMUNITY & PARENT COUNTACTS FACTOR (+) 5.81 4,27 2,79 T0 9.7Y
OPENNESS TO INNOVATION FACTOR (+) 4,00 4,4 2.86 TO Y.90

PUP IL/TEACHER RATIOQ
OVERALL SCHOOL () 36,00/0NE 27,00/0NE 22.48 10 351,92
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ldentification . Date

Part B

Content Test

Answer the questions on this instrument on the basis of your knowledge of the
School Information System, needs identification techniques, and program evaluation
techniques,

1. Check all the items ir the list below that represent variables included in
the School Information System.

Percentage of Community Residents Number of Students Eligible for
with College Legrees Special Education
¢/ Number of Psychological Referrals v/ Number of Students Receiving
Subsidized Lunches
___ Number of Students Receiving Publie ¥ Percentage of Women on Staf.
Dental Carg
V/ Number of Transfers-Qut V/ Percentage of Felony Arrests
v/ Number of Persons per Total Acre-- v’ Age of Schonl Building

70 Census

2, Check all the questions in the list below that can be answer with data from the
School Information System.
What's the average attendance at PTA meetings in my school?

How do the most intelligent vtudents in my sclicol compare in Math achievement
with those in other rcnools?

<0

In terms of certification, how well qualified are my teachers, compared to
thoge of previous years?

What is the ratio of black to white parents in my community?
v How many students in my school live in foster homes?
v/ How do teachers in my school feel about educational innovation?




3.
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Angver the following items by marking an X through T if the statement is true
and through F if the statemsnt is false.

F

Even when the total school community has been involved in goal
development, support for the goals will be increased by data that
substantiate related needs.

Goal statements should specify the target group, the thing to be
done, and the amount of change desired,

Needs assessment should usually be concerned with problems, not
with successern,

One important reason for involving the community in goal setting
is to relieve the principal of responsibility for making decisions.

In working with the community tc evaluate the school program, the
principal should present complets information to all interested zgroups.

The trust level between the 6chool 2ad its critics is important in .
deciding how to use evaluative information,

SIS exceptions reporta may identify a school's astrengths and weak-
nesses, as well as aiibis for poor performan:e.

Program evaluation should concern itself with the goals of the program
and not with unexpected outcomes.

Because surveys give subjective information, their results usually
should not be included in program evaluation.

Surveys often provide information about attitudes that could not be
obtained in any other way,.

Une important use of surveys is to derect inconsistencies of view-
points across groups.

For t%= sake of comparison acrcss years. SIS eurveys are kept
identicai from one year to the next.

-

Program Kesearch & Uesign
e, 1972

O

IToxt Provided by ERI
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Final vay of Prosram

Identification

Part C
Participant's Ratings

Please respond frankly to the following items Ly putting a check (v) in the
colump *hat reflects your rating.

1. Lvaluate each of the following presentationrs and activities on the basis of
the usefulness of what you learned.

Not A Litcle Fairly Very Indispen-
lst day Useful Useful Useful Useful sable

Curry: vevelopment of SIS

Waldrip: Accountability

Ot —
em———t—

Exercise in Group becision Making

2nd day

Barbadoxa: vata Usage & Group
Involvement

Jacobs: Principles of Using
Information

| |
| |
|
|
|

Interpretation of SIS Exports

3rd day

Goal Setrting Simulation

Felix: SIS in Program Evaluation
Faust: SIS and Management Model

Bollenbacher: Interpreting
Achievement Vata

4th day

Smith: Mznagement Information Syetem
Panel: What Public Wants to Know
Smith: Potential of SIS

|1
|| ]

. Sth day
Yarland: Use of Surveys
Analysis of 1971-72 Reyorts

n
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2, For each of the following areas, evaluate how much your knowledge has increased
during this workshop and how adequate your current understanding is. Give your
Judgment of knowledge increase as a rating from 1 {nc incresse) to 7 (very large
increase). Appraise your current understanding by checking (Y) one of the thrce
columns provided.

