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INTRODUCTION

This document represents the third irn a series of reports, the
reasons for which are directly traceable to the mission and work of
both the Center for the Study of Evaluation (CSE) and the Laboratory
in School and Community éducation (LSCE), units of the Graduate School
of Education, UCLA.

Over the past three years, the Systemic Evaluation research
project of the Program Evaluation unit in CSE's Methodology Program
has conceptua1ized,.developed and refined the idea of comprehensive
information systems for districts and schools (Sirotnik and‘dakes,
1981a; 1982a; Sirotnik, 1982). Coordinated with this effort has been
thé work over the past fodr years in the Multilevel Methods for Local
Sdhoo] Improvement projecﬁ (Burstein, 1980; 1983). Both of these
researth foci have been influenced by past and current CSE work in the
Practices and Policy Programs; exampies are the studies in (1)
evaluation practices (e.g., Lyon, et al, 1978), (2) using evaluative
findings (e.g., Alkin, et al, 1979}, (3) Tinking testing, evaluation
and instruction processes (e;g., Bank énd Williams, 1980 and 1981),
and (4) organiéing evaluative practices to serve both educational and
political purposes (e.g., nger, 1981).

The companion line of inquiry at the LSCE builds not only upon
the idea of systemic evaluation but upon the appropriate paradigm of
school renewal and change that is necesgary to implement the process.
This work finds its origins in the Institute for Development of

Educational Activities and its Study of Educational Change anc School




Improvement (e.g., Bentzen, 1984 and Goodlad, 1975), the subsequent A

Study of Schooling (e.g., Goodlad, Sirotnik and Overman, 1978 and

Goodlad, 1983), and past, and current work in the LSCE.(e.g., Sirotnik
and Oakes, 1981b, ¢ and 1983 and Heckman, Oakes and Sirotnik, 1983).

We use the phrase "syst§mic eva1uation“ as shorthand for ﬁhe idea
of a comprehensive information system for schools and districts that
provides in-depth quantitative and qualitative description of
schooling and thereby facilitates dialogue, judgment, decision-making,
and action by those concerned with and/or fesponsib1é for schooling.
The process is essentially formative since it is conceived of as being
Jongitudinal with the usual feedback-revision loops for adapting to
the ever-changing circumstances of schooling. The process is also not
constrained conceptually nor operationally by the traditional input-
output "factory" model of schooling that relies upon achievement ocut-
come criteria.

To be sure, monitoring student achievement progress is a funda-
mentally important part of the system. hBut we see these "outcomes" as
pieces of a larger system that can easily be "inputs" when the system
is viewed interactively and longitudinally. Moreover, it is exceed-
ingly difficult to give any theofetica1 credibility to simplistic
input-output models given {a) the multiplicity of “cutcomes” that
arises when the full range of.school functions are recognized, (b) the
multivariate nature of context and process that obtain when a systemic
view is taken, and (c) the ambiguity of proper temporal locations of
these variables when conceptualizing the process of schooling over

time.



Indeed, our systemic view of schooling compels us to think more

in terms of what has been calle¢ a cultural resnonsive (Goodlad, 1975)

mode! of the process of schooling. This approach treats schools and
their districts and their communities ecologically, recognizing the
interdependence of the circumstances and activities of schooling with
the ways in which people respond cognitively and affgctive1y in the
total setting. This orientation further suggests that the
jnterventionist perspective on bringing about school chaﬁge is
destined for failure--as amply demonstrated over the past two to three
decades. (See, for example, the Rand studies by Berman and
McLaughlin, 1975). People need to "own" their innovations; they need
to be continually involved in the change process over which
relevancies, contents, procedures and revisions are determined and
acted upon.

How these ideas--the informational content of schooling, the
cultural responsive model, and the dynami€s of educational change--all
come together has been discussed in depth in the previous two
de1iverab1es for the Systemic Evalugtion project. Suffice it to note
here the following implications of this work:

1. Outcome indices have 1imjted value, beyond their immediate
descriptive signal, for helping direct an agenda for school
improvement. |

2. A necessary raquisite is relevant information on the

circumstances, activities and sentiments associated with the

schooling process.



3. The criteria of relevance are based upon the perceived needs
of the significant "actors" in the setting (e.g., administra-
tors, teachers, students, parents) and the inherent value
systems through which these perceptions are filtered.

4. Information gathering as knowledge production has several

crucial and interrelated features:

a. It is operationalized with a multi-method approach to data

collection (e.g., survey gquestionaire, interview, anecdotal

and structured observation, document and archival records).
b. It is conceptualized and analysed in a multi-level (e.qg.,

individual, class, school, district) perspective.

c. It embraces multi-inquiry pairadigms (e.g, empirical

analytic, naturalistic/interpretive and critical-
dialectic). N
5. Information as knowledge is not an end in itself but is,
instead, a catalyst for evaluative discourse and action;
systemic evaluation must, therefore, be legitimized as a
natural and on going part of the daily work life of those for
whom the knowledge is to be relevant.
Again, there is‘much conceptual work behind these rather cryptic
summary statements, énd thé reader is invited to review the past
deliverables referenced above.
In this reﬁbrt we tarn our attention more toward thé actual

contents likely to be useful in a comprehensive information system for

schools and districts. This includes both an inventory of the



relevant aspects of schooling, categories of information, and poten-
tial data sources, and exemplars of the actual survey items, interview
guestions, cbservation protocols, archival records, and so forth that
might operationalize the system.

bThe reader taking serTgys]y our foregoing summary offpast work
may find this purpose for our present work contradictory. Have we
not, after all, argued that knowledge of a setting must be generated
by and for the people in the setting? We have, ard will continue 10
so argue. Schools and districts can be seen to be unique cultures
within themselves that attach meanings to structures, evént§ and
feelings in their setting that are not readily generalizeable across
settings.

However, one need not, invent the wheel in order to select an
automobile that meets one's particular transportation needs. Notwith-
standing the cultural uniqueness of schools, there exist clear common-
alities that cut across schools and that inevitably surface as school
people begin to take stdck of their circumstances, activities and

sentiments. For example, in the comprehensive A Study of Schooling; .

Goodlad (1983) identifies one, non-exhaustive lict of schooling
commonplaces: teaching practices, content (subject matter), instruc-
tional materials, physical environment, activities, human resources,
evaluation, time, organization, communication, decision- making,
leadership, goals, issuds and problems, implicit ("hjdden") curricu-
lum, and controls (or restraints).

Our mission here is not to arrive at the definitive, categorical

1ist of commonplaces. Rather, it is to acknowledge the existence of

commonalities to which people in schools can reiate. Evidence for

-5-
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tnis position comes not only trom the vast array of educational
research implications for school practice (e.g., mastery learning,
time-on-task, grouping practices, etc.), but also from our own
inventory of instrumentation developed by schools and districts to
build 1nf6rmation systems approaching the type we are proposing here.
The overlap we have found in item content from one survey 1o another
is considerable and hardly coincidental.

Thus what we attempt to provide in this report is not a blueprint
of Eﬂg.systemic evaluaticn package to be used in any given district in
any given school. Instead, we offer a framework for the commonplaces
of schooling and an extensive sampler of ways in which they can be
operationalized for the purposes of buiiding an information system.
This sampler will have sekged its purpose if people--who are actively
engaged in seeking knowledge for improving their school--use it for
selecting relevant items fo be used as they are or in modified form,
for deleting items that are irrelevant, and/or for suggesting areas of
concern that have nct beeh operationalized and should be..

Towards achieving this purpose we organize what follows into five
chapters. First, we present soﬁe common conceptiaﬁé of schooling that
have typically guided school 1mprovemgnt efforts but that are
insensitive to the dynamics of school change as described above.
Second, an alternative concercion is discussed which incorporates
these dynamics and suggests a school-focused inquiry process that is
compatible with the concept of systemic evaluation. Third, -we review
severa] orientations guiding the use of information systems currently
in practice and examine them in terms of our own orientaticn regarding

vk -6-
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er is oresentzd and discussot in terms of {3} & frame-
work for sorting out the contznt of schooling and {b) procedural
issues inciuding instrumentation, the collec*tion of data in schools
and communities, and the Jse ¢f technology. Finally, we will outline
«nat might be calied the “humanization” of data, i.e., the ways ir
which data can be analyzed, organized, and reported back to people
such that these data can be used at the different levels of schooling

for the different information purposes that exist at these levels.



COMMON CONCEPTIONS OF SCHOOLING

So far as we know, there is no theoretical (in the strict sense
of the term) model of schooling that enjoys replicable and
generalizable empirical support.l Yet there is no lack of conceptual
models of schoo11ng, many of thch provide useful heuristics
for guiding inquiry into, and furthering our unde: standing of, the
process of schooling.

However, for all the conceptual schematics that punctuate the
Titerature on modeling schooling, there are few surprises. They have
grown 59 comprehensive over the past decade that subs}antive
differences between them are minimal. For example, most modern views
of schooling acknowledge (1) ;oth cognitive and affective outcomes,
(2) the importance of perceptions (e.g., school work environment and
classroom learning environment), (3) exogenous variables such as
community characteristics (e.g., SES), and (4) the various effects of
differentiil resource allocations.

Differences bLetween models of schooling, therefore, are found
much less in their contents as they are in the images of schooling
guiding the ways in which these contents are conceptually organized.
Without meaning to offend those who have scent considerable time and
effort developing specialized versions of schooling models, it will

sarve our purposes adequately to simply dichotomize the whole state-of

1" By the "strict sense” meaning of the term theoretical we mean theory
as defined, for example, by Kerlinger (1973, p. 8): "A theory is a
set of interrelated constructs (concepts), definitions, and
propositions that present a systematic view of phenomena hbv specifying
relations among variables, with the purpose of explaining and
sredicting the phenomena."



affairs into what we will call “outcome-bound” versus "outcome-free"
conceptualizations of schooling. By outcome-bound we mean schooling
conceptions whose contents find their raison d'etre in their «ventual
1ink-up with designated student learning outcomes, usually achievement
tests and usually of the norm-referenced (standardized) variety. By

outcome-free we mean schooling conceptions whose contents are seen to

refiect the complex and multi-faceted organizations that schools and
their districts are--educational places responsible to their public
constituencies; as work places responsible to their employees; and as
learning places responsible to their students, to name a few.

Our choice of the term outcome-free does not mean that assessing
student achievement is not of crucial importance. But it is not the
criterion sine qua non for judging the relevance of information likely
to be useful for school improvement. Moreover, we have nothing
against well-conceived outcome-bound analyses for certain purposes and
specified time frames. But such analyses are most useful when part of
a comprehensive and realistic conception of the totality of schoo1ing;

17 the next chapter we will present an outcome-free approach to
schooling that in compatible with the perspective we are taking on
inquiry and the roie of informatioh: This discussion will be facili-
tated in this chapter by clarifying and critiquing such diverse

conceptions as input-output models, school effectiveness models,

classroom learning models, and systems theory models as examples of

what we mean by outcome-bound apprcaches. Notwithstanding their rich

.

-10-

14



and only somewhat overlapping research traditions, these approaches
sre more similar than they are dissimilap because of their exclusive
reliance on outcome measures. In effect, constructs find their way
into these models only upon the strength of their predictive
associations with achievement measures2. Not only, therefore, are
these models bound conceptually, they are bound operationally to the
fallibility of outcome measurement and the implicit value perspeé&ives
attached to measurement models (e.g., norm versus criterion-referenced
assessment) .

Input-Output Models

The easiest way to characterize these models is to note what is
missing from the phrase "input-output®--process. Input-output
conceptions typically view the school as a "black box" or mysterious
factory that somehow transforms raw materials (i.e., children) into
products that can be stacked up against quality control indicators
(i.e., standardized achievement scores) .

But any sensible factory manager will tell you that he/she can do
only so much. Quality control of the outputs depends upon ths quality
of the inputs, e.gd., raw materials, machinery, capital resources
workers, etc. Thus input-output schooling studies tyﬁica11y include
variables in one or more of the following classes of inputs: student

background (e.g., SES, ethnicity), school conditions (e.g., size,

7 The argument reparding outcome-bound models is not limited only to
achievement outcomes and includes all cognitive, affective and
psychomotor cirteria. We sometimes use the terms "outcome" and
"achievement" synonymously because of the infrequency with which other
kinds of outcomes are usually assessed.

-11-



budget), teacher characteristics (e.g., experience, attitudes), and
student attitudes (e.g., self-esteem, aspirations). The research
objective of these studies is to see to what extent these variables
can explain (i.e, predict) variance in students' achievement test

\%écores and, occasionally, student'affective outcomes (e.g., dropout,
locus of control). The Coleman, et. al. (1966) report is probably the
most well-known representative of this general class of studies which
also includes those studies more recently incorporated under the
rubric of the macroanalysis of educational productivity (see Bidwell
and Windham, 1980).

A fairly comprehensive summary of the input-output research can
be found in Glasman and Biniaminov (1981). Their synthesis of the
models, which we have reproduced here (See Figure 1) pretty much
summarizes the input output conception of schooling. For whatever

reasons, what goes on in schools and classrooms is virtually untouched

by this line of inquiry.

School-Effectiveness Models

The primary significance of the research on school effectiveness
has been to defuse the erroneous impressions of the input-output,
"schools-have-no impact" studies in the 60's and early 70's (see
Coleman et al., 1966 and Jencks et al., 1972 among others). By
focussing on organizational features within schools, school
effectiveness research begins to open the "black box" and examine
schooling process. Through the intensive study of particularly
effective schools--schools that by all empirical accounts "should not"

be effective in view of the low socio-economic background of their

B 1
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A suggested structural model of school input and
output variables (in parentheses; classifications of subgroups)

(--- main direct effects; --- secondary direct effects)

SOURCE: Glasman and Biniaminov, 1981
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student bodies--a handful of "effectiveness principles” have

been induced. These principles, which appear to enjoy some consgruct
validation through convergent findings across studies and through
contrasting findings in studies of SES equivalent but ineffective

schools (see special issue of Educational Researcher, 12(4), 1983),

are as follows (Edmonds, 1982, p. 6):

The leadership of the principal, notable for substantional
attention to the quality of instruction.

A pervasive and broadly understood instructinal focus.
An orderly, safe climate conducive to teaching and learning.

Teacher behaviors that convey the expectation that all
students are expected to obtain at least minimum mastery.

The use of measures of pupil achievement as the basis for
program evaluation.

These principles can be conveniently labelled by the phrases
"principai leadership,"” "academic emphasis," "discipline and control,"
“higﬁ expectations,” and "outcome-based evaluation" respectively. In
view of the burgeoning evidence (Rosenshine & Berliner, 1978; Denham &
Lieberman, 1980; Frederick & Walberg, 1980) on achievement gains as a
direct function of increases in actively engaged instructional
learning time, "time-on-task" could be (and often is) added as a sixth
principle of schooling effectiveness.

Notwithstanding this apparent convergence on the ingredients of
quality schooling, a general formula for school improvement is still a
distant goal. School effectiveness researchers themselves rightly
recognize the limitations of work to-date.

Two important caveats must precede a description of
the characteristics. First, researchers do not yet know

-14-

18




whether the characteristics are the causes of the
instructional effectiveness that characterizes the
effective schools. Second, the characteristics are not
rank ordered. We must thus conclude that to advance
effectiveness a school must implement all of the
characteristics at once. (Edmonds, 1982, p. 6)
However, there ére other related caveats of a general nature which are
not always explicitly recognized. Not only is the causal nature
of relationships.and order of importance of the variables not
well-understood, the nature of the variables themselves, i.e., the
number of. equivaient ways in which they can be manifested (and
potentially operationalized) is, for the most part, unknown. Even
more important are the unknown interactions between these several
effectiveness variables and other relevant variables in the
educational context specific to each school. (See Purkey and Smith,
1983, for an excellent critical review of the effective schooling
1iterature.) The importance of ﬂg&_viewing principles of quality or
effective schooling out-of-context or out-of-system cannot be
overstated. In the 1982 National Invitational Conference hosted by
NIE on "Research on Teaching and Implications for Practice,” this
theme was consistently reiterated in regard not only to implementing
the effective schooling research but also in regard to maximizing the
success of collaborative research in general. Reﬁorts by Ward and
Tikunoff (1983), Hamilton (1983), and Purkey and Smith (1983)
succinctly reference and describe the main featd}eg of the contextual

argument and reinforce our own systemic work to date. Hamilton (1983,

p. 1), for example, notes that, " _.schools are social organizations.

