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ABSTRACT

The National Conference on Performance Contracting sought to pro-
vide a user-based and -oriented assessment of performance contracting
for education. It focused on delineating the current interest in per-
formance contracting, the technique's demonstrated strengths and weak-
nesses, and i1ts potential as an alternative approach to school system
resource allocation. Six commissioned papers discussed, respectively,
major problems in performance contracting, the recent Rand-HEW evalua-
tion of performance contracting, measurement and evaluation difficul-
ties, a model for comparing costs of different performance contracting
programs, more comprehensive measurement of educational outputs, and
employment relations under performance contracting. Discussions of
these papers and of administrators' experiences emphasized the many
problems of measurement and evaluation that have emerged in performance
contracting. The papers and proceedings form the basis fo. several
conclusions, including:

1. evaluations of performance contracting must be based on wmore
than the measurement of student achievement gains, for such gains are
only one of several objectives or important effects of the technique;

2, particularly in evaluating changes in studenc achievement,
first-year measurement of individual gain scores is inappropriate; more
meaningful measurement requires multi-year testing of group gains;

3. performance contracting is so innovative that reliable judg-
ments of its utility cannot be made for several years.
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1. Introduction

7his conference was the result of two circumstances. The first was
the great growth of performance contracting for education between the 1969-
1970 school year and the 1970-71 school year. 1In 1969-1970, only one nation-
ally known perfoirmance contract had been let by a public school syatem; in
1970-71, more than 150 such contracts were let. At least four reasons can
be cited for the swift expansion of performance contracting.

First, it seemed to hold some answers to the persistent problem of
effectiveness, especially for programs designed to alleviate the specific
educational deficiencies of the disadvantaged. By linking payment directly
and sensitively to results, performance contracting was supposed to moti-
vate the private sector to realize fully {ts presumably great potential for
producing significant educational changes.

Secondly, performance contracting seemed to insure more rational, ef-
ficient resource allocation, for it was supposed to rely explicitly on
measured outcomes. A school system that lets such a contract is supposed
to be buying tangible progress and paying only for value reccived. Moreover,
certain performance contracts tried to build in future efficiency by speci-
fying that the contractor use only cost-effective (rather than labor-
intensive) methods that the school system later could adopt for proprietary
use,

Thirdly, by involving the private sector in difficult, risky enterprises,
performance contracts presumably encouraged the introduction and testing of
the high, highly productive technologies that tchool systems need but have
been unable to use and to integrate with their curricula. These technologies
are supposed to produce long~term benefits when they are transferred from
the contractor to the school system and fully incorporated during the final
"transfer" or '"turnkey' stage of the performance contract.

Finally, performance contracting was seen both as a genuine response to
increasing community and governmental demands for palpable educational re~
sults and as a possibly effective way to counter growing community resistance
to approving ever larger appropriations. When a school system requests funds
for a performance contract, in effect, it was thought to show the community
in more precise ways what it can buy rather than asking it to contribute to
the general, undifferentiated support of a school system whose "product" is
unclear.

Though these reasons seemed to have been compelling ones for implementing
performance contracting, no individual or group had yet provided a comprehen-
sive, user-based and -oriented assessment of performance contracting. The
conference sponsors felt strongly that such an assessment should be available
it school systems were to continue to let performance contracts after 1970-71.

The second circumstance which lay behind this conference was that sig-
nificant experience with and evaluations of performance contracting had begun
to emerge.

The conference was organized to coincide with first publication of the
results of the Rand~HEW study of performance contracting and took place
shortly before publication of the results of the OEO experiment in performance




contracting. Representatives of both Rand and OEO were conference partici-
pants, do the conference was able to make use of data generated by the only
twe broad-scale evaluations of performance contracting currently available. J

in general, the conference sought to answer questions relating to five
particular aspects of performance contracting:

1, 1ts origins
Performance contracting wag # response to specific financial, managerfal,

and product needs of industrv and government -- particularly those of the
hepartment of Defense. To develop a functional conception of performance con-
tracting, we must understand these roots. 1In addition, we must clarify the
cducational neceds which performance contracting is supposed to meet, bring
out any important differences between these needs and those of government
and industry, and determine w *her the technique has undergone any signif-
fcant alterations intended to make it more suitable for 1ts new application.
In short, we must determine why and how educational performance contracting
di ffers from carlier forms. Given its roots, what can we expect of perform-
ance contracting in education (and what must we not expect)? For example,
can we justify treating progress on a standardized test as a 'product” --
like a transistor or a gunsight -- that efther meets or fails to meet con-
tract specifications? 1Is this a legitimate objective for a school svstem?

2., Its structure
What are the essential elements of a performance contracting program,
and how do they interact? What alternative types of performance contracts are
available to the school system? We must identiry those aspects of a perform-
ance contract that can be varied with the needs of a particular case in order
to insure maximum benefits and to produce a true reflection of a school sys-
tem's needs. This identification, of course, will demand an understanding of
the dynamics of performance contracting, of its internal logic. We must
examine the strengths, flexibility, pitfalls, and comparative merits of vari-
ous components and types of components. For example, what kinds of evaluation
measures are available, and which ones should we use in a particular case?
At what times during the life of the contract can we apply them, and can we
gradually adapt them to any new output quantities that may emerge as the con-
tract is executed? How should these measures be used to determine payment? |
|
|

Can they be refined during the life of the contract without undermining the
centire scheme of '"payment for performance' that the contract embodies?

3. 1ts specific applications

Few school systems have tried to determine what circumstances favor let-
ting a performance contract, aside from the general need for real progress in
educating their "clients." Detailed consideration must be given to precon-
ditions such as the legal and informal relations with government at all levels,
the types of learning problems to be solved, and the details of the process of
school finance. We also must ask how well a performance contract suits these
preconditions in contrast to the suitability of competing in-house modes such
as ''model teaching experiments' and other, more traditional schemes of program
development, implementation, and evaluation. We must study the intra-systemic
effects of performance contracting, its specific interactions with system
components such as teachers, organized labor, physical facilities, accounting
practices, planning frameworks, parents, and instructional activities that are




not included in the contract under consideration. For example, what kinds of
problems must we expect in phasing "contracted students' back into the ordinz~y
curriculum, especially in light of the new ways of learning and different knowl-
cdge they may have acquired? More genetrally, how stall we determine a perform-
ance contract's rclations with the goals and structure of the school system by
defining the policy, managerial, and operational responsibilities of both par-
ties to the contract?

4, 1ts results to date

What does our cxperience with performance coatracting for education say to
the aforementioned aspects of structure and application? What unexpected prob-
lems have emerged, {f any? Are they inherent difficulties, or simply those of
inexperience? Is there enough reliable data to generate a set of recommenda-
tions? 1f so, what recommendations would be most useful to the school system?
To the private contructor? Until now, the almast complete lack of relevant
data has precluded answering such questions; but at this point, experience can
‘nswer questions about such topics as the relationship between contractors and
school system teachers and the criteria used to select "contracted pupils"
from a larger target group. School administrators now can (and should) have
an awareness of and reaction to the denonstrated strengths and weaknesses of
performance contracting.

5. Its future

In light of all the preceding considerations, where can performance con-
tracting go, and where do users want it to go. School administrators must iden-
tify weaknesses that should be alleviated and strengths that should be exploited.
Finally, they must determine what place they envision for performance contract-
ing in the larger context of educational planning.

In more operatiorz) terms, the conference sponsors felt that answering
this broad variety of questions would require achievement of four objectives:

1. To cull and analyze relevant experience in performance contracting
for education;

2. To identify and respond to the salient issues, which principally
relate to four areas:

A) Measurement and Evaluation.

B) Articulation of the contractor's programs with the school sys-
tem's and with elements of the school system's environment.

C) Application of performance contracting to various types of pro-~
grams ~-- remedial, skili-training, research oriented; and exter-
nally (federally) funded programs, as well as those that cut
across grade and subject lines.

D) Specifications of what constitutes a "good' performince contract.

3. To promote the practitioner's awammess and understanding of the issues
that currently concern both rescarchers and administrators; and

4, To identify the major features of a performance contract and the cri-
teria used to select it, as well as to show how the contract and these
criteria can best articulate school system objectives.
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To achieve the general goals and particular objectives of the confer-
ence, its sponsors felt that they would have to engage in a certain basic

set of

n

acrivities. The principal members of this set included:

Jelincating the dimensions of current interest in performance
contracting, the reasons for {t, and the particular school
system needs to which performance contracting responds;

summarizing strengths and weaknesses of performance contract-
ing as its uscrs have perceived them and, when possible,
evaluating these perceptions against subsequent performance;

defining the roles of third parties ard the extent to which
they can helvn sctool administrators plan, manage, and evalu-
ate a nerformance contracting program;

projecting the imnlications of performance contracting for
current and future school system prartices and organizations;

assessing the utility of nerformance contracting as an alter-
native modc of resource allocation and making recommendations
useful to those nlanning to engage in a nerformance contract,

The confeaience sponsors -~ the American Educational Research Associa-~
tion and the American Association of School System Administrators ~-- felt
that the best wav to carry our conference activities was to assemble a
diverse groun of researchers and administrators, all of whom would have
significant experience with performance contracting and related areas such

as the

measurement of achievement gains. As Appendix A indicates, this

group included:

Q

an acknowledged specialist in the development and implementa~
tion of performance contracting programs;

representatives from the two Federal agencies most deeply
involved with performance contracting (0OZ0 and USOF);

principal investigators for the Rand-HEW study of performance
contracting;

researchers and speclalists in a variety of fields crucial to
performance contracting =~ educational cost-effectiveness,
broader planning frameworks such as Planning-Programming-Budget~
ing systems, measurement and evaluation bo*h of studzant achieve-
ment and of program performance, school system '"politics,"
curriculum development, and the nrocess of learning;
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administrators fron six dittererr school districts and stiates with
experfence {n pertormance contract ing;

Fepresentatives of ALRA, ASA, and ouher Professional organizat{ons.

Six of the participants prepared nuajor cormisg foned papers which tormed
the basis tor subsequent discussion and analysa.s,  Ag Appendix B indicates,
Lhe peneral format of the conference consisted of paper presentations in
plenary gsessfon and subsequent discussion fn snall proups. After all the
Papers had been presented and discussed, the small Broups met again to
congider their overall assessnents of the value of performance contracting
for cducation, The conference concluded with two plenary sessions, one de-
voted to the views of administrators and one providing an opportunity for all
conference participants to nake sunmary statements based on their conference
experience.

The sponsors foresaw three Palpable products of the confercnce: the
rescarch papers, the results of the Proceedings, and a statement and set of
puidelines for adninistrators. Thig docunent includes the first two products;
the last one is being prepared by the Anerican Association of School Adminig-
trators. All of these documents will be disseminated through the channels of
the two professional organizations that sponsored the conference.




It1. Findlags

The findings of the conference compri:ed heth the commissioned papers
and the proceedings (discussion and aummary). The ficru* part of this section
of the final report duplicates {n full the commissioned papers. These papers
dealt with six different aspects of performance contracting.

Major Problems in Performance Contracting for Education: An Introduction,
by Donald M. lLevine, discusses:

]. mcasurement, testing, and evaluation problems related to such areas
as uncertain affective outcomes, proxy measures, reliable measurement
of cognitive outcomes, sub-optimfzation of the learning program, and
learning pain persistence:

7. resource measurement and assessment problems primarily related to the
difficulty of discerning the impact of a broad range of inputs upon
learning program outcomes;

3. situational conditions, such as the curricular locus of the performance
contract, the characteristics of the student population that will partici-
pate, teacher and union relations, school system flexibility, and school
system ¢nvironment.

The conlusion of this paper emphasizes not only the aforementioned arcas of
concern, but also the social impact of performance contracting and {ts long
term implications for school systems.

Polly Carpenter's An tvaluation of Performance Contracting for HEW sum-
marizes the findings of the Rand performance contracting study team with
regard to the officacy of performance contracting as a technique for
solving problens in education. 1t does rot 1litewupt to compare spoecific
programs because of the wide diversity uf conditions in which programs
were fnplenented and because of the diversity within the programs
thaenselves., Rather, the «ffects of performance contracting are discussed
in six areas of educational concern: instruction, student learning, evaluation,
progran wanagement, progran cost, and learning system contractors. The major
disadvantages and advantages of perfornance contracting as a technique
also are noted.

The third paper, Some Problems in Assessing Educational Performance,
by Rabert Ebel, discusses eipght measurenient and evaluation issues:

1. The problen of what to assess: performance or capability? Cognitive
or non-cognitive learnings? Knowledge or intellectual gkills?
Attitudes toward and satisfactions in learning?




2, The problem of how to assess it: informal observation or formal
testing? Objective or essav tests? Norm-refercnced or criterion
referenced tests? Familiar or novel tests? Motivating the
examince.

3.  The problen of too much testing: values and drawbacks of frequent
testing, MNeed for data vs. time devoted to testing.

4. The problem of who should assess it: values and limitations of
assessment by contractor, client, and outside evaluator, the
students.

5. The problem of obtaining the test: test publisher? Custonm
made? Test specifications, iten writing, pre-testing, test authors.

6. The problem of test security: useful and harmful teaching to
the test, purloined iteus or tests and coaching, equivalent new forms.

7. ,The precblem of score interpretation: who is responsible, item
proportions or test scores, individual or group scores, sampling
errors, gain scores, adjustments for ability.

{

8. The problem of determining acceptable performance: mastery,
ninimal pvoficiency, a priori judgment or a posteriori data,
individual differences.

This paper concludes with recommendations for the future.

Program Cost Analysis in Educational Planning, by Sue A. Haggart,
describes a planning cost model and its use in estimating program cost.
The nodel explicitly deals with the problem inherent in using an
undefined cost per student as an input for comparing programs.

The model is used to systematically and consistently generate two
tvpes of program cost:

® The comparable replication cost of the program.

o

“he cost of the program in a specific district.

The comparable replication cost, (CRC) is the output of the model that
attempt.' to put the dollar costs of a program in different school
districts throughout the country on a comparable basis. This means that
allowances are made for price differentials and for differences in the
- use of existing (or surplus) resources available within specific districts.
The CRC is, therefore, essentially an index or synthetic number to be
used only in making interdistrict program cost-effectiveness comparisons.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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The nodel is used to estimate the cost of the program in a specific
district by first determining the incremental resources required based
on the availability of resources within the district, and then using
district-specific prices for the resources. The output of the model,
used in this mode, is the estimated cost of a program or alternative
programs for the district.

Selma J. Mushkin's Performance Toward What Result: An Examination of ,
Some of the Problems in Qutcome Measurement, reviews the approach and
and tentative findings of a study ongoing at the Public Service Laboratory

of Georgetown University on statistical measurements of educational outputs.

It presents work that has been done on (a) standardization of achievement
testing for population characteristics (undcr the caption of the "SIR"
adjucted educational achiovement index), and (b) measurements of the
child's perception of self, and of society. The noncognitive measures
importantly inpact on the development of the child and have important
consequences for learning, and this paper seeks to assess what can now
be done about building affective testing into planning for performance
payments.
The findings of the Public Service Laboratory study are presented
in summary form with emphasis on the question "What is the relevance
of the study's tentative findings to the question of performance?"
Finally, Employment Relations Under Performance Contracts, by Myron
Liebernan” discusses seven important aspects of employment relations under
performance contracts:

1. What are the actual employment rclations under current
performance contracts?

2. What is the actual and potential impact of these relation-
ships upon regular school district employment relations?

3. What has been the response of teacher organizations to the specific
arrangenents providing for performance contracts?

4, To what extent, if any, are performance contracts blocked or modified
by teacher attitudes and policies with respect to employment relations
in performance contracts?

5. To what extent do performance contracts provide for "merit pay,"
and how have arrangements for merit pay worked out in practice?

6. To what extent, if any, do teacher-board negotiations deal with
performance contracts, e.g., do teachers try to prohibit the
contracting out of educational work?




7. What appcar to be the main issues and alternative soiutions or
approaches concerning employment relations in performance -
contracting and how are they likely to affect the future of
performance contractiny?

The second part of this section, which follows the papers, consists
of excerpts from the transcript of the conference. Although the excerpts
included here do not constitute an exhaustive catalogue of the ideas
and conclusions voiced at the conference, they are typical of the
interaction and analysis that characterized both the plenary and the small
proup discussion sessions. The conclusions of the next section of this
report arc based largely on these discussions.

A
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MAJOR PROBLEMS IN PERFORMANCE CONTRACTING
FOR EDUCATION: All INTRODUCTION

Donald M. Levine
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Major Problems in Performance Contracting
For I'ducation: “An Tetroavction

@ —— e 4 —

Donald M. Levine
Ontario Institute

for
Studies in [Zducation

Introduction

The last academic year brought with it an unprecedented and alimost
unbalopced surze in the growth of performance contracting for public
school systems. In 1909-70, only two major performance contracts
for education were fully operational; but in 1970-71, more than 100 were

. : : 1/, :
operational, and many more were in the planning siage.—" The parti-
cular rcasons for this growth are manifold, and we shall refer to them
loter, but in almost every case, one of twe attitudes scems likely to

: e
prevail: the participating school systern either sees performance con-
tracting as a sclf-sufficient remedy, as some species of panacea; or it
justifics an eagcrness to become involved with performance contracting
under the heading of experimentation, which lowers the perceived risk
of such programs. As Dr. Gordon MacAndrew, Supcrintendent of Schools

. : . "2 .
in Gary, Indiana, putit, "low can we Jose? 2/ In both cases there is

a great temptation to plunge into performance contracting wirhout due

*Prepared for the National Conterence on Performance Contracting for
IEducation; sponsored by the American Fducational Rescarch Associaiion
and the American Association of School Administrators through a grant.
from the United States Office of Yducation,

1/

J. Po Stacker amd GO RL Hall, The Performance Contracting Concept in
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consideration of that technique's applicability to the school system in
question.  LEven granting the "no-penalty' nature of experimentation,
this can be a serious error, for a poorly designed performance con-
tracting program can prove financially dangerous, organizationally
disruptive, and cducationally destructive. [t is vital, therefore, to
examine problematic aspects of the performance contracting technique
in order to det2rmine its general feasibility for education and then to
explore the situational constraints on its applicability to particular
school systems, constraints that will shape our cfforts to plan for a
erformance ccntracting program, The first two sections of this paper

deal with issucs connected, respectively, with the problems of measure-
ment, testing, and cvaluation and with the problems of resource mea-
surement and impact assessment, The final and major section discusses
structural and dynamic school system characteristics that must be
considered in planning for a performance contracting program and
sceks to specily preconditions that seem to favor successful implemen-
tation of a performance contracting program and to encourage school
systcm receptivity to such an approach.

Becausc of our lack of ].ong— term cxperience with performance
contracting for cducation, some of our answers to these questions will
be deductive rather than strictly empirical, Yet the theory of perfor-

mance contracting is sufficiently explicit, and the necd to answer these

questions sufficiently pressing, to justify some departure from the more

restrictive rescarch viewpoint, R
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Teclmical Probloms

——

From the viewpoints of both research and practice, the most impor-
tant issuc in performance contracting for education may well be that of
measurcement, testing, and evaluation. [t is important to understand
the different purposes for which we evaluate performance, because
those purposes affect the kinds of measures and tests we can use. First,
and most obviously, we evaluate performance in order to determine
contractor payments. The utility of evaluation for this purpose depends
at least as much on the payment schedule-which links performance
measurement to payment-as it does on the actual measurcs and tests
applied, for the schedule may be adjusted to offset suspected inequities
and errors ia the tools of measurcment. Siill, the validity of such too}s
is the basic problem that has atiracted the most critical attention, and
this confcrence hopes to examine major criticisms such as:

1. The standardized tests generally used to determine at least part

of the contractor's payment are frequently inappropriate to the contractor's

program. Standardized tests designed to measure gencralized learnings
necessarily ignore the special content and objectives of a particular
contracted program as well as other important circumstances affecting
program success, from variations in student ability to heterogencity of
test group population.  And they are nor designed to measure the success
of relatively short term and sbccial purposc programs, such as those
involved in most performance contracts, Moreover, ‘such norm-

referenced tests are based on imperfectly controlled populations which

1}
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may differ greatly from the student population being tested, whose
scores consequently suffer from cultural and, in some tests, ability bias
unrclated to the learning in question,

2, Jhe individual achievement test gain scores often used to compute
payments do not reflect actual achievement only.  As Stake and Waldrop
have put it, gain scorcs may "assure the appearance of learning where therc
is no learning at all” because "the conventiznal achievement test does not
have the necessary content validity for individual student assessment, L/
The Jarge proportion of error and low reliability of simple individual gain
computed hy taking the arithmetic difference of pfe- and post-test scores
make gain scores a dangerous basjs for payments. Some of this danger
can be allayed by penalizing the contractor for achievement loszes to the
same cxtent he is rewarded for gains, which will average out fortuitous g
over- and under-payments; by focussing on group gain scores, which
should average out errors before payment is made; or by mathematically
dropping out a percentage of error in order to derive "actual" achievement
scorcs, But each of these solutions has its own, mainly operational draw-
backs. (Another, less frequently mentioned defect of traditional gain
scores is that degrce of gain correlates closely with the pre-test score,
but this problem seecins more amenable to an explicit, mathematical solu-

2/)

tion, —

—-/Robert 5. Stake and James I.. Waldrop, "Gain Score Errors in Performance
Contractiag, " a paper presented to the American Educational Rescarch Association,
IFehruary, 197],

2 /Sce Robert A, Teldmesser, "Tests and the ETS Role in Performance Contracting,
a paper iLiernally circulated at ETS. ¢ Iy

JRPOVA R

s

e




e

3. The grade level increases into which gain scores are translated
for payment and publication purposes have all the inadequacies of gain
scores but introduce more error because grade level increascs measured
on different types of teste are not comparable, Thus, grade level in-
creases imply a {alse degree of cértainty, and their very simplification

cncourages explicit but meaningless comparisons. Grade level increases

‘may have pragmatic advantages, but they are a totally inadequate basis

for compensation or for comparative evaluations within and among
performance contracting programs.

4. The criterion-refercnced tests s¢ frequently mentioned as substitutes
for standardized achievement tests have their own defects. They are
particularly open to contractor abuses in design and execution and therci-
for require very carcfui nogotiation and supervision. More importantly,
they encourage optimization of limited, myopic, or even irrelevant curricu-
lar objectives at the expense of higher program and system goals. The
criteria of such tests are not necessarily germane to generally accepted
notions of cducation. This problem might be circumvented if contracting
school systems had mecaningful goal and objective hierarchies to which they
could related proposcd criteria, but most systems are f_ar.from this
degrec of sclf-consciousness.

'This Jast criticism closcly relates to a second purpose of cvaluation--
to assess the value of the performance contracting program within the
school system, to go beyond achicvement tests in ordc‘r to isolate the pro-

gram's performance against such higher goals as technological innovation
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and to discern its varicd impacts on system structure and personnel,  This
seems to be the kind of evaluation that the RAND/HEW study stresces, and
it is vital to school systems at this experimental stage in the cvolution of
performance contracting. Cleasly, such cvaluation should be long-term
since the real utility of performance contracting depends on its ability

to effcct lasting school system improvements. And it must ecmploy a

range of mecasures within which objective, formalized tests will occupy
only a small place. Exactly what mix of measures should be used for
program cvaluation remains unclear, but it must depend on the school
system's particular objectives in deciding to implement performance
contracting, and it should include a variety of behavioral measures in
order to catch the profound effects of the new roles that this technique
imposes on many people and groups within the system. Again, a hierarchy
of goals and objectives seems almost indispensable for designing this kind of
evaluation.

The aforementioned purposes of evaluation: arc concerned with output
measurcment of various kinds; but the third major purpose of evaluation
focuses as much on inputs and this léads us ‘into the second group of
technical problems--resource measurement and impact assessment, This third
purposc is to discriminate among the contributiohs to program outcomes
that are made by the diverse participants in and clements of a performance

contracting program. The end of such ¢iscrimination is the developiment

armtesas

of the kinds of input-output models and cost/effcctiveness relationships which
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will pcnixit us to rationully restructure performance contracting pro-
grams aud to allocate resources within and among competing programs.
It is very difficult to discern the discrete impact of a certain input or
resource level upon program outzemes - again, because of outcome
measurcment diﬁ;icultics. In this case, though, the ability of the
standaxdized test to measure achievement gains reliably is some-

what irrelevant, for the problem is that most standardizod tests arce
combined measures which lump outcomes together, that do not de-
compos? behavior sufficiently for us to build meaningful models. This
‘problcm of combined measures seems technically irreducible in many
cases, but it does not actually destroy our ability to dérive some idca

of the effectiveness of such gross inputs as the technological aspects

of the contractor's program or the affective impact of school system
personnel. We can use measures other than standardized tests - structured
interviews, clinical observation, questionnaires, etc. - to get some fecl
for the impact of these resources.

Another problem arises when we come to measure the actual re-
sources used in a performance contracting program and attempt to build
cost-structures for purposcs of comparison and decision-making. The
resources consumed may have hidden or sunk costs, or their cost may
vary significantly across the country. It can be difficult to separatc costs
to the contractor from costs to the school system, as it can be to deter-
mine precisely what resources should and should not be accounted for.
Clearly, this problem hinders cost/effectiveness studics of performance

contracting; but it scems more tractable than that of output measurement,
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Preconditions
One of the structural preconditions that most influences planning for
a performance contracting program is the curricular locus of the problems
whose solution :night call for a paerformance contracting program. Certain
parts of a school system's curriculum are more amenable to performance
contracting than other parts, and for rather convincing rcnsons.—l-/ The
"best” curriculum segment for this technique is vocational education,
or any scgment that primarily involves training activitics. This is
because training programs traditionally have objectives that can be
aczurately stated in concrete, belavioral tecrms. A rcasonable objective
of a typing course, for example, might be "to have each student typing
at 40 words peyininute with less than 159 eyror after twenty hours of
instruction”. Such an objective needs no major redefinition or clari-
fication to serve the purposecs of performance contracting--it is suf-
fic ..y specific for both partics to know what task must be performed,
and it is casy to derive uncquivocal performance neasures from this
objective, thus clintinating the possibility of serious testing--and hence
remuanerative--distortion.  And in cases like this, the frequently

dysfunctional practice of "tcaching to the west'" is precisely what the school

systcin wants,

/s Stecher and 1all, The Performance Contracting Concept ia Lducation,
p. 1L ‘




A much Jess desirable, but seemingly practicable curricular locus
L is basic verbal and quantitative skills.  Reading and math objcctives
: arc scliom so complete and unequivocal as to preclude debate beiween
t/ contractor and school systenm about exactly what is to be achieved and
! how it is to be measured; and third party supervision and;or arbitration
often is necessary when the parties to the contract are disputing ob-
jectives and performance measures [or these basic programs.  Yet
both cducators and contractors nave scemed willing to accept a range
of surrogate or proxy mecasures (mainly connected with standardized
tests) when negotiating for programs at this level. Su.ch acceptance
rajses scrious and possibly expensive questions about the validity of ]
the performance-payment schedule, about sub-optimization, and about
the real meaning and persistence of verbal and mathematical achievement.™
Still, it has provided a mutually held, cperational set of objectives,

measures, and tests for performance contracting. A major rcason for

this development, according to our experience to date, is that the need
for ncw, more cffective approaches 1o learning basic verbal and mathe-
matical skills has dictaied that most performance contracts--whether
integral or experimantal (demonstration)--concentrate exclusively on

basic reading and math ability. Though these curricular foci are less

l/lf the contract negotiators Lave faisly accurate perceptions of the 17 «age
between "real” performance (what the system actually wants) and measures
like "grade ¢ quiv ence”, of course, thiey have a hetter chance of producing

an cficetive perfermance contract. But the defects of grade equivalence
Q render such lk)tL]\U()ll“. rare,
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well suited 1o the clear definition and measure:nent of performance that
training programs can provide, school administrators have becn willing
to accept proxivs for the sake of whatever solutions performance

contracting can find.

The curricular Joci that scem Jeast appropriate for a performance

contract are those with high normative o« affective content. It is hard

to pinpojnt theege loci, since training programs and basic skills programs
themselves have significant non-cognitive aspects; but we might look

to the curriculum as a whole to have more affective influence than any

of its parts. Certainly, the gross curriculum and its moré affective

loci share the same impediment to performance contracting--highly
dchatable outputs that generally defy meanit.gful quantification. It is
important to realize that the affective results of a performance contract
for any curricuiar Jocus ave questionable, and few ciforts have yet been
made to define or limit those results. Given the contractor's profit
maximing behavior, which usually is channeled only by certain cognitive
objectives and measures and constrained only by tinr and resource
spcecifications, a performance contracting program may well have serious,
anforescen affective conscquenc\‘-s.—/ Morcover, such change can be
unpredictable, and, from the school adiministrator's point of vicw, un-

controltable. Two of the three current performance contracts that

1 . L e L s
~—/A casc in point is modification of student bchavior--and- achievement of contract
objectives--through an extringic reward system, ,
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involve an centire curriculum seem to have recognized this difficulty,
for they tic payment only to the reading a-~d math parws of their program: .l/

A sccond important precondition is the nature of the school system's
student population, and the data the system has collected to describe
that population. Data along scveral relevant dimensions--past performance
ir school and on "diagnostic" tests, age, length of time within the school
system, family background, etc.--may be uzed to write final contract
specifications. Most contractors will insist on such information as a
basis for rationally negotiating the limitations of enrollment in the con-
tracted program (unless, of course, the program is school-wide),

Such data are particularly important for explicitly experimental contracts,
where control cf subject (student) characteristics can be essential to ¢
subsequent cvaluation of the performance contracting program.

It would be rash to contend that any particular type.of student
pbpulation inherently favors letting a performance contract, yet most
performance contracts to date have involved groups of disadvantaged
students. Thus we must ask which characteristics of this kind of
population seem to {it particularly well with.certain kinds.of performance
contracts and explore the causes of the prevalence of di'sadvantagcd

students as the participants in performance contracting programs. -

1/ ary Jndiana, and Jacksonville, IPlorida., Sce J.P. Stucker and G. R,
H:l]l, ‘The Performance Contracting Concept in Fducation, p. 3l.




One obvious cause is that this is a population for which the school

system's own imcthods frequently have failed to produce lasting, signi-
ficant achicvement gains, or even to maintain previous rates of measured
achicvement growth, 1In such cases, outside help--especially help that

is explicitly motivated to improve student performance--may be indicated
as nothing more than a last resort., Secondly, disadvantaged students
often scem to have relatively clear-cut problems, both of academic
achievement and of more general behavior, Thus it seems easier to
specify objectives for this popuiation and to create fairly homogeneous
target groups for operational, experimental, and evaluative purposes.

A third apparent cause of the high incidence of disadvantaged students

in performance contracting programs is thatc the problems of this group
seem intimately conncéted with motivation, and performance contractors--
who come from the competitive world of business and operate in
situations that involve highly motivating incentives--have shown par-
ticular strength in designing effective student motivation systems that
include a range of extrinsic and intrinsic rewards. The affective by-
products of such systems are, indeced, questionable, and they can entail
painful issues of pedagogic cthics; yet from 1he.limited viewpoint of
effectiveness in cognitive development, they hold promise for the
disadvantaged, TFinally, there are powerful pragmatic considerations that
apparently suit disadvantaged populations to performance contracts. »

Such populations have attracted increasing attention in the community,

A B e A e ot
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as have school system failures to improve their achicvement scorcs,
Hence any new program for the disadvantaged, and especially one that
promiscs concrete, short-term, highly visible per[ormahce gains, is
politically attractive and constitutes a powerful community relations tool,
Morcoveyr, the prcscncé of federal funds for the disadvantaged tends to
encourage school systems to try unproved, experimental programs
for that group, and the pexformance contracting concept builds in the
objective specification, cost structure, and evaluation that federal funding
requires. And in general, many school systems view the use of per-
formance contracting for the disadvantaged as a 'no penalty" situation,
since they feel that the contractor cannot aggravate and may ameliorate
the plight of the disadvantaged. ¢

This analysis of current performance contracting applications cannot
tell us that a student population with significant numbers of the disad-
vantaged is a necessary precondition for a performance contracting
program. What it can imply is that positive indications for performance
contracting implementation would include a student population or
sub-group:

a. that has failed to show satisfactory achievement gains in responsc

to school system efforts;
b. that has relatively specific problems and characteristics;

c. that has apparently low achicvement motivation,

oA
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A third precondition concerns the school system's teachers and its
interactions with them, Orgenizational climate and culture are important
factors here, for teachers will respond to performance coniracting
largely in the ways the school svstem has taught them to respond to

other innovations and external influences. If in the past the system has

cultivated the teachers' achievement motivation by creating a climate which

stresscs autonomy, professional responsibility, moderately high stan-
daxrds, and specific rewards--either intrinsic or extrinsic--for success,
it is probable that teachers will have developed the ability to exploit
many factors in their environment for their own--and presumably, their
pupils’-~-success, In the best sense of the word, they will be entrepre-
neurs--flexible, inventive, and adaptive. In such a case, the school
administrator may have little need for a perférmance contracting program
because his in-house levels of achievement are satisfactory; but if he
docs perceive the need for such a program, he can have some assurance
that his personnel will be able to participate creatively in the contractor's
program and to take full advantage of it for their own purposes during the
turnkey phase. (With a school 'system like this, the administrator also
may want to explore the possibility of so-called "in-housc" perforrmance
contracting, which is more a control technique than a resource allocation
system. ) 1Zspecially when the contract specifies involvernent of school
system teachers, as most do, achievement oriented personnel 51‘e an

excellent precondition for performance contracting; yet the administrator
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must be careful about introducing the performance contracting concept
and the contracted program. Unless he stresses that performance
contracting is being used primarily to introduce new technologics and
strategics to help teachers improve their cffectiveness; that teachers
will he involved in planning and opera'ting the performance contracting
program; and that the contractor will work closely with teachers, his
highly motivated personnel are likely to feel by-passed and unfairly
excluded frbm decisions important enough to merit tﬁeir participation,
In contrast, a school system whose organizational climate fails to

encourage uchievement motivation because it emphasizes conformity,
risk-aversion, and conflict-avoidance may éxpect to have teachers
concerned primarily v{ith accommodation to the bureaucracy and moti~
vated by considerations of job-security. A system-teacher situation of
this type is ét once most likely to require such techniques as performance
contracting in order to improve student achievement, and least likely

to be able to implement pexformance contracting successfully, Although
the norm of conformity and the habit of accommodation can elicit token
-compliance with the performance contracting program, the Fcachérs

are Jikely to view any such innovation as a threat to job' sccurity, and
hence o resist it staunchly, Moxe importantly, they may be both unwilling
and unable to participate effectively in the contracted program (thus
aggravating their own perception of job-threat), and \\_'il_l tend to welcome

they turn-key phasc not as an opportunity to acquirce a proven teaching
3
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techno'ogy for their own use, but as the merciful end to a period of
high anxiety. In such cascs, the administrator may count himself
fortunate if performance contracting meets only with teacher apathy and
not with more cxplicit and disruptive types of obstructionism.

Realistically, neither of the above stereotypes will characterize a
particular school system; actual organizaticnal climates and teache
attitudes will fall somewhere between these two extremes. The third
precondition, then, can be stated as a question of degree: "Do the
system and the teachers in question have sufficiently lcw levels of
success to need a performance contracting prdgram and sufficiently
high achievement orientations to be able to use one?" If the answer to
the second part of this question is negative, the school system probably
has a serious teacher motivation problem which performance contracting
for student achievement cannot remedy. In this case, performance
contracting for tcacher training may be indicated.