CURRENT UNDERSTANDING

KNOWLEUGE Adequate Thorough
INCREASE for and

(l=no increase, Frobably Present Completely

to 7=very large) Inadequate Purposes Adequate

a. Your functional knowledge
of SIS

b. Your ability to use SIS in
goal setting and problem
identification

c. Your ability to use SIS in
program evaluation

d. Your ability to interpret
and ugse survey results

e. Your understanding of
techniques for communicating
information

f. Your knowledge of the nature
and qualities of decisions
and information

g. Your understanding of
accountability

Qﬁogram Research & Design

F lc‘lst, 1972

IToxt Provided by ERI
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SUMMATIVE EVALUATION REPORT
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SIS Manogement Training Program

November, 1972
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SUMMATIVE EVALUATION REPORT

Using Information for Decision Making

SIS Management Training Progrhm
November, 1972

INTRODUCTION

P ose

Aim of Report. This report presents the summative eveluation of CLhe

manggement training progrem conducted for Education Center administrators
and supervisors of the Cincinnati Public Schools by the staff of the School
Information System (SIS). The information prescnted here i1z intended to
serve two fundementel purposes. First, it should provide participanlc {n Lhe
training. progrem and other inlercsted personnel with a coneisc yecl thorough
evaluetion of the training. Secondly, the informatiun in this rcport
supplements that of the more detailed evaluation of the comparoble'progrnm .
given in August for principels and assistant principals} Togethur,

these two reports should furnish the staff of SIS with a comprehensive
assessment of how well the training has accomplished its cbjectives.

‘Purpose_of Evaluation. The detailed evaluation plan devised for

the August training program spccified four purposes for conducting the
evaluation. These werc concerned with disclosing nceds for post-program
inscrvice training, assessing accepfunce and undcrstanding of SIS, suggesot-
ing program modificatlons for futurc replications, and prdviding procans
cvaluation.

In adapting thc original progrezx Lo the nceds of Education Center
persomnel, the program coordinator and avaluator decided that only the
first two of these original purposes werc appropriate for evaluating the

o :
[ERJCev program. Thus, the two purposcs that this evaluation actempted to serve

IText Provided by ERIC
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weres

1. To disclose specific needs for post-progra.m inservice training
of edministrators and supcrvisors. .

2. To assess the cxtent to which principals accept and understand
the School Information Systcm.

Plan of Report. This report is organized into five diviscions:

Introduction, Cognitive Evaluation, Affective Evaluation, Conclusionc, and
Rccommendation. After this introduction hac presented the ratlonoles and the
organization of “he report, c.a.ch of the next two secltions will focus on
one of the purposes toward which evaluation vas addressed. The sccond
division of the report will attempt to identify incervice training ncceds
that reveal thcmsclvcs.through responscs to the Lwo cognitive inslrument:z
administered at the beginning and ¢nd of this two-day progrma. ‘hesc
were the Content Test and the Test Simulation. (Sce August report).

In the third division of the report “the results of an uttﬁ:udu ncale
adminictered at lhe conclusion of the prograi will be aincussed. | These
results serve primarily the sccond purpose of ¢valuallon gpeelfled asbove.

Program Goals

A threefold program gog&ld, was set for this workshop:
This program seeks to provide central .office staff with a greater
avareness of: (a) the School Information tystem (SIS), (L) low date
from SIS can be uscd, and (c¢) the knowledge and attitudus nceecnary

- to use the system effcctively.
This gonl was fwr-ther subdivided Into eighl subgoals:
1, To demonstratc the importance of using Informatien for decislon mnliing.

2. To provide knowledge aboul Lhe nature and qualltier of deeisiuns oud
Inforiatlon.

Je T descrllie. thie hilabory and functlon of 5153.

h. To assich central office ntafl In nequiring o functlonal knuwledge
of 815 reports.

