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This Report is a product of Rand’s study of performance contracting in educa-
tion. The study is sponsored by the Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation,
U.S. Department of Healih, Education and Welfare, under Contract No. HEW-QS-
70-156.

Case Studies in Educational Performance Coniracting comp-ises six volumes.
Each is a self-contained study; together they provide a multifaceted view of perform-
ance contracting. The six volumes are:

1. R-900/1-HEW, Conclusions and Implications, by P. Carpenter and
G. B. Hall ;
2. R-900/2-HEW, Norfolk, Virginia, by P. Carpentar
3. R-900/3-HEW, Texarkana, Arkansas and Liberty-Eylau, Texas, by
P.Carpenter, A. W. Chalfant, and G. R. Hall ]
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5. R-900/5-HEW, Gilroy, California, by M. L. Rapp and G. R. Hall
6. R-900/6-HEW, Grand Rapids, Michigan, by G. C. Sumner
This study is the second of three Rand Reports on the subject. The first Report
wasdJ. P. Stucker and G. R. Hall, The Performance Contracting Concept in Education, .‘
The Rand Corporation, R-699/1-HEW, May 1971. The third Report will be a per- ]
formance contracting guide intended for use by educational officials. 3
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SUMMARY

Grand Rapids is a city ¢f 200,009 in southwestern Michigan. Total pupil enroll-

year, the district had performance contracts for reading and math instruction with
three commercial firms: Alpha Learning Systems, Inc. (Alpha), Combined Motiva-
tion Education System, Inc. (CMES), and Westinghouse Learning Corporation
(WLQ).

The CMES AND WLC contracts were independently obtained on scle-source
bases. The Alpha program was part of the Office of Economic Cpportunity experi-
ment in performance contracting. The programs of all three contractors featured
contingency management and individualized instruction, and all used commercially
available materials and equipment.

The WLC program initially accommodated 220 low achievers in two inner-city
elementary schools, grades 1-6. Modifications were made after the fir«t semester to
accommodate all but the special-education pupils, increasing the WLC program
enrollment to about 340. The contract fee was $149.50 per achievement-year gain
per student as measured by standardized achievement testing. There was no pay-
hardware-oriented program in rooms that were furnished much more comfortably
*han regular classrooms. .

The CMES program accommodated around 550 low-achieving pupils (including
special-education pupils) in an inner-city middle school, grades 6-9. The contract fee



was $60 per achievement-year gain per student. The CMES program was highly
h~rdware-oriented, and again the rooms were furnished much more comfortably
than regular classrooms.

The Alpha program accommodated 300 low achievers in a middle school in
grades 7-9, and 300 low achievers in two elementary schools in grades 1-3. All schools
were in the inner city. Three-fourths of the contract fee was determined on a sliding
scale, varying from $60 to $150 per achievement-year gain per student. The rest of
the payment was based on satisfactory performance on interim mastery tests. The
Alpha program involved no special furnishings or instructional equipment.

At the end of the year, it was necessary to negotiate payment on both the WLC
and the CMES contracts because of excessive absences, program changes, or other
conditions not anticipated in the contracts.

Average achievement gains in the WLC program for pupils who atlended at
least 150 days were 0.67 in reading and 0.58 in math (as measured by the Metropoli-

who attended at least 150 days were 1.2 in reading and 1.J in math (as measured
by the Educational Development Series published by Scholastic Testing Service).
Achievement data for the Alpha program were not available at the time of this
publication.
and did not think it fair to judge effectiveness on the basis of first-year results. The
district decided to hold final judgment in abeyance for a year. Accordingly, follow-on
contracts were awarded for all three programs. The performance payment machin-
ery was modified for the CMES and Alpha contracts, and was dropped altogether
from a contract with Learning Unlimited (headed by a former WLC official, Learn-
ing Unlimited assumed WLC’s instruction management activities at the end of the
1970-71 school year). Alpha and Learning Unlimited were also awarded contracts
for programs in other Grand Rapids schools.

The Grand Rapids experience underscores the value of performance contract-
ing as an agent for introducing instructional innovations. It also indicates that the

in the program modifications that are generally required to adapt to the particular
needs of a district.
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I. INTRODUCTION

With three performance contracting programs for reading and mathematics,
Grand Rapids was in a unique position among school districts during the 1970-71
school year. No other school district had so many reading and math programs under
way.! The three commercial contractors, Alpha Learning Systems, Inc. (Alpha),
Combined Motivation Education Systems, Inc. (CMES), and Westinghouse Learning
Corporation (WLC) use somewhat different educational systems, but the Grand
Rapids School District (GRS) decided that the programs of all three have sufficient
benefits to warrant continuation with modifications during the 1971-72 school year.
Significantly, there was less utilization of performance payment in the follow-on
contracts.

The opportunity to study the programs of three different contractors within a
single school district, the midyear decisions that had to be made, and the outcomes
of the programs make Grand Rapids an extremely instructive case study of perform-
ance contracting in education. This Report describes the three programs and how
they evolved during the 1970-71 school year. It also discusses the achievement
results and some of the other program outcomes.?

! Dallas, Texas also had three performance coutracts during 1§70-71, but not all were for reading and
mathematics.
__* The report concentrates on the WLC and CMES programs because the Alpha program iz part of the
Office of Economic Opportunity performance contracting experiment and will receive attention in CEG
evaluation reports.




The Report makes no attempt to identify the “best” program. The achievement
patterns, participant characteristics, management practices, program goals, and
resource consumption patterns are so multidimensional and diverse among the
three programs that any ranking must depend on the subjective assessment of the
beholder. In the Grand Rapids case. GRS sensibly chose to hold program compari-
sons in abeyance for & year until more data and more information on the post-
shakedown period would be available. This Report presents information that GRS
may find relevant for comparisons and decisionmaking evaluations. Nonetheless,
since there are no simple common denominators that can combine all input and
output aspects of a program, normative comparisons among programs are subjective
and should properly be made by school officials, not researchers.

This Report has six major sections. Section II briefly describes Grand Rapids
and its school system. Sections III, IV, and V, respectively, describe the district’s
experiences with CMES, WLC, and Alpha. Section VI editorializes on implications
drawn from the Grand Rapids experience with performance contracting. The appen-
dixes reproduce the pertinent contracts.
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II. GRAND RAPIDS PUBLIC SCHOOLS

Grand Rapids straddles the Grand River in southwestern Michigan (Fig. 1). The
city’s population is 200,000, and there are half a million people in the metropolitan
area. The city has long been known for furniture manufacturing, although most of
that industry has moved to the Carolinas. The furniture manufacturers still left in
Grand Rapids include the American Seating Company, the largest manufacturer of
transportation seats, football stadium seats, and the like. There are three General
Motors plants in: Grand Rapids, and a variety of diversified manufacturing. The area
economy. The downtown area of the city is old and shows the marks of a number
of buildings having been torn down for parking lots; there has been considerable
urban renewal.

Grand Rapids housing is almost completely segregated. The black community
(about 20 percent of the population) is bounded by the river on the west and the
downtown area to the north. Whites, mostly of Polish and Dutch extraction, live
west of the river, north of downtown, and in the suburbs.

About 70 percent of the students in Grand Rapids attend public schoois. The
other 30 percent are split fairly evenly between the Roman Catholic schools and the
Christian schools (the parochial schools of the Christian Reformed Church). The
latter church embodies a theologically more conservative wing that also maintains
a small parochial school system. There are four public high schools and four nonpub-
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lic high schools; two of the latter are Catholic and two are Caristian Reformed. The
local Calvin College is also an offspring of the Christian Reformed Church.

DISTRICT SCHOOLS

The Grand Rapids School District is unified, and includes a junior college. Total
enrollment is 41,000. An overall student profile is provided in Table 1.

The school system is almost completely segregated. A few years ago, the
NAACP protested the master plan of the School Board on the basis that it per-
petuated this segregation, and demanded that many of the schools in the black
neighborhood be closed down. More recently, after the plan had been modified, the
blacks protested because schools were not being built in their neighborhood. In
December 1979, the NAACP filed suit against the district, charging segregation at
South Middle School and ter elementary schools.

Some integration has been achieved through busing black students to white
schools. This has led to occasional racial! disturbances. For example, Union High
School was closed down for seven days in May 1971 because of alleged differential
treatment of blacks.

Busing has aroused the prerlictable communitv furor, and was apparently sig-
nificant in securing the election of a faction to the School Board that is opposed to
busing. In an opinion survey administered by the district in January 1971, respond-
ents voted the busing program as the biggest defect in the school system.

A less controversial busing arrangement takes place in connection with the
district’s Educational Park program. At Central High School and the adjacent junior
college, a number of specialized classes are taught for which any high school student

their own high schools to Educational Park. In 1970-71, about 2000 pupils in Educa-
tional Park enrolled for about 3000 student-units. Educational Park increases the
number of subject offerings available in the schools; it makes specialized staffing
easier, and it has brought about some integration.

The School Board has seen considerable turnover in recent years. It is a nine-
man board, with three members elected for three-year terms each year. From 1950
to 1962, there were only five changes on the Board. From 1962 through the current
year there have been 18 changes, primarily in reaction to the master plan in general
and the busing program in particular. During the last year, the Board tended to split




Table 1

Racial ethnic?
White ..i.vecncesctacssssnnncnssosssnsnsussnnssessssas B4%
Black .iiiieienceananassnancsnsnnsssassssssssasnases 1b
Spanish Surname .......c.seesccceecesce sssasasassens 1
OtheY ...vcecessssscsssnnssrsssnnsassansssnsssssnnass L

Student turncverP
Including changes among schools
1969-70 ..icevevessansvsannsonnvsssassassssnsesssssaees 18
1970-71 cieviicnevenscacancsssnssnsssanscssssnsnses L3
To nondistrict schools only
1969-70 ..iiriisriennnrecernoscneseinsnsnssscssas 9
R 0 -

Low—income StUdents ....ecceceeccsnssnssasncecsnsnsessss aAbout 25%

Sex (September 1970)
BEYE & & % & 5 3 & F E %% 0 0 5 9 % &% G &S5 S %S RS S E®E S S S E &R L ES R R EEW 52
Girls & B & O ¥ & F 8 @ % #F 5 F & &8 85 & &5 E RS S EES S E RS S F RSN RO 48

SOURCE: Taken from the 1970 application for Title I funds.

3A11 children living in the district, including all those
attending nonpublic schools (about 30 percent).

bcalculated as the ratio of students leaving during the
school year to students enrolled in September, expressed as a
percentage.
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rather consistently on certain issues. Four seats were at stake in the hotly contested
election of August 1971, and the thrust of much of the campaign was a drive by some
campaigners to unseat the remaining board members who voted for the original
raaster plan.

THE MICHIGAN STATE ASSESSMENT OF GRAND RAPIDS SCHOOLS

The State of Michigan’s assessment of economic status and academic achieve-
ment provides rough comparative information that is useful in forming a profile of
the district. The Assessment is administered yearly to Michigan school districts by
the Michigan Department of Education. Grand Rapids’ ratings on the 1970 Assess-
ment are summarized in Table 2. It should be noted that these data have serious
drawbacks.

Part of the Assessment is a test designed by Educational Testing Service for
fourth- and seventh-graders. Whether a school receives Michigan Section 3 funds
(for aides, etc.) depends on how poorly the students score on this test (25 points) and
how poorly they rate on an SES (socioeconomic status) questionnaire they are asked
to fill out (10 points). GRS has discovered a very serious . ..sponse-bias problem with
the questionnaire: it seems the students respond according to their aspirations
rather than actual status (e.g., how many color TVs does your family own?). For
example, one of the poorest schools in the district received 25 achievement peints,
but none of the 10 SES points. Furthermore, some schools elsewhere in the state
refused to administer the questionnaire, only to find cut later that it would be part
of the basis for funding. At a special session in September, 1970, the legislature voted
to guarantee that any school receiving Section 3 funds in 1969-70 would be funded
in 1970-71 at one-half rate at least. Several districts in the state boycotted the
assessment in 1970-71, preparing the way for a confrontation on the matter. Conse-
quently, the data should be regarded as only roughly indicative of true socioeco-
nomic and achievement levels.

DISTRICT FINANCES :

In the 1968-69 school year, the dollars-per-student factors for the district were
$675 for secondary, $549 fur elementary, $1353 for special education, $650 for junior

420




Table 2
MICHIGAN STATE ASSESSMFNT OF GRAND RAPIDS SCHOOLS,
FOURTH AND SEVENTH GRADES, 1970
(Percentile ratings)?@

Michigan
Michigan Core-Cities
Norms Norms

Item 4th  7th | 4th 7tk

Socioeconomic status 65 80 65 70

Attitudes and aspirations
Importance of school achievement 75 80 50 60
Self-perception 70 65 65 70

%’ Attitude toward school 10 5 40 30
; School human resources

¥ Pupil/teacher ratio 70 70 30 30
; Average years of teaching experience 30 25 5 25

Teachers with Master's degree or
above (%) 75 75 10 15
Average teacher salary 90 85 25 25

e Pl 0

School financial resources
State equalized valuation per pupil 90 90 75 75
Local revenue per pupil 90 90 50 50
State school aid per pupil 30 30 55 55
K=12 instructicnal expense per pupil 90 90 25 25
Total current operating expense

per pupil 90 90 20 20

Vocabulary 10 10 40 50
Reading 10 15 40 50
English expression 10 15 35 55
Mathematics 15 25 50 70
Basic skills composite achievement 10 15 40 55

§
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%The percentiles indicate Grand Rapids' relative placement with
respect tc other Michigan school districts. In the first row, for
example, 80 percent of all Michigan school districts rank below
Grand Rapids with respect to the SES of seventh-graders, but only
.70 percent of Michigan core-city school districts rank lower.
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college, and $644 overall. The 1970-71 total operating budget was around $33 mil-
lion. A comparative budget summary is provided in Table 3. A little over half the
district’s revenue comes from local source, 40 percent from the state, and n:ost of
the rest from tuition from students who live outside the district.

The millage rate (i.e., the property tax rate per $1000 assessed valuation) for
Grand Rapids is quite low compared to other Michigan cities. In part, this reflects
the substantial number of pupils in private schools. Perhaps it also reflects fiscal
conservatism. In any event, millage elections have become a periodic crisis point in
the district, and a large part of the district’s public relations efforts are devoted to
this question. In the spring of 1970, a millage election was lost and termination
notices were sent out to 600 teachers. A new election was held and the higher
millage rate was passed. The 500 teachers who were still available were rehired.

The County Allocation Board gives the schools 10.1 mills out of the 15 mills that
is the maximum lawful levy on the populace (without elections). In addition, there
are 14 mills that have been authorized by elections. The total 24.1 mills represents
$17.8 million of operating funds.

The district asked for three additional mills in the April 1971 election to cover
increases in salaries and operating costs that were expected in the 1971-72 school
year. The district anticipated enrollment increases as a result of the denial of state
aid to nonpublic schools.?

The history of millage elections is summarized in Table 4.

Despite the district’s very broad range of curricula, special programs, and com-
munity involvement activities, the administration is sensitive to criticism from the
community that the district is unprogressive.

In order to obtain a ciearer picture of the citizens’ viewpoint, the district hired

* In November 1970's state election, Michigan voters passed Proposal C, a constitutional amendment
that denies state aid to nonpublic schools. This overturned the legislature’s plan to pay half the salaries
of teachers of nonreligion classes in nonpublic schools (two new nonpublic schools had opened in the fall
0f 1970 in Grand Rapids in anticipation of this subsidy). The State Superintendent of Schools set the cutoff
date for direct state aid at December 18, All of this was expected to have considerable impact in Grand
Rapids, where 30 percent of the children go to nonpublic schools.

“3.
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Table 3

SUMMARY OF GRS FINAL OPERATING BUDGET FOR 1970-1971

Final
Actual Budgeted Budget
Item 1968-69 1969-70 1970-71
Revenue

Revenue from local sources $13,864,847.69 $14,120,500 $17,830,981
Tuition 913,961.75 1,038,450 1,332,130
Interest 483,851.68 450,000 600,000
Net revenue: revolving fund: 8,056.68
Miscellaneous 97,681.10 82,000 180,083
Revenue: state sources 10,340,804.98 11,063,847 12,189,456
Revenue: state redist. Fed. funds 122,820.37 100,000 100,000
Revenue: Federal sources 73,949.89 109,500 29,230
Incoming transfer accounts 475,338.59 475,000 307,000
Balance from previous years 985,298

Total Revenue

$26,381,312.73

$28,424,595

$32,568,880

Expenditures
Instruction
Administration
Attendance
Health services
Pupil transportation
Operation
Maintenance
Fixed charges
Capital outlay
Community services.
Student services
Outgoing transfer accounts
Contingency

Total Expenditures

$18,841,404.91
700,115. 62
147,524 ,94
24,763.05
409,304.67
2,635,817.92
1,247,788.69
501,734.13
481,116.91
221,354 .52
46,654.19
46,685.44

$25,304,264 .99

$21,569,389
773,848
176,447
28,285
372,790
2,861,381
1,347,848
550,050
445,245
210,000
49,062
40,250

$28,424,595

$24,824,409
871,851
232,104
32,689
475,795
3,243,051
1,474,667
701,194
307,548
181,550
35,260 .
38,762
150,000

$32,568,880

$ 1,077,047.74

Surplus for Year
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Table 4

GRS HISTORY OF MILLAGE ELECTIONS

Amount Funding Yes
Date Result (mills) (No. yr) Yes No (%)

18,137 25,247
27,705 21,011
12,826 11,672
9,902 12,858
22,161 22,106
8,882 24,966
23,934 18,915
21,487

4-6-64 Defeated
9-1-64 Passed
4=-4-66 Passed
6-5-67 Defeated
11-21-67 Passed
2-16-70 Defeated 12
6-8-70 Passed 11
4-17-71 Passed 17
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81966-67 through 1970-71.
1967-68.
©1968-69 through 1969-70.
41970-71.
€1970-71.
£1971-72 through 1973-74.

respondents drawn at random from voting precinct lists were contacted by tele-
phone, and another 362 persons volunteered responses to a newspaper solicitation.
On a scale from poor to excellent, the most frequent rating given the school system
characterized as most needing improvement was vocational education. Most re-
spondents said they would vote for the current millage level, but a small majority
would not vote for an increase. Although questions dealing with grievances and
needed improvements were open-ended, there was no reported specific reference to
performance contracting. A partial tally of the telephone survey results is presented
in Table 5. The results of the newspaper survey were substantially the same, except
that the big issues raised were student discipline and building utilization. Also, the
attitudes toward school finance were more negative.
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Table 5
RESULTS OF SCHOOL OPINION SURVEY, JANUARY 1971

Response

Ttem ! (%)

The Grand Rapids school system is:
excellent 7
above average 25
fair 44
poor 9
don't know 16

Major aress needing improvement:
busing (eliminate) 13
teacher quality 8
student discipline 7
spending (reduce) 6
facilities (more) 5
etc,

Services needing improvement:
vocational education 31
: utilization of buildings 18
. tutoring 11
senior citizens program 10
etc.

T

Millage elections should be held:
each year 20
every 3 years 40
every 5 years 10
makes no difference 25
don't know 5

ER e

i T

Would vote today for present millage
yes o7
no 20
undecided 13
Would vote today for an increase if needed:
yes 39
no 43
undecided 18

NOTE: The survey was conducted by a private firm.




GRAND RAPIDS’ INVOLVEMENT IN PERFORMANCE
CONTRACTING

Grand Rapids schools were not inexperienced with industry-supplied instruc-
tional programs. Behavioral Research Laboratories had supplied the Project Read
program to several schools on an unguaranteed basis before 1970-71, and the district
had been ple 1sed with the materials. GRS also felt able to evaluate the Texarkana
experience from an informed position.

In the spring of 1970 an executive of the local Dyer-Ives Foundation met a WLC
officer in New York, and became acquainted with their learning center concept. The
executive passed the word on to district officials, suggesting that they visit the WLC
commercial learning center in Albuquerque. Two members of the superintendent’s
staff and one school principal visited the center in April and made positive recom-
mendations to the Board of Education, and the Board acted in August to contract
for learning centers in Franklin and Lexington schools.

Over the summer, Dr. Walter Thomas, an executive of CMES who formerly
lived in Grand Rapids, successfully solicited a contract from the district for South
Middle School.

Meanwhile, Grand Rapids was selected as one of the eighteen school districts
to participate in DEG'S mas:dve experiment in perf@rmance hontrac;ting; Alpha was

Schcmlsi
In September, Grand Rapids accordingly found itself in the unique position of
housing three performance contracts in academic subjects.

The WLC and CMES contracts were let on a sole-source basis, while Alpha won

its position in a competition-bid p.-ocess. Other educational firms were quick to

criticize the sole-source aspect of the non-OEO contracts.

District .,Ad_ministratien of the Programs

ccntracts f'cr 19'70—71. Dr, Norrﬂan Wemhamer was S.,.Bm ;uuﬁudcuh du“..g th‘,,
conceptual and initial negotiation phases. When Weinheimer left in August 1970 to
become Executive Director of the Michigan School Board Association, Dr. Robert
Muth became Acting Superintendent. Muth was in command during final contract
negotiations and the first three months of operation. In December, Mr. Philip Run-
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kle took over as Superintendent, and saw the year to completion. The terms of the
three men correspond roughly with the negotiation, startup, and contract-comple-
tion phases of the programs.

Administration of the WLC and CMES contracts was the responsibility of Dr.
Elmer Vruggink, Assistant Superintendent for Instruction. Vruggink monitored the
CMES program through Mrs. Mary Edmond, Assistant Principal at South Middle
School. The WLC contract was monitored through Richard Bandy, an Assistant
Director of Elementary Schools, who in turn depended on Thomas Jackson and
William Kirkwood, principals at Franklin and Lexington Scl.ools, respectively. Ad-
ministration of the Alpha program was the responsibility of Mrs. Joan Webster,
local Director of OEO Contract Learning. Although Mrs. Webster’s salary came
from OEO, she was a district employee.

Day-to-day operation was the responsibility of the contractors’ on-site manag-
ers, subject to the authority of the respective building principals. District officials
becaine involved only when problems could not be settled at the building level,

The Teachers’ Union and Performance Contracting

Since 1955, Michigan has had legislation authorizing collective bargaining by
teachers with school districts. GRS has a contract with the Grand Rapids Educa-
tional Association (GREA). GREA’s Executive Director, David L. Thompson, is gen-
erally favorable toward performance contracting. He regards the accountability
features as conducive to improving professionalism within the teaching ranks. He
is adamant, however, that the GREA should be involved in any aspects of perform-
ance contracting that touch on its contract with the district. This position bas raised
a number of issues regarding Grand Rapids’ contract learning. In particular, it has
caused some disagreement over the prospect of extra compensation for teachers in
the performance-contracted programs. Thompson feels that any additional compen-
sation must be negotiated.

The master contract between the school board and the union provides that
GREA be involved in any decision that involves a change in pay or conditions of

* At the beginning of the 1970-71 school year, Alpha indicated that incentive money would be
available for teams that did well: $700 for each teacher and $400 for the aides. CMES did not indicate
any amount; it said some money would be available if teams did well and if the money were available
after the expenses had been met. The WLC program was not involved since there were no incentives to
be paid to teachers (and the two Westinghouse Learning Center teachers were very supportive of the WLC
program).




was that any bonus would violate the first clause in the Union’s contract, which
states that there will be no changes withcut ragotiation with the union. Vruggink’s
opinion as of September 1970 was that the district was adhering to the contract by
virtue of the facts that all teachers in the performance-contracted programs were
on the district payroll, and the district was paying them exactly what the GREA-
GRS contract required; he took the position that if any of the corporations provided
additional payments or changed the conditions of work, that would be a matter for

the contractors to work out witi the union. The issue appeared to be whether the
district can unilaterally step aside and let contractors take its place at the bargain-
ing table.

willing to be very reasonable about compensation, but he feels the union has a right
to be involved in any decisions. As he stated his position in tL: fall: “We have an

ment, it will violate the first article of our agreement. The union wants to be
involved. It’s an experimental program that we are willing to go along with; how-
ever, if we are not involved we are going to court.”®

This matter came to a head in early May 1971, when Thompson lodged a formal
grievance that Alpha had been compensating teachers beyond the terms of the
master contract. GREA demanded that Alpha be financially penalized and that
Alpha’s on-site director and OEQ’s Contract Learning Project director be fired.
Otherwise, GREA wanted all city teachers to draw the same bonus from tax sources.
In May, GREA and Superintendent Runkle agreed that contractors would have to
abide by the master contract and not award incentive pay unless cleared through
the instructional council, composed of teachers and administrators (Alpha was not
consulted in the agreement). GREA withdrew its previous demands.

The Superintendent acted to prevent the grievance from coming before the
unnegotiated bonuses.

In spite of the controversy, GREA was maintaining a positive stance toward

-performance contracting at th< end of the school year. In conversation, one GREA

official remarked: “For cnce, things are rotating around the kids’ learning instead
of around administration or teachers.” In GREA’s view, the main problems with
regard to harmony between performance contracts and the master contraci are

* The GREA is not afraid to go to court. In 1969, the union spert $23,000 in arbitration over a $50
item involving wages withheld from a teacher who took z day off to observe a religious holiday.



differentiated staffing and the relation of learning center personnel salaries to those
of regular staff, and it wants to be involved in these decisions. GRS, naturally, seeks
to avoid a third party to its negotiations with contractors.
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IIIl. THE WESTINGHOUSE LEARNING CEN~ ER
CONTRACT LEARNING PROGRAM

PROFILE OF FRANKLIN AND LEXINGTON SCHOOLS

Franklin and Lexington elementary schools are both in the inner city (see Fig.
2); Franklin is black, and Lexington is white. Each has about 250 pupils, one-third
of whom are preschool, kindergarte::, and special-education. They are both Title I
schools; Franklin also receives Michigan Section 3 money. The attendance areas of
beth sehnels serve medlum- tn IQW=1nLeme f'ernlllee Student tur nover for beth

ance for twc: ceneeeutwe years. The 2 are attendance ﬁgures f‘er the f‘eurth Frldey
of each month, and may, therefore, give a biased picture (for example, the fourth
Friday of October 1970 was probably the date for Halloween programs). The waters

are also muddied by the inclusion of special-ed, kindergarten, and preschool pupils.

