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LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL
April 14, 1970

Honorable Bob Monagan,

Speaker of the Assembly and
Honorable Jack Schrade,

President pro Tempore of the Senate
California Legislature
State Capitol, Sacramento

Dear Mr. Speaker and President pro Tempore:

In accordance with your direction, the Joint Committee
on Educational Goals and Evaluation has made findings and
agreed upon recommendations outlining a course for identifying
educational goals and objectives appropriate to the needs
of the California educational system.

The attached document, which I respectfully submit,
constitutes the report of the Joint Committee on Educational
Goals and Evaluation.

Sincerely yours,

. 7 ) !
VICTOR V. VEYS/%I ,
Chairman
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CHAPTER |

SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The Joint Committcc on Educational Goals and
Evaluation was cstablished by the passage of Assembly
Concurrent Resolution No. 195 by the Legislature
during the 1969 Regular Session (Sce Appendix A).
The Joint Committce was to detcrmine and reccm-
mend the best means for identif ying cducational goals
and objcctives appropriate to the nceds of modern
socicty and the means for developing a comprehensive
statewide plan of asscssment and cvaluation designed
to mcasure the degree to which the public school sys-
tem is achicving such goals and objectives.

Conclusions

As a result of its investigation, the Joint Committec
concluded:

(1) It is essential that the goalsetting process in-
clude the extensive and intimate involvement of the
public with students and educators at the level of
the local educational agency.

(2) The support of the public for such goals is
essential.

(3) The value of setting goals is as much in the
process of participation as in the final outcome.

(4) Inasmuch as the learning process is recognized
as being dynamic and inedividualistic, any objec-
tives of education that are established should not be-
come too specific or too restrictive as to stultify the
learning process.

(5) The flexibility and the freedom granted to
school districts by the enactment of the George Miller,
Jr., Education Act of 1968 (SB 1) should not be
impaired by the adoption of state-wide goals of
education.

(6) To ensure that the goals and objectives of
public education continue to be appropriate and rele-
vant, a recycling process should be designed.

(7) Those with authority for educational policy
should take a role of leadership in identifying goals
of education.

(8) An assessment of needs, relevant to the present
and long-range future of public education, should be
accomplished during the goal-setting process.

(9) The involvement of the legislature in the es-
tablishment of educational goals and objectives for
California public schools would provide a necessary
linkage between the public and those respensible for
educational policy.

(10) An assessment and evaluation progran. should
be comprehensive and explicit in identifying the rela-
tionships between human and material resources,
the educational process, and learning growth in terms
of student achievement and attitudes, cost-benefits,
and other goal-related criteria.

Recommendations

The Joint Committec tccommends:

(1) A joint committer on educational goals and
evaluation be established for the purpose of guiding
the developmental process of setting goals and ob-
jectives of education.

(2) Goals and objectives be recommended for
adoption to the State Board of Education after con-
sideration of goals and objectives identified by local
¢Jucation agencies.

(3) The study identifying the goals and objectives
of education sho. 1d be accomplished in less than two
years.

(4) Legislation should be adopted which directs
local education agencies to state the philosophy,
goals, and objectives of their educational program.

(5) The development of an assessment and evalua-
tion program that would measure progress toward
the goals and objectives of education that have been
identified should serve several purposes, such as: the
collection of data on children who are entering the
California public schools for the first time; the meas-
urement of student progress across grade or age levels
in areas of instruction; and evaluation of special
programs.

(6) Advisory committees should be appointed to
assist the joint committee in its work. Members of
these ccmmittees should be selected froni many seg-
ments of the public, including students, parens, edu-
cators, members of governing boards, and persons
with demonstrated expertise in appropriate areas of
study.

(7) When the process of setting goals and objec-
tives has been completed and the evaluation design
hrs been accepted and formalized for purposes of
implementation and administration, the State Bosrd
of Education should be responsible for the continuing
leadership role in the data-collection and evaluation
process.
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CHAPTER 11

THE NEED FOR EDUCATIONAL GOALS AND EVALUATION

Education and Future Society

On Sunday morning, July 13, 1969, President Nixon
released a statement to the press on the establishment
of a National Gogls Research Seaff, ¢ read:

In scven shore years, the United Stages will
celebrate its 200¢) anniversary as 3 nation, It is
time we addressed oursclyes consciously and sys-
tematically, to the question of what kind of a
nation we wane o be as we begin our third
century,

We can no longer afford o approach the
longcr-rnngc future haphazardly, As the pace of
change accelerates, the process of change becomes
More complex. Yet at the same time, an extraor-
dinary array of tools and techniques has been
developed by which it becomes increasingly pos-
sible to project future trends—ang thus to make
the kind of informed chojces which are necessary
if we are to establish mastery over the process of
change!