One other aspect of this precondition demands attention--the generally
anti-performance contracting stance of tcachers' unions and associations.l/
This resistance is not as uniform as it may seem, for many teaclers
cvidently have been willing to go along with performance contracting, at

. . 2/ . .
least in the experimental stage. = But where compliance does occur, it
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~—//‘sl~ I', UFT, and, informally, the NIZA, The University of the State of
New York, The State Jducation Department, Performance Contracting in
Elementary and Secondary liducation, December, 1970, p T3

-Z-/Strucl;er and Hall, The Performance Contrnsti(x)mg Concept in Education, p. 2L
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must be described as temporary and ultimately dependent on three factors:

a. teacher perceptions of performance contracting's threat to
tenure, lo traditional salary structures, to the prevailing
professional-paraprofessional mix, and to the value of
certiﬁc.ation;

b. union resolutions and local styength;

c. legal questions about the necessity of developing performance
contracts through collective bargaining.

Union opposition may entail so much conflict and such degeneration of
éystcm-teacher relations that the projected value of performance con-
tracting becomes marginal., There are, however, several ways in which
school administrators can seck to preclude the development of union
opposition and even jn some cases to overcome it. First, the group of
educational and training technigues that compose the organizational
development approach can be used to help teachers "own" the performance
contracting program and understand it operationally., Secondly, the
program specifications that prospective contractors must meet can be
adjusted to reflect teachef concerns about automation (through teaching
machines), erosion of professional status (through use of non-certified
personnel), job competition (from teaciners hired by "the contractor
outside the system), and other threatening aspects of per[ormax?ce con-
tracting. Thirdly, before contacting potential contractors, the school

systcm can try to scll the concept, not only to teachers and legislators,
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but to the community as well.  And finally, if the administrator fecls

that his personnel are sufficiently knowledgable and motivated to explore

new teaching technologies by themselves, he may respond to union opposition
by considering so-called "in-house" performance contracts on a competitive,
cost/effectivencss basis with external proposals.

A fourth general but very important precondition is the nature of the
immediate school system--the structures, personalities, and procedures
that directly determine operations in the classroom. This precondition
can be divided into at least three major questions:

1. Are current testing procedures sufficiently informative to be used

as a basis for selecting potential pupils for the contractor's program?

Have they produced a data base reliable enough not only for grouping students,

but also for informing the general design and specific objectives of the
program :o be contracted? And has the school system 'developed a

testing program which inspires enough confidence to permit using it as

a determinant of contractor payment? Becaus.e diagnostic data and testing
are so crucial to the design and operation of a performance contracting
program, the school system that already has satisfactory testing pro-
cedures is much better suited to performance contracting, and can
excrcise more cffective control over the contractor, than the system

that lacks such procadures. Moreover, the difficulty, expense, and
danger of developing such procadures within the context of an operational

performance contract camot be overemphasized.  Even if the school
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system sceks to avoid undue contractor influence in the design of testing
by arranging with unother firm or agency for test development-or application
(usually at significant cost), the intended usc of the testing program may.
biis its broader validity. The school system that lacks a previously
developzd testing program, in addition, will be unable to verify the
utility of testing procedures before having to use.them in the very sensitive
area of payment determination; unable to develop the necessary data base;
and unablec to negotiate from a position of strength when peiformance
measurcs are heing written into the contrace, Clearly, the existence
and perceived validity of a data base and testing procedures are a
significant‘precondition, and the school system that Jacks such tools is
well advised to develop them and gain experience with them before it ini-
tiates a performance contracting program.—/

2. Js the school system sufficiently flexible to adapt to the contractor's
programland to take full advantage of it after the turn key phase? This
is a broad question that includes flexibility of student grouping, of class-
room scheduling, of teacher utilization, of curriculum composition, and
of administrative procedures. These clements are important because the
contractor and his program, as intruders in the regular school system,

are prone to isolation and ultimate rejection unless they are thoroughly

integrated from the start; and since the contractor essentially is free to

l1/.. . i : :
—-/Sllpnlm'Jons like these also may give scheol systems enough expertise
in evaluation to avoid the notorious "teaching of the test” that occurred in
Texarkana,
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design whatever program he feels will maximize achievement for his
limited group of students, the onus of integration and adaptation during J
the life of the centract falls on the school zystem.

The longer term success of a performance contracting program depends on
the successful rransference of contractor technology. An important
determinant of this process is school! system flexibility during the turn-
key phase, when the system will be required for the first time to assume

full responsibility for operating the contracted program. Thus, for the ‘

sake of ultimate success, as well as for effective, integrated, short-term
operation, the edministrator must assess his system's flexibility and
explore its limits before he considers performance contracting.

3. A fc]ated question is whether the school system is sufficiently
aware of its own educational goals, objective:s, and programs to envision o 1
where a performance contracting program might be productive. Does
the system engage in the kinds of operational and strategic planning that
will enable it to set goals-and objectives for its performance contracting
program, to determine appropriate foci for evaluation, and to specify the
ways in which performance contracting and its goals are supposed to
contribute to higher level system goals and programs? This last issue
is crucial because of the familiar danger of sub-optimization, an outcome
expecially likely with approaches which--like performance contracting--
combine great {reedom of design and operation with very powerful incentives

to achicve. In such cases, the premium placed on performance and thi2
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almost unlimited number of nlternatixﬁs tend to focus attention on the
L palpability of results, and not so much on the relevance of those results
?
L to system goals. Though all the possibly sub-optimal cffects of a con-

tractor's program cannot be specified and restricted, the major outputs
‘ can be limited to the evidently goal-congruent, and evaluation can be

designed to discourage certain kinds of sub-optimization. But the actual

- ability to develop tlese limits and to design related evaluation schemes
3

rests on system sclf-consciousness, a highly variable precondition that

1/

often finds explicit statement through planning activities. =
f [Finally, the nature of the larger school system and.its environment
are significant preconditions for a performance contracting prograim,
Relevant aspects of this precondition include: ¢

1. The contracting authority. As pointed out by the Division of

2/

Evaluation of the New York State Education Department,=’ the legal
power of a school district to contract for outside services, particularly
the extensive instructional services of most performance contractors,

is unclear and varies from state to state, It also varies according to

the type of funds used, for when federal funds are employed, the contracting

.l_/'J‘hc task of developing such awareness may not be as forbidding as it
seems, for most school system members thoroughtly comprehend system
goals without having formatized them.  "The problem then becoimes one of
heightening a pre-existing awareness, frequently through rather simple

goal-seiing proiesses.,

2/ : ’

=" The University of the State of New York, The State iducation Department, g

¥

Q Performance Contracting in Llementary and Sccondary Iiducation, pp. 4, 9, and 243
i
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agency legally is seen as the federal government.  But when a federally-
initiated performance contracting 1‘)1'ogram cventually is turned over to
the school system, the problem of contracting authority re-appears, and
it may require special, enabling legislation. In theory, this problem
stems from the issucs of who is to operate the school system and of the
degree to which contracts with third parties constitute abrogations of
school system responsibility for educational opérations; so, performance
contracts that carefully delimit the contractor's authority and emphasize

school system responsibility for program results may do much to nullify

‘the legal problem,

2. Resource allocation procedures. Variations in local resource
allocation procedures and the relative fiscal influence of the superintendent,
the school board, and, in some cases, the city council significantly
affect the feasibility of implementing a perfcrmance contracting program. If
the resource allocation process involves significant political inputs,
performance contracting easily can become an issue in factional warfare.

In such cases, the respect accorded the superintendent and his professional
staff and the degree to which they are the ultimate judges of discretionary
expenditures can be decisive. These and other aspects of resource
allocation--including the influence on school system policy and finances
exercised by an informed, articulate clectorate--will do much to affect the
initiation, continuation, and disruptiveness of a performance conzracting

program.
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3. Almost cqually important are the locally perceived problems and
responsibilities of the school systein.  As opponents of performance
contracting have noted, it is possible to view this approach as an
abdi~ation of school system responsibility, particularly in cases like
that of the State of Viginia and of Cary, Iadiana, where the contraces
cover, respectively, large numbers of schools and an entire curric‘u]um.
And the local reputation and history of the school system will largelw
dictate whetle r performance contracting is seen as an evasive tactic
or as an attempted improvement by means of expertise and economies
of scale in resecarch and development. Similarly, local percepticns of
the school system's major problems (whether its weaknesses lie in
particular segments of the curriculum, in personnel quality, in accoumability,
or in somc other area) will affect the feasibility of pcrformance contracting
and cven play some part in which aspects of such a program the school
system will eraphasize. The combination of all these local views, both
w'thin the school system and among the community, ultimately will affect
the larger school system's attitude towards performance contracting,
and determine if it is to be one of parochialism, which is highly suspicious
of the innovation; of cynical cosmopolitanism, which treats it as simply
another new approach to student achievement; or one of genuine
experimentalism, which is willing to wait for results to corroborate

either of the preceding stances.
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The Jong term impact of performance controcting on school systems
and on socicty at large is difficult to predict, for the real ability of this
technique to break through the technological and pedagonic tarriers of
education is still in doubt. It may be that performance contracting will
prove to have been simply another blind alley in the search Jor educational
effectiveness. But that scems unlikely, Whatever its ultimaze utility,
performance contracting will have confirmed the fact that eZucation
need not remain the preserve of the certified professional, that
there are alternative inethods and alternative personnel who may
be, in their own ways, as effective as the trained teacher. And it will
have widened the horizons of school administrators by coniroming them
with organizations whosec survival depends.on educational eiliciency.

If performance contracting for education persists, we probably must
look for a perrnanent revolution within the academic profession; for a
more militant public that has learned it can ask for and reczive seemingly
real achievement gains for its children; and for a profound change in the
role of the schoo! administrator, who may fiﬁd himself very quickly trans-

formed from an inspirational leader into a broker for educational services.
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*
AN LVALUATTON OF PLRFOEMANCE CORTRACTING FOR HEW
Poliy Carpenter

The Rand Corporation, Santa Monica, Califomia

INTRODUCTI ON

About two years ago various business firms and school districts
began discussing a new type of cducational arrangement called a per-
formance contract. The firms were offering to instruct students in
public schools and have their pay be a function, at least in part, of
the students' achievemcrnt gains. By acﬁicvcmcnt gain we mean cognitive
growth measured by such norm-referenced tests as the Stanford Achieve-
ment Test or the Metropolitan Achievement Test. At the beginning and
at the end of a performance contracting program each student takes one
of these standardized tests. The difference between his scores on the
two tests is called '"his gain'" and determines the contractor's compen-
sation, at least in part.

Performarce contracting is a very controversial concept. It im-
plies  involving profit-oriented firms in public school classroom duty.
It also implies using test results to measure the effectiveness of in-
struction and to measure educational output. Both these features have
produced extensive interest and concern, not only among the éducators
but among the general public as well. The history of performance con-
tracting has been evident in popular magazines, the press, and televi-
sion.

Local educational officials have expressed the need for materials

which would assist them in deciding about performance contracting

*This paper comprises the notes for a talk on a recent Rand study
of performnance contracting in education, which was performed pursuant
to Contract No. HEW-05-70-156 with the Department of Health, Education
and Welfare, The talk was prepared for the American Educational Re-
search Asgociation-American Association of School Administrators Con-
ference on Performance Contracting to be held in Washington, D.C.,
December 9-10, 1971,

None of the remarks expressed herein should be interpreted as re-
flecting the official views, policy, or opinions of The Rand Corpora-
tion or of the Deportment of Health, LEducation and Welfare.
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programs for theiv distvicts. The U.S. Department of Health, Fducation

and Hejfnro, in the summer of 1970, decided to sponsor the preparation
of a guide to wmeet this need. Rand was asked by HEW officials to under-
take the project pursuant to contract No. HEW--05-70-156.

Because any puide should be firmly grounded in empirical study of
actual programs, we have been monitoring, in depth, 8 programs in 5
citivs during the past year. We have also been following in less detail
about 15 other progrnﬁs or attempts to get programs under way. The re-
sults of Rand's work will be prescnted in three reports available to the
public. The first report, R-693-lEW, The Performaice Contracting Concept
in Fducation, was released in May 1971. The second, currently being pre-
pared for publication, is tentatively entitled Case Studies in Performance
Contracting. The third and final report will be the Performance Contract-
ing Guide addressed to decisionmakers in local schocl districts. This
report is duc this winter (1971) and will end the project.

HEW officials were very perceptive forecasters when in 1970 they
predicted that performance contracting would be a very popular innovation.
During the 1970-71 scheool year the Office of Economic Opportunity (OEO)
sponsored a 20-project, structured demonstcation and at least 50 or 60
other programs were under way, financed from a variety of sources.

Why the sudden popularity? There are probably two major reasons
for the great interest in performance contracting. The first is that
business firms have been asserting that they have the technology and
skills to close the achievement gap between students from economically
poor homes and those from more advantaged environments. Those in the
field of education have been wrestling with America's compensatory edu-
cation problems for some years with pretty heartbreaking results. They
are ripe to respond to any promise of help. A second reason for the
popularity of performance contracting has been a hope that it might be
an agent for change. FEducation is a field within which there has been
a relatively low rate of innovation. Any mechanism that might overcome
the barriers to new techniques or technologylis very attractive. In

short then, in addition to examining an intriguing new relationship be-

tween public and private organizations, the Rand/HNEVW study deals with

some very basic. issues of educational policy: the problem of improving

compensatory cducation and that of stimulating innovation.
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THE RAND/IEW STUDY

Hany people contributed to our field evaluation of ongoing perfor-
mance contracting programs. They represented a variety of disciplines--
not only education, but mathematics, economics, business administration,
and psychology. Our approach was, first, to choose a few programs to
study extensively so that we would really understand what was going on.
At the same time we wanted the sample to be diverse cnough to permit us
to generalize the conclusions that we formed. We also knew that we nceded
a flexible plan because the programs would change as the year progressed.
Finally, we usced a variety of data-gathering techniques: questionnaires,
intervicws of students, teachers and prominent people in the community,
observation in the contracted classrooms and in regular classrooms,
searches of records in central files and in school files, and, in some
cases, administration of special tests to program students.

The cities in which we did our work represented geographically
varied areas: Gilroy, California, the far west; Texarkana, Arkansas,
the south central region; Gary, Indiana, and Grand Rapids, Michigan
(industrial citics), the northeastern region; and Norfolk, Virginia
(a southern city) the eastern seaboard (Fig.'l). Not only were these
cities geographically varied, their other characteristics were varied
also (Fig. 2). Population ranged from quite small in Gilroy (around
11,000) to fairly large in Norfolk (around'300,000). School enrollments
ran from 5,000 in Gilroy to 55,000 in Norfolk., The predominant minority
group in each city was usually black, although in Gilroy the minority
group was Spanish surnamed. The percent of minority was also quite
varied; as a matter of fact, the 60 percent "minority" in Gary indicates
that the blacks are actually the majority in that particular city.

The programs themselves also were quite diverse. Some of the major
features of the 8 programs studied arc displéyed on Fig., 3. The contrac-
tors were Behavioral Research Lab in Gary; Westinghouse Learning Corpo-
ration in Gilroy and in Grand Rapids; Alpha Learning Systems in Grand-
Rapids (Alpha was part of the OEO experiment), CMES (Combined Motiva-
tion Education System) in Grand Rapids; Learning Research Association
in Norfolk; and Dorsett Lducation Systems (during 1969-70) and LEduca-

tional Development Lab (during 1970-71) in Texarkana.
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Fig. l--Locations of the Five Case Studies
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SCHOOL PERCENT
CITY NAME | POPULATION | gpopimeny | MINORITY | ooty
GARY 182,000 47,000 BLACK 60
SPANISH
GILROY 11,250 5,000 SURNA ME 34
GRAND RAPIDS | 200,000 41,000 BLACK 20
NORFOLK 300,000 55,000 BLACK 30
TEXARKANA 60,000 14,000 BLACK 27

Fig. 2--Characteristics of cities in field study
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CON- CON-
CON- TRACT TRACT
CITY NAME CON- | sypJjecTS [STUDENTS|GRADES|TRACTORY paANAGE. |EVALUA-
A TRACTOR SELEC- y TION
MENT
TION | sypport | OF
AUDIT
GARY BRL Al 850 K-6 3 NO YES
READING, .
GILROY wie | 100 7-4 s NO NO
. READING 1-3
! r) Y
ALPHA |5 600 7.9 C ES YES
GRAND READING, )
R APIDS cMEs R 600 6-9 3 NO YES
READING, _ ~ ' |
wic | e 400 1-6 3 NO NO i ,
NORFOLK LRA READING 250 ‘.9 c YES YES
DORSETT |READING,
(1969-70){ MATH 350 ) 7-12 ¢ YES YES
TEXARKANA EDL READING
(1970-71)| MATH 285 7-12 C YES YES
Fig. 3--Features of the eight programs
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The subjects taught woere generally reading and mathematics, al-

though 1n Norfoll: reading was the only subject taught. In Gary, all
subjects in the curriculum were taught, since Cary's.program involved
the entire Banncker Flementary School. Unlike most experimenfal and
demonstration programs in education most of these programs involved
fairly large numbers of students. The Gilroy program was the smallest
with only 100 students; the Gary program, the largest with 850. CGCrades
ranged from kindergarten to the 12th grade.

Contractors were selected in one of two ways: by sole source se-
lection (that is, the school district agreed beforchand to give the
_contract to a particular contractor) or by competitive bid (that is,
several contractors submitied proposals from which the school district
selected one). The programs were evenly divided between those two
methods. There were other contractual arrangements. For cxample, a
management support group was often hired to assist the school district
in managing the contract, since many schocl districts felt they lacked
the management expertise necessary to handle the business relationships
involved in contracts of this type. Similarly, independent evaluation
or audit were sometimes contracted on the theory that if an independent
evaluator were used, there would be no grounds for charges of collusion.
These kinds of arrangements introduced some difficulties in the programs,

which will be discussed later.

EFFECTS OF PERFORMANCE CONTRACTING

The cffects of performance contracting will be discussed in five
areas: instruction, student learning, program cost, program management,
and the contractors. Several points will be addressed regarding instruc-
tion. ﬁid the programs actually change instruction? What kinds of
changes took place? And what was the extent of these changes? The kinds

of changes can best be exemplified in a description of the more open

classrooms in the programs. The typical scene in a regular classroom in
the inner-city schools had the teacher at the head of the class before :
rows of students seated in desks bolted to the floor. The teacher might
be leading a discussion, asking questions or reprimanding the students.

This scenc was quite familiar, to most of those conducting the study.
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The scene in the more open classrooms of the performance contracting
programs wis entirely different. We saw the teacher sitting at a desk,
possibly discussing a picece of work with a student; in other parts of
the room some students might be sitting at a table, listening to a tape
recorder; others would be sitting in study carrels working on workbooks;
others sitting at tables reading; and still others walking about getting
materials or putting them away. Frequently there would be a teacher
aide helping some of the students with their work or with equipment.

The contrast with the atmosphere of the regular classroom was quite
marked. Students in performance-contracting programs scemed to be

more self-reliant, more interested in what was going on, more mature
about their learning than were the students in regular classrooms.

Another change was that all of the programs emphasized individual-
ization of instruction in the sense that each student was tested to
determine his strengths and weaknesses in the program subjects and then
a course of stuuy was prescribed tailored to remedying his weaknesses
and to building on his strengths. Thus every student could have a
slightly differ :nt course of study.

There was an emphasis on teaching the skills of reading and mathe-
matics for two reasons. First, these are the skills that almost every-
one agrees are necessary for functioning in our technological world,
and it is precisely in these skills that the'disadvéntaged student is
weak. Second, it is easier for educators to agree on the precise skills
that everyone should have than it is to agree on what should be the con-
tent of, say, a.social studies curriculum. In effect, reading and math-
ematics are less controversial subjects than some others that might be
taught.

It took time to implement fhe changes in instruction even within
the program, since all of the "learning systems" had to be tailored to
fit the many different variables in specific districts. Some of the
programs did not become fully implemented until almost half of the year
was gone. At the beginning of the study we were also concerned that
the programs would remain "encapsulated" the vay so many experimental
and demonstration programs do in education--a situation where practi-

cally nobody outside of the program cares or cven knows anything about
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it. Althoupgh this scemed to be the case at the beginning of the 1970-

71 school ycar, as time went on the proprams secemed to be almost selling
themselves. Teachers became interested in them, and wanted to know more
about the techniques. By the end of the programs, in most cases, the
ideas had spread to other teachers and schools in the district. In some
instances, teachers who were initially hostile were won over, especially
as they began to see that the contractors were not going to be as spec-
tavularly successful as they had first claimed.

The key question, however, is, Did performunce contracts have bet-

*
ter than averape effects on student learning as measured by standerdized

tests? The measure used was the gain score--the difference between a
student's score on a pret.st and his score on a posttest. Normally we
would expect that an average stucd:nt would gain one year in one year of
instruction mcasured, say, in the spring of one year and the spring of
the next. However, in these preograms this rarely happened, as shown on
Fig. 4. 1In Gilroy the reading gain was significantly better than that
of other Title I students** that year. The math gain was mixed--better
at one grade and worse al anoiher. Since Westinghouse Learuing Cchdi
ration had promised that the Gilroy program would provide better than
one year's growth in one year, the program did not live up to the con-
tractor's promise. The Westinghouse Learning Corporation program in
Grand Rapids was similar to that in Gilroy; the gains were about the
same as those of the Title I students in Grand Rapids in the past.

The CMES program in Grand Rapids seems to have done quite well,
However, the gains made are based on results from only a third of the
student population. Frequently in performance contracting programs
contract provisions are not included for students who enter late, or

leave early, or who do not have pretest or posttest scores. Only a

*A standardized test is one that has been given to a large number
of students throughout the United States so that the test publishers
can say what score the average 3d, 5th, or 6th grade child, for example,
will make. A certain student's score may then be c¢ompared with these
norms to determine his grade level.

*k .
Referring to Title I of the L.cmentary and Secondary Fducation
Act; these are students that are disadvantages in terms of various mea-
sures such as tamily income or membership in a wminority group.
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MEAN
CITY NAME|CONTRACTOR| 5 yie REMARKS
oAy el 17 /1.7 | READING /MMATH /15T GRADE
‘ ‘ 7712 | READING /IAATH/2ND —6TH GRADE
GILROY WLC 6/.8 |READING/MATH
TEST IENTIFICATION NOT RELEASED
ALPHA NR | By OFD. THREE TESTS USED )
GRAND |
ARD CMES 1.2/1.0 | READING /MATH
WLC 7/.6 |READING/MATH
0.1 |READING/5TH GRADE
NORFOLK. LRA 0.5 |READING/7TH GRADE
0.5 |READING/9TH GRADE
DORSETT NR
TEXARKANA
EDL 5/.3 | RELDING/MATH/G6TH—12TH GRADE

Fig. 4--Mean gains on standardized tests
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third of the students In the CHLS program tocok the full course of study
ad had both pretest and pouttest seores.  We do not know what the other
students would nave scored,

The data on the Dorsett Educational Systems (in Texarkana) progranm J
wil] never be available because of the alleped teaching of test itews
in the Dorsctt program. ‘This illustrates an dmportant point. Tn per-
formance centracting, data may be withheld frem the public for various
reasons,

In Norfolk we have an interesting situation., At tle 7th and 9th
gradd levels the students achieved about whet they would have achieved
in an ordinary program; thus learning Research Association did not ful-
fill its guarantee of 1.7 yecars of growth in 1 year. At the 5th grade
the pain scores appeared to be almost purely the result of chance. The
pretest of these students showed many of them to be functionally illit-
erate, so the teacher chose first to improve their word-attack skills,
that is, their ability to hear a word and then find it on the printed
page. For most of the year this objective was pursued, and almost none

of the children progresrsed to reading comprehension objectives. Dut )

word attack skills were not included on the norm-referenced tests. For
example, the Matropolitan Achievement Test (MAT) has three sections, one
of which measures word-attack skills. Since this secticn has to be ad-
ministered orally, it is expensive to administer and requires special |
training of the test administrator. Thus this section was not used in
the evaluation. The two sections used measured reading comprehension

and vocabulary. Therefore it is not too surprising that the gain scores
on the MAT appcared to be random, as illustrated on Fig. 5. (Gain scores
on the other two tests used at the 5th grade showed similar distributions.) %
A test of the word-attack skills assigned to the students in the program ‘
showed that they had mastered these objectives at the rate of about 80

to 90 percent. Ve cannot, however, conclude that the students learned

something f{rom the propram, because they were not pretested ‘on these

objectives nor was a control group used. Thus in evaluating programs

it is necessary that the program and the testing instruments are syn-

chronized and that base-line data are obtained.
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Fig. 5--Gain scores (Mat) 5th grade reading Norfolk
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The Gary program appears to have been much more successful than

the others, particularly in the arca of mathematics. There were two

obvious differconces between the Gary program and the others. Perhaps -
the wost important was that because the contractor had control of the

entire curriculum, he was able to concentrate almost exclusively on

teaching reading and math during the first semcster. Another important

difforence was that Gary parence were clearly deeply involved in their

children's education, in cﬁntrast to most of the parents of students

in other programs.

The costs of the performance contracting programs can be compared
to each other and to those of other compensatory programs if the unit
costs arc the sare, for example, if a teacﬁer 1.8 assumed Lo receive
the same salary whether he or she is teaching in Gary or Norfolk. On
this basis, the costs that would be incurred yearly for instruction for
reading or mathematics (there was no significant difference in cost be-
tween reading and mathematics) of the performance contracting programs
would be similar to or sometimes 25 percent lecs than those of the
regular Title I programs. This is because the contractors substituted
materials, aides, and equipment for teachers. For example, in the Nor-
folk performance contracting program the teacher handled 25 students in
the classroem, five periods a day. In a comparable remedial-readirg
program under Title I in Norfolk, the teacher handled 10 students tive
to six periods a day. Moreover, when we asked the Norfolk teachers in
the performance contracting program whether they felt the class size
was too large, they said they thought it was too small. They could ”
have handled more students if the room had been larger.

Compensatory programs, including performance-contracting programs,
should be and arc more expensive than regular programs by 60 to 70 per-
cent. After all, these programs are trying to make up for deficiencies
not only ir the student's education but i; his home enviroument as well.

Performance contracting had an effect on program management. We
know that not only school systems but almost all institutions are short
of the management talent that is needed to effectively implement change.
Fortunately, in cach of the programs there was someone willing and able

to take over the duties of effectively implementing the program; in
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some other programs lack of leadership resulted in ineffective imple-
mentation,  Because the programs were developmental in nature, flexi-
bility of manapenment was needed.  Theve were times when the contractual
arrangements actually hindered changes that should have been made to

make the program more effective.

I

4

t’¢ Although we would expect qualified tcachers to be involved in pro-
grams of this type, scme of the contractors felt that they had programs

} that were 'teacher-proof'" and even went so far as to try to show that

' no matter what kinds of teachers were assigned the program would work.

|

By the end of the year, however, these contractors had realized the

importance of making use of the teachers'

knowledge of the student pop-
ulation as a valuable resource in implementing their program.

A number of people in the school district had to assume new roles.

- vy

In order for the contractors to make good their claims that their sys-
tems could teach they had to actually become involved in the instruc-
tional process. School administrators had to be sure that they lived
up to the terms of the contract: that enough students were available
at the right time, that the rooms were ready, and that tests were ad-
ministered properly. And teachers had to become mamagers of instruc-
tion rather than presenters cf information.

What advantages did the contractors receive from their programs?
We are not sure that they made any money. None of them fulfilled his
performance guarantee except BRL and CMES, but because we do not know
how much the 1970-71 programs actually cost the contractors, we cannot
say whether they gained or lost. Although monetary gain has been pub-
licized as one of the reasons contractors are interested in performance
contracting, we think they are much more interested in obtaining new
markets and follow-on contracts. Most of the contractors have small
organizations that have had difficulty breaking into the educational
field or providing competition to major textbook manufacturers. The
performance contracting mechanism gave them a way in because of the
performance guarantee. Follow-on contracts have resulted from almost
every program that we have monitored. Westinghouse Learning Corpora-
tion in Gilroy is the only one without a follow-on contract because

Westinghouse has decided to close down its Learning Division. However,
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even in Gilrov teachers want to continue the Westinghouse approach in

their own lcarning centers.  The demise of Westinghouse in Grand Rapids
was followed by the formation of a company called Learning Unlimited,
which is going to continue the Westinghouse type of operation.

ADVANTAGES AND DISADVANTAGES

Performance contracting has some disadvantages and problems. The
disadvantages are complexity and narrowness. The technique is inherently
complex because tlhe contractual arrangement introduces new problems in
assignment of authority and responsibility and the management of the
new program becomes more involved. The technique is currently narrow
because the performance contruct must focus ¢ :tkill are.:., since the
definition of objectives and the construction of tests are difficult
in more controversial subjects such as art or social'studies.

There was also an exacerbation of old problems. Management prob-
lems may be accentuated; legal difficulties may arise from contractual
arrangements, which may sometimes violate the education code or agree-
nents with textbook manufacturers or teacher unions; problems related

to tests and test administration will be more obvious because measure-

- ment is so crucial to perfermance contracting; finally, the issue of

teacher status has caused difficulty with teachers and teacher unions.
Performance contracting offers two important advantages for teach-
ers and students. First, it really does facilitate radical change.
Outsiders to the educaticnal system are freer to implement change than
are those who are part of the system. Second, pefformance contracting
has caused an increased emphasis on accountability: The schools now
feel they are accountable for student learning, rather than for inputs,
such as the teacher/student ratio or teacher's salaries. The emphasis
on student learning is a very healthy tﬁing. It has forced the con-
tractors to look very carefully at their systems and to understand what
their claims mean in terms of student learning. School administrators
have become more aware of the problems of evaluation and testing.
Teachers have become more aware of the necessity for their students to
measure up to other students or to their own past performance; and the

students themselves may become accountable in the future. In fact,
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rumor has it that some students in a small town in Texas complained
that, since they were the ones ultimateiy responsible for their own
learning, a performance contract let to a nearby cducational firm should
have been given to them directly.

In conclusion, we think performance contracting will continue for
at least a few years, in spite of somc of the poor showings on student
achievement. Certainly the follow-on contracts suggest this, even
though some of them do not have performance guarantees, and new con-
tractors are entering the field. Performance contracting is also a
helpful change agent and does provide the emphasis on accountability
that is currently in vogue. Whether the technique will have any last-
ing benefit we cannot say. First, considerable work will be needed to

develop measuring instruments before performance contracting can be of

wider use.
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Some Problems in Assessing Educational Performance

Robert J.. Ebel
Michigan State University

1. Background and overview

The assesswent of performance is as old as human history. The last
verse of the first chapter of the book of Genesis says, "And God saw every-
thing that he haa made, and behold it was verv good." Since then most of
us vho were made in His image have had many occasions to foliow his good
example, though(often without the same satisfying conclusion.

Assessing the cducational attainments of'stndents, directly, and thus
of .their teachers, indirectly, also has a long history, It began at least
4,000 ycars ago, for there arc good records of an elaborate system of achieve-
ment oxaminatione, which provided entry to the civil service, in the Shun
dynast§ of ancient China. It continued in the middle ages. The Jesuits, for
exanple, prepared a detailed and techniéally sophisticated set of rules for
the conduct of written examinations which, if followed carefully, would
improve many of the examinations we give today. .

Assessment played an important role in the early qevelopment of'public
education in this country, at the initiative of Horace Mann aund others. It
began to become a science, or af least a technology, in the early years of
this century, in the hand; of wen like Cattell, Thorndike, McCall and Wood.
Now, with the proliferation of wide scale testing programs, with the perfec-
tion of electronic test processing equipment, and with public pressure for

accountability in the educational enterprise, assessment continues to play a

Prenared for Presentation to the National Conference on Performance Contracting,

Flkridge, Mavyland, December 9 - 10, 1971
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leading role in the process of education., Surely it Js an essential part of

any system of performance contracting.

The procens of assessing performance in education, hovever, is much more
complicated than 1t appcars to be to many of our fellow citizens. As they
sce 1t, all one has to do is to give a test. Each student cither passes or
falls it. The proportion that passes indicates the effectiveness of the
educational program. Where the test comes from, what it really measures, how
good it is, whaL the scores mean, how the passing score is determined; these
and many other bard questions that trouble tést specialists a great deal
trouble the gencral public ﬁardly at all. They trust our technical compe-
tence to do the job that nceds doing far more than it ought to be trusted.
For even anmong us educatlional specjalists therc are confusions, uncertainties
aﬂd sharp differences of opinion. There are, in short, some difficult
problems in assessing performance adequately.

lﬁis paper is addressed to some of the more important of those problas.
It is organizcd around seven questions which pose those problems:

What performance should bLe assessed?

How should perforrnance be assessed?

Who should assess educatiornal performance?

How can the nccessary tests be obtained?

How can teaching to the test be prevented?

How should the test scores be interpreted?

What level of performance should be considered satisfactory?
Clearly these problems of assessment are not-unique to performance contract-
ing. They arise whenever a performance that can be learned is to be assessed.
But some of them have unique facets, or present unusual difficulties, when
These

fulfillment or non-fulfillment of a performance contract is at stake.

special problems will be taken note of as the more general problems are being

considered.
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2. VWhat performance should be assesaed?

A direct answer to this question is, "The performauce you've been trying

to teach.," Rut this answer is vot as simple or us <wviously corvect as {t
scems at first glance., Sonme would dery that sch.ols should be concerned pri-
marily with teaching pupils to perinrm. Tbe would argue that schools should
aim to develop the pupil's knovicdge, uns sratanding, attitudes, interests and
ideals; that schools should te concerced with cognitive capabilitics and
affective dispesitions ruther than with.pcrformances. They would agree that
capabilities anl dis-usitions can nly.be assessed by observing performﬁnces,
but would irnsist that the p-rformances thémselves are not the goals of
achieverment, ut only tte indlcators of it. A teacher who is concerned vith
the pupil's cognitiv: capabilivies and aff- tive digpositions will teach
quite c¢ifferently, fhey claim, t' 1 one whnse attention 1s focused solely

on the pupil's performances. And, if perfcrmances arc not goals but caly
{ndicater , we should choose Lhe‘ones to use In assessment on the basis of
their effectiveness as indicators. Clearly we cannot choose them in texnmA

of the amount of effort we made to develop them.

But, if we reject performance goals, another question arises. What
should be the relative emphasis placed on affective dispositions as opposed
to cognitive capabilities. Here is another issue that divides professional
cducatdrs. To some, how the pupil feels; his happiness, his interest, his.
sclf-concept, his yearnings are what should concern teachers the most. To
others the pupil’d cognitive resources and capabilities are the main concern.
Both would agree that cognition and affect interact, and that no school ought

to concentrate solely on one and ignore the other. But, they disagree on

which should receive primary emphasis.
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In trylng to resolve this {gsue Lt may be helpful to observe two things,
The first i3 that the 1nstructi§nal prograns of almost all achools are ained
directly at the cultivation ¢f cognitive competence {n such things as reading,
mehematlies, written expression, sclence, history, etc. The pupil's affec-
tive dispositions; his interests, atvitudes, self concept, 1deals, ectc.
constitute conditions that facilitate or inhibit cognitive achievewent. They
may be enhanced bv success or impalred Ly failure. The ruics of discipline
and order adopted anc enforced in the schgol,\ﬁhe models of excellence and
humanity provided by the teachers, these and other conditions in the school
have powerful affective influences on pupils. But they are byproducts, not
the main products «¢f the instructional effort. 1t is almost impossible to
find any school that has plamned and successfully operated an instructional
program aimed orimavily at the attainment of affective goals,
The second thing to observe and remember is that if a schoof should set
out deliberately to develop certain afféctive dispositions, it has only two
_affective means to use. One is the cultivation of cognitive competence, of
knowledge of good and evil, of consequences likely to follow certain acts,
The other is conditioning, the use of rewards and punishments to habituate
students to seek this and avoid that. Conditioniung is a powerful tool.
Hitler and his colleagubs used 1t with great success in Gevmany, particularly
in the Hitler Youth groups. But, clearly it Is also a dangerous tool. The
cultivation of cognitive competence is far better suited to the education of
intelligent beings for life in a free society. Ilence, we conclude that the

emphasis most schools do place on the cultivation of cognitive competence 1is

not misplaced.