THE WLC FORMAT

The research behind WLC’s program began in 1965, WLC’s intent was to create
a comprehensive environment consisting of a mot.vational system, self-instructional
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materials, and a continuous curriculum designed to meet the needs of the individual
child in the reading and math skill areas.

WLC has operated a commercial Learning Center in Albuquerque, New Mexico,
since 1967, where parents can contract with the Learning Center for their children’s
achievement in mathematics and reading. The commercial center operates on a
guaranteed performance basis whereby parents pay only for achieverment realized
according to nationally standardized tests. In 1970-71, WLC introduced its learning
center concept into public and private schools; it participated in the OEO experi-
ment and ran an independently contracted center in Gilroy, California (see Vol. 5
of this series). WLC characterizes the learning center “concept” as beirg built upon
four elements: (1) curriculum, (2) materials, (3) motivation, and (4) self-management.
These are discussed below.

Curriculum

A Dbasic skills curriculum was established with the idea of creating a continuum
of individual yet interdependent areas of concentration. Appioximately 200
modules for reading and 175 for math were identified as necessary for a meaningful
learning experience through levels one‘to nine. The module is the unit of study for
a particular skill, and there are from 8 to 65 lessons per module.

i ML o g o

i

S I it S, et



—

PR e e o

The basic element in the Learning Center Program is the diagnostic approach
for determining individual skill deficiencies. A series of diagnostic test instruments
have been developed for the respective instructional levels in reading and math-
ematics. Item analysis is performed on the diagnostic test, leading to a prescription
for the particular skill deficiencies in the child’s capabilities.

A teletype has been installed on which periodic diagnostic information is
relayed to a central computer in Albuquerque, and through which instructional

patterns for individual students are returned for implementation within the class-

roorm.

Materials

The materials used to teach the modules in the individual prescriptions are, for
the most part, commercially available, programmed, and self-instructional. No sin-
gle publisher’s program is emphasized; the materials have been selected from 25
separate publishers. WLC has developed its own materials for areas in which it
believes sultable materials for individualized instruction have not been available. In
some cases, one company’s materials are used throughout an entire module; in °
others, those of several companies are blended.

Cassette tzpe recorders are the only instructional hardware in the Grand Rap-
ids program. For a time, Bell & Howell Language Masters were used to develop
reading skills in the Beginning Reading Program, but that pait of the program later
returned to a more conven tional small—gmup instructiun apprcach iin or der to mcar-

tcp the dLStI‘lCt fc:r cost less depreclatmn

Motivation

sistance, contract to do one or more lessons, upon completion of which they receive
a “buzz break” to engage in some specified activity. The activity area is adjacent to,

The primary motivation tool is contingency contracting. Pupils, with staff’ as-

¢ In performance contract jargen, turnkev occurs when the contracted learning system or its tech-
nology is incorporated into the regular school curriculum.
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but separate from, the learning area, and contains toys, games, and books. One
“buzz” equals five minutes.

Other behavior modification techniques are also employed. Faced with the need
to have children cooperate and behave in a fashion that will help them learn, the
learning center has adopted a point system for rewarding good behavior instead of
punishing the bad. In the early stages of a center’s operation, points are redeemable
by local candy stores and toy shops. Once the desired patterns of behavior have
become reinforced, WLC claims that the need for immediate reward diminishes, and
can be replaced by internal rewards.” WLC personnel emphasize that rewards are
based on “subjective et 1luation, not success.”

Self-Manageinent

The object of selfmanagement (independent learning) is to enable the child to
develop a sense of maturity and farniliarity with the system so that he can control
his own learning experience. Four levels of student-teacher contracting are used to
identify the different plateaus of maturity and independence. The levels flow from
the totally dependent youngster requiring complete staff involvement to the in-
dependent child who is able to manage his own program except for checking module
pre- and post-tests.

many lessons he is te do at a sitting and the number of buzz breaks in the activity
rcom he will earn, receives suggestions for certain activities, and has each lesson
checked by a staff member. At level-four contracting, the child selects the lessons
to be done, the number of buzz breaks to be earned, and the activity in which he will
participate. He also checks his own lessons.

WLC AT FRANKLIN AND LEXINGTON
The original intent of GRS was to bring pupils from all over the district into the
learning center, but considering the modest success of their five years of Title I

projects, the planners decided to zero in on two schools to try to obtain a noticeable

" As will be noted later, some GRS teachers feel that this did not happen in Grand Rapids.
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impact. This concentration of effort also figured in the goal of bringing students up
to grade level: it was a simple goal that the entire community was likely to under-
stand. As discussed previously, G™S has had trouble selling budgets to the taxpay- -
ers, and the district would like some simple and understandable successes to talk
about,

Mr. Jack Goldberg, WLC’s Learning Center Manager, operated both centers.
Goldberg also was the consultant on the two “turnkey” centers (to be discussed
later). He felt that one WLC manager (or consultant) for five learning centers would
be about the optimum ratio.

There was one district-paid program teacher in each learning center. WLC
Lired the aides. The principals were made responsible for the progress of the pro-
grams, and Mr. Richard Bandy, Assistant Director of Elementary Schoo's, served as
liaison with the Board of Education. Goldberg and the principals tried to handle
problems at the local level, but came to Bandy if necessary.

Prior to the opening of the learning center, a week of training was provided for
all teachers in the schools. Also, an orientation program was conducted on a weekly
basis for the school staff to familiarize them with the learning center on successive
Friday mornings for eight weeks beginning on September 18.

The September enrollment was 220 pupils, all enrolled in both math and read-
ing. Two were withdrawn from the program by December for behavioral reasons.
The schools changed their teaching format somewhat so that there was no reading
and math instruction in the regular classrooms when learning center participants
were present. Each teacher spent at least one hour a week in the WLC classroom,
and team teaching took up the slack.

Second-Semester Modifications

On January 25, the format of the learning centers (Lexington and Franklin
schools) was modified to accommodate all students except special-education, kinder-
garten, and preschool. The change came with the observation that the 2-1/4-hour
sessions were too long to maintain the attention of the lower primary students.
Before the change, selected first- to third-graders were in the centers in the morning,
and f"ourth: to sixth—gra ders in the aﬁierncxor,l Af‘ter the change there was one

thlrd-graders Flﬁih— and smth—graders had a iull 2-1/ 4, hgur afternoon session.
The classroom teachers became more involved than before in the operation of
the program, both within the learning center and in the classrooms. The teachers
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from six to ten children at a time from the learning center to provide for oral
reading, enrichment, and any other activities considered appropriate. This satellite
arrangement allowed each child in the learning center to participate in a group
activity for about one hour a week. The teachers for the first through the fourth
grades, in addition to {inctioning in the center, had groups of children in their
classrooms for purposes of group instruction, specifically providing for verbal re-
sponses in the Basal Reading Series. It was found that their being out of the learning
center proper provided a more conducive atmosphere for this type of verbal activity.
These teachers, particuiarly the first- and second-grade instructors, were also
obliged to spend some time in the afternoon reinforcing those skills learned as a part
of the learning center program, using tlash cards, word lists, and so forth; otherwise,
the 75 minutes of reading and math would have fallen short of the minimum
required under state law.

There were parent conferences in N ovember and March. A written report went
home the first week of June.

Contract Provisions

The contract between GRS and WLC (see Appendix D) was almost the same as
the one between Gilroy and WLC; one major difference was that the Gilroy contract
had a sliding payment provision and the GRS contract did not. The standard fee in
Grand Rapids was $149.50 for each achievement-year recorded by each student in
the program; if any student failed to accomplish at least one achievement-year in
a subject in 120 hours of study, the school was to pay nothing for his instruction.
The fee arrangement was negotiated at the superintendent level. The district made
progress payments, which were computed by WLC’s New York office on the basis of
80 percent of estimated performance to date.

A pupil was to be cycled out of the program when he completed his prescribed
instruction modules, a process expected to vary from three to nine months. If he did
not meet his exit objective (according to the MAT post-test), he was to be retained
in the same program with same goal. Variable exit provided no problem to stabiliz-
ing class sizes, thanks to flexible teacher scheduling. The individual exit objectives,
all of which exceeded one year of achievement gain, were derived from the diagnos-
tic testing and the MAT pre-tests. In terms of gain, all objectives exceeded one year.
The sum of the exit objectives for all students was 960 achievement-years. Accord-
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ingly, the maximum payment on tihe contract was the product of $149.50 times 960,
or about $144,000. -

The second-semester program modifications also affected contract provisions
somewhat. The contracted total learning objectives of 960 achievement years re-
school year, reoardless of when individual student objectives were reached. Since all
students were pre-tested in September, baseline grade ievels for students entering
the program at the time of the midyear reorganization were arbitrarily set by adding
four months to the pre-test scores.

According to Bandy, it was not realistiz (or all that necessary) to insert fiexibil-
ity into the contract that would protect GRS and the students if the program did not
produce. it is hard to determine whether a program is foundering vztil the end of
the year, but the principals 2nd Bandy were monitoring to protect the pupils’
interests. The GRS preplanning research was extensive, and there was nothing in
the WLC program that, in their judgment, conflicted with the GRS philosophy of
instruction (individualized instruction, contingency management, technical hard-
ware, etc.). WLC had to fit into the district’s format, and was “not running the two
schools.” : ‘

Individual Exit Objectives

The individual exit objectives were derived by WLC in some unspecified way
from the MAT and the diagnostic testing. Those for the upper grades exhibited
curious characteristics. Figure 4 depicts the joint distributions of haseline scores
(MAT pre-test) and exit objectives for fifth- and sixth-graders for Franklin School.
One might expect tc find the gain sbjective to be higher for low-baseline pupils in
order to cash 1n on the regression-to-the-mean effect and the fact that many low-

having the exit objective approach a single score, but instead they seem to have
overconipensated. It appears that the lower the baseline score, the higher the ex-
pected exiting score—as if the underlying premise is that low-achievers have high
intellectual capacity and the learning center will realize that capacity. Another way
of viewing the relationship between objectives and baseline scores is iilustrated in
Fig. 5, which plots the gain objectives versus baseline for ¥ranklin. In this graph,
regression-to-the-mean would be accommodated by setting the slope somewhere
between zero and minus 1:1 (i.e., 45 degrees downward); but here the slopes are
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Fig. 4— Joint distributions of exit objective and baseline score,
Franklin School, grades 5-6

actually steeper. The close linear relationship for the fifth and sixth grades dispels
the notion of a complex formula for determining objectives, so it seems that the
overcompensating objectives were deliberate.

Testing

Contract-specified pre-testing took place on September 3 and 4 (with some
makeup on September 8). Post-tests were administered the fiest week of June. The
tests were all Metropolitan Achievement Tests using (1) reading readiness for those
who had been in kindergarten the.previous year, (2) the primary II battery, (3) the
elementary battery, and (4) the intermediate battery. Pre- and post-tests were the
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A and B forms, respectively. The district secs its baszline data in math and reading
by a simple average of the appropriate subtests in che pre-test battery (e.g., reason-
ing, vocabulary, etc.). At the end of the year, the district reported that pupils who
had been pre-tested totaled 208 for Franklin and 198 for Lexington; these totals
included special-education pupils, only a few of whom were included in the learning
center program.

One problem of cnncern to Bandy was that the reading readiness test does not
provide the grade equivalents that are used as baseline data. The tests are graded
from A to E, which the test manual translates to a grade expectancy as of the end
of the school year. Since, in this case, the contract payment formula called for an
entering grade level, GRS and WLC were still trying to 2gree in September on what
grade equivalent to assign to the: respective letter grades. They finally arrived at the
following:

Reading 7 Assignec{
Readiness Grade
Score Equivalent

1.0
0.8
0.6
0.4
0.2

|moaw»>

The average grade equivalent gains between pre-tests and post-tests were as
follows:

) Reading Math

Number Number
Post- Average Post- Average
School tested Gain tested Gain

Franklin 158 0.58 157 0.57
Lexington 177 ) 0.74 176 0.59

Both schools 335 066 333 058
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The above gain statistics are based on a mixed group of full-year participants and
half-year participants; the following averages include only those students who at-
tended the learning centers at least 150 days:

Reading Math
Number Number
Post- Average Post- Average
tested Gain tes ted Gain

Franklin 61 0.67 60 0.57
Lexington 80 0.67 79 0.59

Both schools 141 0.67 139 0.58

To determine which students achieved one year’s growth, it was necessary to
adjust gains to account for those who attended for less than the full year. Accord-
ingly, adjustments were made for those who attended less than 160 days, or roughly
three-fourths of all participants. The district came up with a formula that did this,

greater than 1.0, he was to be a factor in payment; payment itself presumably would
be on the basis of actual grade gain. The numbers eligible for payment according to
this formula were:

Reading Math

Franklin 69 447 54 347
Lexington 90 517% 56 32%

As of August 1, 1971, WLC had not indicated their agreement with the district s
formulation.

Table 6 divides the studerts into groups according to the number of dzvs in
attendance in the learning centers. Actual grade gains and equated grade gains are
shown for each group. The table shows that equated grade gain can be misleading
if used for performance comparisons. For example, the math equated grade gain for
Franklin is much higher than that for Lexington. Closer examination shows that the
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Table 6

GRADE GAIN RESULTS

Westinghouse

Learning Systems, Inc.

No. of
Students

Days
Attended

| Reading Grade Gain

Math Grade Gain

Actual Equated

Franklin School

42
30
10
31
2l
19
20
19

Total 2082

Average
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Lexington School

50
43
11
3
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26
4
4
13

Total 198P

Average
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8208 students were assigned to the
reading and 51 math students were not
These were not used in calculation of

gain,.

leS students were assigned to the
reading and 22 math students were not
These were not used in calculation of

+2 &

gain.

GRS Special Programs Office.

Franklin School Program. 50
tested for final gain results.
grade gains and average grade

Lexington School Program. 21
tested for final gain results.
grade gains and average grade



difference is caused by those students at Franklin with the lowest attendance.

97.2 equated grade gains; the small actual grade gain could have been entirely the
result of test error or maturation.

Other Student Data

At Franklin School, student files were examined by the author to obtain in-
dividual student data on “working habits,” tardiness, absence, and learning steps
(in reading, spelling, English, and handwriting). These data were taken from Con-
tinuous Progress report cards for November 1969, for June and November 1970, and
for June 1971. About 20 percent of the files were missing.

The assignment of learning steps within each reporting period for each grade
was found to be disappointingly uniform. Either the students progressed at an
unusually uniform rate or were being handed convenience grades.® The latter is
probably more accurate, since the baseline scores indicate a wider dispersion of
different levels of performance seems unlikely to provide useful indications of p:o-
gram performance.

Distributions of work habits, tardiness, and absences were briefly analyzed.
Work habits for the second, third, and sixth grades appeared to be systematically
poor for the original participants; work habits for nonparticipants are more evenly
distributed. The original participants appear to have had a more pronounced history
of tardiness and absence than the others, a trend that reversed for the first three
months before all students were brought into the center.

Summary of Resources and Program Characteristics
Table 7 provides a rough summary of resources that are directly identifiable to
the learning center at Franklin School (it excludes, for example, building mainte-

nance, heating, and district overhead items).

® A student’s learning step generally depends on his progress through the textbooks, which suggests
that students generally progress together.



5
£
£

i’h

Table 7

SUMMARY OF RESOURCES AND PROGRAM CHARACTERISTICS
10

FOR WESTIKGHOUSE LEARNING CORPORAT]
Franklin School

LIS
N

Characteristics of students...... Crades 1-6; inner-city black; low income;
transiency 30%; lowest achievers for first
5 months,2 then entire school (excluding
most special education students)

Program scope

Instruction...scsscsssesss-s=-:. Reading and math

Number of student8...........-. Initially 100, later 150 (as of February)

Class time..cscsssssnssnnsassas Initially 2-1/4 hr, later reduced to 75 min
for grades 1-4b

Class S1Ze..vsvevensncesnssensss H3-55 (maximum at 60)

Number of sections....sss:s:s-. 3 {1l each for grades 1l and 4, 2 and 3,
3 and 6)

Facilities

SPACE. st essrsssscarsrsris-s-nsss 2 regular classrooms

Students/classroom/day......... 75

Furnishings®.....s.eec00essees. 30 carrels and chairs, with electric out-

lets at each carrel; 7 tables, 21 chairs;
3 bookshelf~cabinets; carpeting

Staffing
Certified teachers......s:css::. 1 (no planning time téquired)d
Special teachers.......sssss.., None®
Paraprofessionals......»v.vs.s. 2, on 6-hour day
chér pEfEBl‘lnEla IR E R N DD‘ELL‘E diref;tf?f Eﬁﬂd EEE?EE&IY
Equipment
TeleX.cosessssssnssssssrsssnnnns 1E
Cassette tape recorders........ 308
Matericild8....oesessssnnssesssssss BRL modern math texts; large varlety of
other materials™
Pre-service training............. 5 days for all teachers of school

In-gervice training.............. B8 morning meetings for entire staff
Other SUPPOYTL.cssessssssss23:::22 None

INCeNtiVe8 .y vssassssssssssssansss Nomne



Tabla 7--continued

2In January, all students were brought into the program so that sessions
for grades 1-4 could be shortened by one-haif.

math instructior, teachers provided reinforcemeat *n rrading and math in
the regular classroons.

“The district had about a month to arrange space and install furnishings,
which was sufficient time for this particular program.

=™

Rzgular teachers accompanied their pupils to the learning centers.

®The regular remedial teacher was reduced to half-time, and much of her

time was subsequently spant in testing.
f;he one Telex served four learning centers; installation was simple

since it transmits via telephone.
ETables and chairs were used about evenly for reading and math. - -
hTha materials are listed in Appendix C. Consumable materials cost
about $5 per pupil.

YEAR-END COMMENTS FROM STAFF AND PARENTS

In order to elicit a variety of views of the WLC program, informal interviews
were obtained from the nrincipals and WLC learning supervisors from each school,
one regular teacher fror. Lexington, two regular teachers from Franklin, and five
parents of Franklin students. Although regular teachers were arbitrarily selected
from staff rosters, their comments should not be regarded as reflecting prevailing
attitudes since only three responded. Two teachers were contacted from each school,
but one from Lexington School was too busy to comment. Similarly, caution should
be taken in interpreting the remarks of the five parents. Nonetheless, the views are
instructive.®

According to Principal William Kirkwood, who was also chairman of the dis-
trict Contract Prcgrams Committee, most of the Lexington staff were sympathetic

® A broader view might be obtained from the Interim Report to the Board of Education (Appendix A)
and the recommendations of the Contract Program Committee (Appendix B).




from the beginning. As late as December, however, two teachers still felt their
regular classrooms were just as effective; but by the end of the year they apparently
no longer felt threatened, and viewed the center as a usetul aid to their own instruc-
tional programs. The decisive factor in winning over the teachers seems to have been
the midyear reorganization. Before, the teachers spent an hour per week in the
centers, but there seemed to be a definite separation between the Westinghouse
program and the “regular” program. After the reorganization, teachers were in and
out of the centers with their classes every day, and more closely coordinated their
instruction with the centers.

In Kirkwood’s opinion, “The companies have something valuable to offir, but
1t doesn’t have to be performance contracted—it’s just that this seems to be the only
way they can get into the schools.” After the companies have established their
reputations, Kirkwood expecis that they will simply sell their services without
performance guarantees, as ‘. 3ibley and Straight schools.

He likes what he sees, especially the individuslized instruction and the diagnos-
tic and prescriptive services. He would recommend that next year the first-year
students be phased in after they have received “proper classroom foundation,” since
it takes them a while to catch on to the self:sufficiency aspzcts. Westinghouse ac-
knowledges that the program is not quite ready for pupils just out of kindergarten.

The students seem to be performing better; at least everybody is always work-
ing, and there are no student complaints. They seem to enjoy the program. In
Kirkwood’s opinion they enjoy not so much the contingency management as “doing
their own thing.” Some of the newer upper-grade students who entered after the
reorganization are into geometry, and teachers are having to take textbooks home
at night so they can review.

There are still some behavior problems, but this is not necessarily a reflection

attitudes.
Kirkwood administered a questionnaire to 100 parents at midyear. The only
negative finding was that parents think they should be more fully informed.

to maintain monthly meetings—they tried that last fall and about four parents
came. They do have a PTA board, and they put on a few functions during the year
(carnival, Christmas program, open house, etc.) that attract parents. Parents are
very concerned about grades, but even after three or four years they still do not
understand the grading system of the Continuous Progress Program (GRS’s un-



graded system for clementary schools). They want to be able to compare their
children, and the system frustrates them; the Westinghouse reporting system (crit-
crion-referenced with nothing to compare by) is even more frustrating.

Kirkwood’s involvement with the program began last April, when he accom-
panied Miss Ina Lovell, Director of Elementary Schools, and Bandy to Albuquerque
to look over WLC’s commercial center for a day. They recommended to the school
board that Grand Rapids should contract with WLC. The board finally decided in
August, and Lexington and Franklin schools were chosen.
not have had to if iie had chosen to avert his eyes from its growing pains. During
the year, he usually spent an hour a day in the center working with the students,
and he often accompanied Goldberg on speaking engagements to explain the system.
There were numerous reports to be written.

There were no conflicts of authority. Kirkwood ran the school, and together
with the on-site manager, he ran the center. The manager looked to Kirkwood for
decisions. Kirkwood thi.iks sheer attitude is at the heart of the matter; problems
could arise if roles were misunderstood and the two did not get along.

4
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Lexington School Learning Supervisor

outside preparation is required, but effort in the ¢!assroom is much more intense.
She views the learning eciiter as a skill program that must be supplemented by
outside enrichment. Even after the midyear revision, the learning center was some-
what more isolated from the regular program than the staif would like.
The pupil participants seemed pleased to work under less teacher pressure, and
she felt they exhibited considerable growth in self-reliance.

Lexington School Regular Staff Member

This teacher felt that the self-pride of pupils in the learning center benefited
greatly from the deemphasis of interpupil comparison. She would like to incorporate
some of the individualized instruction into her own classroom but would need at
least one aide.




She felt that one year is too short a trial to tell the worth of the program. Like
so many programs originally designed to benefit the slower students, the learning
center seemed really to benefit the fast ones.

She is happy that WLC realized that their learning center is really a skills
center, and that pupils suffer if there is no oral reading or math review. In the
learning center, there was often no time to explore questions to a point of under-
times stopped by the vocabulary of the materials. The problems were generally
alleviated after the midyear changes, but in some cases at the cost of other subject
areas. In her classroom, she had to take time off from music and gym in order to
provide reinforcc.nent in reading and math.

The contingency management system causes difficulty with some students be-
cause they want to be paid in other classes and at home. Next year, the school will
be more careful about rewarding students who perform; this year, the students

Franklin School Principal

In the beginning, Thomas Jackson anticipated problems of staff orientation,
and of securing their support. Many of the Franklin staff were dubious because of
previous unpleasant experiences with experimental programs, but at the end of the
school year they were mostly in favor of the program. He observed positive attitude
changes on the part of the students. Three sets of parents were very concerned at
first, but were later supportive. Several open houses have been held to explain the
program. His own involvement began when he was informed of the program one
week before the end of summer. He was given 1-1/2 days of in-service administration
preparation. The program made his job larger because it was a continual learning
experience; the give-and-take of how best to make the centers integral to the school
was a continual process. The center gererated the need for many largz and small
meetings.

There was no confusion of authority at Franklin; the principal was in command,
and he knew the contract. Jackson would like to see the center continued, but
modified by reducing the upper-grade sessions by one-half so that the center can be
used more effectively and flexibly with a larger number of classes.
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Franklin School Learning Supervisor

She enjoyed her position, but does not think that ail teachers would want to be
learning supervisors; attitudes and personal goals, as well as certain skills, play
more important roles than in regular teaching. .

The one week of pre-service training vy the on-site manager was appropriate for
the needs of the job. She did not know whecher the actual operation of the learning
center conformed to WLC expectations (contingency management, pupil self-man-
agement, etc.), and had no recommendations about how the program might be
modified for next year. '

Franklin School Regular Staff Members

Both of the regular teachers contacted from Franklin School had much to say
about the WLC riogram. ' _

They were divided in their opinions as to whether there had been pervasive
influence on scholarship and attitudes outside the learning center, but both re-
garded the center as an invaluable skills-builder in reading and math. They would
like similar capabilities for individualized prescriptive teaching in their own class-
rooms, but this would require additional manpower. They feel that about one-fourth
of the pupils do not respond well to individualized activities and that the first two
grades generally do not handle the program very well (*some of the first graders are
still lost after being there all year”).

They were impressed with the physical set-up, especially the separate study and
activity areas. One commented that it was too crowded and too noisy; there should
be a noise baffle between the activity and instruction areas, and acoustical tile on
the ceilings.

The technology and materials assembled by WLC were impressive. The contin-
gency management arrangement worked well, but one teacher denied that there
was any decrease in pupils’ reliance on the activity room. “At the end, the kids who
needed it were the same who needed it first.”