-15-
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Wwhat teachers and students do can never be comprehended solely in
terms of teaching and learning academic subject matter.”

Current trends in the research on school effectiveness
j1lustrates Hamilton's points quite nicely. Certainly we all believe
in academically engaged 1earnihg time, strong curricular leadership in
the school's administrative structure, orderly and non-disruptive
classroom learning environments, rigorous and curriculum-based
achievement monitoring, and the mastery of basic academic skills.
Moreover, we believe--along with the ar;FWtects of every formal,
state/district curriculum document ever constructed--that the social,
personal and career functions of schooling are also important, i.e.,
that critical thinking, becoming a cooperative and contributing
citizen, learning to be a responsible decision-maker, and so on are
also legitimate éSpirations for the schooling enterprise. Thus, we
believe in whole host of other viable instructional strategies such as
cooperative learning, student-decision-making, individualization, and
flexibility and variety in activities (role play, simulation, field
trips, etc.)

‘ And, as the results come in from all over the country where
attempts to replicate effective sﬁhoo1ing are taking place, the
champions of school effectiveness are 2dding new variables (like those
above) to their original lists of half a dozen or so "principles." In
other words, they are discovering that not all the original
“principles" need to be in place for "effective" schools and there
exist a host of other variable that may or may not contribute to

effectiveness. The irony, of course, is that as these lists grow into

-16-
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eclectic compendiums of the most touted pedagogical prac;ices, they
inevitably include "empirically" contradictory recommendations. An
example is the comprehensive list given by Mackgnzie (1983). Here we
find in the same array of dimensions of effective schooling, the
principles of academically engaged learning time, content coverage,
and formative testing on the one hand and, on the other, things such
as cooperative learning, group interaction, and personal interaction
between teacher and students. The time-on-task literature,
concentraﬁing solely on achievement outcomes, has often found negative
correlations between these two clusters of insructional practices.3
Obviously, it is not a right-wrong/either-or issue; it's an issue of
enliightened and creative combining of muftip]e strategies to achieve a
variety of schooling goals.

Thus, we conclude that the school effectiveness mode]vis
inadequate for conceptualizing and identifying empirically many of the
features of schooling that could inform school improvement efforts.

To be sure, it is nice to know that organizational constructs like
"principal leadership" and affective constructs like "climate of high
expectations" can be expected to relate to at least one kind of method
of assessing student achievement. But even if they didn't, these and
the other principles of effectiveness (e.g., discipline) have been
perennial concerns of administrators, teachers, parents and students,

Q

3 Karweit's (1983) review of the time-on-task literature identifies
several factors that call into question the relation of time,
achievement, and instructional organization.

-
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and thus they would become likely contents of a comprehensive

information system.

Classroom Learning Models

This may be somewhat of a misnomer for this section since the
most useful of these models wisely include important variables at the
school and community levels of the schooling enterprise as well.
Nevertheless, their focus is on the teaching-learning context and
activities in the classroom and the indicators of student learning
outcomes of this process. Although there is considerable variety
among these various models, they tend, generally, to have either a
psychological/sociological orientation or an instructional/
technological orientation or both. In effect, they are all input-
process-product oriented and take yet another significant step toward
examining the process of teaching and 1eafning.

One example is Walberg's (1976) psychological characterization of
the learning environment and the incorporation of student perceptions
as a pr1mary mediating construct between structural antecedents and
learning outcomes. (See Figure 2.) A somewhat more sociological bent
ic given to this formulation by models such as Moos' (1979) that
include school and éﬁassroom organizational features (e.g.,
cooperative learning versus ability grouping). (See Figure 3)

In contrast, the more technical formulations make explicit the
way classroom structures, and instructional practices are allocated
toward the production of student learning. Brown and Saks (1980,
1983a, 1983b), for example, go so far as actually specifying the"

mathematical production function between one or more instructional

.
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Pretest knowledge

Pretest attitude

Pretest understanding
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Overlap of lessons with outcome 1 easures

Overiap of homework with outcome measures

immediats outcome
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Posttest understanding
Posttest attitude

Structural stage

Extended outcome
Follow-up tests
Transfer

Generalization

Behavior

Personality

TeacRer characteristics

Student perception
of classroom environment

/

Student background
{Heredity)
Family environment

Peer environment

Community environment

Figure 2

A mediation diagram for student learning

(This figure is not a path diagram and thus does
not identify all causal variables and paths)

SOURCE:

[
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inputs and one or more iearning outputs at individual or group (e.g.,
classroom) levels. Assuming they can be measured, even constiucts
such as teacher "tastes" (e.g., different preferences for c]assrbom
management strategies) can be included. Then, using methods
essentially borrowed from econometrics, learning curves can be
predicted and optimized. A primary weakness of this approach, of
course, is its reliance on the hope that relevant schooling inputs,
outputs and their interactions can be identified and measured with
validity as easily as, say, unemployment indices and GNP.

A more general and "socio-technicé]" approach is taken by
Harnischfeger and Wiley (1978 and 1981). First, they recognize at
least some of the schooling context. Second, they further specify
what they argue are the key features of instructinal technology that
produces student learning. Their approach is largely based upon the
earlier (and more primitive) time-on-task models advocated by Carroll
(1963) and Bloom (1973). As in most classroom-focussed learning
models, student achievement is wisely assessed by instructionally
sensitive (or criterion-referenced) outcome measures.

The contextual emphasis in the Harnischfeger-Wiley (H-W) model is
noteworthy both for the wisdom of its inclusion but also for its
rather parochial content. In Figure 4, we have included the general
H-W (1977) model of student achievement and the specific H-W (1981)
model wherein the process component is further delineated to reveal
the emphasis on available and active learning time. These authors
wisely recognize that "(a)n exclusive focus on achievement, however

primary as a public signal of the failures and successes of...{(a)
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First Diagram: Gross Determinants of Pupil Achievement
SOURCE: Harnischfeger & Wiley, 1977

Second Djagram: The Teaching-lLearning Process
SOURCE: Harnischfeger & Wiley, 1981




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

scneol system, is not sufficiently informative to improve that system”
981, p.3). Thus, synthesizing the features of both models,

Harnischfege~ and Wilsy include (1) community/student background

characteristics {essentially SES indicators) that give rise to

"

“educative di “iculties,” (2) curriculum/institutional factors that
are primari® goal oriented (e.g., academic vs. vocational emphases),
and [(2) selected structural aspects of teaching and learning, namely
those most directly related to the allocation of learning time (e.g.,
grouping, seqdencing, pacing, evaluating, etc.j.

However, after noting the Yimited information-value of
achievement outcomes, M-W go or to make specific selections of precess
constructs based entirely on their relationship with a proxy (i.e.,

\
v

vime) for achievement outcomes. Entire context domains are therefore
luded: for example, the psychosocial, perceptual realms of students
(e.gq., classroom learning environment) and teachers (e.q.,
crganizational work environment). In fact, this latter
component--orcanizational climate, teacher beliefs, work satisfaction,
etc.--1s typically missing from most outcome-bound models. Yet the
~ork enyiconment (structural, behavioral and perceptual) can be seen
45 permeating these models and serving as an antecedent, mediating
mechanism, and consequent ¢f a continuing educative process embedded

1othe scheel's social ecology.

Systems Theory Models

.« note the systems approach here more for its conceptual
orientation thon for any specific model that could be diagramed as in

the previcus “igures. Systems thecry appocaic to the rational, 1inear
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and analyt < dispositions in most of us, especially in an age of o
increasing promise for technological solutions to human problems. In
a sense, systems theory is the logical conclusion of rational,
outcome-bound conceptions. The compiexity of the whole (i.e., the
system)} is duly acknowledged and then broken up into its relevant,
jnteracting components. These components achieve relevancy through
their explicit connections with the expected products of the system.
Each component is systematically analyzed in terms of its contribution
to the whole, decision-making needs, information needs, etc.
Weaknesses are identified and products are evaluated in a continuous
feedback (or cybernetic) process.

As Oettinger (1969, p. 55) points out, hrre are "at least three
conditions that must be satisfied for the systems approach to be more
than an apt metapﬁor:

1. The system being studied must be independent enough of the
systems which combine with jt to form a suprasystem for
interactions among these systems to be either
satisfactorily accounted for or else jgnored without dire

conseguences.

2. The system being studied must be one for which
well-developed and proved research and design tools exist.

3. When designing a system, we must know explicitly what it is
for."

Many organizations (primarily jndustrial) can operationalize these

conditions and profit from systems analysis. Schools can't even come

close to this, especially in relation to the third condition above.
Consider, for example, a brewing company. Given the few

contingencies around inter-factory management, locational reguiremerits
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(e.g., easy access to ingredients), and so forth, the system can be
easily circumscribed at the factory level. Given dollar profit as the
primary organizational goal, a number of intervening outcomes are
evident (e.g., product volume, quality and consistency, efficient
delivery mechanisms, etc.). Although many and complex, the relevant
system compcnents are readily visible (e.g., management and staffing,
machinery and equipment, training, ingredients, public relations and
marketing, etc.). When something goes wrong (e.g., loosely capped
bottles, bad tasting brews, delivery schedule foul-ups), the machine
and/or human errors can be adequately traced and corrected (e.qg.,
repairs, new technology, retraining, firing and rehiring).

Now, consider a school. No, perhaps we better consider schools
within their district. Come to think of it, we better include the
school community context and even the local/state governance
structures. But this is too complicated. Maybe we can focus Just on
students within their classrooms. Except we probably ought to take
into account teams and/or pods at elementary levels and departments at
secondary levels. Actually, we better take into account as much of
the interactive, multilevel nature of the schooling enterprise as
possib]e.4
But what components of the "total" system do we focus 1in on?

Moreover, what are our most important products? Certainly student

learning is one of them, but learning what and measured how?--

4 See Barr and Dreeben (1983) for an insightful examination of the
multilevel nature of how schooling in beginning reading operates.
Obviously, the process becomes even more complex as one expands the
goals of schooling, the school organization and so forth {see Burstein
(1983).
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standardized tests of basic skills? State/district
criterion-referenced tests? Teacher-made tests related to what goes
on in class? Profile of mastery learning progress accumulated over
time per individual student? While we're at it, we had better figure
out how to measure some of the other goals emphasized in a'l
state/district curriculum guides, i.e., the personal, social, and
vocational functions of schooling. In other words, besides preparing
students in the basics, we want youngsters who are cfeative and
critical thinkers, socially responsible citizens, independent and
self-reliant individuals, contributing employers/employees to the
productive work-force, and so forth.

Getting back now to the components of the system, which of t= se
*products" guide our conception? Different outcome foci could lead to
different component identification. An interactive, multivariate
perspective on outcomes could yield yet a different component
configuration. And this could all change in different ways along the
13 -year span of elementary and secondary schoo1ing,\especia11y as the
antecedent-process-consequent distinctions between variables become
increasingly blurred. But we are complicating things again. Surely
components such as community press, district policies/resources,
school goals, student and teacher characteristics, instructional
practices, and organizatinal and classroom learning environments, to
name a few, are important.

1t would be a courageous systems analyst indeed who would brave
this terrain. The more timid typically carve out a manageable

sub-system and justfy its components through their association with a

-26-
30



narrow selection of politically defensible outcome criteria (usually
achievement test scores). Thus, we are back to where we started. Ary
of Figures 1-4 represent this way out. We could combine these
approaches into a more comprehensive model that properily recognizes
more features of the system but that would remain, nevertheless,
outcome-bound.

To summarize, outcome-bound approaches fall short primarily on
two accounts: (1) the price of admittance of various types of
information to the system is often based upon the wrong currency and
(2) the process of identifying and incorporating information into the
working know1edge5 of those who need it becomes subverted. We believe
that these problems are largely overcome when a cultural/ecological
perspective is taken and the total conception is released from a

preoccupation with outcome criteria.

T We use this slightly edited definition of working knowiedge provided
by Kennedy (1982, pp. 1-2).

"Working knowledge is the organized body of knowledge that
...[people]...use spontaneously and routinely in the context of
their work. It includes the entire array of beliefs,
assumptions, interests, and experiences that influence the
behavior of individuals at work. It also inciudes social science
knowledge. The term working, as used here, has two meanings.
First, it means that this is a special domain of knowledge that
is relevant to one's job. Second, it means that the knowledge
itself is tentative, subject to change as the worker_encounters
new situations or new evidence. Although...[workers]...may
prepare for particular decisive events by studying relevant
social science evicence, they must still depend on their working
knowledge for the majority of situations they encounter. Working
knowledge often has a greater cumulative influence on policies
and practices than does the evidence that is specifically brought
to formal decision points."
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AN OUTCOME-FREE APPROACH:

IMPLICATIONS FOR SCHOOL-BASED INLUIRY

What will be discussed in this sec~ion is not a model so much as
it is a conceptual orientation of schooling--a perspective that does
not readily lend itself to being "boxed and arrowed" in a path
diagram. Instead, we present here what might be termed an
attitude--or, to be more scholarly, an epistomology--regarding the
identification and use of information in a formative inquiry process
in an organizational setting that is best understood as a cultural
ecology. First, a brief discussion of the notion of schools as
cultural ecologies will be presented. Second, the implications of
this view for inquiry and the use of information will be discussed.
Finally, the reasons for our focus on school-based (versus
district-based) inquiry will be made explicit.

Schools as Culturai Ecologies

The idea or image of schools as cultures and/or ecosystems is not
new. Our view here is influenced heavily by many writers in the
general area of the sociology of education. Just a few examples are:
Waller (1932); Barker and Gump (1964); Sarason (1971 and 1982);
Goodlad (1975); and Bronfenbrenner (1976). What we attempt to do here
is synthesize these notions into a conception of schooling that (a) is
unleashed from any particular outcome indicator, (b) suggests an array
of relevant information, and (c) suggests the form of inquiry likely
to be useful for understanding and school improvement.

By considering a school as a cultural ecology, we mean the

following: Schools are organizational settings where the circumstances
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of, and activities in, the setting interact with one another and with
the meanings that people infer from, and bring to bear on, the
setting. Moreover, significant changes or pressures introduced in one
part of the setting will have repercussions throughout the setting.
The reciprocal relationships between circumstanceé, activities and
meanings are dynamic, yet se1f—préserving; that is, people are in a
continual process of trying to make sense of, engage in, ?nd/or adapt
to structures and behavior;, in a milieu of feelings, af{itudes,
beliefs, and values, such that the setting as a whole is perceived a

ostensibly viable.

We take the circumstances of schooling to constitute the whole

array of structures, situations and physical featuresvin the school
setting--the "givens" at any point in time. Circumstantial variables
are not exclusively exogeneous variables; some are more amenable to
change than others. In fact, the exogenous-endogenous distinction is
another in the 1ist of false dichotomies eschewed by the outcome-free
perspective. Age and conditions of the school facility; community
demography; sizz of school; teacher-student ratio; teacher turnover;
student transiency; duration of current principalship; daily schedule
(e.g., period structure}; curriculum tracking policy; materials and
resources; teacher demography; etc.--these are just a few of the
circumstances that vary frqm school to school.

The activities are the behaviors and processes that constitute
the practice of schooling. These are essentially the activity |

components of the commonplaces referred to previously in the

Introduction, e.g., instructional practices, learning activities,
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decision-making, communication, evaluation, etc., at all levels of the
sqpoo]ing process. Activities are ongoing, dynamic, and quite
amenable to change.

Thus,'the setting can be characterized, and things happen in it.

