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EXECUTIVE gUMMARY
s o

1.
Small School District Utilization of P ram EvalUatton

A

A ,

Surveys were received from 218 superintendents (73 percent).. and 113 School

Board Chairmen (38 percent) in 296 school districts with student enkollment of
.1500 or,less across the nation. About one-half of the school board members
wg:re from districts of 500 or fewer. students.

The survey showp *lit' there is evaluation activity (broadly defined) occurring
in sm1l school districts, and that in most cases school boards have access to
the information. Superintendents and board members have similar views of the
meantng-of evaluation: A continuous monitoring of ongoing programs (54 to 65
percent), the assessment of stUdent progress (32 to 37 percent), and
accountability'(23 to 32 percent). About a third report that their states
have law's and regulations about program evaluation. ,-

'Sieventy percent of superintendents report that evaluations are conducted on
title programs'in their. districts. Approximately half report that evaluations
of federal programs, slate programs, districtwide progLams and individual
school programs ate conducted. Eighty-four percent of districts have
standardized testing programs. Two superintendents report no-evaluatiOns are

e in thier distriots. Just under half of the board memberS report that
"'regular" curriculum evaluations are conducted; 92 percent rePort som94 type of
e altation actilvity.

Fo ty-four percent .of board Members are satiSfied with the present amount of
ev uation information they receive. Fifty-one percent would like more
eva uation information. The majority of school board members (85 percent)
feel that the evaluation information' they receive iS presented in a manner
'uSeful to them. Superintendents rate the evaluations conducted in their
districts as "good" (54 percent) or. "fair" (31 percent) . Most superintendents

(70 percent) report that the school districts request information relating to
program evaluation, and a like percent of board members (73 percent) say they
request evaluation information. The superintendents feel that information
gathered through evaluations would help them communicate better with their
school boards. They listed many additional types of valuation they would
like to,conduct if the resourcei were available.

According to 75 percent of the superintendents, the person oonducting 61e
program evaluations is a district staff peron. Of those, 40 percent are

fulltime, though not necessarily fulltime on evaluation'responsibilities.-
Mqt oftenl, the responsibilities are handled by a principal (36 percent) or a
guDdance oiqunaelor (33 percent) who may or may not have any specific training
in program evaluation. School districts receive evaluation assistance from
their state\departments of education (,511 percent) eitcept in Region.10 of the

country (Alaska, Idaho, Oregon and Washington), where most often assistance
comes from the education service districts.

NWREL REP 7626A'
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jSfxty-6six percent of boards report they do not have a policy for program
evaluation. Of the 26 percent who state that they do have policy, they
c/mmented that it was a stte mandate or a district politY. None were willfhg

/ takstate or enclose a copy as requested.
L../

vit

1

'The two most frequent uses of evaluation information are to determine the
future of ongoing programs (65 percent) and to determine the need for a new
program (35 percent) as reported 6y board Members. Nineteen percent say that
they use program evaluation information to set policy.

,Just under half report that they disgeminate program evaluation information to
patrons, particularly parent groups such.as advisory councils; PT05, school
staff and the media. The information is disseminated most often at school
board m6etings and through the newspaper. The school newsletter and "word of
mouth" are also used to provide information about program evaluation.

4,
Those schoof board members. who.feei the.need for more evaluation information
think that the information would be helpful in making decisions (51
percent).

Forty-two percenh of the Board dembers estimate that they spend 0 to 10
.percent of their board time on curriculum; 29 percent of board criairmen
estimate 11 to 25 percent of board eime. Since there are,curriculum matters
Which old not necessarily involve evaluation results, it is assumed that the
board time spent on curriculum evaluation is less than the estimates in
rOsponse to this question.

,
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"All materials associated with the 'Small-Schools Survey on Program
Evaluation' were'deveroped by the Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory
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.Introddction and pOrposa-,

'

For a long timaL,definitions of educational evaluation hava, str,essed the
importance of evaluation reports and'outdomei to decision.makera, Worthen and
Sanders, (15),, distinguish between research .and evaluation quoting Tukey,
(14),_anri Cronbach and Suppes, '(2),:

i pResearch seeks conclusions, evaluation Ieadsttocisions.. The decision .

maker believes he neds information teguide.his actions and he posea the.
questions to the! investigator.
1

Who are the edubational decision makers? .At the top are the local school.
.board and the school district superintendent, referred to in Many places as
the management team.

In:larger districts, administrative staffs in the central office help the
superintendent compile information on ail topics (including, of Course,
curribulum or program evaluation/. But what happens in the smaller school
districts?. Thoae.are the distribts where the superintendent may also be a
part-time principal, or where the school board members.may outnumber the

. _

number of teachers hired.. Does program evaluation exist in these districts?
Is it used?

Thpre is same evidence that school board meMbers even from larger districts do
not have access to, or do not use, much program evaluation information in
making their 'pe-c4sions about programs' within the district, (1), (5). And yet
they are the districts more likely'to have extensive program evaluation, ,

certainly more than small school districts with limited staffs and resources:.
AlthoUgh a school district.is small, it has.no less need for evaluation
rhformation. However, its methods for,obtaining such data are obviously
different.

lihe objectives

small schodliAL
releant
folloviing Clues

of this study are to deicribe existing program evaluation in
ricts and to describe current utilization of available data
ation in these Aistricts. It will seek answers to the

tions:

7
1. Do small school districts perceive a need for program evaluation?

2. What kinds of information do their use for program evaluation? .

3. How are program evaluations oionducted?

4. 'How is existing data (Which may be collected originally for other'
purposes) utilized?

LRP

A
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. L4erature Review

A redent publication, Imaginary Gardens?RealProl
Federal InformationSources on-Rural EdUcation, stated,that the "federal

, effort to'coordinate data from various agencies oftekt excludes the ooilection
of data on schools with fewer than 3004studenta'and ichool districts with
fewer than 1000 students," (8): Accordkng to 1977 statistibs, 54% of all
sdhool districts in the filition have 1000 or les6 students, (12). Since this'''

represents only 6.9% of all students,. the federal neglect of rural schools (by
nature, also small) Which Jonathon Sher, .(10) describes is not surprising. It
seems a case of economics - utilizing decreasing funds to maximkie itudent
benefits - and.'t*t inpludes data collection.

In,the lase two years, however, thev seems' to have been a 'push at the federal
level to remedy this neglect, (9). One such effort is the "Keys to School
Boardsmanship" project which is part.of the total Rural Education Program.at
the Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory. This study oncerning the
Ailization of evaluation in small school districts was conducted as part ofk

d,that project.