Both felt the goal of student self-management was nat realized. They doubted
that there was inuch progress toward self-sufficiency by the end of the year. There
was not enough time for the learning supervisor to involve students in the planning
of individual study contracts until after January, when the regular staff were given
more time to work in the learning center; even then, more than five minutes plan-




ning time per pupil was rare. In any case, one of the respondents doubted whether
students really want to program themselves. The respondents’ comments were un-
doubtedly tempered by their resentment toward boastful reports of the center’s
superiority over regular instruction. They claim that the input of regular staff on
questions of policy was ignored. Even after the January revision toward more coop-
eration between the center and the regular prograas, there was much friction
between regular staff and learning center management. One respondent also felt
that the regular staff had very little input to the evaluation of the Contract Pro-
grams Committee.

Both respondents would like to be learning supervisors, but would insist on
realistic program objectives and different management ground rules.

Frankiin School Parents

Ten parents were selected from the Franklin School Master Card Listing, and
telephone contact was successful with five; four had heard of the learning center,
but knew very little about its purpose. None knew of any other parents with children
in the center. The individual comments are summarized below:

Parent A. Two of her children were enrolled at Franklin, one in special-educa-
tion and the other a first-grader who went into the learning center after January.
As far as she knew, her child was not in it, and she did not know any parents who
did have children in it.

Parent B. She really, didn’t know anything about it. Her son was in the center
and she thinks he liked it.

Parent C. His children were in the center. He thinks that anything for the
children is a good thing and should be continued. “Children must like it because they
are participating. Social activity is good for children.”

Parent D. She said her chiidren were not in the center and she doesn’t know
anything about it. Her children had talked about it, and they liked it. She doesn’t
know anyone with children in the center.

Parent E. Her son was in Project Headstart, and she had no children in the
learning center. She had a first-grader in Alpha at Hall. She had visited a couple
of times, and really liked it. Her child really liked it. Her big complaint was that
the children should not be given tokens: “They learn that they’re supposed to get
areward every time they do something, and life isn’t like that.” Other mothers agree
with her. She thinks it has helped her child—at least that’s what an aide told her.




Besides, the children discovered that the tokens fit the gumball machines, so there
had been a rash of empty machines in her neighborhooc.

NONGUARANTEED LEARNING CENTERS

The goal of WLC (as characterized by Goldberg at the beginning of the school
year) is to establish and operate learning ceniers in school settings for about one
year, turnkey them, then provide prescriptive and ongoing consultation services. It
did not have to wait a year in Grand Rapids. Two elementary schools, Straight and
Sibley, decided midway in the school year to implement WLC learning centers of
their own, "1sing funds arriving late through Section 3 of the State Aid Act. GRS
bought the WLC prescriptive service, the appropriate materials and equipment and
furnishings. They usea their own stafl, but received consultative services from .C
(namely, from Goldberg). There was no performance contract w.ch WLC; a fla. . ate
payment was negotiated. Since the learning center in Straight School was one of the
control groups for the Alpha project, only grades four, five, and six in that school
participated.

The initiative came from the school staffs. Vruggink insisted that the learning
centers be installed with no increase in present siaff} in order to have more money
for the learning center, one principal went one step further and did not replace a
teacher who was leaving. According to Vruggink, this represen.s a reversal of the
recent trend in Grand Rapids administrators to accommodate teachers’ promises of
more achievement in return for smaller classes.

In January, the new learning centers at Sibley (200 students) and Straight (all
110 upper elementary students) became operable. There were some personnel
changes at Lexington to accommodate the new centers; new teachers undertook
on-the-job training at Lexington. All students were pre-tested. According to the local
press,'® Dr. Vruggink feli that the same educational results could be obtained with-
out the expensive guarantee of the parformance centracts at Franklin and Lexing-
ton; the $60,000 cost of thr two new Learning Centers was characterized as a saving
of about 50 percent.

10 The Grand Rapids Press, Monday, December 21, 1970.



SUMMARY OF THE WLC PROGRAM

WLC’s Learning Centers featured contingency management and individualized
instruction remotely prescribed from Albuquerque, New Mexico. The program was
moderately hardware-oriented, and primarily utilized commercially available
equipment and materials.

There were two learning centers, both in inner-city schools. Iniiially, the cen-
ters accommodated the lower achievers of grades one through six. At midyear, the
program was revised to include all but the special-education children. The contra:t
set a fee of $149.50 for each student in the program; the maximum total fee was set
at $144,000.

Average gains as measured by Metropolitan Achievement Tests were 0.67 in
reading and 0.58 in math. In reading, about haif the students satisfied the one-
achievement-year minimum gain required for payment; in math, about one-third of
the students satisfied this requirement.

After school started, GRS contracted with WLC for learning centers in two
other schools but dispensed with performance guarantees. These learning centers
and supervision.

In June, WLC instruction management activities were assumed by Learning
Unlimited, a new firm headed by a foriner WLC official. GRS contracted with Learn-
ing Unlimited, a,ain with no performance guarantees, to continue the four learning
centers in 1971-72 and to introduce a new learning center in a fifth school.
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IV. THE COMBINED MOTIVATION EDUCATION SYSTEM
CONTRACT LEARNING PROGRAM

PROFILE OF SOUTH MIDDLE SCHCOL

South Middle School is in Grand Rapids’ Model Neighborhood (see Fig. 6). It
receives funds from ESEA "t'itle I and from Michigan’s Section 3 funds earmarked
for disadvantaged children. South Middle’s 1100 students are black, come from
low-income families, and are a transient population, as evidenced by a 21-percent
turnover rate. The schoo! has had its share of student tensions: it was closed for
three days in 1969-70 following a stabbing incident. Absentee rates vary around 15
and 20 percent; Fig. 7 is a plot of attendance for each of the four grades on fourth

grade gain per year has been about 0.4. The table below presents average grade
equivalents from the September pre-testing with the Educaticnal Development Se-
ries published by Scholastic Testing Service.

There is little parent involvement in the school. To illustrate, only 18 attended
the CMES parent meeting on September 8. One of the parents, who works in the
Medel Neighborhood office, said that this is typical at South Middle and that parents
are probably not aware of the breadth of the program. She said that Grand Rapids
PTAs are practically nonexistent, partly because of busing. Busing tends to separate
siblings and thus spread each:-set of parents over more schools and more area.
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Fig. 7—Attendance at South Middle School, 1969-70
(fourth Fridays)

Total
Number of  Nonverbal  Reading Math  Ability

Grade Students Score Score Score  Score
6 303 5.2 4,2 4.3 4,

7 251 5.2 5.2 5
8 220 6.3 6.3 6.

9 253 7.3 7.3 7

Total 1027
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THE CMES FORMAT

CMES provides seminars and training programs in which participants learn
how to motivate themselves to achievement. Their clients inciude businessmen
school administrators, and retiring military officers. During 1970-71, CMES had two
performance contracts—one in Greenville, South Carolina, and one in Grand Rap-
ids. Its educational program is hardware-oriented. The Borg-Warner System-80 ma-
chine is used with B-W programs in reading and math. Hoffraan Readers, cassettes,
and workbocks from Educational Progress Corporation, and math tapes from Elec-
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tronic Futures, Charles Merrill, and Imperial are also used. There are other materi-
als from a variety of publ:shers (see Appendix F).

All students entering the program receive thorough diagnostic testing to deter-
mine a proper instructional level. Once a student’s level is determined, he is again
tested to discover the areas within this level needing more concentrated and special-
ized work.

After all diagnosing has been completed and prescriptions have been written,
students work independently at their own work stations on individualized material.

Each student is also allowed to advance as rapidly as his abi:ity permits. A
teacher or aide, however, administers a post-test to each student at the end of a
series of exercises to determine if he has sufficient.y mastered the ski'ls prescribed
in those exercises. '

Students spend one hour per day per subject in the program (all are not neces-
sarily registered for both reading and math). The academic curricula have a pri-
mary, redundant, and supplemental system so that if a child cannot learn a skill
through one system, the teacher zan try another. Ore out of every five hours is spent
in AMS (achievernent motivation sessions). These sessions are like highly structured
encounter groups; the intent is to get students to identify past successes, analyze
why they perceive the events as su~cesses, then set short-term objectives that in-
crease the probability of success.

After a student has successfully completed an educational task, he is allowed
to choose a reinforcing event; this event may vary, but includes such activities as
playing games, listening to popular music, reading books, viewing filmstrips, or
simply relaxing. As a student becomes more competent, the amount of work is
increased and the amount or type of reinforcement is changed and eventually
phased down to a minin.um.

The performance contract is written in terms of academic performance, while

the achievement motivation experiences are designed to personalize and humanize

the learning experience.
After two or three years of successful demonstrations, the company intends to
turn over the entire instructional system to the school district.

CMES AT SOUTH MIDDLE SCHOOL

The on-site manager for CMES was Mr. Claybeon Coleman; he had been princi-
pala ' . Jliddle during 1969-70, but was on leave of absence from Grand Rapids
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Schools during 1970-71 to participate in the CMES program. To insure that Coleman
would retain his fringe benefits and tenure status with GRS, it was arranged that
his paycheck would come from GRS. At their meeting on September 8, however, the
school board refused to confirm his appointment since the CMES contract was not
vet signed and there was a question of proper and legal sequence. Coleman remained
in acting status for a while, as did the CMES program teaching aides. The board did
agree to confirm Elia Lumpkin’s appointment as principal of South Middle. Acting-
Superintendent Muth was very adamant on the latter action; with Coleman’s status
uncertain, he felt it necessary that there be no question among teachers as to who
the South Middle principal was.

of interviews with South Middle School teachers.

The first weeks of the CMES program were marked with some confusion be-
cause students were switched among classrooms and some materials had not ar-
rived. Students were discontented; many ninth-graders, who traditionally have the
privilege of arranging their own class schedules, tried to get out. They did not like
to be experimented on, they disliked being identified with a program that also
included “‘special education” youngsters, and they disliked the initial confusion.

CMES was very unhappy not to be able to move into their classrooms on time.
Start-up costs and classroom renovation according to CMES specifications were the
responsibility of the school bcard. CMES felt it was the board’s responsibility to put

CMES’ performance contracts, was of the opinion that there would have to be
deductions from the contracted results because of the late start. He was also un-
happy over the large amount of testing that w=s going on (pre-testing, re-testing,
diagnostic testing, testing related to the OEQ experiment, and the district testing
that would begin in January); he worried that “over-testing” would affect the stu-
dents’ attitudes.

There were to have been 600 pupils in the program but only 453 had eniolled
in school by September 8. Because the school would have been hard-pressed to meet
instructional units—about 540 students (an instructional unit represents cmne stu-
dent enrolled in either reading or math). :

CMES had rejected nine students for behavioral reasons by mid-Novemiser, and
11 more were rejected by June. CMES wanted to reject about 15 more, but Mrs, Mary
Fdmond, the assistant principal who was monitoring the program to protect the
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district’s interest, talked CMES into keeping them. She regarded the initial confu-
sion as an inappropriate context in which to decide whether a student should be
rejected; she also feels that CMES did not try hard enough tc handle its student
problems in-house (CMES was supposed to handle its own discipline).

Mrs. Edmond predicted in December that 100 or more students would exceed
the 10-day absence limit set by the contract; by April, the limit had been extended
to 25 days.

As of January, 549 students were enrolled in the program, distributed among
the grades as follows:

Regular Students Special
Grade Reading  Math  Total  Education Total
175 173 178 20 198
115 114 116 11 127
118 119 120 7 127
32 79 85 12 97

Total 441 485 499 50 549

WO s O

Invoivement of Model Cities

The Model Cities Education Committee!! conceived of a smaller demonstration
program for South Middle School in January, 1969 with the ohjective of demonstrat-
ing the possibility of dramatic educational progress. GRS developed the performance
contracting 1dea for South Middle, which coincidentally suited vthat Model Cities
had in mind. Model Cities agreed to contribute 25 percent of the total budget of the
CMES project. As evidence of their support, two board members and one staff

conferred with Thomas of CMES, and in other ways participated in initial planning.

'! Model Cities has been a fixture in Grand Rapids for over two years. and has an equal partnership
with the city on public programs serving the Model i feighborhood. The buundaries of the neighborhcod
are indicated in Fig. 6. The city applied for the initial Model Cities grant, specified what would comprise
the model neighborhood, and held a public meeting to solicit the participation of citizens living in that
neighborhood to serve on the board in the winter of 1968-69. There is a downtown office called the CDA
(City Demonstration Agency) that works under the direction of the city manager. The neighborhood office
is on Division Avenue near South Middle School. Funding comes through the HUD office in Chicago.




Model Cities officials stated their commitment to maintain “the community’s repre-
sentation” in the project. Their funding did not come through until midspring; their
contract with the school district appears in Appendix G.

Contract Provisions

The maximum contractor payment was set at $164,000, and start-up costs were
an additional $90,000. Model Cities promised $60,000 ($40,000 for start-up and
ralaries, up to $20,000 tied to performance). Section 3 provided $90,000, and $100,000
was allocated from Titie L.

The contract called for a payment to CMES of $60 per achievement vear (see
Appendix G); achievement was to be measured by pre- and post-testing v-ith the
elementary level of the Educational Development Series published by the Scliolastic
Testing Service.!? The district paid for the materials, equipment, and remodeling;
CMES generally prefers to supply materials and equipment, but the district had
about $100,000 in uncommitted funds that they wished to allocate before the end
of the year. ,

All students who were two grade levels below national norms were selected to
participate; others were added to fill out the group. There were 186 school days in
instruction, but was not explicit in spelling out what would happen if a minimum
of 180-days’ instruction could not be provided, nor by what date pupils had to be
tested. Unfortunately, rooms assigned CMES were not finished until mid-Septem-
ber; in addition, enrollment in the school did not stabilize until around the 17th or
18th, so it was not known who was in the program, nor could replacements be
selected. It was unlikely, therefore, that 180 days could have been available even if
there had been none of the usual schooi-year disruptions, CMES eventually disre-
garded this requirement.

Dr. Walter Thomas, director of education programs for CMES, has described
how he arrived at the contract fee. Thomas projected the first-year costs for 600
students or 1200 units of reading and math, to be $165 per learning unit for costs
not explicitly borne by the district (e.g., start-up costs). CMES figured on an average
achievment gain of 2.0 years, but underpriced themselves at $60 per achievement

12 The contract specifies that grewth will be measured by “Grade Score Increase.” Some of the
statistical aspects of this concept are discussed in Appendix E.



year (i.e., $120 per student on the average), counting on lower costs in the second
and third years.

At the year’s end, CMES expected only 1.3 years’ average gain. They were also
penalized by a shorter school year (less than 180 days). Because of absenteeism and
testing difficulties, payment was made on the basis of about 30 percent of the
_.rticipants. CMES also risks having to buy the equipment at two-thirds of cost after
one year or at one-third of cost after two years if the program fails. Thomas has not
been satisfied with normed achievement tests as basis of payment. Accordingly,
CMES’ future contracts will utilize mastery testing.

Testing

Dr. Anne Kennard, of the Elk Grove, Illinois school district, was retained by
CMES to evaluate a number of tests, using criteria specified by CMES, She recom-
mended that the Educational Development Series published by the Scholastic Test-
ing Service (5TS) of Chicago be used for the contract-specified pre- and post-testing.
CMES provided interim testing every six weeks with the Burnett Reading Series,
also published by STS. It had been intended that the first week would be spent in
diagnostic tests, but that had been impossible since the learning centers were not
yet physically operable.

The Educational Development Series pre-testing was administered on the
mornings of September 10 and 11, using the test level usually specified for grades
4 to 6; besides reading and math, the tested areas were (1) solving everyday prob-
lems, (2) verbal reasoning, (3) nonverbal reasoning, and (4) future plans. This test
was centrally administered over the public address system by the head counselor in
two 2-hour sessions, with homeroom teachers monitoring. The motivation of this
procedure was to allow a irained person to administer the test without pulling
students out of the familiar homeroom setting.

Examiner’s manuals for the EDS did not arrive until the night before the
testing began, so the teachers did not have much time to study them. Nevertheless,
the testing proceeded smoothly according to plan. The use of the intercom system
for the timed portion of the test seemed to work well. On the surface, all was orderly.

Three months later, however, Mrs. Edmond raised questions regarding the pre-
test results, since she felt the students were being overtested. During the first few
weeks, the students received the EDS, the Battelle-adminisiered test, the CMES
diagnostic tests, and the retesting of students who had obviously played games with
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their EDS answer sheet. In December, there was the testing of students whe scored

district testing program.

Students whose scores on the pre-test were below chance level (as spelled out
in the test manual) were retested with the lower primary level EDS test. STS was
not aware of this retesting, and objected when it found out; the norming group for
the primary level test had nowhere near the maturity of the CMES youngsters, and
the STS tests are roughiy geared to curriculum content anyway. As of February,
Vruggink had agreed that the 200 or so chance scores therefore would be excluded
from the contractor payment formula, and that the fee for their participation in the
program would be equal to the average for all other participants.

Participants were administered post-tests (reading and math sections only) dur-
ing the last week of May. The complete battery was to be given to a subset of 50
participants. Fifty or 60 participants missed the post-test, even though five days
were allowed for this purpose; apparently this should be regarded as characteristic
of this student population.

The district evaluation of the CMES program consisted primariiy of comparing
overall experience. GRS hired Professor Edsel Erickson from Weastern Michigan
University at Kalamazoo to be the contract-specified independent evaluator. He also
was to evaluate the affective aspects of the program. Mrs. Edmond designed an
attitude-measuring instrument on her own that was administered two or three
times to 50 students in the program and 50 students out of the program; presumably,
these data were used in the district’s evaluation. It was CMES’ responsibility to
negotiate a contract with STS, a contract that also izicludes some evaluation; Erick-
son’s independent audit of test scores was to keep everything aboveboard, but STS
nevertheless studiously eschewed contact with CMES to avoid allegations of collu-
sion. Finally, Mrs. Charles Bearden, Model Cities Evaluation Coordinator, was con-
ducting an evaluation of his own.

Gains in Reading and Math

CMES and the district began negotiating contract payment on August 5. CMES
was anticipating the average achievement gair per instructional unit to be on the
order of 1.3, but eome disagreement was anticipated because of absenteeism and
testing difliculties. With CMES’ agreement, the district decided to determine the




attended at least 150 days and who had taken both the pre-test and the post-test.
Under this procedure, 155 students registered an average gain of 1.0 in math, and
140 students registered an average gain of 1.2 in reading. For purposes of payment,
these gains were then attributed to the 1000 instructional units (500 in math and
500 in reading) that the district had guaranteed CMES. In other words, the district
paid for 500 math achievement-years and 600 reading achievement-years on the
basis of the gain of about 150 students.

Although the contract stipulated that gains would be calculated using the STS
Grade Score scale, the district chose to use grade equivalents because gains thus
calculated were lower; CMES agreed. The difference between the two scoring scales
is discussecl in Appendix E.

Summary of Recsources and Program Characteristics

Table 8 provides summary descriptive information for the CMES reading and
math programs at South Middle School. Corresponding information for the regular
program is provided where applicable.

YEAR-END COMMENTS FROM STAFF AND PARENTS

Opinions of Mrs. Edmond, CMES teachers, non-CMES teachers, and parents are
summarized in the following paragrapbhs. '

Vice-Principal

In the opinion of Mary Edmond, the CMES program is not a panacea, but it
would be difficuli to design another program that would be more effective; this year's
performance was promising, and, in the absence of the operational problems that
have already been described, the program could excel. She recommends that a
well-documented attitude test be administered at the beginning and end of the
program to assess progress toward noncognitive goals. She feels that low pareant
awareness dampens the impact of the program.
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Table 8
SUMMARY OF RESOURCES AND PROGRAM CHARACTERISTICS FOR
COMBINED MOTIVATION AND EDUCATIONAL SYSTEMS, INC.
South Middle School
Chavacteristics of s*udenis...vu.. Grades %-9; transiency 267%; black, model-

Citjga neigu“arhaﬂd law inccme, lgwegt

apacial Edugatinn pupiks ingluded prcgram
pupils distributed awong all homerooms
Progran scope
Mo. of studernts (mid-December)®. 491, reading; 535, math

Class time.enessscorsnenenssssss 45 minutes per day each, read’ng and math
C1aSS SI1ZS.evvreesssnsssens-eess 35-40 in Single Center (SC) (40 optimum);
60~65 in Double Center (DC) (optimum)
Number of sections,:............ l4 each (7-period day)
Facilities
SPAC2, . ssssssesnsnssnsasserssass 4 centers: 1 DC for reading and math; 1 SC

for reading and 1 SC for math; each center
has an instructional and an AMS area; 1 rein-
forcement room; total occuples space of 7
former ciassrooms (walls were changed)

Students/classroom/dayP......... Number of enrsllments/number of classrooms =
(491 + 535)/7 = 147
Furnishings.......ce0s00ess.++.. Table space for carrels; carpeting; alr

conditioning; 1 carrel per student per
class (approximately 140 total); chairs

Staffing
Certified teachersC............. 1 per center (i.e., 1 per SC, 2 per DC)
Special teachers....cecssssrenes O
Paraprofessionals.......+++. ... Full time: 1 per center, 1 for reinforcement
room, 1 substitute
Other personnel......eeeecess oo 1 full-time director,d 1 full-time secretary®
Equipment _
Primar}' undt..icsiscsssnssnnnnse REading 40 Hoffman rEEdiﬂg mac h'iT'QE;,
math: 40 tape recorders/center (80 total)
Supplementary system............ Reading: 25 tape recorders/center (50
) tctal);f math: 40 flashcard readers
(Electronic Futures)
Redundant SYStef..:sssseevsssss. 15 Borg-Warner System 80 for reading and math

Materiale® (10% consumable)
Reading....ssvsresssssssssavssss 2 sets EPL tapes per center; 2 sets Hoffman

materials (levels B to G) per center; workbooks
MBth...eceseesennsrassnnassessss Math mini-system (txpes); workbooks
Reading and math.,..sces2ss04s.+ 2 sets Borg-Warner materials (levels 1-8) per
reading and math center (i.e., 4 complete seta)};
1 notebook per student for compiling materials

Pre-gervice training.............. 1 week on AMS in-depth training, 1 week going
through materials

In-gerviee trainifig........-s....+ About 2 hours a week
Other BUPPOrT.sessessessessseessss None; instructional program self-contained
INeentiveB..sesassssanssensesss-ss NODe

For footnotes, see following page. %; 53
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Table B--continued

4he total number of students receiving instruction in reading and/or math
was 549.

bThe areal unit here is the space occupied by one of the original class-
rooms, regardless of how walls were rearranged to accommodate the CMES
centers.

SThe utilization of certified teachers was more intense for CMES than
under the regular program. Regular teachers taught six periods a day, and
received extra pay for tasks performed at other times, including hall duty
during their preparation period. CMES teachers generally gave up their
preparation periods tu stay in the centers; because of union pressure,
they were not eligible for extra compensation. CMES teachers felt that if
they had a common preparation period instead of the staggered arrangement,
the problem would be solved. The assistant principal felt that preparation
for CMES instruction is a more critical need than for the regular program
since the furmer requires individualized instruction.

dNat all of the director's duties will probably be incremental to the
regular principal's staff when the program is turnkeyed, since the director
was not entirely autonomous in running the program, and probably had some
tasks that were redundant to normal administrative duties; also, his role
will presumably relax somewhat when the program has become eszablished
Another factor is that a significant portion of one vice-principal's time
was consumed in monitoring the CMES operation. Thus, it is not unreason-
able to presume that the turnkeyed program would impose little additional
burden on the normal complement of administrative staffing.

®Not all of the secretary's duties will probably be incremental when
the program is turnkeyed.

fThe cassette tape recorders are manufactured by Iowa and Sharp; their
maintznance is a troublesome problem since they are not constructed to
sustain the constant heavy use they receive in the centers. The program
director feels that the more expensive Wollensak recorders would be cheaper
in the long run.

81t is not clear what common denominator (if any) should be used for
comparing consumable materials res..rces. Except for notebooks in which
to compile workbook pages, etc., CMES ha: no instructional materials that
are consumed strictly on a per=student basis; the other consumables are
treated as resource materials, to be cut up and distributed as needed. The
logical unit would be materials per student per achievement level, but such
detail iz probably not warranted since anly 10 percent of the materials are
consumable.
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CMES Teachers

Two CMES teachers were interviewed, one from reading and one from math.
The following paragraphs summarize their comments.

The two-week training period was necessary to learn to use the equipment and
materials, and tc run the AMS. The training was not as good as it could have been,
so there will be some changes for next year (the training time will not be increased).
There will also be changes in the AMS material to make it more relevant to South
Middle School, as well as some changes in instructional materials. CMES also hopes
to train some substitute teachers (there were no trained substitutes last year), and
to hire a new teacher.

Reading instruction for the CMES program takes much more time than regular
teaching, which apparently was something of a surprise to the company. Scheduling
problems must be resolved to allow teacher breaks when there are no students in
the classroom; breaks are apparently effective only when teachers are completely
free of their supervisory roles. .

It took the CMES teachers until around January to build up momentum. There
was initial disappointment over the Board of Education’s seeming lack of interest
in getting materials to thie school on tirae, the lateness of the contract, and other
complications. Teachers look for great improvements next year. They are, in fact,
submitting proposals for change to CMES.

The CMES staff felt professionally isolated from the regular staff, partly be-
cause there was not enough time to attend regular staff meetings as well as their
own. .

All the materials in the program were used; none should be deleted; however,
students seemed to respond particularly well to the SRA “We Are Blacks” material.
There was a need for more variety in the Reinforcing Event materials, however, as
well as more room for that activity. Some students would become bored with RE and
elect to remain in the instructional area to look at filmstrips.

While the program provides individualized instruction, it requires a certain
motivation toward self-reliance from the students. Therefore, students who simply
do not want to be in the program should be released and returned to the regular
program or receive special individual attention.

