
DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 084 718 88 EA 005 709

TITLE School Management and Evaluation System. Project
Termination Report (PTR).

INSTITUTION Cincinnati Board of Education, Ohio.
SPANS AGENCY Bureau of Elementary and Secondary Education

(DHEW/OE), Washington, D.C.
BUREAU NO 45-70-010-3
PUB DATE 4 May 73
NOTE 116p.

EDRS PRICE MF-$10.65 HC-$6.58
DESCRIPTORS *Administrative Personnel; Computer Oriented

Programs; *Decision Making; Elementary Schools;
Federal Programs; *Information Systems; Information
Utilization; *Principals; *Program Evaluation;
Secondary Schools

IDENTIFIERS Assistant Principals; Elementary Secondary Education
Act Title III; ESEA Title III; *School Information
Systems; SIS

ABSTRACT
Financed with ESEA Title III funds since 1970, the

School Information System (SIS) was designed essentially to furnish
school administrators with data and information with which to make
better decisions. The basic means were to (1) build and improve a
data bank, (2) prepare and disseminate computerized reports to the
decisionmakers--especially school principals, and (3) train them to
understand and ultimately to use the reports in their managemet of
schools. By the end of the third year, 96 principals of the 98 total,
in response 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 at least six different functions. In
addition, the reports turned out to have considerable appeal to
community, parent groups, central office personpel--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 in April of 1973. (Pages 33-42, and 1-3 of
Appendix C may reproduce poorly.) (Author)



FILMED FROM BEST AVAILABLE COPY

CX3 US DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH.
EDUCATION & WELFARErm4 NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF

EDUCATIONr- THIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN REPRO
DUCED EXACTLY AS RECEIVED I ROM

-71- THE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIGIN

CX) ATING IT POINTS Or VIEW OR OPINIONS
STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY REPIIE
SENT OFFICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE C
EDUCATION POSITION OR POLICY

Project Termination Report (PTR)

School Management and Evaluation System

P. L. 89-10, Title III

Project NumbEr.

45-70-010-3

May 4, 1973,

Board of Education
of the

City School District
of the

Or)
City of Cincinnati

f.'**

(;)



School Management and Evaluation System

Project #45-70-010

TABLE 0\" CONTENTS
r

page

Copy of Final Basic Data Form -2 J 1

NARRATIVE SECTIONS

A. Summary of Project
B. Context Description
C. Program Explanation
D. Evaluation of Activities and Outcomes
E. Dissemination
F. Recommendations
G. ERIC Resun4

6

7

7

14

26

27

31

APPENDICIES

A. School Information System Reports 32

B. Evaluation Report for SIS Training Sessions
August 21-25, 1972 43

C. Evaluation Report for SIS Training Sessions
November, 1972 86

D. Evaluation Instrument 101

E. Evaluation Instrument 103

F. Report On Your School 106



SUBMIT IN TRIPLICATE

OHM DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

ESEA TITLE III
781 Northwest Boulevard

Columbus, Ohio 43212

BA2iC DATA FORM 2
Due Date: August 1 or ninety (90) days following grant termination, whichever occurs first

1

SECTION A GENERAL INFORMATION

PROJECT TITLE School Management and Evaluation System 11 PROJECT 45-70-010-3"School Information System" NUMBER

Applicant Agency

The Board of Education of the
City School District of the
City of Cincinnati, Ohio

Name of Project Director

Bernard M. Barbadora
Joseph L. Felix
James N. Jacobs

Address (complete)

Cincinnati Public Schools
230 East Ninth Street
Cincinnati, Ohio 45202

County Hamilton
Address (complete)

230 East Ninth Street
Cincinnati, Ohio 45202

Teler ,e Number

621-7010 Ext. 458

Aiea Code
513

Superintendent

Donald R. Waldrip

Signature

Address (complete)

230 East Ninth Street
Cincinnati, Ohio 45202

Telephone Number

621-7010 Ext. 200

Area Code

513

SECTION B SCHOOL POPULATION AND PARTICIPATION DATA

Enrollment Data on a Near
the Previous October 1

1. Total Enrollment
of School
District(s)
Served Iv Title
III Project

2. Total Enrollment
of Schools
Served by
Title III
Project

3. Persons Directiy
Participating in
the Title III
Project

Public

Nonpublic

Public

Nonpublic

Public

Nonpublic

Pre.-
Kinder-
Garten

200

Number of Children

Grades
1-6

Kinder-
Garten

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

Type of School

Direct Pa,,,icipation Indirect Participation

Teachers Counselors Teachers Counselors Students

Elemen,
tary

Secon-
dary

Elemen-
tary

Secon-
dary

Elemen-
tary

Secon-
dary

Elemen-
tary

Secon-
da ry

Elemen-
tary

Secon-
dary

Public 3 3 2 2 2,000 1,000 0 0 44,697 34,295

Nonpublic

BD 2-1
420

* Plus 350 Administrators



I SECTION C ETHNIC, TARGET POPULATION, AND RURAL/URBAN PARTICIPATION

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

Number of Partici .ants

Negro
American

2

Indian
American

Oriental
Amorican

Spanish surnamed
American (Mexi-

can, Puerto Rican,
Cuban descant)

Caucasian

6

Other

Percent of Participants 20% 80%
[1

2. PARTICIPANTS REPORTED IN
B-3, PREKINDERGARTEN
THROUGH ADULT BY
TARGET :COPULATION

Migrants Disadvantaged Handicapped
Early Childhood

Education OtherSpecify

Number of Participants

3. PARTICIPANTS REPORTED IN Rural Standard Metropolitan Area Other Urban
B-3, PREKINDERGARTEr
THROUGH ADULT BY
RURAL/URBAN DISTRIBUTION

Farm Nonfarm
Low

Socioeconomi,2
Area

Other
Low

Socioeconomic
Area

Other

Percent of Total
Number Served 16 84

I SECTION D PEKONNEL FOR ADMINISTRATION AND IMPLEMENTATION OF PROJECT

Type of Paid Personnel

Project Staff Paid with
Title III Funds

Project Staff Not Paid with
Title III Funds and Volunteers

Full
Time

1

Part Time
Full Time
Equivalent

Full
Time

Part Time
Full Time
Equivalent

_____
Half or
greater

Less than
half

Half or
greater

Less than
half

1

I. Administration/Supervision 1.0 2 .50
2. Teachers

a. prekindergarten

b. kindergarten

c_-grades 1-6

Id. grades 7-12

e. other

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

4. Technicians (audiovisual, etc.) 1 2 2.6
r5. Pupil personnel workers

(Guidance, counseling, testing,
attendance and school soca! work)

I 6. Health services personnel
(Medical, dental, psychiatit)

7. Researchers and evaluators 1 .25

1 8. Planners and olevelopers

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

.

1 . 2 5

10. Other professionals

I 11. Paraprofessionals (education
aides, etc.)

12. Other nonprofessionals
(clerical, pupil transportation

L....., food services, etc.) 1 1.45

812

A-21
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SECTION F.- REPLICATION OF ESEA TITLE III PROJECT BY. OTHER SCHOOL DISTRICTS

According to your best information, list the name and location of school district5

which have replicated to some degree components of the ESEA Title III project

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

NAME LOCATION

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

BD 2-5

Mt. Healthy, Ohio 45231

A -24



SCHOOL MANAGEMENT AND EVALUATION SYSTEM

II. A. Summary

This Project, funded for three years under ESEA Title III, 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 proposal, 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
memorandums 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 information 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 predominantly 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.
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II. B. Context Description

By 1968, the Cincinnati Public Schools had developed a keen
interest in building a data bankprimarily for the sake of improv-
ing program administration evaluation. But local funding had been
very tight for the School District throughout. the late 1960's. So

the District's Division of Program Research and Design, under 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,
outside agencies-were hired to prepare and process this data, and
the resulting computer printouts were disseminated to all elementary
principals in the Cincinnati Public Schools.

An essential n.,!ed justifying this effort was identified at the
time and has remained basically unchanged tl 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 Aiblic Schools. This need today
is commonly referred to as accountability to the public. According
to a late 1970 Gallup poll, wo of three adults nationwide favor
increased accountability for teachers 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), sinceit pointed at school-level information to help Earisse:
ment in its decision-making and evaluation of programs--via a system
approach. By May of 1970, word was received that the proposal was
to be funded.

II. C. Program Explanation

Scope Of The Program

1. Number and Kinds of Participants

Broadly speaking, the School Information System
served the Cincinnati Public Schools as a whole. Mor.

specifically, there were several identifiable populations
served in varying ways. Primary service was provided to
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the 100 school principals in the District. Secondary
attention was directed to 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 f:...rtiary target group has been lay community
people (of a large but indeterminate number) who have
used SIS reports or attended project-oriented meetings.
Prominent 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.

2. 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,
(i) training for decision-makers to understand and use
reports, and (j) evaluation of user training.

3. Staff Responsibilities, Qualifications, Etc.

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

How devoted 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
downs 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'; 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 (especially
between midnight and 8 a.m.) in order to gain respect-
able turnaround time between computer runs.

Something should be stated about qualification
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 data 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 cfcca-
stonsfor 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 systems 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 Polytechnic Institute, on
statistical applications and report formatting. The
disseminator/evaluator, on the other hand, took advan-
tage of several in-...service seminars and workshops

designed 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 positions onto less than full-time, the depart-
mental 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.