What f« cognitive compotence? ‘fwo distinetly different answers have

been given, One is that ft requires acquisition of knowledge. The other 1s
that 1t requires developnent of intellectual skills, Here is another issue
on which educational speciallsts are divided.

To avoid confusion or superficfality on this Issue it is necessary to

be quite clear on the meanings attached to the terms knovledpe and intellec=

tual skills., Knowledge, as the term is used here, is not synonymous with informatio

It is more ncarly synonywmous with
understanding.  Knowledge is built out of information by thinking. It i3 an

integrated structure of relationships among concepts ana propositions. A
teacher can give his students infonnation.. He cannot give them knéwledge.
A student must earn the right to say, "L knw.,”" by his own thoughtful efforts
to understand.“

Whatever a person experiences directly .in living or vicariously by
reading or listening can become part of his knovledge, It will become part
of hié knowledge 1f he succeeds.in integrating that experience into the
structure of his knowledge, so that it makes sense, is likely to be remembered,
and will be aveilable for use when needed. Kriowledge is e;sentially a
private possession. lnfomation can be made public. Knowledge cannot. Henze,
it would be more aprreoprlate to speak of a modern day information "explosion"
than of a knowledge explosion.

The term intellectual skills has also been used with a varicty of mean-

iﬁgs. _further, those who use 1t often do not say, precisely and clearly,
what they mcaﬁ by it. Most of them seem not to mean skill in specific
operations, such as speliing a word, adding two fractioﬂs, diagraming a
sentence or balancing a chenical equation. They are likely to conceive of

intellectual skills in much broader terms, such as observing, classifying,
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measuring, canmuntceating, predicting, {nferring, experimenting, forwmulating
hypotheses, and Interpreting data.

| It sceme elear that these broader fntelizctual skills cannot be developed
or used very effectively apart from substantial bodies of relevant knwwledge.
To be skilliul fn formulating hypotheses nb;ut the cause of a patient's persls-
tent headuaches one needs to know a considerable amount of ncurology, anatony
and physiology, as much as possible about the known disorders that cause
headaches, and @ great deal about the history and habits of the person who is
suffering them. That is, to show a particular intellectual skill a person
wust possess the relevant knowledge. (Note +.c¢cli at this point that a person
cann;t look up the knowledge he needs, for kniwledge, 1n the sense of the

term we are using, cannot be looked up. Only information can be looked up.
Knowledge has to be built by the knower, himself.) And, if he does possess
the velevant knowledre, what else does he need to show the desired skilly

Intellectual skill that goe;lbeyond knovledge can be developed 1n
specific operations like spelling a word or adding fractions. But, the more
general (and variable from instance to instance) the operation becomeé, the
less likely it is that a person's intellectual skill ﬁill go far beyond his
knowledge.

Those who advocate the development of intellectual skills as the princi-
pal cognitive alm of education often express the helief (or hope) that these
skills will -‘be broadly transferrable from one area of subjeét matter to
another. But, if the subjects are quite different, the transfer is likely
to be quite limited. Who would hire a man w?ll trained in the measurement of

personal characteristics for the job of measuring stellar distances and compo-

sitions?




Our conclusicen at this point fs that schools which emphaslize copnitive

achiaevements, which s the vast wajority of them, should continue to culti-

vate kuowledge rather than sonmcthing other than knowledge called {ntellectual

skill. They should continue to do so at least until intellectual skills have
been more clearly definced, and their contributions to effective performance

which are different fron and independent of knowvledge have been positively

identified.

3. How should performance be assessed?

Two small questions and one large one arise when we begin to consider,
how a learner's educational performance should be assessed. Let us take up'
the small ones first. |

Should performance be assessed By observing the learner's behavior in
natural cveryday situatiouns or in scmewhat ar;ificial circumstances of a
formmal tsst? If we had enough skilled observers so that individval learnars
could Bc folluwed and observed clo&ely s they worked thelr way through the
everyday situations they encounter, if we could get funds to pay for such
extensive and expeasive observation and i{f the learner would continue to
behave naturally in the presence of ‘:he observer, then the first alternative
might be worth consideration. But, natural bchavior is troublesome and
costly to observe systematically, and most Qifficult to assess precisely.
Hence, assessment via testing is almost always preferred because of its

convenience and uniformity and because of the reliability of the assessments

it yilelds. When edicational achievements .of the kind schools spend most of
their time developing are to be assessed, the error iutroduced by the artifi-

clality of the testing situation tends to be small.
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If tests are to be uscd, should.(hvy be essay or objectiva? If one
wishes to asaess the quality of a student's prose style, or of his handwrit-
ing, the use of an essay test is {ndispensable. But, 1f one wishes to assess
his strucfure of knowledge {n an arca, the objective test can do the job Just :
as adequately, or more so, at the cost of much less time, labor and mouney.
ObJective tests uced not be, and seldom are, in fact, limited to testing
superficial recall of factual information, Little blind guessing is done on
appropriate objectlve tests by well-motivated e*aminees. The folklore that
disdains cbjective testing dies hard, but it {s clear that such tests provide
the only practical means of obtaining.vniid assessments of performance on any
large scale. Education in America 1s a large-scale operation.

Consider now the larger question that reyates to the hovw of assessment.

ould the tests b designed to yield norm-referenced or criterlon refc’e‘nced

] . .
an-referenccd test 1z intended to indicate how much of 1

\ .
suree? A criteri
P

some desired achievement a given student has managed to acquire. A norm-
referenced test i1s intended to indicate how the amount one student has
acquired compares with the anounts other students have &cquired.

It may be useful to note, at tuis point, that thz score on any achieve-
‘ment test can have both criterion refereunced and norm referenced meaning.

.

That is, 1t can Indicate what proportion of a set of Pesks of ;phivan‘kind

L AN
ng wherebl

¥

a given pupil can successfully complete. If scores o 'S? pilsyon the
same test are avallable, the same score can be used to detc:;?

stands in the group; high, middle or low. Both indications are useful y@
the assessor, The issue before us, then, is not whether one kind of meaning

should be attended to exclusively, and the other disregarded. It is whether

w2 should bulld tests so as to be most effective in providing criterion- é
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redated or norm-velated memnlog,  Maklng a test do one of the two Joby better
1n likely, at Jeast tu theory, to make it do the other somewhat less wvell,

The key to the theovetical difference between the tvwo kinds of tests is
in the standards used to select the dtems. Yor a criterfon-related test cach
item should be written so that a correct answer lidlcates attalnment of noue
Iaportant element of achievement iﬁ the subject of the test. That the 1itenm
may be enswered correctly by most exgmincus, and, hence, discrimate peorly
(by the usual reasures of item discriminatior) is of lettle concern. 7%u the
constructor of a criterion-referenced test, the relevance of the item ta the
goals of achievement is more important than the information it providcs-on
differences in achievement among students.  T.is is the theory, at least.

The constructor of a norm-referenced tast is also concerued with the
relevance of the question to the goals of in;truction. But, in addition, he
is likely to pay attention to how much information the item provides about
differences cmong nupils in achicvemwent. Given two items of nearly equal
relevance to the goals of imstruction, he will choose the one that ¢'scrimin-
ates better between stude 5 of h{gh and lov achievement. The constructor of
the criterion referenced test would be expected tu discount evidence of dis-
criminatory poﬁbr and chooze the itew which scemed the more relevant to the
goals of instruction,

On closer exauination the theoretical differences between nom-referenced
and criterion vefevenced testz turn out to be Jess than miéht appear at flrst,
Relevaunce, as we have noted, 1s important in both tests. So is discrimination,
despite disclaimers from proponents of criterion referenced testing. For the
items in a criterion referenced test must discriminate those who have actalned

a particular goal from those who have not. Both kinds of tests require good

™
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test ftems for which answers (1) can be defended ac correct, (2) are not

concealed from capable students by azbipulty or f{naccuracy of expression and
(3) are not given away to the incapable by unintuntional clues. A good cri-
terion refercnced test might be remarkably similar to a good norm-referenced

test on the sanc subjects, With labels removed even a corpetent judge might

find it difficult to tell which was which just by looking at the items,

Preference for criterion refercnced tests is often based on two rather
unrealistic assumptions or expectations. One is that in a wailntaught course
most of the students will attain most of the objectives of instruction, 1If
they do, even a good test item would show little discrimination among
students, for no important differences amcug them exist to be discriwminated.
But, indixidual differences among students in Lackground, motivation and
achicvenent cannot be abolished by Procrustean techniques of "mastery learn-
ing," though they may be obscured by repeated testing until a satisfactory
performance is gctained. Even a homogencous group of students, when faced
with a challenging course of instruétion is ;ikely to show substantial
individual differcnces in achievemert. Good items testing that achicvement
ave likely to dizcriminate between individuals of high and of low achievenent.

A sccond unrealistic assumption is that by basing each.itcm in the test
on a scparate important objective of instruction, the constructor of a
criterion referenced test can obtain scores that more accurately indicate
how much a student has actually learned of what was set out to be learned.
The trouble with this notion is that different objectives are not separate,
discrete entities, independent of caqh'othgr. They are all interdependent
parta of a complex whole. They tend to resist clear definition az dlistinct

canponents, for they overlap and interact. Success on a particular discrete

o




11

test dtem alwost never indicates that one particular discerete objective, and
only that objactive, has been attained.

"Amount to be learned" and "amount a given student has learned" are both
vary difficult to quantify precisely. It is usually safe to infer that the
student who answers more questions right on the test has learned more about
the subject matter of the test than the Studeﬁt whio answers fewer questions
correctly. But, except in a fow special cases like spelling or the basic
addition facts, it Is inappropriate to use a test score, even a criterion-
-referenced test score, as a basis for estimating the fraction a student has
learned of what it was hoped he might_lcgrn. To make matters worse, the
hoped-for amount of learning is usually based on the private subjective
Judgment of a particular teacher or test constructor. Scldom if ever is it
based on generally accepted, clcarly defined standard of achicvement,

From these conslderations we conclude tl.at critericn*rafcreqced testing
offers mo great pronlse for substantial improvewments in the assessment of
edﬁcational performance. Test scores need to indicnte, and nmost test scores
do indicate, both how nuch a student has achieved relative to the subject
ratter and heow much he has achieved relative to his classmates.or peers.,
Where we can make those indications more precise or more valid we should do
so._'But, we should not expect criterion-referenced testing to express the
complexity of educational achievement with high precision on a simple

numnerical scale.

4. Who should assess educational performance?
In the cducational systems of the United States, student performance has
usually been assessed by the person who tried to develop the performance

capability, that {s by the tcacher. Efforts of educational leaders, govern-~
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mental agencles or the public to Introduce external assessments of perfor-

mance have been strongly resisted by school adnintstrators and classroon
teachers. They have justificd their opposition on these grounds among
others:

External evaluations of achicvement will lead inevitably to
external control of the curriculum. '

Externally produced tests are not cempletely relevant to the
local instructional objectives, and hence lead to invalid evalua-
tions.

Tcachers,‘threatened by poseibly unfavorable assessments,
wlll abandon effective pupil-oriented t&;ching and instead teach
to the tests via rote learning and drill.’

External tests place too much emphasis on easily nmeasured

but less essontial sutcemes, i.e,, recall of factual informuation,

-y

to the neglect of more important but less tangible outcemes in
the area of personality, adjustwent, character and values.

There is some truth, but much more error in these allegations. External

assescuents can be harmful to the process of education, but they need not be.

1]

Properly employed, they can do much more good than harm. Teachers and school
»
administrators nced to face the fact that external evaluations of their
effectiveness 1s incvitable. They cannot escape accountabllity to students,
parents and taxpayers. The question of external evaluation is not whether
but how and hew wuch and by whan.
Both the process and the product of education nced to be evaluated. The

process can be cvaluated informally by students, parents, supervisors and

teachers, and formally by specifically designated teams of observers. The
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product can also be evaluated informally on the basis of incldental ¢ serva-
tion, or formully on the basis of test perlformance. It Is the use of tests
In assessing the product of education that is of wost concern to us here.

Who should make the test? Even for an external evaluation the test
should be planmmed by a team including both local teachers and outside evalu-
ation epecialists. The test should then be developed externally and adm{nis-
tered to pupils by scmeone other than their regular teaéhcr. Relevance,
expertness and Impartiality are the keys to effective extcfnal assessment
via tests of student performance. The tests-used must be relevant to the
goals of insgruction. The ;ésts should be developed or selected by experts
in the measurement of edgcational achievement. The tests should be adminis-
tered and scored, and the results interpreted, by persons who have no
responsibility for developing the performance which is being assessed.

Tmportant as it is, external asgessment provides only part of the
information needed for a comprehensive formal assessment of performance.
The other main part should come from the teachers themselves, using tests
they have designed and built, or selected from available standardized
instrdments. A balanced program of formal asscssment will include both
internal and external tests.

what has been said in the precediug paragraphs about assessments of
the process and product of education in conventional instruction applles
with even greater force in performance contracted instruction. Relevance,
expertness and iwpartiality are again the keys to success. They also present
difficult problems. Because performance contractors seldom have tenurc they
are likely to be even more concerned than teachers typically are to have

their methods and results assessed .fairly and adequately. Because of the
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moncey and spectal effort dnvolved, the school authorftics llewlse have a
large stake In the quality of the assessment. Failure to do a competent,
coaprchensive job of avsesswment could discredit the whole enterprise of \ 1
performance contracting. Doing a competent job is not easy, but it is

clearly possible.

5, How can the necessary tests be obtalned?

The two ¢bvious alternative answers to this question are (1) to find,
select, and buy a satisfactory ready-made standardized test, or (2) to
develop or employ swaeone else to develop a satisfactory custon-made test,
built to particular specifications. There are pros and cons to each alter-
native,

‘ The easy availability, relatively low cost and good repute of a widely
used standardized test are persuasive arguments for the first alternative,.

1 ~ N
Furthormere, publi

0n

hoed standardized teste are usually provided with nora: of

achievereiit based nn the performances of large numbers of pupils from move or

less well defined groups. Such noms are a considerable help in score intcr-
p;ctation. However, such tests are not available in all, or even most, of
the special fields of learning pursued in the schools. Even ;f a test with
the proper title is available, it may turn out that the tasks it presents are
not highly relevant to the objectives of instruction in a particular course.
Worst of all, the ecasv access teachers or performance contractors have to

published standardized tests opens the door to specific coaching of pupils

to do well on that particulur test. These problems are not insoluable. Some

teachers and performance contractorshave made effective use of standardized
tests as external assessments of performance. 1n many situations, however,

the disadvantages of using standardized tests will outweiph the advantages.
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Zhé nlturnntivn to urlng a standardlzed tost fa to bulld or Yuve butle,
a tess desipned espectally to contribute 1 .ta Lo a partleular asscessment
preft o Shids approach ls lkely to be more costly, but to vesult in a test
of g:autér redevance.  The technical quality of the tcgt may be somewhat
lower, Hoes much lover depends, in part, on how much moncy the uaer is willing
to sz:nd for {ts development. Finally, the ﬁossibility of harmful teaching
to ti.z test can be nminimized by this approach.

Thae development of a custon—man test for assessment of performance

shou~Z begin in a conference between teachers (or contractors) and test
15}

develzpers in which the objectives of instruction are stated clearly and
comprzhiensively, a tuble of specifications developed, and acceptable proto-
type Ztems agreed upon. Having equipped themselves with the textbooks,
manu:’s, learning programs, and other rmaterials used in instruction, the test
devel:ners then precesd (o the writing, révigw, editing and assembly of items
into & test., I{ a remote, protected tryout and analysis of the item pcrfor—A
mance can be arranged, so much the better. If not, the scores obtained from
operztional use of the test ought to be analyzed to provide part of the basis
for i:2ging its adequacy.

L good custom-rade test can be a very costly item. Ten thousand dollars
to $27,000 is not an sbsurd upper limit. But, in proper hands, a rcasonable
facsi-ile of a test of highest quality can be produced for about one-tenth of
those upper limits. It is not necessary that ecach test be designed and buile
with zcooplete originality, If an existing test approximates the chUchments

of th2 ncw test, it can be used as at least a partial template or model for

the nzw test,

Q
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6. How can teaching to the test he pr(!Vunl‘.ud?.

If the effectivenesy of fnstructlon {s to be-assessed on the basis of
student performance on a test, the temptation Is strong for the instructor
to prepave students to handle the specific questions that will.bc included
in the test. This is often called "teaching to the test." Obviouﬁly, it
is not an educationally beneficial procedure. Obviously, it tends to spoil
the test as a wmeasure of general achievement in the subject of the test.
Dut, if the test is a readily available, publisiied test, an insecure or
cshort-sighted teacher is quite likeiy to undertake to teach to the test,
Even a test specially constructed for a particular assessment task is, in
effect, a "published" test once 1t has been used. If teachers care enough,
they can find out a great deal about the barticular questions included in it,
So, 1t too may jnvite "tcaching to the test."

Several things caun be done to lezsen thc.liknlihood of teaching to the
test. Teachers can be warned to aveld it and informed that their supervisors
will be alert to notice it if it occurs. Pupils can be edvised of its
undesirability and asked to report fts occuriance. Of course, the surest
but most expensive way to forestall it i{s to prepare a new test for each new
assessnent effort.

Before leaving this subject, let us make an important distinction
between "teaching to the test," i.e., attempting to fix in pupils minds the
answers to particular test questions, and teaching material covered by the
test, 1.e., attespting to give pupils the capability of answering questions
like those in the test on topics covered by the test. The first is
thoroughly repreliensible. The .second reflects purposeful teaching. Just

as theve is no wagrant for giving away the answers to particular questions
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so there Is no varrant for testing pupfl performance on tasks they were

never taught to perform, A teacher or contractor whose work is to be asscused
1s entitled to know what his pupils will be expected to do. This calls for
close cooperation and clear conmunication butween teachers on' the one hand and
test contructors on the other. An assessment test must be thoroughly relevant
to the finstruction it is intended to assess. Since a test can never eliclt
wore than a sample of performances, much more will usually be taught than can

be tes.ed. But, the test chould never go beyond what has been taught.

7. How should the test scores be interpreuved? )
The score on an objective test usually begins as the number of questions
anuwered correctly. From this one can ipfcr content meaning, e.g., what
proportion of & hypothetical population of similar questions tﬁ student
could also answver correctly, or roughly what fracticn he knows of what he
right knew about a particular ficld of knewledge. From the number of correct
answers gilven by cach studant who takes the test we can infer normative
meaning, i.e., we can determine where each student ranks in relation to his
classmates. If we have determined the relinbility of the scores, we can

estimate how accurate the scores are, that is, how llkely it is that a

student's actual test score differs from his hypothetical true score by 1,

Other interpretations, which are
sometinmes sugpested, raise questions,

2, 3, 4, or 5 scora units.

These are all uscful intcfprctations. . For example, should a student's
score after fastriction be Interpreted by itself or in relation to his score
on a ;imilqr test before in-iruction? That is, should we measure gains as
well as, or in place of, status?

At first glance the answer 1s obvious. It is the improvement brought

about by instruction that should interest us, and delight or dismay us as
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the case nay be, Unfortunately, g¢adn scores are notoriously wreliable., 1If
the correlation between pretest and post-test fs moderately high, as 1t often
| is, most of the true score variance disappears from the diffcrence scores. -

Ay
What 1s left {s mainly crrovs of measurcment. Stnkcf basing his calculations

on typical values for the veliability and standard deviatfon of galn scores,

L
t" ’  described vhat could happen in a hypothetical performance contructing sltua~
tion.

r Suppose that 100 students were adnftted to contract instruction

} and pretested., After a period of time involving no fraining, they

were tested again and the students galning a year were graduated.

.

After another period of time, another test and another graduation.

-

After the fourth terminal testing, even though no instructioﬁ had
occurred, the chances are better than 50:50 that two-thirds of the ) .
students would hayve been graduated.

The unreliability of gain scores suggests that they schould not be used
to digfercntiatc s tudents vwho have learned marekfrom those who have learred
less. It does not mecan that differences between average pretest and average
post-test scores are also unsatisfactory as indicators of instructional
effectiveness. The standard error of a mean c¢f test scores is much.smaller
than the.standard error of an individual test score. In assessing the
performanéc of an instructional process, it is much better to use class
average gains than individual pupil gains as a basis.

There is, of course, a danger in focusing attention on class average
gains., It is that a teacher eager to show maximun gains might concentrate

efforts on the ablest learners in the claws, neglecting the slower learncrs.

¢ Stake, Robert E. '"Testing Hazards in Performance Contracting," Phi Delta
Kappan, 52:583-588, June, 1971,
Q '
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Hee well such a stratepy would pay of ' {s open to quest{on., lHow casily a

teacher could differentiate her efforts among srudents i alpo open to ques-—
tion, Conscientious teachers would no doubt disdain to experiment with 1it.
1f pupils .are sufficiently alike in learning ability to belong in the same
class, the best strategy, and the oue most good teachers would be likely to
follow, would scvem to be to give equal attention to the instruction of vach
student,

Related to the question of basing assessments on gain scores is the
question of taking account of pupil learning abilities in assessing educa--
tional performances, Previous achievement in learning, whether indicated by
nscores on achievement tests or by scores on ;cholastic aptitude or intelli-
gence tests, is probably the best indication of learning abilities. This is
so because previous achievements indicate the student's "track record" as a
learner, and berause they indicate how solid and extensive his foundation for
further learning may be.

To expect a student with below average learning ability to gain as much
fran a particular instructivnal program as another student with above average
learning ability is clearly unreasoncole, But, while 1e§rniné ability is an
iwportant determiner of success in future learning, we should guard against
the notion that 1t is the sole determiner. For learning is an individual

: \
achicvement which calls for considerable effort that only the learner himself
caﬁ make. If, for auy of a number of rcasons, he chooses not to wmake the
effort, or finds it unduly difficult to make, he will surely succeced badly
in future learning. The important dimensicons of the learner's disposition
to lecarn and his willingness to work hard at the task are sometimes overlooked
or disregarded in some of the newer instructioual technologies and instruc-

tional programs,




Surely the learndng abilities of the pupils do uced to be taken into

account in assessing the educational performances of pupils and thelir
instructors. 1t is usuully unwise to use a single 1Q score as a sufficlent
measure of learning ability. It is hazardous to assess the educational

I
perfomances of individual puplls in relation to their inferred learning
abllities. The sane kinds of errors that afflict individual gain scores,
and some others, afflict estimates of individual performance in relation to
ability. Achicvement quotients were discredited and discarded long ago, but
the same nbtion, inQolving the same'errorq, persists when some students are
identified as underachievers and others as overachievers. But, when we .

assess the perforiiance in learning of classes, in relation to the level of

Jearning ability of the class, we are on firmer ground.

8. ‘hat level cof performance should be considered gatisfactory?

Yhen the educational performance of students is assessed to determine
the amount of their learning, or to determine the effectiveness of their
instructors in teaching, the results may vary from somewhere close to perfec-
tion to somewhere close to zero., The performance being assessed is a contin-
uous variable. Often the assessments can be expressed in numbers, so that
the larger of two numbers represents the greater amount of learning or the
greater effectiveness of instruction. These nunbers provide information that
has a variety of uses, simply as descriptive inférmation.

Scmetimes, hwmwever, categorical decisions must be made. Is this amount
of learning, or that degrece of effectivencss of instruction satisfactory?

Students may be dropped, applicants may be denied certification, teachers may

be retained or dismissed on the basis of such categorical decisions. The




determtnation of what level of performace fs to be regarded as satfsfactory
in any particular sfteation {s a complex and J{f{L{cultl problem. No slmple,
gencerally effective procedure for solving auch problems wvill be suggested
here. Probably no such prucedure exists or can be developed. What can be
done is to suggest certaln guldelines that wmay facilitate dlscovery of an
acceptable, though fnevitably iwperfect, solution.

Onc of these, obvious enough but scemetimes denied, is that complete
nmastery in learting any but the simplest perlormances, or total effcctiveness
in instruction, is impossible. One may be the conplete master of spelling a
particular word, but no one ever completely ;asters the spelling of all
Fnglish words. Perfection ﬁay be useful as an {deal goal but we do well to
recognlze that it is in fact, an unattainable goal. Those who purport to
teach for mastery always are willing to settle for sometiing less than
coﬁpletc mastery. Either they tolerate somc degree of error or imperfection
in the perfermences ot their pupils, or they define such specific and limlied
goals‘that partial and incomplete knowledge can put on the disguise of
complete mastery.

Another guideline is that completely objective, empirica} detcrminétion
of a minimua level of performance to be called satisfactory is out of the
question. Subjective judgment and arbitrary declarations will always be
involved. More of learning or skill in fnstruction is always better than
less, but there is no point on the scale beluw which performances are demon-
strobly unsatisfactory and above which thev are demonstrzbly satisfactory.
The point is fired by a declarative judgment. Its location is detcusined

entirely by the values and standards of the judges who establish 1t,

Fu‘i
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A thirvd gutdeline Is that normatively based standavds are lkely to be
more defensible than content related standards. A standard {s vormatively
based Lf 1t {s located so that a specified proportion of the Individuals in
a speetfied group exceed or fall below it. A standard i3 content relatved if
it sp&cifica what proportion of the tasks {n a particular group of tasks nrust
be successfully completed.  Excellence and deficleuncy in a human performance
is usually judped relative to other performances. If one can do as well as
or better than the average performer, his performance is likely to be regarded
as satisf{actory. lHost business -men would not consider a 20-word per minute
typist satisfactor& because 1t 1s easy to find typists who can type at th}cc
times that rate.. Nuither a standard which nobody mcets, or which everybody
meets (and some far exceed) is likely to be regarded as a satisfactory
standard. Seldom is it possible to find a rational basls for setting a
cohtcnt—rclated standard,

These guidelines may be of some small help in determining a satisfactory
level of performance, although they leave much of the problem to the knowledge
and judgment of those who unced to set standards of performance. Fortunately,
the need to differentiate categorically a satisfactory from an wnsatisfactory

performance does not arise in most assessments of performance,

9. Some recomnendations.
What has been said in this paper can be summarized in the following set
of recommendations:
1. Recognize the fact that educational ﬁerformancc can be assessed, but
that the process is neither simple nor-easily managed,
2. Regard the performances befng assessed uot as ends in themselves but

rather as Indicators of developed competencies,

. ).")
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3. Accept the cultivation of copultive competence as the male objective
of schouling, with the developnent of affective dispositions au fmpor-
tant byproducts,

4., Define copnitive caapetence as acquisition of knowledge rather than
as devewopment of intellectynt «kills,

3. Recoynize the value of objective tests in the assessment of perfor-

mance.,

6. Note that a fully weaningful test score carries both nomative and

content ~elated meening,

N

7. Observe that the differcnce between a good norm-referenced test and

a good criterion refercnced test is greater in theory than in practice.

8. Recognize the practical irpossibility of complete mastery of any but

the simplest, mos t specific clements of knowledge.

9. Recognize the practical impoesibility of obtaining test scores which

are directly proportional to the amount learned.

10. Do not expect the use of criterion referenced tests to bring about

substantial imprerments in assessing educational performance.

1l. Recognize the desirability or accept the incvitSbility of extcrnal

evaluations of the effectiveness of educational programs.

12, Scek relevance in the tests used in external evaluations, and

expertness and impartiality in the testers.

13. Give proféroncé to a custom-made test over a pubilsted standardized

test for an external assessment of educationa. pervformance. ;
14, Guard against tcaching to the test by avoiding published tests or '
re-use o specially constructed tests, or by warning tecachers and

performa:. - contractors aga%nst it, and nsﬁing pupils and supervisors

to report L,

£3
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15, Use clusa weans ratber than {ndividual pupil scores to measure

galns from dnstruction, or to take account of differences in learning
ability,

16, Recognlze the impessibility of teaching to cumplete ﬁnstcry or of
coxpletely objective determination of a mindwmum satisfactory level of
performance,

17. Rely more on normatively defined than on content defined standards

of acceptable performance.

% |
AN S

A v




Mﬂhj
Y

PROGRAM COST ANALYSIS IN EDUCATIONAL PLANNING

Suc A. Haggart

December 1971

P-4744 : 1

o




4,

PROGRAM COST ANALYSIS IN EDUCATIONAL PLANNING

Sue A. Haggart




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

PROGRAM COST ANALYS1S TN EDUCATIONAL PLANNING
*
Sue A, Happart

The Rand Corporation, Santa Moulca, California

INTRODUGLTON

Any examination of ‘alternative educational propgrams must be con-
cerned with their effectiveness and cost. Because student performance
is one of the wmeasures of the effectiveness cf the program, a great
deal of attention is being given to the problems of setting critervia
of achievement and measuring educational otutcome. Less attention has
been paid to the equally demanding task of estimating and analyzing the
cost of educational programs. If the instructional strategy of new
programs is to be successfully utilized by educational planners, infor-
mation about the cost as well as thc effectiveness must be available
to the decisionmaker.

This paper explores the conceptual and methodological basis of cost
analysis and develops a planning cost model for estimating program cost
for use in evaluating alternative programs and in pre-implementation
planning for future programs. The planning cost model with its support-
ing cost analysis methodology provides a consistent basis for esti-
mating the dollar cost of educational programs. The development of the
model was undertaken because the current state of the art in costing
educational programs does not provide a comparable basis for evaluating
alternative pregrams. The usual practice is to give the cost per stu-
dent for a program with no indication of what is included in the cost.

When the cost per unit of achievement is used, both the cost and
the effectiveness meas irement problems are severe. Educatron Turnkey

News has drawn attention to several aspects of using this ratio:

Any views exprecsed in this paper are those of the author. They
should not be Interpreted as reflecting the view of The Rand Corporation
or the official opinion or policy of any of its povernmental or private
research sponsors. Papers arce reproduced by The Rand Corporation as a
rourtesy ta mambers of its staff.

This paper was prepared for presentation at the National Conference
on Performance Contracting in Education, Washington, D.C., December 9
and 16, 1971. The Conference is co-sponsored by the American Educational
Researen Association (AERA) and the American Association of School Admin-

istrators (AASA). -
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Fven when accurate costs are obtained, it is dffflcult to com=-
pare them with school costs to sce which 1s less, since school
costs are kept and reported differently, The comparisons may
reveal nothing more than different figures, especially since

the firms {perfermance contractors in the context of this quo-

tation] may depreciate certain items much more rapidly than

schools.,.., Tt is even more difficult to try to contrast ef-
fectiveness with cost. If effectiveness is reported in tenthe

of a year's achievcment, which some statisticians feel is cut-

ting it too closelv, and that figure is divided into cost data

which is part hidden and part hypothetical, what does the pub-

lic get? Will a school board really base a major decision on

curricular changes on such a "cost per unit of achievement"

figure?
The ratios ¢f cost per student and of cost per unit of achievement are
widely used, probably because of the false confidence the "number" en-
genders and the relative ease with which it can be generated. In most
instances, elther ratio masquerades as the output of cost-cffectiveness
analysis. Wisely used, cost-effectiveness analysis of educational pro-
grams produces several outputs—--the aspects of cost, the measures of
effectivencse, and the relationshipe betuween zcoct and cffcctivences.
The problems and the appropriate use of cost-effectiveness analysis in
educational planning have been discussed in Cost-Effectiveness Analysis
for Educaticnal PZanning.T Only very seldom is a ratio of cost per stu-
dent or cost per unit achievement the appropriate end r.sult of a cost-
effectiveness analysis.

The planning cost model and its supporting methodology of educa-
tional program cost analysis provide a solid basis for resolving, at
least in part, the problems encountered in determining the "cost'" of
educational programs. The planning cost model assists in developing
comparable cost estimates of alternative programs. In this way, the
modcl directly addresses the problems inherent in using an undefined
cost per student in evaluation of different programs.

In estimating the program cost to be used in comparing programs,

tl.2 resources available within a specific district ur assets inherited

*
Reed Martin and Peter Briggs, Education Turnkey News, February-

March 1971, )
R

Cost-Fffectivencas Analysis for kducational Planning, M. B. Car-
penter and S.A, Haggnrt. The Rand Corporation, P-4327, March 20, 1970;
also reprinted in Edueational Tecshnology, October 1970, pp. 26-30,
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from discontinued programs are not taken into account, and a standard
price for commen resonrces, such as teafhers, is used. The resulting
estimated program cost is identified as the comparable replication cost.
It is, In cssence, a comparable cost that normalixzes the cost of programs,

In estimnting the program cosc to be used in deciding whet.er or
not a particular program can be implemented in a specific district, the
resources avallable within the district and district-specific prices
for these resources must both be determined. The resulting estimated
program cost Ln this case is the inerementcol cost to the district.

The role of the planning cost model in estimating both the compa-
rable replication cost and the incremental cost is pictured in Fig. 1.
In this process, the first step, commoﬂ to estimating either the compa-
rable replication cost or the incremental cost, is a definition of the
program in terms of its objectives, its students, and its resource re-
quirements. These resource requirements are translated into the type
of program cost estimate relevant to the decision to be made. The plan-
ning cost mod21, by providing a consistent methodology for estimating
program cost, helps insure cost comparability among pregrams for deci-
sionmaking purposes.

Before describing the planning cost medel, a short discussion of
the concepts 2and techniques of cost analysis underlying the development
of the model should be helpful., The use of the model in estimating
the comparable replication cost and the incremental cost 1s illustrated

in the final part.

COST ANALYSTS

Cost analysis is concerned with the determination of physical re-
source requirements for the program, with calculating the program dollar
cost, and with systematically evaluating the impact of‘changes in the
program on both the resources needed and their dollar cost. The ap-
proach is to first determine the faciliti~:, staff, equipment, materi-
als, and services needed to conduct the educational program and to then
translate these rvesource requirements fnto an estimated program cost.
This scquence forces explicit consideration of the varying resource re-

quirements for different programs or for chanpes in progyam scope.
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The educational program has as {ts corce an fnstructional stratepy.
This instructional stratoeey ineludes both the resources and the way in :

which the resources are used to produce the cducational outcome.

Detinition o) the Educational Program

The firs: step in analyzing the resource requirements and cost of
a projram is the definition of the program. The quality of the cstimate
of the cost of an cducational program depends on the completeness with
which the resource requirements of the program are determined. This
determination, in turn, depends on th=2 description of the educational
program. The sequence of events then begins with a description of what
the program is and how the program works and continues with a determina-
tion of the juality and quantity of the resources. These resource re-
quirements are translated into an estimate of thie program dollir cost.
In defining the program, the types 2nd magnitvude of support activities

or services also need to be identified.

Determination of Kesource Requirements

The definition of the educational program is followed By the doter-
mination of the resource requivements. The data required are arrayed
in the illustrative format of Fig. 2. Some of the categories in Fig. 2
pertain to resources directly. Others are "functional packages," such
as training, which are combivnations of resource items. Additional data
should be provided as appropriate for specific programs. Each of the
items iu the format will be defined in terms of the kind of information
needed.

Data about the characteristics of the students served and the num-
ber of students in the program will, of course, be the same data required
for the evaluation of the effectiveness of the program. Data on other

district conditions that might have an effect on the outcome, such as

income level, turnover rate, or mobility, should be provided} The 1in-
structional time should be given, along with other information that re-
lates to determining the actual time spent with subgroups of students
or individual students. The student-tescher ratfo is nsually used as

a proxy for this, but an cffort should be made to refine this ricce of

information. RS
. L
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Characteristics of Students Served
Number of Students

Instructional Data
Clas.: time
Class size

Facilities
Space
Students/classroon/day
Utilization
Furnishings

Staffing
Teachers
Special tcachers
Paraprofessionals
Other personnel

Equipment
Program-related
Student-reclated

Materials
Program-related
Student-related

Pre-service Training
In-service Training

Other Support

Fig. 2--Format for program ad resource information

In describing the facilities needed, the space requirements, in-~
cluding mobile or portable classroous, laboratories, and their utiliza-
tion rates, should be carefully determined. The requirements for non-
school facilities should also be stated. The special needs for electrical
outlets, air conditioning, carpeting, and 1: hting should be Identified.
Furniture needs are to be specified, identifying any special per-student

requirements.