A literature search Surtaced accounts of evaluatioria of specific projects in
small or.rural school districts, but none addressed the.issue.ot utilization

.

of results. Ten years ago .Guba, (4), observed, "evaluation has had little
influence on educational decision-making and evaluation information is largely
ighored." .Efforts are presently underway to determine If time has changed
that situation. A project entitled "Evaluaelon and Decision-Making in'School
Districts" at'the Center for the Study of Evaluation,. (13), is studying.
centralized-program evaluation.units°, identified in School districts enrolling
5000-plus students, in an attempt to understind.their development and
functioning, as_well as-to note their irregularities and peculiarities. One,
area of inquiry is "Who uses evaluationJnformation?P ,

Recent;y, Alkin'and Daillaki (1), reported Cin their efforts as part og the
project, "Evaluation and Decision-Making at the ProgramhLevel.", They used a
case study Method to.determine what influence evaluations had on five
different school programs - two Title 1 and three Title IVC. They found that
while none of the evaluations had "make or.break impact apon the progFam it
assessed," the evaluations did have influence.upon the decisions made by local
prograM staff. The information in one case influenced teacher behavior and,
in another, was used - very modestly'- to identify program strengths and. '

weaknesses. In only one case study did the evaluation information'resUlt in a
major'program decision.

In a study on .the role'of school bOards' involvement in sdhool self-study
evaluatign1 Smith's data, '(11), suggested that only about 80% of the
evaluation recomMendations were subsequently implemented by the'school
boards. In this case, boacd members and school administrators rated the
quality of the evaluations higher than the quality of the recommendations
whiph the results suggested.

NVIREL REP 2 6891A
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An article by'a former school board president, Riqhard L.AJohnston, .(6),
',alluded-to the reticence- of school Wards' °tampering 'with cUrriculums,
instruction, or personnel matters" due to the_ difficulty.of'obtaining relevant-
inforMation (pro9ram evaluations).

_

In order to learn more about the issue of mall district evaluatton resOurces.
andeValuation utilization, the authors questioned superintendents and school'
board chairpersons-in small sAool.districts (1500 of less stddenti) across ,

the--country.

C.
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SlIrvelrDev.pliTTOO
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4

The surveiLbegan with d cuSsion-of need and .*.lidt of' topics to be addres
qdestions. A draft,o questions 'was thenprephred,-discussed by.the.t

developers and revised. 'The reVised list Of:questions was revVewed by
vr6ject staff of the Boardsmanship.protect and by two evaluators wotki with
-different protects within the Northwestpegional.Eddcationailaborato

After reviews,the questionnaires were again revieed, and put into the
Dillman's Total Design Method form. In order to keep the qUestionnaire to one
page foldedr ii was deCided not to use a cover design, but to begin.the
.questions on the first,page. Copies.of the'surveys are found. id Appendix A.

- ,

Because of `limited time and efforts, trying to avoid sending out survel's
during a holiday period, the surveys were not piloted. The,reviews mentidned
aboVe served as a pilot..

A'"modified" Dillman technique was used to prepare and send Out surveys.
- Dillman eXplakns in detail how to .achieve good response from mail surveys,.

;Points in .Diliman's survey method whiCh were used inclgde:.

la Size of survey form.
2. 'Booklet form:
3. type formai Cof questions (stem.-ip mixed type, response'options in all

capitals).
4. Cover.letter oontent.
5. Follow-up postcard one week after original mairing.
6. Mail data early in week (Tuesday).
7. Avoid holiday'periods.

° 8. Follow-up letter and urvey mailed out three weeks after original
mailing. ,

9. Follow-up letter plus eurvey seven weeks after original mailing.
.10. Inform respondente of.numbering system.

Modifications to DillMan's TDM included:

1. No cover design for survey.
2. No seven-yeek follow-up mailing.

NIVEL REP
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,P4
Sampling .

1,

The number pf *school, districts to be included in the sample was to. be
determined'two ways:" The sample' hadt9.10e large enough to draw some .

'conclusion:3'; but small enough to be affordable for the,multiple mailings. 1.

Superintendents'ind School Board Chairs were to be;surveyed, so' th'ere were two
'initial mailihgs for each district. iPollow-up -maiilin9S. were .alst) in,cluaed in

611 mist edtimation.' Three _hundred. school districts Igere determined to be_ a
Aample size which met both ,criteriaa sUfficiently large number and possible'
within the, allowed. budget. The actual ample size .6rned out to be :296 '71-

, districts.

The ten HEW regXons Were used to determine regions -of the country.' Pim The
P,ublic Education Directory for 1977-78,, whIch cOntaine'd listing.of all
school districts in the country by enrollinent sch(?ol district§ whi
had 1500,studente or less were identified. From this Iist, the number la
diStricts in" bach region was determinedb.' For each fegiop, a percentage of tqe
small dchool ftsr1icts ih the ..natiOn was. calculated. 'Based on thisr

proportion, .t.,he, alipropriate numb'er of districts. fipm the 'region that' should
'I-hauled in" a proportional sample could be-determined, _Usi.ng these figured%
random dample was selected :from each region. Por 4,e-random selection; the
CurriculUm Infbripation Centek4. Inc,: School Directory was used because. it
contained data based. on 1,977-78 .enrolimenttand was the mciet curr nt' directory

. available. .

.01 *
,

-At. the point of Constructing tne .random:sample, it was 'nOted, thht consoli-
dation had- taken ,*plaCk ireone region of the country using the utSdated-
figures. It AG then, necessary to reCalculate the oorrectproportion for eac
region. It should be noted that .sane states' were left.'out originally., such as

Hawaii, which-has only one 'district in the state- (obviously Imore than 1500
.._,students).. Other stated were not included:in the sampling process because.'

they had such'a small number- of didtrtS with fewer than 1500 studenti that .14,

they did not show up Using randcgrik sampling techniqued by region: For example, -
'Florida hag' five districts with .kewer than 1500 students, Delaware two, New
Hampshire seVen, West. Virginia one.. Obviously,- the way that a state has or

4 has not -consolidated its small districts has a bearing.on this
proportions 'were based on the number of diall school districts
and region, not on, the population or., proPortioh of students in
region. 'The number. (4, clistriats' by state and re4ion , are *shown

;
T

'

1.0

NWR.iii REP. 5'
4,

sample. The
in the state
a )3tate or
in'Appendix B.
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Schedule'

Survey% with cover letter wdre mailed to total sample of sdhool.board members\
and supirintendens on October 16$ 1979.

\,
,

A tallow-up postcard was sent to the total Sample:on October-23rdi one week
. aftek the first mailing. A follow-up letter 'with a.copy of'thq sdtvey was

sent to. tho9e whose responses had not belle received by November 5 (three weeksg

eifter th4feriginal mailing).. Response cut:2off,date tints December 12,1979.
Copies of the letters and post cards.are includqd as ppendix C.

/
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Response

0
Of the 296 Superintendent skirveys mailed out, 218 complied surveys were \

. received, a 73% return. Of 296 School Board Chair surv 8, 113 completed
\ surveys were received, a 38% return. This was about half of the numbec of

superintendent responses. When the sample was bOmpi.led, naMes and addressee '
of superintendents were available, and surveys were mailed.to the .