2. Location and Arrangements

Tt was estimated that some sixty percent of project
procedures took place on the Third Floor of the Education
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-
modation in the field was strictly transient.

3. Main Services and Methods

As stated elsewhere, the culminating service of
SIS was to produce highly useful data reports 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
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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 example, that any or all
of the several hundred thousand variablesloaded 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 specifications.

5. The Role of Lay People

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 recommend changes
in survey content ar2, in how results are presented to
communities. Finally, moving from depth to breadth of
involvement, the Project has maintained a rather steady
flow of general publicity with articles in newspapers,
District newsletters, and SIS's own newslater.

6. Financial Considerations
1/4

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 estimate 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
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terminals; 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 Ls
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
spert a sizeable amount on computer usage as well as
duplication and clerical services. The brief list below
is given in accordance 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
Total Evaluation Cost $ 25,000_

7. Evaluation Provisions and Impact

Considerable detail in thts regard has been supplied
in the lengthy section on ev3luation. Suffice here to men-
tion the following. Approximately twenty percent of the
disseminator/evaluator's total assignment focused on evalu-
ation while the head of project evaluation for the District
spent several weeks during the third year alone coordinating
appraisals of the two major training programs for SIS users.

Target populations were in a sense employed as evalu-
ators too, since their reaction to peoject products 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 between staffers and users. The project manager
judged ezat more than one hour weekly on the average was
given to this unstructtwed activity.

In terms of impact, evaluation efforts as a whole were
instrumental in several fundamental areas: (a) structuring
and restructuring the noted training programs, (b) modifying
and sharpening staff assignmentefrom year t6', year, and
(c) repeatedly revising report formats for greater under-
standability and utility.
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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 mutual
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 of Project.)

B. Center for Urban Information Systems at the i.iniversity
of Cincinnati!, This organization has irkoduced a number
of batch processed reports and has interacted frequently
with the staff's programmer/analysts. In fact, the
Center has served as t' Project's interface with the
University's Computer: inter. Moreover, the respective
data banks of the Center and SIS have been shared rather
extensively. (Second year of Project.)

C. Cie), Planning Commissian of Cincinnati: This office
provided the Project with detailed maps on the city for
the later purpose of matching census tracts with school
attendance areas. 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 relation;hip 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 center in return for the very
advantageous arrangement for CM time. (First, sec-
ond, and third year of Project.)

F. Data Systems Design and Management Science Departments
of r...he Procter and Gamble Company: The company has
released a person to serve on the Project's Committee A.
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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 its
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 generous 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
as 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 t 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 Outcomes

First, a caveat is in order regarding "the matter in whia 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 Wghly
-usual thrust of the entire project made many standard evaluation
pmledures inappropriate as will be seen below.

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

These remained 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 objectives, 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.

Gbjective I -- The Development Of A School Information System

This was the overarching charge of the project'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 recorded
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 disseminationalong with interpretive
memorandums--to all regular district schools. In fact, at the time
of this writing, the Project distributed no less than ten 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 accomplishment 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) eMouraged 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 amount to
unequivocal evidence that the Project had definitely developed
a school information system with its several ramifications ae
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 func:amental charge for the .toject'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 touch 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 the 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 decid-6d 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 status) assures high priority consideration,
and (2) multi-terminal access means greatly enhanced speed, visibility,
and excitement for the Project at large.

Objective III -- 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 tiro was adopted by the District's top
administration, as the major in-service session for school principals.

Documentation of the program, including a 41-page evaluation
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) To assist
principals in the utilization of 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 informally on a
periodic basis, and a suggestion 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. Eighteen 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-
tio techniques.

None of the fifteen program components were rated
so low as to dictate its being eliminated from future
replications. Each component was rated at or above the
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 administrators and supervisors.
This program was' about half as long as the one for principals, so
goals were a bit less ambitious: To ascertain specf,fic needs for
post-program training for the population, and to assess the extent
to which these same people accept and understand the School 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 gain among nearly all participants.
An attitude scale used at the end of the program showed
highly favorable feelings in workshop-related areas.
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- -Smallest gains in measured knowledge occurred in the area
of goal setting and problem 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 results 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 STS 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 sate 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. f.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 use SIS pro-
ducts) was a late April survey of all the principals. This survey
of the principals 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 schools
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 ci:zling of listed items and volunteered 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 the 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 :ouch do you refer to the report?"

Areas Of Use
Not

At All
A 'Some-

Little what
A
Lot

Aver -
a:e*

a) To answer staff questions 2 27 54 13 2.8
b) To answer .arent .uestions 5 39 41 11 2.6
c) For discussion in staff mt:s. 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) To evaluate aspects of your
schoc:,

_

1 6 44

.

45 3.4

*Calculated with a 1-4 point scale with high score meaning high usage
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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 1/3. Four principals
said 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

"Rank
for

II.

each SIS Report
you."

Low Medium High
12 35 45

Average
3.3

TABLE II: Answers To #4:
in terms of interest

None
1a) Exceptional Characteristics

b) Variable Printout 4 10 49 31 3.2
c) Factor Stanine 3 10 44 37 3.2
d) Variable Stanine 4 13 47 29 3.1
e) Student Survey 2 6 30 57 3.5
f) Teacher Survey 0 3 26 65 3.7

Parent Survey 0 2
,

31 63 3.6
_g)
h) Goal Survey 0 6 38

J
51 3.5

i) Trend Report 0 12 36 44 3.3
I) Achievement Forecast 4 7 32 48 3.4
*Based on a 1-4 point scale with 4 meaning "high"

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
(i.e., 33) cfixcled "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 individual 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 declared 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 criticized the timing of the reports (e.g., "like yesterday's
newspaper") with a couple of these dubbinglAugust as a better time
to make them available. Three 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 Project, 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 local 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 project 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 only 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 "instructional program." The third
sadly concluded that "even if we get meaningful information aud set
goals, the lack of money usually precludes doing anything about it."

Positive or complimentary statements about the School Informa-
tion System were also rather general. The following quotations
were selected from the returns of 11 rather like-minded principals:
"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 the 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 is not and may never be a panacea for decision-makers.
Some comments intimated that, SIS might automate principals as well
as.data reports. To this writer's knowledge, no one on the project
staff has ever seriously conceived of SIS ap more that 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 follow.

(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 project staff 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 associations 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
ov a number of secondary schools in order to answer an inquiry from
the United States Office of Education. one parochial school admin-
istrator wanted to sec our survey formats with the thought of devel-
oping cliallar instruments for his own client populations. The
municipal government planners were after socioeconomic documenta-
tion to support an application for a new community service facility,
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 assignments.

ResulA Outside Expectations

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

Disappoiram our expectation, on the other hand, were the
small amount of research based on SIS data, the difficulty of
procuring new and more telling variables, the value of Committee A
(see the 1971 CGA), the unrequited struggle to convert U. S. Census
Tracts to school attendance areas (althou0 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 be copied manually from various
reports; this is also true of voting data collected from the Board
of Elections.

Impact Of The ESEA Title III 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.

II. 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, these 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 Higklights, newsletters for the Division of Program Research
and Design. The oral activity has revolved around staff and com-
munity meetings at Individual schools (e.g., 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:A 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. Personnel

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

Manager of the System
Management training and experience are of necessity
System's background
Research and evaluation skills
Reporting skills
Speak well and communicate effectively

Two Snprogrammer Analysts,
Experience in the field of data processing as programmer

and analyst
Formal training in system's design and mathematics
Knowledge of statistical principles
Communicate effectively and cooperativeness

Statistical Clerk
High 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 skills

B. Data Collection

At the outset of developing such a 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.

C. Training and Use

Much time should be spent in developing materials on how
the system is to 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 potenttal 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.

D. 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, scanning machines, card
sorters, etc.

Software: Much of the software (programs) produced by
SIS is 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.

E. The Larger Operating System

It should be clearly identified where in the larger
organization or operating system the Management 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 also be determined beforehand the
attitudes of existing staff toward your incoming system.
Are they receptive? Da they want to use it? Does it
seem to make sense?

F. 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 is a most difficult task to try and determine who has
"sign-off" authority. With this as background, it is
strongly felt that if there is one particular thing that
can lead to a lot of wasted effort it is not knowing who
you should be providing information to in order to casist
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.

G. 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. What 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.

H. Committee

Before establishing committees to work with on projects,
make 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
committee 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), and (3) train them to
understand and ultimately to use the reports in their management
of ochools.

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.



32

APPENDIX A

School information System Reports
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SUMMATIVE EVALUATION REPORT

Using Information for Decision Making

SIS Management Training Program
August 21-25, 1972

INTRODUCTION

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 which the training program accomplished its objectives.

Purposes of Evaluation. Four distinct purposes for evaltmting the

training program were set down in the evaluation plan devised as the

training program was formulated. These were:

1. To disclose specific needs for post-program inservice
training of administrators by indicating deficiencies
An 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 modifications that are crucial
will be made known to the program administrators.
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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 considered least

important.