. 5. To assist the staff in utilizing SIS for decision making relatced
]:]K‘[C - to roal setting and problem identification.




6. To.shov the xjclationship between SIS reports and accountabilil; .

T. To assist central office staff in evaluating thc nceds of local
schools.

8. To eveluatc the training program.

COGNITIVE IVALUATION

Test Simulation

Goal Sctting. The first pwrpose for cveluating the Education Center

workshop was to disclose futurce inscrvice L}ralning nceds. To accompliuh
thic purpose, the Test Simulation centelned truc-falsc items related Lo
tvo major emphases of the program: goal sectting and progrem evaluetion.

Five items basecd on hypothetical data were concerned with mattcrs-
of esta‘blisﬁing. educational goals. The percentages of recspondents
ensvering each of the questions corrcctly on the pre-and post-tests arc
shown in Table 1.

.

Table 1. Pcrcentages of Correct NReeponse to Goal Setting Itcems on Tent
- Simulation, by Pre-Fost Testc.

Item ' Pre Test Post Tent

In general, Gamo parcnts hove better ott-
ltudes toward school than the students have.  81% - T5%

For the most part, Gamma students seem to be
achieving below natlonal test norms. 45 4

Attitudes as measured on the Parent Survey
scem coneistent with other indicatérs of ,
how Gamme parents fecl about school. &2 ’ 55

If pupil/teacher ratio is on indication

of Lhe general worklng conditions at

Gamma, the Leachere neom to heve an accurate
perecption of Whls factor. €y} . 61

of the tlree groupe surveyed, Goanma Leacherec
seon Lo have the mont favorable atlltudos. T3 6l ‘




I '

Interestingly, the percentages of correct responses decreased on
four of the five items. | In interpreting thnis fact,-however, it is important
to note that an inadvertent error in reproducing the instrumeant made it
necessaxry to have two separate keys for the post-test. As a re'su.lt, the
difficulty of some of the items may have been greatef on the post- than

on the pre-test.

Program Evaluation. Thic same problem of keylng the responses to the
Test Simulation existed for the five items cox;;erning program evaluation.
' The percentages of correct response to ¢ 2pe items on pre- and post-tegis
are shown in Table 2.

Table 2. Percentages of Correct Response to Program Evaluation Items in Test
Simulation, by Pre-Post Test.

Item Pre Test Post Test

The data provided offer no way of judging how
primary children felt about the program. 19% 31%

There is some evidence that the program hed ,
a positive effect on reading achievement. Lo 53

Parents seem to have been less involved in _
school affairs under the nongraded system. k9 55

For the primary students themselves, the program
seerd to heve had no negative effects. 23 _ 39

Gamma s principal should emphasize the
suceess.ful aspects of the program to his ‘
community. 56 s 88




In contrast to the goal setting items, all five of the program evaluation
items showed larger percenteges of correct answer8® on the post-test. -The
difficulty of these items m&y have been a.ffeéted less by the d'ror in
reproducing the instrument. Or there might a.ctua.l:ly havc been a greater
increase in'participants' understanding related to this cognitive arce.

Content Test

Functionsl Knowlefige. of SIS. The Content Test, elso administered before

7 -

and after the training program, was not dependent on bhypotheticeal data.

Thus, the difficulty level was identical for both administrations of the
test. The first page of items on the Content Test vas designed to measure
participants' knowledge of the School Information System {SIS). It incluﬁed.
a 1ist of ten variables, seven reel,and three fictitious. Without knowing
the correct number, resﬁondents wvere asked to identify those actually
contained in SIS. Each item in the list vwas scered as correctly or
incorrectly deaigna.ted.