Using the term loosely, we might refer to the circumstances as the
"factual" data, data that, if systematically fecorded, could be
determined through document and archival review. Again, loosely used,
the term "observational™ describes the activity data although we would
admit to this domain of information the perceptions of what goes on
not only of "observers" but of all participants.in the setting.

But there is still an extensive realm of information not captured
by just the circumstances and activities of the setting. This realm,
loosely speaking, is the "phenomenology" of the setting or the
meanings that people infer from, and bring to bear upon, the satting.
Once sizeable chunk of this domainzis the constellation of

orientations, ie., sentiments (feelings), opinions, attitudes, beliefs

and values, that interact with the circumstances and activities of
schooling. For example, certain administration-to-staff communiﬁation
mechanisms may be in place but will interact with teachers' attitudes
toward and beliefs regarding authority (e.g., principals have
legitimate power by decree versus by demonstrated leadership).
Classroom management techniques may depend upon beliefs like "The
student should be seen and not heard" versus a more egalitarian stance
in regard to student participation. The’a11ocation of teaching

resources to different content areas at a secondary school will depend
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upon opinions regarding the most important function of schooling
(e.g., academic versus vocational). And so on, ad infinitum.

To dispell yet another false dichotomy, we(are not referring here
to the "affective" realm of data; both cognitivé and affective
components exist in attitudes, beliefs, feelings, etc. (See Eisner,
1982.) These are all indicators of information that people can use to
extract meaning out of their work place, learning place, and so on.
But there are other crucial indicators by which we attach meaning to
the events and circumstances of schooling. One is a means by whick we
attach meaning to the teaching-learning act. We sample a domain of
tasks that we believe to define learning objectjves, and then we
appraise studeﬁts' performance on thi; sample of tasks--we call this
an achievement test. Of course there are crucial differences in
approaches to constructing and using achievement tests, but these need
not concern us here. The point is that such performance measures are
yet just one more class of indicators (with both "cognitive" and
"affective" components) by which educational meaning is construed.

We see these realms--circumstances, activities, and meanings--and
the information they represent as operationalizing the
cultural/ecological conception of schooling. This conception i%
outcome-free in the sense that no ore particular piece of information
is accorded supreme status b, which the validity of other information
is judged. As suggested by the schematic in Figure 5, circumstances,
activities and meanings interact reciprocally and continuously over
time. Although we have focussed our examples primarily at the

building level, our conception is easily extended by including, for
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CIRCUMSTANCES —=- —3= ACTIVITIES

MEANINGS

Reciprocal Interactions
Over Time

Figure 5

The Cultural/Ecological Image of Schooling
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example, social/political/economic contextual circumstances,
state/district/community activities, and the meanings that additional
people (e.g., politicians, district staff, parents, other community
members) bring to bear on the total setting.

Inquiry and the Role of Information

What makes the various conceptions of schooling work? How do
they become functional or practical? These questions do not have
"answers" so much as they have “or%entations“ that grow directly out
of the specific schooling conception.

Outcume-bound models, featuring inputs and outputs, processes and
products, or other “"antecedent-mediator-consequent” mechanisms, rely
upon ana1ytica1*a§sociations between constructs of the models to
suggest targets for improvement efforts. Preferably, constructs are
operationalized, quantitatively measured, and statistically predictive
and hopefully replicable relationships are determined. The ultimate
goal is to-obtain functional equations betqeen inputs, prdéesses and
outcomes such that the outcome effects due to input and process
manipulations are predictable. ‘

Following the perspective of outcome-bound models, the process of
change and school improvement is now fairly straightforward. Conduct

a needs assessment fashioned after the particular components of the

-process-product model guiding the conception. Identify the weak

1inks, e.g., ineffective principal-to-staff communication, classroom
management problems, not eriough instructional time; decreasing teacher
quality, poor reading curriculum, and so forth. Infuse the system
/ith the best that educational technology and/or policy analysis has

P
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to offer, e.qg., admjnistfgzjve leadership workshops, workshops on
¢linical teaching, lengthening the school year, merit pay for
exceptional teachers, adoption of ARS's newest reading materials kit,
and so forth. Finally, evaluate your efforts by looking for changes
in outcome performance. In effect, the elements of schooling are held
together by an analytical model that syggests the targets for
technological or po1;;y intervention.

An outcome-free conception suggests quite a different orientation
regarding schoo! improvement. It suggest: an inquiry rather than an
analytical stance. What holds the components of the
cultural/ecological image together, for example, is a process by .which

the circumstances, activities, and meanings come to be understood and

acted upon by people to whom it is relevant (see Figure 6). This

process which we have labelled critical inquiry,® is formative and

thu; serves as a definition of what we mean by school renewal.

Thus, if there are any mediating processes or connecting "paths"
between the constructs of the cultural/ecological conceptibn, it is
the process of inquiry and sc' 1 renewal itself. It is people
actively and continuously engaged in the systematic and rigorous
deliberation over any and all information seen to be potentially
relevant to schuol improvement. To be more concrete, we will repeat

~

in this feport only the skeletal features of critical inquiry. 7%

& The theory and practice of critical inquiry has been discussed
extensively in the 1982 Deliverable for Systemic Evaluation. See aiso
Sirotnik and Oakes (1983).

7 The following passages are taken with sofre modification from Oakes
and Sirotnik (1983).

4
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A Continuing Process
Over Time

Figure 6

The Cultural/Ecological Image
of the Renewing School



We use the phrace "critical inqui~y” to dencte an

epistemoiogically va'id basis upon which we (1) acknowledge criticue
as 2 legitimate method of ir . uiry, (2} acknowledge vaiues and Deliefs
as an unavoidable medium through which inquiry is conducted, and {3)
propose an inquiry apoprcach, driven by a critical theoretical starnce,
that emb?aces approp: iate information gathered through naturalistic
and empirical analytic methods. k

How is this working synthesis of inquiry perspectives gelevant
f.r educational inquiry and schoc) rerewal? First, as loagical
empiricists, we can obtain a tentative description cf those features
of the schooi context that we sece as crucial and are willing, for the
sake of measurement, to separate conceptually and to operationalize
via survey, questionnaire, test, structured interview, observation
schedule, or any other standardized method of data collection. We are
adopting, here, a very pragmatic siance, based upon a belief, rooted
in experience, in the heuristic potertial of data gathered in this
fashion, 50 long as they are reascnably reliable and valid faccording
to traditional cancns) and not over-interpreted under the guise 0OF
scientism. Our belief in the heuristic potential of this kind of
information as the empirical "data-base" of a school, i.e., its
abiiity to enrich the experiential basis for interpretation,
understanding and normative critique, recuires an exploratory stance
on data analysis and interpretation.

The payoff of the empirical aralytic perspective is the serving
up of a centinuing common base of gﬁRliEiE'descriptive material which

can serve as a catalyst for further inquiry. While some of the

information may be already known to alt of the participants, and much

A
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of it known to some of the Earticipants, a considerable portion of the
information will be new to many. The discovery of apparent
relationships among contextual elements should nrovide fresh insight
tp all participants about "the way things are” and stimulate moving to
“ne next level of inquiry, i.e., enlightment--making public the
private frames of reference. |

temploying naturalistic methodology for the interpretation of
nhenomena pfbvides a depth of understanding notlperm1tted by the more
positivist methodologies. This second approach permits adding the :
texture of individual meanings to the description of the context.
Going beyond the "facts" yielded by the data collected in the
empirical-anaiytic mode, this approach adds a sense of the whole in
terms of how human beings within the conteat experience that context.
'n other words, this methodological perspective attempts an
interpretive understanding of the circumstance, activities, and
meanings trat make up the school setting.

Interpretations can be made from data collected by trained
observers and interviewers as is typically done 1in qualitative
research. Equally appropriate, however, would be the understandings
elicited through reflection on and interpretation of circumstances,

sctivities and meanings by the pecple in the school themselves. This,

reflection and interpretation by individuals in the setting could be
expected to add new dimensions of information not permitted by the
conventicral data collection process. These dimenSions are not
nredetermined but emerge during the process of inquiry and include the

valuing of the exparience under scrutiny, making judgments about the

intrinsic worth of phenomena and assessing their importance in
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relation to other ends. Importantly, since statements made during
such a process wouid be suppcrted by reasons, the participants' bases
for making decisions, their underlying assumptions and belijef systems,
can become explicit and subject to scrutiny as well.

Finally, the third approach places knowledge gained about the
school setting within its social and historical context. Building on
the "facts” and the personal understandings that are gathered, the
critical process offers methods by which the social and political
meanings of school events can be understood. Furthermore, norms for
assessing these events and guiding future practice are embedded in
critical methodology, providing a fundamental criterion Tor the
direction of 1mprovehent and zhange. In these ways critical inquiry
makes possible a much fuller consideration of the implications of what
is done in schools. Those in schools can <ain insight into why
particular practices came into being and nrow human interests are
served by them.

The methodology of critical reflection demands that participants
attend to how educational structures, content, and processes are
linked to the social and .olitical forces inside tne setting and to
the larger social, political, and econemic context in which the school
je situated. Such questions as "What are the effects on participants
ot things being organized the way they are?" and "Who benefits from
these organizational patterns?" force the examination of both the
manifest and latent. consequences of educational practice. By bringing
these relationships to the surface, educational praétitioners can
become aware that patterns of events and their explanations are not

merely common sense, neutral, or begin, but grow out of and, in turn,
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affect particular ideological interests. Thus, language and more
importantly, the competent use of language in social discourse, for
example, ié indispensible to doing critical inquiry. By this we do
not mean grammatical or syntactical competence. We are referring,
rather, to the ingredients necessary to approach a mutual sharing of
understanding, trust, and active engagement in the process of change.
To summarize this crucial aspect of critical inquiry is beyond the
scope of this report. Again, the reader js referred to the material
cited in footnote 6.

In summary, doing critical inquiry can be likened to wearing
three hats at the same time: (1) one hat representing critical
inquiry and a dedication to explanation and understanding only within
a normative perspective that maintains an continued dialectic between
schooling practices and human interests; (2) one hat representing

naturalistic/interpretive inquiry and & dedication to understanding

the conditions of schooling in terms of historical and current school
events and peoples' experiences of those events; and (3) one hat

representing empirical analytic inquiry and a dedication to the

usefulness of descriptive (survey-type), experimental, and/or
quasi-experimental methodologies to yield information of potential
value not only to pedagogical improvement but also to furthering
understanding and normative critigue.

Clearly, this three-pronged orientation toward inquiry is.as
compatible with the cultural/ecological conception of schoolin? as it

is incompatible with an analytically driven, input-process-output or
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"factory" model of schooling. The bulk of this report is focused on
the second two "“hats" and, in particular, on the survey, interview,
observational and document/archival sources of information that feed
into the total critical inquiry process;

N
/

The Focus of School Improvement and'Change: District Versus School

Ore important issue that has.remained impiicit in the discussion
thus far needs to be addresseﬁvin the context of the way schools and
schooling are currently orgéﬁized. Schoo]s do not exist in an
organizational vacuum as separately managed, fiscally independent
entities. . ,

Ordinarily, schools are 9;9;n1zed jnto districts that are staffed
by numerous professionals ref1ect1ng many respons1b111t1es
superintendants, assistant superintendants, directors of research,
evaluation, curriculum, etc., content specialisys, special education
staff, in-service training staff, and so forth. Authority structures
between schools and districts with respect to such matters as
personnel, budget and expenditures, resource allocation, curriculum
and instruction, and evaluation are generally explicit. . Although
1ines of authority become more flexible as districts structures range
from centrailized to decentralized, they never disappear.

District support--in spirit as well as substance--is crucial to
school improvement and change; and, therefore, many who view school
improvement see the point of focus as the district. For reasons of
management authority, resource allocation, technical expertise, and
planning and follow through efficiency, to name just a few, the

district is viewed as the primary vehicle for initiating,
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legitimating, planning, implementing, and sustaining programs of
school improvement. In our attempt to ascertain the current
"state-of-the-art" of school information systems (see next chapter),
it never occurred to us to sample schools. Instead, we sampled
districts, assuming that school information systems of the type we
were looking for would invariably exist only insofar as districts
would have designed and supported them.

Yet we take a very different view on the fundamental issue--we
see the school as the primary focal point for bringing abouE
improvement and change. This should not be surprising given the
foregoing discussions on schools as cultural ecolcgies, the importance
of inquiry and school renewal, and the role of information in staff
planning and development. Notwithstanding the power of districts to
"make or break" school improvement effor<s, the day-to-day action is
in schools and classrooms, not district offices. Ultimately, teachers
have the power to "make or break" tﬁe {improvement effort.

This leads back to the recurrent theme of this report. Top-down,
intervention strategies for bringing about and sustaining school
change seldom work. Using the same time and people in a collaborative
improvement project with these persons who are 1o be affected
professionally on a daily basis is a sensible and effective strategy.
The Rand studies (Berman and McLaughlin, 1675) and the IDEA studies
(Bentzen, 1974 and Goodlad, 1975) referenced above, and the whole body
of studies under the rubric of "collaborative research" (see the

review by Ward and Tikunoff, 1982) all converge to essentially the
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same conc]usion-—échoo] staffs must be conscious agents of their own
change efforts. It is rare, indeed, that a diverse array of social
science investigations can arrive at such consensus.

Thus, we argue both that the school is the focus of change and
that district collatoration and support is a necessary--but not
sufficient--ingredient in the effort. The implications for systemic
evaluation and the role of information follow directly from this
position. Top-down .perceptions of the kinds of data relevant for
schools are 1ike1j to miss the targets of need for schooi-based
improvement. On the other hand, bottom-up perceptions of the.kinds of
data relevant for schools are 1ikefy to provide much information that
is useful at the district level as well. To be sure, there may be
specific data that districts need that do not réadi1y emerge from a
school-based improvement perspective. The political réa1ities around
the need for standardized test scores is one prime example. But we
suspect that the subset of data needs exclusive only to districts
represents a relatively small fraction of the information domain that
can be relevant to both schools and districts. The Venn diagrams in
Figure 7 are offered as heuristics for helping to crystalize these
distinctions.

Having made these contrasts, it will now be useful to place our
perspective in the context of some current “systemic evaluation”

practices as we found them in the districts sampled for this study.
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Figure 7

The Consequences for Information Systems
Derived From District-Focused Versus
School-Focused Improvement Efforts
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APPROACHES TO ASSESSMENT SYSTEMS

What we will review here is by no means based upon a
comprehensiye survey of practices with nation-wide generalizability.
Rather, we have chosen ; purposive sample of districts with
considerable variation in such factors as size, community demography,
and geographic location. A primary consideration in this choice was
the availability of fairly comprehensive information already archived
on these particular districts. In efféct, we have piggy-backed on the
ongoing CSE Practices Program and Bank's and William's (1980 and 1981)
case studies of1the ways in which districts go about 1inking up
testing and evaluation information to instructional improvement.

In keeping with their focus on studént academic learning, Bank
and Williams concentrated on achievement performance and how districts
tend to (or tend not to) hook up the evaluative components of test
data to classroom processes. Our focus in exploring these districts'
practices was not on performance measures per se and specific linking
mechanisms. To be sure, we include achievement assessment és part »f
systemic evaluation. Bul every district includes norm and/or
criterion-references assessmeni of some sort or another. We wanted 1o
see what (if any) additional in*ormation was forma11z collected and
how it was formally disscminated. «e also attempted to ascertain (or,
at least infer) why informatinr heyond achievement outcomes was
collected and, in particuiar, if any systematic use was being made of
this information in an articulated school improvement/change.

Briefly, our procedure was this:
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First, we thoroughly explored the contents of each district file
accumulated over the course of the 1980 and 1981 years of the Bank and
Williams studies. This was done to familiarize ourselves with the
quality of the information co]1ected—-i£s breadth, depth and
consistency from one district to the ﬁext-—keeping in mind that the
information was co11ectéd for reasons different from our.