Plan of Report

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

Introduction, Evaluation by Subgoal, Total Program Evaluation, Conclusions,

and Recommendations. After this introduction has presented the rationale

and organization of the report, the next two sections will report evaluation

results. The second division of the report will look separately at each of

the eight subgoals of the training program. Data collected through the

various evaluation instruments will be presented to indicate the degree of

success in achieving the objectives under each subgoal.

In the third division of the report, information nalate4 to evaluation

of the overall program will be discussed. The chief polphasis of this

section will be on the process information provided to the directors in

the course of the training program. While the section on subgoals will

serve primarily the first evaluation purpose stated above, this global

evaluation section 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. Participants' 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 SIS 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 evaluation.

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 SUUGOAL

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 ACHIEVED.

The final day of the program featured an opportunity for participants

to engage in an extended analysis of their individual school reports. An



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.

Objective b. On the participants' rating instrument, this activity

will rank among the three program components seen as most usefulACHIEVED.

The participants' rating instrument, administered at the 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.

The 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 rating

of 4.01; secondary administrators rated it 4.09. These means indicate

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

were not available for this exercise. It should be noted that several

of the senior high school group simply did not respond to this item.
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2. Functional Knowledge of SIS

Objective 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 least 75 per

cent of the respondents -- ACHIEVED.

Three of 15 program components were oriented primarily to giving

principals a functional knowledge of SIS, i.e., increasing their under-

standing of what the information 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

in 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 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 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,
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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 post-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 yield 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 judgment that the knowledge gained

was "fairly useful."

Second ranked among the 15 program components was the exercise of 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. Their ratings averaged 4.10,

compared to 3.82 for the elementary group.

A fourth-day address by Dr. Harry Smith, Dean of the School of

Management, 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

parti4ipants, respectively, this address ranked fourteenth among the

program components. The average elementary rating was one of three

means (among all components) that fell below the scale's mid-point.

3. Goal Setting and Problem Identification

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

involving the use of data in goal setting -- ACHIEVED.

The test simulation, which participants completed before and after

the program, included a set of hypothetical data and a variety of related

questions. On the five items concerning the use of data in goal setting,

elementary principals -Increased their average number of correct responses

from 3.93 on the pre-test:to 4.15 on the post-test. The increase for

secondary administrators was from 3.02 to 3.83.

Objective b. In the test simulation, participants' rating of five

equally valued goals on the basis of a comparison 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 training program, a panel of four judges ranked the five

goals listed on the test simulation. Their rankings showed reasonable

reliability, with unanimity of the highest and lowest priorities.

The participants' mean ranks were compared with the judges' means.

The objective called for the differences between the participanta' rankings

and judges' rankings to decrease-from pre- to post-test. The results are

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

Coal
Elementary Secondary
Pre Post Pre Post

Improved school - community relations .95 .58 1.18 .47

Improved staff morale .99 .88 1.11 .92

Improved student attitudes 1.00 .51 1.44 .56

Improved reading achievement, primary 1.05 .95 1.29 .96

Improved reading achievement, junior high .98 .51 1.01 .72

The differences reported in Table 1 indicate accomplishment of this

objective. Pre-test differences were fairly consistently 1.0, while those

on the post-test ranged from .47 to .96, with a mean of .71.

Objective c. 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 identification techniques -- ACHIEVED.

The third related objective called for an increase from pre- to post-

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. Participants' ratings of program components related to

goal setting and problem identification will yield a mean at or above the

mid-point of the scaleACHIEVED.

Three Components were directed toward the accomplishment of the subgoal

related to goal setting and problem identification. Both the elementary and

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

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

15 components.

A group-decision-making exercise, based on the Ohio Riot Commission

Report, was presented near the end of the first day. Kiementary partici-

pants rated the usefulness of what they learned from this) exercise at 3.30.

The secondary mean was 3.56.

Ranking slightly behind the group decision making exercise was the

goal setting simulation of the third day. Consistent with nearly 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, :tanager of

the School Information System, built on the exercise in group decision

making and emphasized key principles. The mean ratings for this component

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 hypothetical school

data -- ACHIEVED.

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 post-test. The secondary mean

increased from 3.16 to 3.70.

Ob jective b. 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

the role of program evaluation in local school program development--ACUIEVED.

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

Lion objective, which called for a mean increase among four items on the
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content test. Here the elementary mean went up from 2.06 to 2m70, arid 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

scale- ACHIEVED.

Only one component dealt primarily with using SIS for program evaluation.

This was a third-day address by Dr. Joseph L. Felix, Associate Director of

the Division of Program Research and Design. Elementary administrators

gave this presentation a mean rating of 3.87, and secondary administrators,

4.02. These means ranked Dr. Felix's address fourth among the 15 program

components.

5. Interpreting_and Using Surveys

Obcjc,...krea. In the test simulation there will be an increase from

pre- to posttest in the mean number of correct responses to items 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 increase from

pre- to post-test in the percentages of correct answers given by both

elementary and secondary participants.

Objective 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--NOT

ACHIEVED.

Only one of the five program evaluation items in the test simulation

was linked to survey data. This was a controversial item on which even the

program coordinators disagreed. Although there was an increase in the

percentage of elementary participants answering the item according to the

keyed response (21% to 24Z), the secondary percentage declined (50Z to 38%).



Objective c. 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 the use of survey dataACHIEVED.

Four content test items focused directly on the interpretation and use

of surveys. Of these, the elementary group answered an average of 2.89

correctly on the pre-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-point of

the scaleACHIEVED.

One of the few components that received a higher rating from elementary

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 sated this presentation slightly below the

scale's mid-point (2.88). The elementary rating, however, (3.08) raised

the total mean for both groups above 3.00, so that the objective was achieved.

b. Communicating Information

Objective 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 secon-

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." The mean secondary rating for this component

(4.083- As nearly as high as those for the top-ranked exercises on analyzing

and interpreting SIS reports. Elementary _participants gave a mean rating

of 3.73 to the panel discussion.



-12-

Ranking eleventh was the dramatic presentation of the third day

coordinated by Miss Joan Bollenbacher, Director of the Division of Evalua-

tion Services. Mean ratings were: elementary, 3.20; secondary, 3.29.

Ob ective b. At the close of the training program, participants, 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 present purposes--NOT ACHIEVED.

None of the cognitive measures contained on the test simulation or

content teat related to understanding of communication techniques. Because

of the relatively low priority of this subgoal, the evaluation was based

entirely upon the ratings given by participants at the close of the work-

shop. On one section of the participants' ratings instrument, administra-

tors were asked to evaluate their knowledge. For each area, they indicated

how adequate they felt their current understanding to be and how much their

knowledge had increased in the course of the training program. Adequacy of

current understanding was rated on a three-point scale, while increase 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 below 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."

Objective 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 differences in subgoals 2 through 5--NOT

ACHIEVED.
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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 attempt

to compensate for the lack of cognitive measures related to the last three

subgoals. Because both pre-post cognitive measures and judgments of know-

ledge increase were available for subgoals 2 through 5, the plan was to

relate these two measures to each other and develop a regression equation

which would help establish a minimum standard for estimates of knowledge

increase. This standard was based on a cognitive-measure increase of une

point. It was computed separately for the elementary and secondary groups.

For elementary administrators, the minimum standard established

through the regression equation was 4.64; the rating given knowledge

increase in communication techniques was 4.34. For the 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 the above comparison

is limited by the low correlation between measured cognitive increases and

participants' ratings. For the elementary group, his correlation 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 ratingc yields still less favorable

results. The average rating of knowledge increase for the other four areas

was 4.71 for elementary participants and 4.97 for secondary participants.

It can safely be said, therefore, that participants felt they had gained

less knowledge in this area than those under subgoals 2 through 5.
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7. Nature and Qualities of Decisions and Information

Objective a. Participants' ratings of program components related to

decisions and information will yield a mean at or above the mid-point of

the scaleACHIEVED.

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, while the secondary mean

was 3.96. This address ranked sixth among the 15 components.

Ur. James Jacobs, Director of the Division of Program Research and

Design, spoke on "Principles of Using Information" on the second day of

the training program. Elementary participants rated his presentation

3.45, while the secondary administrators gave it 3.59. Dr. Jacobs'

address ranked eighth among the 15 program components.

Lowest ranked of the 15 program components was an address by Mr. John

Faust, Assistant Superintendent of the Cincinnati Public Schools.

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 rate their current level of understanding of the nature
J

and qualities of decisions and information at least adequate for present

purposesACHIEVED.
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On the three-point scale used for rating current level of understand-

ing, elementary principals rated the 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.

Objective 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 minimum predicted mean for a measurable

increase--NOT ACHIEVED.

Using the method described under objective c 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

minimum 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.

d. Accountability

Objective a. Participants' ratings of program components concerned

with accountability will yield a mean at or above the mid-point of the

scale--ACHIEVED.

Only one component was directed primarily to the subgoal. This was

an address by Dr.- Donald R. Waldrip, Superintendent of the Cincinnati

Public 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 4.02.
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Objective b. At the close of the traivfmg program, participants,

on the average, will rate their current level of understanding of accounta-

bility as at least adequate for present purposes -- ACHIEVED.

Un 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 which was described as "adequate for present purposes."

Objective c. Participants' ratings of their increased understanding

of accountability will yield a mean equal to or greater than the minimum

predicted mean for a measurable increase--NOT ACHIEVED.