The  traditional purposes  which the public
schools have served must be re-evaluated jn light
of changing conditions to assure relevance in to-
day’s education. Goals of education must be iden-
tified which cexpress the hopes and reflece the
needs of modern society:,!

The President’s statement illuminates the changing
dimension of time, especially future time. [¢ may bhe
that pase cyperience can no longer serve to guide
future planning. Wheregs current cvents have been
judged in the perspective of their link o the pase,
events of the new decade might better be evaluated
in relationship to the prospects of alkernative fueyres,
The lesson of the 60 appears to be that rapid change
is better controlled by forckn()\vlcdgc than historical
analysis.

The implication for education are apparent. The
relationship of schools and society s unquestionably- *
close knit. A instruments of socictal stabiliey ang
growth, the formg] educational institations must be
understood to be integral clements in the shaping of
future conditions, Future-oriented thinkers recognize
the need to define che proper function of the school
in modern society,

Since its inception, the National Goals Rescarcly
Staff has undereaken several studics, one of which js
concerned with goaly for cducation in America, This
study will involve forecasting the nature of the cdu-
cation process, wherein learners will be absorbed in
purposive experic sce through the proper synthesis of
human and technological resources,

'U. S.. President, (Richard M. Nivon), “Statement by the

President on the Establishment of 5 National Goals Research
Seaff,” (press release), (Washington, DC.: July 13, 1969).

[2]

The time for setting goals is now, The power of
foreknowlcdgc in a changing world wi)] depend on
the extent of the nation’s consensus and commitment
to societal goals. Without conscnsus, national efforts
become splintered and burgeoning conflices are diffi-
cult to resolve, Lacking commitment, goals become
superfluous, for goals are, by their very nature, valye-
laden and pregnant with commitment, The traditional
purposes which the public schools have served must
be re-cvaluated i light of changing and furure con-
ditions to assure relevance in today’s education, Goals
of education muse be identified “which express the
hopes and assess the needs of modern society..

The Current Crisis Surrounding Educction

Education in ¢hie United States became a focal
point of public attention when the launching of the
Russian “Spynik was interpreted as g challenge to
the attainmenes of Americans under the free enter-
prisc system, In “pre-Sputnik” days, the schools were
essentially free of public scrutiny. For years, teachers
and administrators had run schools as though they
were private institutions, Public understanding of the
schovl operation s thwarted by dul) parent meet-
ings, limited access to information, and “staged” class-
room visits, Eleven years later, this is sti]l pretty much
the case, although there are some signs of change in
this regard. For the most part, the parent continues to
rely on the child for insight into the inncr-\\'orkings
of the classroom, Teachers continue to explain cheir
objectives and methods in the vaguest terms—confuys-
ing not only to the parent but often to the teacher as
well. Terms such ag “good citizenship” and individy-
alized instruction” carry general meaning at best. How
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do pupils exhibit “good citizenship?™ How do teachers
individualize instruction among groups of thirey or
more pupils? Concrete answers are not available.

Part of the eaplanation for this confused condition
is the state of uncertainty surrounding the proper
function of the school. The perceived expectations of
the citizens for the role of the school have undergone
changes which are not fully understood. Major con-
troversics have arisen in recent vears contesting the
relationship hetween school and society: prayer in the
classroom, free speech, dress codes, loyalty oaths, sex
cducation, and moral guidelines, to name a few.

What should the schools be teaching?

The California school system came into heing over
onc hundred years ago. Its original function was to
teach reading, writing, and arithmetic, and to culti-
vate in students a pride in their heritage. Over the
vears, this function was repeatedly broadened to in-
clude other arcas of instruction, encompassing physi-
cal, emotional, moral and intellectual development, as
well as training in vocations and citizenship.

As the function of the school became more broadly
defined, the public came to expect increasingly more
service from the schools. Unwietingly, the responsi-
hilitics of the school in relation to those of the home,
community, and church have never been sufficiently
delincated. As a resule, there is a state of confusion
over what the schools should be teaching. The public
is demanding accountability for dollars spent while
school administrators and teachers are unsure for what
it is they are to be held accountable.

The rapid growth of scientific and technological
development has further clouded the issuc of what the
schools should be teaching. Children learn in a lot of
wavs. Scientific research and modern technology have

Courtesy Sacromento Union

placed a varicty of new instructional methods and ma-
terials at the disposal of teachers, parents, and students,
alike. How should these educational tools be utilized?
What traditional practices should be abandoned to
assurc the most effective use of professional staff time?
As total systems, how can school districts be hest
organized to accommodate the multi-dimensional re-
quirements of teaching large groups of people as cre-
ative mdividuals, . 1ch with a personalized stvle of
learning?