{ P
.. 'C.:
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Staffing for the program should be deseribed in terms of the quali-
fications needed as well as in terms of number (e.g., plve ﬁumhur of
certificated or certified teachers, the number of special teachers,
paraprofessional staff, and other personnel involved in the program).

If a staff wember works less than full time, the percent of time in-
volved should he given. Staff requirements for time beyond the "normal"
school day should be stated. This includes, for example, custodial or
security services needed to keep the school open after the regular day.

Fquipment and materials should be identified as program-related,
classroom-relited, or student-related. Program-related eqi.ipment or
material is that which will be used by several students dring the day
or some tine period of the program. Very often the equipment or mate-
rials may be grouped by classroom unit. Student-related equipment or
material is that which is required because there is a specific nuaber
of students in the program. An additional distinction should be made
about the consummable nature of the materials and about the lifetime
of the equipment. The same treatment shov:d be applied to supplies if
the usual dis:rict practice is t> treat equipment and supplies as sep-
arate categorles,

“The amduﬂt of time involved in pre-service and in-service train-
ing should be specified. The materials or equipment required should
be given. It should be noted if the training time is incluied as part
of the regular time of the sta‘f or if it is incremental to the regular
working hours. If in-service training time is a substantfal part of the
individual teacher's time, addit:onal teachers (or substitule teachers)
may be required for the instructional load of the program.

The requirement for program-related services su:h as evaluation
or other management activitiss should be given. It is preferable if
the actual time or the numbers of consultants can be specified. 1In
either case, the purpose is to provide some estimate of the magnitude
of these services so that the decision can be made on what it costs to
buy the service rather than to develop, if possible, an in-house capability.

Support from other activities means the support required by the
educational program from such service functions as transportatior. For
example, a particular educational program might need bus transportation

for ficld trips. This instructionally-required trausportation is over

and above the cost of home-to-school transportation.
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The resource requirements identified in Fip, 2 are meant to be sup-
gestive only., If other data are available, they should be given, since
the purpose 1s to define as completely as possib’e those resources and
cost-goneroling activitics necded ro carry out the educational program.

The resource requirements are then translaied into the dollar cstd-
mates of program cost--cither the comparable replication cost or the
incremental cost. A plamning cost wodel provides a framevork for sys-

tematically and consistently cetimating program cost.

THE PLANNING COST MODEL

The planning cost model provides the mechanism to determine, con-
veniently and consistently, the cos’ of various alternative programs.
By design, the model is appropriatc for pencil-and-paper operation as
well as computer operation.*

The model provides the framework for bringing together the resources
(facilities, staff, equipment, matcrials) required to carry out an edu-
cational program and for relating these resources to program output ip
the form of activities.

By relating the inputs required to f—roduce outputs, in terms of
actirities, the modzl proviues more information for making decisions
about the merit of selected changes in the activity structure of the
total program. For example, trade-offs tetween fewer but longer instruc-
tional periods and more but shorter periods could be assessed. The
model also provides the bacis for examining the cost consequences, for
the total program, of chanpes in the resource utilizazion rate (i.e.,
student/teacher ratio) or in resource cost (i.e., teacher salary).

The task of constructing the model demaudced a close examination
of the concepts of cost analysis,.especia]ly in their application to
educational program cost methodology. This exanmination resulted in the
delineation of an approach to costing educational programs, Basic to
this 1s the definition of a preliminary list of cost categories. Those

costs of school district operation not affected by the existence of the

*
A planning cost model designed for computer operation is described
in R-672-SJS, Project R-3, San Joce, California: Evaluation of Resulls

and Developnent of a Cost Modi:l, M. L. Rapp, M. B. Carpenter, S. A, lNagpart,

S. HII. Landa, and G. €. St .aer, Tae Rand Corposation, March 1971,
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propgram are not included in the estimated cost of the propram. An cx-

arple will serve to clarifyv this point,

The district cost catepory, transportation, provides for the trans-

portation of students to and from school,

Scudents in the special pro-

gram will continuc to reccive tiransportation, if they need it, just as

though thiey were not in the special program but were, instead, students

in the regular program. This regular transportation cost is not included

in the cost of the individual program.

But, 1f the instructional method

of the special program calls for field trips or other activitics requi: -

ing tr. is;portation, the cost of this transportation'is included as a

cost of the special program.

Cost Catepories

The itens, scrvices. people, and activities and their cost required

for an educational program can be brought together in one format--the

cost element structure shown in Fig. 3.

Tnese cost elements are grovu

into two broad categccies: the ecquisition cost and the operational

cost. The coect of most programs can be adequately encompassed within

" Acquisition Cost

*
Design of program

*
Development of materials

Evaluation design*®
Progran implementation
Equipment
Program-related
Student-related
Materials and supplies
Program-related
Student-reclated
Pre—-gervice training
Facilities (space)
Installation

*

Operational Cost

Program direction*
Evaluation® %
Management support
Salarics
Teachers
Paraprofessionals
Specialists
Other
In-service trailuning
Materials and supplies
Program-related
Student-relate«.
Equioment
Replacement
Maintenance
Facilities 0&M
Coutracted services
Media services
Transportation

Tn an operational program, as opposed to a demonstration
program, there might be no program cost associated with these

activities.

Fig. 3--Cost element structure for cducational programs
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these two broad cateporices.  The acquisition cost {s the one-time cost
to acquire a capabfility. The operational cost is the continuing cost

to maintain a capability over a period of time. In the following dis-
cussion, one year's operating cost {4 assumed.

The acquisition, or one-time, cost to acquire a capability is, in
practice, n2lso referred to as initial, investment, or capital cost. 1t
covers the cost of all resources required to acquire a capability. The
cost of the cffort devoted to resecarch, development, or design of com-
ponents of the program or alternatives should be included as part of
this cost. The cost of designing a different mathematics curriculum,
for examplc, is a development cost. 1In estimating the comparable rep- '
lication cust, however, some overall development costs might be treated
as sunk costs. That 1s, the first program to use the new curriculum
would incur this expense, and subsequent programs using the curriculum
would inhe:it the new curriculum on a cost-free basis. On the other
hand, if the cu}riculum had to be redesigned for a patticular program,
this would be a development cost for that program.

The operational cost 1is also referred to as the recurring or con-
tinuing cost to maintain the capability. The cost of modification of
facilities and the cost of in-service training of teachers are included
as an operational cost to maintain the program. These broad categories
of cost~-acﬁuisition and operational--are used as a basis for organizing
the cost elements into the cost element structure.

This structure provides the framework for identifying the cost of
the program in an operational environment. IEach element, whether it
is an item purchased or an estimate of activity cost, will be discussed.
But first, remember that costs not varying because of the existence of
the program arc not included. For example, district-wide administrative
costs are not allocated.

Costs that might be incurred in a demonstratioﬂ program but not in
an operational program are identified by an asterisk in Fig. 3. Some
of the_cost categories can be characterized as the cost of activities
rather than the cost of items purchased. In many instances, the items
purchased quite clearly underlie the cost of activities, but the activ-
1ty cost, however, may be used directly in estimating the program cost.
For example, the evaluation cost of a program might be. estimated by

using a factor such as cost per student, Or, the cost per program might

o
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be used if the evaluation 14 done by an outside contractor or cvaluator,
If appropriate, these would be the factors used to estimate the opera-
tional cost of cvaluation. The aequisition cost--the non-recurring
cost~~for evaluation might be based on the district staff time to design
the evaluation of the program or might simply be the cost charged by the
outside evaluator. The cost basis for these inputs would be per progran

for acquisition cost and per student or program for the operational cost.

Cost Basis for Inputs

The cost basis for all inputs for the categories in the cost cle-

ment structure is shown in Table 1. For cach category the cost basis

Table 1
THE COST BASIS FOR INPUTS
' Cost Basis
Categories Student Program Unit Service
Acquisition Cost
Design of program x
Developmznt of materials x
Evaluation design X
Program implementation X
Equipment
' Progran-related x x
Student-rclated X
Materials
Proguan-related X X
Student-related X
Pre-service training X . x
Facilities X
Installaticn x
Operational Cost
Program direction ’ x
Fvaluation x x
Management support x
Salaries
Teachers x
Paraprofessionals X
Specialists "X x
Other x x
In-service training x X
Materials and supplies
Program-related x x
Student-related x
Equipment
| Replaccment <
Maintenance X

Facilities 0&M
Contracted services
Media s¢rvices
Transportation

i
=J
X X X X

[




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

12~

is cither per student, per preogram, per unit, or direet service charge.
The per student and per propram distinction {s rather obvious: the per
unft basls refers to unfts =uch as classrooms, resource centers, and
languape laboratorices. The scrvice basis {s used when the input to the
mode! might be the extent of a service performed either within the dis-
trict or by an outslde source. An example of the former would be the
operation and maintenance of the facilities; the latter service-based
input might cover such items as the contracted transportation for the
instructional part of a program or the provision of so many hours of
instructional television.

In some cases, the cost input basis might be a combination of pro-
gram and unit (classroom), of student anc service, or of program and
service. No rigidity is implied. The intent is to provide an under-
standing of how the inputs of the model are categorized. This catego-
rization is basic to the structure of the planning cost mode). At this
time, it is only necessary to emphasize that some level of input is re-
quired because there is a certain number of students, and other levels
of input are required becavse there is a certain number of classrooms
or instructional centers. In many cases, there is a program cost that

is-indepcndent of the number of students or centers.

Outputs and Inputs of the Model

A program-related cost can be a thruput to the model. For example,
the cost of program development wculd be both an input and output. The
cost of pre-service training for the teachers in tbe program is calcu-
lated within the model. The physical descriptors of the program and
cost factors, such as the number of teachers, the salary cost, the cost
per mile, are the inputs to the model. The objective is to keep the
number of inputs to a workable minimum while allowing enough input flex-
ibility to provide useful outputs of the model for the evaluation and
planning of educational programs.

The outputs of the model are, in general, the resource-and cost
information about the specific educational program. The descriptors
of the program--number of teachers; number of students: space require-
ments; cquipment, materials, and supplies:; and need for services such

as transportation or evaluation--are shawn right along with the cost
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oulput,  The purposic is to prnﬁidc. in once place, an cstimate of the

comparable replication cost and a description of what {s beinpg bought,

As this practice becomes more prevalent, the use of a cost per student

to descrlibe an unknown quantity will decrcase and the quality of infor-

mation available to the educatfonal planner will increase,

The output of the model is 1llustrated in Figys. 4 and 5. Notice

the similarity of the format to the cost clement structure of Fig. 3.

More detalled information for any of the items shown can be provided

in supporting reports. For example, the resources and cost underiying

the cost per student hour under Media Services might be of interest for

gome types of decisions.

The supporting detail for this would follow

the same cost element structure used for estimating the cost of the en-

tire educational program.

Description of Program

Program:

Staffinyg:

Facilities:
Equipment:

Materials:

Acquisition Cost

Program activities
Equipment
Facilities
Materials
Total acquis.tion cost

Operational Cost

Program activities
Salaries
Materials
> Supplies
‘ ~Equipment
Other support
Total operational cost

Objective:

Student Characteristics:

Operatioral Characteristics.
Instructional time
Student grouping

Location

§ xxx

SX XXX

Fig. 4--Swmnary ontpul of the model




Acquisition Cost

Propgram Aclivitices:

Equipment:

Facilities:

Materials:

Operational Cost

Program Activities:

Salaries:

Materials:

Supplies:

Equipment:

Other support:

Design of Program
Development of Materials
Evaluation besipn
Program luplementation
Pre-service Traiuning
Installation

Program-rclated
Student-related

Student-related

Program-related
Student-related

Total Acquisition Cost

Program Direction
Evaluation
Management Support
In-service Training
Facilities O&M
Contracted Services
Media Services
Transportation

Teachers
Specialists
Paraprofessionals
Other

Program
Student

Program
Student

Replacement
Maintenance

Total Operat.onal Cost

$ xxx
XXX
X XX
XXX X
XXX
XXX

$ xxx
X XX

$ XXX

$ xx

XX

§ xxx
XXX
XX
xx
xx
xx
xx
XX

XX XX
XXX
XXX
XXX

XX
XX

XX
XX

XX
XX

Fig. S--Detailed output of.program cost estimate
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The {nputs of the model fal) fnte three broad proups: (1) the
physical desceriptors of the program; (2) the cost of resources and ser-
vicesy and (3) the factors or estimating retat{ionships.  The phys{ical
descriptors, including the type and quant ity of resources, were shown
in Fig. 2, Fermil for Projer oovl Heeowreo Difermation.  In short, these
inputs deseribe the students, the educational program, and the regource
requirements, Inputs are required for all the chanpes, or variables,
thﬁt make one propram different from anothcy program.

The fnputs describe the cost of resources and services and cover
such 1tems as the cost of equipment used, the salaries of the staff,
the cost of testing, the cost of transportstion, and the cost of train-

ing. The input factors, or estimating relationships, include both cost

fa~tors such as cost of materials per student and non-cost estimating

relationships such as number of in-service training days per teacher.

The Structure of the Model

The model integrates the program description, in terms of resources
required, with the process of estimating the program cost. This process
bepins with the determination of resource requirements and continues
with the translation of these resource requirements into an estimate
of dollar cost. Both the acquisition cost and the operational cost are
estimated.

The model's framework for estimating the acquisition and the op-
erational cost is shown in Figs. 6 and 7, respectively. For each cost
category there is an estimate of cost on either a student, program, unit,

' the estimate can be the cost

or service basis. In the case of "units,'
per teacher, the cost of the equipment per classroom or instructional

center, or the cost per student or materials consumed. For some cost

catepories, the estimate can be based on an overall program cost. For
example, the pre-service training, if done by an outside contractor,

might be a total cost for the program. It could also be a cost per teacher,

In the cost category for Materials, the cost estimate may require

an estimate for the cost for student-related materials, for the cost

of materials in the classroom for use by many ‘students, and for the cost
of program materials used by the staff in conducting the program. The
same practice {s followed for the cost catepories of the framework for

the operational cost in Fig. 7.

o “d
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The cost catepories provide a convenient way to fdentify the data
needed about the educatifonal program and ity operation In order to e¢s-
timate fts cost, The data for the cost catepories for both the acui-
sition and operational cost are shown scparately in Fips. 8 and 9,

respectively,

USE OF THE PLANNINC COST MODEL

Estimating the Comparable Repliration Cost

The use of the model will be 1llustratecd by estimating the compa-
rable replication cost for several different programs. It should be
emphasized that in order to compare programs in different districts,
comparable resources prices and salaries have to be used. A comparison
of actual costs would have little meaning since the differences among

. programs would not only reflect differences in the programs but also
differences in teacher salaries and other lccal prices.

As shown in Fig. 1, the process of estimating the comparable rep-

lication cost and the incremental cost for a program begins with a de-
scription of the program and its resource requirements. This informa-
tion is then processed through the model in order to estimate the cost.
The description of the program includes both program information and
resource information as shown in the format of Fig. 2.

The prograh and resource data for several illustrative programs
are given in detail in the appendix. The summary of this information
is given in Table 2. The resource requircments are estimates of what
it would take to replicate the instructional strategy of the program.

The information under Other Support provides an example. In the

replicated program, there is an item for consultants to the program.

It is estimated as approximately cight days for the year;of program op-

eration. This 1s an estimate of what might be needed in a future pro-

gram rather than an estimate of what was used in past programs. The
same 1s true for Program Evaluation. A category for this type of activ-
ity calls attention to the need for evaluation of the program cven in
operation as part of the regular district programs. In the estimate
for the replication cost, this - tegory incurs a cost per student for : |

evaluation of the program.

g K00
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Coct. Cate.inrmy

Destpn of Propram
Development of Material
Evaluation Design
Program Implenentation
Pre~service Training
Installation

Equipment

Facilities

Materials

Fig. 8--Program

Cost Category

Program Direction
Evaluation
Management Support

Salaries (with fringe
benefits)

Materials and Supplies

Equipment

Facilities O&M
Contracted Services
Media Services
Transportation
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Data lequirements

Tf these activities are required for the
program, the meber, the tupe of personne
involved, the time spent, and salary are
ncedaed.

The equipment list is determined for each
student, for cach classroom, and, if appli-
cable, for the program. 1The classroom's
equipment 1s used by several classes of
students, The nurber of students that can
use the equipment is specified.

The space required is that over and above
the regular program; both for cach student
or for special resource centers.

The initial stock of materials is deter-
mined for cach student, for each classroom,
and, if applicable, for the program.

data--acquisition cost categorties

Data Requirements

The number and tipe of staff, the time spent
for each activity, and salary are needed for
this.

All instructional staff and direcct support
classes of staff are identified by broad
category; i.e., general teachers, special=-
ists, and aides rather than a teacher with a
specific salary are used. Fringe berefits
are included at the district percentage
factor.

The type and quantity of materials used are
specificd on a student and program basis.

The equipment maintenance factor and the
equipment replacement factor (based on the
estimated lifetime of the equipment) are
applied to the equipment used in the program.

The program requirements for ecach of the
categories are specified in terms of square
feet maintained, services purchased, number
of hours of audio-visual instruction and
bus trip mileage.

Fig. 9--Program data--operational cost ecategories
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Table 2

PROGRAM RISSOURCE REOUTREMENTS

Tton brogran A Fropeem f Pregr.e € Prognim D Prognim & Progr o ¥
Nusber of Studint~: Readig 199 28Y 491 159 103 150
Hath 20 185 $35 150 103 ‘--
Instructfonal Time: Foadiag 1 1 1 1,2% 1.2% 1
(4n hours) Math 1 1 : 1.2% 1.23 -

Faci)ities

Space

6 tratlers
? classrooms

L trallers
1 clansarnon

1)
2 sg) centers”
1 dbl center

1 classroon
1 activity nrea

1 clannroon
1 activity sreca

2'cla.stooms

900/1030 1600/)000 1 reinforcement ‘
«lotsl Rquare fcet $600 4600 , 80CO 2000 2000 2200
Afr condfitionrd x x x x -——- x
Carpeted x x x X x x
Specisl viring x x x x x x
Carrels x x x 3 » -
Tables x x % x x x

Utilization
Time in vsc 3(2-he)shifes! 3(2-hedshifes| 7 perfods st s S
Student /instruct fonal unit 20 20 40-5; 65D 0 S0 25
Area/student (5q ft) . 50 50 50 40 4Q 4«0

Staltlug » -

. deachersfeentee v walt M 1 1 1 1 1 ,
Paraprofessionalsfunit 1 P b 2 k) 1
Students per teacher 20 20 49/60 50 50 25 s
Tecchers Fer ptogran [3 ) 4 1 1 2
Paraprofesstonale/progr.an 6 5 S 2 k] 2
Other direct ——- —— -— —— ——- -

Fquipouent

Dorsett M-86} EDL AUD-X Hoffmnan readers} Telex ‘elex Cass~tte
Teaching Controlled Tape recorders | Cassctte Cossette players
Major ftcos wachine readers Flashcard rdrs recorders recorders Tape reccorders
l Tach-X porg-wWainer 833 | Tape recorders Tepe recorders
Flash-X (backup) Language naster

Haterials .

Prograo-related Filoatrips Filnstrips Hoftran ratls PRI, materisle BRL matecrisls F{lestrips
Records D!scs EOL matcrials Cassettes Casscttes Cassettes
bLorsett EDL wmaterials| Great vartety Varfety of Variety of Papcibacks

saterials Borg-Warner matls other other

Consunables

(student-related) x x b x x x

Pre-service trainiag
Tecachers 2 weeks 1 veek ’ 2 weeks Y week 1 week 1 veek
Paraprofcssionals 2 veeks 1 veck -— 1 veek 1 veek -
Other staff | ~-- —- -— 1 veck —— . -

In-acrvice training S days -—— 2 hr/wh. 4 days ) dsya J days

Other Support s
“Student dlagnostic services - co-’ - x€ ,‘ .
Prograw cvaluation x x x x x x
Consultants 8 days 8 days 8 daya 8 daya 8 daya 8 days

d

*1vo 75-ulnute periods for grades 1-4 vith reinforcement fn segular clasmes. Ounc 2.25-hr perfod gradcs 5 and 6.

Each center has an fustructional srea plis an activity ares.
€A remote diaguustic and prescriptive services,
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The dollar coct fnformation for these {1lustrative programs {8 shown
shown {n Table 3. These are for the estimates of the comparable repli-
catfon cost. This {nformatfon Is coabined with the propram and resource
fnformation of Table 2 and provides the basic input information for the
planning, cost model.

The standard fnput cests and the factors for use in the planning
cost model are given in Fip. 10. The term "standard" is used as a de-
geription of the factor used across all proprams.

A cost of $12,000 per year per teacher is used in the model to
estimate the cemparable replication cost. This includes the fringe ben-
efits (fixed charges in most district accounting systems). This is ob-
viously out of line for, say, a small rural district in the southecast-
ern part of the country. But because this factor was used for all the
programs, the different cost for the salary expense of the program cost
actually reflects the difference in the nwnber of tcachers nceded for
the program. This Enme argument applics to all the standard resource
costs and factcrs used in the planning cost model.

The compu-able replication cost for each of the illustratjve pro-
grams is given in Table 4. The acquisition cost includes thc cost to
emodel and furnish the instructional centers, the cost of the equip-
ment a'd the materials needed for all the instructional centers, and
the pre-service training cost of the program staff. The operational
cost includes the salaries of the staff, the cost of materials consumed
or lost through attrition or theft, the cost of replacing and maintain-
ing the equipment, the cost of in-service tfaining, and other support,
which includes a program evaluation cost on a per~student basis per year
and consultants required during the year. The comparable replication
cost along with the relevant dimensions of the specific programs is
summarized in Table 5.

The estimation of the comparable replication cost has an advantage
in addition to adjusting {or variations in the resource prices so that
the cost of programs in diffcrent districts is on a comparable basis.
This advantage lies in the discipline necessary to organize the program
information and the cost information. In Table 5, the operational cost
per student per subject offers a quick comparison of the relative merits
of the programs. The other data of Table 5 can be analyzed fn a similar

fashion., Care must be taken, however, not to develop misleading "

o Ta Y

results.”



Equipment Cost
Tota)
Cost per instructional area
Number of instructional aveas
Students per instruct'l area
Replacement~--10 percent
Maintenance--10/20 percent
Materjals Cost
Total
Cost per instructional area
Number of instructional areas
Consumables ($ per student)
Pre-service Training
Number of staff daysd
Cost per day®
Total cost
In-service Training
Number of staff-days
Cost per day
Total cost
Other Support
Student diagnostic services
Student evaluation ($/student)
Consultants ($100/day)

a
“Cost per center includes reinforcement areas. Single

[~V I -
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Table 3
PROGRAM COST INFORMATION

(Costs in dollars)

Program A Progrum B Progran C

20,400 15,000 37,000
3,400 3,000 9,2503
6 5 o4,
20 20 40/65¢
2,040 1,500 3,700
4,080 3,000 7,800
18,000 20,000 45,000
3,000 4,000 11,2504
6 5 4
10 .. 10 10
120 50 90
200 200 200
24,000 10,000 8,000
30 - 32
200 - 200
6,000 -- 6,400
10 10 10
800 800 800

One classroom area plus one activity area.
Forty students per single center, sixty-five per double.

Includes time for paraprofessional training.

e .
Includes salary, materials, and training costs.

Remote diagnostic and prescriptive services.’

Program N

2,500

2,500
lb

50

250

250

8,000

8,000
2 -
10

15

200
3.000

12
200
2,400

sof
10
800

Program E

2,000
2,000
1b

50
200
200

8,600

8,600
2 .

10

20

200
4,000

12
200
2,400

sof
10
800

Program ¥

5,000
2,500
2

25
500
500

7,600
3,800
2

5

20

. 200
4,0N0

12
200
2,400

10
800

center cost slightly more than cost shown.




Fac1lit{£i

Remodeling (including carpeting,
airconditioning, etc.) tiiveiiieernnnn. $ 3,000/center

Furnishings (including carrels) ......... $ 2,000/center

Equipment

RePlacenent i ieirenetooneeasensssnensos 10%
Maintenance {depends on estimate of
1.11iability based on complexity) ...... 10% or 20%
Materials

Attrition from use,; theft ciiveiecvensess 10%

Consumables .v.vveieerrrooncesocnanss vese. $10/student

Salaries \including fringe benefits)

Teachers .... creesaees citeniasnsaressansss $12,000/year
Parapro.essionals ..vvee.. citesiiiecaesss $5,000/ycar
c8peclalists L.iieiiienennns heieraes ceesse. $12,000/year
Program directors .....eeveveenans cesesss $15,000/year
General supéort ............. ceceseaans .. $10,000/year
General administrative ..........u0s, veene $12,000/ye$r
Consultants .......eevnee et taeneaeana, $100/day

Pre- and In-service Training (including
salaries, materials, training) ..eeceo.. . $200/day

Program Evaluaticon ..e.evee.. cectesncsessss $10/student

Fig. 10--Standard resource costs and factors

et v i




COMPARABLE

Acquisition Cost

Facilities (rcmodel, furnish)
Total program cost
(Cost/instructional arez)

Equipnent
Total program cost
(Cost/instructional area)

Materials
Total program cost
(Cost per instructional areca)

Pre-service Training

Total acquisition cost

Opcrational Cest

Salaries (incl frirge benefits)
Teachers ($12,000/yr)
Paraprofessionals ($5,0C0/yr)
Other (variable)

Materials
Program-related (10%)
Consumables (student)

Equ’ pment
Replacement
Maintenance

In-service Training

Other Support
Student diagnostic services
Student evaluation (testing)
Consultants ($100/day)

Total operational cost

.

Table 4

REPLICATION COST FOR THE ILLUSTRATIVE PROGRAMS

(In dollars)

Progrwa A Program B Progren € Program D Program E Progrom F

30,000 25,000
(5,000)  (5,000)
20,400 15,000
(3,400)  (3,000)
18,000 20,000
(3,000) . (4,000)
24,000 10,000
92,500 70,000
72,000 60,000
30,000 25,000
1,800 2,000
3,500 2,850
2,040 1,500
4,080 3,000
6,000 -
3,500 2,85
800 800
123,720  §8,000

a
Remote diagnostic and prescriptive services,

20,000 7,500 7,500 10,000
(5,000)  (3,750) (3,750) (5,000)
27,000 2,500 2,000 5,000
(9,250)  (2,500) (2,000) (2,500)
5,000 8,000 8,600 7,600
(11,250)  (8,000) (8,600) (3,800)
38,000 3,000 4,000 4,900
120,000 21,000 27,100 26,500
48,000 12,000 12,000 24,000
25,000 10,000 15,000 10,900
4,500 800 860 760
5,000 1,500 1,030 2,500
3,700 250 200 500
7,800 250 200 500
6,400 2,400 2,400 2,400
- .7,500% 5,0002 —

5,000 1,500 1,000 2,500
800 800 800 800
106,200 37,000 38,490 43,960

T P P T R T
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For example, the acquisition cost per student could bhe obtained,
it secmé, simply by dividing the acquisition cost bv the number of stu-
dents. The problem lies in just what '"number" of students to use. If
the total number of students in all the iunstructional periods (or some

such time division) is used, the acquisition cost per student reflects

an implicit utilization rate for the instructional center. A case in
point is Program C., In that program, the instructional centers are used
seven periods (or hours§ each day. In current practice, that is the
maximum utilization rate for facilities in any one day. 1In Program A,
on the other hand, 1f the instructional centers had been used for seven
periods instead of six, one less instructional center would have had

to be furnished.

If the number of students per instructlonal center is assumed as
"best," then the acquisition cost on a per~student basis for each in-
structional center for each program can be obtained and qualified by a
statement of the utilization rate of the instructional centers. An ob-
stacle is encountered in using the acquisition cost per student per pro-
gram. That is, that the equipment and materials purchased for one year
will have more than one year's service as the program is continued. 1In
short, the use of the acquisition cost per student as an indicator of
program cost is fraught with hazards. These hazards are explored in the
section on estimating the incremental cost of a specific program in a

particular district.

Estimating the Incremental Cost

The comparable replication cost serves as an "index" cost for use
in the comparative analysis of different programs. It does not answer
the question of what a new program might cost if implemented in a spe-
cific school district. The incremental cost to the district is necessary
in making decisions about whether or not the district can afford a pro-
gram similar to the successful program in another district. This cost
is necessary when deciding the scope and the design of the program that
can be accommodated within the resource constraints of the district.

The process of estimating the incremental cost is essentially the

samc as the process of estimating the comparable replication cost. The

e
5

| o 4
ERIC .
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cnphasis 1s on estimating the resource requirements and on translating
these requirements into an estimate of cost. In some districts, the un-
availability of certain resources might be an obstacle to the implemen-
tation of a program even though the district had the funds to afford the
propgram in an accounting sense. This possibility makes it all the wore
important to estimate the physical resources needed to implement and op-
erate a program.

In estimating the incremental resource requirements, the resources
available within the district at no additional cost are taken into account.,
These resources could be, for example, assets inherited from discontinued
programs, physicsl resources provided cost-free by the community, or vol-
unteer services. After the net incremental resource requirements are de-
termined, district-specific resource prices and cost factors are used to
develop the estimated incremental program cost, using the methodology of
the planning cost model. Specifically, the standard resource costs and
factors shown in Fig. 10 are changed to district-specific costs.

To illustrate the process and considerations in estimating the incre=-
mental cost of a program, the data for Program E (shown in estimating the
comparable replication cost) will be used. These data are shown in Tables
6, 7, and 8.

Data about Program E could have been generated by‘either the district
of original implementation or by a state or federal agency in their evalu-
ation of programs funded through the agency. Whatever the source, program
data of this nature is essential information to another district in its as-
sessment of potentially effective '"new" programs. '

In this illustration, it is assumed that informatiorn about all the pro-
grams, A through F, was available and that Program E was tentatively se-
lected as the most-likely-to-succeed program. Preliminary examination of
the data used to develop the comparable replication cost (CRC) for Program E
leads the district planners to beliere that the incremental cost to its
district will be significantly lower. Th¢ district's current salary sched-
ule sets average teacher salary at $9000 and paraprofessionals at $4000. A
major portion of the equipment and materials required for the program are

available within the district.




Table 6

PROGRAM AND RESOURCE INFORMATION FOR PROGRAM E

An Elcmentary Level, Reading and Mathematics Program

Deseriptors Resource Information
Students Served Grades 2-4
. Title I; low SES
Underachievers
Instruction
Class time 1.25 hours - Reading
1.25 hours - Mathematics
Number of students 103
Students/instructional area 50+
Number of sections 2
Utilization 5 hours/day
Facilities
Space 2000 square feet

1 instructional area
1 activity area

Furnishingsa 6 carrels
Carpeting
Tables and chairs
Staffing :
Certified teachers 1 per instructional area
Special teachers None
Paraprofessionals 2 per instructional area
1 per activity area
Equipment? Telex (remote diagnostic)
Tape recorders
Cassette players
‘Headsets
Materials® _ Books, games, incentives
Pre-service Training 5 days -~ formal
In-service Training 3 days -~ formal
Other support Remote diagnostic-Prescrip-

tive

aQuantity and quality of items would
supporting lists,

129

services

be specified in

[N
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Table 7

COST INFORMATION FOR PROGRAM E

(Costs in dollars) : .
Item Cost
Facilities Cost
Total) program cost a 7,500a
Cost per instructional area 5,000
Equipnent Cost
Total a 2’000.
Cost per instructional area 2,000a
Number of instructional areas 1
Students per instructional area 50
Replacement factor 10% 200
Maintenance factor 107 200
Materials Cost
Total 8,600
Cost per inst.uctional area 8,600
Number of instructional areas . 12
Consumables ($ per student) 10
Pre~service Training
Number of staff days 20
Cost per day" 200
Total cost 4,000
In-sevvice Training
Number of staff days 12
Cost per day 200
Total cost 2,400
Other support
Student diagnostic services '50d
Program evaluation ($ per student) 10
Consultants ($100 per day) 800
qone instructional plus one activity area.
b

Includes time for paraprofessional staff.
c . .
Includes salary, materials, and training costs.

d .
Contracted diagnostic and prescriptive services.




Table 8

COMPARABLE REPLICATION COST FOR PROGRAM E

(In dollars)
Item

Acquisition Cost

Facilities (remodel/furnish)

Total program cost

(Cust per instructional area)
Equipment

Total program cost

(Cost per instructional area)
Materials

Total program cost

(Cost per instructional area)
Pre-service training

Total acquisition cost

Operational Cost

Szlaries (including fringe benefits)

Teachers ($12,000/year)

Paraprofessionals ($5,000/year)

Other (variable)
Materials
Program-related (10%)
Consumables (student-related)
Equipment
Replacement (10%)
Maintenance (10%)
In—-service training
Other support
Student diagnostic services?
Program evaluation
Consultants
Total operational cost

Cost

7,500
(3,750)

2,000
(2,000)

8,600
(8,600)

4,000 -
22,100

12,000
15,000

860
1,030

200
200
2,400

5,000
1,000
800

- 38,490

aDiagnostic and prescriptive services by

contracted services.

16
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For this district, the CRC for Program I represents a maximum ex-

pected orogram cost. For another district, with a higher salary sched-
ule and no equipment or materials on hand, the CRC for Program E wéuld
be lower than lts incremental cost. Both districts gain nceded insights
about the cost impact of Program E from Just a quick look at the CRC

for Program E. These insights cannot be developed if the only cost in-
formation the district has about Program E is a cost per student or

the total progran cost specific to the district originally developing
the program.

In developing the program cost estimates for use 1In designing the
scope and nature of Program E, the district determines the resources
available within its inventory and matches this information with the
resources requi.e2d to implement and operate the program. The result-
ing incremental cesouree requirements are translated by means of the
planning cost model into an estimate of incremental cost. In this-
translation process, district-specific resource prices and factors are
used.

The data nez2ded and the results of the i-icremental cost analysis

for the various configurations of Program E are presented in the same

- formats as Tables 6, 7, and 8., As an illustration, the incremental

cost for two program configurations (160 students and 200 studentsj is
shown in Table 9. The assumptions, incremental resource requirements
and district-speéific resource prices supporting the cost estimates
would be displayed, in practice, in the formats of Tables 6 and 7. In
this 1llustration, most of the information can be identified in Table 9.
Just briefly, the district has in inventory about 50 percent of the re-
quired equipment for a program of 100 students. Adequately remodeled
space is available for one instructional area and one activity area.
But, two instructional areas and activity areas are needed for 160 stu-
dents. Only carrels have to be purchased in order to furnish as many

as four centers. For one configuration, the distriet looks at the cost
impact of developing an in-house capability for the diagnostic-prescrip~-
tive services that are provided to the other configurations on a con-
tracted basis. This leads to an increcase in the cost of pre-service
training and the additional operational cost for staff members to pro-
vide this program-related service.

d ‘pa.,
1%
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Table 9

INCREMENTAL COST ESTIMATES FOR ALTERNATIVE CONFIGURATIONS OF PROGRAM E

(In dol

Program Cost Category

Acquisition Cost

Facilities (Remodel/furnish)
(1 instructional and 1 activity area
have to be remodeled)

Equipment
(Unit cost/instructional area for 40
students is $2,000)

Materials
(Unit cost for instructional area
for 40 students if $6,500) ..