With a minimum standard of 4.72, secondary principals rated their

increase of knowledge of accountability at 4.41. Elementary 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

been accomplished for the elementary group 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 simulation

and content tests. Scores were based on 38 items across these two instru-

ments for which responses could be designated correct or incorrect. Un

tLew 3d item, 60 elementary administrators who took complete pre- and
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post-tests gained an average of 5.4 from pre- to post-tests. Their mean

pre-test score was 21.6, and their mean post-test score was 27.0. Forty-

one secondary participants with complete tests averaged 19.7 on the pre-

test and 27.3 on the post-test for a mean gain of 7.6.

Quartiles were also computed for thn frequency distributions. These

are shown in Table 2.

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

Elementary Secondary
Pre-Test Post-Test Pre-Test Post-Test

Q.

Q2

Q1

26.7

24.1

16.8

.10.9

25.5

25.8

21.2

15.3

31.2

28.5

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 summary 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 generally very

satisfied with the quality 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 Evaluators. 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-

vations made.

The general tenor of these 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 of the 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 negative 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 infreqment expression that there

seemed to be some redundancy in program content. A few of the random

evaluative comments suggested that some time could be saved and the program
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1

made more compact if repetition were eliminated and the program 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 duiing the course of

the program. Eight of these contained suggestions for improving the

data printouts offered by SIS. Five others made suggestions'for the

workshop itself (interestingly, only one related to the time of year at

which the program was offered). Two of the suggestion box submissions

provided general, positive evaluative comments on the workshop. Two

others were requests to check the accuracy of data on individual schools.

Three miscellaneous comments were submitted.

The following selected ideas represent the moat useful material from.

the suggestion box:

-- more systematic input from principals to SIS

- - appointment of principals' liaison to Program Research and Design

- - comparison among schools of equal BLS

-- longitudinal comparison for each school to indicate trends

-- provision of multiple copies 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

workshop it is possible to draw several conclusions.

1. 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 serious 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_objectiveealso represent the weakest areas of
instrumeptation.

3. All objectives were accomplidhed under two subgoals. 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 zre
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. None 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 techniques used in evaluation contributed 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 yielded 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 to link this training to the concept of
accountability. Principals are seen as leaders in the
use of SIS information for ech;cational decision making.
Some of the program participants will need continuous
motivation and assurance if they are to fulfill this
aspect of their leadership roles.

2. Participants are also in need of additional help with
techniques for communicating evaluative information.
Portions of principals' conferences, a seminar offering,
or even an additional workshop might be suitable means
of meetivig this need.

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

4. The content 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 should be
given preference unless the specific needs of the target
audience dictate otherwise.

5. Consideration should be given to making future,replica-
tions more compact by exchanging half-day for full-day
sessions. This preference ofi: 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.

Eltmentary Secondary
Component (N71) (N -55)1.
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 3.73 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 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 2.88

Curry: Development of SIS 2.90 3.08

Faust: SIS and Management Model 2.56 3.00
!OP
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EVALUATIW PIJN

Management Training Program:
Using Information for Decision Making

August 21-25, 1972

A. Purposes of Evaluation

1. To disclose specific needs for post-program inservice training

of administrators by indicating deficiencies in the accomplish-

ment of program objectives.

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

the School Information System (SIS).

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 con-

current program modifications that are crucial will be made

known to the program administrators.

B. Instruments and Techniques

1. Ptoduct Instruments

a. Participants' ratings (post only): Current level of under-

standing, increase of level of understanding, worthwhaeness

of program components.

b. Concept Test (pre and post): Checklists, multiple-chol4e,

true-false.

c. Test simulation (pre and post): Multiple-choice and rating

questions based on selected data for hypothetical. school.

2. Process Techniques:

a. Interaction with evaluators: Evaluators listen and question

at coffee breaks.

b. Suggestion box: Written comments may be submitted anytime.
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C. Subgoals and Objectives

1. To provide principals an opportunity to 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

SIS reports.

b. Un 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 SIS.

a. On a checklist of real and fictitious variables on the concept

test, the number correctly identified as those in SIS will

show same increase from pre to post test. Further, the number

correctly identified by individual participants will increase

for at least 75% of the respondents.

b. Given a checklist of questions tha'., one might try to answer

with SIS 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.

c. 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 the principals in the use of SIS data for dzctsion making

relating to goal setting and problem identification.

a. In the test simulation, there will be an increase 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 teat 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 closer

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 hi the utilisation of SIS data in program

evaluation.

a. In the test simulation, there will be an increase from pre

Co post test in the mean number of correct responses to items

concerned with evaluating a program of non-gradedness based

on hypothetical school data.

b. On the concept teat, there will be an increase from pre to

post test in the mean number of correct responses to items

concerned with the role of program evaluation in local school

program development.

c. Participants' ratings of program components concerned with

program evaluation will yield a mean at or stove the mid-

point of the scale.

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

Teacher and Parent Surveys.
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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 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.

c. Oa 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 a mean at or above the

mid-point of the scale.

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

And the public.
b

a. Participants' ratings of prograia components 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 member's as at least adequate for present

purposes.

c. Participants' ratings of their increawe of understanding of

communication techniques will yield a mean equal to or greater

than the minimum predicted mean for a measureable increase.

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 valities of decisions

aad information.

a. Participants' ratings of program components related to deci-

stions and information 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 thfeir current level of understanding of

the nature and qualities of decisions and information 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 minimum predicted

saint for a measurable increase.

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

a. Participants' ratings of program components concerned with

accountability will yield a mean at or above the mid-point

of the scale.

b. At the close of the training pnagram, participants, on the

average, will rate their current level of understanding of

accountability as at least adequate for present purposes.

c. Participants' ratings of their increase of understanding of

accountability will yield a mean equal to or greater than

the minimum predicted mean for a measurable increase.
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Evaluation Instruments

USING INFORMATION FOR DECISION MAKING

Identification Vat"

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. Thete 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 1, etc. Assume that
all five goals are, of themselves, equally valued.

a. Improved school-community relations

b. Improved staff morale

c. ImprcAted student attitudes

d. Improved reading achievement, primary grades

e. Improved reading achievement, junior high

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

a.- in general, Gamma parents have better attitudes toward school than
the studentn have.

b. For the most part, Gamma students seem to be achieving. below
national test norms.

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

F d. If 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

T e. Uf the three groups surveyed, Gamma teachers seem to have the most
favorable attitudes.
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3. 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 data,
answer the following items about the effectiveness of this program. Mark an
X through T if the statement is true and through F if the statement is false.

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

F b. There is some evidence that the program had a positive effect on
reading achievement.

T )( c. Parents seem to have been less involved in school affairs under
the nongraded system.

T )( d. For the primary students themselves, the program seems to have
had no negative effects.

)( F e. Gamma's principal should emphasize the successful aspects of the
program to his community.



ESEA TITLE 11i
CINCINNATI PUBLIC SCHOOL INFORMATION SYSTEM

DIVISION OF PROGRAM RESEARCH & DESIGN

1(J76) GAMMA EDUCATIONAL PARK VARIABLE PRINTOUT
1971-72 SCHOOL YEAR

YOUR VARIABLE UIREC- YOUR ALL CRITICAL

SUHUOL TION SCHOOL SCHOOL AREA

UNIT ,

OF UNIT UNITS
4UMBER VARIA- VALUE
IALUE BLE

ABSENCE AND ATTENDANCE

3.00 GR.I AVG DAILY ABSENCE ( -) 3.41% 8.39% 5.00% TO 11.18%
-

3.0u GR.2 AVG DAILY ABSENCE (-) 2.96% 7.62% 3.99% TO 11.25%

3.00 GR.3 AVG DAILY ABSENCE ( -) 2.84% 7,17% 3.62% 10 10.72%

7.00 GR.4 AVG DAILY ABSENCE (-) 6.73% 7.65% 3.85% TO 11.45%

7.00 GR.5 AVG DAILY ABSENCE (-) 6.95% 7.34% 3.15% TO 11.53%

7.00 GR.b AVG DAILY ABSENCE (-) 6.02% 7.3U% 2.58% TO 12.14%

A al GR.7 AVG DAILY ABSENCE (-) 13.12% 13.76% 7.85% TO 19.67%

_0.00 GR.3 AVG DAILY ABSENCE (-) 14.36% 15.16% 9.18% TO 21.14%

'1.00 GR.9 AVG DAILY ABSENCE (-) 15,45% 15.93% 6.58% 10 25.28%

13.00 GR.I0 AVG DAILY ABSENCF. (-) 16.72% 17.20% 8.06% TO 26.34%

57.00 GR.II AVG DAILY ABSENCE (-) . 14.36% 15.51% 8.91% TO 22.11%

?3.00 GR.I2 AVG DAILY ABSENCE (-) 8.98% 9.64% 4.84% TO 14.44%

ACADLMIC ACHIEVEMENT

GR.3 READING SUBTEST

10% OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW
25% OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW
50% OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW
75% OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW
90% OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW

GR.3 ARITHMETIC COMPUTATION

10'1, OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW

25% OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW
50% OF STUDENT;; AT OR BELOW
';');, OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW

90% OF STUDENTS A7 OR BELOW

GR.6 READING SUC1EST

10% OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW.
."4 01 SlUDENS Al UR BELOW

ul '.dtJUENIS Al UR 0ELQW

15 01 SIUDENTS Al UR ULLOW
90% OF STUDENTS AT UR ULLOW

GR,6 ARITHMETIC COMPUTATION

10% OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW
2V% OF STUDENTS AT OR bEEOW

OF SFUDENTS Al OR BEEN
75% OF STUDENTS AT OR-BELOW
90% OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW

(GRADE EQUIVALENT)

1.70 1.80
2.30 2.30
2.80 2.80
3.40 3.50
4.40 4.40

1.00 TO 2.60
1.30 TO 3.30
1.60 TO 4.00
2.00 TO 5.00
2.40 TO 6.40

1.70 2.10 1.20 TO 3.00

2.30 2.60 1.50 TO 3.70
2.60 3.00 1.10 TO 4.30
3.50 4.00 2.40 TO 5.60
4.00 4.50 2.60 TO 6.40'

3.00
4.10
5.00
6.40
8.00

4.10
4.80
5.50
6.70
8,40

3.10
4.10
5.10
6.50
8.20

4.30
4.90
5.70
6,80
8.50

1.60 TO 4.60
2.10 TU 6.10
1.80 TU 7.40
3.60 TO 9.40
4.60 TO 11.80

2.50 TO 6.10
2.70 TO 7.10
3.20 TO 8.20
3.70 TO 9.90
4.80 TO 12;20
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UIRE-
TION

OF

VARIA-
BLE

YOUR
SCHOOL

UNIT

VALUE

ALL

SCHOOL
UNITS

CRITICAL
AREA

GR.8 READING SUBTEST (GRADE EQUIVALENT)

10% OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) 3.70 3.60 0,70 TO 6.50
25% OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) 4.30 4.40 1.20 TO 7.6)
50% OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) 6.00 6.10 2.90 10 9.',0
75% OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) 8./0 8.70 5.30 10 12.ID
90% OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) 9.60 9.60 6.20 10 I3.00

GR.8 MATH COMPUTATION

10% OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) 4.00 4.00 1.10 TO 6.90
25% OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) 4.70 4.80 1.70 TO 7.q0
50% OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) 6.30 6.30 3.I0 10 9.Y.J
75% OF STUDENTS Al OR BELOW (+) 8.10 8.10 4.60 1u i1.60
90% OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) 9.70 9.70 6.30 TO 13.10

ACADEMIC APTITUDE

wJHEMANN-ANDERSON - GR.3 (I.Q. LEVEL)

IO% OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) 79.84 78.30 45.12 10
25% OF STOULNTS AT'OR BELOW (+) 88.00 86.06 49./8 10 I.v.;4
50% OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) 97.67 95.87 55.44 10 IA:. V)
15% 01 STUDENTS Al OR BELOW (+) 108.92 101.44 62.67 10 151.u1
90% OF sTUDENTS Al OK BELOW (+) 123.23 118.1/ 69.40 lo 166.4

LORGE-THORNUIKE - GR.6

10% OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) 77.13 76.43 42.66 TO 110.20
25% OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) 86.03 84.73. 47.96 TO I21.5U
50% OF. STUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) 96.26 94.30 53.35 10 135..'5
75% OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) 108.47 105.74 60.19 TO hl."/9
90% OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) 120.39 117.73 67.19 TO 168.2/

SCHOOL & COLLEGE APTITUDE
TEST - GR.9 - TOTAL TEST (PERCENTILES)

W% 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 33.00
5OA; OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) 38.00 21.00 3.00 TO 54.00
/5% JL :JIUUENTS Al OR BELOW (+) 64.00 48.00 7.00 TO 89.00
VU, slUDENTS Al OR BELOW (+) 88.00 80.00 37.00 TO 99.00

MLMULRSHIP (+) 26.41% 35./8% 8.19% 10 65.W%

iJING 'FOR' LEVY (+) 29.16% 29.58% 1.96% TO 51.20%

ATTITUDE (PARENT SURVEY)

PARENTS RESPONDING (+) 59.63% 53.40% 31.98% TO 74.82%
SLHOOL ATMOSPHERE FACTOR (+) 62.19% 59.13% 37.71% TO 80.55%
SLHOOL PROGRAM QUALITY FACTOR (+) 76.43% 54.89% 33.47% TO 76.31%
SLHOOL PUPIL RELATIONS FACTOR (+) 66.51% 62.48% 41.06% TO 63.90%
EDUCATIONAL ISSUES FACTOR (+) 58.33% 56.93% 35.51% TO 78.35%
PARENT PARTICIPATION FACTOR (+) 54.20% 51.40% 29.98% TO 72.82%



v.;NRIABILL

-34-

DIRLC-
TION

OF
VkRIA-
BLE

YOUR
SCHOOL

UNIT

VALUE

ALL
SCHOOL

UNITS

CRITICAL
AREA

STUDENT ATTITUDE (GR.6)

ACADEMIC CONFIDENCE FACTOR (+) 77.84% 59.56% 32.48% TO b6.64:1;

ATTITUDE TOWARD SCHOOL FACTOR (+) 83.14% 57.77% 32.87% ro

STUDENT ATTITUDE (GR,9)

ACADEMIC CONFIDENCE FACTOR (+) 69.13% 51.15$ 31.29% TO
ATTITUDE TOWARD SCHOOL FACTOR (+) 63. 14% 44.42% 27.47% TO 61.1)7.;:

STUDENT ATTITUDE (GR.121

ACADEMIC CONFIDENCE FACTOR (+) 84.73% 62.26% 36.92% 10 e./.60%

AITITuDL TOWARD SCHOOL FACTOR (+) 15.39% 52.30% 32.59% 10 Om%

ATTITUDE (TEACHER SURVEY)

ILACHERS RESPONDING (+) 81.95% 81.32% 54.94% re')Y.Wf;,

STAFF MORALE FACTOR (+) 4.73 4.61 3.05 10 6.I/

SPECIAL EDUCATION NEEDS FACTOR (+) 2.96 2.83 1.67 TO 5.99

PUPIL CHARACTERISTICS FACTOR (+) 4.42 4.42 2.90 TO 5.94

WoRKING CONDITIONS FACTOR (+) 3.19 4.39 2.80 TO 5.'W

PHYSICAL RESOURCES FACTOR (+) 4.73 4.42 2.94 TO 5.9u

CUMMuNITY 8 PARENT CONIACTS FACTOR (+) 4.83 4.27 2.79 TO 5.P.)

OPENNESS TO INNOVATION FACTOR (+) 4.76 4.41 2.86 TO 5.96

PUPIL /TEACHER RATIO

OVLRALL SCHOOL ( ) 36.00/UNE 27,00/ONE 22.48 TO 31.1)/



ESEA TITLE III
CINCINNATI PUBLIC SCHOOL INFORMATION SYSTEM

DIVISION OF PROGRAM RESEARCH 8. DESIGN

(97o) GAMMA EDUCA710NAL PARK VARIABLE PRINTOUT
1970-71 SCHOOL YEAR

YOUR VARIABLE DREC- YOUR ALL CRITICAL
s( ()= TION SCHOOL SCHOOL AREA .

0[W+ OF UNIT UNITS
NUMULR VARIA- VALUE
VALUE BLE

ABSENCE AND ATTENDANCE

7.00 GR.I AVG DAILY ABSENCE (-) 6.24% 8.39% 5.00% ro 11.m.).

6.00 GR.2 AVG DAILY ABSENCE (-) 5.86% 7.62% 3.99% TO 11.25%

7.0C, GR.3 AVG DAILY ABSENCE (-) 6.23% 7,17% 3.62% TO 10.12%

7.00 rti 4 AVG DAILY ABSENCE (-) 6.84% 7.65% 3.85% TO 11.4()%

1.00 GR.5 AVG DAILY ABSENCE (-) 6.53% 7.34% 3.15% TO 11.53%

1.00 GR.b AVG DAILY ABSENCE (-) 6.62% 7.36% 2.58% TO 12.14%

25.00 GR.7 AVG DAILY ABSENCE (-) 13.01% 13.76; 7.85% TO 19.07%

2d.00 1)11.8 AVG DAILY ABSENCE (-) 14.86% 15.16% 9.18% TO /1.14%

21.00 GR.9 AVG DAILY ABSENCE (-) 15.25% 15.93% b.58% 10 2').2Li%

43,00 C3,;.) AVG UAILY ABSENCE (-) 16.80% 17.20% 8.06% 10 26.34%

...uU GR.!! AVG DAILY ABSENCE (-) 14.95% 15.51% 8.91% TO 22.11%

25,00 GR.I2 AVG UAILY ABSENCE (-) 8.43% 9.b4% 4.84% TO 14.44%

ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT (GRADE EQUIVALENT)

GR.3 READING SUBTEST

10% OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) 1.60 1.80 1.00 TO 2.6U
25% OF STUDENTS AT UR BELOW (+) 2.10 2.30 1.30 TO 3.30
50% OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) 2.60 2.80 1.60 TO 4.00
75% OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) 3.30 3.50 2.00 TO 5.00
90% OF .TUDEN1S AT OR BELOW (+) 4.1() 4.40 2.40 TO 6.40