Pari of South Middle School’s apparent improvement in attitudes may have
resulted from CMES, but much should also be attributed to the discipline imposed
by this year’s new teachers in the regular program. There was a marked positive
change in students’ attitude toward testing this year.
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tion, one in AMS :and one in RE (1f hls progress n the mstructmnal area was
f'atisf'actary) The teacher and the c:ent&r managez tock turns running the AMS The

programs were develcpnd by the teacher the respcnmbl;lty crf' the aldes was to make
sure students progressed toward their goals, and to help if necessary. Aides did not
teach. Students always had supervision, but not necessarily the presence of a
teacher.

One of the most useful features of the CMES program was that teachers were
encouraged to communicate directly with Thomas of CMES via their “hotline to
Chicago.” Response was prompt.

Regular Teachers

Two teachers from the regular program were interviewed, orie from science and
one from social studies. A third teacher was contacted but did not care to comment,
possibly because of Superintendent Runkle’s request to the staff that the contract
learning prograrms not be discussed until after payment was settled.

These teachers observed the CMES program several times, and had no com-
plaints. CMES did not try to set itself apart from the regular program; the on-site
manager had been receptive to inquiries about the programs of particular students.

CMES’ physical accoutrem~nts would be invaluable in the regular classroom as
a means to provide a nondistractive atmosphere. Individualized instruction would
be valuable in the science curriculum, but would require more manpower.

CMES studénts seem to display a noticeable change in the;.r attitudes toward

anather year to determme whether CMES is the soltttmni

Parents

Working from the South Middle School Master Card Listing (which provides

~ parents’ names and addresses) and the January student roster for CMES, we se-
lected 54 parents for interview. Of theege, 37 had no telephones listed at the given
addresses, and 7 of the remaining 17 were not at home. We contacted 10 parents,
5 of whom had ninth-graders i in CMES, 4 had eighth-graders, 4 had seventh-graders,
and 3 had sixth-graders. Of the 10 parents contacted, only 5 had heard of CMES, only




4 knew they had children in the program, only 2 knew which of their children were

in the program, and only 3 were informed enough to comrent on the program. The
results suggest that (1) there is low parent awareness of the program, or (2) there
is a reluctance on the part of parents and/or students to reveal association with the
program, or (3) the January student roster was inaccurate. The following are ex-
cerpts from the parents’ comments.

Mrs. A—participants in 7, 8, and 9. She said her seventh- and eighth-graders
were in the program, but the ninth-grader was not. She thinks CMES is “really
nice,” and that her children really enjoy the program. The eighth-grader thinks “it
teaches better”’; he thinks the program should be continued, but cannot say how it
might be improved.

Mrs. B—participants in grades 6 and 9. She knew that “one” of her children was
in CMES, but she had to ask to find out which one it was. After the interviewer gave
her a brief explanation of the program, she commented that children learn better
there on the tape.”

Mrs. C—her sixth-grader was originally a participant. They moved in midyear
out of the South Middle attendance area. She did not know whether her children
were in the program before the move and did not know anyone who was.

Mrs. D—participant in grade 6. She knew nothing about the program. She had
to ask her children whether they v in it, and two said yes. She had the inter-
viewer talk to her son. He told the i ..crviewer that he and the other children liked
it. He could not think of anything he disliked. (This boy was not on the CMES roster.)

Mrs. E—participanis in 7, 8, and 9. The mother was not at home for the first
call, 50 the interviewer talked with her eighth-grade daughter. She said that “CMES

she could not think of anything that should be changed.

On the second call, the minther was home and was very positive toward CMES.
She liked it, the children liked it, the children learned faster. She could not think
of anything that should be changed. She does not know any other parents with
children in the program. She went to the open house and the program was explained
to her satisfaction. “A lot of parents were there.”

Mr. F—participant in grade 9. He said he had no children in the CMES. He did
not know anything about the program.

Mr. G—participants in grades 7 and 9, nonparticipants in grace 6, He had never
heard of CMES. None of his children were in the program as far as he knew.




Mrs. H—participants in grades 6 and. 8, nonparticipant in grade 9. She said she
had no children in the program, and knew nothing about it. Then she said she had
heard favorable talk among the teachers ‘she works at the school), and that Mr.
Lumpkin had shown her the rooms. Three times, she szid she would like her sixth-
grade daughter (who is in fact on the CMES list) to be in the program. The inter-
viewer talked with the eighth-grade daghter (who is alc. on the list), and she said
she was not in the program.

Mrs. T—granddaughter is a participant, grade 8. She knew her granddaughter
was “in some kind of class,” but knew nothing #bout the program excent that her
granddaughter liked it.

Mrs. J—participant in grade 7, nonparticipant in grade §. She had to ask her
children if they were in the program. Or.= girl said she was, and that she liked the
program. The mother knew nothing about it.

SUMMARY CF CMES PROGRAM

The CMES program involved contingency management and individualized in-
struction. The program was unique in that specific classroom time was designated
for the development of achievemer:t motivation. The program was highly hardware-
oriented, and utilized commercially available equipment and materials.
school, grades 6 through 9 (including special-education children). The contract set
a fee of $60 for each achievement year gained by each student in reading or math;
the maximum total fee was set at $164,000.

Average gains for those students with pre- and post-test scores who attended at
least 150 days were 1.2 in reading and 1.0 in math. For purposes of payment, these
math) that the contract guaranteed to CMES.

GRS and CMES contracted to continue the program during the 1971-72 school
year, with payment based on interim mastery testing as well as gains on achieve-
ment tests.




V. THE ALPHA CONTRACT LEARNING PROGRAM

Alpha’s program provided reading and math instruction in three inner-city
schools: West Middle, Alexander, and Hall (see Fig. 8). Alpha’s programs were part
cities, 6 commercial contractors, and 2 teacher groups. Alpha also had programs
under the OEO experiment in Hartford, Connecticut and Taft, Texas. OEQ’s RFP
(Request for Proposal) and the resulting contract between GRS and Alpha are
reproduced in Appendix H.

PROFILES OF WEST MIDDLE, ALEXANDER. AND
HALL SCHOOLS
West Middle School accommodates about 1500 students in grades 7, 8, and 9. It
receives funds from Title I and Michigan’s Section 3. The racially mixed student
body comes from low-to-medium-income families. Yearly turnover is about 14 per-
cent. The absentee rates (on fourth Fridays) range between 14 and 18 percent.
Alexander and Hall schools have student populations of about 500 and 400,
respectively, covering the first six years plus kindergarten. Both receive funds from
Title I and Section 3, and both serve attendance areas inhabited primarily by low-
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incon.. families. Alexander is mostly black; Hall is largely black and Spanish-
American. Both have turnover rates of about 22 percent, and fourth-Friday absentee
rates range from 5 to 15 percent. Achievement, as measured by the Stanford
Achievement Test, is generally lower than district-wide averages; some average
grade-equivalent scores from the April 1971 testing of grades 4, 5, and 6 appear
below:

Grade 4 Grade 5 Grode 6

h ééadiﬁg Math Reading Math

x|
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Reading
Alexandery 2.9
Hall 3.6
District 3.9

Alpha is a spin-off from WLC. The premise of its program is that “regular
teachers, given the training and tools of educational technology, can do as well as
an outside, hardware-oriented educational contractor.” It characterizes its role as
one of giving a team of regular teachers thr training, tools, and daily logistic support
needed to help them conduct individualized, learner-centered classrooms.

The two bases of this program are (1) h2avy reliance on commercially available
programmed texts assigned to each individual on the basis of his own achievement
level (to provide success experiences), and (2) contingency contracting with the
students. Good behavior is rewarded, but there is minimum reaction to bad behavior.

Presumably, a student in an Alpha classroom works individually, at his own
pace. He begins each day with a teacher-made learning prescription based on his
demonstrated competence and need. He studies in brief, intensive units of time at
the end of which his comprehension is immediately tested. If he does not measure
up to expected performance or if he still needs work, the teacher gives individual
aid then and there; when his performance is high, he is immediately rewarded.




ALPHA AT WEST MIDDLE, ALEXANDER, AND HALL

In Grand Rapids, the program used regular classrooms without modification
except for the “free room,” which was equipped with games and pinball machines.
The program established a token economy, wherein the ctudents received paper
scrip or tokens for fulfilling their respective contracts. The scrip could be cashed in
for sma'ler material goods, exchanged for time in the free room, or banked to pay
expenses on program-sponsored field trips. Each participant at West Middle spent
about one-third of the school day in the program. Alexander and Hall participants
attended for half a day.

The intent was to put together an approach that could easily be worked into an
optimistic about their program, and were quick to cite evidence of improved student
attitude. As of November, they had rejected only one of the 600 students in the
three-school program. They also pointed out that they would ultimately prefer to
restrict their role to teacher training and workshops.

The 600 participants were distributed among the grades as follows:

0
Ty
~ |
o]

Sechool 1 9 Total

West Middle 100 100 100 300
Alexander 50 50 50 150
Hall 43 64 43 150

The program at each school occupied three classrooms, one serving as the free
room. At West Middie there were three teachers and five aides; two of the aides ran
the free room. Two teachers and three aides were in each of the programs at
Alexander and Hall; each free room had one aide.

There were two weeks of pre-service for teachers, covering such areas as cur-
riculum, behavior modification, contingency management, and procedures for diag-
nosis and prescription. The staff attended their own in-service programs rather than
those of the district. This amounted to about four days per year.
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Selection of Participants and Formal Evaluation

Biotechnology, Inc., under contract to OEO, was respcuisible for selecting the
three schools and the participating students. The Grand Rapids School Board sub-
mitted lists of students in the Title I schools, with achievement test scores. These
had been ranked, and Biotechnology picked the schools with the greatest deficiencies
for the treatment program. The most defici~»t of the remaining schools became the
control group. Students in the treatment anu control schools were then ranked
according to an average of math and reading achievement scores, and essentially
those at the botiom of the lists were chosen.

OEO designated Battelle Memorial Institute as overall evaluator for their per-
formance contracting experiment. According te Battelle’s contract, it is obliged to
provide participating school districts only with (1) the scores on the pre-test and
post-test, (2) the gains between the two tests, and (3) scores on the interim perform-
ance testing. Battelle is also supposed to administer (1) an initial questionnaire to
all parents covering socioeconomic status (SES) and attitudinal information, (2) an
ending questionnaire to parents on attitudes, and (3) questionnaires to 50 ninth-
graders at each experimental, control, and comparison group covering atiitudes,
data to the districts. On the other hand, Mrs. Joan Webster, who was the OEO-
funded director in Grand Rapids, was an employee of the district and had the
advantage of full-time attention to the Alpha program; she and her staff performed
extensive evaluation activities.

In Grand Rapids, certified substitute teachers administered the pre-test under
Battelle’s supervision. The original plan was to test 600 Alpha pa:ticipants, 300
comparisen ,, “up students (nonparticipating students in the treatment schools), 600
of the controi group (2£ students per grade level per school), and 225 in each of the
two special treatment groups (remedial reading at the various reading centers and
Project READ at Madison School). To provide the district with comparable data on
Alpha, WLC, and CMES, it was later decided not to test the first-grade remedial
reading punils, but to test as many as possible in grades 1-3 in the WLC program
(160) and to test a large fraction (400) of the CMES students in grades 7-9. The testing
was done in groups varying from about 35 to 300 (the experimental group at West

i SASFAASS 224 15

Middle Scheol). Experimental school teachers and others connected with Alpha
were banned from the classrooms during testing.

Y3



Summary of Resources an.i Program Characteristics

Table 9 provides a rough summary of resources that are directly identifiable t»
the Alpha program.

FOLLOW-ON CONTRACTS

GI'S and Alpha have coutracted tc enlarge the program at West Middle Schocl;
payment will be mostly on performance, but a flat rate will be charg.d for young-
sters who have a history of poor attendance. The programs at Hail and Alexander
schools were also continued, at a flat rate, with all regular teachers having options
to take advantage of the facilities. Alpha was the successful respondent to the
Request for Proposal issued for a program for the Educationally Handicapped at
Coldbrook Sciool during the 1971-72 school yesr. Alpha was also hired to provide
management support for instruction at Fountain and Kensington scheois, and to set
up a workshop on behavior modification for reading teachers during the summer of
1971. n ’
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VI. CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

though predominantly favorable. It appears that the technology and organization
packaged by each contractor constitute effective learning systems, but the perform-
ance payment machinery is generally regarded as bothersome.

Most people involved with the programs have been favorably impressed, but
look for more visible improvement in the second year of operation. These sentiments
were borne out by the interim report to the Beard of Education (Appendix A), by the
recommendations of the Contract Programs Committee (Avpendix B), and by per-
sonal conversations with many people around tne district.

The CMES and WLC programs “worked” in the sense that conventional meas-
ures of achievement indicated somewhat Letter performance than would be ex-

pected from regular instruction; although test data were not availabie for Alpha, the

opinions of persons close to the program indicated similar performance. Moreover,
all three successfully offered approaches to systemizing instruction, provided in-

dividualized instruction, and set pupil motivation as an important objective (al-
though some might argue that the motivation was for irrelevant rewards).

Grand Rapids has elected to hold final judgment in abeyance for a year, but the !

fact that these programs will be expanded is testimony to its optimism.

CMES will continue at South Middle School, with payment to be based on
interim mastery testing as well as gains on achievement tests. Minimum and max-
imum bounds will be placed on payment.
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WIC has phased out its instruction management activities, but their learning
centers will continue at Franklin and Lexington schools on a flat-rate per-student
basis under the management of Learning Unlimited (a new firm headed by a former
WLC official). There will also be learning centers at Sibley, Straight, and Coit
schools, all at flat rates.

mostly on performance, but a flat rate will be charged for youngsters who have a
history . f poor attendance. The programs at Hall and Alexander schools will con-
tinue, at a flat rate, with all reguiar teachers having options to take advantage of
the facilities. Alpha was the successful respondent to the Request for Proposal issued
for a program for the Fducationally Handicapped at Coldbrook School. Alpha will
also be providing management support for instruction at Fountain and Kensington
Schools, will set up a workshop on behavior modification for reading teachers, and
will be assisting the district in studying alternative educatien for drop-outs.

District managemen of all contracts will be centralized under Mrs. Webster,
who will be Coordinator of Contract Learning. She will report directly to Dr. Vrug-
gink.

IMPLICATIONS OF A DISTRICT’S ROLE IN SECURING
A SUCCESSFUL PROGRAM

depends on the manner in which the district anproaches the project. Performance
contracting seems to bring certain aspects of public school systems into sharp focus.

The results of its 1970-71 experience have a number of implications for Grand
Rapids and for many other school districts. Without trying to be exhaustive and with

sions that appear to be justified concerning (1) the need for tightening contract
specifications, (2) strategies for building enthusiasm among district personnel, and
(3) characteristics of district organization and policy. The intent is to identify some

of the less obvious policy considerations as they relate to performance contracting.

Tightness of the Contract Document

The safeguarding virtue of the contract depends on how well it is constructed.
In drafting the contract, the district should remain skeptical of the contractor’s




theories regarding patterns of achievement gains, the d2clining importance of ex-
trinsic rewards in contingency management, the development of pupii seli-manage-
ment, and the like. One should judge how the program will be affected (teacher
workloads, for example) if one or more of these constructs do not work out as
expected, and how the contract should handle such eventualities.

No matter how theoretically promising the program or experienced the contrac-
tor, it is wise to have the flexibility to modify in midstream. It is to the credit of both
WLC and the building administrators that they acknowledged the boredom of the
younger children and the potential for wider school involvement iri the centers, and
were free to make constructive changes at midyear.

Anticipating Contract Anomalies and Changes. The contract may only
appear to have very explicit terms of payment; if so, a few contract violations or
misunderstandings on either side can easily turn payment into a matter of negotia-
tion. There should be specific remedies for contract violations. The team-like togeth-
erness of district and contractor during the school year may evaporate at payment
negctlatlon time. Most problems can probably be avmded by usmg rcahstzc contra(‘t

per pupll ancl mndltlons fc:r re_]ectlng pmgram partlmpants) The contr act should
minimize the situations which fail under the rubric, “all normal administrative
procedures wi'l be carried on as usual.”

At the start of the school year in Grand Rapids, tor example, the payment
provisions in both the CMES and WLC contracts seemed straightforward. As the
year progressed, it became clear that (:ecause of testing difficulties and absenteeism,
large numbers of the participants would not be eligible for inclusion in Dayment
formulas. Neither the district nor the contractors were happy about the situation,
but the remedy %nve:ﬂved new questions that had not been addressed in the contract
(e.g., “For payment purposes, would it be fair to pro-rate the gains of chronic absen-
tees across the days of actual attendance?”).

Analyzing Factors that Bear on Payment. Factors that bear on payment
should be analyzed, especially the tests to be used and the particular score-scaling
with which results are reported. There may be problems in giving scores validity if
the test level does not match the age level of participants, or if pre- and post-test
scores are not strictly comparable (e.g., first grade pre-tests for which there are no
grade equivalencies). If payment involves specific grade objectives, as in the WLC
program, the district should know the formula and rationale behind the objectives.

Payment criteria should reflect all program objectives in which the district is
seriously interested, including elusive noncognitive goals. There has been little




successful experience in measuring changes in student attitudes, or even in ar-

ticulating what specific attitudes are important in different situations. A district
might give impetus to experimentation by making attitude change a real, though
small, factor for payment.

Selection of Participants. In selecting pupil participants, there is more to
consider than achievement level. If a program aims to introduce individualized
instruction without lowering the student-teacher ratio, it probably involves a highly
systemized approach requiring a measure of self-reliance on the part of participants.
Some pupils may not function well in this environment and, if included, the contrac-
tor will probably insist eventually that they be rejected from the program. There is,
for example, the disruptive “problem child” whe drifts along in regular classrooms
at the expense of other pupils. If the contract learning setting does not accommodate
drifters who fail to be motivated by the program, the child suddenly becomes a
probiem that can no longer be ignored or passively tolerated. Consequently, even
though the school may be relieved from providing for lower achievers, it may still
be obliged to make special arrangements for “problem” pupils.

The On-siie Program Monitor. The performance contract presents a need
for management planning (specifying whe is to be responsible for what, and what
on-site evaluator (or program monitor) is often assigned to a building administrator.
This has advantages and disadvantages, depending on his personal characteristics.
The building administrator is naturally familiar with his school, but he may have
limited authority in a large district. The program monitor should be someone who
can devote a considerable portion of his time to that function, if he is to provide
evaluation for program improvement as well as contract control. He should be
independent enough from the school to avoid convenient “clubbiness” with contrac-
tor personnel. He should report directly to whoever negotiated the contract and not
through ambiguous chains of command. He should be in a position to act as an
expediter, especially during the program start-up period. The cost of a district
program monitor is a significant but appropriate program cost.

Strategies for Building Enthusiasm Among District Personnel
Much has been said on the theme that the turnkey phase may be headed for

failure without the school’s active support, enthusiasm, and commitment to detailed
planning. These same attributes may be the overriding factors for success of the




should be a real effort to make the principal more than a disinterested observer, for

performance contract phase, especially at the building administration level. There

he is the key man if the innovative program is ever to be integrated into the school’s -

regular program. Some principals may view such involvement as merely part of
their jobs, while others may see it as extra burden.

Channeling Ambition. Since the performance contract and its accompan-
ying instructional technology may be regarded as part of the frontier cf the educa-
tion profession, some may actively participate to promote their professional growth;
this could be true of teachers, principals, and middle level administrators. Accord-
ingly, the district might adopt the strategy of channeling the ambitions of key
personnel as a route to expediting a program’s success. Certainly, last year in Grand
Rapids there were several hard-working key people who were at least partly moti-
vated by professional advancement.

A school district should recognize this factor and learn to profit from it. Of
course, there is a danger of alienation of allegiance from the school to the contractor,
especially if the person in question is buried in a large school system. The larger the
organization, the less there will be personal identification with policy, and, presuma-
bly, the more susceptibility there will be to temptation. Certainly, persons thus
motivated should not be cast as evaluators. As for teachers and administrators, the
main cost to the district is that the ambitious ones inay soon move on to better jobs.

Influence of Learning Center Staff. The single most important person relat-
ing to technical success—achievement of program goals—is the one who heads the
program at the building level. If the school has only one learning center, that person
would be the learning center teacher, or supervisor; in a larger program, he might
be the on-site manager. Whoever he is, he sets the tone of the whole program in that
school. To a large extent, pupils and regular staff will judge the program on the
merits of his technical and interpersonal abilities. In one of the GRS contract learn-
ing programs, for example, there seemed to be a marked difference in how the
regular staii perceived the success of two of the program’s centers, although achieve-
ment gain was about the same for both. It was alleged that mismanagement pre-
cluded success in one of the centers, whereas remarks about the other were gener-
ally positive.

Catering to Perceptions of Regular Staff. Teachers have their own view-
points that may tend to distort their perceptions of instruction techniques. However,
assuming a pupil-oriented system, teachers are on the front line. Their attitudes go
a long way toward molding the system’s effectiveness. Perhaps pragmatic manage-
ment (which may have predilections of its own) should more often accept these



perceptions as “facts of life” and avoid squaring off with teachers over innovative
programs. Accordingly, management’s alternatives would be to (1) accede, (2) design
and administer new programs so as to avoid conflict, or (3) remold (through training,
propaganda, and involvement) teachers’ perceptions to align more closely with those
of management.

management of contract learning might be termed hierarchal myopia—that is, the
visibility from any leve! in an organization tends to be hazy for any but adjacent
levels. When conflict arises in the lower echelons, an administrator may seek to
make his own life simpler by siding with the nearest party to the conflict in the chain
of command. This was the alleged situation with a series of conflicts that arose in
one school between contractor personnel and the regular teaching staff} one of the
regular teachers felt that the on-site manager adjusted his policies to keep the
program teacher happy, rather than rely on the judgment of his own experience.
Another teacher felt that the district made only cursory efforts to obtain teacher and
student evaluations of the contract learning programs; to be fair, it should be re-

Of course, myopia also hinders upward vision, but since this section is oriented
toward management, the premise is that management has the burden of under-
standing.

Characteristics of District Organization and Policy

One can safely assert that many aspects of public education diverge more or less
from the ideal; given the political and social context, these aspects managn to stay
submerged without arousing too much attention. Performance contracting has a

most obvious, for example, might include the state-of-the-art of testing and measure-
ment, evaluation practices, and questions regarding the long-term effects of contin-
gency management. The following pages focus on some of the more subtle problems
that may arise from the way the district is organized and managed.
Entrepreneurs and Public Education. The most pervasive of these prob-
lems seem to arise from the whole process by which a school system sets its goals,
chooses and implements strategies, and measures and evaluates performance.
School systems typically state goals in terms of generalities, largely because it is
simply too difficult to articulate their mandate in terms of explicit performance

, ﬁﬁh
Ao
PRl

o]
“

BN L



!

(except, perhaps, for cognitive growth). Strategies are adopted on a piecemeal pro-
gram-by-program basis, and performance measurement seems to be limited in terms
of both what is measured and how it is measured. Performance contracting, on the
other h. . functions most smoothly when administrators close the loop among
goals, strategy, and evaluation. =

The interface of private and public enterprise through the performance con-
tract obliges the school district to adopt business-like attitudes from the board of
education on down; more decisiveness is required than is usually found in the public

education machinery. Public education is a Constitutional mandate, but individual
private enterprise generally exists by virtue of profitability; it should not be surpris-
ing to find the former at a disadvantage in the latter’s ballgame.

Source of Funding Versus the Pupil’s Intercst. The Grand Rapids Schiool
System is probably more pupil-centered than most (as reflected in its broad range
of special instructional programs, Continuous Progress Programs, etc.). On the other
hand, in some ways the administration appears to be organization- and budget-
centered. Source of funding plays an important role in determining how much
interest an instructional program will generate in the superintendent’s offices. For
example, of the three contract learning programs, there was much less interest in
formally evaluating the Alpha program because its funding (and presumably ac-
countability) was outside the control of the district. That this funding effect is not
unique to Grand Rapids is reflected in a CMES executive’s statement that, starting
in 1971-72, CMES will not enter into new contracts unless they are largelv financed
from operating funds.

Information Flow. The generation and fiow of information can be criticized
in most organizations, and Grand Rapids Schools are no exception. As has been
already mentioned, there is difficulty obtaining certain planning and evaluative
data from the top to the bottom of the hierarchy.

Information exchange at midadministrative level within the district seems to
need for top officials to seek out countervailing opinions on certain issues.

Information systems are bulky and not easily changed, and it is un derstandably
impossible to anticipate everyone’s needs. It might be useful; however, for the data
processing personnel to keep a journal of nonroutine data-requests as a reference
for future modifications of the system.

Administrative Procedures. Procedures laid down by school administra-
tions are sometimes characterized as barriers to education. A recent position paper

o ot
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of the Michigan Education Association has attributed part of a performance contrac-
tor’s success to the notion that “he brings to the school a well thought out system
and operates the system free and unencumbered by the school administration of the
district.” A Grand Rapids School administrator has been quoted to the effect that
the contract learning programs can circumvent the district’s procurement red tape,
and therefore are more responsive to needs for materials and equipment. Another
administrator has countered that regular district instruction does not have as much
money at its disposal. Perhaps the lesson is that the district should try to rearrange
priorities somewhat to allow teachers greater flexibility in acquiring instructional
materials. Materials are an integral part of instruction (along with staff, facilities,
etc.), but they represent a small fraction of the budget. The district might, therefore,
get a lot of mileage from a relatively small increment of funding in this area.

Research and Development. Grand Rapids is probably among the leaders
with respect to organized testing anc valustion. Even so, Grand Rapids might profit
from a more broadly based and systematic program for testing, evaluation, research,
and iraining. As in most districts, copious data seem to be collected that receive only
cursory analyses. On the cther hand, there are some student data that are not
centrally collected but which could usefully enhance interpretation of district test
data.