Pre~-service Training
(5 days per staff member and
training of forty days for diag-
nostic services in Ej

Total Acquisition Cost

Operational Cost

Salaries
Teachers ($9,000)
Paraprofessionals ($4,000)
Other ($5,000/1/3 time)
Materials
Program-related
Consumables
Equipment
Replacement
Maintenance
In-service Training
Other support
Student diagnostic services
Program evaluation
Consultants

Total Operational Cost

lars)

Ell

160 siudents

3,500

3,000

13,000

4,000

23,500

(2) 18,000
(2) 8,000

1,300
1,600

400
400
3,200

8,000
1,600
___ 800

43,300

Ep

200 ézadents

3,500

3,800

17,200

(2) 18,000
(6) 24,000

1,720
2,000

500
500
6,400

:10,000
2,000
800

65,920

Es

160 QZ;dcnts

3,500

3,000

13,000

31,500

(2) 18,000
(2) 8,000

1,300
1,600

400
400
3,200

3,200
800

41,900

e b e b i e
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The resulting propram cost qnnlysis provides the informatiou nceded
by the district in making the decision about whether to plan the iluple~
mentation of the program and, if so, what confipuration of progrnh can
be afforded within the resource constraints of the district. As a final
note, two points should be made clear. First, these cost estimates
are planning cost ecstimates. Much greater detail and accuracy are re-
quired to meet the necds of actual implementation and financial accoun=-
tability, Second, analysis of the dollar-cost alone does not provide
adequate information for educational decisions; for this recason the

emphasis here is on the analysis of both the decllar and non-dollar re-

sources required for alternative programs.

i o re s
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Table 10

PROGEAM AND RESOURCE INFORMATTON

Descriptore

Characteristies of Students

Served
Number of Students

Instructional
Class time

Class size

Facilities
Space
Students/classroom/day
Utilization
Furnishinygs

Staffing
Teachers
Special teachers
Paraprofessionals
Other personnel

Equipnent

Materials
Pre-service Training
In-service Training

Other Support

Incentives

Program A
Information

Grades 7-12
Educationally disadvantaped (at least 2
years below level)

350{Recading
{Mﬂth

1 period Math'
1 period Readinp
20 students per classroom arca

4 trailers @ 900 sq ft

2 classrooms @ 1C0N0 sq ft

6 hr/day; threc 2-hr shifts

Desks, carrels, caivpet, air conditioning

6
0

6
Project manager; associate manager

Dorsett M-86 Teaching Machines
Filmstrips, records
1 week per tcacher

5 days total

ity

TEN
\
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Table 11
PROGRAM AND RESOURCE INFOIMATION
Program B
Descriptor ' Information
Characteristics of Students 7-12 grades

Served Educationally handicapped (at least 2 years
below grade level)

Number of Students 285{Reading
iMa th

{1 period Math

Instruction 1 period Reading
20 students per classroom area
Facilities
Space 4 trailers @ 900 sq ft
1 classroom @ 1000 sq ft
Number of students 20 per classrcom area
Utilization 6 hr/day; three 2~hr shifts
Furnishings Desks, carrels, carpeting, air conditioning -
Staffing '
Teachers 5
Specialists : 0
Paraprofessionals 5
Other staff Project manager; associate manager
’ Equipment EDL, AUD-X, Tach-X, controlled readers,
Flash-X
Materials ‘ Filmstrips, discs
Pre-service Training 40 hr per teacher and aide
In-service Training No formal training
Other Support None
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Table 12

PROGRAM AND RESOURCE INFORMATION

Dascriptors

Characteristics of Students

Instructional

Nunber of students (as of

nid-becezber)
Class tine
Class aizg

Namber of sections

Facilities
Space

Students/ classroun/day

Furn!shlqgs

Staffing
Certified tcachers
Special teachers

Parapr “essionals

Other personncl

Equipment
Primary unit
Supplementary system

Redundant systen

Haterfats (102 consumable)

Prc-sérvice training

In-service training

Othcr Support

Program C

- Informotion
Crades 6-9

Transieat %igg yearly tuTnover

Black, nadel citles neighborliood
Low {nconc

Lowest achievers according to last spring's testing
Specializcd pupfls included
Program pupils distributed arong all homerooms

491 (Reading); 535 (Math) (saxe stuients)

L5 ninutes/day (Reading and Math each)

35-40 1n single center (SC) (40 optimum); 60 65 in double
center (DC) (optimunm)

14 each (7-period day)

4 centers: 1 DC for reading and math; 1 SC for reading
and 1 SC for math; cach cenrer has an instructional and
an AMS arfa
1 reinforcerent room .
total occupies space of 7 former classrooms (walls were changed)
No. students oer day = (491 + 53S) _ .
“No. classrooms ? 147
Table space for carrels .
Carpeting
Alr conditioning
1 carrcl per student per class (i.c., approximltely 140 lotal)
Chalrs

.1 per center (Reading and Math each)

None

Full-time: 1/center; 1 for reinforcement rocm
{1 Subst{tute '

) full-time director

1 full~tinc secretary

Readirg Math

40 Hoffman Peading machines 40 tape recoriecs/center (80 tatal)

25 tape recorders/center 40 flashcard :-caders (Electronic
(50 total) Futures, mfg.)

@em— 15 Borg-Warner System 80 ——————oe

2 sets EPL tapes/center

2 scts Hoffman mater{ials
(levels B to G)/center

Workbooks (not on per pupil
basis)

2 scts Borp-Warner materials (levels 1-8) per reading and math
center (1.e., of complete sets)
1 notebook per student for comptiling materfals

Math min{ system (tapes)
Workbooks (not on per pupil basis)

One week on AMS {n-depth tralaing
One veek going through materials

About 2 hr/weck

None, {nsctructional program self-contained

3
i




Descriptors

Characteristics of Students

Program Scope
Instruction
Number of students
Class time

Class size
Number of sections

Facilities
Space

Students/classroom/day

Furnishings

Staffing
Certified teachers
Special teachers
Paraprofessionals
Other personnel

Fquipment
Telex
Cassette tape records

Materials

Pre-service Training

" In~service Training

Other Support

Table 13

PROGRAM AND RESOURCE INFORMATION

Program D
Information ,

Grades 1-6

Inner-city, black, low income

Transiency = 307

Lowest achievers for first 5 months, then
entire school (excluding most special
education students)

Reading and math

Initially 100, later 150 (as of February)

Initially 2-1/4 hr, later reduced to 75
minutes for grades 1-4

45-55 (maximum at 60)

Three (one each for grades 1 and 4, 2 and
3, and 5 anJ 6)

Two regular classrooms

75

30 carrels and chairs, with electric out-
j lets at each carrel

7 tables, 21 chairs
(3 bookshelf-cabinets

Carpeting

One (no outside preparation required)
None

Two, 6-hr day

On~site director and secretary

1
30

BRL modern math texts
Large variety of other materials

Five days for entire staff of school
Eight morning meetings for entire staff

None
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Table 14

PROGRAM AND RESOURCE INFORMATTON

Descriptors

Characteristics of Students

Served
Instruction
Class tine

Number of students
Class size
Number of sections
Utilization

Facilities
Space

Furnishings

Staffing
Certified teachers
Special teachers
Paraprofessionals
Other personnel

Equipment

Materials
Pre-service Training
In-service Training
Other Support

Incentives

Program E
Information
Grades 2-4; Title I
Low SES

1.25 Reading

1.25 Math

103

50 studencs per class
2

5 hr. per day

2000 sq ft
1 classroom
1 activity area

6 carrels
Carpeting
Tables

1l per center
none
{2 per center
1l per activity area

Telex

Tape recorders
Cassette players
Headset

Books, games, toys

S days

4 days, total

Remote diagnostic and prescriptive

25 per student--candy, scrip




Table 15

PROGRAM AND RESOURCE INFORMATION

Deseriptors

Characteristics of Students
Served

Number of Students

lnstructional
Class time
Class size
Number of sections, school

Facilities
Space
Students/classroom/day
Utilization
Furnishings

Staffing
Teachers
Special teachers
Paraprofessionals
Other personnel

Equipment

Materials

Pre-service Training
In-service Training
Other Support

Incentives

Program F

Information

Title I students
250

50 minutes
25
5.

Regular classrooms

125

1007%

Alr conditioning, pleasant environment;
small, modern (partitions, file cab-
inets, storage cabinets, etc., loose
tabie, chairs)

1 classroom

0

1

1 program director

6 Cassette players ($25)
6 tape recorder (5150)
Earphones ($50)

Sound filmstrip sets
Cassettes
Workbooks and miscellaneous supplies

1 week
3 days
Evaluation: $10 per child

300 books given as awards
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PERFORMARCIE TOWARD WIAT RESULT:
AN EXAMINATION OF S0MIS PROBLIZS IN OUTCOME MEASURIZMENT

Selma J. Muchkin
Georgetown Universit:y /

Up to a very shozt time ago, the single criterion nchicvemcﬂt of
skills, such as reuding, wac applicd in judglag succezs or failure
(or its score value) of an education program; The iosue of a multi-
dimensional educational product wags a subject of much debate; it was

1 3

debated vhether attitudes and attributes were at all useful in

assessing product, let alone necessary, Among the influcnces at work
was the simplistic drive to get at "real measurcments" of cost effective-
ness in place of vague gencralities about goals, Despite tﬁe merlt of
the undertaking, some basic concepts of effcctiveness measurement were
set aside in tho drive to show analytical studies would provide useful
policy tools == and to gggﬁs program cffectiveness, Discussions 1in

1966 with OEO officials and with those in the Office of Education made
plain this insistence that achievement tcﬁt scores, and those alone,

served as sufficient measurements, Whatever else educetion might

produce , was the argument, it surely must produce basic skills,

" such as rcading, and if other producte were of any importance, perhaps

alternative programs or &ctivitics could achieve them better, To
counterbalance this emphasis on achicvement measurement was to question

the whole excrcisc -~ to question the value eof hard analysis,

N
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Nowadays in the course of analysis of educational programs and
their evaluation, dimcnsions other than achievement ascores are in the
ascent and 1t eccng hardly likely that present trends will be reversed,
Partly this is a conscqucnce of the findings of the evaluation studies
themsclves; partly it is a rcsult of more interdisciplinnry.cffort in
which the skills of philosiophy, sociology, psychology, and anthropology

arc being brought to bear on educational outcomes clong with the tools

of the economist, In the last five yeare or so, cducational rescarch

-has showm consistently that various chcracteristics of the children's

home environment, particularly parental zsttitudes strongly influence

1,2) Paren“al aspirations for the child have

children's achievement,
been found to be better prcdictors of school attainment than variables:
related to the school itself, At the came time, research on the |
developinent of intclligence and.achievcment hag indicated the gains
that come aboui: from expericace, especially sozial experiences, ere

(3,4

essential ingredients in the developmental procesas, Teacher
expectation as part of that social euperience has been shovm to

influence learning,

Basic criteria of effectiveness for evaluation purpoﬁcs call for a
series of propertics in the criteria used, These include (1) relevance
to the objectives being weasured; (2) completeness in encompassing the

whole of the objectives forwulated; and (3).meusurabiliQy.



While use of Insufficient measurements or measurements that match

inadequately the full range cnd wmeaning of the objcctives formulated
reauired caution in acceptance of resﬁlts of evaluation nthLcu based on
achievement scores alone, the persistence of negative findings have had
marked policy [mpact, On the basis of a revicw of studles, onc

Aerican cupert cuggested "rhe diffic&lty seems to be that 4t 1o becoming
clecar that fcétors that cen be varied vith money are not very closely

1" (5)

relatcd to the achicvement of school pupils,
X .

Feedback effeets of education evaluation studics are reflected in
the Prcsidcpt's April 1970 Message to éhe Congress: '"We will ask the
Congress to supply many more dollars for education,,.but only if we get
more educaticr for the doller," The Presidint led the nation in saying
that the most pressing need of the schools is not for more meney, but

for reform, The qucstioning of state aid for schools and the enlarged

opposition to property tax increases for schools follow from the

repetitive negative evsluatlion study findings on achievement scores,

1

Emphasis on achievement scores has had an impact on - processes of
education as well, If the achieving of ckills or proficiency in such

matters as reading &re, in fact, the purpose of the school, it is but

a small step *to:

.
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The undertaking to teach to the specified skills that are
required, (When the skills sought are riporously Ldentified
and specificed, and measures of those skills are desfpgned and
implemented, tcaching prograwme can be directed, If the skills
lecarned are deficlent, a special program can be designed, c.g.,
right to rcad propzram,)

ves The review of Inceutives for the teaching of those specified

skilla, (Tf the skills are known and methods of tcaching as

.well, then presumably the implementation of the method can be
encouraged by Incentives,)

The design of new incentives for performance of teacher and
student, (When processes for. encouraging teaching and
learning are not recadily at hand, then addltional research
on incentives should prove useful,)

e s e

AV

New experimentation with Leaching methods when proccsses
&re not known, .

Performance contracting has ite origin in this emphasis on achicvew. a1t
scores, It provides both a means to stimulate learning and teaching of
the specific skills, and also a base for new cxperimentation with

processes of teachiﬁg and learming,

In the current scene, performance of education toward educational

results has major importance., The difficulties 6f defining results sought

or outcomes, and of assessing by measurcments those results and outcomes,
acre many, Among the steps rcquived are these:

1., To define outcome appropriately in terms of purpose, and if
necessary, to definc outcome multidimensionally,

2, To cxplore what i8 known about measurement of the defined

outcoies, .

3. To examine the state of the art on instrumentation to improve

‘the measurements,

4, To assess intcraction and mu1t1collincarity of the defined

outcomes,

5, To selcct proxy measurements for use,

6

7

To test and retest through use the outcome proxies selected, é
To identify from among the testing instruments those that i
could be applicd as proxies,
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Steps teken to define outecwe meacurements end to implement: such
measurenents carry additional responsibilitles for the feedback coffectsn
are many and can hardly be ignored, Among the feadback effeccte ara theaa:

Concentration on the '"proxy" vather then the underlying
learning nought,

ess Direction of funds to fwprove the "proxy,'" for examplo,
the rcading rerdinzsu progrom, .

.s» Possible changes in the learning of children,

If reading skills'of children are rcwarded, then reading scores
tend to be emphnsiicd both in teaching and resource allocation, A numbers
game is genecratcd on the proxy, Proxies inéendcd as simplifiere become popue
larizess, or stated differently, the focus 18 on the proxy mecsure end
data collected about it, We noted the right to read exemple given earlier.
It is simply symbolic of a renge of feedback «- that is from pro:y to
policy. There src other feedback effects aes well, The p;oxy Imcasurements
as is indicated later, can affect the child himself and his learning,
Among the additionzl steps thet need to be taken gre these:

1, To assemble what is known about the impact of measurable
fectors on learning,

\V

2, To study fecdback cffects on learning of criteria for
judging learning,

3. To study feedback effects on policy of criteria for learning,

4, To determine what is known about how to crecte each of
the identified outcoines, :

A3



In the present paper T have tried to consider some of the problems of
measurements, viewing measusements Lrom ého perspective of performance
as consumption (both in the immedicte perlod and in the lonfer run), end
also as an investment, The rescarch on which this paper draws was done for
the Xational Center for Fducational Statistics in a small scale exploratory
wtudy of statistical measurcuents of edueationsl outeomee, In that emall
initial project, ouly a beginning could bo ﬁade on the many problems
i1nvolved in outcome mecasuccment, By and large the emphacis has been on
a taxonomy of outcpme measurcments and ;eview of data sources and

instrumentatior. that could be applied 1n a statlstical gather g effort,

Thus "pad and pencil" tests are thore that are glven priwmary attention,

Outcomes of education appear to bo fou—-dimensional, if an economict
may be forgiven for intruding a description dealing with economic
{mneasurables, A review of some of the worl: that has been done on education
6utcomés in other disciplines suggénta that these outcomes may be classified
as the four A's: (1) attributes; (2) apéitudcs; (3) attitudes; and
(4) achievements, Together the proxics chosen for these four A's would
enable the exploration of a number of multisectoral aspects of education
and perhaps provide a better understanding of the dynamics of educational
outcome, With the four general gets of criteria, it would appear possible
éo probe much more-deeply into the results of-cducation and to ascertain

whether earlier cvaluation studics are wide of the mark or, in fact, are

sufficient,
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Complexnities are even pgreater, for cducation has both short-run
products and long-term onecs, What product definition captures cach
of the phases in a contlnuum that crertee the "being" of boy, and then men?
Charactevisticeally education in cconomlce tecus may be regarded both as an
investment and as a consuncr good, Outcomo definitions assoclated with
cach of those purposrcs are very different and the consequences of the
measures for poliey differ, too, The "investment' way be tested in
terms of rates of return, or by changes in employment, occupalt:ions, and
ecarning~, As ¢ consumer good, education 18 perhaps described more vaguely
as to quality cnd quantity of product, Education as a consumer good

' In one aupcct the consumer good

gives '"well-being,! "joy," "happincss,’
is "durable'; in others enjoyment may be momentary, In common with other
market goods, it may be tcated by consumer decisions taken, Votes on
school bond istucs provide a measure, but even such decisions are subjec’
to much ambiguity and not unimportantly, evcn the decision about who

1s the consumer 18 not clear == the child or his parent? Pubiic achooi-
systems operating as they do, an monopolies, mean consumer choices are

na.rowed greetly, Voting behavior rather than market behavior records

the public cholce.

1., Short-run and Consumer Measurements

Essentiaily product definition in education concerns itself with
\
changes in behLavior that come about through changes in attitudes, ferreting
out and developinent of aptitudes and attributes, and the achievement of

tkills, Outcoimc measurements cean hardly ignore behavior chango so central to

the objectives of educational tervices.
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Achicvement and aptitude (or ability) testing as "product" indexes
have received much of the attention in thé pact among the "soft'" social
sclences; economistsonly recently divected thelr attention to uﬁort-run
resulte, Jercme Druncr summed the concern with meastiring achievements in
this way: Schoole do not look to the creatlon of self-confident fools, (6)

Aptitude -~ Aptitude measurcments arc perhaps the earliest of the
measurenent undertekings and the most widely applied, Aptitude (defined
here to be synonomous with ability) is not to be regarded, the social
sciences' findings .show, as an inherited "static" characteristic, Ability
indexes have been used by cconomists as if thuy were independent of
"education'; this use is not warranted by the researchf7)Certaiu1y
ability as measuvred does not constitute a valid '"correction" of school
outputs to be irtroduced into production function or cconomic growth
analysis, Part of the outcome in performance contracting as in other

educational processes is to discover and develop talents and to raise

aptitude (ability) levels,

Achievements =~ Following on the work of Alfred Binet and

Theodore Simon, the idea of scale was applied not only to intelligence
but to achievement testing as well, Thorndike and his students for
cxample developed scales for meusuring'ochievement in arithmetic (1908),
handw;iting (1910), spelling (1913), draving (1913), reading (1914), and

language ability (1916), Other universities, particularly  Chicago,

S TR s e
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jolned Columbia in fte cfforts, And by 1918 the National Socicty for the
Study of Education published its yecarboolt on The Measurement of Educationsl
Products, (©)
Thorndike's work in 1918 sounds much the same as the vocabulary of
educational program analysts today, ﬁEducation 18 concerned with chenges
in human beinge; o change ig a difference between two condlitions; cach of

these conditions 1g knowm to us mainly by th2 products produced by it ==

things nade, words spoken, acts poxrformed, ead the like, To measure any
1)

of these products means to define its emount in gome way go that competent:
persons will koow how large it is, better than they would without

(9

measurement, "

Measurema.it work on achieﬁement and ability has continued at
accelerating pecce, spurrced on in the immediate period by' the more
widespread support for evaluation of educational programs, The Mental
Measurements Ycarbook was published in 1937; by the latest, cr sixth
yearbook publiched in 1965, 1,219 tests were included, Their distribution
by classification suggests that about 15 percent of the tests rclated to
personality, & littlé over 11 percent to intelligence, and the remainder

to achievements of such skills as English, mathematics,. foreign languages,

Drawing on the. Information provided in surveys of state testing --

surveys made by the Educational Testing Scrvice in'1967,.thc Akron Mublic

School Survey (April 1968) of basic testing programs used in major school

systems, the 1969 Survey of Compensatory Education, and the Research

1357




Council on Greater City Schools 1970 Survey -- it was found that

some five or gsix tests accounted for a large fraction of all the tests g
The tests widely used are these: Towa Tests cf Educational Development,
Stanf&rd Achicvement Tests, Sequential Testas of Education Progress,
California Achievement Tests, Lowva Tests of Busic Skille, Metropolitan

Achievement Teste, and SRA Achicvement Serxles,

For most tests given, national norms and regional norms have been
developed by ta:st putlishers; and in those states in which state testing
"has been done for some period =- New York, Alabama, California, Rhode
Island, Minnesota, Pennsylvania -- statewide norms arc available,

: /

Measurements using achievement tests os a proxy for the product

"learning" are at best partial, and portion out, by "average group

’
performance," learning into grade levelsflozThere is no wide agrecement
on ;pecific subject matter for each grade, There has been a great shift
in what ig considered proper learning for given ages and grades in scme

subjects, and 1t appcars that even greater changes are in the offing."

. DeSpite.concerns‘about the meaning of a standard - grade levef‘-
scores according to grade levels, particularly in reading, are widely -
applied, "Grade equivalent" simply means median performance in the
norming sample at a given grade at the time of tesﬁ étandardization.

The norming of the test and the representativeness of those norms

clearly affect what 15 .counted as grade leval,

iven,

(¢4))




Roger Lennon's discussion of norins in a 1963 ETS paper notes:

There are good rcasons for supposing that differences in norms
ascvibable simply to,.,varlatious In norming procedures aré not
negligible, When we conzider that to such differences from test
to test there must be edded differences associated with varying
content, «nd with the time at which standardization programs are
conducted (including the time of the school yecar), the issue of
comparability, oxr lack of Lt, awong the results of the various
tests may begin to be seen in proper perspecctive, Empirical data
reveal that there may be varliatlions of as much ag a year end a
half in grade equivalent emong the results yiclded by various
achievement tests; varfotions of as nuch as 8 to 10 pointe of IQ
among various intelligcuce tests are, of coursc, by no means
unccamon,  (12)

The Of{fice of Eddcution has underwvay an ANCHOR Test Study of
achicvement test batteries to develop scorc cofreSponéence from reading
test to reading test, The development of such score correspondence is
essential to any natioanwide data collection effort that leaves to the
local cowmuhit' end state the inltial decision on vhat children should

learn and are learning,

In that context a feagibility survey was launched in 1969 on reading

" comprchension subtests for the most widely used standardized test

batteries, appropriate for children in grades four, five, and six, ' The

reading comprehension subtest of the five most widely used test batteries

were administered to over 830 children, with each child‘completing subteste
from threc batterics;farranged in a random order, From the test results
computétion was made of correlation coefficients among the five tests

witﬁ the finding of a high correlation among tests, The correlation coefficient
for groups of grade four pupils that was lowbat.was 0.81 and the highest

correlation for this grade was 0,91,




Based on the results of thie feasibility curvey, a major test

equating and standardiration study 1is now underway, Among the purposes

are these:

to set up nationally representative norms for recading
comprehension and vocabulary subtests;

to develop tables of score correspondence between subtests
of tha Metropolitan and corresponding subtests of levels
of six other test batterics based on a new representative
samplz of population of children enrolled in grades four,
five, and six in both public and nonpublic schools;

to correlate correspondence of- the several test batterics
based on the ncwly collected scores from a sample of the
appropriate national populations; and

to prepare tables of score correspondence for samples of
several national subpopulations,

Attributes and Artitude -« While achievement scores receilved early

use Iin program evaluation, attributes ﬁnd attitudes are increasingly
emphasized as part of educational outcomes, The President in his April
1970 Message to thc'Congrcss regarding education emphasized such characteir-
istics as "humanity," "wit," and "responsibility," and more recently the
Secretary of Health, Education and Welfare, in emphasizing
consumption cnds of education, called attent.on tc the lmportance of
self-confidence," "curiosity,'" end "iove of learning," (13) Among the
numerods measurements; gsome attributes receive the maj&r attention,
particularly "Perception of self'" and some attitudes such as "perception

of society" in relation to self, Mapy words clearly are paed in describing
the attitudcs.und attributes, but what is being identified on the one

hand is the dignity of "being," the child as child into adulthood, and

on the other is the attitudes toward society that make for motivation

toward bettermeqt.
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Numerous measurements and the scales on attributcs and attitudes
are available. The range of the studices caowried out are suggested by
the chapter headinss and chapter contents in two handbooks of measure=-

(14,15)

nents -« one on Sociolonical measurewente and the other on

measurements of political attitudes, (Exhibits I and II)

The Social Sciences Research Center has compiled measurements to
asseSs their usefulness and to vork toward definitional standardization
as well as more widespread implementation of teatéd instruments, The
American Psychological Association additionaily hns.made technical
rec&mmendatidns on psychoiogical testing and diegnostic methods, (6
Considerable prograss La: been made toward uniformity and standardization
of testing Ly development of the Minnesota hultiphasic personality inventory
In addition, Guilford and Zimmerman an and alyo Cattell have attempted |
to standardize concepts with respect to personality. To illustrate, a
handbook (e for the 16 personality factor questionnaire prgpared by
Cattell and Eber contains‘profiles describing personality test scores
of large samples in over 46 occupations, Evaluatian techniques as
ﬁhey are applied in program analysis moreover have begun to be applied
to mentél health programming and to patient care in such a way as to
encouragé uniform design of criteria and uniform’testing for evaluation
purposes, (The program evaluation project of Henngpin County, Minnesgota
is a majof example,) (9 |

. In the worﬁ that Wayne Kimmel is undertaking at the Public Sexrvices
Laboratory of Georgetown University, he is reviewing fhe specific
instruments that might be applied in measuring important constructs of

7
attitudes and attributes. His research looks to recommendations on

statistical data collection on attributes and attitudes.
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2, OQutput: Sequence of Performnance and Longer-run Product

Education as a scquential end continuing process points to
parallel sequences.in outcome measurcment, -The multiproducts have .

somewhat different time dimehsions,
The duallity of purpoucs of education, or rather the possibility of
considering the objectives of education (and measurcs of reculte) at

different points in time is illustrated by Exhibit III,

Follow-up Mcasurements ~-= Single-perlod performance accounting does

not adequatcly reflect child behavior, If many among those children tested

happen to be on a temporary plateau in learaing, the results of measured

that is on-going. Important questions are being raised about segquence and
learning, Piaget's work has caused a reexanination of curriculum and

3
sequence, () Bruner in summarizing the work of a Task Force on

Children's Learning emphasized the question: "Whgt chould be given

first, what next, and how shall a next step be influenced by how the

child has procceded up to here?" And he notes, "The questions, interestingly
enough, remain recognizably the same vhether one is asking how to arrange
exercises for a kindergartener or freshman, how to program a teaching

machine, how to organize chaptere and sections of a book, how to present
(4, po iV) :

.

a %ecture.“

Presumably testing designs must follow on curriculum phasing step by
step, phase by phase, just as curriculum pugt parcel out information to
be learned, Scoring of that informatioa acquired has to ba defined and

exanined in small parcels, Programmod instruction is an extreme of this

f 142




detailing and specification of what is judged to be the learning requirement,
with testing made a part of the learning experience itself, Tor performance
measureaent, standardized tests way not always be regarded as appropriate,
Residual concerns in any case about national uniformity in testing will

persist in sufficlent force so that the rccult is multiple testing instruments,
and perhaps for some time,continuing rellance on pFivate agency rather than

public testing or more statewlde involvement in achlevement testing, (20)

In terms of both performance accounting ¢cnd gtatistical mecasurements,
the sequential facets of education suggest follow-through studies --
performance not for single years but périods.bf timef21;ivlin has urged
that a longitudinal data system be developed to keep track of individuai
children and their family background as they move through school, and for
recording changes in their performance, (22) She also huas urged detalled
progrém information at the level of the individual child éo reveal, for
example, not just whether he was in a school that had a remedial reading
program but how many hours he spent in the pfogram and the kind of program
it was, Longitudinal studies are now being planned by the U, S. Office
of Education to gather data on, among other things, educational outcome,

_Studies underway or planned call for data collection on hiéh school
graéuation and also for first grade childéen.. Much information is being
sought about the child, inclu&ing his prenatal care,’ grades, and
achievement scores,’ The intent of the early.childhood schgdulc is to
'follow’childrén through in grade levels 3, 6, and 8, as well as fhe

first grade period,

1/ Even in the context of upgrading of mathematics teaching,
a longituvdinal study was urged. .

i L AR vt & bt s o St
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Preparatovy vs, the present <~ The length of the achooling period

(one sixth to one quarter of a lifetime) itself ergucs against cxclusive
concern with preparatory education, Tha invectment or opportunity costs
come to a substantial share of total living time, As a consequence of
focusing at th2 child and his noment of living in determining the product
"education," much more weight comes to be placed on pleasurability, on
feeling good, on being, and on joyful doing, (By and large, I am tendiné
to use nonspeclfic psych- ~gpical or sociological terms to make plain.that
. I have no expertise in thuir use.). , |
Changing zircumstances together with the advances in the processes

of research in educational outcomes has led to a rediecovery of the

consumption purposes of education,

" For one thing, the payoff for educational investment appears to be

falling off, Differential years in school gre-diminishing as the nominal

average or median years of schooling is responding to automatic in-school

promotions and the pressures against dropping out of school, and fewer
and fewer persons remaining in the work force have only 8 years of
schooling, A number of studies such as that of Sam Bowles of earnings
differentials assoclated with skill differences (23) ;how very large
relative changes in skill content have been accompanied by very sr-1l
.earnings differences, For a subatﬁntial périod of years, despite the
marked improvement in numbers of years of cchooliﬁg, relative wages of
college graduates or high school graduates (an@ the later wages) or to

that of 8th graders remained fnirly.cpnbtaht. "More recently, when

- ;144
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general demond has not been sufficient to maintain high cmployment,

the stability of carnings differentials is weakening, perhaps giving
weight to the thesis of Ivar Berg'a "Tbe Greet Training Robbery" @4) in
which he attaches the productivity or rate of raturn from cchooling:
nfguing essentially thet education is proﬁiding formal credontials of

"progressively less economic importance,'

Mary Jean 3owman is one of the echolars'whb has moved the dlscussicn

further by changing the concept of output from a skill learned to the

”

outcome in interest in learning that skilll,

Only when we view men as men, not as bundles of skills,
can we underctand the role of cducation in economic growth or
the effects of growth on incentives to undertake further
education, Education becomes a mecans to enhance ability to
learn end to adapt, -

Although there have been voices urging that the important
contribution of education in production was specifically what
it did to a man's ability to learn and to adapt in dynamic
situations, littlec attention has becn paid to this proposition
in the canonical rate of return literaturec, (25)

In the course of scientific inquiry of economic phenomena, a

deeper penetration of educational outcomes has been made,

If differences in ckill levels acquired do not explain earnings
variations, what does? 1Is it work motivation, or to use a Veblenian term,
“the instinct of workmanship"? Kelvin Lancaster, for examp.e, has pushed

the economist's view of consumption to cxamining the basic characteristics

(26)

of the product relevant to the consumer,

ERT L W N N ST




- 18 -~
Traditionally education pollcies have considerced gubstantive
education as preparatory for later living Cnly with the formulation
-of the idea of hiuman capital and investment in people, were financial
and program policies of cducation redesigned so that they might be

more compatible with the concept of cducation as preparatory,

Economists began to apply the tools of their discipline and the
concomitant measurements to education in the early 1960's, And in this
application, the quantitative measurement of outcomec for policy strategies
essentially has its roots., Theodore Schultz initiated work on "Investment
in Man."(zzzd he contributed importantly to the development of the concept
of "investment” and the methods of measurement not only by his own

research, but oy the research he encouraged, Gaty Becker, in his volume,

Human Capital, cxplored in greater depth than others the councepts

of educat%§g§1 Investment and the measurcment of the rate of educational
returns, Becke = in a'quantitative study réstricted to white males,
after pérsonal taxes, shows a privage rate of returm from high school
graduation rising from 16 percent in 1939.to 28 percent in 1958, Returns
as measured are private rates of return and reiate to earnings attributable
to high school graduation, but do not.take account of other future
satisfactions, Others, including Mary Jean Bowman, W; Lee Hansen,

Burton Weisbrod, and Jacob Mincer are among those whose résearch deepened
the concept of human capital formation through education and returns

[}

from the inveatments made, (27)
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Education ags an investment clcarly has long-term conscquences for the
level and changes in ccquomic grouth, Major studies of education as a
source of growth and the measurcients of outcome in growth have been linked,
however, to the analyses of the "residual" or unexplained growth in GNP --
a growth not attributeble to conventionally defined inputs, Edwuard F,
Denison's important study of sources of growth quantified earnings
differentials from years of schooling and the national income growth

consequence of those added years of school, (Dcnison adjusts somewhat

arbitrarily for "ability" to get at the pure effects of schooling,)

.Denison's findings for the period 1950-62 are that education (again

.

measured by earaings diffcrences attributable to years of schooling but

adjusted downward for ability-effects) explain about 15 percent of the

(29)
total 3,36 percant per amuum GNP growth rates, Jorgenson and
(30) ' A
Griliches in a study of productivity change specified labor quality

inputs into 2 m>del of growth in value added, In Griliches' study of
manufacturing aad determinants of state differences in value added in
wanufacturing using a labor quality variable, results showed education

to have strong explanatory effects on value added,

The longitudinal analysis of gross product from manufacturing
found rates of growth in income 3,22 percentage points a year, with
schooling per man accounting for .73 percentage points or 23 percent,
Labor quality is dgfiﬁ"d essentially as educational inputs into the
productive system, And in' the uce of education (yeafc of schooling) as
a proxy variaﬁlc, new iésues come to be raised concerning the way in

which education impacts on growth or value added, (Al} these approaches
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assume that yearas of schooling ava reflective of education as the
investment and yields are assumed to be carnings reflective of

productivity and productivity, of skill acquired.)

Specification of measurements of inveatment outcomes and quantifica-
tion of those outcomes Iin the past have assipgued littic income return in
;nvestment in education of mothers who do not enter the puid work force,
The notion of investment in edﬁcation for child motivation and learning
generates still an additional postponed return, While explicit recognition
of investment for parental involvement in the education of the child
has received little attention aside from goma work by Levin, Bowman, and
éhis author, returns to the education of the woman who chooses to stay

at home and raise her family is importent for child learning and has a

number of educational policy implications,

. In summary, these several approaches involve primarily determination
of earnings differentials attributable to years (or quality) of education,
And they point to a factoring out of "natiye" ability (without due
regard to the creation of ability by education), While essentially the
mecasurcments developed in the conceptual work that has been done 1s of
- the macro type that is not readily used in nicro analysis requiring

comparing of results from activity options for a school district or school,
_there are aspects of the measurements that are applicable to performance
‘evaluation. Pérformance péyments in-en investment context would mean
payments for graduating a young person from high cchool, or paymcnks
related to some yardstick of skill erecated or earnings differentials

created thiough educational services,
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Soae_Conclnting Observetion

The buillt=in incentive structure of perfornance contracting chould help

us gain auch knouledge about the cfficacy of contractual payments as an

Y

incentive., Esaentially we are learning vhethar performance contracting io
beneficial or, rathew Lf 1t achieves uvhat ia designed to achlceve, and to

what degree or in vhat wmeasure it doct work, and under what circuastancces,
Performance rests on the outecome couyit, Fnd rerults are the critical testivyg

grounds,

What criteria are to be uged in measuring success? The &4 A's --
aptitude, achievement, attitude, and attribute =- presented in this paper

are Jndicative of tnc multidimencional products o concern in education.