On this portion of the Content Test, participents answered an average
of 4,9 ftems correctly on the pre-test and an aversge of 7.3 on the post-
test. This increé.se in the mean number of correct reéponses sugg:sts
that paiticipants' knowledge of the system did increase through the two-
de‘y. training érogram. ‘ Nevertheless; their ﬁost-tent responses were
I_!.ess correct than thosc of the participants in the August program, who
avéraged over cight items correct. |

A gecond sﬁction of 'Lho Content Test listed six question, three of which
could actually be answered with SIS date. Again without knowing how
meny, participants were asked to sclect those questions that could
sctually be angwered. | |
For thic pert of the test, correct responses ﬁf perticipants a.ve'raged_
O 2.6 of the six items on the pre-tcst; and 3.1 on the post test. Again:

ERIC

IToxt Provided by ERI
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there was an increase, this time comparing favorebly with the results
of the August workshop.

Goal Setting. Of twelve true~false items on the Content Test, four were

concerned with mdersté.nd.ing the principlés of goal setting. Again,
these items were not concerned with hypothectical data, so that pre-post
tests results may be compared directly. Percentages of correct responses
to these items are reported in Table 3.

Table 3. Percentages of Correct Responee to Goal Setting Items on Content
Test, by Pre-Post Test.

Item ' Pre Test Post Test

Even vhen the total school community has been

involved in goal development, support for the

goals will be increased by d.ata that substantiate

related needs. , B 100% 93%

Goal statements should specify the target growp,
the thing to be done, and the amount of change
desired. 79 89

Needs assessment should usually be concerned with . .
problems, not with successes. kg ;_ 53

One important reason for imvolving the
‘community in goal setting is to relieve the
principa.l of responsibility for meking decisionn. 90 96

Three of the four items showed increases from beginning to end of
program, suggesting that participanﬁs' ~uderdtanding of this area did,

in fact, improve.



Program Evaluation. An additionel four items from this section of the

Content Test were related to program evaluation. The percentages of correct

responses for these items are shown in, Teble k4.

Table 4. Percenteges of Correct Responsé to Program BEvaluation Items on Content
Test, by Pre-Pbyst Test. :

Ttems Pre Test Post Test

In working with the community to eveluate the
school program, the principal should present
complete information to all imterested groups. 18% hog

The trust level between the school and 1ts
critics is important in deciding how to use
eveluative information. . Th 93

SIS exceptions reports mey identify a school's
strengths and weaknesses, as well as alibls
for poor performance. R 73

Program eveluation should concern itself with the
goels of the program and not with unexpected
cubcomes. - 56 73

All four items showed improvement from pre- to post-test. In generel,
there was a substantlal increase in the percentage of respondents giving
correct énswers. This result confirms the evidence from the Test Simulation
-that participants did gain in their knowledge of this cognitive area.

Surveys. The last four ltems on the Content Test were related to
the use of surveys. Although survey use was not addrcssed as a major aéea
for this progrem as it was in August, survey data was included in the
informetion uscd by porticlpants in practice oxercisen, The correct

responae percentoge for these four itema are shown in Table 5.

.
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Table 5. Percenteges of Correct Response to Survey Items on Content Test,
by Pre-Post Test.

Itenms ' | Pre Test Post Test

Because surveys give subjective information, thelr
results usually should not 'be Included in program .
evaluation. j 67% 95%

Surveys often provide information about attitudes
that could not be obtained in any other wsy. 56 87

One important use of surveys is to detect
inconsistencies of viewpoints across groups. 54 89

For the sake of comparison across years, SIS
surveys are kept ldentical from one year to
the next. 1) ko

Agein, all four ltems showed improvement from pre- to post- test, with
substantial gain on three of the four. This result suggests thet the practical
application of survey date may have been adequate to increase understarding

in thj.s area.

AFFECTIVE EVALUATION

Cpinion Invemtory

Attitudes toward SIS. An Opinion Inventory {attitude scale) was

edministered at the ‘close of the workshop to measure participants' feelings

about SIS and the training program. On each of twenty items, respondents

reflected their extent ol agreement or disegreement. Six of these iltems

were specifically concerned with feelings about the Schnol Informetion Systom.
Itoms scores were computed by assigning a value of ﬂve to the most

favorable response, & value of one to the least favorsble, and values of four,

O
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three, and two to the intermediate responses.'