It would seem that more could be done to provide meaningful feedback to the
building level, perhaps supplemented by formal in-service training in problem
areas. One building administrator has commented that the district often initiates
new programs with much fanfare, but fails to provide adequate follow-up evaluation
and retraining.

The present line-item budgeting makes it very difficult to extract certain kinds
of planning and evaluative information. There is no way to get a good feel for the
costs of different areas of instruction, for example. There also is no way to determine
what the district pays for evaluative and developmental activities; some line-items
are exclusively in these categories, but unspecified fractions of many more line-items
are also involved. Grand Rapids Schools are now exploring program budgeting,
which may enhance both their pupil-centered orientation and their administrative
effectiveness. ’

Data Quality. If a larger evaluation budget brought about increased utiliza-
tion of data, there would be a parallel need to monitor the quality of the data itself.

journals, there is the straightforward matter of precision—that is, how carefully the




measurements were taken and the data collected. The most rigerous analysis is
helpless in the face of data that have been cavalierly assembled, and this is generally
the case with data that are collected at building level in response to obscure memos
from higher up. In such cases, the evaluation staff should conduct periodic data
audits down to the lowest level of collection so a5 to verify data accuracy, but, more
important, to impress on the data collecters that accurate d~ia are iraportant.

Community Relations. Innovsziive arrangements, such: s performance con-
tracts, often spotlight community relations, either because this is a condition stipu-
lated by the funding agency, or because school administrators are uncertain of
public reaction. Assessing the public interest on such occasions may merely verify
a pervasive detachiment from school affairs in general, as was found in the South
Middle Schosi attendance area. One sucpects that effective community relations
require s ¢ *inuous ongoing program rather than the piecemeal efforts occasioned
by innovative instructional programs. As an aside, one wonders how much parent
support is dissipated by report cards that parents do not understand (e.g., Continual
Progress and WLC parent reports). If the district is courting community support,
perhaps it should consider modifying report forms to ease the burden of understand-
ing.

PERFORMANCE CONTRACTING AS CHANGE-AGENT AND
SAFEGUARD

One of the main bensfits of the performance contract appears to be its useful-
ness for introducing innovations in instruction. This seems to have been the overrid-
ing consideration in Grand Rapids. At the beginning of the 1970-71 school year, one
school administrator commented that contractors offer nothing new in the state-of-
the-art, but that Grand Rapids Schools generally do not have the wherewithal to
initiate such innovation themselves. The contractor offers a package backed up by
its research and organizational capabilities, capabilities that are more specialized
and aggressive than might normally be found on a school district staff. The organiza-
tional capability is very important; Dr. Vruggink, the Assistant Superintendent for
Instruction, has commented that the important ingredient “may not be the system,
but merely being systematic.” The performance contract also has an aura of ac-
countability, which might be contagious, and it imposes demands for good financial
planning information that may otherwise be unused or even ungenerated.
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The performance contract also gives the district some control when dealing
with a contractor who is relatively unknown or inexperienced. The research and
development that the district is buying is not really completed until the program
is successfully installed in the district’s schools. A district can be reasonably certain
that the innovative program will be in some sense exploratory during the first year
of implementation. This may mean minor modifications to accommodate the par-
ticular characteristics of the hos* school or broad revisions of program components
that simply do not work. In one school during 1970-71 (not in Grand Rapids), it

the year in searching for improvement.




Appendix A

INTERIM REPORT TO THE BOARD OF
EDUCATION

PERFORMANCE CONTRACTING PROGRESS
April 2, 1971
I. Descriptive Data

Name: - ALPHA LEARNING SYSTEMS Ccmpanyﬂﬂéﬂager = John Cline
‘ Project Director - Joan Webster

Financing: 100% by Office of Economic Opportunity
Sites: A. West Middle School
1. 100 students in each of grades 7, 8, and 9.
2. 3 certified teachers, 4 educational aides.
3. Reading and Math = 45 minutes each per day.
B. Hall School and Alexander School
1. 50 students in each of levels 1, 2, and 3 ia each school.

2. 2 Alpha teachers, 2 educational aides.
3. Reading and Math and Freeroom -~ half day.

In-Service: Iwaﬁweekfintensivegﬁérkéhgp in Auggst for teachers and aides with

emphasis -on behavioral psychology and contingency managemert.
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In-Service:

Testing:

-Battelle Testing Company, hirad by 0.E.D. Contract calls for no

release of interim results until project is completed. Burton,
Sigsbez and Straight are being used as control schools,

WESTINGHOUSE LEARNING SYSTEMS Company Manager - Jack Goldberg

-

Title I and Section 3
A. Lexington and Franklin Scuools
for 110 students at each site. (55 students in A.M. and
55 students in P.M.) Time was considered long for early
elementary, so was changed to 1-1/4 hour sessions at semester.
This also gave an opportunity for all students and teachers to
partiecipate,
B. Sibley and Straight Schools
Started at request of staffs in January, Diagnostic and
prescriptive service purchased only for a flat rate, Whole
staff involved. Upper elementary only at Straight School,
August 1970 in Behavior Analysis and Management.
Metropolitan Achievement Test administered by our own
Testing Department.
COMBINED MOTIVATION EDUCATION SYSTEMS Company Manager
Claybeon Coleman
Model Cities, Section 3, and Title I.
A. South Middie School
. 500 students in grades 6, 7, 8, and 9. | ;

« 4 teachers, 9 aides.
+ Reading and Math - 45 minutes each per day.

LN

Two weeks in August for teachers and aides.

Schelastic Testing Service administered by our own Testing
Department,
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General
comments:

All programs practice some form of reinforcement system
(contingency management). None are tied into their own
hardware or materials system, but put together combinations
of exzisting materials from various sources.

.0. has contracted with Battelle Institute to sample test
programs including our Project Read.

II1. Subjective comments - School personnel

acher:

=
1]

Social Worker:

ELRIC

3

A big change in work-study habits, Diseipline and control is
much easier. Improvement im individual self-control: ''They
don't have to fight tec build their ego, they build self-—esteem
and positive self-concept by a study task,"

It is a consensus of the Alpha teachers and myself that the
greatest weakness and inadequacy is in the readiness and early

primary areas which need restructuring in both reading and math.

The testing situations at the beginning of the year for certifi-
cation and placement got us started off in negative fashion due
to poor planning, preparation and orientation of testers and poor
grouping for teating of children by Battelle Memorial Institute,

The things I like about Alpha are the positive approach, the
consistency, the effort, the motivation and continuity that

really work by the Alpha teachers and aides.
Also, possibly instant reward if retention and recall are
apparent and serves to stimulate desired responses.

The positive reinforcement approach, using the péken economy
and social reward system, "has been very effective with almost

underachieving child."

Some of the kias get so "turmed on" in the programmed materials
that they don't want to stop to go to the free room or to recess.

One of our boys who has been unable to function (little self=
conitrol) in regular class, is really working.

Iy




Parents: Response at conferences was 'positive." Many parents have told
Alpha teachers that they can see a big change in behavior and
attitude at home.

Students: "T didn't know I could sound-out words like that".

Director: The subcontractor is meeting the terms of the contract im pro-

viding the required pre-service and in-service training to the
staff; providing the necessary curriculum materials; preparing
the Interim Performance Objective Tests, and working with the
project office in all contractual areas.

The students appear to be progressing at a satisfactory rate.

It has not been determined if this is a result of the teaching
methods and curriculum or the Hawthorn effect, s

There is concern that flow charts do not adequately cite individual

student programming as do the Westinghouse modules of study.

Hall School: We would propose the continuation of the program with the imple-
mentation of the changes suggested earlier in this evaluation
regarding staff.

In-service workshops are essential for all teachers and aides who
will be involved in any extension of the program into the inter-
mediate levels.

Revise the early primary curriculum and materials,

WESTINGHOUSE

Principal: In my estimation the program is going very well for later
elementary children. The very young children, however, do not
seem to be profiting by this approach.

There are many important aspects to the Westinghouse Program
that -are not found in the traditional classroom. Probably the
most Important of these is the individualized instruction which
simultaneously meets the needs of all students.

Are we sacrificing effective group work--forcing children to be
too independent?

Is there more t

o]

reading than skills?
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Principal: Some of the staff still are dubious about the future of the
program in the school. They still need to be assured whether
we are going to stick with the program long enough to see it
through. There have been many programs in the past that were
"here today and gone tomorrow."

One basic fault is that there are no trained substitutes when

the teachers or center staff are absent. Cost could be one of

the reasons for this program. Having the teachers work in the
center with children has changed their perspective from a "them" o
"we and them."

Principal: The attendance of some of our regular ''school skippers' has
imroved  Attenance is considerably better for the half-
day the students are in the center as opposed to the half-day
gpent in the regular classroon.

Teachers: They all love the reward systém. Almost all of them seem to
have a greater interest in school. Out of parents of 31
children, 28 felt the program was really helping their child.

Nice that all children on these levels attend the program,
Some of the people don't understand the program.

Most comments at conference time were favorable. Parents of
the slower learners and underachievers were in my estimation
the most pleassd. They have been noticeable improvements in g
their children at home, also attitudes toward school and toward ;
themselves,

Almost all parents who came for conferences expressed a strong 5
desire that Straight will have the Learning Center again this
fall.

Parents: . One family was happy their daughter was in the program where
she could go and go.

ribery though daughter skips school

s the center.

A parent didn't approve o
less often, because she

L]
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My ehild is a lot happier in the Learning Center. He enjoys his
work.

My child doesn't want to be absent in the P.M., so she wouldn't
miss going to the Learning Center.




I wish they'd had a program like this when I was in school.

Not for every child.

I don't like the pool table,

S

typical day? Work, work, work.

Math is the program that is helping me because it is a program
that is fun.

I like everything in it.
This is the first time I have ever enjoyed school,

I hate the Learning Center because of the work.

C/MES - COMBINED MOTIVATIONAL EDUCATIONAL SYSTEMS

Principal:

Principal:

.struction. Many are learning to work on their own and to

accept their share of responsibility for their academic
success, which is as it cshould be.

The most positive aspect of the program, as I see it, is the
Achievement Motivation Session.

The claim that the C/MES program would motivate students and
minimize truancy has not been substantiated at this time.

This first year's operation has had many problems ranging from
late completion of the centers to equipuent. failures and late
arrival of materials. The majority of the problems have been
or are being alleviated. '

However, a prevailing feeling or the part of the personnel in
the program seems to be that the school serves the program,
rather than the program serves the school. C/MES program is

seen by many as a separate operation rather than a part of

whole. Much more coordination of efforts between the project
director, C/MES personnel and the rest of the building staff

is needed. Also, strong effort in public relations is necesgary.

1 can see alternatives in the C/MES that would not be offered
in our regular program. The prescriptive or individualized
aspects of ths program are tremendous,
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This aspect alone offers "another chance" to a student, lack-
ing a mat'. or reading skill, on his own level. I also feel

that a second year program is scoriously needed at South Middle

to eliminate the experimental or guinea pig stigma attached
to the numerous programs tried here.

Comments - Cowpany Personnel
ALPHA

Alpha is the only company that we know of which uses no hardware at all.
Without proffering a subjective argument concerning the psychological

effect of machines on children I would only point out that Alpha's non-
reliance upon hardware offers two distinet advantages over all other
compznies: (1) Lowest possible capital demands for starc-up and (2) Freedom
from problem of machine maintenance and obsolescence.

Alpha is also a unique Contractor in its persistence in working toward true
turnkey. All of our efforts with Grand Rapids personnel have aimed toward
training these people to operate autonomously with absolutely no further
reliance upon Alpha services in years following turnkey. We feel that
Grand Rapids would seriously be compromised if there were an ongoing depen-
dence upon Alpha for any services.

WESTINGHOUSE
The operation of the four Learning Centers is going very well. Based on an

actual azhievénent should be comfortably reached. We have developed a pro-
cedura which takes intoc account the number of lessons actually completed by
the children in the Learning Center in order to develop an objective measure-

ment.

While the Learning Center focuses directly on cognitive skills, we are sure
that there is also a tremendous effect on the affective experience of the
children invo'ved. While this is certainly not a measureable characteristic
it is none the less very important. With respect to this element, we are
making efforts to adjust our positive reinforcement system away from direct
and immediate self-gratification and direct it toward a more broad based
sharing situation.

c/MES

The instructional component, (both reading and mathematics), although in-

7Q
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augurated late and under less than favorable conditions, has won wide
acceptance and support among students. Diagnostic testing, individualized
prescriptions, self-instructional programmed materials, and diversified
teaching machines (hardware) are just some of the unique aspects of the
instructional program that has caught the imagination and interest of the
students.

The Achievement Motivation Program, to date, has been successful in helping
the students to become more cognizant and knowledgeable about themselves
and their peers. It has made them more aware of their experiences, former
successes, strengths, values, conflicts, and the types of rewards they seek
for ¢ :inforcement.

Combined Motivation Education Systems is pleased with the overall progress
and impact that the program has shown at this point and are confident that
even more extensive and definitive progress can be made in the ensuing
months and vyear.

Available Gbjective Information

ALPHA:

Contract provisions with the federal government prevent release of infor-
mation, but results indicate growth in proceeding as expected. The following
language is in our contract BIC-5217.

All such data, test scores and records directly connected to the performance
of the program is the property of the Office of Economic Opportunity and
shall be kept strictly confidential by the Contractor in accordiance with
established laws and regulations governing the Contracter in such matters.
The 0ffice of Economic Opportunity shall have the right to make public

group information where necessary in the furtherance of this experiment, No
such information shall be made public by the Contractor or its subcontractors
until approved by the Office of Economic- Opportunity.

WESTINGHOUSE: Attached graphs
Franklin - After 90 days, the total achievement years for 110 students

7 was 185 - 80 in math and 105 in reading. This would be an
average of .73 in math and .95 in reading.

Lexington - After 90 days, the total achievemént years for 110 students
was 210 - 100 in math and 110 in reading. This would be an
average of .9 in math and 1.0 in reading.
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It should be cautioned that these figures are based on
Westinghouse projections. Thelr experience indicates a re-
lationship between modules completed and achievement years,
They do not claim, however, that the relationship is 100%.

C/E@S:

A sample of Grand Rapids pupils in grades six, seven, eight and nine
was tested February 10, 1971, with the Elementary Form B EDS reading

and mathematics tests as an interim progress check for the CMES program.
The total number of students tested was 129, 51 at the sixth grade level,
32 at the seventh grade level, 37 at the éighﬁ grade level, and 9 at the

ninth grade level.

Reading test results: The average gain of the pupils in reading was
approximately 5 months, or one half year. The largest gains were made

by sixth and seventh grade pupils, who, on the average, made almost seven
months- gain. 1In terms of the performance of individual students, it is
noted that over 2/3 of the students are making some gains, about 1/2 are
making gains of more than 7 months, and almost 1/4 of the students have
made gains of one year or more on the reading test. All of these reported
gains have been made in approximately 4-1/2 months calendar time, though
the actual instructional time was probably closer to 3-1/2 months due to
various delays encountered at the beginning of the year.

Math test results: The gains on this interim testing in math follows
somewhat the same pattern as those reported above for reading. The overall
average gain for all 129 pupils is approximately 5 months. Again, the
sixth and seventh grade students showed the greatest gains, averaging al-
most seven months.

It is difficult to p. ject what the f£inal gains will be since learning,

as measured by tests, does not always occur in a straight line pattern,

In addition, standardigéd testing approach does not always do full justice
to the programs. In reading, for instance, the standardized tests used
measure only the child's comprehensive skills, whereas the program in

the early stages placed much heavier emphasis on word recognition and
work attack skills,

S5imilarly, it is felt that the scores on the mathematics test are a low
egstimate of the actual mathematics ability of these children., The
mathematics test reqiuires a great deal of reading, and it is felt that
many items on this yest were missed, not because children did not know
the mathematical principles of operations invelved, but rather because
they could not rezd the questions. As their :eading abilities continue
to improve, it i34 felt that their real mathematical abilities will be
more accurately assessed.
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Overall, the staff has been satisfied with the various programs and have
reason to believe that techniques used will have positive implications for
future programs in Grand Rapids.

Elmer H. Vruggink
Assistant Suparintendent for Instruction




RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE CONTRACT
PROGRAMS COMMITTEE

0 Mr. Philip Runkle, Superintendent of Schools
FROM Contract Programs Committee

SUBJECT RECOMMENDATIONS FOR 1971-T2 SCHOOL YEAR

We recommend that the existing performance contracting centers be

maintained for a second year on a company-management basis without
the pald performance guarantee. This would be seen as a first.step
toward a complete turnkey of the operation to mansgement by the loecal
school system. The schools now having these centers should have the

"option of extending the center services to other age groups end achieve=

ment levels within’their buildings. This recommendation is purely a
subjective evaluation, not based on test results since none are.avail-
able at this time,

Our decision was reached after conferring and consulting with teachers,
principals, snd the company representatives. ~The comnittee also made
on-site visitations, sampling the attitudes of the students while on
location, '

L]



We thought it best to recommend a continuation of all three programs
for another year, rather than a selection of one program over the other
two, since most people were quite impressed with their particular con-
tract program. It is also the thinking of many committee members that
it is diffieult.to adequately evdluate and realize the full effective~
ness of a contract program in Just one year.

The committee likes the philosophy of the contract programs. They are
seen as a means of implementing something new and different, and as a
catalyst for educational reform. Other factors which brought about
this recommendation are the management system, cost effectiveness,
accountability, and the behavioral objectives.

The following persons served on this committee:

- Tom Jackson George Portfleet
Dorothy Johnson ~ Fein Hoffmaster
Jackie Deeb " Mary Edmond
Frank Pulte Joan Webster
Georgia Thompson William Kirkwsod, Chailrman
Alice Huwer Dick Bandy, ex officio
Elmer Vruggink, ex officio

¢c - Instructional Council
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MATERIALS LIST FOR WLC LEARNING CENTERS

Appendix C

Reading Readiness
Westinghouse Learning Corporation
M. W. Sullivan Reading

A - D, 1 - 20 plus cassettes
Behavioral Research Laboratories

Listen and Think

.Lesson Books C, D, E, F with cassettes
‘Educational Developmental Laboratories

Divigion of McGraw-Hill

Tapéé Unlimited

Ecducational Unlimited Corporation

Reading Skill Text ,

Series: Nicky, Pat the Pilot, Uncle Ben, Tom Trott, Uncle
Funny Bunny with cassettes

Charles E. Merrill Publishing Company

Phonics Skill Text Series

Books A, B, C, D with cassettes

Charles E. Merrill Publishing Company

Programmed Phonics
Books 1 and 2 )
Educators Publishing Service Incorporated

9

St LA b

ot edmicd

o 1 AR e NG B S0 et e Lo e

S



4. Lessons for Self Instruction in Basic Skills
For examp e: Reference 8kills, Following Directions and
Reading Interpretation
California Text Bureau
Division of McGraw-Hill Book Club
! 9. Reading for Understanding
Science Research Assoclates

MATHEMATICS

1. Fitshugh Plus Program
Allied Education Council

2. Seeing Thru Arithmetic
Workbook Edition

3. Incroduction to Modern Mathematics
Behavioral Research Laboratories

4. Fractions III
Webster Division,McGraw-Hill Book Company
5. Introduction to Multiplication
Webster Division,MeGraw-Hill Boek Comrany
6. Programmed Mathematics
Sullivan Associate Program
; MeGraw-Hill
5 . 7. 1Introduction to Mathematies
Encyclopedia Britannica Educaticnal Corporation

8. HModern Mathematics
7 Grades 1, 2, 3, and 4
: . Continental Press. Incorporated
9. M. W. Sullivan Mathematics
« Behavioral Research Laboratories

10. Drill Tapes

1l. Mini System

Learning Systems Corporation
12. Modern Arithmetic

Grades 1 - 5

Milliken Publishing Company

L]
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14;

15.

16.

Modern Mathematics
Grades 1 = 5

Hayes School Publishing Company Incorporated

Modern Algebra

Encyclopedia Britannica Educational Corporation

Basic Mathematles and Problem Solving Approach
Addison-Wesley Publishing Company

One to One Correcpnndence and Conceptualizing Numhers
Westinghouse Learni z Corporation
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Appendix D

" This Agrecment, dated [15 July 1970] is between (1) Grand Rapids

Public Schools (SCHOOL), 143 Bosctwick N. E., Grand Rapids, Michigan
49502, and (2) Westinghouse Learning Corporation (WLC) a Delaware
Corporation with headquarters at 100 Park Avenue, New York, New York
10017.

It contzains all the terms and conditions under which WLC will provide,
and the SCHOOL will purchase and use, the WLC Learning Center Program

(PROGRAM) during the 1970-71 school year,

1, Background and Purposc

The PROGRAM has been developed by a team of psychologists, educators

and systems managers during a period of several years of research and
development effort., It is a program for the systematic and effective
management of learning, valuable for remedial, regular, and enrichment
purposes, completely individualized, and selfpaced, In operation, it has
five major elements or phascs:

~-Diagnosis, The student's strengths and needs are identified
through a variety of tests designed to establish what he al-
ready knows and what he neceds to learn.

==-Prescription., A course of study is planned for each student,
specially designed to take advantage of his present achievements
and to concentrate on the areas of his greatest need.




==Learning Materials. Each unit in the course of studiss refers
the student to learning materials that have been selected as
being most effective or efficient for him to use in learning
the content of that unit,.

--Motivation. Each student participates in a system for planning
and scheduling his study program; in this way, he learns to
assume increasing responsibility for the objectives and the

= managament of his own work, of his study progzram, and this in
z turn motivates him to accomplish it sucecessfully and well.
4 ==Evaluation. Progress tests measure the student's achievement in

" rcaching his learning goals. These measures of achicvement are
used for following and aiding the student's progress. They are
also the basis on whiech the PROGRAM is judged and paid for.

Under this agreement WLC will establish and eperate two Learning Centers
in Grand Rapids, one in the Lexington Elemcntary Schiool and one in the
Franklin Flementary School. 7The objective of the PROGRAM to be operated
in the Centers is to provide instruction in math and reading so that

students performing below grade level in these subjects will progress to
performance levels at or above grade level by the end of the schosl year,

2. Preparation

A. To prepare for the opening of the Centers and for the operation
of the PROGRAM, WLC will do these things:

(1) Not later than [15 July 1970] y1c will provide the SCHOOL
with a complete and detailed description of the space and
furnishings required to operate the PROGRAM so that the
SCHOOL will have sufficient time to make suitable space
ready for the PROGRAM prior to the beginning of the school
year.

(2) WLC will assign from its staff a manager who will have primary
responsibility for the entire PROGKAM and a scnior pro-
fessional {who will be in charge of the second Center) to
operate the PROGRAM, It is cxpected that each Center will
have at least two additional staff members. Onc of these
wlll be a teacher assigned to the Center from the SCHOOL
staff and paid by the SCHOOL. VLC will also employ one or
more aides in each Center, It is uuderstood tnat the number
of aides on duty in a Center at any time may be adjusted
according to the number of students in attendance. WLC will
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provide all training required for all teachers and aides who will
be working in the PROGRAZ.

{3) VWLC will furnish all educational equipmentand all educational
and motivational materials required for use in (he PAOGRAM,
(This equipment and these materials will remain the property
of WLC.)

'm\

To prepare for the opening of the Centers and for the operation of
the PROGRAM, the SCHOOL will do these things:

(1) The SCHOOL will make available in the Lexington Elementary
School and the Franklin Zlementary School suitable space for
a Learning Center to accommodate up to 50 students. The
space will be made recady not later than 20 Aug. 1970 to meet
the requircments of the PROGRAM as described by WLC. The
SCHOOL will also make available adequate office space in or
near one of the Learning Centers for the use of the WLC staff
manager and his secretary. The SCHOOL will provide all
furniture (tables, chairs, desks, ete.) for the Centers and
for the WLC manager's office.

(2) The SCHOOL will select two teachers from its staff - one to
work in each Learning Center, and the SCHOOL agrees that WLC
will have an opportunity to participatz in and approve of
their sclection, The SCHOOL will arrange for the tcachers
selected to be availalle for training at least two weeks beforé

E the start of the school year,

T B g, o on e e

3. Operations

A, WIC will operate the PROGRAM in the two Centers according to
these terms and standards:

(1) The PROGRAM will be ready to enroll students not later than
%4 September 1970. The Centers will be open and the PROGRAM
will be available for students for no fewer than 6 hours a
day, 5 days each week during the school year. Additional
hours of operation at any time, and reduced or adjusted hours

z ==z 3%

of operation during scheel holiday or va cation periods will be

arranged by agréenierlﬁ between WLC and the SCHOOL.

(2) WLC will accept for enrollment in the PROGRAM all students
assigned to it by the SCHOOL. Based on test information
provided for each student by the SCHOOL, WLC will establish
a learning objective and a program of study for each student,




arranged as far as possible so that he may be expected to
accomplish his objective on schedule.

(3) VLC may notify the SCHOOL within the first 20 hours of any
student's attendance at the Learning Center that in its
judgment the student cannot bencfit from the PROGRAM, and
in such case, the student will be withdrawn from the PRO-
GRAM. VWLC expects that not more than 5% of the students
will fall in this catecgory. Any <tudent whe is withdrawn
from the PROGRAM may be re-eunrolled after the factors re-
sponsible for his withdrawal have been remedied.

(4) The results of the PROGRAM will be measured by the achieve-
ment of students enrollaed in it, The unit of achievement
is one achievement-ycar, which is equal to a 1.0 gain in
grade level as determined by standardized tests. WLC's
performance goal. which is subject Lo the enrollment and
is that student enrolled in the PROGRAM will accomplish
a total of 960 achicvement years,

(5) WLC will arrange, in cooperation with the SCHOOL for
visitors, obsecrvers, orientation secssions, tecachers work-
shops, and other activities relating to the operation of
the PROGRAM provided only that such activities are judged
not to interfere with ics effective operation.