GR. ARITHMETIC COMPUTATION

10% OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) 2.10 2.10 1.20 TO 3.00
.5c, OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) 2,60 2.60 1.50 TO 3.70
50',4 OF STUDENTS Al OR BELOW (+) 3.00 3.00 1.70 TO 4.30
/)% OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) 4.f3 4.00 2.40 TO 5.60
90;0 OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) 4.60 4.50 2.60 TO 6.40

GR.b READING SULITEST

10% OF Lsrt.s., STS AT OR BELOW (+) 3.00 3.10 1 60 TO 4.60
25 OF STUDENTS AT OR BLLOW (+) 4.00 4.10 2.10 TO 6.10
5U OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) 5.10 5.10 2.80 TO 7.40
15",c OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) 6.40 6.50 3.60 TO 9.40
90% OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW ( +). 8.10 6.20 4.60 TO 11.80

GR.b ARITHMETIC COMPUTATION

10% OF SIUMNTS Al OR BELOW (+) 4.10 4.30 2.50 TO 6.10
/574 OF SlUDLNIS Al OR BELOW (+) 4.80 4.90 2.70 TO 7.10
50% OF STUDLNIS AI OR BELOW (+) 5.50 5.70 3.20 TO 8.20
P4 Of s1 UD1N1S Al OR 01 LOW (+) 6.70 6.80 3.70 TO 9.90
quk of slUDENTS Al OR BELOW (+) 8.40 8.50 4.80 TO 12,20
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VALA

VARIABLE DIREL- YOUR ALL CRITILA,
TON SCHOOL SCHOOL AREA
OF UN/1 UNITS

VARIA- VALUE

BLE

GR.8 READING SUBTEST (GRADE EQUIVALENT)

10% OF STUDENTS AT UR BELOW (+) 3.70 3.60 0.70 TO 6.50
25% OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) 4.40 4.40 1.20 TO 7.60
50% OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) b.20 6.10 2.90 TO 9,30

UF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) 8.90 8.70 5.30 TO 12.10
0% OF STUDENTS AT UR BELOW (+) 9.90 9.60 b.20 TU 13.00

GR.8 MATH COMPUTATION

Iu% OF STUDENTS Al OR BELOW (+) 4.0D 4.00 1.1D TO 6.90

25% OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOw (+) 4.80 4.80 1.70 TO 7.9U
50% OF STUDENTS Al OR BELOW (+) 6.20 6.30 3.10 TO 9.50
/5% OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) 8.00 8.10 4.60 TO 11.60
90 OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) 9.60 9.10 6.30 TO 13.10

AUADEM1C APTITUDE

KuHLMANN-ANDERSUN. - 6R.3 (1.o. LEVEL)

10% OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) 80.13 78.30 45.12 10 111.48
25% OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) 88.21, 86.06 49.78 TO 122.;4
50% OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) 98.10 95.87 55,44 TO t',6.0

754 OF STUDENTS AT UR BELOW (+) 110.21 107.44 b2.87 TO 152.01
90% OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) 124.95 118.17 69.40 To 166.'./4

LORGE-THORNOIKE - GR.6

10), OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) 76.97 76.43 42.66 TO 110.20
25% OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) 85.24 84.73 47.96 TO 121.50
50% OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) 96.OI 94.30 53.35 TO I35.2!5

75% OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) 107.21 105.74 60.19 TO 151.29
9U% OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW ( +) 119.9 117.13 67.19 TO 168.2/

SCHOOL & COLLEGE APTITUDE
TEST - GR.9 - TOTAL TEST (PCoENTILES)

i()% OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) 6.0U 3.0U 1.00 TO 22.00

25% .2"!' STUDENTS Al OR BELOW (+) -12.00 7.00 2.00 TO 33.00
50% OF STUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) '37.00 21.00 3.00 TO 54.00

STUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) 62.00 48.00 7.00 TO 69.00
90% Ur STUDENTS AT OR BELOW (+) 88.00 80.00 37.00 TO 99.00

PTA MEMBERSHIP (+) 7.67% - 35.78% 8.19% 10 65.33

VU' I;.(.; 'F0R LLVT (+) 10.23% 29.58% 1.96% 10 51,1u.t

AlIilouL (1'/410_141 tAJW4Lf)

11,PLNT5 Kts"ONDIN' (+) 30.84% 53.40% 31.98% 10 74.82%
,L, H0, AlmOSFHERE r,CTOR (+) 31.62% 59.13% 37.71% TO 80.55%
sLtiouL PROGRAM QUALITY FACTOR (+) 29.83% 54.89% 33.47% TO 76.3t%
SCHOOL PUPIL REALTIONS FACTOR (+) 40.92% 62.48% 41.06% TO 83.90%
EDUCATIONAL. ISSUES FACTOR (+) 30.13% 56.93% 35.51% TO 78 35%
PARENT PARTICIPATION FACTOR (+) 26.84% 51.40% 29.98% TO 72 :t2%
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VARlAuLL

STUDENT ATTITUDE (GR.6)

DIREC-
HoN
OF

VARIA-

8LE

YUUR ALL
S(AloOL. SCHOOL
UNIT UNITS

VALUE

CRITICAL

AREA

ACADEMIC CONFIDENCE FACTOR (+) 76.27% 59.56% 32.48% TO dU.04i
ATTITUDE TOWARD SCHOOL FACTOR (+) 82.39% 57.77% 32.t37% TO b2.t);

STUDENT ATTITUDE (GR.9)

ACADEMIC CONFIDENCE FACTOR (+) 67.43% 51.15% 31.29% TO 71.31

ATTITUDE TOWARD SCHOOL FACTOR (+) 60.96% 44.42% 27.47% TO +.1.11

STUDENT ATTITUDE (GR.12)

ACADEMIC CONFIDENCE FACTOR (+) 82.64% 62.26% 36.92% TO 67.UW'
ATTITUDE TOWARD SCHOOL FACTOR (+) 73.72% 52.30% 5'2.59% TO 72.0I,i;

ATTITUDE (TEACHER SURVEY)
#

1LALHERS RESPONDING (+) 74.02% 81.32% 54.94% 10 99.')();

STAFF MORALE FACTOR (+) 4.1.) 4.61 3.05 10 u.II
SPECIAL EDUCATION NEEDS FACTOR (+) 2.70 2.83 1.67 10 3.J9

PUPIL CHARACTERISTICS FACTOR (+) 4,33 4.42 2.90 TO 5.94
WORKING CONDITIONS FACTOR (+) 2.61 4.39 2.8U TO 5.'J

PHYSICAL RESOURCES FACTOR (+) 3.94 4.42 2.94 TO 5.9U
COMMUNITY & PARENT CONTACTS FACTOR (+) 3.81 4.27 2.79 TO 5./5
OPENNESS TO INNOVATION FACTOR (+) 4.06 4.41 2.86 TO 5.96

PUPIL /TEACHER RATIO

OVERALL SCHOOL ( ) 36.00/ONE 27.00/UNE 22.48 TO 31.52
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Identification Date

Part B

Content Test

..11

Answer the questions six 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 the list below that represent variables included in
the School information System.

Percentage of Community Residents
with College Degree&

Number of Psychological Referrals

Number of Students Receiving Public
Dental Cant

/ Number of Transfers-Out

Number of Persons per Total Acre- -
7U Census

Number of Students Eligible for
Special Education

Number of Students Receiving
Subsidized Lunches

Percentage of Women on StaL.

Percentage of Felony Arrests

to'' Age of School Building

2. Check all the questions in the list below that can be answer with data from the
School Information System.

*6110

Whal's the average attendance at PTA meetings in my school?

How do the most intelligent atudents in my selool compare in Math achievement
with those in other echools?

In terms of certifization, how well qualified are my teachers, compared to
those of previou years?

What is the ratio of black to white parents in my community?

*of How many students in my school live in foster homes?

How do teachers in my school feel about educational innovation?
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J. Answer the following items by marking an X through T if the statement is true
and through F if the statement is false.

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

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

T )( c. Needs assessment should usually be concerned with problems, not
with successes).

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

e. In working with the community to evaluate the school program, the
principal should present complete information to all interested groups.

F f. The trust level between the school lInd its critics is important in
deciding how to use evaluative information.

)( F g. SIS exceptions reports may identify a school's strengths and weak-
nesses, as well as aabis for poor performame.

)( h. Program evaluation should concern itself with the goals of the program
and not With unexpected outcomes.

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

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

F !,c,. One important use of surveys is to detect inconsistencies of view-
points Across groups.

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

X

Program Nesearct. a Design
August, 1972
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Part C

Participant's Ratings

Final Day of Procrom

Please respond frankly to the following items by putting a check (1/) in the

column 'hat reflects your rating,

1. Evaluate each of the following presentations and activities on the basis ef
the usefulness of what you learned.

Not A Little Fairly Very Indisoen-

1st day Useful Useful Useful Useful sable

Curry: Development of SIS

Waldrip: Accountability

Exercise in Group Decision Making

2nd day

Iarbadoxa: data Usage 6 Group
Involvement

Jacobs: Principles of Using
Information

Interpretation of SIS g:vorts

3rd day

Goal Setting Simulation

Felix: SIS in Program Evaluation

Faust: SIS and Management Model

Eollenbacher: Interpreting
Achievement Data

4th day

Smith: Management Information System

Panel: What Public Wants to Know

Smith: Potential of SIS

.5th day

'Jarland: Use of Surveys

Analysis of 1971-72 Rc,orts

....