For example, 1f the statement expressed. a positive attitude, a

response of shtrongly sgree was glven a five-point velue, ggree four points,

undecided three points, d;gggree two points, and strongly disegree one point.

The scale was reversed for statements expressing ncgative attitudes.
The scores for the six items dealing with attitudes toward SIS are
shown in Table 6.

Teble 6. Item Scores on Opinion Inventory Items Related to Attitudes
~ towaxd SIS.

Item Item Meen

The School Information System contains useful

information for school administrators. k.6

Spending taxpayers' money to accumulate a bank of

data like SIS 15 a waste. hoh

SIS printouts do not clearly dcscribe a school. 3.3

I Zon't think SIS data will help mc in meking N

administrative decisions. 1 - ho

I would like to lcarn more abeut the School

Luformation Systcm. ' h.e

I =m cager to begin applying SIS data to my work. 3.9 .

The six item scores averaged L.l, suggesting positive feelings toward the
School Informetion System. There should be little nced for concentrating
Tuture efforts on improving. the attiftudcs of Education Ccnter porso.unel

towards SIS.

Using Evelustive Data. Another six items on the Opinicn Invemtory

concerned &sttitudes toward the use of evaluative information. The scores
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for these six items ure reported in Table 7.

Table 7. -Item Scores on Cpinion Inventory Items Hcelated to Use of
Evaluaetive Data.

Item o Itcm Mean

Having no data at all is better than having date that

‘might be misinterpreted. 3.9
I find the concept of accountaobility threatening. .3

I don't know enough abcut statistics to use the
information contained in SIS. 3.6

The goals of educatlon are too intanglble to be
measured by hard data. 4.0

I don't believe there is a need to base educational
decisions on factual Znformation. h.5

In general, educational evaluation scems worthless
to me. h.6

Again the item mean indicates positive feelings on the part of the
participents. Thus, there is probably little need for odditlonal concern
with feeiings in this area.

Attitudes toward Workshop. The othexr eight items related to

participants' opinions &bout the training progrem and its content.

Scorees for these items are shown in Table 8.
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Teble 8. Item Scores on Opinion Inventory Items Relatcd t& Workshop.

Iten 7 Item Mcan

I believe I have a clear understanding of the nature ‘
of decisions. 3.9

SIS data are heclpful ir evaluating school programc. k.2

3IS data are a valuable means of assessing cducaticnal
nceds. .1

I believe I have a gaod working knowledge of the Gchool

Information Syssem. . 3.5
SIS is helpful to administrators in goal setting. L.2
This workshop has been uscful. .3

I don't think many of the participants benefitted from
this. vorkshop. h.1

Central officc personnel need more tralning progrems like
this one. h.2

Ageln, the overull picturc is definitely positive. Participantc
apparcently believed that they had benefiticd from the program and fclt
that thelr understanding of SIS had been improved as a result of the

Voriishop.

CONCLUSIONS
The results of the cognitlve ond affective cvaluation suggest
scverel conclusions ebout the SIS training program for Iducation Center

personncil.

1. The two-day workshop appcars to have achleved success comparablc to
that of the August program for primcipals and essistant principals.
Cognitive instruments administered before and after the workshop
indicate Xnowledge gains among nearly all participants. An attitude
scalc used &t the end of the program showed highly favorable feelings
in workshop-related areas.
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2. Smellest gains in measured knowledge occurred.in the area of
goel sctiing and problem identification. DPossibly because of
increased item difficulty, post-test percenteges of correct rcspomse
declined on several items in this arca.

3+ No single area emerges from the eveluation résults as most important
for future inservice training. Desplte the decline in the goal cctiing
ereca, these post-test percentages conpared favorably with thosc for
program evaluation, swrvey use, and functional knowledge of SIC.
The approach of the workshop in deeling briefly with scveral major
areas apparcntly served to supply some generel deficicncies in the
Imowledge necessary to use SIS cffectively.