Second, based upon what was found in this initial exploration and
our purposes for this project, a more specific screening device was
formulated such that the specific information we were looking for
could be identified and located, flagged as missing, or noted as
needing further c]arificatiqn. This screening device took shape ov-'.~
the coursz of the several months during which district materials were

& reviewed. Eventually, the form was used both for cataloging existing
information in three general classifications (demographics/archival,
achievement, affect/attitude) and for structuring subsequent followup
interviews.

Finally, we attemped to update and complete the district files
for the purposes of our project. First, we reviewed in depth the
selected information form each district that was relevant to systemic
evajuation practicé as wé have defined and discussed it. Second, we
determined what additional information was needed from each district
to fill in gaps and augment or clarify our understanding gleaned from
the files. Third, we conducted in-depth telephone interviews with the
research and evaluation directors (or the eguivalent) at each district

(except one), verifying existing information and our interpretations
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of it, and requesting the additional information needed. Besides the
specific information seeking tasks structured for each district, these
four overarching queries guided the interviews}\

®* What information is collected from schools beyond the usual
achievement test scores? . |
How and in what form is the information disseminé;ed?
Why is the information collected? \\
How does the whole process of collecting and dissemiﬁgtiﬁg
information fit into a policy concerning change and'schoo1'
improvement?
Clearly, this was not necessarily the order in which the queries
were posed. However, they are roughly in order of least to most in
terms of how much inference Qé needed to make to come to any
conclusions regarding district practices. The closer you get to
questions of why data are collected and how they are used, the further
away from closure bn what, in fact, goes on.

An important distinction to make clear at this point is between
the terms "formal"™ and "informal" as we use them to characterize
district and school systemic evaluation practices. Countless numbers
of activities go on every day in organizations such as districts and
schools that aré rightly classified as information gathering, use and
dissemination practices. An assistant superintendent may ask a
principal to do an ethnicity survey, report the results of a board

discussion to his/her staff, and so forth. These kinds of informal

processes are important data processing functions occurring in the
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everyday work placés of districts and SCHdbig;”"Wé-did-ndEw{hfedefbA
conduct the kind of ethnographic study necessary to capture and
understand these processes.

On the other hand, we expected that a significant commitment to
systematic and comprehensive infarmation collection, use and
dissemination would be manifested, at least in part, in extensive
documentation including someiwriffg;\Yationa1e or position papers on

how the system is intended for use in school improvement efforts.

However, we had no expectation as to the truth of the converse of this

- proposition, viz., that the existence of this kind of formal

documentation (communicated either in written or verbal forms)
necessarily implied a significant commitment to systemic evaluation.

Again;‘evidence for the latter could only come from extended case

study methods.
It is unlikely, however, that the kind of full-blown systemic
evaluation conception we are directing here has been developed and is
operating anywhere. Moreover, the kind of change and innovation
process necessary té bring such a system into practice is more likely
to resemble the kind of collaborative research and inquiry paradigms

we have discussed extensively in our prior reports rather than the

typical interventionist paradigms\current1y enjoying limited

\

successes. \

Thus, our mission here was primarily to survey what significant
=
people in the system thought ought to go on in the name of
comprehensive information collection, use and dissemination and had

given enough time and thought to it to at least operationalize it on
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paper, i.e., surveys, interviews, reports, position papers, guide
books, etc. What we present next is our impressions of these
materials ;nd of our interview data and our inferences regarding the
districts' approaches to systemic evaluation. After reviewing the
practices in these districts, we will revisit the conceptions of
schooling and explore the implications for an operating system%c
evaluati~ or comprehensive information system.
Scope

In Appendix C we provide short descriptioqs of the information
coilection practices of the seven districts. The accounts differ in
length and in emphasis in part because of the amount of infofmation we

were able to amass through our direct contacts with district R & E

personnel. Also, we have tried to concentrate more on the

non-achievement data which better refliects that diversity in what is
collected. As a consequence the descriptions for some districts are
shorter because of limited collection of non-achievement information.

The information collection practices of the seven districts are
summarized in Table 1. Several general featutss of the practices are
evident. Al1 districts are heavily involved in boti norm-referenced
and criterion referenced achievement testing. In most cases the
norm-referenced tests serve as monitoring devices to indicate How the
school as a whole is dcing and to feed back to parents and teachers
'information about individual student performance. These data are also
used to highlight general areas of weaknesses which can be then be
elaborated and clarified by available criterion referenced

information. Criterion referenced test data are viewed as more
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TABLE 1
Qutline of District Information

Collection Practices
(E = Elementary Level; S = Secondary Level)

DISTRICT
Type of Shel ter Crescent jBorder-
Data Bayview j§Stilton |Grove Northtown{Oldville jCity town

E S E S E S E S E S E S £ S

Achievement Testing:

Norm Referenced X X X X X X X X X X X X X
Criterion Referenced|| X X X X X X X X X X X X X
Survey Questionnaire '

Teachers X X X X X b4 X X

Administrétors X | X X

Students X , X X X X

Parents X X X X X X X

Demographics/

Archival:
eg. Attendance X X X X X X X X

Budget X | X X | X X | X
Drop-out X X
Enroliment X X X X X X X X X X
Mobility X X X X X X
Truancy X X
Racial X X ‘ X X X X X 1 X X X

Composition |
SES , i X | X X | X

S .
i }




pertinent to judgment of the specific competencies c¢f student: within
the framework o0f the district’'s subiect matter continua.

The collection of demographic/archival date is more uneven and
much tess consistent onCe the guestion of its use is considered.
Yirtually all districts keep track of schuoi-level racial composition,
mobility, enrcliment and attendance data. Typically this informétion
i5 used primarily for discrict-level purpcses, mostly for monitoring
trends and in the case of ethnicity and mobiiity, to take school
compositi-n into account in judging the quatiity of school's achieve-
ment.

There is substantial diversity in the use of regular surveys of

various schoo? constituencies. Two districts reported no routine

collection in this area while two otherc survey all four constituen-
cies {teachers, administrators, students, parents) annuaily. Survey
data are most 1ikely to be collected from teachers and least likely
from administrators. There 1is scme indication that the information
qathered is intended to assist school principals with needs assessment
35 in virtually all cases principals seem t0 be the prime recipients
of feedback from these surveys. AImost all districts also engage in
special targetea surveys intended for other audiences (schoc! board.
state agencies and federal) as part of program evaluation activities.
“ne district which makes no other major use of survey questionnaires
sjoes conduct Gallup-type polls of the community about their general
view toward the schools and spacific program components. This
.activity apparently serves as z means of keeping the board in toucr

wit® community sentiment.

Q o~
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srp renewal arocess.  Also such information is perceived as less vaiid
gri conrasle and Yess directly connected to the generally perceived
araet o school rengwas .
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strateqres for remediation in areas of weakness At the beginning of
the year a prinCipa’ completes a "Plan to Achizve a High ¢riority
Objeztive" which incluues a s*atement of the objec-ive in measureabie
sarms (.nere it is now and wh_re it will bej}, stens to be taken
to reach the odjective {what 's to be dene and when), measuras to be
used to ~valuete the degree t- which objective has been reached (type
‘nd source of data to he used and terms to be used in reporting
results), and an evaluation statement {(xind, amount and significance
of measured change; in other words, the extent to which the objective
was reached). Late in the ycar, the principal is expected to complete
an "Annual School Assessment Report" identifying J‘or each of the
Elements of Schoo! Quality evaluative criteria, assessment data
sources used, a summary of findings, evaluative conclusions and
implied principal action for improvement during the next schoo1vyear.
Instruments for principal obscrvations of teachers,.guide1ines for
parent-teacher conferences, and forms for reporting the results of
parent-tz2: or conferences are Other district-developed and prescribed
informaticn collection practices. There are othcr information sources
as well (see results for Crescent City in Table 1).

Obviously this distr{ct places a high priority on a centraily
developed and directed information system for managing instruction.
1t views information as useful at the district, school, classroom and
individual student levels for instructional planning and the R & t
affices attempts to provide timely and targeted data for
dec’ ion-making at tne various levels. The district previded us a
cample of its annual data reporting forms and the annotated 1rsting of

them 1n Table 2 is informative.
r
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Table 2
Generated Annual Data Reports for Cresent City School District

ps

. Elementary Parent Opinionnaire--Report of simple frequencies
of parent responsis to fourteen items (5-point Likert scale)
on schoo]l climate broken down by grade and by school. According
to the R & D office, the results are used for decision making
in improving areas identified by parents as requiring
attention. The form did not report trend data but
obviously this would be use in evaluating the success of
improvement efforts.

. Enrollment Stability Report--Information about the continuity
of enrollments, transfers and other factors used to describe
the stability of enrollments for specific schools. Once again
trend information is not provided (i.e., one cannot tell from
the report whether enrollments are becoming more or less
stable).

3. Proficiency Examination Subject matter Strand

Rnalysis--reports the mean level of performance by grade within
a schol on each strand in the state proficiency test
(objective at the level of "add fractions" and "identifying
main idea").

4. Attendance and Enrollment Reports--Monthly reports of ADA
Tntended for district and state purposes broken down by sex at
the kindergarten, elementary, and secondary levels with
separate reporting for special education students.

5. School Summary of Proficiency Results--State distributed
summary of mean, standard deviation, median, and number and
percent above the passing score level for the school, the
county and the state as a whole.

6. School Roster Report--State distributed listing of the
performance of each student in the school on each competency
(strand) with indications of which students fell below the
passing level.

7. District CRT Summary Report--Provides for each teacher a
report of the performance of the class on all areas of the
district-developed CRTs. The information reported for each
objective includes sex distribution of the students taking the
test in this class, the means and quartiles of performance,
percents of students scoring above various percentage cutoffs,
standard deviations, and frequency distributions of percent
correct.

8. School Withdrawal Report--Monthly reports of the students at
The secondary level who withdraWw from school. The report is
for district use and *ncludes breakdown by sex,age, grade
level, ethnicity, and reasins for withdrawal.

9. Underachiever listing and summary--lists students at a

specific grade tevel in each school who are achieveing below

ability levels in reading and math. Underachievement
established by the expected relationship between performarnce
on an ability test and an achievement test (e.g., students
with 1Q score of 100 on the ability test expected to score in

™y
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10.

Table 2 (cont.)

the 5th stanine on the achievement test) and actual
performance on the achievement test.
Unsatisfactory Progress Report--data provided secondary school

counselors on individual students, about their grade level,
the courses and instructors where unsatisfactory progress is
evident. No attempt is made to highlight specific course
(e.g., algebra) or specific instructors (e.g., Jones in
Algebra) where an unsatisfactory performance occurs
frequently. The report is strictly targeted to decisions
about students.

58
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In other districts the means of response to district prescribed
goals is left primarily to personnel in the individual schools. For
example, Bayview district decided that it is important " to use all
evaluation data in such a way that continuous program improvement 1is
promoted toward established district goals" and that data from the
annual state assessment test could be used to help design programs to
promote continuous improvement in acquisition of basic academic
skills. Each school was expected to describe:

* the direction staff intended to take based on their analysis
of the test data
the degree to which staff were able to deal with the
assessment program information analytically/objectively
the degree to which staft were able to deal with the
assessment program information in a healthy, positive way
their test administration procedures (including prior
preparation)
the causes behind low scores in areas of "high degree of
instructional emphasis" =
The reactions of individual school to the activity was diverse; Some
schools chose to engaged in a detailed analysis of tﬁe test framework,
their results and their school's curriculum emphases. Others
concentrated on developing better staff attitudes toward the testing
out of a belief that they had failed to convey to stugents the
importance of performing well. In other cases, the t;st
administration procedures were judged to be in need of improvements

while some schools were satisfied with present practices and
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performances. COne particularly innovative school which emphasized
students learning through a natural environment and de-emphasized
seatwork chose to reassess its thinking about whether test-like tasks
were a relevant part of students' learning experiences and instituted
modifications to %heir program to more carefully monitor attainment of
specific skills.

The contrast between the uninformity of school responses to
Crescent City's change efforts and the diversity in Bayview's reflects
the managerial orientations of the two districts more trair it does the
quality of the information provided to inform instrectional
improvement. Some districts attempt to carefully dictate change
procedures while others specify only general goals and provide
information believed to be of value. In some cases non-achievement
data collection and reporting is virtually ignored while others see it
as essential to understanding the circumstances in which schools
operate. Some districts are conscious of the information
possibilities and needs at all leveils of the school systems while
others seek only to inform district level decision-making. The
technical quality of the data collection and reporting activities
seems to be virtually unrelated tc these differences in content and
emphasis in renewal efforts.

Where are differences to be found in the analysis and reporting
of information in instructional improvement efforts other than the
obvious differences in utilization of non-achievement data? While it
is practically impossible to be exhaustive regarding this point, a few

comments are in order.
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. Regardless of type of data (achievement, survey questicnnaire,
cemographic/archival), the standards of quality for collection
of individual pieces of information are uniformly quite high
as judged by the current canons of measurement practice.
Obviously the norm-referenced tests used are only as guod as
the work of the test publisher but districts do aﬁpear e be
putting these tests to best use within the confines of their
resources. Moreover, in almost every case, the
norm-referenced testing is coupled with criterion-refererced
systems to further pinpoint instructional weaknesses and
efforts to examine the overlap of curriculum and tests
becomirng routine. When survey jnformation is gathered, ihe
specific questions asked are technically of high quaiity
(i.e., exhibit few obvious flaws such as ambiguity) and appear
to be targeted toward a well-established set of schooling
issues.

. The collection of survey information by school districts does
suffer from several shortcomings. Only rarely is much
attention paid to sampling considerations {i.e., the design of
a specific target sampnle) and efforts to insure reasonable
response rate to pronerly characterize the attitudes and
opinions of given school constituencies are far from ideal.
Moreover, it is unclear that the reporting of such information
is adequate in most instances. MNon-achievement information is
seldom routinely bﬁi1t into instructional improvement

efforts. The provision of such data for “school building
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personnel is limited and doné infrequently at best. Moreover,
teachers and administrators are even less prepared to

properly interpret survey f{and observational) information than
they are achievement test data.

3. Reporting and use of information in school districts seldom
focuses on discernible patterns that might arise. Achievement
data typically are repofted in the most aggregable form at the
relevant level (school, district) without much attention to
trends over time, grade levels, subject matters and varicus
subgroups. Régrettab1y, many reports of achievement data are
simply 2 blur of numbers. This problem is most severe at the
level of the school or classroom and least likely to arise in
district reports to school boards (Ir fact one of the best
reports of patterns and trends we have seen was Bordertown's
annual descriptive data digest which presents district-wide
trends over a ten-year period). District personnel need to
develop a better capability to portray (particularly
graphically) the information cocllected and to maintain and
update data over time to provide at least historical context
to change efforts.

A case in point is the annual evaluation report for schools
participating in state and federally funded programs in Northtown
distriet. These reports contain a vast quantity of infofmation about
the “unctioning of the local school. They include

fa) A short description of the school, its surrounding community,

ethnic and linguistic make-up, and participation in funded

programs.

.1 B2
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(b) Four-year school and district demographic trends (minority
percentage, mobility index, enrollment)

{c) An assessment of the school's objectives inciuding a
statement of the specific objectives in various program
areas, findings specifié to the objectives in various program
areas, and a summary judgment of attainment {complete,
substantial, limited, none, no data collected). Also a
granhical depiction of the judgments of attainment across all
objectives.

(d) Reports of student achievement on district's chosen
standardized achievement test including total reading and
math for students in specific programs (e.g., Title I) at
each grade level. The reported information includes &
histogram of scores, mean, standard deviation, median, mean
percentiale, median percénti]e, quartile information for both
pretest (previous spring results } and posttest for 2ach
grade. This information is presented in 24 separate charts
(pretest and posttest in total reading and total math
sepraately for grades one through six).