.

superintendents' qffices. However, for the SchoolBoard Chairs,,separate'

oel. This meant that the Superintendent had to cbntact the School 'Board
addresses were not available, so they were also'sent to the Superintendent's
ffic

Chair, or the survey had to wait until the next Board meeting, or-until khe
next time that the School Board Member was at the School District office. It
is not known how many of the mailed surveys actually reached-the person for
whom they were intended...In addition, names of the School Board'Chairs were
not available for all districts in the sample. Efforts were-Ade by telephone
to obtain names, but there were a few for whom no.name Was available, so that
the surveys were imiled to "School Board Chair" ini,care of.the school
district. Dillman's Total Design Method emphasiz s personalizing surveys
whenever and wherever possible. The impossibility of assving that every
school-board member's name wall .correct may have also hindered t4e return rate

rfor the school board member surveys.
, f-

The superintendentreturns were distributed by regidhyery clbse y to 6he
. distribution of the survey sample. Niety perceft of the respop3ftg

superintendents reported four or less schools in.the district,,4 th .40% of the
returns coming from districts with onlir one school. Eight-two, ercent of the
respondents reported less than 1000 Students in their district4!,

..

Ttie board member rtturns were not proportioned as the original survey sample.
Larger proportions were received from Regions 5, 7 and 10, and a smaller
prbportion-from Region 64. Forty-nine percent of the responses were from board
members whose districts have.500 dr less students( One-third,were from
districts with 500-1000 students. Survey iesponse by region and state are
included in Appendix B.
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Tabu1ation.and Computer Analysis Procedures

Datallwere an 1yzed blvcomputer using Statistical Package for the Social
Sciences. perintendents' responses were analyzed as a total group
(Frequencies) and by region.to note diffetences, if any (Crosstabs). Board
member responses were analyzed as a total group and by regioh and eize .

district.

\ .

Reeults' we've number and percentage of t tea N respondi to each item. Theg
analysis was run on fewer than the total number of res nses received. Tigtals

i

in the computer analysis werev1(10 board members and 216 superfntendents. A
few respondents sent the survey back blank; some completed it.partially, as
the one board member who oolmented:

,

"This school disXrict main a--ins ne few remaining one-room/ one teacher 1.i..
oe e oE th.

schools in the State of New York - or even in the odtiltry. One teacher odelirs /.
grades 1-4. Consequently, most of the qupstione are.ri&Culously
inappropriate. Question 16, for example, provides (as a minimum) '500 or
less.' We have less than 100 -and in,the School itself, less than
10. Also, in addition to the fact that-there is but one teacher, I am the._ .

Sole Trustee, t do not talk to myself, and that, therefore, eliminates
several more. questions. Kindly remove us from your mailing liet. P.S. Note
that we do not even Mae a secretary!"

1

One superintendent telbphoned to express his disapproval of the sur'vey,- then
proceded*to answer the questions in detail ani express a need for more'program
evaluation in his district. He was not opanted in responsd or in the comiuter
analysis.

A

41
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Results

As'mentioned'earlier, about one-half of the responding board members were from-
districts with less than 50.students; and about 90% -c6 the superintendents
reported four or fewer schobls, with 40% reporting only one school. Comments
attached to the 8ur4ey forms Indicate cages where the 'superintendent is also
the teacher. In order.to'better understand and interpret data about their
utilization,of evaluation'results, information wis requested on the survey
forms tO indicate what evaluation means to these small school district.
officials and how much evaluation is takinT place th.these gstribts.

Results indicate that superintIndents and board mefibers hold similar views of
what evaluation L. To most ofther it means a oontinuous monitoring of
on-going programS'(Superintendents - 65%, Board Members - 54%) and, to a
lesser degree, theiassessment of student progreSs (Superintendepts - 37%,
Board Members 32%) and accountability (Superintendents - 32%,'Board
Members - 23%) (Table 1) .

-Thirty-four percent of the superintendents and thirty percent of board Members
sar that their states have laws'and regulations about program evaluation.
When asked what types ofevaluations are conducted in tteir districts, 70% of
the superintenden 'reportedevaluation of title prograds. Approximately half

irindkcate'that ealv uations df federal programs, State programs; distri.ct-wide
programs, and indyidual schoOl programs areoondiicted,(Table 2). Most
districta (84%) have district-.Wide standardized,testing programs. Half cif
those districts'-testing. programs include botb elementary and'sepondary
schools (elementary only = 31%, osecondary:onf; - 2%),. The variety ahd usage

. of tests administered is.shown in Table 3. Only two superintendents 'report .
.

that no evaivations.are done in their districts.
4

. .-..
. .

The survey requested'board m OW perceptions ot the amount Of c'urriculum..
tavaluation activity occurrThg in'thekr diAtricts. Less.than half OW rep&

. that-"regular" curriculum,evalUatio a are conducted.' However, 92% reports e 4,

1 \?!. type of evaluation activity -,from regylar" to "yes, sometimes." Only one
toard member,Yeports.no evaluatLon t ill (Table 4),. ,Dight perdent report

,

evaluation is done "only in unusual ci.icUmsbancds,": and 15i'only.y?:,compl
with'fedetal Or state regulations,

.
.

..,. 0, -..*
, _

,

.
e AI.'

040 . . '`. '
;Forty-four percent of board members re satisfied with the present amoU tof.;
evaluation informationehich:ther receive.. About halfj51%) would likt more'

.
evaluation information. The board"members'who perceived little or no :

,

curriculum evaluation occurring in titir iiistricts attribute this lac o

personnel's having other higher Ixior ty responsibilities and lack o
resources (Table 5).'

The survey attempted to discover who oondupts evaluations in theAd districts

4 whose sizeprohibits large_staffs. Three-fourths of the superint dents
.

report that thefe is a staff person intheIr district responsible for
PevaluatiOns. In 40% of those cases th'e staff person is fulltime this does

neceqsarily imply full time On evaluation. Where the perio responsible
for evaldations has other responsibilities, he/she is more ofte a principal
(36%) or guidanok counselor (33%). *Classroom'teachertt,are res nsibld for
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TABLE 1

What does school or program evaluation mean to you? Responses to Meaning of Evaluation

6

ACCOUNTABILITY?

Superintendents, Board Members

32.4% 23.1%

CONTINUOUS MONITORING OF ON-GOING PROGRAMS?,
i\ 65.3%

DECISIONS FOR CONTINUATION OR TERMINATION? 22.7% 14.8%

ASSES,SMENT OF STUDENT PROGRESS? 36.6% 432.4%

COMPARISON OF DIFFERENT TYPES OF PROOAMS? 9.1% 7.4%

CD OTHER? 7.4% 3.7%

(A#1 of tlie 'above)
(3.0%)

1 8

J
No,

I '

p.

666.1

..



TABLE 2

.
Superintendent: Types of Evaluation Conducted in District?

..i

Percentage
Responding

7(7-

.

,

, .

Federal Programa
.

.

...

Tiae Programs

StatePrograms
i

-.

Accreditation .

District.-Wide Programs

Individual School Programs

None
.

,Other .

.

.

.

4

.

,

'

,

.

.

.

.,,

.

.

.

.

. -

. .

. .

t

.

..

r

.

.

.

547
,

...i,

,
70t

56%

48%

57%

58%

.

..

5%
.

.

..

.

'.

J.:.,

.

.

*
)

4.

*

4
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.TAIYLE.3,

1Do you.have a district-wi e standara zed testing program?.
s r ,

pp

Number.D4trictS
Test

. Ping Test
*

i

Number Districts
.Te4t Using Test

.