4, Attitudes towerd topics reclated to workshop content and gools
appear rather uniformly positive. Items in threc categories, 5IS,
Using Lvaluative Data, and thc Workshop, produccd conclstent mean
scores. Participants generally agreed with favorohle stalementc amd
dlsagrecd with unfavorable statcments.

RECOMMENDATIQN S

Several recommendations follow logically from the conclusions. ‘Thesc
relate to both parposes toward which evaluation of the program was addresscd:
identification of inservice nceds and assessment of acceptance end understending.

1. The general success of the program lcads to the recommendation that
additional training programs of this type be considered. LEffective
professional development depends on thce nourishment of inservice
tralning. Increasing the abllity of administrators and supervisors
to use the regources they have available is an important part of
this training. The SIS training programs should therefore be viewed
as prototypes for systematic cfforts of this kind.

2. Because there was no singlc cognitive cr affective area that
appecared most inmed of inservice attention, future SIS training
among, these same participants should focus on application to
specific areas of educational decision meking. Working with various
subgroups of decisicn mekers who now have the deslire and knowledge
necessary to use SIS, 1t will be possible to become increasimgly
specific about its application.

3. At the same time, the cognitive and attitudinal gaine achieved
through the workshop must be preserved. This can perhaps best be dome
by consistently emphasizing the service fimction of SIS. As faith
in the system as a valuable means of improving the quality of educationcl
decisions is reinforced, administrators will come to use the date’
more frequently end morc cffectively.




L. Finally, as SIS becomes institutionalized, provision should be
made to orient new and aspiring administrators to the system.
One meens of achleving this would be to plan a seminar to be offered
every two years. Lssential content could correspond closcly to
-that of the trairing program. '

Prepared by:

Joseph L. Felix
Program Research & Design
December 13, 1972
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APPENDIX D

Evaluation Instrument




SUPERVISORS TRAINING SESSION
3/23/73

INTRODUCTION: Please respond to the following 1tems pertaining to my precentation
today by checking the zppropriate box which best describes how you
feel.

PRESENTER'S VOICE: Too Loud
About Right

Too Soft

RATE OF TALKING: Too Fast
About Right

Too Slow

ROLE PLAY SESSION: Excellent
Goud

Poor

MATERIALS: fxcellent
Good

Poor

000 000 Ooc D0o0

DID YOUR INSTRUCTOR(S): ] Mofivate You
[] Turn You Off

DID YOUR INSTRUCTOR(S): E] Give You Clear Direction
E] Confuse You
[} po Nothing

OVERALL ASSESSMENT OF THE SILSSION: E] Good
Failr

[[] Poor

ANY OTHER GENERAL COMMENT(S): (Use reverse side if necessary)

PLEASE RETURN TO BERNARD BARBADORA
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Evaluatic:s Instrument




School
Info

System

Program Research

rmation

ESEA Title IT1

MEMORANDUM

DATE: April 16, 1973
TO: Principal Addressed

FROM: Arthur Tebbutt, Evaluator, School Information System
RE: 8IS Evaluation

The Schéol Infofmation System is coming close to its end under
ESEA Title III. The project staff is expected to report on how
well objectives were accomplished. For this,'you play a vital role.
Since we have alrea&y received all the Title III money possible,
there is no need to hsnow"'anybody-with this. So please be honest--
and be assured that the results wiil be used purely for assessing
the project. Your name 1is needed only so I can bug non-returners.
To repeat, you have my word that this is in no way an attempt to
evaluate your responsiveness to the project. Results will be grouped

and used to modify SIS in the future.

AVT :bsm

Enc.