Despite this wealth of information and the efforts to be as
detailud and clear as possible (the report even includes a g1osséry of
key terminology), it is virtually impossible to detect trends in |
performance either across grades or subject matters or fof given
subgroups such as proportion scoring in the lowest quartile across
grades. To make good use of these data would require school site

personnel to rearrange the data themselves.
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Summary Comment.s

Our discussion of the information colleccion and reporting
practices in the school districts examined is not intended to be
exhaustive. We have tried to convey the typical patterns without
unduely singling out the positive features of specific efforts to
inform school renewal. Instead we have concentrated on the degree to
which districts consider non-achievement data, examine and rcport
trend data {over grades, years, subject matters, sub-groups, etc.),
and monitor and manage the response of individual schools to.the
school renewal process. Many of the practices identified are
exemplary by conventional standards for the technology of information
collection; specific attempts to be responsive to local school and
community conditions are typically well-conceived and contribute to a
healthy attitude toward the role of information in instructional
improvement efforts.

At the same time, most district efforts display a degree of
orthodoxy that reflects the implicit risks of dependence on
comprehensive information systems in the current climate for school
improvement. Rather than being driven by information needs at the
lower levels of the school hierarchy (the needs of teachers and

school-site administrators), data collection and reporting are clearly

dominated by the concerns at the higher levels (district, state and
federal). Certainly there are legitimate needs and concerns at all

tTevels but theré is no reason to expect that the same information

reported in the same manner will be functional in change efforts in

individual schools that have broader monitorinrg purposes. Nor will
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local school personnel have the same types of technical expertise és
personnel in state and federal agencies whose information requirements
have historically dominated local evaluation efforts.

A question worth asking at this point then is whether the
research and evaluation efforts in local districts can be és effective
at responding tc the needs and nruances of school-based change efforts
as thay have bLeen to informafion demands of dis;rict, state, and
federally dictated programmatic efforts. While past efforts have been
directed toward uniformity in collection and reporting practices
across schools and districts, undoubtedly school-based change will
place greater demands on accomodating diversity and flexibility while
sti11 maintaining documentation for informing higher le:el policies.
Certainly districts have the capability of adapting their policies and
praqtiées to meet local needs. Consider, for example, the success
with which local districts adapted to the demands of the Title I
Evaluation and Reporting System in recent years (see Reisner, Alkin,
Boruch, Linn, & Millman, 1982) after earlier difficulties suggested
that given enough time and resources, high-quality local evaluation
practices were possib]e..

However, it remains to be seen whether the kind of structured
individualization necessary for local school change can be success-
fully fostered by organizations geared toward cenéia1ized and uniform
information management and decision making. While newly available
computer technology wi11‘he1p, it is unclear whether R & E personnel
can be as conscious of the orientation and capabilities of partici-
pants in building level renewal and adapt collection and reporting

systems according1y.
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SYSTEMIC EVALUATION SAMPLER: CONTENT AND PROCEDURES

We begin this section on a cautionary note: Don't expect a
neatly packaged set of survey-interview-cbservation devices that you
can just pick up 3nd use to solve problems in a given district or
school. Consistent with our cultural ecological view of’schoo1s and
vLr commitment to critical inquiry, we have deliberately organized our
sampler in terms of information domains rather than formatted and
ready-to-go instruments.

The non-interventionist perspective underlying this decision
suggests that information is an adjunct to and a by-product of a more
in-depth inquiry process. A district or school seriously bent upon
sustained improvement and change efforts will need to involve staff in
the collaborative pursuit of understanding--What goes on in their
schooi{s)? Hew did it come to be that way? What are the social,
political and economic interests th;t constrain the setting?

Reconciling various phenomenolcgical views of the setting and
§9proaching consensus on problem areas is always the first order of
business. As the dialogue proceeds, it becomes evident that much
information is needed--inf: iation that can be determined through
various operational devices (e.g., surveys) or information that is
already available but needs to be organized and disseminafed (e.q.,
school records). Only when information is perceived as useful, can

information systems be conceived for use.
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It is at this point that what we offer here can be useful. First
a heuristic framework for circumscribing the commonalities of

schooling is presented as a point of reference. Notwithstanding the

fact that the many commonalities can {and will) be conceived and

manifested differently in different schools we offer a sampler of
survey, interview and observational instrumentation designed to get at
the circumstances, activities;'and meanings that can be attributed to
these schooling commonplaces. Shouid a critical inquiry process at a
school site lead to any of these commonplaces as target areas for
further study, this instrumeritation can serve as a first cut towards
operationalizing a systemic evaluaticn procedure tailored to the needs
of that school. Items can be used as they are, modified, deleted and
new ones created. Constructs can be suggested, elimirated, or
revised. We provide much more in our sampler the any school wouid
~ant and yet nave undoubtedly left out some areas of information
crucial for the particular needs of part%cu?ar,schoo]s. In this way,
then, cur sampler becomes a stimulus for, ;ather than a blueprint of,
a comprehensive information system.

Second, we allocate some space in this section to the procedures
of data collection where we note some key issues concerning

instrumentation, data collection in schools and communities, and tie

role of computer technology.

Content
in past work (Sirotnik & Burstein, 1983}, we have tried to make

an important point using the old saing: "You can't see the
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examples of the kinds of data suggested by this framework. Although
more could be invented, the four domains--personal (or individual},
instructicnal (or c]gssroom), institutional (or the school), and
societal (or schooling in general)--have proved adequate in
encomozs35ing most of the information schools and district <ould
potentia]]& collect. The data sources listed are, of cour Y
iltustrative of the many that could be relevant, e.g., administrators,
district staff, other community constituencies might be important
gdditicnal data sources.

Zut igure 8 underrepresents the complexity of the whole. We
remedy this, in part, with the revisions in Figure 3. Consistent with
tre above discussion of the cultural-ecological conception, a
cubctantive facet has been added that makes explicit the potential
contritution of information on circumstances, activities and
nings. Moreover, information collected at one level of the
‘heeTing enterprise 'e.q., indivicuzl students) can be aggregatec to
sregte informaticn at other levels of the enterprise (e.g., classroom
g sorent, . Inciucing this aqggregation facet in the revised
Loremzta o, not just an snatvtical gimmicy.  The fact that data

Cecten zv oL ageregaztes o, different levels may mearn different

sraeny regyires explioct orecogmiticn cnoany Lubitantive framewsrk,
e Guraterc . URE0 A Liegirir, 1920
Surerer arglcoate Tre ounstartive facet, nut not o conpiilate
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Cultural/Ecological Dimension

Schooling Commonplaces Circumstances Activities Meanings

Physical Environment

Human resources -
Material Resources
Curriculum*
Organization
Communication

Information Grid

Survey Questionnaire

Problem-Solving/ 5222::;i¥0n
Decision-Making Case Stédy

Leadership
Issues/Problems
Controls/Restraints
Expectations
Climate

Evaluation

Documgnt/Archive Review

* Curriculum is to be interpreted broadly and should
ir.lude at least these additional commonplaces (see
Goodlad, Klein & Tye, 1979):

Goals/Objectives
Content

Instructional Materials
Classroom Activities
Teaching Strategies
Assessment

Time

Space

3rouping

Figure 17 ~

The Schooling Terrain: Map Three
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re-emphasizes the commitment to a mul ti-methodological perspective and
the importance of convergent validity (Campbell & Fiske, 1959) and
triangulation (Dentzen, 1978). Much of the data sugge;ted by Figure
10 can (and often should) be collected in different ways to help
target real understandings. Various methods include, but are not
limited to, survey questionnaire, interview, observatior,
ethnography/case study, and historical analysis and document review.

A last, unavoidable complication is thé necessary time factor and
the fact that much of the information mapped out in Figures 8-10 is
not static. Even in Figure 11, however, it is necessary to chop out
some time segment. We have chosen to represent the usual K-12
elementary and secondary educational time frame and the potential. for
prescool and post-secondary information. Different study purposes
will, of course dictate different points of entry and departure. The
point, however, is that a comprehensive information system must be

capable of the longitudinal study of schooling.

As the depth and breadth of potential schooling information
unfolds in map; one through four, these questions inevitably ourface:
How can you select the relevant data from this morass? WHAT ARE YCUR
CRITERIA?! Again, we emphasize that this is a non-issue ar an
outcome-free conception of schooling. As discussed at length above,
information is & key ingredient to waving inguiry rigerous and
systematic, ie., using relevant data to inform staff dizlogue,
facilitate decision-making, guide actions, ¢nd proviie a se.cripiive
context for evaluations. But infarvation dcas not guide inquiry

anymore than tails wag dogs. Rather, 31 viable inquiry process
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continually suggests the kinds of information likely to be useful to
augment, stimulate and sustain the effort. Information fuels th~
engine of inquiry but does'not automatically determine the direction
of trave;. ’

For example a school staff concerried with issues of equity in
their organization of instruction may wish to obtain data on the
tracking practices of their s;hoo1, the raciaﬁ/ethnic makeup of these
classes, the kinds of instructional practices that go on in these
classes, the affective climate in these classes, parent perceptions,
and so on. A school staff concerned with the extent t@ which students
are learning a specified conteni may wish to construct and use
criterion-referenced tests. Achievement test scores, parent

attitudes, student perceptions, and teacher satisfactions are all

indicators that help people attach meanings to the circumstances and

activities of school life. Against what criteria do we judge our
selection of achievement outcome indicators? Success on the job?
Future economic status? Life satisfaction? Societal contributions?
Eligibility for the Presidency? The answer, of course, is that we
select achievement indicators because they are among the many that

help us understand what we think schooling is all about.

Sampler in Appendix A

The over 2500 items of information contained in Appendix A to
this report could be clzssified into one or more cells of the maps
above. In fact, the bulk of these items , deriving from the

instruments used in A Stuay of Schoo1ing).were generated in this
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ry weg
iy,




fashion.8 But this is really not the purpose of the maps. They have
served us well--and we assume they will others--as heuristics for
suggesting the depth and breadth of information that is potentially
relevant to explaining (and perhaps even understanding) the schooling
phenomenon. Clearly, sohe cells like those in Figure 9 are naturally
empty; for example, cognitive and attitudinal aata cannot be directly
defined or collected on non-human entities. Thus, cells like those
created by the intersection of the meaning column in the instructional
domain with the classroom data source row are undefined. This is not
to say, however, that such data cannot be created at the classroom
level by aggregating responses, €.9., student cognitive and
attitudinal data aggregated to the class level for students reprisent
this kind of information. Moreover, the general categories of
substance (circumstances, acti&jties and meanings) can imply different
constructs for different entities. For example, circdmstantia1 data
for individuals refer to demographic/biographic data such as age,
professional preparation, and soO forth. For classrooms, however,
these data refer to situational/archival information such as number of
students, track designation, physical characteristics, etc.

How then can we organize our samplier for the purposes we have
intended? The answer is not easy and, perhaps, sti1l aliudes us. Do

we organize items by instrument type {(e.g., survey, intirview,

8 Many other survey and interview data collection systems were also
reviewed. These included (a) the Cincinnati Public School survey
information system, (b) the Connecticut School Effectiveness
interviews and questionnaires, {c) the School Improvement Survey from
the Mid-Continent Regional Educational Laboratory, and (d) the surveys
and interviews from Edmonds’ School Improvement Project.
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observation)?...by data source (e.g., student, teacher, parent)?...by
commonplace (e.g., peop1e,_}eaching practices, communication,
problem-solving)?...etc.? No single approach seems obviously superior
and each has {tsldrawbacks. The tack we have taken represents a
compromise of conceptual integrity with expediency. Our first
allegience is to the substance of systemic evaluation and the inquiry
process we envision for schools and districts in order to generate
this substance. But procedura11y; data collection will ordinarily
proceed by developing 1n§truments targetted for desired data sources.

Thus, our first cut at organizing Appendix A is by data source,
facilitated for reference by color-coding to each source. Within each
data source, information is organized around ccmmonplace headings that
we feel are useful depending upon the information we have
selected for the data source. We have further categorized some
information for teachers into circumstances, activities, and meanings
te illustrate now these categories are implicit in all information.

The necessary elementary and secondary differences are handied
within each data source with one exception. Student instruments are
1ikely to be quite different in substance and reading level depending
upon the age/grade level intended. Most of these differences are
captured by subdivicing students into three separate data sources:
secondary and upper and early elementary students.

Interview and obsarvation data are also crucial, ans oravide a
rich basis for augmenting the interpretive validity of . :yrvey
esults and furthering. in general, the understanding of what goes on

in the school. But good interview and observation data are much more
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difficult to come by than good survey data. Interviewers and
observers need training and data collection and anaiysis are more time
consuming. If, however, judicious selections can be made of the
information needs most suitable to interview and/cr observation
methods, the results can be worth the effort. For illustration, we
include only teacher interview questions and some ideas for ¢lassroom
and staff meeting observations. But readers should be aware thaz
other schoolwide observations can be important {e.g., student
socialization patterns; faculty iounge activities; etc.) and that
other significant persons might be interviewed {e.g.,students,
parents, administrators, district staff, board members, etc.).
ATthough we have not included samplers of survey and interview
questions for principals, almost ali of the questions devised for
teachers can be used (or translated with mincr wording changes) for
principal questions.

Fipnally, there are many Other datld SIurces and socuments that we
nave net directly illustrated. Counseicrs, d1strict adainistrators
special education staff, school board members, representatives ar
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* A list of topics taught or to be taught during the yedr.

* A list of skills taught or expected to be taught during the
year.

* A list of texts (bv title and pubiisher), learring kits,
commercial programs and workiooks used or expected to he used
during the year.

Samples of tests or quizies given or 1o be given to students
during the year.

* Samples of assignments or assignment sheets given or %o bl
2iven to students during the vear.
Proceaures

~e cannst present here al’ that there is to conducting good,
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curviey and interview metnnanlogy.  Already many pollsters are
Conaucling Lurdey interviews by phone using micros for both prompting
the inveryiower «1th Guestions and then storing the interviewee's
reponoes . Alursuen many districte and scﬁoo]s currently do not
nave afienuate microoompuler resonrees, they will in just a few years.
s orne o will o soon be sufficiently inexpencive and proliferous to change
Creoaidw the way irformetion a9 typically gathered.IO
diider thin ccenario: Loftware could be developed that wouid
cer i the entire et ot oSurvel and o Lurvey ruestions and wouid
and ntgre tie responces ot onudento, teagcners, eto.
onaente would i auwn, enter Thelr nane {or pre-assigned b
Cetes o rennond teoquestionn i prompted, be brenched oo neceLltary TG
Clrient Cour e LOLLents, and be ceferonced to o specific
f e e rote . Tuennrnaieing would need not be done inoone
1t in. Heaponoent could return sanother time and pick up where they
Cie oAt M rgyeer in the event gome frems were pinftred, they could
feoprnmpted Loocumplete e ler indicate their wish not e answer
chro o Grdinarit, o oubercome Gala Mefisgement problems become
etal s Lompleted resusonse protocsts are now stored and ready for
Lttt automatically. Multipiec ~amplings of the .ame secondary
e ate i tterent periodn can be eanily mananed by prompting them

onty crce tor demogranhic ani' oenoolwide data while prompting them

Y e ampT e, the scenario we have in mind for g moderately sized

cme s tary school could easily be accommodated by two dozen 48K
miceon, each with @ fioppy disk drive, and one central hard disk
drive. We could put this hardware together currently for under
$5000. In 4 few years time, this confiqguration coyld be well under
110500,
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repeatedly for data pertaining to each _lass in which they were””
sampled. |
As complex as this system sounds, it is relatively
straightforward and can be prograrmed 2asily. In fact, currently
availal o curriculum authcring systems can be "tricked" to perform
¢xactly this service. The more sophisticated authoring systems aliow
for tex  input, branching, wuestion srompting, and response storage.
Thus, instead or author:ny curriculum text and performance items,
survey instructions &nd guestions can be authored; and th whole
irformation system as described above can be created.
(ine cautionary nota, nowever: The Orwellian reality of the age

Gt infarmation signifizantly exacerbates the ever-present problems of
Ltormation security and recpondent confidentiality. Confidentiality
and anonymity Pewe always been handled by establishing frust or
Sliminating i0 codes respoctively.  Certainly, computerizing the
entire process makes it easy to keep track of respondents. Linking
L.icher recponses to those of their students in their classrooms or
Vinking - <.ndents' responses one year with their responses the next
year are necessary data management taoks if certain correlational or
lonqgitudinal daralyses are to be done. These tasks, of course, require
s "4iC 1onary" that links names to 1D -umbers. It may well be that
the fature holde a climate of increasing distrust, and that analyses
zquiring respondeny confidentiality will be a thing of the past.
severtheless, valuable information can still be obtained in
cfoss-sectiona] surveys. Anonymity can be guaranteed by not requiring
1 entry and by having each respondent complete their survey in one

sitting with the computer.
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THE HUMANIZATION OF DATA:
ANALYSIS AND REPORTING

Many professionals and lay persons both inside and outside of the
educational research and ,chooling communities have never been ena-
moured with the notion of quantifying the meaning of circumstances and
events in social settings. To exacerbate matters further, the
exponential rise of high technology has propelled us into an “"age of
information." The only way to escape being "computerized” is to
disenfranchise oneself from economic 1ife -~ no credit cards, no
driver's license, no insurance policies, no catalog subscriptions, and
so forth. Our telephones will soon be just as commonly used a&s data
ertry ports as they are for casual verbal communication with friends.