.

(6) WLC will arrange with the SCHOOL to provide it with appro-
priate information on the progress of cach student enrolled
in the PROGRAM.

B, To assist with and support the operation of the PROGRAM, the SCHOOIL
will do these things:

(1) The SCHOOL will sclect students for enrollment in the PROGRAM
based on their necds for instruction in mathematics and rcading,
less than 1.0 achicvement-years in one or both subjects, Students
enrolled for mathematics only will be at or above their grade
level in reading.

(2 The SCHOOL will pre-test each student assigned to the PROGRAM in
math and/ar reading to establish his entry level, Only nationally
standardized tests which report in grade level equivalents will be

1 i0d "
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used for pre-testing. The SCHOOL will administer post-tests to
each student within five school days of being notified by WLC that
the studert has completed his work. The post-tests will be ulter-
nate forms of the pre-tests, amd the results of the pre- and post-
tests will be comparcd to determine a student's progress in a
subject measured in achicvement-years.

(3) The SCHOOL will be responsible for the earollment and attendance
of students in the PROGRAM at standard levels which will reasonably
permit them to accomplish the PROGRAM'Ss performance goal of 960
achicvement-years, To this end, the SCIOOL will:

(a) Enroll students for a total of not less than 480 achievement-
years in each Learning Center, or a minimum of 960 achieve-
ment-years in both Centers, and

(b) Arrange a "standard minimuwm attendance" in each Learning
Center of at least 40 students (80% of the capacity of a
Center) during cach of the six hours of its operation on
not less than 175 school days during the School yecar. This
means that the "standard minimum attendance' in each Center
will be 240 student-hours per day, and that the "standard
minimum school year" will be 175 days.

A, The SCHOOL will pay WLC for its success in accomplishing the per-
formance goals of the PROGRAM, and for the achievements of the students
enrolled in it, according to the following terms and conditions:

W, it S gy e i

(1) The price for an achievement-vear is $149.50, and the SCHOOL
will pay WLC that price for ecach achievement-year accomplished
by students enrolled in the PROGRAM. If students accomplish
the PROGRAM goal of 960 achievement-years, then the SCHOOL
will pay WLC $143,700.

(2) 1If any student fails to accomplish at lcast a 1.0 achievement-
year in a subject in 120 hours, the SCHOOL will pay nothing
to WLC for that student's work in that subject, and the price
. of that 1,0 achievement-ycar will be subtracted from the
total amount. to be paid to WLC by the SCIOOL,

s

(3) If a student is cnrolled with the objective of accomplishing
more than a 1.0 achievement-year in a subject, his actual
achievement, measured to the nearcst 10th of an achievemont-
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year, will be credited to the FROGRAM, and the cquivalent

'fractlon of the price For an EEhL;VCTCﬂL ~yecar will be paid to

WLC. However, the SCHOOL will in no case pay for more achievement
than was cstablished as the student's objective when he

enrolled. All achievemen. beyond that objective by any

gtudent will be at no cost te the SCHOOL.

(4) When the SCilOOL has enrolled students for a total of 960
achievement-years, it may elect to enroll no morc students,
in which casc it will owe no further payment to WLC. If the
SCHOOL eclects to enroll students in the PROGRAM for mora than
a total of 960 achievemeni-years, WLC will accept them for
enrollment provided only that Lthc is reasonabl. time for them
to accomplish the cbjective for which they are enrolled. The
SCHOOL will pay WLC for all such aclitional enrollments to be
completed through August 31, 1971 at the rate of $75 per
achievement=year,

(5) 1If the attendanee at eithor Le earning Center on any of the 175
days in the "standard minimum vear" is less than the "standard
minimum attendance" of 240 student-hours per day, then the number
of student-hovrs by which the attendance is less than 240 shall be
considered cxcessive absence., The total number of hours of
excessive absences during the year, divided by the actual average
number of hours in which all students enrolled in the PROGRAM
accomplish a 1.0 achicvement-year, will be counted as achievement-
years complctad, and the price for that number of achievement-
years will be payable to WLC. Any hours of attendance by a
tudcn; tuﬂ; gaghi 1235 than JO in a 5ubJEEt, and all hours af

ments are avallable ulll bz EDﬁSldEfEd hcurs of excessive absence
for the purposes of this paragraph, WLC will éooperate with the
SCHOOL in scheduling additional hours of operation of the Learning
Centers ta perm:t sLudéﬂLS to maké up ewcess;vz absences and in

(6) The SCHOOL will make monthly partial progress payments to WLC
on terms to be arranged,
5. It is understood that either WLC or the SCHOOL will not be liable for loss,
damage, detention, or delay resulting from causes beyond their reasonable control.

WLC will use its best effalts to perform this Agreement in a reasonably

6.
diligent manner. There arc no warrantics, express or implied, except as set
forth in this Agrcement; and the results of the Learning Center system are

* ar
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guarantecd specifically as described herein and in no other way. 1In
ne event shall WLC be liable for any consequential or incidential damage
arising out of this Agrcement or the breach thereof,

7. This Agreement is not assignable by either party without the prior
written consent of the other party.

8. All rootices given in connection with this Agrecment shall be given
in writing., If to WLC, addressed to Westinghouse Learning Corporationm,
100 Park Avenue, New York, New York 10017, attention: H. K. Skcele, Vice
President, and if to SCHOOL, addressed te Superintendent, Grand Rapids
Public Schools, 143 Bostwick, Northeast, Grand Rapids, iichigan 49302,

IN WITNESS WHEREOF the parties have hercunto set their hands on the date
first above written,

GRAND RAPIDS PUBLIC SCHOOLS . , WESTINGﬁDUSE LEARNING CORPORATION
By: ' By:

i



Appendix E

GRADE SCORES AND GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES

The CMES contract specifies that growth will be measured by “Grade Score
Increase.” The EDS grade score (a so-called “standardized” score) resembles, but is
not generally the same as, the grade equivalent; in fact, the two are the same only
for students who score exactly at their grade placement level (e.g., a sixth-grader in
the second month of the school year who scores 6.2).

On the one hand, grade equivalents equate test results with expected median
scores of appropriate grade placement groups; for example, a student who receives
a grade equivalent of 4.5 has scored at the expected median of students {from the
norming group) who are in the middle of their fourth year. On the other hand, the
Grade Score scale is designed so that only the median score of the norming group
corresponds to grade placement; the other scores are designed to conform to a
normal distribution with a standard deviation of 1.0.

.Pre-test grade scores are plotted against reading raw scores in Fig. 9. Since the
Grade Score is a standardized scale based on grade placement, there is a separate
(that is, the peints that correspond with grade placement: 6.2, 7.2, 8.2, and 9.2,
respectively), the conventional grade equivalent scale is implicitly obtained; this is
curve (I) in the figure. Curve (I) has been extrapolated downward to cover the region
in which most of the South Middle students scored.
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Fig. 9—Grade Scores vs. raw scores, and derivation of
implied grade equivalent scale

In Fig. 10, this implicit grade equivalent scale is compared with the grade
6.5 (curve II). The difference between curves (I) and (II) represents a difference
between norming groups. STS publishes “national” norms for the grades for which
the test was designed (grades 4, 5, and 6). The South Middle scores, however, are
based on “core city” norms developed from a sample of students in Detroit. For
comparison, median scores for the South Middle pre-test are indicated by curve (III).

All this suggests two issues concerning the use of normed scores for contract
payment. First, the same test may measure growth differently when different norm-
ing groups are used. In Fig. 9, for example, the implied core-city grade-equivalent
scale is steeper than the national scale within the 35 to 50 raw score range; payment
per raw score increase for students who score gains within this range will be some-
what higher using core-city norms than would be the case with the national norms.

The other question is whether the use of Grade Scores rather than grade equiva-
lents has an effect on contract payment. The answer seems to be yes; but for any
particular student, the effect may be either positive or negative, depending on (1) the
amount of raw score gain and (2) the relative curvatures of the Grade Score scale
and the grade equivalent scale. Consider three students (A, B, and C) testing at the
beginning of their seventh and eighth years. Suppose their performance on the first
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Fig. 10—Regular norms vs. implied “core-city” norms
(EDS elementary reading pre-test)

and 50 (i.e., their respective raw score gains were 3, 5, and 10). Figure 11, which is
' an enlargement of a portion of Fig. 9, indicates that their beginning score was 7.0
in Grade Score (point O”) and 6.8 in grade equivalent (point 0’). Student A gained
1.0 in Grade Score (A”-0”), but only 0.7 in grade equivalent (A’-O’); Student B gained
1.2 in Grade Score (B”-0”) and 1.4 in grade equivalent (B’-O’); Student C gained 1.8
in Grade Score (C”-0”) and 3.4 in grade equivalent (C-O’).

It appears that the Grade Score scale is the more conservative since it tends to
reduce both the contractor’s risk of low payment and the district’s risk of high
payment; compared with the grade equivalent scale, low gains are not so low and
high gains are not so high. The break between “low” gains and “high” gains, how-
ever, depends on the steepness of the grade equivalent scale relative to the Grade
Score scales. In the case of South Middle School, where the pre-test raw scores for
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Appendjx F

MATERIALS LIST FDR CMES CDN TEACT LEARNIN G

READING MATERIALS LIST

Science Research Associates, ' ' 259 E: Erfe St.,: Chicago: Ill.

Spelling Lab IIa.i-.
Pilot Lab 1Ia
Reading Lab Ila & Ilc

P et bt e et

us]ifﬂfnzu TE f Bureau,i“fZDérgridge st.,

RFU. ~ Junior Edition
Dimensions in Reading, "American Album'"
Dimensions in Rnadiﬂg,L"We are Black"

New Cumberland, Penn.

60611

69.50
63.95
. 132,00,

Lessons in Self-Instruction on Basic Skilis

5@ 1.00 - ‘"Reéading Interpretations I, A<B
58 1.00 Reading Interpretations I, C-D
5@ 1.00 ., -Reading Interpretations IL, A-B ,
5@ 1.00 ' 'Reading Intetpretations IT, C-D &

Reader's Dipest Services, Inc./Educ. Div.,

2.

~ag

112 -

Pleasantville, N.Y.

.. 60,00
- 60.00

17070

. R Ay
2.0 D0
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Reader's Digest Skill Builders (Rev. Editions)
Grade 1, Part
Grade 7, Part
Grade 3, Part
Grede 4, Part
Grade 5, Part
Grade ~, Part
Grade 7, Part
Grade 8, Part
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Barnell - Loft, Rockville Center, New York, N. Y.

o
ot

1.00 QGetting the Facts, Bks. A, B, C, D, E 5.00
1.00 Using the Context, Bks. A, B, ¢, D, E 5.00
.00 Locating the Answer, Bks. A, B, )

1.00 Working with Sounds, Bks. A,
1.00 Following Instructions, Bks. A sD,E,
1.00 Getting the Main Idea, Bk. A 1.00
1.00 Draving Conclusioms, Bk. A 1.00
1 student answer sheet and 1 answer key for

each book @ 5¢ each 2.80
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Houghton Mifflin, 1900 §. Batavia, Chicago, L11.

1 Spelling Key Lab 39.00

Beckley Cardy, 1900 N. Narragansett Ave.; Chieago, Il1l.

56 Dolch ~ Puzzle Book I 2.30
5

5 @.
5 @.56 Dolch = Puzzle Book II 2,80

Encyelopedia Britannica, 425 N. Michigan Ave., Chicago, Ill.

1 Literature Sampler (120 stories) 45.00

Lyons & Carnahan, 407 East 25th St., Chicago, I1l.

1 ea @ 45,00 Spelling Games A, B, C, D, E 225.00

100



Field Enterprises, 609 Mission St., San Francisco, California

Checkered Flag Series
1 A - V Kit A (Filmstrip, record, tape, book) 76.80
1 A~ V ¥Kit B (Filmstrip, record, tape, book) 76.80

1 Cyclo Teacher, all cycles 49,95
5@ 12.75 Cycle Machines 63.75

Merrill Publishing Co., 1300 Alum Creek Dr., Columbus, Ohic 43216

1 Mainstream Ca:s -tte Librarv 228.00

Visualcraft, 12842 S. Vestern Ave., Blue Island, 111,

offwman Encore Library
set e 19.95 100-3, 101-3, 102-3 59,85
set e 19.9
set
set e:

b
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m
i
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e
n

9, ¢ 100-4, 102=4, 192-4 59.85
19.95 100-5, 101-5, 102-5 59,85
5 100-6, 101-6, 102-6 59.85

ek
w
W

("]
EY
|
Lla
-
o]
L]

Bewmar Records, Imec., 622 Rodier Drive, Glendale, California

Bowmar Reading Incentive Program (Cassette)
Drag racing _({281) 29.50
The mighty midgets 29,50
Karting 29.50
Slot Car Racing 29.50
Motorcycles 29.50
Teen fair 29.50
Horses 29,50
Surfing 29.50
Drag racing, funny cars 29.50
Dune buggles 29.50
Dune buggy racing ' 29.50
Custom cars 29.50
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HIGH INTEREST--LOW READABILITY MATERIALS

Benefic Press, 10300 W. Roosevelt Rd., ~Westchester, I1l. 60153

Dan Frontier Series Sight-Sound Sets

1 Dan Frontier & the nev house . 22.95
1 Dan Frontier & the big cat 14,70
1 Dan Frontier goes hunting 14.70
1 Dan Frontier, trapper 15.45%
1 Nan Frontier & the Indians - : 15,45
1 Dan Frontier & the wagon train 21.15
! Dan Frontier scouts with the Army © 21,15
1 Dan Frontier, sheriff 21.15
1 Dan Frontier goes exploring ] « 21.15
1 Dan Frontier goes to Congress o 21.90

Sallor Jack Series -
Sailor Jack and Homer Pots : T 1.65

1
-1 Sailor Jack and Eddy e ©1.65
1 Sailor Jack ' : - 1.65
1 Sailor Jack and Bluebell's dive - 71,80
1 Sailor Jack and Bluehell 1.80.
1 Sailor Jack and Ehe jet plane 1.80
| ‘Sgiler k- an. ball game - oS T 1,80
1 Sailsr Jaek's new friend 1.80
1 “§ailey Jack and the target ship‘=" 1.95
1 Sailor Jack goes north 1.95
-1 Teacher's guide for ‘the series Y
Sport Mystery Series o : a _
1 Complete set of 4 titles B - 7.20
Mystery Adventure Serles Tt
1 Mvstery of the talking stitues 1.95
1 M/utery of the jgwalgd bell 1.95
“ 1 Myczery of cave four’ R 1.95
1 Mystery adventure-reader-I ' 3.93
1 Activity text reader I 45
1 Teachers' edition - act. text .45
1 Myster of the Indian burial groumd 1.95
1 Mystery at Longeliff Inn 1.95
1 Mystery of the smuggled treasure 1.95
1 Mystery adventure reader II 1.93
1 -Activity text reader II « 45
1 Teacher's edition - act. text .45




World of Adventure Serles '
Complete set of 8 titles 14.40
Teacher's guide for series .90
Student's activity book ifor series .65

[l ol sol

McCormi ck-Mathers Publishing Company, 300 Pike St., <Cincinnati, Ohio 45202

The Challenge REader Seriles
Level
Level
Level
i Level
Lo Level
1 Level

2,16
2.31
2,40
2,61
2.70
2.70

o
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HARDWARE READING MATERIALS

tducational Progress Corporation. 8538 East 4lst St., Tulsa, Okla. 74145

Audin Reading Progress Laboratory
Grades 1-3, Ccmplete program, Cassette
#1-1123 336
.75 Grade:1, Reading progress book, #1-115 - 3,
=75 Grade 2, Readiug progress book, #1-125 3.
75 Grade 3, Reading progress book, #1-135 3
. Grades 4-6, -Complete Program, :'Cassette
' : “#1=1423 R 252.0
.65 Grade. 4, Reading progress book, {f1-145 3.25
3.25
3.2

[ BRI VIR
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.65 Grade 5, Reading progress book; {/1-155
-65 Grade 6, Reading progress baak, #1-165
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Eargawarngr Educution SystEms,‘ 745ﬁ N. Natﬁhez, .Chicago, I11.

10 Sygtem 80 Hachines @ 495 DD R 4,950.00
-E Learning letter. names & sgunds

Kits AB - . - e, 225.00

Kits CD 225.00

Readinyg:words -in contexe:. - . . i PR

: Kits ARPBE¥CH:". ' - R 1,000.00
S heveleping spelling skills .. .

1 Kits ABCDEFG 787.50
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Visualevaft, Inc., 12842 So. Western Ave., Blue Island, Ill. 60406

25 Hoffman Reader Machines @ 389.00
1 ea @ 99,00 Priaary Achlevement Units - 100-0,
l01-0, 102-0, 103-0, 104-0,
105-0 595.00

1 ea 2110.00 1st Level Achievement Units - 100-1,
101-1, 102-1, 103-1, 104-1,

105-1 660. 00

1 ea @i10.00 2nd Level Achievement Units - 100-2,
101-2, 102-2, 103-2, 104-2,
105-2 (vhen available) 660,00

1 ea @125.00 3rd Level Achievement Units - 100-3,
101-3, 102-3 375.00

1 ea @125.00 4th Level Achievement Units - 100-4,
101-4, 102-4 375.00
Hoffman Reader
1 ea @125.00 5th Level Achievement Units - 100-5,

101-5, 102-5 375.00

1 ea @125.00 6th Level Achievement Units - 100-6,
10i-6, 102-6 . 375.00

Guide book for 100-0 - 105-0 2.95

é 1 o

] 1 Guide book for 1G0-3, 101-3, 102-3 2.95
; 1 Guide book for 100-4,5,6; 101-4,5,6 1.50
B 1 Guide book for 102-4,5,6 2.95

each Primary Achievement Work Sheets
100-00-WS through 100-09-WS
101-00-WS through 101-09-US
10z-00-WS through 102-09-Ws
103-00-WS through 103-09-W§
104-00-WS through 104-09-UWS
105-00-WS through 105-09-WS

oy
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1 each lst Level Achievement Work Sheets
& 100-1-WS THROUGH 100-09-Us
ke 131-1-¥S through 101-09-WS
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5 each

5 each

5 each

5 each

102-i-45 through 102-09-W3
103-1-W3 through 103-09-WS
104-1-v7 through 104-09-WS§
105-1-WS through 105-09-WS§

2nd Level Achicvement Work Sheets
100-2-WS through 100-09-WS
101=2=WS through 101=09=WS§
102=2-WS through 102=09-WS
103-2-WS through 103-09-US
104=2-1S through 104=09-W§
105-2-1S through 105-09-WS

3rd Level Achievem nt Work Sheets
100-3-AB
101-3-AB
102-3-AR

4th Level Achievement Work Sheets
100-4-AR
101-4-AT
102-4-AR

5th Level Achievement Work Sheets
100-5-AB
101-5-AB

102-5-AB

6th Level Achievement Work Shcets
100-6-A8
101-6=AB
102--6=-AB

Fred Edelston Compaov, 2910 West Peterscn Are.,

50 @ 22.50

50 @ 2.50

2 @ 63.95

Aiva Tipe Tassette Pacorder
Model TP-739

AC - 607 Convertors

ATC 300 A Record Players
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1.75
1.75
1.75

Ghicago, 111.

1,125.00

125.00

127.90

60645
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Selected Sound & Products, Inc., 2733 Central si., Evanston, I:l5.

3 7.95 Elzctric-fone {978 (mini-plug) 397.50

.9
7.95 - Electric-fone #976 (standard plug) 198.75

P
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MATHEMATICS MATERIALS LIST

Charles E. Merrill Publisher, 1300 Alum Gteek Drive, Columbus, Chio

2 @ 275.00 Mathematics Skill Tapes #7309 $ 550.00
12 @ 25.00 Mathematics Replacement
Package #7310 . . . _ : .. 300.00

Midwest V;gﬁallquipmgpngD;, 6500 N. Hamlin, Chicago, Ill. 60645

i Intermediate Imperial Cassette
Math. Program {#1M456C 339.0¢

4 ea @.1,95 7upil Response Baoks .
Lesscns 1 to 20 156.0GC

Eéggatipﬁai Pfgg;;ss Corporation, 8538 E. 4lst Sti, . Tulsa, Okls.

Continucus PTrogress Laboratorv
Series 300  #2-032 106. 50
Series 400  {f2-042 = - L 106.59
Serize 50 #2-05: I 106.50
Series 400  {#2-062 o 106.50

i b e

200 @ .55 Student Progress Books 110.¢c0

66621

74145

Science Research Associates, 259 E. Erie St., Chicago, Ill. 60611

1 7 - Arithmetic Fact Kit #3-520 = .~ 51.85
50 @ .45 Student Record Books #3-539 22.50
5 @ 21.75 - Pacer #3-416 Ce T ; ]

1 Cross=Number Puzzle Box //3-3780 26.95
50:@:.48. .. .. Studeént .Record Books. -~ {#3-3781 . - . . . 24.00 ..

1 S Cross Number Story Problems #3-4180 - : 26.95
5

50 @ .48 Student Record Books #3-4181 24.00




California Test Bursau, ..206 Bridge St., MNew Cumberland, Penn.

5@.1.00 Self-Instruction Addition A-B
5@ 1.00 Self-Instruction Additien C
5@1.00 Self=Instruction Addition D

" Electronic Futures, Inc.
917 S. York Rd.
Elmhurst, I11l. 60126
Elementary School Mathematics
C=1001  Level A

C=10008B Level B . -
: set of 16 mini systems @$1.99

_C-=1000C Level C P o
sets each of 16 mini systems @$1.99

€-1000D Level D - B
sets each of 16 mini systems @$1,99

.C-:1000E Level E : o PR
sets each eof 15 mini systems @$1.99

.C-1000F Level F
sets each of 14 mini systems @$1.99

_€=1000G Level G
. sets cach oi 15 mini systems @31.99

92101-01 Model 101AC Audio Flashcard. - .- .
T Reader .@5%250.00 -

22302100 Self Imstruction Basic Mathmetic Level I

2 A R

- oo T

.55325;69¥$§gdeﬂ§=HerkbnakvLeﬁe; iiQaé-: -

© 22504~00 Self Instruction Basic Mathmetic Level IT

oL e
.

oo
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$ 63.80

127.20
31.84

63.68

127.20

95.52

. 119.25

17070

89.55 "

111.30

83.58

' 119.25

89.55

$1,248.92 .

$3.750.00

158.00 -

275.00

63.00



22506-00 Self Imstruction Stident Workbook Level IIT 164.00
50456-00 Student.Workbooks Level III 63.00
22507-00 Self Instruction Student Workbook lLevel IV 166.00
50457-00 Student Vorkbooks Level IV 63.00

22508-00 Self Instruction Student Workbooks Level V 263.00

1,185.00

l.o0 Self-Instruction Subtraction A-B
1.00 Self-Inastruction Subtraction C.

i1.00 Self-Instruction Subtraction D

1.00 Self-Instruction Multiplication A-B
1.00 Self-Instruction Multiplication
1.00 . Self-Instruction Multiplication
1.00

ol

Self-Instruction Division A-B
1.00 Self=Instruction Division C
] Self~Inst- .ction Division D
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Charles E. Merrill, 1300 Alum Creek Dr., Columbus, Ohio £7216

5 @ 10.50 Graded Difficulty Cards #2150 52.50

Houghton-Mifflin Co., 1900 S. Batavia Ave., Geneva, I11. 60134

1 Concept and Skill Cards #1~14704 41.25

Visuvalcraft, Inc. 12842 S. Western Ave., Blue Isgland, I1l., 60426

1 Math Takletamer 19.95
1 Math Fractionfinder 19.95

Harcourt-Brace & World Inec., 7555 Caldwell Ave., Chicago, 111, 60648

100 @ .99 Learning to Compute Book 1 , )
25 @ .99 Learning to Compute Book 2
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Webster-McGraw-Hill, Manchester, Missouri 63011

0 Tangrams (cards)  #17445 8.40
0 Tangrams (pieces) {17446 4, 8¢
Tangrams (t.g) : 1,50

P
P
D]

2 @4,

-

La Pine Scientific, 6001 S. Knox Ave., Chicago, 11l. 60629

2 @ 5.00 Place Value Board 10.00

Selective Education Equipment, 3 Bridge St., Newton, Mass.

1 A Calculator #1001 10 for 13.00

Crecative-Publications, P.0. Box 321, Palo Alto, California 94302

36 pairs Dice {iMI.M=BA

@.75 " Playing cards  {#MLM-6
Aftermatn 1A = 4B #MEP-135 45

@ 1.50 v Dondnoes  {#MLM-18 ]

@ 4.00 v Multifactor #MLM-2
Design Posters #MCP-7
Puzzle rosters #iIMCP=13
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Miloy Kinball Co.,  41.W. Eighth Ave., Oshkosh, Wis. 54901

@ 2.29 Yahtzee #4180 . 4.58

Borg-Warner Education Systems, 7450 N. Natchez, Chicago, 1I11. 60604

] Learning Number Facts, Kits A,B,C,D 575.00




Appendix G -
THE CMES-GRS CONTRACT AND
EXCERPTS FROM THE GRS_MQDEL CITIES CONTXACT

Thié' Agfééméﬁﬁ made this ___ déy of Se;:tembar 1970 between the Boar!
of Edu:atign of Grand Rapids, Michigan, hefﬂﬂafta zaferted to as the Distriect,
and Combined Motivation Education Systems, Inc., hereinafter referred to as
the Company.