CINCINNATL PUBLIC SCHOOLS

and Design

230 Zast Ninth Street
Cincinnati, Ohio 45202

Project



PLEASE'SAIL BaCKk NO LATER THAN APRIL 23 TO ART TEBBUTT, 3d FLOGK, EDUCATION CENTER

FEEDBACK FROM PRINCIPALS ON SIS

The following is designed, to take little of your time, but you. arg _cncouragerl
to add whatever comments might help to fully evaluate 315. Pleasc ‘answcrs.

1. 1In general, how well do you understand 5I5 reports?
Very well Rathor well Rather little Very little
{
Comment:

2. How often do you tend to use 5I5 reports?
Daily. Weekly Honthly “Annually

Conment:

3. In terms of the following uses, how much do you refer to the reports?

a) to answer staff quastioms: . . . . . 4 lot somewhat. A little Mot at all
b) to answer parent questions: . . . . A lot  Jomewhat A litrle Mot at all
c) for diSCUSsion in staff meetings:, . A lot Somewhat A iittle Not. at all
d) for discussion in community meetings: A lot Somewhat A little Mot at all

e) to assess needs or develop goals . ‘
for your school: . & ¢ ¢ o« o ¢« » o« » A lot Somewhat A little Not at all

£) to evaluate aspects of your schools . A lot Somewhat A little Not at all

) other e o « A lot Somewhat A little Mot at all

4, Please rank each SIS report in terms of interest for you.

a) Exceptional Characteristics . . . . None Low Medium High
b) Variable Printout, « « « « « o o « « None Low Hedium Uigh
c) Factor 5tanine « o« « o« « o o« oo « « HNone Low  tMedium ligh
d) Variable Stanine ¢« « « ¢ + o + o+ + . HNone Low Hedium High
e) Student Survey.. s v s o s e v e o . Nome Low Medium High
£) Teacher Survey + « « o o« o o « « « o HNone Low Hedium Nigh
g) Parent SUTVEY « o o o o & e . HNone Low _  Medium High
h) Goal SULVEYe o o o o ¢ o o o o o o o Nome Low Medium High
i) Trend Report + o « o o« o o o » o« « o None " Low Hedium liigh
i) Achievement Forecast o « « « o o » o Mone  Low. Hedium 1{igsh

5. What would you like SIS to emphasizeé next year?
Shorter or fewer reports . ilore training for users

liore help with data uzage Other

8. Tinally, feel free to express in your own words what you thinl of SIS.
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his is a report on the public school in your area. It includes information about educational goals,
cteristics, community characteristics, and student achievement. To show changes or possible trends,

wers two school years, 1970-71 and 1971-72,

st of the information is shown in graphic form, comoaring your school with the average for all
- .ublic schools. Standardized test results, though, are ecmpared to national averages.
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A MESSAGE FROM THE SUPERINTENDENT

The Cincinnati Public Schools try to serve the educational needs of almost
80,000 pupils. We attempt to accomplisn our mission with the highest degree of
quality that is possible with the resources available, Ultimately, it is the citizens
of Cincinnati who judge how well the school system has done und, more important,
where and how the system can improve services to school children.

In order for you, the citizens of our community, to make sound judgments,
you need basic information. REPORT ON YOUR SCHOOL is our attempt at giving
you such information; it is our report card to you. W¢ have selected information
we believe would be of greatest interest to you, If you want additional information,
the prinicipal of your area school wiil be happy to respond to your needs.

This release is one of two reports describing our schools, While this report
focuses on an individual school, the second will describe the entire school system,
To be most effective, this report should be presented and discussed at local
school-community meetings under the leadership of the school principal. At such
meetings, citizens can have the opportunity to seek clarification of the information
presented, ask for additional information, and express their views on what they
parceive as the primary goals toward which their schooi should be striving.

The Cincinnati Public Schools are committed to a policy of citizens' having a
right to know about their schools, The school system is also committed to a policy
of seeking active involvement of its citizens in the decisions which affect the
education of their children, It is our hope that this report will lead to the accomp-
lishment of both goals. | will appreciate vour comments concerning this report.

Donald R, W
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