Qur guess is that these sociectal changes, coupled with past sen-
timents regarding "research-type" activities, will make those people
we have targetted as potertial data ¢ urces even less sanguine -- and
more Cynical and suspicious - regarding the benctits of the kind of
systemic evaluation process we have been describing. If we are ¢or-
rect (and =ven if we are not)< it is incumbent upon us to insure that
information system« be made for people to use -- that is, not be made

to use people.

Much of what we will outline in this chapter will not be suffi-
crent to overcome aese concerns. What is necessary, we have argued
is the cultivation of an attitude towards information that makes it an

intrinsic part of professional inquiry in an organizational environ-
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ment that legitimizes professional inquiry and allocates quality time

to the effort.

Assuming, therefore, that considerable effort is directed toward
developing the vind of climate for inquiry being suggested, we turn to
several other more rechnical features for making data more fit for
human consumption. These features can be convenientiy organizied

under the headings of analysis and reporting methods.

Analysis

We would like to think about analysis in & general way, ﬁamely as
the processes Dy which large quantities of information are summarized
to facilitate interpretations which, in turn, facilitate the larger
inquiry effort. summarizing such things 25 persoral experiences,
anecdotal observations, 50c10p01itica1—historica1 analyses, responses
to atﬁ?tyde/opinion statements, and scores on student achievement
tests are all examples of anaiytic processes. In other words, analy-
¢is should not be thought of as applying only to those instances where
we have quantified our observations.

Having taken this general stance, wt deliberately ndarrow our
focus to the more quantitative cide of information, primarily because
of how easily such data are obtained anc how casily they can be
misanalyzed, miscommunicated and’/or misintcrpreted.11 Our remarks
11 DoTng good qualitative a;;Tyses and critical inquiries are not casy
matters either. We recommend at least the following readings for

those interested in pursning the matter further: Willis (1978),
patton (1980) and Berlak and Berlak (1983).

-88-
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will be divided between those relating to the retiabilicy and validity
of measurements (psychometrics) and those relating to the summary of

these measurements for interpretation (description). The very impor-
tant issues of aggregation and units or Jevels of analysis cut acroess

these ateanries and will be addressed within cach.

Psvchome
em— - -

Pernaps the most important problem in psychometrics is to over-
come two kinds of attitudes that tend to polarize people inty eivher
Lt two beliet "camps":  the "mystique of quantity” or the "mystique of
quality.”  The extreme position in the former camp x ebodred i the
expression, Tltovou can't measure 1t, that ain't 2" And the appo-

cite cxtreme in the latter canp -- "1f you can measure vt, that ain't

AR {See aapian, 19o04.)

Aw with all falue dichotomies, tne truth as somewhere in between
and rooted in pragmatism. It s unreasonablice to believe that the

mathematical power inherent in nunbers somehow transcends the strenath

Y

(or weakness) ot their connections with properiies they presumadly oare

measuring.  Itods equal lv unreasonable to assume that numbers assianed
to reitred cnncépts {such as "self-esteem” and "prancipal Teadership ™)
cannot possibly represent anything meaningful.
”
The ultimate arbitrator of the meaning of measurement isoexperi-
eace.  This is why the notions of reliability and validity were iaven-
ted.  To the extent that the numbers {(i.e., measurements’ can duo re-

plicated, they are reliable. More fmportantly, to the extent that

they serve the measurement purposes intended>~they are valid. The key
word here 1s purpose. Depending upon the purpose, the pvidential

arauments for reliability and validity may ditfer.

8
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To illustrate hou@EiTB1e tabulations of data can facilitate staff
inquiry, we briefly recount the events of a staff meeting at one

elementary school. .
A continuing isghé at Nuvo Elementary Schooi concerned cur-
riculum balance and the role of content area specialists.
Prior to this meeting it had been suggested that staff
really didn't know how much time was being devoted to vari-
ous sub;gct areas in each grade levels. As dn approxima-
tion to"this bit of missing knowledge, staff responded to a |
question-asking for the approximate, weekly number of hours
allocated to each, of 10 subject area divisions (see ques-
tion #40, Teachker Survey, Curriculum and Instruction sec-

7 tion). Since teachers at this school taught in 10 teams \\\\\\
(of 2-3 teachersLeach) spread across grade levels, teams ™
(rather then individuals) reached consensus on this item;
and the 10 team responses were arrayed and presented as

~t1put to the staff meeting.

\,

" ‘Preliminary discussion began around the nature of the item
itself and the difficulty of cutting up the hours of the
day to correspond to the subject matter categories. Thus,

.to some extent, the hours indicated by teams were not rea-
Tistic.- Yet all teams felt that the general patterns in
the data "rang true.” These patterns were two-fold: (1)
There were extreme imbalances in the time allocated to
different content areas and {2) The nature of those imbal-
ances were very different in different gradéx1eve1s and.
teams. These observatiods fed back nicely into the major
thrusts of the issue. First, what ought be the-curricular
balance between subject contents, should it be different at

 different grade levels, and, if sa, how cdn balance be
— maintained in the continuum from one grade level to the
next? o b :

“: But the original criticism of the survq& question really
highlighted a second thrust. How separable are content
areas, and to what extent do we (and should we) teach sub- *
jects (e.g., reading, math and science) kogether as they
naturally occur within a thematic unit (e.g., ecology)?
This query, of course, raised the role of\content special-
ists, as being "outside class" resources versus being regu-
lar Hiembers of a team with special talents ‘'that can be

shared with other stafj as needed.




This is enough of a gcenario to make our point regarding how
simple (not simplistic) survey results can faci]itate‘?ﬁqu%ry. It
" should also be noted that content va]idityiand credibiiity issues were
jmplicit in this senario and could be ‘made explicit during the course

* of the irquiry.

-

For the purposes of illustrating what:we mean by simple data
tabulation, zonsider a hypothetical set of results®for a couple of
survey questions responded to by a sample of 148 parents of children

at an elementary school. The questions are:

53

1. Students are often given the grades A, B, C, D, ard FAIL to
describe the quality.of their work. If schools could be

graded in the same way, what grade would you give to this
school?

C1a [ 18 [ lc [ 1o [1IF

2. When you have to contact the school regardiné\your child (or
children), how quickly does the school respond to your

request?
,'[ 1 The school usually responds‘quickly;

[ ]‘The school responds, but after some delay.

[ ] The school usually doesn't respond at all.
T 11 have never had to contact the school. =

The simp]est_gnq:most,straightforwar&‘hethod of analyzing the
data is to comﬁﬁté ﬁércgntages of response to each question :for the
entire sample of respondents. For example, the distribution for tne

_ "grading of school” item is as follows: = ™

1



TABLE 1

Number .

' - aof Percent

Grade P&hents (of respondents) -
A 25 .~ 17.5 B
B .41 28.7
C R 32 , 22.4

D -27 . 18.9
F 18 S 12.6
missing : (5) ( 3.4 of total)

total 138~

o

’

What is a particuiar1y High (or low) response percehtagé? The answer
is up.-to you and others who have some understanding of the community
and the pafticu1ar item in question. It is clear from the
distribution‘that the modal grade category is 785 with almost haif the
pérents Q;ading the school above awverage. Yeti'ls individuals are
quite unhappy with the schools, i.e., an estimate of §1most one-third
of the parent pobulation. In'thelgase of an ordinal v&riab1é‘such as
,this item, ope can assign seqyeﬁﬁlal;gymerica1'va1ues tovthe response
| categories and compute means and standard deQiafions. if}A =4, B =
f 3, C=2,0=1, and F = 0, the parénts of this school rate it a 2.2 -
/ (a "C+") on the typical, 4-§oint grading séa1é.‘ Clearly, no one
t statiétfc (1ike the mean) can substitute for the descriptive meaning
| contained™in the table itself. .Statist_'ics aré useful spmaries to
facilitate further research analyses; but to facilitate further

MRS S

dj§1999Qlﬂﬁhgwﬁgtual_distributionmofrresu1t5'15”more“ﬁ§Efui. o

Categories can be combined -to high1ight tfends; for example,
above average, average, End below average categories can be derived as

follows: .
: - )

99 = -%-




TABLE ¢

Nurd: . S
BN Percent
\ . Grade B Parer (of respondents)
. Above average (A&B) 66 46.2
Average (C) - 32 , 22.4
Below average (D&F) 48 31.5
- (Missing) - - ( 5) : ( 3.4.of‘tota1)

The treatment of data becomes more sw:piex when relationships are

investigated. Suppose we which to know if parents who grade the
school more {or less) favofab]y, feel that .the school is more (or
less) responsive to their direct pequésté regarding their child. The

| following is a crosstabulation of the responses made to the two items

in question:

TABLE 3 .
4 . When you have to contact the school
f - regarding your child (or children),
_how quickly does the school respond
to your request?

COLUMNS ,
_ , Never
L - _After  Doesn't Contacted

Grade - Quickly Delay - _Respond School ‘Totals

Above 302 12 10 5 66

average 59.1P - 18.2 15.2 7.6 46.2

- Average 11 8 9 s 32

Below 8 9 13 15 45
average 17.8 26.0 .28.9 . 33.3 31.5 .

e e T T T T . . - / -

 Totals 58 29 - 32 24 143

40.6 20.3 22.4 16.8  100.0

~a Number of parents ‘ .
b Percentages computed based on row totals -

L ' -97-

A 100,




fne,“tota1s"_row and column represent thé marginal distributioas;
thus, the row tota1strepeat what we have already seen 5n Table 2. The
column totals give us a marginal analysis of the new question on
.schoo]lresponse time.. For example, over half (61%) see the school as
reSponding; slightly over a £ifth' see the school as not responding;
and less than a fifth have never contacted the schoo] Thi% st111
doesn't tell us, however, anything about joint response tendencies in
both items. iLooking inside the table, cell percentages indicate that
,re1at1ve1y more’ parents who grade the school above average perceijve
the school as responding (especia11y ”qu1ck1y”) Parents,who grade
the school average are monre ever1y divided on the 1ssue. Parents who
grad[’the school be1ow average are relatively more prone to perceive
the school as not responding or de]aying in 1ts response. (Notice
also the marked tendency for these parents to be relatively more prone
not to contact the school at all.) : o -
Another kind of relationship question compares different.
respondent groups on the‘same item. Are parents, toachers and
community-at-]arge groups simiiar/different in now they evaluate’the"

school? The fo11ow1ng table illustrate some hypothetical results::

-

o1




Grading of the School - s
| Above ‘ B21low _ .
Groups Average Average Average Totals
Parents . 66 2 45 143
46.2 . 22.4 31.5 27.3
Teachers 20 ' 8 - 2 30
g . 66.7 . 26.7 5.7 5.7
Community- 97 150 103 350
Totals - 183 , 190 150 523

35.0 36.3 28.7 . 100.0

"

+ These resu1ts indicate the fo11owingitrend' people most close to the
, schoo1 (i.e, teachers) rate“the school most favorab1y, people direct1y
| associated with the schoo1 (i.e., parents) rate it less favorably,
and pe0p1e not direct1y 1nvo1ved with the schoo1s rate them
—___—
unfavorab1y. (More spec1fic comparisons between groups can be
desribed for each grade category separate1y )

Again, the above exampies are hypothetica1 and are for
i11ustrat1ve purposes on1y. Many different ways exist for examining
single and mu1ti-variab1e (item) re1ationships in survey data. The -

h best rule of thumb is to se1ect the simplest, most straightforward

!

‘“vana1ys1s and tabu]ar diSp1ay which best serves your purposes and which
7does not equivocate the data. A1though we- have not used them here,
.other_graphica1 diSp1ays such as bar charts and pie charts are quite
useful  to convey, at a g1anoe, the inporant-trends_in.a body of data. .
'We do not want to-overiook, however, the possibil%:y of doing the

kind of more complex analyses that can provide usefu1 insights inteq,

the whole schoo1ing process. These are the kinds of ana1yses that are

L - -99¢ :”102




‘emuthVariate“and‘1ongitud1na1‘1n nature, as sﬁggested’ty the’schematic
shown preyidus1y in Figure 11. Such ana1yses will .need to be
conducted by persons with statistica1-and researcn experience, most
1ikely at district or service center 1eve1s.~ The analyses . can be both
conceptiona11y and statisticaliy quite complicated, especially in
terms of the unit-of—ana1ysis issues, compounded even further when

data are collected and analyzed over time.

Reporting |
We have a1ready'ta1ked about the purpose and content of the re-"
- sults of datavana1yses as they may be reported to the staff. Here, ve
wish to comment on the process itself: who does it how does 1t
~occur, and to(whom and in what form are the results disseminated? :

In discussing the- idea .of a comprehensive, information system'with
teachers, principa1s -and district-staff (inc1uding superintendents), .
we have a1ways been® greeted with at- 1east these two responses (a) The
idea sounds great! “(b) Who' s going to‘do it, particu1ar1y.the analy-
.sis and reporting'1n a time frame that doesn’t outstrip the relevance
~of the data? Teachers, students, parents, etc. haye been "burned“-far
too often by mindless exerc1ses of data co11ect1on (usua11y surveys),

mthe re5u1ts of. which- never-see the - 1ight of- day or, -if they do, are
presented in a useless form,.jn a use1ess setting, and/or at a use1ess
tine. | o

The inquiry process we have been'referring to all a1on§ 1nvthds
mondgraph overcones the "mindlessness” of much that has gone on in the

name of data collection. But there is no ‘denying tnat resourtes are

needed to carry off the plans we are outlining. .We believe that most

-~ .
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of these resources already exist in district budgets if they are will-
ing to do a little reconfiguratiqn of priorities and inake creative use’
of talent already in the system. Consider, for example, this possibi-
1ity .for. getting ana]yses'déne,,and done -quickly. Computer science is '
_rapidly becoming commonp]acé as q_recognized subject area in elemen-
tary education on ﬁp through senior'high SChooi.. Data processing,
statistical analyses and the Jike will also become commonplace skills
and activitles as the information'sciences are woven into existiﬁa

. curricufa. Stuﬂents, then, become én excelient resource for perform-
ing the data analysis tasks, and the data-analysis tasks become. an
excellent “hands-on“[1eérning experience for the students. |

Now, who gets tﬁe results énd if what forms are they

disseminated? The answeré, of course, depend on the purpose of data
collection and the "sophisticat1on“ of the targetted audiences.
Obviously, the most 1mportant recipients of data are those involved in,

. the inquiry effort that generated the need for data. 1In this case, we

: aré of the opinion that ggx_piece\gf 1nformation‘worih feeding thrdugh
the inquiry can (and must) be co&hunicated in a'way,that'is understood
by alil involved. | A |

However, it is also 1mportant to report results to persons who

.contr1buted 1nformat1on to the 1nqu1ry but are noé*ﬁEEE;§3F5{§"&i
rectly 1nvo]ved in it. For example, some students and parents may be
'(and ought to be) involved in d1scussions on curriculum balance, but

" many w111 not. The resuits of key survey items can easi1y be dissemi-
nated to these groups through school newspapers and/or bulletins. On
some of tﬁe more “burniné“ issues pertaining ro.school-communitj‘re]afﬁ
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tions, perhaps administrators, teachers, parents, students, and commu-
nity members should be brought together in order to hear the 1nf0rma-
tion and determifie what courses of action they could teke together.
sometimes it helns if separate meetings are held w1th(each group
tirst, followed by joint meetings. Various pclitical as well as
mora\/ethica1 cons1derht10ns always come into play when data of this
~-—nature are collected for the purpose of social change and 1mprovn-
ment. It is our v1ew, however, that 1mprovement is a direct function
of the degree of mean1ngfu1 involvement of all the pe0p1e concerned.
For the purposes of staff 1nqu1ry, within the schoo] at least
two kinds‘of reports are envisioned: (1) a class-specific report of
_ observation and aggregated student data w1th1n the class, targetted //
for the teacher of the class and (2) a school-general report
containing aggregated individual, class, and school level data (as

appropr1ate) targetted for all school staff. In Appendix B, we have

included samples of c1ass~speE1f1c and -school-general feedback reports

that were used in A Study of Schooling. These reports irclude a range

. )
of statistical reporting methods, inciuding means, correlations,

cross- tabu\ations, frequency distributions, etc_’/These reports are
offered on1y -as samp]es and not, necessarily as examp1es of how data -
. ought to be reported for the particular needs of a school. In fact,
the school level document 1is probably a better 111ustrat1on of what
might be called a "technical report"® from which relevant items could

be extracted and prepered in more visually graphic terms for specific

staff discussions.