,

1

...-..,

.-.CS

.

Achievement
ACT

ASUAS

ASVAB
BSA

(CA Reading Test
.\ CAP

CAT
,

- .College T6st of
Mental Ability.

CRT :

.

,

f,"..DAT
.

Diagnostic Test
. l

ETS i..

Gates-MaCin4e
CVR
ICRT 41_

IND'

i .

ITBS ,
.

ITED

) List of.Broadminded
PtOgtess . . ',. #

5

' 2

1

2

1

.1

1

23
1

J.

29

-' 4

1

1

1

1

1

1

4

35

15

.1

.

.

.

.

.

'

..,,,

.

,

.

.

.

.

"

,

_

.

.

t

.

Is

,

.

,

.
MAT
MBS

Metropolitan
N-Abels

.

NEDT
NMSQIT' '

Otis-Lennon
iPeabody Achieve-

.

ment .

PMA'
.

'.

PSAT
.

SARI
SAT

r e"

SCAT .

.

Seoral Tests.
, .. .

SFTAA 4
'SRA

STAS

State Test Only
STEP ,,

Statewide
-.2 Assgssment

TAP .

.Vocational
..

,1

3

1

12 0

2

2
.

1

5

1.

1

,8

1

36
1

.1

2

,37--

2

- 1

11

1

1,-2

.

'

.

.

.

.
.

.

.

,

,
s.

.4

cN=210

12.

4-

A

. e
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TABLE.4.

1

SI9

Boa'rd Member: Does yoUr district conduct curriculum evaluation?v Percentage-
. 4

Yes, regularly

.

Yes, t? comply with federal/state regulations. - ,only
,

Yes, sometimes
.

.

Only in unusual circuffistances
.'1)

.

.
.

.

. .

.

Not at all .
..

.,

.

:Don't know- .

4 ,'-
. -4

.

.

. .

.

.

.

.

. .

.

.

,

,

.

44%

4

15%

33%

8%

1X

-2Z

- '

.

.

.

,

.

.
.

Does the school board want more.or less curriculum\
evaluation information?

If you do not halie curricUlumevaluation in your
;district,-what are the principal reasons?

#-%

.1

.9

e

Satisfied With N'o

. More Leas Present Amdunt Answer
50:9%, '1.9% 43.5% 3.7%

,e Personnel Have Otber HigheF
Lack of Resoirces Priorfty Responsibilities

C 10.20' 1.2.0%

..

No.Federal/Siate Programs ,.

With Required Evaluation Other
S 93%

A.

*Tbese'are percentages' of total N.
. ;



TABLE-5
,

oerintendents: Do you receive Evalpation Assistance
ell' agencies?

7.`

State.Department of Edu'ation

BOCS or Intermediate Agency

0
Regional Educational Laboratory

Private Evaluation Agency,

Educational Service District

1

Other

Percentage
Reporting

59.3%

6.5%

6.5%

5.6%

17.1%

%

4,4

t ,,A

a
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1

1

evaluations in only two percent of the cases.' l'Other" persona hre partially
Itesponsible 28% of the time. However, "others"'are hot identified by the
superintendents.

As shown in Table 6, school districts more often get,evaluation assistance
from Eheir state departments of education (59%), This is true4or all regions
of the ooUntry except Reg4.on 10 (Alaska/ Idaho, Oregon and Washington) where
75% of the responding districts receive help from their educational service
districts most often. It is not cleav from the survey responses, but these

, assisting agencies max account for.some ofothe "others" who are partially
responsible for evaluitions.

Most superintendents rate the evaluations conducted in their district a8
"good" (54%) to "fair" (31%). In like manner, the_majority of school board
membets (85%) feel that the evaluation information'they receivi is presented .

in 0 manner which is usefulf-to. them.

,When superintendenti were asked what additional-types of evaluation they would
like to conduct if sources were available, the'liSt was long. Generally, the,
types.fall into these categories. Curriculum (6asic skills and specific .

subjects), staff effectiveness, student hchievement, graduate success, and
business management procedures. Not 41,superintendents responded to this
item. Of tbe 65 who did, 12 said th't no additional evaluation is nbeded.
One,said, "more of all kipds." More time and personnel for evaluation and
.better knowledge Of evaluation techniques were'aleo mentioned.

-et

Most superintendents (72%) -feel that information gathered through evaluation'
would help them communicate better with their school boards. Two comments are
represehtative - "The Board has'to have information to make 9o0d.decistons,"
.and 'It would'give the school board a clearer picture of, holvtiour staff is
teaching and bow well the students are doing." Many superintendents who.
responded negatively to this item cOmmented that their communication is quite'
good at preset4 and additional eyaluation information would probably make very
little difference. " a

The preceding ata indicate that there is evaluation adtivity (broadly
defined) ta ng place in small school districts. 'There is evidence that,An
Most cases, school boards have access to the information.

Most superintendents (10%) report that their school board requbsts information
relating to program evaluations. The exception to this is in New England,
where onlf.one out of the six schoo1ihoards make requests. These requests
range from various kinds_of student achievement data demonstrating the
effectiveness of programs or'instructional techniques to comparisons of orfre's

own district to others it the state. Some are formal requeSts; others are
casual, such as, "Well how, are we doing ip math?"

As shown in Table 6, approximately the same percentage of school board members
as superintendents report that thWrequest evaluation information from school
district offioials (73%). Also, about 7746110;oard members report that they
receive, information without requesting it - 23.1% receiving it "often" and
53:7% receiving it "sometimes." Sixty-six percent of boards report they do

:NWREL Rap' 15
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TABLE 6
.56

.

,

.Question i

. ..:,Percent Responding .
,v

-:. ,.

,

t

Does.your gchool-board request information thatrelates to-programA
or program evaluation? _. .-, -

.

.1
.

.

%. a.

.

, .

.,

.
. ..

.

,
..::.,

Superintendents

,

o . ,.

Yes. -70.0Z-,

,
'Nd 26.4%

. 1..
, .

,

. tz .

.-Does your school ,board request program evaluaflon from schoo,1 district
officials? .

,
. .

.

.

.

.

.

... .
.

s
,

9
,

.

.

.

.

.... t 4
s )

. I

.

. . .
,.

.

.

. . .

.Board Membera

.

.

)

,

Often 18.',6Z-, (.466)

:73;Sometimes 54.6
1%

%:: . w

Seldom 19.6%
.. .

. Never
.

4..6%

PI
.

I :!.
.

, Do yourecerVe. program evaluation information from Often. Sometimes SeldOill Never
youi school district without requeseing it? 23..1% 53..7% ', 13..0% 7.4%

. ...
Is the information from evaluations4pTesented iota Yee No :No Answer'
way thSethe Board finds.it uSeful? 85,2% 5.6%. 9.3%

'
.

v

d,



.404

not have'a policy fOr program,eValuation. Acaprding to commehts, some have
&negated the responsibility to4a curriculum review coMmittee or:to the scbool-
Sdministrators (SuperL4tendent and/or Others and/or facUlty). ':Of 'the 26% who

.

do'have policY, they comment to the/effect'that it is a state mandate or a
district polAcy. None was willing to state Or enclose a' copy of the_policy as_
.the-surve equested.