L:.ation of tests, apdating of their norms, and wider application to assure
general usefulness continue to necessitate major additional éfforts. The
achicvenent target of insuring a year's prosress for every year of school for
every pupil is not possible of attainment, Some children cannot meet that
target -~ without an inordinate input of resources., Further, programmed
instruction has made plain norm refercnced tests arve not a substitute for

. the specifics of rcading or numbering achievement, for examplé, learning a

defined numbey of words of definad characteristics and degignation,

Much less developed are the measurcs of attributes and attitudes.
Many diff~rent weasurements have been formulated, and at least experimentally
| some have been tried on small population groups. Natjonal assessment has

undertaken to include in its testing program attitudinal tests related to

ERIC |

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Most research in the past has centered on aptitudes and achievements, Stendard-
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currieulum matter, But wuch sdditional recocarch is wneeded, We can start to
apply one or two known testing inptruments on gamples of national population
; or on a statevide basis and improve the wmeasurcuents as experience fe gathered,
? Or we can wait and opt for more rescarch as a prior condition to application of
L’ concept and instrunent, A range of questions on both direct effects ana on
’ feedbaclis could with profit be the subjéct‘of research for purpoces of fact

| gathering for educatinsnal prograwming, lHowever, a beginning on application

nay well clarify the need for and accelerate the reccarch on outcomes.

Quality alonc neasured by the 4 A's 1g but one acpect among many of
the complex productnneaucaticn‘ Quantities, while long familiar, are not
unimportant. For cxample, the numbers of high school graduates and numbers
conmpleting auto mechanics training. Measurements of consumer voter,
narket-~type decisions arc indicative of consumer tradeoffs. And income -

employment Impacts uignificantly assess investment ends, Primary, secondary,

and tertiary outcowcs, both for consumption ana investment, come into play.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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ENHTRTT ATTRIBUTLRES

LITE SATISTACTION AND HAPPINESS

Social Surveys Into Life Satlsfactt
Reliability of Satisfaction LQﬂuULbd
Corrclates of Reportaed Satisfaction
Relation With Other Attitudes

Relation of Lifa Satirfaction to Behavior
Summary and Conclusions

MEASUREMENT OF SELF~ESTER AND RELATED CONSTRVUCTS

Adjective Q-~Sct for Non-Professional Sortors (Block 1961)
Butler-hiaigh Q~Sort (Butler and Haigh 195%)

Self-concept Scmuntic Differcntlal (Schweitz and Tengri 1965)
Sclf-conecept Sementlc Differentlal (Pervin and 1illy 1967)
Inventory of the Self Concept (Sherwood 1¢62)

Index of Adjustment and Values (Bills et 2l 1951)
Sclf~estcem 3cale (Rosenberg 1965) T

Personal Competence Scale (Camnbell et al 1960)
Bodv-cathexis Scale (Secord ani Jourard 195 3)

10, Tow Self-estecm Scale (llunt et al 1967)

11, Self-acceptaace “cale (Berger 1952)

12, Adjcctive Chack List (Cough and Ilellbsyun 1965)

13. Self-estecm Inventory (Coopersmith 1967)

14, Ego-strength Scale (Barron 1953)

15, Interpersonal Check List (Leary 1957)

16, Twenty Statenents Test (Kuhn end McPartlaad 1954)

17, Scale to Measure Intcrnal-external Control (Rotter 1566)
18, Multidimensional T-E Scale (Gurin et al 1969)

19, Measurce of Jelf-consistency (Gergen and Morse 1967)

O OO DN
.

ALIENATION AND ANOMIA

Anomy Scale (McClosky and Schaar 1965)
tnomia Scale (Srole 1956)
Powerlessness (Neal and Seeman 1962)
Political Aliecuation (Olsen 1969)
Alienation via Rejection (Streuning and Richardson 1965)
Purpose-in-life Test (Crumbangh 1968) '
Alicnation Scale (Dean 1961) : -/
Alicnation (Middleton 1963)
9., DPolitical Alienation (llorton and Thompson 1962)
10, Alicnation (Nettler 1962)
11, Anomie Scale (Hyman et al 1960)
12, Helplessness (Gamson 1961)
"13, Alicnation (Davids 1955) _
Alienation Within a Social System (Clark 1959)
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ENIDBIT 1T ATTITUDES

PUBLIC REACTION TO GOVERNMIENT POLLCIES

Attitudes on Var

Relations Uith the Comnunist World
National Defense and Arms Control
Toreigh Aid and World Trade

Civil Rights

Econowmic and Welfare Teiues
Liberalism and Conscrvatism

LIBERALISM~-CONSFRVATT.SNM

Ideological Agreccment With Goldwater (Selznick and Steinberg 1966)
Conservatisn: Scale (McClosky 1958)
Social Attitudes Scales (Kerlinger 1963)
Conservatism-Radicaliem Battery (Centers 1949) .
Political-Economic Conservatism (PEC) Scale (Adorno et al 1950)
Inventory of Social Attitudes (Eysenck 1947)
Radicalism~Conservatism Scale (Nettler and Huffman 1957)
Liberalism~-Conservatism Scale (Wright and Hicks 1966)
Liberalism-"onservatism Scale (Kerr 1952)

10, Liberalism-Conservatism Scale (Hartmann 1938)

11, C-R Opinioneire (Leatz 1935)

12, Personage Acmiration (Lentz 1939)

13. Situation-Response Survey (Pace 1939)

14, Harper's Social Beliefs and Attitudes Test (Boldt and Stroud 1934)
15, Politico-Economic Radicalism-Conservatism (Sanai and Pickard 1949)

16, Radicalism-Conservatism and focial Mobility (Hetzler 195%)

17, Concern With Progress (Morgan, Sirageldin, and Baerwaldt 1965)

Voo H LN =
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DEMOCRATIC PRINCIPLES

1, Willingness to Tolerate Nonconformists (Stouffer 1955)
2, Scale of Perception of Internal Communist Danger (Stouffer 1955)
3. Democratic and Anti-Democratic Attitudes- (McClosky 1964)
4, Attitude Toward Democratic Principles (Prothro and Grigg 1360)
q 5. Attitude Toumrd Communilsts (Schonbar 1949)
‘6. Attitude Toward Civil Liberties (Noble end Noble 1954)

\ ) /

DOMESTIC GOVERNMENT POLICIES

1,” Domestic Social Welfare Scale (Campbell et al 1960)

2, Attitude Toward Government (Opinion Research Corporation 1960)

3. Big Dusiness-Minded Scale and Socialism-Planning Scale (Rosenberg 1957)
4, - Attitude Toward Socialized Medicine (Kubany 1953)

5. Attitude Toward Government (Lanerjee 1962)




RACIAL ARD ETIDVIC ATTITUDES

1, Prejudice and Rationality (Schuman and Harding 1964)
2, Tdentification With the Underdog (Schumen and Iarding 1963)
3., Pro-Intecgration Scale (Sheatsley 1966)
4, Multifactor Ruecial Attitude Tnventory (Woodimansece and Cool: 1967)
5, Social Distance Scale (Uogardus 1952)
6. Ethnocentrism Scale (Adorno et al 1950)
7. Racial Stercotype Index (Matthews and Prothro 1966)

8. Racial Identification Index (Matthews and Prothro 1966)

9. Community Rocec Relatlons Ratings (Matthows and Prothro 1966)
10, Dimensional Actitude Mcasure Toward Negroes (Wrightcowman 1962)
11, Prejudice Towird Wegroes (Hestie 1953)
12, Paired Direct ond Projective Questionnaires (Getzels and Walsh 1958)
13, Attlitude Toward the Negro (Mlinckley 1932)

HOSTILITY-RELATED NATIONAL ATTITUDES

Internatlonal Reactions Scale (Christiansen 1959)
National Patriotism Scale (Christiansen 1959)
International Hostility Inventory (Grace 1249)
Attitudes Towird War (Putney 1962)

Vietnam Policy Scales (Verba et al 1967)
Idcological Militancy-Pacifism Scale (Dombrose and Levinson 1950)
NMostility in Internsiional Relations (Helfant 1952)

Nationalism (Verguson 1942)

Nationalistic Attitude Chonges (Stagner and Ospgood 1946)

Attitude Toward War (Day and Quackenbush 1542) . .
Attitude Toward War (Stagner 1942) . e
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COMMUNITY ~-BASED POLITICAL ATTITUDES -~

Community Attitude Scale (Bosworth 1954).
Local-Cosmopolitan Scale (Dye 1966)
Cosmopolitanism Scale (Jennings 1965)
Localism~Cosmopolitanism Scale (Dobriner 1958)
Acouaintanceship Scale (Schultze 1961)
Attitude Toward Sources of Power (Haer 1956)

P W N
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" POLITICAL PARTICIPATION

/
Political Participation Scale (Matthews and Prothro 1966)
Political Activity Index (Woodward and Roper 1950)
Index of Political Participation (Campbell et al 1954)
Political Participation (Robinson 1952)
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Public Affalrs Opinlon Leaderchip (Cate cad Losarsfeld 1955)
Opinion Leadership (Tazarsfeld, Bereluon, and Gaundet 1944)
Oplnion Leadership Scale (Rogers 1962)

ATTITUDLS TOWARD THE POLTLICAT IROCESS

O WW~IOULTLWN
.

—

11,
12,
13.
S, o

Subjective Political Competence Scale (Almond and Verba 1963)

Various Other Attitudes About the Political System (Almond and Verba 1963)
Index of Ratio of Support (McClosky ct: al 1960)

Political Invelvement (Campbell et al ]960)

Political Efficacy (Cawphall et WT 1954)

Scnse of Citizen Duty (Cnnpbel] 01 al 1954)

Extent of Issue Orlentation (Campbcll et al 1954)

Issue Involvenent (Campbell et al 1954)

. Issue Particarship (Campbell et al 1954)

Overall Index of Psychological Re cadiness for Peoiticipation
(Matthews and Prothro 6)

Sense of Civ1c CompGtence Index (Matthews and Prothro 1966)
Party quga/Scorc (Matthews and Prothro 1966)

_Attitude Dimersions of Political Norms (Litt 1963)

“TPolitical Cynichsm and Personal Cynicism (Agger, Goldstein, and
" Pearl 1961) :

AUTHORITARIANISH, DOGMATISM AND RELATED MEASURES

WO~ WN
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The California F Scale (Adorno et al 1950)

A New F Scale (Webster ct al 1955)

Forced Choice F Scale (Berkowitz and Wolkon 1964)
Forced Choice F Scale (Schuman and Harding ¢, 1962)
Balanced F Scele (Athanasiou 1968)

Shortened F for Political Surveys (Janowitz and Marvick 1953)
Four-Item F Scale (Lane 1955)

Ten-Item F Scale (Survey Rescarch Center 1952)
Pensacola Z Scale (Jones 1957)

Fascist Attitudes Scale (Stagner 1936)

Unlabeled Fascist Attitudes (Edwards 1941)
Anti-Semitism (Levinson and Sanford 1944)

Traditional Family Idcology (Levinson and Huffman 1955)
Status-Concern Scale (Kaufman 1957)

Rigidity Scale (Rehfisch 1958)

RAYH Scale (Mcresko et al 1954)

Rigidity Scale (Weslay 1953)

Intolerance of Ambiguity (Budner 1962)

Intolerance of Ambiguity (Martin and Westie 19)9)
Desire for Certainty Test (Brim 1955)

Ethnocentric Democracy Scale (lyman ct al 1962)
Toughmindedness (T) Scale (Eysenck 1954)

Dogmatism Scale (Rokeach 1956)

Short Dogmatism Scale (Schulze 1962)

Short Dogmatism Scale (Troldahl and Powell 1965)
Opinionation Scale (Rokeach -1956)

Intellectual Conviction Scale (Rokeach and Eglagh 1956)
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OTHER SOCIO-POLITLCAT, ATTTTUDLES

1. National Tnvolvement Scales (DeLamater et al 1968)

2, Beliefls About the Distribution of Power (Form and Rytina 1969)

3. Social Responsibility Scale (Derkowits and Lutterman 1968)

4, New left Scale (Christie et al 1969)

5, . Radicallem-Congervatism (Comrey and Nowneyer 1965)

6, Inputs to the Political System (Milbrath 1968)

7. Opinion Leadership (Scheuch 1960) '
VALUES
"1, Study of Values (Allport, Vernon, and Lindzey 1960)

2, Test of Value Activities (Shosr 1953)

3., Survey of Incerpersonal Values (Gordon 1260)

4, Personal Value Scales (Scott 1965)

5., Value Profile (Bales and Couch 1969)

6.2 Dimensions of Vuluas (Withey 1965)

7, Changes in Moral Values (Rettig and Pasawmaaick 1959)

8, Inventory of Values (Ewell 1954)

9, Value Survey (Rokeach 1968)

10, Ways to Live (torris 1956) .
11, Variations in Value Oricntations (Kluckhohn and Strodtbeck 1961)
12, Soclal Values Questionnaive (Perloe 1967)

GENERAL ATTITUDES TOWARD PEOPLE

Machiavellianism (Christie and others 1969)

. Philosophy of Tuman Nature (Wrightsman 195%)
. . Faith in People (Roscuberg 1957)

. Trust in People (Survey Rescarch .Center 1969)
. People In General (Banta 1961) :
Misanthropy (Sullivan and Adelson 1954)

SN SN

. Acceptance of Others (Fey 1955)
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Fmpltoyment Relations Under Performance Coutracting*

Dr. Myron Lichberman

City University of lew York

In a paper dealing with policy issues, it 1y often helpful 1f an
author reveals the biases, however tentative they be. In this case, I do so
gladly; my view is that objectivity consists not in concealing one's real

preferences, but in articulating them fully,. so that others are better able

S to evaluate their impactonthe conduct of a study. With this in mind, let me
! state my initial biases relating to employment relations and performance
contracting.

1. Performance contracting is a potentially significant innova-
tion in education, with better long than short term prospects for bringiny
about basic reforms in education.

2. Collective bargaining and stiong teacher organizations are
desirable as a matter of public policy. The rationale for them is stronger
in public education, and in public employment generally, than it is for
collective bargaining and strong unions in the private sector. This ration-
ale is essentially a conservative view, having little or nothing to do with
the impact of collective bargaining upon the salaries or benefits of the
employees concerned. In my view, arbitrary or discriminatory governmental
action is an ever-present danger. Individual citizens or individual public
employees are typically ineffective in resisting such undesirable govern-
mental action. Unless there exist strong organizations, relatively free

from governmert control, and ready, willing, and able to require public

* This is a working paper, not for publication in its present form.
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officlals to explain and defend their actions, there are unacceptable risks
of inefficient, corrupt, and discriminatory government. Such organizations
mé y on occasion prove to be a troublesome obstacle to desirable goverrment
action, but the advantages of having s':h organizations far outweigh the
disadvantages.

3. In the long run, the extent to which performance contracting
is used, and fulfills its potential, will depend upon the effectiveness of
public management. The opposition to perforuance contracting by teacher
organizations may be a decisive factor in its rejection by some districts,
but over the lcng haul, the future of performance centracting is up to
school management,

4, FEmployment relatious is an extremely important dimension of
performance contracting. In fact, this assuniption was a decisive factor ia
my decision to investigate the topic.

My sympathetic view toward performance contracting has many roo:s.
As a resident cf New York City, I pay more in state and local taxes than I
would anywhere elce in the United States. When the city administration
asserts, as mire has lately, that sanitation workers in the private sector
are three times as efficient as those in the uniformed services, and that
the city could save a great deal by contracting out garbage collection, my
reaction was "Why not do it, instead of just talking about it?"

A fevw years ago, a close friend of mine accepted employment with
one of the country's leading land developers. In discussing this firm, my
friend was especially impressed by the effectiveness of the firm's proce-
dures for deciding whether or not to contract out certain tasks, such as
publication:. Since then, I have been especially interested in school board

policies on the subject. My impressionistic judgment is that very few
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school boards, {f any, have though: lrut subcontractling systematically,
Work such as running a cafeteria, busing students, or maintenance is somc-
timea contracted out, hut system operations are not analyzed systematically
for their contracting out possibilities. Since policies which have not been
analyzed critically often provide fertile ground for reform, I was - and
still am - prepared to accept the possibility of dramatic improvements
through some form of contracted instructional services.

Fianally and to remove auy possible doubts on an attitudinal
matter which often dominates current discussion of performance contract-
ing let me repeat a comment which I have repeatedly affirmed since it

first appeared in print over ten years ago:

"In one sense, I p'ace myself with the 'critics' of public educa-
tion. I am convinced that cur schools are not as effective as they
should be. I mean by this more than the simple idea that improve-
ment is possible. Improvements are possible in every social insti-
tution=-our courts, our legislatures, our hospitals, and so on.

When I cast my lot with the 'critics,' T mean to say that the return
on our educational investment is too low to be brushed aside by sin-
cere but routine admissions that improvement is possible and desirable.
I am asserting that the gap between the achievable and the actual re-
sults of public education should be a matter for deep national concern
and that this concern must not abate until the gap has been drastic-
ally reduced."

Myron Lieberman, The Future of Public Education

(Chicago: The Uriversity of Chicago Press,‘1960), p. 13, :
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1I. Procedural probloms

Like some performance contractors, it appears that my performince
was not equual to my intentions. This paper admittedly lacks the empirical
base for an adequate assessment of cmployment relations under performance
contracting. 1 have read performénce contracts, position papers, and arti-
cles on the subject. Over the past two weeks, I have talked to a variety
of sources on a variety of issues relating tc employment relations under
performance contracting. Unfortunately, the task proved to be much more
complex than was originally anticipated.

For example, in one district, a teacher orgunization representa--
tive presented me with documents and arguments to the following effect:

1. The superintendent wanted *to participate in the OEO projects
to enhance his image as an innovator, and thereby persuade a new board to
retain him.

2. His successor, who was black, embraced the project as a source
of patronage, loading the staff with unqualified persons.

3. The project was advocated puﬁlicly as a means of getting rid
of , or overcoming, whité teachers who didn't care about black students.

4. Teacher representatives coming to a meeting to resolve the
problems were met with pickets labeling the teacher representatives as
racists.

Now these and other allegatioﬁs are serious matters. However, in
order to assess them adequately, and to be fair to others involved, it would
have been necessary to interview the district board and administrators, the
project staff, the paraprofessionals employed, teachers in and out of the
project, OEO personnel, and others in a position to contribute to an object~-

ive assessment. There were literally dozens of situations where such pro-
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cedures would have been required to deal with the gut issues. Unfortunately,

1 was not able to utilize such procedures, much as I would have preferred,
and as valuable as the study might be if conducted this way.

The difficulty of getting the facts was not confined to assessing
conflicting accounts of empirical events. For what it may be worth, only a
few school districts, countractors, and/or teacher organizations returned
copies of the performance contracts. I recognize the time and effort which
may be involved, especially since the parties undoubtedly received many such
requests, but the impression left is hardly an attractive one. When school
districts send fancy brochures extolling the virtues of a performance con-
tract, but cannot seem to find copies of the contract itself, which is a
public document, some skepticism is inevitabtle. This is especially true
when the derand for copies should hnve been anticipated.

Ancrher problem is that there is sn much discussion of perfor-
mance contracts in terms of assumptions or syecific practices which are not
inherently related to performance contracts. For instance, consider the

following quotation from a position paper on performance contracts:

"One of the manifestations of the current call for accountability
in the public schools is the coacept of performance contracting. It
is most simply defined as an educational experience in which a private
corporation contracts for classroom instruction.,"

A Statement of Position and Suggested Guidelines on Performance

Contracting, adopted by the 1971 Spring Representative Assembly

(East Lansing, Michigan: Michigan Education Association, 1971), p. 1.
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This quotation confuses the concent of performance contracts with

the concept of subcontracting, a very pervasive and unfortunate confusion in
the literature and discussion of performance contracting. Some of the most
perceptive and most adamant opponents of performance contracting per sc

explicitly stated that their opposition was not to subcontracting but to

performance contracting.

I1T. Issues in emploviment relations under performance contracts

Let me now turn to some of the basic issues relating to employ-
ment relations under performance contracts, c¢r as they might be affected by
performance contracts. Some of these issues antedate performance contract-

ing, but performance contracting has generated greater interest and greater

pressure to clarify them.

1. Merit pay

Merit pay is defined here as a procedure for compensation
which distinguishes between two or more individuals doing the same kind of
work on the basis of real or alleged differeuces in the quality or the out-
put of the work performed. Salary differentials based upon different job
descriptions, guch as Qould be forthcoming under differentiated staffing,
are not 'merit pay" as just defined.

Teacher organizations have been opposed to merit pay for

many decades. It is not surprising, therefore, that they opposed perfor-

mance contracting on this basis.

the issue of merit pay for individual teachers or other employees under
performance contracts is irrelevant to the councept of performance contracts.

That is, performance contracts can be introduced in a

meaningful way without merit pay.

Nevertheless, logically and practically,

Of course, a district may wish to introduce
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performance contracts in a way which includes merit pay. Unfortunately,
however, the ovils or alleged evils of merit pay have already been tied to
performance contracts per se in ways that could and should have been avoided.

In this CUnncctioh, some of the supporters of pecrformance con-
tracts have been their own worst enemy, insofar as employment relations are
concerncd. Compensation for policemen, firemen, sanitation workers, and a
host of other public employees (by far the majority) are not geared, collec-
tively or iudividually, to results or to meri*: pay, as is envisaged by some
kinds of pcrfornmance contracts. Furthermore, it is fallacious to assume
that most employees in private employment or the professions are paid this
way. For example, the vast majority of emplovees in unions (about 20
million) are paid on the basis of services as rendered, not on the output
or benefit of services as received.

The professions present a mixed picture. If your lawyer wins a
case with a large award, he is apt to bill you on the basis of the benefits
actually received by the client, i.e., services as received. If you lose,
the lawyer doesu't; he bills you for his time, i.e., for his services as
rendered. Simiiarly, a physician may charge a great deal for a little
effort when he saves a life by fast action. By contrast, when the patient
dies, the physician merely shifts his.bill to a services as rendered basis.

In any case, it is inaccurate to assert that most people in our
economy arc paid according to results. Perhaps they should be. Be that
as it may,I am already unequivocally on record to the effect that compensa-
tion in education can and should be related to productivity in a meaningful
way. However, T question whether the way to do this is to give the impres-
sién that teachers are the major exception to the principle of basing com-

pensation upon productivity, or that teachers constitute an exceptional
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pocket of resistance to the idea. Furthermore, there is a world of

difference between gearing the compensation of a
group of employces to the productivity of the grouo, and gearing the compen-
sation of individual employees to individual measures of productivity. Some
teacher opposition to performance contracting (how much is difficult to say)
could (and in my judgment should) have been avoided by a clear-cut recogni-
tion of the distinction at the outset, coupled with an explicit avoidance

of merit pay. Such avoidance need not have been permanent fo:
those who regard merit pay as vitally importznt. As matters stand, however,
there is nothirg in the theory or practice of merit pay under performance
contracting which differs significantly from approaches already rejected by
teacher organirations, as by most organized employee groups.

The preceding comments should not be interpreted to mean that
merit pay is a permanently hopeless proposition. I would like to suggest,
however, that the basic problems of teacher compensation liz elsewhere, ani
that performance contracts . at least in their present form, are not likely
to contribute ruch to the resolution of theée problems. Let me elaborate
on this point briefly.

A physician who does not keep abreast of developments in his
field runs serious risks. For example, if a certain drug is found to have
harmful effects in certain kinds of patients, and the fact is publicized in
the medical literature, the physician may be guilty of negligence or mal-
practice for failure to act on the information. Similarly, lawyers and
accountants are under constant pressure to keep abreast of developments in
their fields. Even where malpractice is not an issue, the relationship

between the professional's information and his appeal to clients is too

obvious to be ignored.
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In education, there is no such pressure on teachers to stay
abreast of their field. The overwhelming majority of teachers are on a
salary schedule and paid on the basis of years of education and experience.

A teacher can continue to use outmoded methods for years without the slight-
est pressure from anyone. The problem is not that teachers don't care. It
is that compensation structure of education dces not offer the rewards, and
does not put as much pressure, or pressure of any kind, on teachers to stay
abreast of professional developments.

Charging this structure will ée an enormously difficult and com-
plex task, to gay the least. Prima facie, it seems that the change wculd
have to be preceded by a clear-cut demonstration of the superiority of teach-
ers and of instructional systems which utilize.what is known about the way
to get the job done. Demonstrations which bog down in the finer points of
measurement are not likely to provide the political base which is necessary
for effective innovation.

None of the pefformance contracts known to me really addresses
itself to this structural problem. In fact, they may even
exacerbate the problem in the long run. At best, successful contractors
will turnkey in the optimum level of expertise at anvgiven time. This is not
to be denigrated, especially in a field where so‘mapy practitioners perform
at a primitive level. The problem is that in the absence of a continuous
relationship between the professional's information system and his compensa-
tion, what is turnkeyed is likely to prevail in the system for a long time
to come. This is fine as long as new and better procedures are not devel-
oped. Suppose, however, that after all the travail in a particular district,
there is improvement and something geés turnkeyed into the system. Suppose

further that something even better comes down the pike the ‘following year.
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W11l the superintendent go to the board to request a new performance contract,
contemplating a new turnkey operation? I doubt it very much.

Perhaps this is one of those problems, like how to spend a million,
that we would like to have. Regardless, let me summarize by saying that it
was.unwise to inject the issue of merit pay into performance contracting.

On the record to date, insofar as it is available to me, performance con-
tracting has only kicked a sleeping dog, better left alone at this stage of

development, in its approach to mefit pay.
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2. Differentiated staffing

One of the bhasic weaknesses in the educational personnel

structure js its lack of differentiation. Teachers differ by subject

R S Y

matter specialization; otherwise, there is relatively little differentia-
tion by function (diagnostician, remediation, ciinician, measurcment, etc.).
The teacher aide project at Bay City, Michigan in the 1950's was the
forerunner of recent efforts to introduce some meaningful improvements in
the educational personnel structure. 'Team teaching" i1s a more recent
effort characterized by considerable publicity.and infinitesimal substance.
Periormance contracts could move us much closer to developing ¢
more productive personnel structure. However, if it 1s to avoid becoming
another fiasco in the teacher aide and team teaching tradition, the use of
paraprofessionals under performance contracts will have to follow a differ-
ent path than the one taken to date. The different positions in-the emplcy=~
ment structure will have to be defined much wmore éarefully, and related tc
training programs, educational facilities, and schedules in a rational way.
Thus far, no such development seens to be emerging from perfor-
mance contracting. The projects under way present a mix of professional-
paraprofessional relationships, but none seems'to be making it as a perma-
nent feature of the educational personnel structure. At the same time,
however, it 1s already apparenﬁ that any such development will present scme
extremely difficult problems of employment rel#tionships. Let me list just
a few of the basic questions which have already arisen aad which would become

matters of basic public and organizational policy if we develop a differen-

tiated personnel structure,

1’71



1) Should paraprofessionals have to be licensed?

2) To what extent should paraprofessionals receive the same
fringe benefits as teachers?

3) Should paraprofessionals be in the same bargaining unit
as teachers?

4) Should paraprofessionals be represented by the same bar-
gaining agent as teachers? -

5) Should organizational eligibility be the same for para-
professionals and teachers?

The way in which such questions are resolved is of the utmost import-
ance to education. Their importance is somewhat obscured where the contracter
employs the paraprofessionéls, but if a process is turnkeyed, the issues would
emerge very quickly.

Sigrificantly, the AFT and NEA are following different paths on
this issue. The AFT is‘already making an intensive, and fairly successful
effort to organize paraprofessionals. Paradoxically, this approach was a
consequence of the far reaching confrontation between the UFT and certain
black groups in Ocean Hill-Brownsville in 1968-69. On the other hand, the
NEA has not made a firm decision at the national level to organize vpara-
professionals; for a variety of reaséns, there is more reluctance in NFA than
in ATFT to having the teacher organization organize paraprofessionals.

Consider some of the ramifications of this situation.

1) 1If paraprofessionéls are not included in a bargaining
unit, management is free to define the job and the terms and conditions of
employment at management's discretion. If the ﬁéraprofessionals are in a
bargaining unit, management has to bargain over terms and conditions of

cmployment for paraprofessionals.
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2) 1f paraprofessionals are in the same bargaining unit as

teachers, what will be the implications and ramifications for membership in
teacher organizations, in the racial composition and policies of the teacher
organizations, and in tﬁeobjectives of the combined organization at the
bargaining table?

If you are interested in some of the dimensions of these problcms,
consider the following facts. In 1961, the UFT had about 2,500 members.

In 1971, it was the largest union local of any kind in the United States; 1
have been told that the UFT is the 1arges£ union local of ¢ny kind in the
world, and this may well be the case. It is already larger than man; inter-
national unions affiliated with the AFL-CIO, and it is probebly going to get
much larger in the near future.

For the most part, paraprofessionals employed by contractors have
not posed serious problems for the bargaining agents. Some contractors have
made a point of paying teachers and paraprofessionals the same as called for
by the regular district contract. The point is, however, that the scope of
unbridled managerial discretion relating to paraprofessionals is rapidly
shrinking. Furthermore, we can expect the costs for paraprofessionals to
rise in the near future, since their organizations will be under strong

pressure from several sources to achieve dramatic gains for them.
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3. The profit motive

Leaders of teacher orpanizations typically get and keep their
positions chiefly because of their ability to achieve material benefits for
their constituents - or to persuade them that this is hapvening, whether it
is or not. We need not worry about the charges by such leaders that wanting
to make money is an illegitimate motive to be in the the education business.
It may be a mistaken one, but it is no more inappropriate for a large corpora-
tion to enter the education market for profit, than for a person to decide to
become a teacher - or teacher organization leader - for this reason. In
short, criticism of performance contracts because the contractors want to
makeprofits is irrelevant. .

In this connection, a study of Peace Corps members has some
relevance. The study showed that members of the Peace Corps who joined be-
cause they saw something in it for themselves, as well as for humanity, typi-
cally served more effectively than those who joined solely for altruistic
reasons. This makes sense and perhaps would not justify notice, except in
education where there is so much overemphasis on motives for becoming a
teacher and so little attention to the factors that actually shape behavior
on the job.

Of course, wanting to make money can lead to undesirable behavior.
A restatrant owner may serve stale food. An automobile mechanic may get you
to buy new parts that are not really needed. Lawyers may urge you to sue
when you should settle, or vice versa. In all these and other situations,
the sensible course is not to deny the dangers but to take the practical
actions required to minimize them. Of course, the cost of protection against
thé dangers is a legitimate consideration in assecsing a system of control,

but I see no reason to regard the problem in.performance contracting as too

difficult or too costly to solve. x:]l&




Of course, a common argument is that the profit motive leads

contractors to make all sorts of promises that cannot be fulfilled. They
raise false hopes and then resort to shady tactics or downright dishonesty
(e.g., teaching to the test) to cash in on their promises.

Careless use of the term "guarantee'" illustrates the way in
which supporters of performance contracts have strengthened the credibi-

1lity of its opponents. If there is a '"guarancee,'" it is not that students
will learn but that the contractor will not be paid if the students do

not learn. One can argue that the typical "money back guarantee" in

the commercial world means only no payment if there is no performance,

but this is ingenuous, to say the least. At least, it 18 if we are
talking about an experiment instead of a tested.product. The semantics

may have been effective in generating school board support, but they

certainly have had a nepative effect upon teachers.
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Unfortunately, the invalid criticisms of performance contracting

because it is based upon the profit motive have obscured some of the basic

dynamics of the process. We, or at least I, do not know enough about how
L’ the contractors hope to profit from performance contracts as a long range
enterprise. Some contractors appear to regard nerformance contracts as a
means of selling instructional materials in which they have a proprietary
interest. Such a view might induce firms to assume larger risks than if
each performance contract had to show a profit in its own right. From the
standpoint of ewployment relations, these alternatives might affect the
salaries or incentive payments to schéol district employees. In any case,
we need to know a great deal more about the total economics of the situation
(as distinct from the project account per se) from the contractors' point of
view. Otherwisz, we are not likely to achicve a realistic understanding of
employment dynamnics under performance contracting.

A related issue is what happcns‘to the rates if contractors or
individual employees make large profits or incentive payments. Such an out-
come would undoubtedly create pressures to raise the required oerfofmance
levels, both at the contractor and the individual employee level. Under-
standably, the setting of rates for bonus or incentive or even regular pay
is a sensitive issue in employment relations; the parties are continuously
striving to have them adjusted or readjusted to advance their interests. In
education,‘little attention has been paid to this issue, perhaps because of
the turnkey assumption. If school districts are going to incorporate the
practices demonstrated by the performance contracts, and do so with their own
employees, there is no need to be concerned about the size of the incentive
payments. Furthermore, mény districts are participating only because their

) . .
E T(j own money is nct involved. Under such circumstances, the amount of profits

o
is a state or an ORO, not a local concern.




The individual incentive payments present some different problems,

but I encountered a surprising lack of concern about the rates involved. I
attribute this not so much to the turnkey aspect as to the fact that perfor-
mance contracts involve funds which the districts would otherwise not have.
Otherwise, there would be more concern about the rates.

Regardless of the success of current projects, measured in terms
of pupil gains, there are difficult questions concerning what is to be turn-
keyed. Perhaps this is simply a deficiency in my understanding or my re-
search, but it is not at all clear to me what would be turnkeyed, assuming
that districts wished to incorporate whatever led to "success" in the pro-
jects. It would be helpful if this were clarified in some way that went
beyond vague generalities. As it is, the observation that it is not "the"

"all

system but the fact that the contractors have system may have consider-

able validity.



4, legislative reform

It is already apparent that the laws requiring the prescnce
of ccrtlricdvluachers have been an obstacle in some performance contracts.
In my judgment, it is desirable that we revise the state laws requiring
that certified teachers supervise students for the school day - or alter-
natively, enanle persons certified at much lower educational levels to
supervise children. Where the laws cannot be repealed, they should at least
be amended to provide long range experimental situations involving non-

e

changes. For example, the policy statement o the Michigan Education

certified personnel. eacher organizations will undoubtedly oppose such

Associztion on performance contracting states that:

"Teachers, along with all other instructional personnel, must be

appropriately certified in accordance with Michigan law,"

and "Students
participating in any performance contracting project must be subject to
all laws, rules, and regulations which partain to attendance and pupil

management in the state of Michigan."

A Statement of Position and Suggested Guidelines on Performance Con-

tracting (East Lansing, Michigan: Michigan Education Association,

1971), p. 3.

Nevertheless. teacher opposition to laws requiring that pupils be
under the control of certified personnel during the entire school day is on
weak theoretical as well as practical grounds. According to the conventional
wisdom in these matters, the "professional” part of the teacher's task is
"instruction.”" This view is usually accompanied by a very elastic and broad
definition o1 "instruction," such as in the following statement by the AFT's

Director of Research:
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"I would maintain "hat those tasks which relate to or involve lcarners
L in any way are¢, in essence, instructional. If a person pertorms such

i tasks as grading multiple-choice or true/false tests, maintaining order,

L/ and suprrvising children, he is performing instructional tasks, and, in

’ effect, is a teacher of children...In defining and, hopefully, stabiliz-
‘ ing the coacept of a teacher, I would submit that a person involved with
children to the extent that he haé the ooportunity to influence behavior
operates, in essence, as a teacher.”

Robert D. Bhaerman, Education's New Dualisms (Washington: American

-

Federaticn of Teachers, n.d.), p.3.

The preceding quotation illustrates a point uf view which should
be corrected promptly. To see why, ask yourself what is the "professional"
work of a physiclan Sometimes it is diagnosis. That is, it may require the
utmost skill and knowledge to diagnose an allment. Once diagnosed, however,
it may be that a nurse or eveﬁ a secretary or the patient himself can carry
out the appropriate prescription; e.g., taking one :able. every four hours.

In other situations, diagnosis is obvious, even :0 tL. layman.
The patient's arm is broken or hit skia is burned. In such cases, the 'pro-
fessional"” role, i.e., the one requiring expert skill and judgement, is not
diagnosis, which may uLe obvious to everyone, but prescription or implementa-
tion of prescription. A technician is often ;ble to test for cancer, but &
nhysician is required if an operation is required.