.1.111=11.

MIIMMENOIN,J1. 106

111 IRMO

. +
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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 (no incretue) to 7 (very large
increase). Appraise your current understanding by checking (/) one of the three
columns provided.

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 use 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

Program Research 61 Design
August, 1972

CURRENT UNDERSTANDING

KNOWLEDGE Adequate Thorough.
INCREASE for and

(limo increase, Probably Present Completely
to 7-very large) Inadequate Purposes Adequate
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SUMMATIVE EVALUATION RPYORT.

Using Information for Decision Making

SIS Management Training Program
November, 1972

INTRODUCTION

Purpose

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

management training program conducted for Education Center administrators

and supervisors of the Cincinnati Public Schools by the staff of the School

Information System (SIS). The information presented here is intended to

serve two fundaments purposes. First, it should provide participanLe in ihc

training.progran lend other inLerested pursonnel with a concise yeL thorough

evaluation of the training. Secondly1 the information in this report

supplements that of the more detailed evaluation of the comparable program

given in August for principals and assistant principals. Tbgethcr,

these two reports should furnish the staff of SIS with a comprehensive

assessment of how well the training has accomplished its .ajectives.

Purpose of Evaluation. The detailed evaluation plan devised for

the August training program specified four purposes for conducting the

evaluation. These were concerned with disclosing needs for post-program

inserviee training, assessing acceptance and understanding of SIS, suggest-

ing program modifications for future replications, and providing prow=

evaluation.

In adapting the original program Lo the needs of Education Center

personnel, the program coordinator and evaluator decided that only the

first two of these original purposes were appropriate for evaluating the

new program. Thus, the two purposes that this evaluat$,on uotempted to serve



were:
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1. To disclose specific needs for post-program inservice training
of administrators and supervisors.

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

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

Introduction, Cognitive Evaluation, Affective Evaluation, Conclusions, and

ecommendation. After this introduction has presented the rationales and the

organization of the report, each of the next two sections will focus on

one of the purposes toward which evaluation was addressed. The second

division of the report will attempt to identify. inservice training needs,

that reveal themselves through responses to the Lwo cognitive instruments

administered at the beginning and end of this two -day program. These

were the Content Test and the Test Simulation. (Sec August report).

In the third division of the report the results of an attitude seals

administered at the conclusion of the program will bP discussed. These

results serve primarily thc second purpose of evaluation specified above.

Program Goals

A threefold program goal was set for this workshop:.

This program seeks to provide central office staff with a greater
awareness of: (a) the School Information bystcm (SIS), (b) how data
from SIS can be used, and (c) the knowledge and attitudes necessary
to use the system effectively.

This goal was fu37tlicr subdivided into eight subgoals:

1. To demonstrate the importance of using Information for decision malang.

2. lb.provide knowledge about. Lhe nature and qualities of decisions soul

inforMaLion.

J. 'IN) tie e 1.11w. MK: 1s.Lnl,uiy Lula .funet ton of cm

4. To assist central office staff in acquiring u functional knowledge
of STS reports.

5. To assist the staff in utilizing SIS for decision making related
to coal setting and problem identification.
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6. To -show the relationship between SIS reports and accountabilit;,-.

7. To assist central office staff in evaluating the needs of local
schools.

8. To evaluate the training program.

COGNITIVE EVALUATION

Test Simulation

Goal Setting. The first purpose for evaluating the Education Center

workshop was to disclose future inserviee training needs. To accompliLh

this purpose, the Test Simulation contained true-false items related Lo

two major emphases of the program: goal setting and program evaluation.

Five items based on hypothetical data were concerned with matters

of establishing-educational goals. The percentages of respondents

answering each of the questions correctly on the pre-and post-tests are

shown in Table 1.

Table 1. Percentages of Correct Response to Goal Setting Items on Tent
Simulation, by Pre-Post Tests.

Item Pre Test Post Test

In General, Gamma parents have better att-
itudes, toward school than the students 117e. 81% - 75%

For the most part, Gamma students seem to be
achieving below national test corms. 45 41

Attitudes as measured on the Psient Survey
seem coOlstent with other indicators of
how Gamma parents feel about school. 82 55

If pupil/teacher ratio is an indication
H f the general working conditions at
Gamma, thy teachers seem bp have an accurate
perception of this factor. Go 67

Of the three groups surveyed, Gamma Leachers
seem to have the most favorable att.-Ludes. 73



Interestingly, the percentages of correct responses decreased on

four of the five items. In interpreting this fact, however, it is important

to note that an inadvertent error in reproducing the instrument made it

necessary to have two separate keys for the post-test. As a result, the

difficulty of some of the items may have been greater on the post- than

on the pre-test.

Program Evaluation. This same problem of keying the responses to the

Test Simulation existed for the five items concerning program evaluation.

The percentages of correct response to ' 2se items on pre- and post-tests

are shown in Table 2.

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

Item Pre Test

The data provided offer no way of judging how
primary children felt about the program. l9

There is some evidence that the program had
a positive effect on reading achievement. 49

Post Test

31%

53

Parents seem to have been lees involved in
school affairs under the nongraded syGtem. 49 55

For the primary students themselves, the program
semis to have had no negative effects. 23

Odmmel principal should emphasize the
succasste aspects of the program to his
community. 56

39

g 88



In contrast to the goal setting items, all five of the program evaluation

itens showed larger percentages of correct answers on the post-test. lhe

difficulty of these items may have been affected less by the error in

reproducing the instrument. Or there might actually have been a greater

increase in participants' understanding related to this c)gnitive area.

Content Test

Functional. Knowlaftge. of SIS. The Content Test, also mivinistered before

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

Thus, the difficulty level was identical for both administrations of the

test. The first page of items on the Content Test was designed to meaaure

participants' knowledge of the School Information System (SIS). It included

a list of ten variables, seven real, and three fictitious. Without knowing

the correct number, respondents were asked to identify those actually

contained in SIS. Each item in the list was soared as correctly or

incorrectly designated.

. Oa this portion of the Content Test, participants answered an average

of 4.9 items correctly on the pre-test and an average of 7.3 on the post-

test. This increase in the mean number of, correct responses sugipsts

that participants' knowledge of the system did increase through the two-

day training program. Nevertheless, their post-teat responses were

less correct than those of the participants in the August program, who

averaged over eight items correct.

A second section of the Content Test listed six question, throo of which

could actually be answered with SIS data. Again without knowing how

many, participants were asked to select those questions that could

actually be answered.

For this part of the test, correct responses Of participants averaged

2.6 of the six items on the pre-test; and 3,1 on the post test. Again



there was an increase, this time comparing favorably with the results

of the August workshop.

Goal Setting. Of twelve true-faise items on the Content Test, four were-

concerned with understanding the principlits 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 axe reported in Table 3.

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

Item Pre Test Post Test

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. 100% 93%

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

Needs assessment should usmmy be concerned with
problems, not with successes. 49 53.

One important reasofor involving the
community in goal setting is to relieve the
principal of responsibility for making decisions. 90

Three of the four items showod increases from beginning to end of

program, suggesting that participants'-uilderotanding of this area did,

in fact, improve



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

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

responses for these items are shown inTable.4.

Table 4. Percentages of Correct Response to Program Evaluation Items on Content
Test, by Pre-Pbst Test.

Items

In working with the community to evaluate the
school program, the principal should present
complete information to all interested groups.

The trust level between-the school and its
critics is important in deciding how to use
evaluative information.

SIS exceptions reports may identify a school's
strengths and weaknesses, as well as alibis
for poor performance.

Pre Test

18%

74

44

Post Test

49%

93

73

Program evaluation should concern itself with the
goals of the program And not with unexpected
outcomes. 56 73

All four items showed improvement from pre- to post-test. In general)

there was a substantial increase in the percentsee of respondents giving

correct answers. This result confirms the evidence from the Test Simulation

that participants did gain in their knowledge of this cognitive area.

Surveys, The last four items on the Content Teat were related to

the use of surveys. Although survey use yea nOt add:zest:Jed an a major area

for this program as it was in August, survey data vim included in the

information used by participants in practice exercises. The correct

response percentage for these four items are shown in Table 5.
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Table 5. Percentages of Correct Response to Survey Items on Content Test,
by Pre-Post Test.

Items Pre Test Post Test

Because surveys give subjective information, their
results usually should not'be included in program
evaluation. 67% 95%

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

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

For the sake of comparison across years, SIS
surveys are kept identical from one year to
the next.

54

46

89

49

Again, all four items showed improvement from pre- to post- test, with

substantial gain on three of the four. This result suggests that the practical

application of survey data may have been adequate to increase understanding

in this area.

AFFECTIVE EVALUATION

Opinion Inventory

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

administered at the close of the workshop to measure participants' feelings

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

reflected their extent o. ;agreement or disagreement. Six of these items

were specifically concerned with feelings about the Schrol information System.

Items scores were computed by assigning a value of five to the most

favorable response, a value of one to the least favorable, and values of four,
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three, and two to the intermediate responses.