- WHE REAS t’he District has been duly empawered to enter into Lh;s contract
w#th ﬁhe Campany ﬁa éravz‘de ;:ead;ng and math impravemant programs at the South
Middle School, the sc:haal year can;maxclng on the Zéth day of August, 1970 and
terminating on the 1llth day of June, 1971; and

WHEREAS, the District is presently controlling and oparating the South
Middle School and is able to, and shall, furnish sufficient space within such
school inecluding all utilities, maintenance and janitorial services for the
conduct of classes and other instructional services to be conducted by the

110

T
123



Cowpany as provided herein*,

NOW, THEREFORE, in ccn51der tion of the several agreements herein
contained, the District and the Company herchy cgree as follows:
I. IEACHERS

A. The District shall provide a Program Director, four (4) qualif.cd
teachers and ten para-professionals who shall be assigned to.the
Combined Motivation Education Program.

1. The Distriect shall have the responsibility for. payment of all
normal fringe benefits as well as the issue of salary checks.
Said teachers and para-professionals are not n.w, nor will they
be, loaned or borrowed employees but, in all respects, shall
be employees of the District, and nothing conta.ued herein snall
be construed so 2s to make said teachers or para=professionals
Mloaned" or ''borrowed" cmployees the .Company. Costs
incurred by ‘the District will be aeducted f;cm the. payment to
the Gompany as indicated in V.A.

2, 1If, at aﬂy time au:;ﬁg rhe term of this cnntract aﬂy or all
of the teachers and/or para-professionals Suﬂpllkd by the
District shall request, or be requested by the Company or the
District, to discontinue their services under this Agraement,
the District shall immediately supply .the Company with a -
replacement for such teachexr(s) or para-professional(s).

3. In the event the District shall desire the removal of a teacher,
. Program Manager, Or para-=profassional from the Company's.
‘rprngram, itg; ghqll first consult w;th the Compaﬁy.

‘ B. The Company shall ptgvlde all ﬂecessary 1n5truztlnﬂal mataflal

L and assistance for and in the conduct of its Combined Motivation
' . -- Education Program, hereinafter referred. to as CMEP, ‘for the

: .-  improvement.of reading and mathematical levels of students pla:ed
f in said program at the. South Middle. School.-

- II. G5TUDENT..SELECTICN.. The District shall select a sufficient number of.
. . students ‘to- prgvide -the: equivalent of 1200 student units* wha shall
.be placed in the CMEP to .be conducted by the Company, -

: % One student unit eauala one student enrolled in one subject for one class
. period each day for ODE s:hual year.. .

o
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III.

Iv.

A. Students shall be initially selected for this program by the

District on the basis of a mutually agreed upon Standardized
Achievement Test,

l. Those students selected on this basis shall be the ones

performing at the lowest level on that test, so that the total
number of students shall comprise all those students at the
lowest level,

B. The Company, within the first 30 calendar days after assignment
to the CMEP, shall have the t..ght on the basis of emotional or
mental reasons unrelated to the standardized test results to refuse
up to, and including, ten per cent (107%) of the students salected
and, in the event this right is exercised, the Distriet shall
select replacements from the remaining students, excluding those
so refused within five (5) schoel days of the date of the refusal.

1. The District shall have the right to reject the Company's
refusal to accept such students up to one-half (1/2) of the
above ten per cent (10%). 1In this event, the Company shall be
paid for such students on the basis of the mean gain of CMEP
students exclusive of those students refused by the Company
and rejeccted by the District.

2. ©No payment will be made for rejected students.

C. In special cases, a student may be dropped or added to the CMEP
upon mutual agreement of the Pr?icipal and the Program Director.

FACILITIES. The District shall provide the equipment and facilities
as set out as start-up costs in Appendixes A and 3 the Propoesal
dated July, 1970, at South Middle School during the term of this
Agreement as its sole cost and expense, which equipment and facilities
shall remain the preoperty of the District.

'PROGRAM. The Company shall conduct its reading and math remediation
program known as the CMEP at the school site during tue term of tha
schocl year commencing August 26, 197C and terminating June 11, 1971.

A, The Company shall train four (4) teachers, as supplied
by the District under the provisions of Article I, who
shall be responsible for the conduct of teaching the
program. Training shall be conducted at the school site
beginning August 17, 1970 and ending August 28, 1570.

B. ~he Company shall use its own methods and procedures of
+astruction in the conduct of its CMEP.
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H.

The Company shall evaluate and test all students in its
classes at least once every thirty (30) school day period
and shall maintain daily progress records on each indivi-
dual student at company expense, all of which shall be
made available to the DJistraict upon reguest at the office
of the Program Director.

The Company shall provide theDistrict with cost effective-
ness information on the instructional program.

The Company shall assume all costs and responsibilities
for the training of the CMEP management program.

The Company shall establish with South Middle School a
schedule and program of transition of the system to the
District.

the program, including salar‘es, consumable materials,
publi . relations, recor d keeping, reporting, management
and staff development.

The Company shall bear all direct operation:l costs of

The Company shall conduct necessary programs to communi-
cate the CMEP to the community, parents and school people.

A.

The District shall pay the Company the sum of $6.00 per
student for each one-tenth (1/10) of Grade Level Increase
in each student's mathematical ability and $6.00 per stu-
dent for each one-tenth (1/10) of Grade Level Increase
for each student's reading ability, figured to the near-
est tenth achieved by each of the students in the CMEP,
put, in no event shall said sum exceed $164,000.00 less
salari s paid teachers, para-professionals and Program
Director, and fringe benefits paid to Program Director
only.

1. The base (or starting voint) for the grade level
ing shall be determined by his individuel perfor-
mance on the mutually agreed upon standardized
test, administered at the commencement of the
schonl year.

a. For the purposes of determining the true
base level of those studants who fail to

T
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meet '"chance level" (i e. fregquency expec-
tancy = number of distra ctions, multiplied
by the number of items on the test), those
students Will be retested at the next lower

-level test and that shall be the student's

base grade level.

Grade Level Increase (C:ade Score Increase) in
mathematics and :ead;ng, .shall be determined at
the end of instruction at which time the mux tually
agreed upon standardized test shall be admini-
stered, except for those students who initially

‘failed to meet "chance level," and they shall be

tested on the basis of the next lower level test.

:if after the graa ng of the test at *he end of

the instruction period, any amounts shall be pavable
to the Company as provided in A -above,. the total

;{amaunt so determined shall be paid by.the District
.to the Campany within ten (10) days of hhe ‘receipt

of such computations from the. Company .and certifi-
cat;an by a mutually agreed ‘upon th;rd party Evalua

; trlct unde: Artlﬂla I, but, in né event shall such
total amount exceed the sum of 5154 000. DD

In addition to all other payments, tha D;strlct
agrees to pay according. to the following schedule.
and. pursugnt to: the fallﬁw1ng cgndlt;ans*-r-;

‘ é;, If the D;str;ct sha]l fall to supply students

__ta the Company as set out in ArthlEAII ‘the
.District shall pay. an_amount. -equal to tne pay-
. ment based .upon the ‘mean Gradé Level Increase
. per day per student to be génguteé at the end
..of . the 180 ﬁay perlad as set .out in Article V,
Section A, Paragraph 2 to the gaﬁpany for aaeh
such student for every school day which the
.. District failed to supply such student, not
f_lncluﬁ;ng five schéél days allatted ‘herein to
 the D;strlct for, the sugplylng .of such student.

 3§;ﬁfIf ‘any student fa;ls tc attend the classes of

CMEP for a total in excess of. ten . (10) days

during the course of the 180 day school year,
the District shall pay. the Company an amount
equal tc one- -half (1/2) of the mean rate pay-




ment based upon the mean Grade Level Increase
per day per student to be computed at the end
of the 180 day period, as set out in Article
V, Section A, Paragraph 3, for each such stu-
‘dent per each day in excess of the ten (10)
days which he failed to attend the classes.

c. In no event shall the payments under this
paragraph, when added to the payments under
Section A of this Article, exceed $164,000.00.

B. Administration of pre- and post-tests shall be the
responsibility of the District; only the District, the
Company or a mutually agreed third party shall test or
supervise the giving of such tests.

C. It is agreed that neither the District nor the Company

will be liable for loss, damage, detentign or delay,
resulting from causes beyong their reasonable control.

D. In the event this Agreement cannot be performed because

of strikes, lockouts, acts of God or any other ceause
not the fault of the Company, the District shall pay
to the Company the sums of sixty-seven cents($.67)

per student unit perx day for each day that the Company
did periorm under this Agreement.

IN WITNESS, WHEREOF, the parties have set their hands the day

and year above written.

GRAND RAPIDS PUBLIC SCHOOLS

L]
<

\m\
I-<

COMBINED MOTIVATION EDUCATION
SYSTEMS, INC.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Section 2. EScope of Se

A?

awnmag,

S_FROM GRS-MODEL CITIES CONTRACT
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Ouicetives., This Agreement is for +the purpose of providing a rapid

learning center at South Middle School with a curricula designed to

self motivate low achieving students to improve reading and math skills

on an average of two érade levels. During the period of this Agree-

ment tﬁé project will heve the objectives to:

(1) Raise thé'lEVél-Df 500 to 600 low achievement students an average
of two grade levels in reading.

(2) Ruise the level of 500 to 60C low achievemeat students an average
of two grade levels in mathematics.

(3) Self-motivate law achievement students to sccomplish thesa
increases. v

(4) Provide for effective citizen decision making power in the devel-

: opment snd evaluation ¢ education projects effecting MNodel

Neighborhood residents.

Activities. This Agrecment will provide for the fcllé%ing astivities

and gervices:

tidnal Systems, Inc., hereinafter called COMES, to establish a.
self motivation rapid learning cener at South Middle School.

(2) COMES will instruct up to 600 low achievement students in reading
and up to 600 lo¥ achievement studenis in mathematies by means

of self motivatien curriecula.
116
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(3) The Contrantor will reeruit, select and assign studentz to the
rapid learning center.
(4) Student selection, participation and removal will be governed as

follows:

(a) Students will be selected in inverse order from achievement

(b) The participation of stucents must be with ihe conzeni of

tractor may bz rejected by CONMES on the busis of emotional
or mental reasons unrelated tc achlevement testfresults
provided such reicctions are made within 30 caléndar days
after the firsi day of the program.

(d) Thore must be at least 400 students enrolled in reading
courses and at least 400 students enrollecd in mathematicé
courses no later than &0 days after the first day of the
program. Such enrollment shall be maintained all times
thereafter as a minimum performsnce cendition of this Agree-—
ment.

(e) Students moving during the year within the City will remain

and will be trarsported by the Board of Education for the

remainder of the school year aléng scheduled Board of Educa-
tion bus lineas.

(5) A parent educational demonstration meeting will be scheduled and
;’ : ; ’
-+
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held at the beginning of the program.
(6} The Contractor will conduct at least two evaluation meetings with
parenta, one being at the end of the second semester.

(7 The, Contractor vill employ an independent evaluator for this

p:ajectwﬁharwill grav;&e a tentative report by March, 1971 and

a final report prior to August 1, 1971.

C. Speciasl Conditions. This Agreement and its activities shall be con-

ducted by the Contractor under the following special conditions:

(1) A Community Education Council will be created and funded by the
Model Neighborhood Citizens Committee, Inec., hereinafter called
MNCC. The Council will be composed of nine members as follows:
{a) One person appointed by the Mayor of Grand Rapids from a

list submitted by the MNCC.

(b) Two Board of Education staff persons appointed by the Zoard
of BEducation who are inveolved in school program planning wrni
inner-city school administration.

(¢) Two Model Neighborhood high school students elected by their
OWn peers.

(d) ‘Four Model Heighborhood adult residents appointed by the MNCC,

(2) Proposed curricula changes, ‘tentative reports, proposed contract
amendments and similar policy questions concerning this project
Vshall be reforred to the Community Education Couneil for raview

; and recommendation prior to adoption by the Contractor and the

City. The Community Education Council may appeal administrative

decisions on this project directly to the Board of Education, to

44/~
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the City or both.

(3) The MNCC will sporsor a training program for the Community Educa-
tion Council membars.

(4) The Community Education Council will elect their officers and
prepars by-laws. MNCC will establish tenure of office.

(5) The povers of the Community Education Council will include:

(a) Program planning involvement in all compensatory education
programs effecting Model Neighborhood students. The Com-
munity Education Couneil shall be invoived {rom the outset
of program development.

(b) Required Model Cities sign~off approval of all applicable
educational funding applications affecting MN students shall
require the review and approval of the Community Education
Council.

(6) Nothing in this Ag~jement shall be construed to violate the rights
and responsibilities given to the Board of Education by State
Statute.

(7) First priority shall be given $o Model Neighborhood residents for

i all positionn of paraprofessional teacher aides used in this

project.

D. Budget. Compensution for the activities of this Agreement shall be as
follows:

(1) The City shall reimburse the Contractor up to Sixty Thnousand

Dollars for expenses incurred as follows:




(v)

(e)

@)

Twenty Thousand Dollars for start-up expenses incurred for
equipmeni, furnishings end supplies peculiar to this project
upon City approvael ¢f the Work Program recuired by Section E

of this Agreement.

paraprofessional teacher aides employed in the preject.

Ten Thousand Dollars upon verification that an average Grade
Level Increase of one full year or more has been achieved
by students in the project.

Up to $10,000 for reimbursement of one~third of the payments
made by the contractor to COMES. Fayments are funds paid to
COMES in excess of project salary costs. Payments will be

made under this section only if at.least an average grade
level increase of one full year has been achieved.

Within fifteen (15) days of the signing of this Agree-

ment, the Contractor will submit a Work Program for the approval of

CDA. The Work Program will include:

(l) A Schedule of Events which lists all key project activities

included in this Agreement and which shows the time period after

execution of this Agreement during which each key project element

was accomplished or is expected 4o begin and -end.

(2) &n Implementation Sequence Diagram depicting the:kay project

elements from the Schedule of Events. The diagram will show the

flow of events and relationships of key project elements and

other contract activities beginning with the signing of thiz

Agreement or any earlier program implementation activities. The

12
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Disgram will include all necessary steps required to implement

all activities of this project. CDA will provide techiical asgis=

tance in g?epargﬁiag;pf the Implementation Sequence Diagram.

(3) A Narrative Description of each key project element, wileh shall

inelude: The purpose of the activity; s definition of what the
activity is to consist of; the methods to be used in cerrying out
the activity; and comments on any coordinating activities neces-

sary to the proper and timely izplementation of the activities.

F. Honitorins Revorts, 'The Contractor will collect informaticr. required

by CDA for the proper monitoring and evaluation of this prc,ect.

(1)

(2)

Information will be submitted to CDA by the Contractor in monthly

Monitoring Reports. Monitoring Reporis will be provided by CDA

within 10 vorking daye of contract. All information listled on

the Monitoring Reports will be roquired as part of this Agreement.
CDA may, from time to time, add %o or reduce the information
required. Contracter may, with CDA approval, add, change or
reduce items of inié;mgtian es appropriate to final methods of
project implamentatian;

The Contractor will submit a copy of the approved Schedule of
Events with the Monitoring Reports monthly. The Contractor will
indiﬂéte_therégﬁ actual tirca of work on each key element during
the reporting perdod in order to provide a visual comparison -

between original forecasting and actual implementation.
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Appendix H
THE OEO RFP AND THE GRS-ALPHA CONTRACT

PERFORMANCE INCENTIVE REMEDIAL EDUCATION EXPERIMENT

The Office of Lconomic Opportunity is planning to carry out a major
field experiment in remedial education techniques, Qualified companies in
the field of applied edvcational technology are invited to submit proposals
in response to the questions and issues stated below.

The purpose of the experiment is to determine the effectiveness of a
range of instructional techniques for remediating disadvar:taged school child-
ren in the subject arcas of reading and math. Organizations ia the field of
applied educational technology have developed various approaches and in-
structional techriques. The Office of Economic Opportunity intends to compare
different approaches and tachniques in teaching resding and mathematics to
disadvantaged school children in order to determine the effectiveness of each
of these approaches. Offerors should propose a technique or approach which
they feel is best suited for this experiment. The Government may select up
to six techniques to use as comparisons in the experiment.

It should be noted carefully that this Request for Proposals will not
result in any contracts between the Office of Econonic ‘Opportunity and those
companies submitting preoposals in response to this request.

However, the'Office of Economic Opportunity plans to make grants to selected
schools (approximately 24) throughout the country. These schools will in
turn subcontract with tlic selected compznies in erder to carry out remedial
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educational programs for children who are not performing up to grade level
standards.

In most cases, the contracts between the schools and the selected organi-
zations will be of ‘the performance incentive type; that is, the companies
will compare the effectivencss of some of the educational techniques as
carricd out under a performance incentive contracting arrangement with both
the use of the techniques alone (i.e., without the performance incentive),
and with regular school programs.

The experiment will be conducted along the following lines: The approxi-
mately six organizations selected, having a demonstrated capability and exper-
ience in educational training and technology, will each carry out an instruc-
tional program in several locations. (It is currcently contemplated that
each organization will carry out programs in three different schools, either
within a single city or in three different cities ) and two sets of grades
-~ first through third and scventh through ninth.

A limited number of the experimental techniques (probably two) will be
carricd out under both -a performance incentive contract arrangement and under
a standard reimbursement contract. This will provide some indi€ation of the
extent to which any improvements achieved are due to the cducation technique
employed, the motivating power of incentives, or the two in combination.
Idecally, it would be desirable to test all the different treatment approaches

short lead time for mounting the experiment, this will not be possibie.

The experimental instruction will be ecarried out for a full academic
yeac., It is estimated that the awount of instructional activity should be
ot vhe order of an hour cach day per subject.

An independent evaluation will be made of the total experiment. Tt will
consist of pre- and post- measures on standardized tests given to both the
students in the experiiental classes and control groups. Companies chosen
to carry oul the .educatienal part of the experiment will not be permitted to
compete for the evaluation contract.

The Office of Economic Opportunity, in cooperation with the approximately
gix sclected organizations, will select the school systems whieh meet the
raquirements of the cxperiment. These schools should have a large disadvantaged
and academically retarded population -and they must be both interested in
participating in the cxperiment and able to make the nccessary organizational,
curriculum, and schedule changes by September 1970. As mentioned above, the
Officce of Economic Opporxtunity intends to award grants to these selected '
school systews, who will in turn enter into a contract with one of the six
selected companies.
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In the selection of the six organizations to comprise the experimenc, .
consideration will be given only to those organizations which have a
demonstrated capability in educational techniques and technology appropriate
for remediating disadvantaged children in reading and math. The propdsals
must alsv contain plans for the teaching program to be conducted upon a
performance incentive contracting basis.

The purpose of this experiment is to evaluate the relative effectiveness
of existing techniques, not to underwrife the development of new techniques.
Morcover, to be considered, organizations must demonstrate their capability
to carry out an instructional program of the magnitude described above by
September 1970.

The approximately six contractors who will participate in this experiment
will be selected upon the basis of their responses to the following questions:

a) A statement of their general capability and a description of a1l
corporate and staff expericnces in the area of applicd cducational
technology and training. )

b) A full description of their proposed approach, i.e. the particular
materials, procedures, types of hardware (if any) and software used, ectc.
and a discussion of previuvus findings using this approach.

c¢) A description of how they propose to supply iustructional staff, i.e.
whether their own imstructors will be supplied, whether they will train
existing teachers or other local pcople, etc.

d. A description of the incentires, if any, which are part of their approach
and whom they are mainly ained at (e.g., pupils, teachers, parents,
the school systew).

¢, A deseription of their approach to school/contractor cooperation,
fncluding teacher's unions. This section should also include a dascription

of anticipated problems of pregram iwplementation and proposed solutions
to these problems.

In,.addition, the proposal should contain a description of the basis upon
which they propose to receive payment. This should describe the relationship
between grade level increases to be achieved, length of time within vhich
achicvement of increase is expected,- and a schedule.of payments graduated
in aceordance with the actual length of time required to achicve the grade
level increase. Due to the wultitude of unknown variables at this stage
(location of schools, local salaries, number of students, etc.) only general
approximations of the above are expected: The proposal should discuss the
various cost factors and assumptions which were considered in arviving at this
estimate. - )
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The proposal should state the extent to which the techriques and
materials to be used in this experiment are patented, copyrighted, or

-otherwise ‘sibject to proprictory interests. To the extent any of the

materials and techniques are subject to the above interests, tas proposal
should set forth the terms upon which the Contractor is prepared to license
such techniques and materials.

The proposal should be addressed and mailed to the Office of Economnic
Opportunity, Procurement Division, 1200 19th Street, N.W. Washington, D.C.

20506. If hand-carried, your proposal should be delivered to the Procure-
ment Division, Room L522, 1111 18th Street, N. W., Washington, D. C.

Proposals must set forth full, accurate, and complecte ittformation as
required by this Request for Proposals. The penalty for waking false state-
ments in proposals is prescribed in 18 U.5.C. 1001.

The closing dawe for receipt of proposals is 5:30 P.M., E, Dgﬁﬁ}

11 May 1970. Proposals %hguid be mailgd Ju EufilclenL LLWE ta

BfflLE prior tﬁ 2t JD .., E.h S.E

We realize that this does not provide adequate time to prepare detailcd
proposals covering all the complex“icssues relating to this experiment. Hou-
ever, because of the large number of tasks which must be accomplished in the
coming months and the necessity of launching the experiment by September 1270,
it is necessary to proceed very quickly. Ihe main purpose of this RFP is
Io ﬁ};ntliy those organizations which have the best technical and organizational
capabilitics nceessary for i~clusion in-the experiment .

If there are substantive questions which organizations need to have
answered before submitting their proposals they should contact Mr. Jeffry
Schiller in the Evaluation Division of the Office of Planning, Research,
and Evaluation af: the Office of Economic Opportunity. His telephone number
is (202) 382-2809.




SUBCONTRACT BETWEEN GRAND RAPIDS SCHOOL DISTRICT
AND ALPHA LEARNING SYSTEMS COMPANY

EFFECTIVE DATE July 27, 1970

1.00 GENERAL. CONDITIONS

1.01 Definitions

Contractor -- school district

Subcontractor -- education company selected by Office
of Economic Opportunity

Contracting Officer -- Office of Economic Opportunity
Contracting Officer

Project Manager -- Office of Economic Opportunity repre-
sentative

Project Director == contractor's representative

IR e s g pe 8 s L e

Project Administrator -- subcontractor's representative
Management Support Group -~ Education Turnkey Systems, Inc,
Testing and Analysis Contracior -~ to be selected by

Office of Economic Opportunity

1.02 Statement of Work -~ General
Contractor has entered into an agreement with the Office of

Economic Opportunity to participate in a nationwide test

of the effect of performance incentives on remedial

education among disddvantaged children. Contractor recog-
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nizes its duty to improve the reaiding and mathematics skills

of ele:centary and junior high school students who are now

below standard. Subcontractor has developed an .innovative

instructional approach in teaching those needed skills.

Statement of Work -- Specific

Subcontractor shall conduct an instructional program (here=
after referred to as an Accelerated Learning Achievement
Center) for 100 students in each of grades 1, 2, 3, 7, 82and 9.
The project shall continue for the full 1970-71 academic year,
coasisting of approximately 180 class hours of instruction in
each of reading and math, Management support will be pro-
vided to Contractor, and the entire project will be evaluated.
Subcontractor guarantees a minimum level of results in terms
of student achievement; to be held acccountable for those results;

and to accept payment conditional upon final results.

1.03 Period of Contractual Obligation
tends from the effective date of this agreement to June 30, 1971.
1,04 Relationships of Office of Economic Opportunity to the Subcontract.
The terms and conditions of contract number BIC~5217 between

the Office of Economic Gppértunity and Contractor are incor-
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1.05

porated herein by reference and made a part hereof, TkLis sub-
contract is subjeci to prior written approval of the Contracting

Officer for the Office of Economic Opportunity. Contractor is

responsible to the Office of Economic Opportunity for the per-

formance of its subcontractor. Any disputes of fact arising

under this subcontract, as raised by either party hereic, shall
be submitted to the Contracting Officer, whose decision shall be
binding.

Termination

Subcontractor agrees that continuing performa.:~e undex the sub-
contract is subject to funding of the prime contract batween Con-
tractor and the Office of Economic Opportunity. In the event that
for any reason funding ceases during the period of contractual ob-
ligation of this subcontract or if the prime contract is terminated
for the Covernment's convenience, contractor shall be legally
authorized by virtue of the provisions contained herein to 'tes-
minate the subcontract immediately and request the project man-
ager within five days to administer post-tests in reading skills

znd arithmetic and all such testing shall be completed within

ten days thereafter.

Under no conditions or circiunétances shall liability to the Con-

tractor as a result of terminzation exceed the total subcontract
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price based upon the terms stipulated in par. 3,02 - grade level
increase and 3, 03 interim performance abjective tests for the
purpose of establishing the final subcontract price within limits

of par. 3.04 - final price, less any payments theretofore earned
by subcontractor pursuant to this subcontract.

In the event that the subcontract is tarminated within 60 days of the
first day of classroom instruction in the ALAC, the co:. »actor

in its contract with the OEO for actual, reasonable, necessary and
a locable costs incurred for performance of terminated work, in-
cluding reimbursable c.sts of settlemnent for accounting, legal,
clericul and cther expenses necessary for preparation of settlement
claims together with reasonable transportation and other costs in
connection with the nrotection of property allccable to this sub-
contract. The subcontractor recovery shall be restricted to
actual costs only.

Any determination of costs under the preceding paragraph shall

in Sukpart 1.15.2 of the FPR (42 C.F.R. § 1-15.2) as in effect

on the date of this subcontract.

In ths event that a teacher or other strike in the schools in which
t&:—

129

£ al 4:2
R - !
= =

et s




the work is to be conducted prohibits the subcontractor's perfor-
mance for a period of 30 days or more or if the subcontractor can
not carry out the program for 30 days or more due to an Act of
God, the contractor has the option either to 1) terminate tie
subcontract; or 2) grant an extension of the period of performance
for a reasonable period for the accomplishment of the work; cr 3)
enter into re-negotiations with the subcontractor covering such
matters as the formula for the incentive, and the period of per-
formance.