The survey asked boardpembers how their board useg evaluation information.
Results are presented in Tsble 7. The two biggesX uses are to determine the
future of on7going programs 165%) and to detertine. the-need for a new program ..

(35%).

When asked whether the:information was disseminated to particular groups of
petrons,N4lightly less than halg (474.respond "yes." Most of the
dissemination is to parent groups, such.as advisOry counCils,.PTO's, and°

.

booster clubs, school staff and the media. 0

° . ,

Results.indicate that information is disseminated Most often at school,.board
meetings J321) .and through tile newspaper (27%).. The school newsletter is also
a popular mebhod for transmitting yvaluation information. In some small
districts, it is simply "weRk,d-of-mouth."

Those schoorboaid"members who feel the need for more program evaluation
information respond that the information would be helpful in making program
decisions (51%). Very few (2%) feel that it would be helpful,in Communicating
with the community«

0
Board members' estimates of the amount of time spent on curriculmA matters is
presented in Table'S. Forty-,two percent estimate they sperid 1:1% to-10% oA
their board time on curriculudq%- 29% spend 11% to 25% of board time.on matters
of instructional program. Less than:10% of the board members estimate their-
board spends more than 26% of'time on curriculum matters, Twenty percent did
not answer the question. The distribUtion of response is almoist bimodal with
24%kestiMating 10% Of board time ion curriculum-and 20% estimating. 2.0% of board
time on curricultim. Since there,are%curriculum matters which do not
necessarily involve evaluation resultk, it is assumed that the board time
spent on curriculum evaluation, is leskthan the estimates in response to this
question.

#
Although 19% of school board members say they Use program evaluation
information to,set policy .(presumably in'ocurricular areas),.about two-thirds.
of the board members (66%) say they do not have a pollOy to assure progrsm
eValuation.

4
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TABTX 7

.
.Board USe of Evaluation Information

.

.
.

Percentage
_

.

.
.

Determine Future Of Ongoing PrograMs,

Determine Need For a New Program
_

_,...

Progress Report to Community.Patrons-

School District'Petsonnel Decisions
,

Set Policy
,

,.. '-.

,

.

Other
.

,

,

a.

14-A

.

. .

. .

.9

.

.

.

.64.8%

410035.2% ,

..

17.6%

. 17.6%

18!5%
,

a
4.646

.

1.1
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TABLE 8

sNI

Wbatpercent of its time do yeu estimate youK board spe
AttP

ds oh curricu matters?

Percent of Time Percent of oard Memers Reapondingpb

1 t 3%

5%

0

'10i

15%

20%

, 25% i

30%,

33%
tso

40%

'50%

60%

No response

4

lb

oP t,
ItA

.1. \

3.7%

13.9%g

24.1% '

4.6%

20.4%

-3.7%

4.6%

.9%

41.

4
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Discussion

4

Definitiona14, superinten ents and board Members tem!! to ;ae,evaluation of
programs as a monitQring ofk on-going progtams and Atudent testing. Most
programs evaluated, as reported by superintendents, iie Title programs, which
Ore often ased only on student assessment. Other prograMs mentiolp included
State programs, federal programs,iaccreditation, district prograMs and .

individual school programs. The extent of overlap is unknown. Standardized
testing programs account for much program evaluation. For a survey such as
this one,,,iit was not possible to probe how thoseitest results are used. One
may surmise411f4teqgs of possibilities frce saying"yes, we dolit,4 (and,the
results are someWherdin a file ckollecting dust) to extensive examination of
scores for students and foryprogram-wide implications. Due,to reports by less
than hslf of responding board meMbers that regular evaluations are conducted,
a.fikely probability is.that fewsmall%school districts do extensive
examination of test scores for program implications or revision.

1
.

, .

Personnek in small schools are limited in time end have to perform many
duties. Seventy-five percent of the reporting superintendents reported a
person responsible for eValuation. Only 40i reported a full time person
responsible for evaluation, and that person does not necessarily devote full

',time to evaluation. Often a principal.or guidance counselor also has
resebnsibility foethe district's program evaluation. In most university
preparation programs for aripinistrators and for oounselors,-evaluation
methodology receives little or no attention and testing very little (eyen
1though counselois are often expected to 'Interpret test score information):
Only 59% of superintendents reported that the person in charge of eva1mation
had training in evaluation and it is not known what,tYpe of training that
might be. This paragraph does not intend to cast doubt on the competence oT
personnel responsible.for evaluation in small school distacts nor to ignore
the value of learning ob experience. But it does intend to point
out the realities of a small sch 1 dibtrict situation, with few people whoa
responsibilities extend, of necess to many areas.

An indicator that curriculum or its evaluation is nct high priority to schoOl
'boards and superintendents is the amount of time board members estimate
spending on curriculum matters. Forty-two percent of respondimg board m mbers
satheir.boards spend 10%'or less of their.time on curriculum natters;/at. 20%
or less time, the percentage of board members goes to twothirds (67%). The9e
results are coonsistent with an NS&A survey published in spting of 1979 in
which board memberi.from districts of all sizes estimated spending about six
percent of board'time on curriculum. Data -gathered'informally in workshop-
situations with board memtrrs4in the Padific Northwest,states during 1979

v. would also Ilupport the time.estimates given in the survey.: In addition, at
.workshop sessions, school board membets from some small scho01 districts
reported they feel less need fOr evaluation information on a'formal basis
because they were in the schools.often; they evaluate subjectively
themselves. They also stein close touch with a small community arid know how

,their Community feels about the schools.

NMI, REP 20 31
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While school,board members and-superintendents agree that they "need"
evaluation information, apparently program evaluation is a fairly low
'priority, because their personnel have other, more important responsibilities
and the amount of time given-to program evaluation of curriculum matters. As
noted if: the preceding paragraph kche amount of time spent by 1;oards on
curriculum is not restricted to small school districts. The largest
TToportion (3f evaluation oonducted in swill district, according to the'
superintendents' are'the title programs, that is,.those whiOO have mandated
evaluation., .

It muit be remembered that school'board members ake voluntarily contributing 4
great amount of time and effort to serve on the school,board:without Tay (in
moet states).

Going back to the survey data, not quite half gipthe zesponding,"board members .

are satisfied with the situation of program ev4luation. Slightly more than
,half want more evaluation information. The board members iay"that'those ih
charge of evaluatiqn have higher priority,responsibilitl.esor there are no,
resources: It ia the School Board,'however, that allocates resoUrces. Most
states' la0s, codes, or constitutions state that a primary relTonsibility df
the 4overning board of a school.district is to provide .a.course'of study or )*

curriculum Or educational program for the studenis in that distiict. School
districts can and do receive assistancekon evaluation, including state
departments'and intermediate agencies ct various types.