It wou-d be folly to decide apriori aund apart from the realities
of certain tasks what requires a trained physician and what can be done by

nurse's aides, or by other paraprofessionals. Clearly, it would be foolish

to decide that diagnosis must always be conducted by, or in the presence of,
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a physician., Similarly, it would be unwise to say that prescription must be
conducted in such presence. Yet this is what we have done in education, with
far less justification than our much looser controls over medicai activities.
Thus there a.2 situations wherein expertise 1is required to diagnose an educa-
tional deficiency; once diagnosed, however, a paraporofessicnal or a:y intelli-
gent lay person can sometimes provide the remedy, e.g., simple drill on a
particular skill. There are other situations in which the educational diagno-
sis may be obvious, but the remedy requires a very high degree of expertise.
For this reason, we should avoid legal definitiohs of "teacher" which assume
that their expertise necessarily falls in the area of instruction. By the
same token, we ought also to drop these all-enbracing definitions of "instruc-
tion." which seem more designed to protect teacher employment than to any-

thing else.

Even if the case for performance contracts is weak
or nonexistent, a strong case remains for modifying the legislation requiring
that teachers supervise students at all times. I believe, however, that suvch
changes could be advocated in a way that would generate the support of teachers
and teacher organizations, (or at least neutralize their vppostion), despite the

maladroit way the issue has been publicized thus far.

In this connection, a more realistic attitude toward the custodial

fundtions of schools may be in order. No one prefers schools to be merely custodial

institutions, even for a limited part of the school day. Nevertheless, we
may do better educationally by accepting some custodial functions for what

they are than by continuing to insist that every second of every school day
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will be an enriching educational experience 3f only under the guidance of a certi-
fied teacher., 1t is concejvable that children would be better off educa-
tionally at age 6 if ages 3 to 5 had been spent in a center which was less

than an elementary school but more than a babysitting operation. Neverthe-
less, we cannot just super.mpose such centecs upon the existing structure.
Conceivably, we miéut finance such centers, at least in part, out of savings
made possible by reducing the amount of unnecessary time elementary punils

are under the supervision of certified teachers. Experience in Canada and

some other courtries, with educational and literacy'standards equal or super-
ior to our own, but with significantly lower certification requirements,
especially at the elementary levels, provides additionai surcnrt for this
argument. And to avoid an error which is frequently attributed to others in
this paper, I hasten to add that excessive credentialling or licensing require-
ments characterize a wide range of occupations and are a pervasive phenomena

in our society. Licensing requirements generally are coming under widespread
legal attack for their discriminatory effects; in fact, OEO ought to explore

this matter vigorously as a part of its ongoing mi .ion.
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Collecttve bagalning and the coatracting out of work

At the prescnt time, a majority of the nation's teachers work
pursuant to a collective bargaining agreement. Nevertheless, very few of
these apreements specifically refer Lo performance contracting cr the con-
tracting out of work. If experience in the private sector is any guide,
this is likely o change. References to contracting out are very common
in collective bargaining agreements in the private sector. In addition,
there is a weal‘h of literature on the subject; a recent bibliography on it
runs to 58 pages.

David M. Farrell, The Contracting Out of Work: An Annotated Biblio-

graphy (Kingston, Ontario: Industrial Rz2lations Centre, Oueen's
University, 1965).
The few agreements in public education which do refer to the
contracting out of work support rather than rastrict management's rights

to contrac. out. The following clauses are illustrative:

* The Board's right to operate and manage the school system is recog-
nized, inciuding the determination and direction of the teaching
force, the right to plan, direct, and coatrol, intiate or discon-
tinue school activities; to schedule classes and assign workloads;
to determine teaching methods and subjects to be taught; to main-
tain the effectiveness of the school system; to determine teacher
complement; to create, revise, and eliminate positions; to estab-
1ish and require observance of reasonable rules and regulations;
to select and terminate teachers; to discipline and discharge
teachers for cause and to coniract or subcont:act any of its work.”

Ar-icle IITA, 1970-71 Agreement, Campbellsport, Wiscousin, p. 2.
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"The Associuation recognizes that the Board has the resvonsibilitv
and authority to manage and direct, in behalf c¢f the public, all the
operations and activities of the school corporation to the full extent
authorized by law... It is recognized that, except as expressly limit-
ed by this agreement, the Board shall retain whatever rights and author-
ity are necessary for it to effectively carry out its functions and
responsibilities under the laws of the state of Indiana. These rights
include th: following:

7. 'To contract out for goods and services."

Article IV, 1970-71 Agreement, Highland, Indiana, p. 4.

These clauses did not emerge from negotiations over contracting
out. Rather they were simply copied from existing contracts with a strong
management rights clause. And in general, although teacher organizations
will be submitting more proposals on performance contracting, especially if
and when performance contracting increases, there is a surprising lack of
activity relating to contracting out at the bargaining table.

There are at least two reasons for the inactivity. One is C‘hat
relatively few teacher organizations with bargaining rights are currently
affected directly by performance contracts. It would have been useful to
interview organization leaders in each district where both collective bar-
gaining and performance contracting are realifies, to see what stance the
organizations plan to take on the subject at future bargaining sessions.

Another reason calls for some comment., In Michigan, where
teacher collective bargaining is more advanced than any other state, the
Michigan Education Association and its affiliates appear to te taking a

moderate, albeit confused, position on perforwmance contracting. One reason

‘
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is a recent decision of the Michigan Employement Relations Comnission in a

case invelving highway employees. 1In effect, the commission ruled that it

was an unfair labor practice for a county highway commission to contract out

work which could be done by mewmbers of the bargaining unit without first
bargaining on the subject. Teacher organization leadérs in Michigan appar-
ently believe that there is no need at this time for contractual protections
relating to performance contracts. In their view, school boards are lezally
precluded from contracting out the normal work of teachers until the boards
have bargained osver such action. Such bargaining is expected to provide the
organizations with adequate opportunity to take protective measures. Regard-
less of whether this interpretation is sound, it will obviously be easier to
introduce performance contracts where teachers do not have the protection of
legislation according teachers bargaining rights. Hopefully, perfermance
contracts will not be funded on this basis, tempting as it may be to do so

in the short rua.
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b Teacher orpanization leaders have been <trongly criticized for
their opposition to the OFO projects in performance contracting. Such opposi-
tion allegedly 1eflects a narrow interest on their part in protecting the
interests of their constituents, not an unseclfish interest in improving
education,

There is clearly some fear on the part of some teachers that per-

formance contracting would lead to a loss of teacher jobs. This fear is

more of a reaction to performance contracting propaganda than to the reali-
ties of its performance. Where are teachers - onz teacher even - displaced
because of the greater productivity or accountability demonstrated by per-
formance contracting? The apparent inability of the districts to utilize
performance contiracting to point to one such case should be of much greater
concern than teacher ovganizations overreactirg to the non-disappearance of
teaching jobs. After thg millions spent on performance contracting to im-
prove the efficiency of an enterprise with over two million employces, it 1is
unnerving to discover that not a single teacher job has been eliminated as a
res;it. Granted, there are other ways of increasing productivity but the

absence of any increased productivity this way must be regarded as a dis-

couraging indication of the success of the program.

In some respects, it may be just as well. For the sake of dis-
cucsion, assume that performance contracting had demonstrated ways for dis-
tricts to achieve the same output with far fewer teachers. The question
would immediately arise as to whose responsibility it would be to absorb the

loss. The individual teachers? Should school districts pay severance pay

or retraining allowances as an overhead cost of running a school system?
Should the states and/or the federal government absorb the costs in soime

way as a matter of public policy? Or should there be some mix of these

o
Q possibilities, or others not menticned? j[&!t)
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I am nnt surc what the right answer {s, or even whether there {4
onc, but surcly the worst answer would be to have the cxcess teachers absorb
the centire cost of their unemployvment in whatever wave thev can. Such a
policy elsewhere viveiually -guarantees emplovee opposition to changes vhich
could lead te greater productivity, and perhips also to their disple zement.
In the long run, policies which emphasize the need to introduce efficiencins
while assisting displaced individuals to meet the major burdens of displac:-
ment are likely to prove the most effective in facilitating greater produc-
tivity throughout our economy.

As asserted previously, performance countracting was unwisely
advocated in scme districts as a job saving technique, theregy frightening
teachers into premature and wholly unnecessary opposition to it. The fact
is that we have some very recent and very relevant expericnce on how school
districts handle cpportunities to increase thelr productivity by releasing
excess teachers; to put it mildly, the results do rot inspire confidence in
the ability of school management to deal witt. the ovroblem.

My reference here is to the situation resulting from the consti-
tional decisiors prohibiting racial segregation in public education. Thesa
decisions made it possible for school districts to save hundreds of millions
of dollars by c¢liminating sepregated fucilities and segregated persomnel.

In fact, a very large numbsr d4id not and still rcfuses to do so. In many
cases, districts were virtually forced by the courts to adopt obvious econo-
mies. The most crucial point for present purposes is what happened in the
arca of employaent relatious. Thousands cof districis implemented tihe reduc-
tions in staff with such Llatant discrimination that even conservative
Southern judges were ceustrained to call a halt, or a slowing down, 'n

some cages. Under these circumstances, it 1s quite understandable why many

-
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teachers, white and black, react sensitively to suggestions that staff may
be reduced, 1 do not asscrt that the oppesition of teacher organizatiois to
performance c(optracts is based upon their fear of discriminatory ireatment
“in staff reductions, My point is that if and when performonce contracting
does point the way to genuine increcases in productivity, if it ever does,
there will still be some basic issues fc]ating to implem~ntation that cann:t
be dismissed as the gelf-serving opposition of a vested interest.

Perhags one additional observation may be in order. In educa-
tion, the first casualties of performance contracting are not likely to be
teachers. They are much more likely to be those professors of education
responsible for teaching the methods and materials courses. At least, that
is the view of the Chairman of OE's National Committee on Program Priorities
in Teacher Education (Dean Benjamin Rosner of the City University of New York),
one of our most astute students of teacher education. I am inclined to agree
with Rosner's analysis, disconcerting as it is to the established order.

Bear in mind that much of performance contracting is really inten-
sive in-service teacher education. If private companies can contract with
school districts and make a visible improvement in teacher performance within
a relatively sho:t period of time, our methods and materials experts, along
with the student teacher lobby, are going to be confrontad by some hard ques-
tions e.g., what do we need you for when privaée enterprise can achieve demon-
strable improvements which you have been unable to produce? It hasn't come

to this yet, but it might.
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IV. Some Supsgpestions

One sugpestion is that a number of scﬂool districts conduct
an across the beard analysis of their programs to ascertain which elements
could be contracted out. For example, it scems impractical to me to train
avtomotive mechanics in schools, since school fecilities and personnel can-
not keep pace with _he changes in the automotive industry. Why not pay
industry to provide the training, since it hés by far the better personnel
and facilities to do this particular job. Furthermore, not only would it
be less expensive to use facilities which are already in place and used
extensively, tut the firms providing the training could introduce students
to_the world of work in a more direct and meaningful way.

0f course, this is not a new idea; an fact, it is already being
implemented in scme districts. However, unlike the OEO approach to date,
I se= no particular reason to emphasize reading and mathematics, or dis-
advantaged pupils in confracting out instructicnal tasks. My thought is to
provide the local museums, dramatics clubs, symphony orchestras, dance
societies, and other cultural and recreational sjencies with an educational
budget, so that they could carry on instructional programs currently regard-
ed as school functions.

As a long time tennis playeic, T have long been concerned about
the small number of black children who get opportunities to play and become
proficient in this sport. There are hundreds of Arthur Ashe's out there,
if we could only provide the opportunities. Why not give children an option,
whereby they can take tennis or golf lessons from private instructors at
public expense, instead of attending regular gym or physical education
classes? Such an approach might not result in "performance contracts"

but in contracts for services rendered. Regardless, I think'the average
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tennis professional is better able to teach tennis than the average physical
education teacher, who is scldom a specialist in this particular sport.

In any case, 1 would like to cmphasize two aspects of this sug-
gestion. One is that controversies over performance contracts have tended
to obscure the possibilities of less complicated contracts for instructional
services. It is premature to say thalL pcriormance contracts cannot be drawn
up for instruction in music, art. dance, tennis, golf, or what have you. My
guess is that they can be. Héwever, they are very unlikely to be drawn up
properly in individual dJdistricts, especiélly smaller ones, since the R and D
expense in drawing up the contracts would be prohibitive. We need model
performance contracts that can be used, with perhaps some modifications, by
many districts. It should be emphasized, however, that the contracting out
of some services should not be dependent upor the’poséibility of a performance
contract per se. Performance contracts may eventually develop out of con-
tragts for services, especially if there is dissatisfaction with the services
rendered. At the sane time, we should continue to explore the possibilities
of contracted services that are shor? of performance contracts.

My second point may be crucial to the future of performance con-
tracting. In the long run, some forms of performance coniracts are bound to
generate opposition from teacher organizations. If a contractor can instruct
as effectively using technology or paraprofessionals instead of teachers, it
is unrealistic to expect the teachers concerned tc applaud the fact, -however
beneficial you and I may think it is.

The problem here is that performance couatracting propaganda has
frightened teachers when it was completely unnecessary and counterproductive

to do so, even assuming for the sake of argument that performance contracts

29



30

will quickly demonstrate that we can do the jeb as well or better with fewer
teachers.  As arguced elsewhere in this paper, education is ineffici mt, and
shows little increase in productivity partly because teachers have no direct
stake in greater productivity. Clearly, one of the basic policy issues to

be resolved is whether we are going to give teachers a direct stake in
greater productivity, or whether we are going to discuss alleged or real
gains in terms of getting r.d of teachers or other terms which generate
opposition instead of support. The principle should be that management can
introduce efficiencies but that excessed employees shall have employment
security, perhaps in new capacities or after some sort of training. A .uinda-
me.ital issue here is who should pay for such employment security - the local
district, the state, or the federal zovernment. As we move toward greater
state and federal funding, perhaps these agencies will support a larger share
of these costs.

The crucial point, however, is the strategy of comrunity involve-
ment in the contracts. At present, when performance contracting is intro-
duced, it often encounters tea:her opposition but generates no interest group
support in the community. This is especially true where the contractor is
an outside firm. The case would be much different if contracting were imple-
mented along the lines suggested above. An imposing number of local organi-
zations would have a direct and immediate stake in a contract for educational
services. This may create some new problems while solving the one under dis-
cussion, but the options ought to be clear. At least, the suggested appror -h
may be as viable in some districts as those currently supported. Certainly,

there are cnough districts with competent leadership ready, willing, and able

to try it out.
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Let me now suggest another contracting poseibility with basic
implications for employment relations. I tend to anree with the view that
sccondary schools are playing custodia’ roles more than they should. Some
of our New York City schools do not even play a custodial role very well;
in some schools, only 25 to 50 per cent out of the register attend o1 any
given day, and it is a different group from day to day. Unfo-tunat:ly, our
diagnosis, and hence our prescription, for this state of affairs Is fiulty.
We do not adequate!y relate the diagnosis to the faci’ities or to the loca-
tion vi schools, hence we ar. not realistic about the measures needed to
solve the problem.

In May, a high school senior is likely to be in class from 8:30 to
3:00, five days a week. 1In September as a college f "man, he is likely o
be in class about 15 hours a week. The college schedule permits a student
to go to the litrary, work, get something to eat, watch TV, and so on with-
out direct supervision. Because students are in class much less, it is
easier to avoid custodial functions while they are in class.

To illustrate the high school problem, suppose a student wants to °
take a private music lesson or see a doctor during his study period. Ordi-
narily, this cannot be done, because the student would lose toc much time
travelling between classes. Suppose, however, that when wr built new schools,
we also constructed commercial facilities across the street. These commer-
cial facilities could be rented to a wide assortmant of specialists, educa -
tional, medical, and otherwi§é. Prlvate teachers of music, dance, and art
would be located in the complex. Pediatricians and dentists specializing in
children's problems could also be there. That is, such personnel would be

there if there was such a facility and if it was known that pupils could

1¢4
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feave sehool for private lessons or services durlng the day. The punil who
can't get specialized Instruction because he doeen't want to miss school or
be absent from work, or because he lacks convenient transportation would no
longer losc thesc opportunities. Similarly, many other students would benefit
from the opportunitics which could ne provided this way.

These sugpestions raisc a question concerning the OEO projects.
Should they be viewed as experiments in educating the disadvantaged, or as
educational experiments with promise for any level or subject matter? As a
matter of logic, the experiments can be vfewed as either or both. Strategi-
cally, however, the emphasis is crucial. 1In view of OEO's mission, it was
inevitable that its projects were oriented to the disadvantaged. In my
opinion, this approach was motivated by a sincere desire to educate the dis-
advantaged effectively. The approach made good sense from some other stand-
points as well, but in retrospect, it may have been a mistake. For one thing,
it tends to tie nerformance contracting to the disadvantaged and to lend cre-
dence to the charges that performance contracts per se are a copout on the
part of public officials with responsibility for educating the disadvantaged.
More importantly, it has tended to limit an idea with extremely broad ramifi-
cations. Consider the following language from a bill intended to authorize

performance contracting in the state of New Yecrk:

36. "In its discretion, during each of the school yea:s 1971-72,
1972-73, 1973-74, to enter into performance guarantee contracts with
private contractors for the purpose of experimentation to increase
the achievement level of students in grades kindergarten through
twelve who have not achieved predetermined goals in rcading and
mathematics under existing methods presently employéd by public

schools."
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Proposcd Senate Bil1 573-B, Cal. No. 419, prefiled January 6, 1971,
introduced by Scnator Thomas Laverne, Chairman, Standing Committee

on Education, Scnate of the State of New York.

New York education law has been interpreted to restrict perfor-
mance contracting to certain situations specified my law. It may be that
Senator laverne, who is an astute politician as well as a dedicated legis-
lator, felt that it was necessary to limit perfcrmance contracting if there
was to be any chance of expanding its eventual use in the state. Even in
such case, however, it was probably a tactical mistake to start with such

a limited approach.
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Voo Conclading Yemarks

Mv own vicw is that the greatest benefit of performance con-
tracting is {ts thrust toward the formulation of educatfonal obic-tives
and thefr analysis in terms of costs in a practical way. The foillowing
quotation scems as appropriate today as when 1 first wrote it ir 1959:

"The problem ... 1s that the teachers have failed to establish
sets of intermediate objectives which would clarify how they propose
to fulfill the general objectives of education. The discussion of
objectives is usually concerned with the general oncs, but this is
not where the problem lies. It lies in c¢stablishing consistent,
defensible, and attainable intermediate objectives which can serve
as the basis for cvaluating the progress made by the orofession."

Myron Lieberman, The Future of Public Fducation

(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1960), p. 21.

Let ne conclude, however, by emphatizing two points concerning
objectives. The first is that they are primarily a management resnonsi-
bility. School management, not teacher organizations, hears the primary
responsibility for the absence of practical objectives in education.

Secondly, it should be .tressed that the nroblem of settirgz and
adjusting defensible objectives 1is not peculiar to education. 1t is, in
fact, a pervasive problem of government at all levels. As one of the

country's most brilliant urbanologists asserted recently:

"I know of at least a hundred cities .hat have had studids made of
trends in their local economy and other basic life-support systems.
Perhaps another hundred cities can be found that have attempted to
estabiish goals. But 1 have yet to find a citv that tries to spell

out in clear, operational terms just what life could be like if the
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city that tries to se2'1 out in clear, operational terms just what 1ife

could be like {f the city could achieve {ts objcctives and reverse
undesirable trends or reinforce desirable ones. We expend our encrgies
on diagnosis and prescription and never get around to describing how
the results would look, feel, and act. Iu short, we have no clear
costs, and hLenefits.

Leo A. Molinaro, "Truths and Consequences for Older Cities,"

Saturday Review, May 15, 1971, p. 30.

My hope is that performance contracting will constitute a major

step toward solviag the problem delineated by Molinaro. If our educational
efforts are successful, what will pupils know, and what will they be able
to do? 1If performance contracting can move us toward raising and answer-
ing these questions in a practical way, it will be a constructive develop-

ment, regardless of its shortcomings on other gpiounds.

N.B. This pape~ is submitted for discussion, not as a public state-
ment of the author's views on the issues discussed herein. For
this rcason, dissemination or reproduction should be limited to
the Belmont House confereces and other anpropriate parties desig-
nated by the conference chairman. No quotations from this paper,
or atiribution of views in it to the author, are authorized with-

out permission in writing from the author.
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B. Excerpts from the Conference Proceedings
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Nuestion:

A few years apo Blackstone indicated that he thought that teaching to
the test was a good instructional technique; that in fact, tests were
proxy variables and that, s8 Hyler had said, tests were often the same as
behavioral objectives, so that it made a lot of sensc to teach to the test.
I thought I read in your paper that you thought this was a bad instructional
technique. 18 that correct?

Answer:

1 made quite a pitch in here about the importance of building a struc-
ture of knowledge == which some people call understanding -- and 1t seems
to me that if you are willing to settle for rote responscs to very pat ques-
tions, then you are seriously distovting the educational process. Now I
would like to prepare students to answer questions like the question on the
teat, If 1 have enough of them, T don't mind letting students see them in
advance. 1 am saying 1it's best you read up on all of the questions because
a test will be drawn from these 1000 questions. If you know enough about
the subject, I don't think you are going to be able to commit these to
memnry just by rote; and 1f you know all of them, you know practically every-
thing I am trying to teach, Teaching the test, i1f it is part of the larger
context of knowledge in which one is going to deal, is not really unethical.

x Kk %

The linc 1is between rote learning and concept/understanding, If you
have 100 students responding to 100 test items, you have 10,000 resnonses,
and I would bet that on the average, less than 100 of thcse responses (taking
all those students together) are the result of rote learning in a tynical
examination -- that almost always an individual reflects and thinks and con-
siders alternatives before he gives an answer. Rote learning in education,

I think, is greatly overestimated -- the amount of it that goes on., I am not
disturbed about the amount of rote learning there is in school; I am concerned
about incomplete learning, but I would distinguish that from rote learning.
There are very few things that you can set down and say, '"Now I have just got
to remember this; I'll remember it for purposes of the test; that is all I
need to do -- I don't understand it, but 1'll remember this string of words."
If this does take place, I think the teacher ought to be censured for having
taught in that way or urged students to try to learn in that way, There are

a few things that are learned by rote, but they are a small minority of all
the learning that goes on,

* %k %

The rote learning problem is not only a matter of knowledge versus some
other kind of skill. 1In perforuance contracting, it may depend on relative
emphasis upon different types of curriculum. For instance, in math, in junior
high school, you could have a program devoted towards learning math concepts
or doing mathematical problems that are stated verbally and require you to
translate what you know into something you really haven't geen before, On the
other hand, you could simply have kids doing as some of our contractors did
in the OE0 experiment computations -- kids at third grade math level taught
to do presecribed "third grade" computations, Now it i{s very critical to the
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contractor in that case what kind of teast 1is used. To give a teast that
measures concepts and applications to a kid who has been doing two column
additions for the year 18 going to be very bad for the contractor. There
has to be some accommodation between the school and the company as to the
degree of congruence that both parties are going to allow i{n the contract,
in terms of testing what the company taught, In the OEQ experiment, there
fs very little test congruence ~= the company has no knowledge of what

test is used, The other extreme is setting up a test and saying, "Okay, we
are going to use that test at the end of the year =- now you teach to it."
That may be an acceptable way to go. It may be more acceptable to have two
or three different forma of the test 8o that you can avoid teaching the
direct test answers.

I think vhen pconle talk about the narrowness of performance contracting,
they forget that it i1s possible to be more narrow than they have as yet con-
ceived. That is, you could set up a performance contract in vocabulary and
computation and test just for those quantities, That i8 a great deal narrower
than {s presently the case because regardless of what the contract i8 or of
what is taught, you are testing students on two or three sub-tests in reading
or math, rather than one limited measure.

k k X

In thinking about the goodness or badness ot tecaching to the test, it is
necessary to distinguish both among subjects and among levels. I can't imagine,
for example, how one could teach spelling and then test the outcomes without
having taught the words that will be encountered on the spelling test, We
don't expect children to know the spelling of words whose spelling they have
not been taught, generally speaking. In tiic lower grades, we have a restricted
number of words that we expect a child to have mastered as sight vocabulary,
let's say. So I think there are many situations where the instructional pro
gram, of necessity, exposes the learner to those tests which will be encount-
ered in the measuring devices., The risk in those situations is that if there
is knowledge of precisely which items will constitute the content of the test,
the teacher will devote greater attention to those items and thus distort the
instructional program, As applied to performance contracting, the issue gets
a little more complicated. Ve say that a virtue of performance contracting
1s making attainment expectations explicit so that the school people and the
contractors will devoce thrmselves more fully, comprehensively, and precisely
to the desired goals of thke contract of intervention, But if you want a fair
assessment, then the measuring instruments likewise ought to correspond with
high fidelity to the instructional goals., So in the performance contract
situation, we are impelled to a closer correspondence between instructional
content and the content of the evaluating instruments,

k & %




How 1 feel {8 always more important to me than what I lno.. HBut there
{s nothing that a school can do to help me feel good anart from treating me
Iike a human being by patting me on the back occasionally and avoiding frus-
trating me too consistently. Yet there 18 nothing that a schoo! can do in
the cognitive realm that compares in importance with what it can do in the
affective realm, Vithout in any way denying the importance of feeling af-
fected, then, T would question whether they should be made the focus of edu-
cational programs and whether we need to write affective objects into a per-
formance contract.

Certainly if children are different, it is necessary that you establish
ultimately diffe nt educational goals for them. But I don'% think that need
get in the way ot the performance contractor. We heard this morning that one
of the characteristics of performance contracting is greater individualization
of instruction, I believe the contractor who is doing his job will do the
best he can to discern individual learning disabilities and other problems and
to tailor his intervention to the individual needs, rather than imposing some
"off-the-shelf" program on all learning alike,

* k %

I am very dubious that the concept of growth or gain is going to be a man-
ageuble one in providing a basis for determining how much should be paid. This
measure of individual gain or growth in reading or arithmetic is an exceedingly
clusive concept and the more you wrestle with it from a metric standpoint, the
more frustrating the problem. I can guarantee you that.

* %k %

1 would like to wind up by underscoring what I think has prompted all the
performance contractors to resort to norm referenced tests. Those tests had
the credibility that made them acceptable to school people as measures., It
seemed to the schools that these tests permitted comparisons of the outcomes
of contract intervention with the outcomes of ordinary instruction, so they
adopted them. Given the performance contracts written thus far, I think that
the grade equivalent system would be much more applicable if periods of inter-
vention were longer and if schools were willing to ... average gain rather
than to measure it for individuals.

k %k %

I thought you made an extremely important point in what you called the
dynamic toward continuous improvement. I have used the word iterative change:
you repeat something, you learn something from it, and you try to do a little
better, And that's an extremely important aspect of this whole performance
contracting notion. Performance contracting requires measurement of things
that are difficult to measure, but each time around, you generate some cumul-
ative information on the basis of which you learn something for next time.

As long as you actually do get information and try to do a little better next
time, you are way ahead. Sometimes in these experiments, you do a one shot
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experiment and you look at the test results and they're efther good or bad,
But they arc not test results that give you information about how to do
better next time, and I think that concern spills over into the OEO report,
You do something for one year, you give the test results, and people make
decisions about the test results. And that can be misleading unless you put
information in that report about some other criteria than these scores,
criteria related to the dynamic of improvement,

% & %

Given continued performance contracting, there are people whose jobs
are threatened in the near future -- the professors of methods and materials,
What 1is striking is that they sit back and look at performance contracting
very much from the outside, as though they are spectators; but {if a private
firm can come in and increase the number of teachers who know how to do the
job in a relatively short time, we are going to start asking some hard quer=-
tions about what these professors are doing, So I am struck by the lack of
any relationship or concern with us on their part.

k Kk %

1 referred to this case in Michigan where the Michigan Employment Rela-
tions Commission ruled that the Highway Department had to bargain over the
contracting-out of work that could be done by membcrs of the bargaining unit,
Now that's not to say that they can't do it, but only that they must bargain
before they do it., And apparently, some of the educational leaders in Mich-
igan are relving on this ruling, feeling that the school districts can't do
anything without collective bargaining, which would give teachers enough
notice to block anything, i{f they feel that they want to block {it.

% Kk %

My general line is that responsible evaluation always involves looking
for side effects, but these have nothing to do with the program's objectives
except to define those that weren't objectives, And if you realize that,
then you must face the fact that side effects may be the dominant factors in
your overall evaluation. Once you have faced that fact, you realize that
objectives are just one of the program's variables. They are the ones the
program was aimed at; 1if it is a perfect projsct, you will achieve only
those objectives and some good side effects. But there aren't any per.ect
projects. So it is perfectly legitimate for an evaluator of these early
performance contracting projects to state that overall some of them did a
very good job == not only did they produce some gain in what happened to be
their objectives, but they produced some incidental gains and no apparent
bad side effects. Or an evaluator might say that there were had side effects
on teacher relations, and that may cancel satisfactory attainment of objec-
tives.

k Kk &k

The only interesting question 1s whether there are some versions of
performance contracting that pay. You should not be focusing on overall
performances at all. You should only be focusing on the best performances.
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Now there were one or two projects that, on the evidence we have seen, did
well, And you are swamping their performance with all the inferior perfor-
mances, That is absolutely inappropriate, and it is a dicaster if we bury
this movement or even start getting highly sceptical about “t because the
mean performance of performance contractors is bad, That's not interesting
in any way, The crucial test of educational innovations 18 that they work
overall and in the long run, For purposes of time, we unfortunately encour-
aged over~-simplified and over-brief evaluations, But education will not
progress if innovations must pass, and also if they only have to nass, such
tests, Performance contracting cannot be responsbily evaluated by looking
only at gains on contract parameters, and certainly not by looking only at
the specified measures of these parameters, If we also look at measures
such as the quality of students and the quality of student life and learning
along with a truly realistic cost analysis, as well as careful studies of
mcasurement errors and regression effects, and longer term effects, both in
terms of retained student perforuiance and the stsbility of the innovations,
then I think we must conclude that schools now can identify some performance
contractors who are a very gooc« bet for marticular nceds and situations.
Also, we urgently need to continue this family of experiments, including its
turnkey aspects and other contracting ouft procedures, so that we can develop
better evaluations, " ~tter management nroucedures, and better contracts, before
we can allow the whole thing to be decently buried,




IV, Conclusions

This section conuists of two parts. The first is an elaboration
of the overall conclusions voiced by the Chatrman at the conclusion of
the conference. The second is a collection of individual summaries
submitted by conference participants sone months after the proceedings;
this collection represents the considered judgment of the participants.

A. Chairman's Summary

Five major cunclusions scen to have emerged from the conferunce:

1. At this tiue, the precise impact of performance contracting
on student achicvement {8 unclear, and it may remain so for a perfod of
years, or at least until the major technical and operational problems
of student performance measurenent are resolved. Yet the performance
contracting approach seems to have exciting potential for school
systenm innovation, nore rational educational nanagement and resource
allocation,clearer and more persistent setting of objectives, and the
developnent of more useful performance measurcs. Performance contracting
ultimately may prove inportant for strictly non-pedagogical reasons.

2. Any comprehensive or summary evaluations of performance
contracting at this time and in the future nust recognize {ts diverse
applications and benefits by employing a range of measures in addition
to those related directly to the objectives of student achievement. Such
evaluation must consider not only classroom effectiveness, but also a
broad range of effects. In addition, it will be useful to consider
the impact of performance contracting on the rate, content, and effects
of school system change and to evaluate the ability of performance
contracting to expand the number of tools and agents that public schools
cah use to achieve their objectives.

3. The private sector probablv does have much to contribute to
public education, especially in training programs. Yet it is not
certain that performance contracting is the best way to elicit and imple-
nent this contribution.

4. Regardless of the fate of the performance contracting movement,
we must not lose sight of the larger issue of contracting itself. There
seems to be much potential in some form of contracting for certain public
education functions, whether or not the contract in question includes
very tight performance specifications and a variable payment schedule.

5. Finally, i~ assessing the rcsources and costs involved in a
perfornance contracting program, or in any educational program, we
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st look beyond our uwsual frane of reference, We nay have to think of 1
cducation as o transfornatfon process applied to certafn raw materials -
students = ap one of a series of nucial treatments, lience we may become
legitinately concerned with inproving the quality of the student before
he enters the process, which nav reduce tae level of resources required
to effect the transformation; and we tay consider the effects of

"successful education on the need for and cost of successive social
treatnents,
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Performance contracting and turnkey operations were originally
designed to be a catalyst for school system renewal. The criteria for
assessing their success must include the following: a means by which
to introduce cost-effective programs in areas such as math and reading;

a low-risk, low-cost vehicle for experimentation; an opportunity to in-
crease community involvement in both planning and operations; an oppor-
tunity to rationalize the collective bargaining processes; a politically
acceptable and educationally effactive means to ensure school system
integration or to provide 'equity of education results' in those situa-
tions where neighborhood school feelings are strong; and a means for hu-
manizing the classroom f- - both teacher and learner.

As a low-risk, low-cost vehicle for experimentation and catalyst
for change, performance contracting combined with effective turnkey appli-
cations has Heen judged to be successful. Whether or not it provides
more cost-effective instruction is less clear. Recent analyses of
achievement data in the Virginia project indicate that it was much mor2
cost-effactive than originally thought; "homegrown projects" such as
those in Grand Rapids have been very successful. On the other hand,
projects implemented with a short lead time constrained by evaluation
design criteria have posed operational problems indicating only scattered
success.,

Because of school-firm interface problems, many of the 0.E.0 proj-
ects had very little chance of success after the first month or so of
operations when these problems arose.

Regarding the other criteria for judging performance contracting,
it is just too early to tell. There exists a definite need for new evalu-
ation designs and testing instruments to be developed and implemented in
long-range projects such as that in Gary, Indiana.

Performance contracting in its "first generation' form should put
itself out of business because of its success, spinning off hybrid ver-
sions -- in Dade County’, where individual teachers have entered into con-
tracts with the school board with the possibility of earning a $5,000
bonus; or cthe Accountability Model in Michigan where school districts
could receive $200 for every child who achieves specified levels while
providing the district the flexibility to spend the money any way desired
and yet encouraging them to search the market place for the most cost-
effective systems.

Much of the data presently available for analysis has been contami-
nated by the controversial nature of performance contracting, which may be
an implict compliment alone. Never in the history of public education
have so few groups with so little resources done so much to frighten un-
justifiably, I feel, so many educators.

-~ Charles Blaschke

President
Education Turnkey Systems, Inc.
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Impassioned controversy has marked the blazing half-life of per-
formance contracting. Educators at all levels have been quick to throw
stones or raise banners. But there i3 little doubt that knowledge and
education for the moment are at discount in the United States. This
is the result of the unforeseen consequence of the use of knowlcdge, and
not less frequently, of the presumption of knowledge where perhaps none
existed previously. It becomes difficult to admit to ignorance and easy
to assume the reliability of information that is anything but reliable.
An old saying held that "it is not ignorance that hurt so much as know-
ing all those things that ain't so.'" The schools have been more than a
little hurt of late by that phenomenon, and this, too, has deepened the
sense of under-achievement or even of failure of the schools to serve
their purpose in cur time.

But it is true that certain costly school programs introduced with
great expectations a few years ago are not yielding the promise or ex~
pected results. In fact the entire concept of a clear-cut positive
cost-quality relationship in education has been called into question by
recent reports. Increasingly educators are hearing that there first
must be hard evidence that a proposed program offers the most effec~
tive solution available and a tangible return to the taxpayers before
more funds will be put into it. Citizens are saying that the nation is
not getting as much out of its investment in public education as there
should be for the dollars expended. Increasingly we hear the charge
that the gap between educational promise and performance is a fuanction
of the outpourings of propaganda by the professional education com-
munity, and tne persistent failure of educational leaders to produce
implicitly promised results.