-102-
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In concluding th{s'section, we note that thé process of data
analysi§ and reporting should never be ;egardgd as a fait accompli.
Each analysis, each report is only a device for furthing
understanding. As such; they may suggest further_ana1yses or
reana1yses and different reporting mechanisms.

‘As people 1n\a soéia1,sett1ng, we desire c]osure_but.rareTy,'if
ever, reach it. We must come to view our understandings as tentative
but nevertheless viable bases for decision and action. Yet they must
be continually tested by experience and be amenable to 1nfo;méd
change. If this ceases to be the case, our understandings will be

reduced to little more than dogma.

-103- 106



BIBLIOGRAPHY

Alkin, M. Dajllak, R., & White, P. Using evaluations: Does evaluation
make a d1fference7 ‘Beverly Hills: Sage Pug1ications, 1979,

Babbie, E. R Survﬁxﬁresearch methods Belmont, CA Hadsworth 1973

Baker, E. Toward local control and national accountability in federal
program evaluation. ‘Paper presented at the Conference on P1ann1ng the
Evaluation Process for the Folléw Through Program, National Inst1tute of
Education, 1981. N ] N '

Bank, A.. and Williams, R. C. Evaluation design p;_gect Schoo1 ‘district
organization study. Llos Ange]es, CA: Center for the Study ef Evaiuat1on,
University of Ca11forn1a. 1980. -

Bank, A., and Hilliams, R. Annual report - Eva1uat1on design: Orgah1za-
' t1ona1 study. Center for the Study of Evaluation, University of Cali- -
fornia, Los Angeles, CA, 1981.

Barr, R. & Dreeben, R. How schooiszwork. -Chicago: Universi@y;of_Chicago
Press, 1983. - . L .

N

Barker, R. G. & Gump, P. V. Big school, small school . scgn%ord, CA.:
Stanford Un1vers1ty Press, 1964. =~ - . D

2 . .

Bentzen, M, M. Changing schools: The magic feather.brincipleﬁ New York:
McGraw~H111 1974 ] i N . T

Ber1ak, A. and Berlak, H. ‘Dilemmas of schooling: Teaching éndrgocial
change. 'London: Hethuen, 1981. R :

Berman, P. & Mclaughlin, M. w Federa1_prggrams s_pporting;educat1ona?
change: Imp‘le\nentmn and sustaining 1nnovatjns \Vo1 TIT}. Santa’
Monica, CA Rand Corporat1on,31978 I

Bidwell, clE., & N1ndﬁam,,,;” Ana1ysis-of educat1ona1 p:&duct1v1t1
Vo1ume 11} Issues in macroanalysis. Cambridge, Massachusatts?
Ballinger’ Press, 1980 ' '

Bronfenbrenne , U. The experimental eco1ogy of education. Teachers
»College Record 1976, 78, '157-204. . ‘

\

Brown, B W. & Saks, D‘ H. Production technologies and resource allocations
within. c1assrooms and schools: Theory and measurement. R. “Dreeben &
J.'A,  Thomas (Eds ) ‘The analysis of educational productivity, Vol. I:
Issues-in- m1croah§1y51s Cambridge, MA: Ba111nger, 1980 '

0s-  1@D!



Brown B. W. & Saks D. H. An eeonomiﬁ’approach to. measurlng the effects of
instructional time on student.l€arning, ~Paper presented at the Annual
Meeting of the American Educa%wonal Research Association, Montrea]
fanada, April 1983(a). _° = : :

Srown B. W. & Saks D. H An economic approach to- measure teacher's
preferences in a110cat1ng time to students. Paper presented at the Annual
Meeting of the American Educational Research Assoc1atibn, Montreal
Canada, Apr11 1983(L).

Burstein, L. The role of levels of amalysis in the spedxfication of
educational effects. In R. Dreeben and J. A. Thomas (Eds.), Analysis
of educational productivity. Vol. l: Issues in microanalysis.
Cambridge, MA: Balllnger, 1980b, 11.-190. ~

Burstexn, L. ‘Usi,g multilevel methods for local school improvement: A

‘beginning conceptual synthesis; Los Angeles: Center for the Study of
Evaluation, University of California Los Angeles, 1983.

Campbell, D. T., & Fiske, D. U. Convergent and discriminant validation by
the. mu]t1trait nu1t1method matrix. Psychological Bulletin, 1959, 56,
81- 105 e ‘ :

T

Col®ran, J. 5., Campbell, E. G., kobson, C. J., McPartland, J. M., Mood,
A. M., Weinfeld, F—B:, & York, R: L. Equa11ty of’ educat1ona1 opportunity
Washington, D. C.: Government Pr1nting Oftice, 19065.

-

Denham, C., & Lieberman,-A. (Eds.). Tiwme to learn: A review of the beginnin
teacher evaluation study. Washingtorn, D. C.: Nationmal. Institute of
Education, U.S. Dep?rtment of Educat.on, 1980 ' .

Denain, M. K. (%d.). Sociol_gical methods ~A sourcebook = New York: McGraw-
Hitl, 1978. i : _ .

Dreeben, R. & Thomas, J. A. (Eds.) Analysis of educational productinity.
Volume [: Issues in microanalysis Cambridge, Massachusetts: Baflinger
™~ Press, 1980. , . :

Edmon R. R. Programs of sdneol improvement: An uverview. ' Educational
Leadersh 1982,-40, 4=11. v -

Eisner, E. W. Cogmiticn and curricul um: basis for déciding what to teach.

Hew York: Longman, T?GZ*\-~_—’)’¢ar/f‘ _ . . e

Frederick, W. C., & Walberg, H. J.  Llearning as a function of time. The
Journal of Educational Researcr 1980, 73, 183-194.
1

Giesen, P. & Sirotnik, K. A. The methodology of classroom abservation in -
a stuay of schooling. (A Study of Schuoling, Technical Report MNo. 5).
Los Angeles: Laboratory in School and Community Educatien, UCLA, 1979.

1 a8 f ';106—




' G]asman, N..S. & Biniawinov, I. Input-output ana]yses of schools. Review
.of Educat10na1 Research,- 1982, 51, 509- 539

Good1ad J I.' The dynam1cs of educat10na1 change.. New York: McGraw-Hill,
1975. ) . T

’ . : A

Good]aa J. I. A place called school . Néw'¥ork: McGraw-Hif1, 1983.
" Goodlad, J I.s S1rotn1k ‘K. A. & Overman, B~ C> An overview of " A Study
of $ch6011ng“ Phi’ Delta kappen, 197a 61, 174-178. :

[

Hamw]ton, ST F. The. soc1a1 side.of school1ng Eco]og1ca1 studies of c]assrooms
. and schoo]s —g%;::ntary School Journa] 11983, 83(4)
R

,

Harniscl feger, iley, Bl E Conceptua] 1ssues in models of schoo]
1earn1 Journal of Curr1cu1um Stud1es, 1978, 10 215-231.

~

Harn1schfeger, A. & w11ej3 D.’E. CAP ass1s§§ in schoo] improvement. Kenil-
worth, 111.: The Beacon Institute, 1981 /
T . ‘ :
Heckman, P. E.; Oakes,'ﬁaq.&‘51rotm1k,,K. A.  Expanding tﬁé\eeﬁéépts of
‘renewal and ghange Educa{1ona1 Leadershlp, 1983, 40, 26 32.

Jencks,vC S., Smith, M #\c]and H., Bane M. J., Cohen, D., G1nt1s, H.,
Heyns, B. & H1chelson, S. Inequa11ty A reassessment of the effect of
fam11y and schoo]1ng ‘ih America. .New York:. Basic Books, 13/c.

Kaplan, A.. The conduct of 1nqu1_x} San Frdncisco: Chandler Publishing
Co., 1964. - o
Karweit N. T1me-on Task: A Research Review. Report No. 332, Baltypo
:MD: Center for the Social Organization of Schools, The Johns HopKins
~University, 1983 ' . . -
Kennedy, M. M. workang know]edg;ﬁand other essays. Camberge MA.
The Huron Institute, 1982.. - _ { .

Kerlinger, F. N. Foundat1ons of behav1ora1 rggearch New York:' Holt,
. R1nehart and Winston, 1973.

Krrppendorf, K. Content analysis: An introduction to its methodology.
Beverly Hills: Sage, 1980. = _

4

‘Lyon, C. D., Doscher, L., McGranahan, P., and Williams, R. Evaluation..
and school districts. Center for the Study of Evaluation, University
of California, Los Angeles, CA., December 1978. -

Mackenzie, D. E. Research for school improvement: ' An appraisal of some
recent trends. Educational Researcher, 1983;.12,5-12.

[}

-‘ ~107~ 109
| U [

7



JPMedley, D. M. & M1tze1 Ftsfg\*ﬂeasur1ng classroom behavior by sj&temat1c
observation. 1In Gage, N. L. (Ed:) Handbook of research on teach?rng
Chicago:. Rand McNally, 1963. A

Moos, R. H. & David, T. G. Evaluat1ng and changing c1assroom settings.
In Epstein, J L. (Ed.) The anj1ty of School Life. Lexington, Mass.:
. D. C. Heath f1981. -

Oakes, J. & Sirotnik, K. ‘A. An’Tﬁnodest proposal From cr1t1ca1 theory
to critical practice for school renewal. Paper presented at the American
Educat1ona1 Research Associatian, 1983

JLettinger, A. G. Run ‘computer, run: The mythology of educat1ona1 innovation. ¥
Cambr1dge Mass.» Harvard Un1vers1ty Press, 1969. ' N

Oppenhe A. N. Quest1onna1re des1gn and attitude measurement. New quk:
Basic Books, 1966 B v

s

/

batton, M. Q Q;a11tat1ve eva]uat1on methods Beverly Hills: Sage, 1980.

Purkey, S & Sm1th S. Effect1ve schools: A review. Elementary

sgmm_ammhl 1983, 83(4) A p

. Reisner, E. R., Alkin, M. C. Boruch ‘R F. C1nn, R. L. & Millman;, J;
Assessment of the Title I Evaluat1on and Reporting System Washington,
D.C.: U.S. Department— of*Education, Apr11 1982. ) : ,

Rosensh1ne, B. V., & Berliner, D. C. ,Academ1c engaged time. British
Journal of Teacher Education, 1978, 4, 3-15. .

Rosenshine, B. & Furst, N. 'The use of direct observation to study teaching.
In R. M. W. Travers (Ed.) Second handbook of research on teaching.
Chicago: Rand McNally, 1973.

PURA

Sarason, g‘ B. The culture of the school and the problem of change Boston:
Allyn and Bacon, Inc., 1971 (1st ed1t1on) and 1982‘Trev1sed edition).

Simon, A., & Boyer, E. G. (Eds.) Mirrors for behavior: An anthology of
classroom observation-instruments. Vols. 1-6. Philadelphia: Research
for;Better Schools, 1967. : :

Simon, A.,‘&’Boyer, E. 6. (Eds) Mirrors for behav1or An antho]ogi of
classroom obsrevation instruments.. Vols. 7-14 and Summary. Philadelphia:
Research for Better Schools, 1970a. ' XW

Simon, A., & Boyer, E. G. (Eds.) Mirrors for behavior: An anthclogy of _
classroom ohservation instruments. Supplementary Vols. A and B.
Philadelphia: Research for Better Schools, 1970b.

S1rotn15_ K. A. Instrument Development and Psycholetric Analysis 6$\\\
Major Scales Utilized in A Study of Schooling. (A Study of Schooling
Technical Report No. 4.) Los Angeles: Laboratory in School and
Community Education, UCLA, 1979.

- -

110 -108-

-
s
v




Sirotnik, K. A. Psychometric implications of the unit-of-analysis "problem"
(with examples from the measurement of organizatignal climate). Journal
of Educational Measurement, 1980, 17, 245-281.

Sirotnik, K. A. Beyond achievement outcomes. Paper presented at the
- American Educational Research Associat1073 1982.

Sirotnik, K. A. & Burstein, L, Methodological issues in studying the
effectiveness of schooling:' Recent developments and lingering concerns.
Paper presented at the American EJucationa1 Research Association, 1983.

~

Sirotnik, . K. A. & Oakes, J. Systemic Evaluation Deliverable (NIE-G-81-0001).
Los Angeles: Center for the Study of Evaluation, UCLA, 198la. o
Sirétnik,,K. A. & Oakes, J. Toward a c0mprehens%ve educational appraisal -
system: A contextual perspective. , (Occasional Report No. 2..) Los Angeles:
Laboratory in School and Community ‘Education, UCLA, 198%b. ) T

Sirotnik, K. A. & Oakes, J. A contextual appraisal system for schools:
Medicine or madness? Educational Leadership, 1981c, 39, 164-173.

. Si o nik, K. A, & Oakes, J., Systemic Exaiﬁgtion'0e1iverab1e~(ng-G-BZ-OOI).
Los Angeles: . Center for the Study of Evaluation, UCLA, 1982a.

Sirotnik, K. A. & Oakes, J. Critical inquiry and school renewal: A
liberation of method within a critical theoretical perspective. )
({Occasional Report No. 4) Los Angeles: Labong;ory in School and Community
Education, UCLA, 1983. - -

Stallings, J. & Kaskowitz, D. Follow through classroom observatidn
evaluation 1972-1973. SRI Project URU-7370, 1974, Stanford Research
Institute. i o

Walberg, H. J. Psychology of 1earning'environments: Behavioral,'structural,
or perceptual? In Lee S. Shulman (Ed.) Review of research in education
(Vol. 4). Itosca, I111.: Peacock, 1976. '

Waller, W. The sociology of teaching. New York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc.,
- 1932. .

Ward, B. A. & Tikunoff, W. J. Collaborative research. Elementary School ‘\
Journal, 1983, 83(4). : .

‘Webb, E. J., Campbell, D. T., Schwartz, R. D., & Sechrest, L. Unobtrusive
measures: Nonreactive research in the social sciences. Chicago: Rand
McNally, 1966. ‘

Willis, G. Qualitative evaluation as the aisthetic, personal, and pdﬁitﬁca1
- dimensions of curriculum criticism. In Willis G.  (Ed.) Qualitative °
Evaluation. Berkeley, CA.: McCgEchan, 1978. N

111

-109-



..