Board members rndicate that information is provided to them in ways which ire'
useful. Their uses'of evaluation are-mainly those concerned with. decisions
about programs; whether to oontinue or change existing pograms (65%) and
determining need for new programs. Decisions about personnel (presumably
addition or reduction in'general rather' ihan rndividual) are another type of
decision which program valuation aids.. School board membdrs make progress ,

reports to their communrty and disseminate information through .various means, ,

but primarily through school board meetings and newspagers. Two
representativLoomments made by school board members are as follows:

"I fdel evaluation is an imporeht t661 to be Used by the administration and
board to help promote end 'further good educatiop in 'a school district. I also .
believe that it is the responsibility of the administration sWiff to handle
this matter and io give the board that information which'they feel is of
importance - unless spdifically asked by the Board forinformation. A Board
of Education cannot have the tiMe available to access evaluations in depth and
must.depend upon a responsible administrative staff to keep them informed, 'of.
problems or good poipts concerning on-gdAng evaluation programs."

s.

"We as a Board, do'our curriculum studies, or evaluation, through our
Educational Needs Committee. This grOdp meets once a month (in addition tq
Our regular monthly Board meetings) bd. discuss curriculum and daoluation of,
same. Our middle/high school opened in 1972. The school was evaluated by the _.

New England. AssociatiOn of Schools and Colleges in 1974 an4 was accredited for
five years, receiving an-up-date and extension pt this past year. These

Olprocedures ensure constant watchfulness on part of school and Boara regarding

RIMEL REP 21
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4

4,

AWaluation: We have a close working relationghip'between our Board and
-Administration - and staff members meet with.the'Ed.. Needs Comettee ,

'frequently and willingly as we delise into the various aspects of the program'
on.a regular basid. 1 hOpe.this h,a been helpful.

) ..
.

.
1

Superintendents, however, rate theevalhations as good to fair, and 1ke jiany
suggestions as to'Idditional types of, evaluation needed.by the distric most .

relating to curriculum,,but'some going beyond the survey quesionsabout
program eValuation into areas such as certified ana non-cectified 'personnel
evaluaglon,- And board self7eyaluation. .

,

Many' school boardtmembers want'mere programevaluWon information (51%); they'
feel it,would be usefut*to iihem in making'proOaxrdecisions1 d to 'some extent
ocamunicating with their community. They find evaluation infc4mation
presenied to them to be useful, particularly in monitoring pro rams., Yet,
almost two thirds do not have a policy for program evaluation: Policy-setting
has long been_extolled'as a primary responsibilitY and.vehicle for the school
board to accomplish its goals'for the School district.', Certainly, if board
members want evaluapion, they.can set policies to assure .that proqram
evaluation will occur.

4

A
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)
ummarv and Conclusions A

.

This study confirms the need and desire for program-evaluation.informatión by
school boards and sUperintendents in small school AistricEs: Program.
evaluations are conducted in.moet-of the districts surveyed, although the
'depth and/or, regularity with which they ore conducted varies widely. 'Program
evanations'in nall distriáts rely greatly on student test/achievement dater-

,

and they-also receive help from outside .agencies in ponducting or ,compiling
the,information.. The board receives the information in most cases; 0510y may
requeSt the information in a..majocity of districts; or they liay receive'
information unsought. In either case, they-welcome the infoilmakidn-and Lige it
to mOnitorongoing programso and to make progiam decisions. Many school board
members are-satisfied with the mmoUnt of program evaluation ivj their

4 districts; more than half want more program evgluation., BoWeler, curriculum
and its evaluation doe notcommand muOh.board time, and many boards donot.

'have policies to.assure- he progr evlauation they say that they want..
,

.Boards and superintendents dissem nate the information theST have dryprogram-,
evaluation at board meetings and hrough newspapeis and newsletter's: In many .

respects these result not s rprising. 'they are not greatly diffepent
frit= large district who-1 se donot spend much'bbard*time on -
curriculum. Th sh had more program evaluations.and the time to utilize
-student tes ate to monitor continuing programs.

411

t t

Many questions are left unanswered by a survey of this tyio. Even though the
school districts were identified on a random sample basis, their
representativeness of small schools acioss.the codhtry is not known.' Many
probing questions to follow responses from survey form( must be left unasked.
The hindsight with which ope clearly sees ways to ask better quesiions or to
add another pertinent question cannot now be incorporated into this"particular
survey.

Oyerail, there,$eems to be a positive reception of and tt least intended use
of what program evaluation information is available. From authors whose bias
values program evaluation fof the decision-makers of school district,
congratulations to those districts who, in spite of limited resOurces, time
and number of personnel', find Ways to carry.out and use program evaluation.
One hopes that others will find,creative\ways to gather and the interest in
-using program evaluation for the improvement of the districts. A final note
,of author bias would say to those developers of evaluation methodol gy, that

, a in the quest for ever more sophisticated ways of-analyzing and desig ng
evaluations, it is hoped that the needs.of the small an4/or rural sch
districts'are not forgotten.
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If your State has laws or regulations ahoui program evaluation, please attach copiesi
if available. If you do not have copies, but know that such laws exist, please
check here:

4

Please use this space to make any additional comments about, evaluation or the survey.

al
,

. PROGRAM EVALUATION SIIRVEY FOR BOARD MUM

4
We ere trying tO determine tte evaluation needs and/or uses of evaluation
information of -*school boards in small school districts. Your.help in

.completing this questionnaire is greatly Appreciated. Please circle the

VOU4 contlabution to ttA. t66onJ iA yen* peatty appA eigteti. 16 you woutd tihe a
summany 06 Ae4u.t.t4 ptearie 'mint youA name and addAms n the bad 06 the ketuAn ervetope

-(UUT on tki,a queationna4Atl. We Wat Agi that you get

te

KE TO SCHOOL
BOAR P SMAINSHIP

Nonhvosa%
Aegionel
Educetionsl
Latiorsiory

nulbet of your response.
tt,

What,does school or program evaluation mean .to 'you?

ACCOUNTAHIL/TY?

CONTINUOUS MONITORING OF ON-GOING PROGRAMS?

1

3 DFCISIONS-FOR CONTINUATIOWOR TERMINATION?

4 ASSESSMENT\OF STUDENT PROGRESS?

5 COMPARISON OF DIFFERENT TYPES OF PROGRAMS7

OTHER? o

4'

. Q-2. Does your district conduct curriCulumL-evaluations?

1.

a
'YES, REGULARLY

YES,. TO COMPLY WITH FEDERAL/STATE REGULATIONS ONLY

-1 YES:. ;ONETIMES

4 ONLY IN UNUSUAL CIRCUMSTANCES

NOT AT ALL

6 t DON'T KNOW AT.THIS TINE

o.

%
Q-3. .Does your school board (equest program evaluation fromt. school

t

district officials?
,

l \
8 *

orrEm 2 SOMETIMES' I SELDOM 4 NEVER

1



Nr,

IW

0-4. Do you receive
program aaluation information

distfici without requesting it?.

1. orrEN - 2 SOMETIMES 3 nom 4 NEVER

Is the inforsiation
from evaluetionS presented

ih a way that the Board. finds it. useful?

0

fromlour school.
4.

.YES

NO .

*94. How does your school dard use the 'valuation information?