Performance contracting is not new in education. Deleterious ef-
fects of such contracts are described in the Cznadian Educational
Monthly of 188l. Its current popularity in the United States is respon-
sive to a demand for greater accountability. The present performance
contracting programs represent only a fraction of the variety possible,.
This potential for almost infinite variation is the real strength of
“performance contracting" and the improvement of the educational system
demands that its potential be fully explored. This suggests that all
performance contracting must be evaluated from a broad perspective.
Faults will be discovered in any program, but the attempt must be made
to determine whether the faults are the result of that program, that
contract and that contractor, or whether, on the other hand, the faults
stem from basic defects in the performance contracting concepts. If
the evaluative effort focuses merely on the amount of the achievement
gained and the payment the contractor earns, much of the information
obtainable from the experience will be lost.

Like any change in the style and substance of operation, this
most recent venture into performance contracting involves problems for
education, Tracing the complex and involved interconnections by which
"inputs” produce "outputs" in an endeavor as large as public education
is not the work of amateurs. It is not yet being done successfully in
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any other area of our national life, save in economics, and there most
economists would insist that it is being done imperfectly. It is not
being done elsewhere because no one really knows how to do 1t. It is
just that most persons who have considered the matter feel it has to
be done and accordingly someone will have to learn how to do it. Per-

haps many someones. That, in short, is what this conference on per-
formance contracting was all about.

- George B. Brain
Dean, College of Education
Washington State Universitcy
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While I understand the conditions whici gave rise to the eaperiment,
I question the propriety of school systems contracting with private firms
to perform the basic function for which schools have been organized and
supported. Even so, I sense the desperation {n some quarters which led
to such a practice. I have reservations about the narruwness of contract
objectives but I aiso have concerns about school administrators and teachers
who seem incapable of specifying what th.y are about. I think measurement
problems are being ignored and that they must be dealt with or payment by
results becomes a hoax.

Much of this seems negative but I am not completely negative. When I
visited the contract gsites I found many of the teachers and paraprofessionals
interested and apparently effective. I also found that pupils who were in
contract programs could be rather explicit about what they were doing, how
they were achieving, and, for the most part, they seemed interested in the
program activities. Some of this interest might be ascribed to the novelty
of the program or to the mechanical devices used. Perhaps even more impor-
tant was the attention now centered on the pupils, possibly for the first
time in their school careers.

Despite the limitations of the experiment, we can learn a great deal
from it. It seems clear that the achievement of youngsters in reading and
other basic skills is a concern at all levels of our society. Moreover, if
that concern appears to be inadequately dealt with at local and state levels,
it will get attention at the national level. Again, in the contracting ex-
perience the insistence of the larger society on an accounting by one of its
social institutions, the schools, is exemplified. The focus of contracts on
ends reminds us that we are concerned about means as well as ends, that both
process and outcome are of vital importance to the educational enterprise.

- Roald ¥. Campbell

Fawcett Professor of Educational Administration
Ohio State University
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The survival and, in most cases, the expansion in 1971-72 of pro-
grams derived from the performance contracting efforts of last year
support my belief that performance contracting has facilitated the
introduction of needed changes in the instructional process. Specific-
ally, classroom atmospheres are more salutary and instruction is more
appropriate to students' needs and interests, The emphasis of perfor-
mance contracting on student learning was also highly desirable and has
helped focus attention where it belongs.

An apparent disacvantage of performance contracting, its dependence
on norm-referenced tests for measuring program effectiveness, is also
having beneficial effects. The inadequacy of such tests for the task
was so strongly highlighted by the programs of 1970-71 that valuable new
efforts to construct more suitable instruments have been stimulated.

Unfortunately, the future of performance contracting is not prom-
ising. 1Its failure may derive from two misconceptions on the part of
both contractors and scho>l personnel. First, there was an expectation
that there are quick solutions to the long~standing problems of the
educationally disadvantaged. Second, despite their innovative thrusts,
the performance contracting programs may still have been too much in
the institutional mold, especially in the way they used people and time.

Much more radical changes may well be needed to make education of the
disadvantaged effective.

Polly Carpenter
Senior Staff Member
The Rand Corporation
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If the difficulties encountered by some pupils in learning were due
mainly to the incompetence or poor motivation of their teachers, and if
the achievements desired of them could be defined clearly and completely,
and assessed categorically as attained or not attained, then performance
contracting would offer a promising alternative to conventional schooling.
But the educational situations in which these conditions prevail are not
frequently encountered. Hence it is unreasonable to expect performance
contracting to yield substantial educational benefits.

The difficulties of validly assessing the effectiveness of perform-
ance contracting in practical school situations are formidable. Some re-
ports may overstate, some may understate its actual effectiveness. Exper-
ience over several years is.likely to provide better evidence than a one-
shot evaluation of the initial trial.

I do not expect to find in 1975 that more than a very small propor-
tion (1 or 2%) of the instruction in public schools is being offered under
performance contract.

- Robert L. Ebel
Professor of Education and Psychology
Michigan State University




Experience with performance contracting during 1970-71 indicates
clearly that it was not an immediate solution to the achievement prob-
lems of compensatory education. Some possible reasons for this are:
(1) the contractors did not have effective programs; (2) one year is
not enough time to make definitive judgment on the effectiveness of
performance contracting in raising student achievements, especially in
light of the developmental nature of all such programs; (3) the instru-
ment used to measure what students learned may not have been sensitive
to what students needed to learn and to what some contractors tried to
teach; (4) students may not have fulfilled our expectation that they
try as hard as they can to do as well as they can on the tests we ad-
minister to them.

Even though cognitive gains were disappointing, there are strong
indications that performance contracting was effective in introducing
new staffing patterns, new roles for teachers, students and parents,
and new technology, into school systems traditionally resistant to
innovation. A good measure of this is the way in which teachers them-
selves, at a3 number of former performance-contracting sites, have shown
interest and persistence in continuing the techniques, materials and
activities originally introduced by the contractor.

It seems likely that performance contracting will continue on a
limited scale for well-defined purposes. Some smaller, less-known
companies will see performance guarantees as a good way to ''break into
the market." Some districts will see performance contracting as a
good way to do research and development with new methodology and
materials, while holding suppliers accountable for results. Vocational
education is a promising area because of well-defined skill levels and
performance norms. Finally, we may see much more of "internal"
contracting in which the district contracts with teachers or teachers'
assoclations for the achievement of specific performance objectives.,

Edward B. Glassman
Office of Education
. Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare
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The concept of performance contracting appears to offer a way to
effect an improvement in the management of education by:

0 Actuing as a change agent in the use of resources (teachers,
equipment, materials and time)

o Supporting chinges in the organization of education (instruc-
tion, classroom, school and district)

o Focusing attention on the need for better means of measuring
program outcome and cost.

Performance contracts have permitted the LEA to explore in a systema-
tic manner alternative uses of equipment and materials. These instruc-
tional materials are not new to most districts; the way in which they
are used 1s new. Additionally, the LEA has to make an explicit
guarantee of its own-~-to insure a specified number of instructional
hours. An hour of reading instruction becomes, in fact an hour of
reading instruction for the student.

The greater individualization of instruction and the effec ive
use of paraprofessionals has supported the feasibility of higher
student-adult ratios as a way of changing the organization of the
educational process. At the school and district level of organization,
performance contracting has highlighted the benefit of a program focus
in achieving an increased understanding of the resources required to
produce specific outcomes. This may well hasten the demise of manage-
ment by geographic location or grade-level and promote a management
focus at the classroom level.

.The most significant, and widely-acknowledged, impact of perfor-
mance contracting is the powerful impetus it has given to the efforts
to develop better means of measuring program outcome and cost. This
measurement improvement, almost alone, should have a far-reaching
impact on the management of the resources of education.

Sue A, Haggart
Senior Staff Member
The Rand Corporation
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lt is dangerous to pretend to draw conclusions now about performance
contracting in education given our small store of experience. Never-
theless, two observations appear warranted. Performance contracting is
not the holy grail of teaching; ncither is it the handwriting on the
wall signifying the end o the educationists' bureaucracy.

The promise it may hold for public education will not ecven be
tested, much less fulfilled, unless experiments with the technique meet
the following conditions:

1. The allocation of pre-experimental time and resources
to achieve aggreement among school district participants concerning the
contract and its implementation.

2. Careful attention must be paid to mechanisms developed
to facilitate the process of integration and internalization of innovation
in the school.

3. Comprehensive evaluation using multi-dimensional
measures of performance contracting over time are needed. Additional
neasures of achievement, ones different from those traditionally used,
are needed, as well as the examination of dimensions concerning other
than academic learning, e.g., organizational climate, self-image and
sense of power.

4, Inpacts such as contagion, stress, or rejection of the
innovation by other units of the organization also need to be understood.

5. Finally, evaluation designs should leave room for the.
discovery of un-anticipated consequences.

For now, however, the studies on performance contracting tell us
more about what is wrong with federal policv making than about the
performance contracts. Federal policy choices influence the selection
of goals and priorities by other educational authorities. So long as
federal policy in education continues to search for the holy grail of
instant results via narrowly defined efficiency measures, innovatious
are doomed to trivial outcomes. Until innovations are given a reasonable
allocation of time between the issuance of capital RFP's and agency decisions,
as well as time for planning and start up, the innovation effort will be
so much wasted resources. Our study of innovation and change will be
characterized by ever learning and never coming to knowledge.

~Laurence Iannaconne
University of California
at Riverside
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For approximately the first twelve months following the introduction
of guaranteed performance contracting in Texarkana, hundreds of school
administrators jumped on the innovation bandwagon and still thousands of
others talked about the eventuality of implementing a guaranteed perform-
ance contract in their school system. Now thirty months later, the Amer-
{can public, particularly the educators, have become fully aware that
guaranteed perfcrmance contracting is not the panacea that they thought
it might have been. Allegations of teaching for the test and education
being subsumed by the industrial complex have taken their toll. Most cri-
tical, however, is the fact that the guaranteed performance contract simply
has not created the results in terms of educational achievement, that is,
pupil output, that it initially was supposed to have. What guaranteed
performance contracting has done, however, i1s to create a mechanism for
both accountability and management.

The ever increasing demands of communities to be involved in educational
decision making have resulted in cries for school districts to make public
their student achievement. Perhaps making education accountable for its
output has been the major value of guaranteed performance contracting. I
would contend, however, that most educators have been aware of output all
along. They may not have owned up to their shortcomings, but they have
always been very much aware of the difficulties they faced. The most sig-
nificant value of guaranteed performance contracting, I believe, has been
that in order to implement a guaranteed performance contract educators have
had to take a long hard look at process., It is the changes to the process
of education that will in the long run have the greatest impact on output.

Less than half of the number of companies engaged in performance con-
tracts last year are similarly engaged during this school year. The future
of guaranteed performance contracting can, therefore, be considered rather
dim. However, the fact that guaranteed performance contracting is being
phased out of the educational spotlight is not wholly bad. Performance
contracting has served its purpose. It has succeeded in priming the pump
of accountability, monitoring, and management and by doing so has created
a group of educators more aware of process and output in that system which
we call education.

- Michael H. Kean
Assistant to the Superintendent
School District of Philadelphia
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My attitude toward performance contracting on the basis of the
discussions at the joint AERA-AASA conference, and information
and reflection, both prior to and subsequent to the conference,
includes the following elements:

Performance contracting and achievement improvement. The weight

of evidence to late seems to be that performance-contract inter-
vention does not consistently lead to better-than-average achieve-
ment gains. At best the verdict on performance contracting as a
producer of better-than-average achievement has to be ''not proven."
Data thus far available do not permit any confident assertions

with respect to amount of achievement gain per instructional dollar,
but it seems altogether unlikely that the performance~contract mode
of instruction will loom as more efficient than conventional modes
in this respect.

Other presumed benefits of psrformance contracting. Given the dis-

couraging achievement gain outcomes associsted with performance
contracts, there has been a disposition on the part of advocates

of this mode of intervention to say that even in the absence of
conspicuous improvements in achievements gains, performance con-
tracting, nevertheless, had other significant values ~ e.g. in-
creased flexibility, encouragement of open classroom approaches
innovative approaches, etc. These claims are worthy of attention,
though it must be declared that the evidence in support of them

is not highly persuasive; but even if one accepts these declarations,
it is important to realize that the basis for discussion has been
significantly altered: we are now asked to think of performance con-
tracting as impacting process variables, not product, which is

quite contrary to the bases on which performance contracting was
originally most forcefully advocated.

"Performance contracting' as a variable. Consideration of the

results of the early performance contracting studies heightened

the realization that "performance contracting" per se is a poor
experimental variable. The variation from one performance contract
experiment to another in effectiveness forces our attention to the
quite variant modes of interventicn that have been utilized in
several performance contracting situations. It seems clear that

it is simplistic to talk of the eifect of "performance contracting"
rather than to talk of the effects of the specific types of inter-
vention that were the genuine experimental variables in the several
projects. Methods, materials aud teacher competence, as well as
degree of outside intervention, zll varied from one project to
another; it seems clear that the impact of these variables, sep-
arately and in combination, need be evaluated separately from the
performance contracts' mode of intervention before any assertions
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can be made as to the special contiibutions or utility of the per-
formance cuntract mode.

Measurement aspects of performance contract activity. Everyone
recognizes that the measurement processes in the conduct and assess-
ment of performence contracted intervention leave much to be desired.
There is specia. need for more, rigorous attention to instrument
selection in relation to the specific goals of the contract inter-
vention, including most particularly metric properties of the in-
struments chosen in relation to considerations of reliability of
growth measures; very much more careful planning of the measure-
ment aspects of performance contract interventions with respect to
such items of testing, training of examiners, security of instru-
ments, etc.; far more advance attention to analysis of results in
relation to performance contract goals; and far more advance atten-
tion to modes of collecting and reporting test information in rela-
tion to the terms of the contract. There is widespread feeling

that most available standardized tests have significant limitations
with respect to the fulfi{llment of measurement demands of perform-
ance contract situat:’ons, particularly when the duration of the
performance contract intervention is limited - say, less than a
year. Nevertheless, even with existing instruments it seems possi-
ble, at least in this observer's opinion, to do with careful plan-
ning a considerably improved measurement job in relation to per-
formance contract programs than has typically been the case to date.

I think that the results of the OEO study and the attendant publici-
ty may have, in fact, been the death knell of performance contracting.
I would regard this as unfortunate, at least in the sense of imply-
ing a premature judgment of the efficacy of this mode of interven-
tion. A full and fair evaluation of this arrangement for the provi-
sion of instructional support would require, in my judgment, a
longer period, a more careful specification of outcomes, identi-
fication of ways of measuring outcomes and ways of relating perform-
ance contract outcomes to control or anticipated outcomes. I sus-
pect that it is unlikely that performance contracts meeting these
desiderata will be entered into in the foreseeable future. It
became clear in the course of the AASA-AERA conference, if it had
not been before, that the motivation prompting many school adminis-
trators to enter into performance contract arrangements had little
to do with hoped for better-than-average increases in achievement--
that administrators seized upon performance contract arrangements
for other (though quite possibly no less worthy) purposes, which,

in fact, may have been achieved, to some extent at least, through
the performance contract interventions. An evaluation of perform-
ance contracting ought certainly recognize these perhaps hidden
agenda, and suggest the utilities of performance contracting for

the advancement of certain school management purposes, even in

the absence of dramatic contributions to improved achievement.

~ Roger T. Lennon
. Senior Vice President
2!(;7 Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, Inc.




My belief is that performance contracting may have value for Amer-
fcan education. However, it has been so badly managed thus far that the
fdea 18 unlikely to receive the kind of thoughtful consideration it deserves,
at least in thc immediate future. It is especially unfortunate that per-
formance contracting fiascos have discouraged interest in subcontracting,
an {dea whizh may have even greater relevance to our educational needs.

In my opinion, the opposition to performance contracting by teacher
organizations was the natural and to be expected result of the ineptness
of those who espoused and sought to implement the idea. While I regret
that experience to date with performance contracts has been overgeneral-
1zed to mean that the concept has no utility for /merican education, I
believe also that opposition to the performance contracts in existence
or recently completed would have been greater if full information about
their generis and inadequate substantive rationale had been widely available.

- Myron Lieberman
Director, Office of Program .
Development and Administrati-n
(Teacher Education)
City University of New York
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We are at that point in the life of an innovation not unlike the
day ’ter a romantic honeymoon when the delightful young wife steps from
her automobile on the way to the grocery and is killed by a truck. We
know that the romance is over, that the b.iss cannot repeat itself; but
we've had so little experience with the thing that we neither know what
it meant or whether there will aver by another event like it. A kind
of ennul or paralysis has taken over.

Remcmber the principle of lighter-than-air vehicles, which was
coupled with long-distance air travel in the form of the dirigible?

Jus* about the c.ime this innovation seemed promising, the tragedy of

the Hindenberg disaster cut short the career of the dirigible. Yet,

in other forms, we still have lighter-than-air as well as long-dists ze
air travel. By analogy we are in the weeks after the Hindenberg crashed.
It 1s impossible to predict what will happen, and somewhat difficult to
characterize where we've been., Will we build more dirigibles? A dif-
ferent kind of aircraft? Crucify dirigible manufactureras? Abancon air
t'avel? Has our experience anything much to tell us about what we might
do next? I think some of the elements of performance contracting, as
we've known it since 1969, will reappear in several guises. Vouchers

is one such. But whether OEO's blowing up of the Hindenberg will kill
our dirigible, I just don't know.

- James L. Mecklenburger
Phi Delta Kappa
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The full potential of performance contracting has not been realized
and, in my opinion, warrants further careful study.

Although a majority of research studies report negligible pupil
achievement gains, many research experts emphasize the lack of appropri-
ate, valid evaluation procedures and instruments for these studies.
Evaluators and administrators involved in the programs appear to agree
that performance contracting offers opportunities for low-risk, low-cost
innovation and change.

It seems to me that reports have minimized positive '"by-product"
values because they were not primary goals. For instance, some programs
have resulted in decrecased pupil dropout rates, but this fact has been
overshadow:d by emphasis on low gains in reading and math.

I believe that performance contracting requires more time, with
expertly devised evaluation, before valid judgments can be finalized.
The enclosed resolution adopted by the AASA membership at their annual
convention in February substantiates this position.

- Paul B. Salmon
Executive Secretary
Ameiican Association of

School Administrators

Tue pressures for change in public schools have never been greater.
Taxpayers want more for fewer dollars, while school personnel bargain for
increased wages. Goverumental agencies and minority groups demand that
minority-group chlldren receive equal (not necessarily identical) educa-
tional opportunities; parents and community groups want to be involved in
the planning and operations of schools; and pressures for accountavility
are multifaceted and real. Performance contracting has been suggested as
one feasible solution to many of these problems.

We believe that performance contracting allows schools to experiment
with and validate new learning systems with low risk and costs. We do
not believe it has demonstrated total cost savings in overall school bud-
gets, although it may do so in specific areas. We support the application
of the concept by school districts with adequate evaluation so long as it
is perceived as a means for effecting positive change.

- Resolution adopted by the
American Association of School Administrators
Annual Convention
February, 1972

!

R e S T S L LR




My overall view of performance contracting (PC) is;

On the data presented at Belmont, the best contractor was doing
very well, and the deviation from the mean was significant enough
to make it highly probable that we now have identified a procedure
which can provide massive gains on basic skills, by contrast with
ths usual approaches.

On the data I have seen since, it appears extremely likely that
several other contractors also produced substantial gains, a fact
that was masked earlier by statistical and test artefacts.

Recent data on retention strongly suggests these gains are not
transient; the Philadelphia tests by IDEA in fact suggest that
retention is much better than with the usual procedures.

None of the data so far establishes long-term retention of substan-
tial gains and it is essential we follow-up.

None of the data so far establishes cost-effectiveness advantages,
but the main issue for many parents is effectiveness even at higher
costs.

The reactions of most Belmont participants suggested that they
thought the appropriate standards for judging educational innova-
tions are that big gains must be shown the first year by the median
performer. You don't flunk the whole math class because the median
student flunks. Education is in bad repute and bad condition not
because successful procedures are unknown but because they are dis-
carded as unfashionable rather than being developed and disseminated
and quality-controlled.

One of the most important features of PC is that it puts severe

" pressure on the contractor to look at the cost-effectiveness of the

various procedures he might use. The educational scene has been
badly lacking in agents on that reinforcement schedule until now.
Of course, this will produce some abuses which we shall have to
learn to control by improved contracts, auditing and evaluation.
But the present system performs so badly in teaching basic skills,
by comparison with schools in several other countries, that it is
hard to avoid regarding it as a far worse abuse.

- Michael Scriven
Department of Philosophy
University of California at Berkeley
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The results of the Office of Economic Opportunity's Performance Con-
tract Experiment indicate that participating private firms operating under
performance contracts in school year 1970-71 did not perform significantly
better than traditional school systems. These findings are quite similar
to those reported by the Rand Corporation in its survey of nonexperimental
performance contract programs.

OEO commented on its findings that "It 1s clear that there is no evi-
dence to support a massive move to utilize performance contracting for re-
medial education. School distrcits should be skeptical of extravagant
claims for the concept."

This does not mean performance contracting is dead but does indicate
need of considerable development. Measurement techniques, incentive
clauses and contract administration procedures need considerable refine-
ment. The capabilities of private firms themselves may also need devel-
opment.,

Performance contracting might best be considered as an infant con-
cept, that will change in the future. Varied applications of it are pos-
sible including internal contracting by teachers, incentive contracts for
administrators or nonacademic programs. The range of possible programs
should not be underestimated. Nevertheless, such programs should be con-
sidered high-risk because of their undeveloped stage and pursued carefully,

Performance contracting has shown itself to be a simple concept,
whose value was initially overestimated, that is complex in execution.

Its long range potential is presently unclear. '

- Charles B. Stalford
Office of Economic Opportunity
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Performance contracting must still be considered in the realm of
unproven innovations, It is innovative not because it is a new idea
for groups to contract for and pay for services only after those services
have been delivered in accordance with specifications, but because its
application in education calls for payment to trainers only after learners
have learned in accordance with learning specifications. This innovative
application still must be considered unproven since it is not at all clear
that by following the practice of performance contracting students learn
better than they otherwise would. Certainly before this innovative prac-
tice can be proven, it needs to be worked out technically better than
it has so far. Thus, a variety of measurements and statistical problems
must be solved before learning specifications associated with performance
contracting can be adequately stated and tested. Before these technical
problems are worked out, it would seem to me inadvisable for school
districts to be overly zealous in entering into performance contracting
with firms who are anxious to sell such services on other than a cost-
sharing experimental basis.

-~ Daniel L. Stufflebeam
Director, Evaluation Center
College of Educetion
, Ohio State University
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The last chapter in performance contracting has not been written.
New research 1s being conducted, the results of which refute many of
the preliminary conclusions reported in the 1971-72 OEO experiment.
These new findings lead one to question the conclusions reached in
the OEO experiment, if not in fact the total project design as well
as the final treatment of data.

In the OEO experiment, preliminary conclusions were drawn by
assuming all performance contracting companies had to be successful
in all grades in order for performance contracting to be successful.
This was not the design of the original project. No consideration
was given in the final treatment of the data to reflect its impact on
different age level students, different performance contracting pro-
grams or different student populations.

Several other independent studies have shown that though students
in some of the experimental programs did not achieve one grade level
gain in achievement, they more than doubled their output from previous
years' experiences.

One such independent research project conducted by Dr, Joan
Websterl in the Grand Rapids Schools refutes many of the OEO findings.
Dr. Webster's research of a cost-effective model used two school age
groupings - early elementary and junior high students - and included
six reading programs; a control group using the systemwide adopted
reading program; three different performance contracting companies’
programs; a publisher's program; and a traditional remedial reading
program.

Dr. Webster found no significant difference in reading achieve-
ment gain in any of the programs studied in the lower grades. However,
she did find one performance contracting program significantly less
costly than all the other programs. In the junior high programs, only
the performance contracting companies' programs experienced a year's
gain in reading achievement while the control group and the remedial
reading groups achieved approximately one-third as much. The cost
effectiveness of the programs again were significantly in favor of
both performance contractors' programs; with one contractor's program
being considerably less expensive than the other.

One might conclude from the results of this rather comprehensive
study that there are significantly different cost effective reading
programs for underachieving children offered by some contractors.
Further, the results would tend to indicate that performance contract-
ing programs in reading may not be as adaptable and effective for
early elementary children as for older children.

1Unpublished Doctoral Thesis, Joan M. Webster. "Cost Effective
Analysis of Six Reading Programs in the Grand Rapids Public Schools."
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In view of the above, it is this writer's opinion that performance
contracting still shows promise in raising the achievement level of
some students but cannot be considered the one solution for all the
learning problems in education.

Norman P, Weinheimer

Executive Director

Michigan School Boards
Association
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POLEY CARPENTER

Polly Cirpenter received her Bachelor's degree, cumn laude, in Education from the Ohio State
University, wnd her Master’s degree in Mathematics from the same aniversity. Prior to joining
The Rand Corporation in 1955, she tanght at Ohio State and in the public schools of Florida,
\t Rand she originally worked on problems of decision-making during wartime, bt in 1967
she changed her area of interest to education. Since then she has participated in a stndy on
plamning educational change in Colombia fer AN, has served on a University of California
conmiittee to plan viriversity programs in architeeture and urban and regional planning. and has
worked with other members of the Rand staff to formulate a program bndgeting system for
tocal school distriets. Her work in this area is incorporated in “Program Budgeting for School
District Planning,” to be available from Fducational Technology: Publications in 1972, She has
also been active in developing the technigques of cost-effectiveness analysis for assistance in
decision-nmaking at the state and local levels and has several publications in this area, She is now
docimenting some of Rand’s work on the evalnation of performance contracting in public
education for the Departiment of Health, Fducation, and Welfare,

Carrently, Polly heads the Rand team developing tools for instructional system design wnder
\it Force sponsorship. She also heads the Education gronp in Rand's System Sciences
Department. Her research interests center on the definition of objectives in education, measnres
of effectiveness, the design of instructional systems, and the instructional process,
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ROBERT L. EBEL

Robert L. Ehel, Professor of Eduncation and Psychology at Michigan State University, is a
specialist in the field of educational imcasurements and researeh, He came to Michigan State
University in 1963 from the Educational Testing Services of Princeton, New Jersey where he
had been a Viee President with general responsibility for test development, statistical analy sis,
and the direction of lesting programs.

Before joining the Educatiomal Testing Sevviee stafi i 1957, Dr. Ebel was Professor of
Fducation and Director of the Examination Service and the Burean of Fducational Rescarch at
the State University of lowa, ln the years between 1932 and 1944 he served as a high school
teacher of science, He received a B.A, degree froms the University of Northern lowa in 1932,
an M.\ in 1936, and a Ph.D). in 1947 fromn the University of lowa,

Dr. Ebel is a member of the \inerican Psevhological Association, the American Association for
the Advancement of Science, and the Psychometrie Society, He is a past president of the
National Comneil on Measwrements in Education, and is president-cleet of the American
Educational Research Association. He is author or co-anthor of several books on measnring
cducational achievement and of mmerous professiomal articles on the application  of
educational tests, He has cecently edited the Fourth Edition of the Eneyelopedia of Eduecational
Research.
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SUE ACTTAGGART

Miss Hageart seadmated with a Bachelor of Seienee degree in Business Ndministraton trom the
Luiversity of Calitornia, Los Angeles, in 1954, Sinee that time she has continned here studies in

ceonmutes, engineering, and mathematies,

Miss Haggart joined the Rand statt in 1955, Her early stwdies were concerned with conimand,
control and communications; sensor and intelligence systems; air sletense systems: and other
clectronic-oricnted systems, She has served as a consultant on studies of similar systems for the
Ottice of the Secretary of Defense and the Joint Chiefs of Staft, In 1966, she served as a
consultant to The Ford Foundation on their proposal for the Broadeasters’ Nonprofit Satellite
System.

During 1968, she was the project leader of Rand’s stndy on the nse of program-budgeting
technigues as a method for planning elementary and secondary edneation. This efVort was part
of the California-wide projeet hnown as Operation PEP (Preparing Educational Planners),

She is the project leader for Raund’s work with the Research Corporation of the \ssociation of
School Business officials. The RC/ASBO projeet involves the coneeptnal design of a National
Planming ~ Programming — Bndgeting ~ FExalnation System (PPBES) for education. She is also
one of the principal salf members of Rand™ . study of perfornmance contvacting in edneation
sponsored by the \ssistant Seeretary’s office of HHEW,

Miss Haggart's curvent efforts are focused on analysis for educational planning and on the
application of the techmigues of program budgeting in the areas of edneation, health and other
public systemns, She is the Doniestic Studies gronp leader for the Resonrce Analysis Department.

Miss Haggart's publications include:

Program Budeeting as an Analvueal Tool for School Disteict Planning, S\, Haggart, MLB.

Carpenter, The Rand Corporation, P—4031. Febrnary 1969

Lialvais of Educationad Programs Within o Progrom Budgzeting Svstem, S,AL Haggart, MB,
Carpenter, The Rand Corporation, P—11935. September 1969,

Developing a Program Budgeting Svstem asan Vid in Planning Higher Fdueation, SO\, Haggart,

The Rand Corporation, P—1232, November 1969,

Program Budgeting for School Distriet Planning: Concepts and Applications. S, A, Haggart,
J. AL Dei Rossi, 8. M. Barro, M. B, Carpenter, M. L. Rapp, The Rand Corporation,
RM=6116—-RC, November 1969,

Wnalvzing the Lse of Technology 1o Upgrade Edaeation i a Developing Country, M B,
Carpenter, L.G. Chester, {1.8. Dordick, and S.A. llaggart, The Rand Corporation, RNi—-6179—
RC. March 1970,

Cost Effective bnalysis for Educational Planning, M.B. Carpenter, S.A. Haggart, The Rand
Corporation. F—4327. Mareh 1970. .

The Program Structaring Aspect of PPE for Education, S.\. Haggarl, The Rand Corporation,

P—4436, March 1971,

Progoet B30 Nan Jose California: Fraluation of Results and Development of 1 Cost Wendel,
M.L. Rapp. M.B. Carpenter, S.A, Haggart, S.H. Landa, G.C. Sumner, The Rand Corporation,

R—672-8)S, April 1971. : ,
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DONALD ML BEVING

Donald M. Levine is Assistant Professor at The Ontario hastitute for Studies in FEdueation,
He is atso Dircetor of a major research progran at the bustitute entitled, “Studies o Fdavanonat
Potex. Plaonng, and Performance™. Dey Levine's niin interests are in educational policy
analysis. planning, and management,

Dr. Levine has had cousiderable experience in the plainning and implementation of a wide
range of policy, system and operations research studies in industry. Before coming to The
Ontario Institute for Studies in Fduoeation in 1969, Dr. Levine served as a sewior systes
analyst for the Systems Analysis and Rescarch Corporation, Canbridge, Massachnsetts, The
Nerox Corporation, Rochester, New York and the Colmnbia Broadeasting System in New York
City. Recently he has focused on the use of program budgeting in school systems, and has
lectured frequently for the National Academy of School Executives on educational planning
and program budgeting. His recent work includes “Structuring Progrom nalvsis for Educational
Research™ (The RAND Corporation, P—4363, July 1971) which was delivered to the Joint
Study Group on Military Resonrce AHocation Methodology (JSGOMRAM), Punel on Neu
Directions in Fadueational Planning. 26th Meeting. 1970 and > Vehueving Balanced lmplementation
of Program Budgeting for Education™ (The RAND Corporation, P—4675, October 1971). In
addition, Dr. Levine has completed The Role of tnalysis in PPBS which is inclwded in the
Report of The Second National Conference on PPBES in Fducation condneted by the Research
Corporation of the Association of School Business Officials. During 1968-70, he was a member
of the Danforth Fonadation Stndy (Harvard Team) of Large City School Systems, Dr. Levine
has been a Consultant to the National Progran: Budgeting Project for Edncation (1970-71)
and The New York State Conmission on the Quality, Cost and Financing of Elementary and
Secondary Education (1971). This year he participated in the design and selection of a thirty
man policy team for Central Mortgage and Housing, a Canadian Crown Corporation.

Dr. Levine serves as a Consultant to the RAND Corporation, The Massachnseltts thigher
Education Facilities Commission. and the Intendes Research Foundation.

Dr. Levine received a B.\, from Dartmonth College (1960). He also holds the B.A. (1962) and
the MLA. [Oxon., (1966)] from Oxford University. He received his doctorate from Harvard
Lniversity in 1970. He is a member of the American Edueational Research Association and The
Operations Research Society of Amierica (ORS\),
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WYRON LIEBERMAN

Myron Liclwrman is Diveetor of the Office of Program Bevelopment (Teacher Edueation) at
the Cits University of New York, llis special area of interest is collective negotiations in
cducation. He has been a Director of the Phi Delta Kappan National Institutes on Colleetive
Negotiations in Education at Harvard University and at the University of California, He has
also heen a consnltant on collective negotiations to the National School Boards Association as
well ax a negotiator for a wide variety of school boards and teacher organizations including the
Philadelphia School Distriet, the U nited Federation of Teachers, and the New York Board of
Education. Recently he has acted as a consultant to the New York State Conmission on the
Onality. Cost and Financing ol Elementary and Secondary Education and to the New York
City Conmiittee on Accountability .

Prior to joining the facalty of City University, Dr. Licherman served as Professor of Education at
Rhode Ishand College, Providence, Rhode Istand from 1963-1969. He holds a Bachelor of
Seienee degree in Law (June, 1941) and in Education (Augnst, 1948) from the University of
Minnesota. ln addition, he received the M.\, (Angust, 1930) and Ph.D. (February, 1952)
from the U niversity of Hlinois at Urbana.

Dr. Lichenman is widely known as a eritic of Awerican education, He is the anthor of Education
as o Profession (Prentice-llall, 1956) and The Puture of Public Fducation (University of
Chicago Press, 1960). In addition, he was co-anthor of Codleetne \egotwtions for Teaclers
and Readings of Collectur Negotutions for Teachers (Rand MeNally, 1966 and 1967,
respectively ). His recent work inchmles serving as gnest editor for Phi Delta Rappan in their
December, 1970 issue entitled Fuehit Venweles on Vecountability. Wis work as Director of the
National Conference on Collective Negotiations in Higher Edncation appeared in the 1971
volume of the Wisconsin Law Review. Wis acticle entitled Professors {nite! appeared in
Harper’s Magazine (October, 1971). He was gnest editor this year of the Special Section on
“Business on the Urban Frontier: New Conmmunities — a Special Issue of Saturday Review™
(May 15, 1971). Dr. Licherman has seeved as a lecturer for the American Edueational Research
\ssociation, the American Association of School Administrators, the United Federation of
Teachers, and the National Fducation Association.
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SELMA MUSHKIN

Sebhia Mushkin is

Georgetown Laiversity, o Laboratory that fosters and engagex in interimiversity shudies to

a Professor of Economics and Director of the Publie Services Laboratory at

assist states and Jocalities in programn poliey analysis. She received her B\, degree with honors
from Brooklyn College, hier ML from Columbia Eniversity, and Ph.D. degree from the
Graduate Faculty of Social Seienee of the New School for Social Research. Prior 1o coming o
Georgetown in 1970, she was o research professor at The George Washington University and
Divector of the State-Local Finanees Projeet at the University, Farliev, she was a research
professor at The Johns Hophins 1 niversits, She has served as a consultant mainly on social
prograim finances to anany international and {ederal agencies including the OECH, WHO,
PANHO, ENESCOLTEP, DOD, HUD, OMB, AID, and HEW, lier earlier employment was with
the Urban lnstitute, the Advisory Commission on Intergovermmental Relations, the Public
Health Service, Office <1 Fducation, and more than two decades ago she was Chiel of the
Division of Financial Studies of the Social Seenrity Administration.

She has written ecdensively on Tederal grants-in-aid and intergovermmental relations, and
B - [l
participated in almost every major commmission study on intergovernmental relations, starting
with the Groves Committee in the carly forties, the Manion, later Knestbanim, Commission,
the Joint Federal-State Action Committee, and the Advisorv Connmission on Intereovernmental
B =
Relations,