When termination is based upon the reasons ~ontainec in .he
immediately preceding paragraph, the contractor shall attempt

to post-test all students enrolled in the program. Where 60%

of the students presently enrolled are post-te<ted, the sub-
contractor shall be paid on a pro rata basis pursuant o the
provisions of paras, 2.02, 303 andZ.04, Where 60% of the
students are not post-tested and the contractor and TAC are
satisfied that the .contractor exerted its most reasonable and

best efforts to post-test the students, the subcontracior shall

within the first €0 days of the commencement of classroom

instruction.
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1.06

Except as hereinabove provided, termination by the contractor
shall limit the liability of the contractor to a unit price(s) pro
rata basis based upon post-tests administered after the date of

termination.

Unless otherwise proviied under this suﬁ«zc:ntract, the subcon-
tractor from the effective date of termination and for a period
of three years after final settlemcnt under this subcontract shall
preserve and make available to the Government at all reason-
able times at the office of the subcontractor but without direct
vharge to the Government, all his books, records, documents,
and vther evidence bearing on costs and expenses under this
subcontract and relating to terminated work.

Successors and As;.'signs

All té,rms; conditions,” and provisions hereof shall inure to and
shall bind the parties hereto and each of their ¢occessors and
assigns, Subcontractor shall not assign or transfer its interest,

responsibility, or claims payable under this subcontract without

pric. written consent of the Contracting Officer.

SPECIFIC PROVISIONS

Duties of Contractor

Contractor agrees to hire a full-time professional as Project
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Director who shall be the Superintendent's represeniative,

Contractor agrees to provide adequate secretarial and clerical

staff support, and to provide 10 classrooms for the Accelerated

Learning Achievement Center. Project Director may authorize

the subcontractor to obtain modifications to classroom facilities

in total amount not to exceed $3200. In such casesg, subcontractor

shall first provide specifications for such modifications to the 7
Project Director.

Contractor agrees to maintain an information exchange involving
teachers, counselors, e@_nsultax;ts; and parents. Contractor
shall host visitors to the program on a schedule and in accordance
with proecedures approved by the ?rufect Manager which do not

interfere with the operations of the Accelerated Learnug Achieve~

,ment Center,

Contractor agrees to be responsible for ensuring that any student
enrolled in the Accelerated Learning Achievement Center and
attending school on a given day will attend the <ccelerated Learn-

ing Achievement Center program, and shall arrange scheduling

of classes, where appropriate, to facilitate student attendance .

Contractor agrees to make replacement stude..is available when-

ever they are needed.




.2.02 Duties of Subcontractor
Subcontractor agrees to organize and opérate the accelerated

Learning Achisvement Center, providing instruction in basic

reading and mathematics to students selected for participation.

Subcontractor certifies that the instructional system, materials,
and equipment to be used in the project are the sam= as, or dc
substantially duﬁlica_te, those listed or otherwise identified in

its response to OEO RFP PRE/E 70-107. Subcontractor further
certifies that the instructional system, materiais, and equipment
being used, the use of which is being charged through the con-
tractor to the Federal Government, were not developed or fin-
anced under previous Government contracts or grants such that
they would be available to the Government in substantially sim-
ilar form without charge. In the event that any such instructional
system, materials, and equipment have been developed or financed
under a previous Government contract or grant, the Subcontractor
shall disclose within 20 days of the effective date of this subcon-

tract, through the Contractor to the Office of Economic Oppor-

e M e At

tunity, the Federal document which financed or developed such
items, the extent of modification of such items both as to sub-
stantive content, tést{ng validation, and breakdown of costs re-

lated thereto.
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If, during the contract period, subcontractor wishes to change
the instructional system, materials, or equipment used, it

must notify FProject Director and Project Manager of any sud-
stantial changes., Upon their concurrence, such change may be
instituted, provided, however, if there is a reduction in cost,

the parties will promptly negotiate a reduction in incentive price.
The negotiated price shall be subject to the approval of the Con-
tracting Officer.

In no event shall Contractor be liable for a change to more costly
instructional system, materials, and equipment,

Subcontractor shall maintain records to reflect all actual start-
up and operating costs in accordance with reporting forins and

procedures, and at specified intervals required by Project Director,

as established by the Management Support Group and approved by
the Froject Manager, Subcortractor agrees to supply promptly
all data and other information required by the Projech Director

for the reporting system and for other uses,

Subcontractor agrees to provide a full-time professional em-

ployee on-site during working hours to provide soxvices spec=

ified herein. Subcontractor further agrees maintain the

level of effort of personnel and equipment required on-site over

e g
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the fuil contract pericd to assure the maximum possible education-
al development for each student, but inanv event no less than the
level established by the Project Manager., Any major revision

in the level of effort from the level estimated in subcontractor's
proposal to the Office of Economic Opportunity must be approved
by the Project Manager. If such revision is agreed to and sub-
stantially reduces Subcontractor's cost, Contractor and Sub-
contractor shall promptly negotiate a reduction in the incentive
price. The negotiated price is subject to the approval of the
Contracting Officer. In no event shall Contractor be liable for

a higher cost.

Subcontractor agrees to maintain and service all equipment

used in the project and to immediately replace equipment

not repaired within 7 work days. If Subcontractor has

proprietary rights over any instructional equipment, it fur-
ther agrees to expend a reasonable amount of effort in train-
; local personnel employed L7 Contractor in the maintenance and

servicing of said equipment, upon request of Contractc..

Subcontractor agrees to train or orient management staff selected
by Contractor and Management Support Group in the use.of manage-
ment techniques and approaches involved in Subconiscctor's in-
structional systeni‘ |
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2.03

Subcontractor agrees to submit in writing to the Management Support
Group and the Project Director, for their use in monitoring the over-
all project, a management plan with specific tisk assignments,
activities, and planning charts rot later than fuiceen (15) days after
the beginning of instruction, Subcontractor agrees to make ayvail-
able all internal planning and operational documents related directly
to the instructional operation of the project.

Subcontractor shall have the Accelerated Learning Achievement
Center in operation of the first full day of classroom instruction

in the school district for grades 7,8, 9 Sepiember 3, 1970 and

for grades 1, 2, 3 September 4, 1970,

Use of Local Personnel

Subcontractor agrees to the requirements made by Contractor on

part thereof,

+ . Telection and Attendance of Students

grade level deficiencies in reading and mathematics as determined
by any one of three natjonally nc:rxinécl, standardized commercially

available achievement tests to be selected and administered by the
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Office of Economic Opportunity or its designee; and will be from
poverty area schools. Participants will come from grades 1, 2,
3, 7, 8 and 9 or their equivalent, for a toial of 600 students,
approzimately 100 students per grade. Students will be selected
for participation by random assignment by th: Office of Economic
Opportunity's designee from a target population pool of 150
students per grade. Contractor shall obtain written parental
consent for students to ‘6e piaced in the project. Students tq

be considered for control purposes will also be randomly assigned
from that pool. No student shall be placed in the pool who would
not be eligible and accepted for instruction in Contractor's reg-

ular classes,

During the fii'st twenty (20) days in which a student participates in

the Acceleratzd Learning Achievement Center, that student shall

receive diagnostic testing by the Subcontractor to determine in-
dividual treatment. If, during that twenty (20) day period, Sub-
contractor disagrees that the student is qualified to participate

because of emotional or mental reasons unrelated to standardized

test results, he may reqi;est the student's removal in zriting to

the Project Manager., Upun the Project Manager's determination,

an individual test will be administered by a qualified psychologist
" in consultation with the Testing and Analysis Contractor. Inall
187 . -
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- cases, the Project Manager's decision on student rarticipation
shall be final and binding,  Those students r~maining after the
twenty (20) day period shall remain in the program for the fuil
number of class days normally scheduled for the school for all
students. Any student who does not remain shall be the subject
of inquiry and certification by the Testing an¢ Analysis Contractor,
and the reasons for students leaving the program shall be a sub-

ject in the evaluation report.

For the purpose of this subcontract, and more particulariy
paragraph 3.05 below, the following are the only bona fide
reasons for a student leaving the program: absence for a con-
tinuous period of 15 days or for intermittent periods totalling 20

| days in any three-month periods; and/or if parents request re-
moval, Inall these cases, Subcontractor shall give written state-
ment from the parent, and the validity of the stated cause shall be
certified by ihie Testing and Analysis Contractor.

Subcontractor shall daily furnish the names of any absent students,
and Contractor shall use the same efforts and procedures as are

used for all other students in the school district to ensure sttendance

at make-up and at future sessions. If the student transfers to

another school in the édistriet, Contractor shall track that student




and facilitate his contiriued attendance in the Accelerzted Learning
Achievement Center. If regqular school schedules are f;hfa,.nged;
Contractor agrees to ensure that time will be available for the

selected students to continue to participate.

A student's attendance in the program shall b: subject to normal
school disciplinary procedures, up to suspension or expulsion
from classes of 10 continuous or 15 intermittent days in a three-
month periocd. At that point he may be treated as a dropout as
outlined earlier in 2,04, re: bona fide reasons for a student

to initiate disciplinary action in accordance with normal school

procedures based on student behavior in the AT.AC.

Student participants who reach legal age to voluntarily discon-
tinue their regular school attendance may do so, and may be
permitted to continue in the program. Where Contractor

has a General Equivalency Diploma program, the student may
receive credit toward that diploma by his particpaticn in the
project. The performance of such a student shall continue to be
the subject of payment to Subcontractor but will not be used for
final evaluation purposes,

Wherever possiblée, students who leave the prog-am for any
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2.05

reason shall be post-tested for evaluation purposes by the
testing and Analysis Contractor, as more specifically set
forth in Clause 2,05. Contractor and Subcontractor shall
use their best efforts to obtain such post-tests, particularly
by notifying the Testing and Analysis Contiactor uﬁon learn-
ing that a student may be leaving the program. -

When a vacancy oceurs, it shall be certiri by the Project
Director. A replacement who can be scheduled in’té_ the.

Subcontracted program

will be randomly selected from the karget nonulation by the Testing

4nd Analysis Contractor within 3 days and placed in the program by
the Contractor within 3 days, No replacements shall be made later

than thirty (30) days before the end of the project. If the pool needs

to be increased, students will be selected for inclusion on the same

basis as students were originally selected, Final decision on re-
placements rests with the Project Manager.

Any transportaticn required to facilitate attendance of students in
the Accelerated Learning Achievement Center shall be provided
by Contractor, with expenses borne by it.

Testing

Entry and exit level status of each student participant will be de-
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termined by scores on any one of three nationally normed, standard-
jzed, commercially available achievement tests administered at

the beginning and end of the 1970-71 academic year by the Office

of Economic Opportunity or its designee. Office of Economic
Oppertunity in cosjunction with the Praje;ét Director shall supervise
these and the interim performance test. Such tests will be the basis
for determining student achievement gains and subcontractor reim-
bursement. No information whatsoever shall in any way be dis=
closed to subcontractor as to what test or what forms of the test
have been or will be used, except for that information which the
project manuger makes available to all other subcontractors,

Project Manager shall.have the right to test with any instrument

-that he deems appropriate for his own management requirements

a sample of participants at any tiine after participants have re-
ceived a minimum of twenty (20) hours of instruction in either
reading or mathematics. Such testing shall not interfere with
the subcontractor's instructional time, A sample number of
participants shall be tested four (4) months after completion of
instruction to determine rates of retention. Said tests shall not
be administered earlier than two weeks after the first day of
classes for school year 1971-72. Results of the retention test

will be used for Office of Economic Opportunity evaluvation pur-
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poses.

Subcontractor has the right to administer any tests that are part
of his program for the diagnosis and placement of students or for

Subcontractor's internal program assessment.

Tests and testing procedures for project evaluation and for Sub-

contractor payment purposes or both shall be under the aaiharity

of OEO or its designee. é

Testing of student progress under the authority ;f OEOQ or its

designée shall be as follows:

The procedures for dei:erminihg the pre-test, post-test, net

gain scores per individual student shall be as f:’:llawsz

a. OEO with the advice of the Management Support Contractor
and the testing and Analysis Contractor shall jointly select
three (3) commercially available, nati«:wnsliy narz:r:iééi, standard-
ized reading and arithmetic tests and/or subtests,

b. Not more than ten (10) days after the cbni‘iaetcr‘s.iirst day
all forms, one test per student, to the appropriate grade
levels. Subceni;ractcr shall not be told, nor Shall. he

attempt to determine in dny manner whatsoever what test

~m of what test any student received. Sulcon-

=an merhyo
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tractsir shall be informed by the Project Manager ten (10)
days prior to the pre-test of the level of the test to be used
for each grade level involved in téhe,px-sject, and all other
; i;ﬁﬁrmatian referred to in paragraph 2,05 above,
¢. No earlier than ten (10) days pricr to the contractor's
last iulllday!«:f classes, June 4, 1971 (unless otherwise
approi;ed by the Project Manager) OEO or its designee
shall administer the ppététeét to each student, The
post-test shall ’t;e a diifere;;xt form of the same test
that was administered to the student as the pre-test.
Prior to ’:the post-testing, the subcontractor shall not
be told, nor shall he attemp;f.‘-_té determine in any manner
whatsoever wha.t test or what test ‘ér what form of what test
any stﬁdent shall receive, No later than thirty (30) days
priq;é to the scheduled post-test, the sub-contractor shall
- notify in \yriting the testing and analysis contractor, stips- :
; ula.tmg and jj;stifying the test level it wishes to be utilized
. -;fqﬁ_ ‘ea’éh'student or groups of students participating in the

*

d. TAC will make recommendations to the Project Mamager

regarding the appropriate test levels to be used, The

Project Manager will deterzg;i;né the test levels to be used.
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¢, OEO or its designee shall have the authority over the
pnre and post testing conditions ;ccs ensure that such con-
ditions are as comparable as is possible, inclnding make -
up examinations, Exceptions to comparability of pre =nd
post test conditions shall be investigated by the Testi.y
and Analysis Contractor and reported to the OEQ with
recommendations, The OEO shall then make a deter-

mination which shall be binding upon both parties of this

R 0y Sngr < e b e
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“subcontract.

2,05.2 The procedures for assessing student achievement on sub-

follovis:

a. The assessment of student performance on the sub-

g
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contractor's interim performance objectives shall

take place within 7 days of the following dates:

Interim Assessment #1 QOctober 16, 1970

Interim Assessment #2 November 25, 1970

Interi;n Assessment #3 January 15, 1971

Interim Assessment #4 February 26, 1971

Interim Assessment #5 April 16, 1971
b. No later than August 25, 1970, Subcontractor shall submit

to the Test and Analysis Contractor the instruments it

157
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proposes to use for each Interim Assessmem’é, i1 through
#5. Subcontractor shall indicate the objectives to be
assesssd and the relationship of the objectives to the Sub-
contractor's curriculum. Furthermore, the Sﬁbcantractgr
shall submit an item pool, to consist of no less than threa
(3) times the number of items the Contractor deems necessary
. for the assessment of each objective. The proposed instru=-
ment must be designed by the Subcontractor so that one
hundred (100) percent of the students will correctly answer
and/or perform seventy-five (75) percent of the items.
¢. The Test and Analysis Contractor shall certify to the OEO
that the objectives to be assessed are a fair measure
of the Subcontractor's curriculum and that the items are
a fair measure of the objectives.
d. If the Test and Analysis Contractor is not satisfied with
the Subcontractor's 100-75 performance levels, the
objectives, or the number and relevance of the items, it shall
stipulate in writing to the OEO and the Subcontractor the reasons
f@r its dissatisfaeticn, with recommendations for improvement.
e, CED, with the assistance of the Project Director, .shall then
- negotiate such conditions and their remedy with the Subcontractor.

The subsequent OEO findings and actions will be final and binding

Tt ¢ Lt il




gi

2,06

upon the Subcontractor angl shall not be subject to disputes.
If the Test and Analysis Contractor is satisfied with the objectives
and the items, it shall randomly sample items from the item pools
to build the final instrument.
The OEO or its designated representative shal! administer the
interim assessment tests. The Subcontractor shall see the
instruments used no sooner than the day they are to be administered.
Only the Oifice of Economic Opportunity shall authorize the re=
lease of any test resulis té the public, Inall cases, they shall
be group scores and not individual scores. Neither Contractor,
Analysis Contractor, or any of their employees or con=
sultants shall release test results or cause them to be
made public in any way without written permission of the
Project Manager, Office of Economic Opportunity.
Penalty for Teaching Test Items

The Testing and Analysis Contractor will perform a pre-audit

of the Subcontractor's instructional program prior to but not
later than October 1, 1970, to determine that standardized

test items are not included in the curriculum. The Project
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standardized post-test items are not included,

The test question item pool procedure and the use of a variety
of standardized tests is intended to prevent affirmative in-
fluencing of student performance on standardized, norm refer -
enced tests by foreknowledge of questions to be asked, cominon=
ly called "teaching to tests". Suspicion that such an event has
been attempted or accomplished shall be stated in writing to

the Office of Economic Opportunity and communicated immed-
iately by telephone to the Managenient Support Group. Repre-
sentatives of the Office of Economic Opportunity on its desig-
nees shall immediately visit the project site and determine

the validity of the charge, the number of participants affected,
and whether any damage was caused, The Office of Economic
Opportunity shall have the authority to terminate the project
for cause at that point and to require the Subcontractor to
return all funds paid himn by the Contractor.

Liability

Contractor shall owe the same duty of care and responsibility
to student participants in Subcontractor's instructional compon-
ents, whether operated during or after regular school hours,

as it does to those same students when in reqular classroom
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sitvations. Any additional insurance premiums necessitated
shall be borne by Contractor. Contractor shall assume liabil-
ity for any damage, personal or property, occurring out of
the transporting of students to or from Subcontractor operated
facilities,

Subcontractor shall assume liability for its: employees and
for anv accident occurring on premeises under its control.
Subcontractor is responsible for equipment and other property
maintained on Contractor's premises and shall insure against
loss or damage thereto, Where Subcontractor property or
material is kept on premises under Contractor control, Sub-
contractor may require a reasonable improvement of security

Ineasures,

Subcontract or agrees to purchase within five days of the

Economic Cpportunity. The performance bond shall immed-

fately be submitted to the Contracting Officer for his approval.

Subcontractor. shall in no way be considered an agent of the
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3.00
3.01

Contractor or the Federal Government. The SubContractor
shall indemnify and hold harmless the Contractor and the
Federal Government from any or all acts or omissicns of
the Subcontractor, its agents or employces, arising in
any manner under this subcontract.

Student Rights

Recent decisions in awariety of jurisdictions -imluding the
Supreme Court have established student constitutional
rights as against school districts, their agents, and
administrative and instructional personnel. Subcontractor
shall assume that the same constitutional prohibitions
apply to it. Subcontractor and Contractor actions in
regard to all student participants, particularly in the
event of expulsion from the program, must meet consti-
tutional requirements, especially those of procedural and
substantive due process.

Copyrignts and Patents

Paragraphs 40 and 41 of Clause XIII -- General Provisions

of the prime contract between the Office of Eccnomic Oppor=-

tunity and Contractor are included herein by reference.
Payment Provisions

Fixed Pricedncentive Clause

149
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interim and final subcontract price shall be based on the
results of pre- and post-test gains as measured by standardized
tests established in each subject and interim performance tests
after completion of each period of approximately six weeks or
30 hours of instruction in each subject.

3.02. GRADE LEVEL INCREASE MEA "RED BY NATIONAL STANDARD
IZ.ED TESTS

nSeventy five percent of the total unit price of this subcontract
is based upon grade level achievement increase above the min-
imum quarantce of 0.75 grade gain in grades 1-3 and 1.00 grade
gain in grades 7-9 in accordance with the schecule below:

Grade Gains Price per gain level

above minimum guarantee B 7
Price (Grades 1-3) Price (Grades 7-9)

£

S5~ .99 .$56.25 0

00 -1,24 75.00 $75.00
25 =1.49 83,75 93. 75
0-1.75 112,50 112.50
5-1,99 120,00 120.00
0-2. 49 127.50 127,50
0-2,99 135.00 135,00
,00-3,99 142. 50 142,50
4,00 and over 150.00 150,00

3,03 INTERIM PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVE MEASUREMENT TEST

€050 80 4 pu £ 1

In addition, the subcontractor shall receive one-fourth of the total
unit price or $37. 50 per student in each subject based on each
student's satisfactory completion of the predetermined pro-
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) If any student drops out or otherwise leaves the program throuch
P ]

ok

ficiency of 75% level in the five interim performance tests,
The unit price for each student for satisfactory completion

in each subject of each interim performance ebjective test is
$7.30. The student interim performance objective standard
level tests approved by the evaluation contractor shall be final
and binding on both parties.

Fimal Price

The average fixed maximum unit price based on gains in
achievament level and interim performance objective tests
shall not exceed $300. 00 per student fm; both subjects based
on a maximum of 360 instructional hours for the school year.
The total maximum incentive price for this subcontract for
both subjects shall not exceed $180, 000, 00,

Student Drop Out Unit Price
s, ugh

no fault of the Subcontractor and for reasons beyond its control &
as more fully detailed in Paragraph 2.04 and obtains less than
30 hours of instruction per subject, the basis for establishing
unit prices shall be the following:

On a percentage of attendance time of the student dropout

to total instructional time based on the mean average of

the total incentive price payments for students remaining

. 151
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in the wliole program divided by the number of these
students, for each grade level.
(b) Every student dropout from the ALAC program who was in

the program for at least 30 hours of instruction per subject

and remains in aitendance in the school district shall ve post-
tested and the basls for eslablishing unit prices shall be the
following:
1, A rate of $6, 50 for each 0, 1 grade level gain in-
crease provided the student meets the rainimum
guarantee requirement on a pro rata basis, and
2. $7.50 for each interim performance objective test,
that the student attains a 75% level of satisfactory
completion or better.
3. Inaddition the subcontractor shall receive for the
i ensuing IPO test that the student dropout is not in
attendance, a fraction of one IPO payment based on
the time the dropout is in attendance aiter taking his
last IPO test to a total of 30 hours of instruction in

each subject. One IPO test payment X Dropout hours

in attendance after last IPO test. 30 HOURS

3.06 Student Replacement Unit Price

The basis for establishing unit prices for the replacement




students shall be as follows:

(1) $6.50 for each 0.1 grade level increase in each

subject based on pre-test/post -test gqains, provided

the student meets the minimum guarantee requirement

under this subcontract on a pro rata basis, and

(2) $7.50 for each interim performance objective test

taken, that the student attains a 75% level of satisfactory

completion or better.
: (3) Inaddition, if the replacement does not take the
first IPO test, the subcontractor shall receive a fraction
of one TPO payment based on the time from the date the
replacement enters the ALAC program to the date of the
first IPO test in attendance divided by a total of 30 hours

of instructior time in each subject. e.g. One IPO

payment X Replacement Student hours in attendance to

the First IPO test. ;

3.07 Limitation of Payment

Notwithstanding any other provision of this subcontract, the
subcontractor shall receive interim provisional payments
equivalent to80% of tk» estimated total maximum price. This
80% interim provisional payment shall be separated ints seven

. installment payments as follows:

153 ’ i
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1st payment -- a lump sum of $21, 000 for submission
by the subcontractor of the interim
performance objective tests to the
7 testing and analysis cont ractor.
2nd payment-- a lump sum of $21, 000 for attendance
" of a minimum of 50% of target student
population at each grade level as cer-
7 tified by the T.A.C.
3rd through _
Tth payment -~ $35 for student, after evidence of admin-
istration of each interim performance c¢b-
Jective test in both subjects to each student
in attendance as certified by the prime con-
tractor’s school project director.
Within 45 days after the final post-measure test results are estab-
lished and reported by the evaluation contractor to the subcontractor,
the subcontractor shall submit an adjusted final voucher with detailed
sapporting information for each wnit price for each subject for exch
student enrolled in the program and total additional amounts that
may be due in both subjects. Any amount of the total provisional
payments in excess of the final determined total price based upon
student performance on interimn and final tests shall be reimbursed
by the subcontractor through the prime contractor to the Govern~
ment, |
"Students Not Tested: If a student is unable to take any reqularly
scheduled test that is a basis for subcontractor reimbursement
or regularly scheduled make-up tests, and if said student has

been in attendance at the Accelerated Learning Achievemernt Center
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no less than eighty-five (85) percent of the time for the inst;*uétiﬁenal
period ’baing" evaluated, it s,hail be assumed that said student's score
i~ the same as the average test of gain score, whichever is appropriate,
for all students in that Accelerated Learning Achievement Center or
the same grade ievel as said students".
SU’BEDNTRAC:T APPROVAL
This subcontract shall not be effective until approved in writing
by the Cantzacting: Df_fiéer- The date of such approial shall con-

stitute the effective date of this subcontract.

5.00 SPECIAL PROVISION

5,00

It is understood by the parties hereto that the subcontractor
shall be bound by the f@lléwing clauses found in the prime
-.ontract numbver BIC-5217, Clause XTI -~ General pro-
visions: 5,,_ 7, 18, 21, 22, | 23, 24, 36, 37, 39,.40,41, and 44.
Wherever in the prime contract the word "Government" |
appearé, ,the ‘ty@i*d "Contractor" should be substituted there-
for, and wherever thé word "Contractor" appears the word
"Subcontractor" should be substituted therefore.

Add " 13’“ to General Provisions clauses subcontractor is

bound by, Add new sentence "Subcontractor's response to

1EF
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OEQO. RFP PRE/E 70-107 is incorporated in this subcontract

by reference,

signed:__ e
ha Learning Systeins, Inc,

CR, Muth Alp
Acting Superintendent of Schools
Grand Rapids Public Schools