APPENDIX A

¥
Teacher Questionnaire

Secénda_ry Student Questionnaire
Upper Elementary Questi onnaire
Early E1 ementary, ouestilohnai re
Parent Questionnaire

Teacher Interview

-School Data Form

Staff Meeti ng Obsei'vat"i'on

Classroom Observation Systems

112

-111-



TEACHER

- ‘QUESTIONNAIRE



DEM)GRAPHIC/BIOGRAPHIC INFORMATION

General

_ ‘1.. Age: — ‘ |

2 sex: [ 1Male [ ] Female '
3. Current marital status:

[ 1 Single '
[ 1 Married/Coupled

£
)i

Nunber qf children:

5. Do you have any chﬂdren Hving with you who are of:

Yes No / ‘
Pre-sch1age..............[] (1]
Elementary school age . « « « v o« o« o oL 1 [ ;
Secondary'school age « o ¢« o o o o s oo oL 1 L1
Post-secon ry schoolage . .......01 []
6. Which one of the fo]]owing categories best describes your racial/ethic

background?

(1] white/Caucasian/Ang1o
B1ack/Negro/Afro-American
riental/Asian American

Mexican American/Mexican/Chicano
Puerto Rican/Cuban

American Indian

Other

[pan Eaan Foun T K asn ¥ e |

7. what is your approximate annual 1ncome" (Inc]ude your spouse's income i £
'marrigd.) 4

[] Less than $5,000 - [ ] $15,000 - $19,999
[ ] $5,000 - $9,999 [ ] $20,000 .- $24,999
~L 1 $10,000 - $14,999 [ ] $25,000 or more
8. During your chi_Tdhood, how would you rate your family's income levei?
[ 1 Low [ 1 Middle [ 1high
9. Do'ygu live in the same community-in which this school is 1OCatedf
| [ 1ves L1 No - '
N\ /
N
\ L el O
o | 114




10..

a. If no, what is your best guess as to, the economic evel of the
. cormumty in wmch you now Tive?

[ 7 A lower economic level than this schoo'l s community
[ ] The same Same -economic Tevel.as this school's community
(17 A h1ghe r economic 'Ieve'l than this schoo'l s community

‘b. Is the racla'l makeup of the community in which you now Tive:
[ 1 Similar to the raga'l makeup of this school's comrumty
[ ] Different from the racial makeup of this school's commm ty

Profess1ona'| Activities | T

11.

12.

13.
14.

o Lamn Voo W amm Lo |
e g i)

What is the highest academ c credent1 al that you hold?
(Mark on'ly one.i .
High schoo'l diploma

Associate's degree/Vocational certificate
Bache'lor s degree ‘_

Master's degree s
Gradazate/Professmna'l degree [Ph.D., Ed.D., J.D., (L1.B.), M.D.,
etc

- Have you done any post: credential work in education?

(] No _
[ 1 VYes; If Yes: - /
a. Has it been pri rﬂx in the area of (Mar'k on'l_y one)
[ 1 subject matter _
[ 1 Teaching methods
[ ] Administration \
[ ] Other ~

b. What was the main purpose of your post-credent1a'| work? (Mark
only one)
[ J To change grade levels of teaching
[-] To change subject .
[ ] To advance in the salary schedule
E '_:\l To become an administrator -

For persona'l growth

How many years of teaching expem ence have you had? \ N

In how many different schools have you worked as 3 regular member of the :

' school staff?

(1o (15

(11 (16

(12 (17 :

(13 (18 AN
[]4 [ 19 ormre :



15. Have ybu taught at the fo'l'lom ng levels of schoo'ling'?

‘ Yes No
\ Pre-school « « « « o« oo [ ] L[]
‘ Elementary « « « « « « o o L 1 [ ]
Middle/dunior High . . . . [ ] []
Senfor High « « « o o o[ ] []
Post-secondary . . . . . . [ 1 L[]

16. For each of the following fields, please mark Yes or No, indicating
whether or not: (A) you majored or minored in that field in college;

(B) you have had post-credential work in that field. . i
- A . B
Major or Post-credential
Minor . work
Field | Yes No Yes No
English/Reading/Language Arts . . . [ J- L] . ... [1 [1
'Math ooo-oo'ooooooooool[][]Oo‘o‘o[][]
Socia'ISciences.......'...:r[][.].‘.-..[]»[].‘
Physical/Natural Sciences . . . .. CJ [ ] .... [] []
Computer Science .« «'e oo v L] L[] oo [1 L]
The Arts* v o v v s oo awwwosoLILY oo 1 L] .
Foreign Language .« + oo o,v o oL J L1 oo [ L[]
Indstrial Arts « « « « o oo oo L3 [] oo [T L]
Business Education . . ..+ ... C7 ..o [T L]
Home Economics '« « o o o o o oo [:]J 0[] ¢ oo [T L]
Physical Education . ..o s ...L1 L[] ... [ L[]
Special Education « « « v v o oo '3 03 oo [T L]

“* Visual arts,. crafts, music -drama/theater, dance/creative movement,
creative wmting, fi'lnmaking, photography: -

17. How many years of administrative experience have you had’ in schoo'l s?

18. Have you worked in schools as an administrator at the following Jevels of

schooling?

, Yes . No .
Pre-scho0le + v ¢« ¢ v s e st 1 [T
Elementary « « « e o o oo oo oo ool -L[1]
Middle/dunior High « . .. ... .. .l] []
nfor High « « « o« ¢ o oo oo vl ]l L[]
Post-secondary .« . « o o ¢ o o oo o o L] []

TQ 3




20.

21.

7 19. a. Have you participated in any professional training programs (other

“han college work) during the past three years?
[ 1Yes L INo ‘
If Yes: |

b. A 1ist of topics is presented below. If you attended a program in
which any of these topics were discussed, please indicate for each
topic the group(s) which INITIATED the program. o

District  Other

Schoo'l , or Outside
' ‘ / Staff County Agency

Adult group.dynanncs (1 e., " ,

human relations, interpersonal

re'lationships)'........,’..[]..X.[]...[]

Teaching methods or strategies ... .[J1...[]1 ...[]
Child growth and development . . . . . .[J...[1 .. .[]
Classroom management « « « « « oo o o o L 1o o[ ] o]
Behavioral. objectives/evaluation . . . . [ J...[L 1 ...[]
Curriculum development « « o« o o w o o o L 1o sl ] oo .]
Comuter'literacy........'...v.[,].-..[]...[]
Cross~cultural/cross- : L S -

national education « «/«e o o+ o o o L J oo o[ ] .o .1
English/Reading/Language Arts . . .. .0 1. ..[] ...[]
Mathooooooooooooooo'oooL]Ooo[]ooo[]
Social Sciences . . v v i v o e e oo LT L] o L]
Physical/Natural Sciences e esoeeselTeoeolT v..L]
The Arts (visual .arts, crafts,

msic, drama/theater, dance/

creatjve movement, creative )

writing, fi'lmnaking, S
, photography) '« « « o v o o s oo o L)ool o]
‘Foreignlanguage « « « « « o o o o oo o LYo 0T «..0[]
Vocational/Career Education '

(shop, business education, g

homeeconomicsetc)......[].. (1 .. .[+]
Ph_ys1ca'lEducat1on...........[]‘.. 1l ...01:
Other....'..............,[]...[] .[]

C. Was your participation in these programs [ ] vo'luntary [ 7 required?

d. Are these programs generally: [ ] sought out by _yourse'l f?
[ ] brought to your attention by
others'?

How many educational organizatwns do you be'long to'?
How many articles, books, reports, etc., 1n education have you read in

the last year?
\

e
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. Professional Attitudes, Opinions, etc.. ' ) /

22. Do you generally. feel adequately prepared to teach -in the following

fields? . - )
- : I Yes No
" English/Reading/Language Arts. « « .« « « « « [1 ]\
MALN o o o o o o o o o o o o s 0 o o o 0 o [l (]
SOC'ia'ISC'iences..’............[] [1.
Physical/Natural Sciences .« « « « o o ¢ o« (1 [1
ConputerSciences...-..........[] []
THE AMES « o o o o o oo oo ososveesld L[]
.. Foreign Language « « « « o o » o o o o 3 o (1 [
Industrial ArtS « « « o o o ¢ o o o a o s o L] I
Business Education « « « « o o o o0 oo L] []
Home ECONOMICS o o« o o o o o e o o oo oosl 1 [ ]
Physical EQucation « « « '« o o ¢ o o o o & O O T
Special Education .« « « « ¢ o o o 0 i oo (1 (1
General Education .« « ¢ «me ¢ o o o o o e .[1 [1

- 23. What was your rimary reason for entering the rducation profession?
(Mark only one? . : . -

[ 1 Working conditions -- hours, holidays, summer vacations, job
. security, time off : ,
[ ] Interest in subject, always wanted to'be a teacher, "felt called"
[ ] Recommended by or influenced by others, such as parents,
counselors, relatives, etc. E :
[ 1 Inherent values in the profession; work is rewarding, enjoyable,
- satisfying, etc. e - ‘
[ ] sScholarship(s) or fellowship to study to.become a teacher
[ ] Like children/students/young people o
[ 1 To help others, to be of service, to teach others.
[ ] Economic considerations; availability of job; unable to afford -
other kind(s) of training; to pay off loan, etc.
[ ] Other .

4. Looking back on your expectations before you started your present career,
were those expectations fulfilled?

[ 3 Yes [ 3N : | ' /
25. If you had it do over, would you'choese education as a profeséi?p?’
[ 1 Yes - [ 1N

3]

26. In general, how much help do you feel professional training pf5§§%ms are
(or could be) to your own professional development? .

. : - VYery
Those initiated by: Aot Some Little  Non
SChoo] STaff o + « o o o o » o« L[] [
District or County « « « « + o« 1o .01 L1, A
Other outside agencies « « « « « [ J oo o . [




27.

28.

How much do educational organizations affect your:
: Very ;

A Jot  Some Little, None

Working conditions « « + « o oo [ 1...017. R A

“Professional growth « « « . oo L 1. . .01 001001

In general, how much help do you feel professional literature in
education is to your own professional deveiopment?

A lot Some Very little None '
[]'--'.I'[]l‘}'-'o"[]".""'[] ol
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PERSONAL WORK ENVIRONMENT

. ‘Assig nts : : ' "y
1. Indicate which one of the fonowing best describes your usual teaching
sn:uation’? , :

Member of a-teaching team

Teach with one or .more aides’

Teach alone with regular assistance from a specialist
" Teach with a student teacher .
Teach in a self-contained c]assrocm w1ta informal assistance from
one or more teachers

o Yo T e T B

2: Do you currently work in thiSaSChOO]:

[ ] Full time ) C : «
‘L1 Part.time : : .

3. How many years have you worked in this‘sthoo1?

4. How many years have you worked for this school district?
- 5. Do you~have_another paying job? (Mark only one)

Yes, during the school yeér only
Yes, during the summer only

Yes, during the entire year

No

e
Lt

6. Which of the following subject areas do you currently teach?

Eng]ish/Reading/Language Arts . . ... e oL
Math oo v v v b vt ot e e e e e L
Social SCIentes .« « + v v o v s o s s o o & [
Physical/Natural Sciences c e e e e e {
Computer Sciences ; « «"v v v o v v v v o s [
The Arts . . . . . 2 S e d
Foreign Language .+ &+ « « « « + « & cee Wl
Industrial Arts . ¢ . . o o v o & e ol
-Business Education { . . . . . . P |
Home ECONOMICS & v § » o ¢ a6 o o s o & R
Physical Education { . . . . . . e v e oWl
Special Education { . . . .. .. ... . [

TQ 7

0

L ons TR

Teach alone in a se1f+cohtaiﬁEa E1a55rgom e R



\

7.  What percentages of your typical work day".are.spent in the following
activities? 7 \

teaching . « « ¢ « ¢ « ¢ « &
preparation . . . . . . . . v e e e
other school-related . . . . . . . .
personal (e.g., lunch) . . . . ..

Satisfaction.

8. Hypotheticaﬂy, which one of the fcllowing reasons wou d st 1ike1z
cause you to 'quve your present position?

. 0] rfore money _
Severe staff conflict
Higher status job '
Inadequate physical plant and materi als
Personal conflict with the administration '
Personal frustration or lack of satisfaction with my Own Job
performance
Difficult student popuiation (or the characterd stics of the student
population)

m T
—d e e b D
1

v

9. Which one of your regular daily work activities do you like best and
which one do you like least?
- (Mark only one in each column)

4

[ad

Best Leas
Teaching (actual instruction) « « « v v v v v v o011 L]
Teaching preparation (planning and preparing :
lessons, getting supplies, setting up rooms, etc. ) c...01 [
Disciplining students . . . . « ¢« .« ¢ s o 000 e e (1 (1
Working with individual students . ... ....+..:..0[]1 []
Required classroom routines {roll call, dismissal, etc.). . .[1 []
External classroom disruptions {P.A. system students
taken out of class, €tc.) « « « «'e 4 0 0. . . cese.3-01
Testing and grading . i et s e e e e .1 [
Required non-instructi ona'l duties (yard supervi sion,
' meetings, clerical, inventory, etc.) + « o o v o o ... .01 - []
Formal. interaction irith other staff members
- (conferring, organizing, etc.) . « « . « ¢ ¢ o o oo .[1 (1
- Informal interaction wit other staff members -
~ (lounge, cafeteria, etc.) ... ... e B R
Interaction withparents . . . « « « e ¢ . v ceewns...01 []
10. How much help do you feel you have in carrying out your job?
[ ] Not enough [ j\Adequate © [ ] Too much




Ig general, how satisfied are you with the current teacher evzﬂuation system ;

this, schoo'l"
[ ] very satisfied [ ] Somewhat dissatisfied ,
[ ] Somewhat satisfied [ 1 Very dissatisfie? : .

12. - Indicate whether or not you would 1ike to see the fonowing changes in the
current eva'luation procedures used at this school.

Yes Mo
Having different people do the evaluations . . . . ... L] []
More frequent evaluations . . . . ..o ..o L] D1
Modi fied/different criteriaused . « + « ¢« e 0o oo v [ []
Lessfrequenteva'luat*lon............'..'.,\[] L]
, Modified/different ways the results are . -
camunicatedtoyou..................[] {3

N
13. While you are on the job, doyou find that the school buildings, grounds,
and facﬂi ties meet your needs:
, . Yes No
Forwork e s i e s e e e e e e 1 L]
Forre'laxation..-....,...'............[] 1

14. .How satisfied are you with each:of the follcwing areas of your' planning -
and teacliing " Very . ' Mildly Mildly Very
Setting goa1s Satisfied Sati’s,fied Dissatisfied Dissatisfied .

andobJectives.....[] R0 U PR A I |
Use of classroomspace . .L 1 ..[1....03....~0]1]
Scheduling timeuse . . . .[J ...03....03.....0]1

Selecting instructioral . - :
mteﬁa‘s .l.’.'._.'[],..l_[]'.ll[]-.luol[]'

Eva'iuating students A B S H PN ['}L..v_."-.'. P

Selecting content, tOpiCa, \ . S
and skills €0 be faught [] S IR (N R

Grouping studentsfor- .- v
instruction . . . . O i PN (i SO (N O

Selectmg teachmg : 4
techniques.......[] ce.1....030 00

Selecting 'Ieaming ' : : o _
actwities.......'[],'.[]...,[]......[‘]

"~
L]

(A
-
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A _ '
Physical Plant Ratings

ORGANIZATIONAL WORK ENVIRONMENT -

Ps »

1. Based upon your exper]ence jn this and other schools, how would you "grade”
the following aspects of the physical enviromment, using the traditional* A -
F scale: A A B C D F
Buildings (structural) . . . . . .. .. £y1..03..01..03..0C1
Grounds (desigm)—. . . . . . Yo e e e e t31..03..031..013..01
Lighting < o » « - « - AN [1..031..03..03..€1
Decor (paint,etc.)- . oo vvww w0 L) 0] L 1..01]
Cleanliness . .:eeweeweeoeweoof1o.0)003.01.01"
SPACE « v e e o e e v e e e e (1..03..031..01..01
Restrooms . . . . . . e e t31..03..031..01..°01
Classrooms . . . . . . . Ve o o oo e e (1..01..031