For example, if the statement expressed. a positive attitude, a

response of strongly agree was given a five-point value, agree four points,

undecided three points, disagree two points, and strongly disagree one point.

The scale was reversed for statements expressing negative attitudes.

The scores for the.six items dealing with attitudes toward SIS are

shown in Table 6.

Table 6. Item Scores on Opinion Inventory Items Related to Attitudes
toward SIS.

Item

The School Information System contains useful
information for school administrators.

Spending taxpayers' money to accumulate a bank of
data like SIS is a waste.

Item Mean

4.6

4.4

SIS printouts do not clearly describe a school. 3.3

I don't think SIS data will help me in making
administrative decisions.

I would like to learn more about the School
Information System.

I am eager to begin applying SIS data to my work.

4.0

4.2

The six item scores averaged 4.1, suggesting positive feelings toward the

School Information System. There should be little need for concentrating

future efforts on improving. the attitudes of Education Center porcoanel

towards SIS.

Using Evaluative Data. Another six items on the Opinion Inventory

concerned attitudes toward the use of evaluative information. The scores
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for these six items are reported. in Table 7.

Table 7. Item. Scores on Opinion Inventory Items }'elated to Use of
Evaluative Data.

Item Item Mean

Having no, data at all is better than having data that
might be misinterpreted.

I find the concept of accountability threatening.

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

The goals of education are too intangible to be
measured by hard data.

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

In general, educational evaluation seems worthless
to me.

14..3

3.6

11.0

4.. 5

4.6

Again the item mean indicates positive feelings on the part of thr:

participants. Thus, there is probably little need for additional concern

with feelings in this area.

Attitudes toward Workshop. The other eight items related to

participants' opinions about the training program and its content.

Scores for these items are shown in Table 8.



Table 8. Item Scores on Opinion Inventory Items Related to Workshop.

Item Item Mean

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

SIS data are helpful in evaluating school programs.

SIS data arc a valuable means of assessing educational
needs.

I believe I have a good workiw knowledge of tb School
Information Syr5tem.

SIS is helpful to administrators in.goal setting.

This workshop has been useful.

I don't think many of the participants benefitted from
this. workshop.

3.9

4.2

3-5

4.2

11-.3

4.1

Central office personnel need more training programolike
thin one. 4.2

Again, the overEll picture is definitely positive. Participants

apparently believed That they had benefitted from the program and felt

that their understanding of SIS had been improved as a result of the

Workshop.

CONCLUSIONS

The results of the cognitive and affective evaluation suggest

several conclusions about the SIS training program for Education Context .

personnel.

1. The two-day workshop appears to have achieved success comparable to
that of the August progrcua for principals and assistant principals.
Cognitive instruments administered before and after the workshop
indicate knowledge gains among nearly all participants. An attitude
scale used at the end of the program showed highly favorable feelings
in workshop-related areas.
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2. Smallest gains in measured knowledge occurredAn the area of
goal setting and problem identification. Possibly because of
increased item difficulty; post-test percentages of correct response
declined on several items in this area.

3. No single area emerges from the evaluation results as most important
for future inservice training. Despite the decline in the goal clotting
area, these post-test percentages compared favorably with those for
program evaluation, survey use, and functional knowledge of SI3.
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.

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

RECO I ICH IIATICNS

Several recommendations follow logically from the conclusions. These

relate to both purposes toward which evaluation of the program was addressed:

identification of inservice needs and assessment of acceptance and understanding.

1. The general success of the program leads to the recommendation that
additional training programs of this type be considered. Effective
professional development depends on the nourishment of inservice
training. Increasing the abllity of administrators and supervisor°
to use tht resources they have available is an important part of
this training. The SIS training programs should therefore be viewed
as prototypes for systematic efforts of this kind.

2. Because thert was no single cognitive cr affective area that
appeared most limed of ineervice attention, future SIS training
among these same participant° should focuo on application to
specific areas of educational decision making. Working with various
subgroups of decision makers who now have the desire and knowledge
necessary to use SIS, it will be possible to become increasi*gly
specific about its application.

3. At the same time, the cognitive and attitudinal gains achieved
through the workshop must be preserved. This can perhaps beet be done
by consistently emphasizing the service fuaction of SIS. As faith
in the system as a valuable means of improving the quality of educational
decisions is reinforced, administrators will come to use the data
more frequently and more effectively.
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4. FinAlly, as SIS becomes institutionalized, provision should be
made to orient new and aspiring administrators to the system.
One means of achieving this would be to plan a seminar to be offered
every two years. Essential content could correspond closely to
that of the training program.

Prepared by:

Joseph L. Felix
Program Research & Design
December 131 1972
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Evaluation Instrument



SUPERVISORS TRAINING SESSION
q/23/73

INTRODUCTION: Please respond to the following items pertaining to my pres,entation
today by checking the appropriate box which. best describes how you

feel.

PRESENTER'S VOICE:

RATE OF TALKING:

ROLE PLAY SESSION:

MATERIALS:

CI, Too Loud
Li About Right

Too Soft

Too Fast
About Right
Too Slow

Excellent
Good
Poor

Excellent

Good
Poor

DID YOUR INSTRUCTOR(S): Motivate You
Turn You Off

DID YOUR INSTRUCTOR(S): Give You Clear Direction
Confuse You

1:1 Do Nothing

OVERALL ASSESSMENT OF THE SESSION: Good
Fair
Poor

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

PLEASE RETURN TO BERNARD BARBADORA
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School
Information

System

MEMORANDUM

CINCINNATI PUBLIC SCHOOLS

Program Research and Design
230 East Ninth Street

Cincinnati, Ohio 45202

ESEA Title ill Project.

DATE: April 16, 1973
TO: Principal Addressed

FROM: Arthur Tebbutt, Evaluator, School Information System
RE: SIS Evaluation

The School Information 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 already received all the Title III money possible,

there is no need to "snow".anybody.with this. So please be honest- -

and be assured that the results will be used purely for assessing

the project. Your name is heeded 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.



PLEASE MAIL BACK NO LATER THAN APRIL 23 TO ART TEBBUTT, 3d FLO6R, EDUCATION CENTER

FEEDBACK FROM PRINCIPALS ON SIS

The following is designedto take little of your time, but you ar encouraged
to add whatever comments might help to fully evaluate SIS. Please answers.

1. In general, how well do you understand SIS reports?

Very well Rather well Rather little Very little

Comment:

2. How often do you tend to use SIS reports?

Daily Weekly Monthly Annually

Comment:

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

a) to answer staff questions: . . T A lot Somewhat: A little Not at all

b) to answer parent questions: . . . A lot Somewhat A little Not at all

c) for discussion in staff meetings:. A lot Somewhat A little Not: at all

d) for discussion in coMmunitY meetings: A lot

e) to assess needs or develop goals

for your school: A lot

Somewhat

Somewhat

A little

A little

Not at all

Not at all

f) to evaluate aspects of your school:. A lot Somewhat A little Not at all

g) other . A lot Somewhat A little Not at all

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

a) Exceptional Characteristics . . . None Low Medium High

b) Variable Printout None Low Medium High

c) Factor Stanine None Low Medium High

d) Variable Stanine None Low Medium High

e) Student Survey None Low Medium High

f) Teacher Survey None Low Medium Nigh

...... . .S) Parent Survey . . . None Low Medium High

h) Goal Survey None Low Medium High

i) Trehd Report None Low Medium High

=achievement Forecast .j) A Hone Low, Medium High

5. What would you like SIS to emphasize next year?

Shorter or fewer reports More training for users

More help with data usage Other

6. Finally, feel free to express in your own words what you think of SIS.
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AN INFORMATION REPORT PREPARED FOR

COVEDALE SCHOOL

Clifford Franklin, Principal
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WHAT DO STUDENTS, PARENTS, AND TEACHERS FEEL THi

STUDENTS PERCENT RESPOND ING
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WHAT ARE STUDENTS LIKE IN YOUR SCHOOL?
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STUDENT ATTITUDES
TOWARD SCHOOL

70-71 71-72

STUDENT ATTITUDES
TOWARD THEMSELVES
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Lls is a report on the public school in your area. It includes in formation about educational goals,
:teristics, community characteristics, and student achievement. To show changes or possible trends,

veers two school years, 1970-71 and 1971-72.

st of the information is shown in graphic form, ccmparing your sc hoo I with the average for all
ublic schools. Standardized test results, though, are r'rnpared to national averages.
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Improvement of Basic Skills
Character.Building
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IN OR OUT OF YOUR SCHOOL PER DAY AT YOUR SCHOOL
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WHAT IS YOUR SCHOOL COMMUNITY LIKE?
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HOW WELL ARE STUDENTS ACHIEVING IN YOUR SCHOOL?

THIRD GRADE
% ABOVE & BELOW NATIONAL AVERAGE
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% OF CHILDREN FROM LOW INCOME
FAMILIES

HOW IS THE STAFF MORALE?
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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 accomplish 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 and, 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 bask information. REPORT ON YOUR SCHOOL is our attempt at giving
you such information; it is our report card to you. WE have selected information
we believe would be of greatest interest to you. If you want additional information,
the principal of your area school will 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
perceive as the primary goals toward which their school 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. I will appreciate y.our comments concerning this report.

Donald R. W
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