DETERMINE THE FUTURE OF ON-GOING PROGRAM,

2 DETERMINE aft FOR A NEW PROGRAM

3 PROGRESS REPORT TO COMMUNITY PATRO'NS

4 SCHOOL ounpicT PERsomm calmoNs

lET POLICY

6 6THER

Do yo disseminate -the program eval ion information to_particular.groups of paCrons?

Q-41. If yes, to what groups?

. SO

If yes, how

1 KOWSPAPtii.

is the information disseminated?

#

2 CIIMMUNITY MEETINGS

3 . SCHOOL MEETINGS

.1 4. OTHER

3 ci

4

1

9,

A
vs

Q.G. If you do not "preseptly have access to progJ-timN\
information, would this kind of information be

ni MAKING PROGRAM DECISION67

1 : U4 COMMUNICATING WITH THE COMMUNITY7

A3 . .

g A
evalusaion
helpful-to you

Q-11. Does the school board went more or less curriculum
information?

I. MORE

2 ...LESS

3 SATISFIED WITIPPRESENT AMOUNT

e0aluation

0-12. If you do not have
curriculum evaluation In your district,

the,pcincipal reasons? .,.

I. LACK OF RESOURCES

r PERSONNEL HAVE 0/HER HIGMER PRIORITY RESPONSIBILITIES--

3 NO FEDERAL/STATE PROGRAMS WO REQUIRED EVALUATION

what are

4 OTIIERs

. What percent of its time do you estimate your 'board spends on
curriculum matter's? -

Q-I4. Do you have a poliOy Cot !grogram evaluation?

I. YES

2 NO

4If yes, please states

' Q-15. Stsits in which school .distwict IA locateds

0*1.6. 'Approximate numbmr of studehtl in school districts.
11

1
SOO or less :

-........ 500-1000 loop-isoo More
I

than ISOO

4 rs



.

.

.

.

.
-,.

.If your State hasjavi or res0:ations about
program eVbluatioplesse sand copiesif available. -It.you do not have copiew.'but.Abou

th4 !Mich limes exist,:plense check. ,
;-

here:

nesse use this spece.to make any additional coents tout evaluation or.the survey.
-,PROGRAM EVALUATION SURVEY FOR SUPERINTINDENTS

,Werlte trying to determine the evaluation
needs and/or practices of small-

school dtstricts In the region. Your help in completing this
. questionnaire is greatly appreciated. Please circle the number of"your

reaponse.

1

2"

What does evaluation meen.to you?

ACCOUNTABILITY

CONTINUOUS MONITORING OF ON-GOING PROGRAMS?

4
3 DECISIONS FOR CONTINUATION OR TERMINATION?

4 ASSESSMENT or STODEMT PROGRESS?
*1

5 COMPARISON OP DIFFERENT TYPES OF PROGRAMS?

6

,

ORKER?

Q-2. What types of evaluation are conducted in your district?

1 FEDERAL PROGRAMS?

2 TITLE PROGRAMS

3 STATE PROGRAMS

4 ' ACCREDITATION

5 DISTRICT -WIDE PROGRAMS
e %

6 INDrVIDUAL SCRO0ePROGRAMS

7 NONE

8 MIERVouit eontUbut.ion to'fiti6'06ont i4 vety.gAtatty apmeciated. 1,6 you would ethe aMummtty od aeAtitt4 ptia4e want
youA name agd addAehe on the bach.o4 the IlltuAn metope(NOT on th.0 que4tionggne).

We wilt ',ice that you get it.

KEYS TO SCHOOL
BOARDSMANSHIP

of,

a



1
001.9u have a district-wide standardited testing program?

3

1 YES
ft, 4

2 NO

*44 5

SO, MEAT TESTS ARO ADMINISTERED?

a

REGIONAL EDUCATION LABORATORY..

: .
s.PRIVATE EVALUATIoN AGENCY

EDUCATION SERVICE DISTRICT
.

6 OTHER

11 TO WHAT GRADES?' r
4P. Q.--7, If sources'were available, whak.additional.types of evaluation do you

0r.feel your district needs?Cr-i. Do you have a atef person in y'ObT-district responsible for your
.;.evaluations?

. k . .

,

1 YES

2 NO

If yeS, is NeYshe

esl FULL TIME

2 PART TIMIt

If part time, is he/shei-

1 CLASSROOM TEACHER?
2* PRINCIPAL?
3 GUIDANCE COUNSELOR?
4 OTHER?

Is the person trained In measurement sntevaluation?

1 YES

'2 NO

Q-5. Bow effective do you considerthe evaluations conducted in your
district?

1 EXCELLENT

'2 GOOD

F.A4

.4 POOR

v'eRx

4

Does your school board request information that relates to prograTs
or program evaluation?

YES

s 2r: NO
"

Give ep examples

Q-9. If you had intormation gathered
through evaluation, would it help you

communicate with your school board7

1 YES .

2 NO

Explain:

State in which School District is located:

No. of Schools

No. of Teachers

NO. of Students

0
f

S.

11-4. Is the e al agency's-from whom you get evaluation assistance?

1 STATE DEPARTMENT or EDUCATION

2 Sops OR OMER IHTERMSDIATE AUNCY

1,
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Number of Districts
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NUMBER OF DISTRICTS BY STATE 61.HEW REGION
.

WITH STUDENT POPULATION OF 1,500 OR LESS
4.

.

ST7E 9Dist.
9 Diet.
in'REGION

% of.

Total,

9 Dist.

in Same1e
Jandom

le-9

Connecticut. ' 60
Maine 202.

Maesachusetts 149
New Hampshire 122
Rhode Island 9

Vermont, 248

.

,

.

/
/

_
,

\

,

\

\
,

REGION I TOTAL 796' 8 7 .26 30

4
New Jersey 321
New York 303

..

. .

"1

REGION II TOTAL 624 20 30

Delaware 2

Maryland .18

Pennsylvania '70
Virginia 18

West Virginia. 1

A

w

,0.9

.

.

REGION III TOTAL 109 1.2 4 27

Alabama 13
Florida 5

Giorgia $ 24
Kentoicky 32.

Missiesippi ,30

Wirth Carolina 8

Sot:1th Carolina 16

T:nnessee '32

s

.

,

if

.

,

.

,

REGION IV TOTAL , o 1.8 , 32
I

Illinois 716
Indiana '90
Michigan 182
Minnesota 314
Ohib 187
Wisconsin_ 284

,

,

/

REGION V TOTAL .1773 19.6 59
0 .

30

Arkansas 312
New Mexico 54

Oklahoma 564
Texas-. 817

_

..

,.

,

.

.

'1

.

. i

REGION VLTOTAL _1747
4

19.3
.

f GA
, 30

!

NWRI12,

,o

4

4

0

9/1 /79



.

STATE ilinst.
I Dist. '

in REGION"'
% of
Total '

,# Dist.
in Sample 1

Random
Sample I

Iowa 361
Kansas \-- 249

.Missouri 419
Nebraska 397

, -
.

,

.

REGION VII TOTAL .1426 '" 1%.11 47 30
,

Colorado 132
Montana 383
North Dakota 306
South Dakota 172
Utah 14
Wyoming 35

,

.
.

.

.

. ....

REGION VIII TOTAL 1042 11.5 34 30

Ar izona 160
California 635,-Nevada---/ 8

,

.

..

REGION IX TOTAL 803 8. 26 30

Alaska 23
Idaho 79
Oregon 262
Washington, 198 .

,.

..

REGION X TOTAL 562 . 6.2 19 30'
GRAND TOTAk e 9036 99.9, - 298 .

NWREL REP

4

(657A
. , '9/18/79



SURVEY RESPONSE FROM SUPERINTENDENTS ,

Region I Region VI
Connecticut 1 Arkansas 8
Maine 1 Oklahoma 13
Massachusetts 2 Texas 14
New Hampshire 1 New Mexico 2
Rhode Island Total 37
Total

t
5

4

Region VII'
Region II Iowa 9
New York 10 Kansas 9
New Jersey 11 Missouri 9
Vermont 1 Nebraska 12
Total 22 Total 39

Region III Region VIII
Pennsylvania 2 Colorado 4

1 Montana 10
Total 3 nip 0

Notth Dakota 7

South Dakota A
Region IV Wyoming 2
Georgia 1 Total 27
Kentucky 0

Misgissippi- 1
*
South Carolina 0 Region IX
Tennessee 0 Arizona 4
Al4bama 0 CalifOrnia 16
total

Region V

2, Total

Region X

20

Illinois 19 Idaho 3
Indiana 2 Oregon 7

-Michigan 5 Washington 8
Minnesota 9 Total 18
Ohio 6

Wisconsin 4

Total 45 Total for All Districts: 218

lot

4 8

1



,

Region I

SURVEY RESPONSE FROM SCHOOL BOARD CHAIRS

ConneCticut I

Maine 0

Massachusetts 0
New Hampshire 0

Rhode -Island , 0
Total :t

Region II
New York 9

.liew Jersey 2

VerMont 0

Total . 11

Region III

'Pennsylvania
Virginia
'Total 0

Region IV
Georgia

Xentucky
Mississippi -1

South Carolina 0
, Tennessge 0

0.
Total 3

Region V

'Illinois
Indiana

;Minnesota
. phio

Wisconsin
Total

10

2

2

6

5

6

6 31

Region VI

Arkansas-
Oklahoma4

%Texas
New Mexico
Total

Resion VII
Iowa

.Kansas

Missouri
Nebraska
Total

'Region- VIII

Colorado
Montana
Utah
North Dakota
South Dakota
Wyoming

Total

'Region IX
Arizona

California
Total

6

5

1

)19

2

1

5

3

11

4

3

0

13

2

9

11

Region X
lIdaho 1

Oregon 6

Washington 6

Total 13

4
Total for All Districts: 113

t"'
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Appendix C

, Letters and Post Card
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October 25 1979

.

Dear

.411
0 3,

4

As part of a project to.develop cantiniling education materials for school
board members (KBYS.Ta,gSCHOOL DOAMDSMANSHIP), I am involved tn deVeloping
workshops about the'school board's role In program evaluation% LOoking at
program evaluation,' Ilfind_thA vervlittle information is'available about
what evaIuatA0r1 ipformation small school districts have;,need or use. 'In
'.OrdOr tO bulb a Set of materials which are really useful'for schbol boards'
and superintendentii, ,1 need to know if you conduct evaluatiohs in.your'

:dtitrict, what types of eyaluations you do, and how that information, is used,.

The two.key people whom we feel would be most knowledgeable in.this area are,'
the School Board'Chair and the Superintendent. Your district is one of i
small nbmber of sabool districts in 10 regioris of the entire country which has
keen-selected pt random. In order for the survey results to:acCurately reflect
the thinking Of.schoOl boards and superintendents across the country,.it is -

.iMportaht.that You .complete the enclosed survey. .c

You maybe assured of complete confidential4ty. The survey has an identifi-,'
cation number for mailing purposes only. s,is so that,we may check your
name 'off/of the mailing list when yoUr questionnaire id returned. Your name .

will'nelier be placed on the questionnaire. he inforMation will be compiled
from the total sample, and there will be nothing in the resUlts which would
identify you or your district. f. . .

.

1

The results of this research will be made ivailable.to.state sCloli.- board°

,

associations, to our project staff, and to other.groups or orglaizations
intereated in small school districts. You may receive a summaiy of the0 d

4 P results by writing "copy of resuliS requested" on the back'of the return \ '

'envelope and printing youriname and address below it. Please do not put th
-infOsmation'on the survey itself.

°.,ca

uld be-very happy to answer any questions you might-11v% Please write or
1. ,The tilephone number is (501) 248-6844.- Thank you for your assistan

"Sincerely,

Elizabeth A. Tomblin, Ph.D.
Keys to SchOol Boardsmanship Project

tTrib
1(

5645A
10/4/79



-4,ast week a questionnaire seeking your opinions about prograM evpluatton in
yodt school district was mailed to you. Nbur name was drawn inA rand&
sample of school districts throughout.the.country.

\

If you have already compt41ted'ana returned it tO us, please accept odr .101cere-
thanks. If not, please doso today.. Because it hae been.sent to Only, a
small, but representative fipple of supertntendents and School Board Chairs,

(j-it Is extremely important tttat yours also be'included tn the study if the
, results are to accurately represent the opinions of each group.

If by some chance you.did not receive the questionnaire, or it got ghiplaced,
please call me right now,-c011ect (593-248-6844) and I will get another one in
the mail to you today", L,

siAbgrely,

Elizabeth- Tomblin
Keys to school Boardsmanship

,#

n

4 ,
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November 5, 1979
4

Dear:

About three Weeks ago I wrote to, Youse
evaluation in your district. As of today
questionnaire. t

If

- The Keys,,to School Eoardsmanship ptojedt

such a scarcity of information about pr
districts.. We ate trythg to' devlop mitt
evaluation for school board Members in
informaton is vital to the developme of

t 1

Our sample waS draWn randomly from small
number of small School districts'in each

ing information about program'
have ,not received yOue completed

is-doing this study,, because there is
am eValuation in small school

ials About curriculum and its
all school districts. The survey
.appropriate material6 in these areas.

sChool districts in the nation. The
region 16 iito that your survey

may be the only one, or one-of 'very few, from yoUr state. In order for the
;Audit results to be .representative of those superintendents and' School board
chairs_ in'each irea, it is essential for each person to return his or her
suit*. Ifyour,directory did not give us_yOur dortect name but you
presently fulfill the position of superiritendent or school.board cptir (or
-!./ere schpOl boald chair durinq the previoup year) , Please completd the
survey. If' you Are 'requesting 'results, pfeate be sure your correct name and
address is on the envelope.

In; the.Went your questionnaire hs been misplaced,:is replacement is
. enaosed, Youi cooperation -is gr atty appretiated..

,

Sincerely,

'Elizabeth A, Tolfiblin, Ph.D.
1,

Keyi.to School SOardsmanShip-Projecy

'a 1

^