An assesstaene of the impact of these changed con-
ditions on the cffective capability of the schools has
never been undertaken at the state level. The first step
tonard assessing the effectivencss of the state educa-
tional svstem s in defining goals of education which
reflece the changing needs of the individual and so-
ciety in today’s and tomorrow’s world. Once the func-
tion of the school is clearls delineated, then the effec-
tiveness of the school in achieving its goals can be
assessed

At present the goals of education are not defined
m a coheeene form. The relationship of instructional
techmque, chool ot ganization, and pupil performance
to educatioral goals is unknovn In recent vears, pub-
lic criticism of the schools has been aroused partially
because of the lack of objective data describing this
relationship.

A recent Gallup poll indicates that the public would
like more information about modern education, the
new methods employved, and the new ideas concerning
the kind of education needed. At present, the public
has little or no basis for judging the quality of cdu-
cation in local schools.® In spite of, or, perhaps, be-

?Gallup Inwrpauonal, How «he Nation Views the Public
Schoels, (Melbourne, Florida: 1/D/E/A, 1969).
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causc of the absence of useful information, the public
is becoming critical of the schools. The results of tax
override and bond clections scrve as evidence of public
dissatisfaction with the schools. In California, a ma-
jority of these tax campaigns were defeated last vear.

Students provide an additional source of criticism.
Student protest on high school cainpuses is on the risc.
A recent congressional subcommittee survey indicated
that over one-fifth of the nation’s high schools experi-
cnced student protest activities last year over issucs
ranging from dress codes and gencral disciplinary rules
to curriculum policy and student political organiza-
tions. These demonstrations were distributed ncarly
cqually among urban, suburban, and rural schools.”
These findings arc cvidence that the cry for relevance
in our schools is louder now than cver before in our
history-.

Tise schools are in the midst of their greatest crisis.
The public is being asked to increase its financial sup-
port of education at a time when the national cconomy
is unstable. The schools are being asked to correct the
incquity of cducational opportunitics among students
at a time when students arc questioning the relevance
of existing programs. Critical analysis of the situation
reveals that the schools cannot expect to ride out the
storm. The casc for cducational reform is too persua-
sive, the need for reform too pervasive, to he soon
forgotten.

The Way to Relevance and Accountability in
Education

The crisis in education will continuc until the cduca-
tional system becomes more responsive to the aceds of
the people.

The relationship of the schools to socicty must be
raassessed to determine what public cducation can and
should be doing to prepare children and youth for the
challenges of the future.

The first step tov.ard relevance in cducation is the
clarification of the proper function of the school in
modern society. Goals of education must be identificd,
incorpurating a process assuring vast and meaningful
involvement of all interested citizens: students, parcnts,
cducators, representatives of business and labor, schol-
ars, scicntists, artists, and any other persons. Public
involvement in the determination of goals may be the
precursor to the return of public confidence in educa-
tion.

The process of setting goals for cducation must
include an assessment of the individual and collective
needs of the socicty. Educational prioritics must be
established which assurc that graduates shall possess
the capabilitics nccessary to participate productively

in the socictv. For this reason, projections of future

*Vincent J. Burke, “22 L.A. Schools Hit by Protests, Survey

Finds." Los Angeles Times (Los Angeles: Times, Mirror Corp.,
Feb 20, 1970).

nceds, including manpower studics, must be carcfully
scrutinized during the goal-sctting process to avoid
the perpetuation of those parochial interests which
cannot be justified when considered in relation to the
primal nceds of mankind.

The other major component required to make the
schools responsive to the people is a well-constructed
plan of cvaluation. The school and the community
should be cqually concerned with measvring the cffec-
tiveness of educational programs. The plan of cvalua-
tion should provide information about the appropriatc-
ness of organizational me unods, both administrative and
instructional, as wcll as rcporting pupil lcarning
growth. Data collected should reveal success by relat-
ing human and material inputs to pupil performance
among comparable schocls and districts.

Fach school year salary increases are granted, -ddi-
tional teachers arc hired, instructional matcrials arc
purchased, school facilities arc assigned without any
substantive knowledge of the predicted cffect of these
changes on pupil performance. It is as though there
is only onc criterion for decision-making—traditional
practice. Clearly there is a need for assessing the cffect
of changed inputs to organization.! outputs so that ra-
tional decision-making may occur.

The decision to investigate the purpose of public
clementary and sccondary cducation is interpreted as
an cffort by state leaders to form a rational basis for
California cducational policy-making. There is little
question of the need for a centralized source of re-
liable and valid information as a well-spring for ra-
tional policy at national, state and local levels.4

s California, Legislature, Assembly, Interim Conmnittec on
Fducation, The Honorable Leroy F. Greene, Chairman,
Achievement Standards (Sacramento: QOctober, 1967), Vol. 1
and 1.

California, State Committee on Public Education, F. E.
Balderston, Chairmar, Citizens for she 2Ist Century, (Sacra-
mento: May, 1969).

California, The Governor's Commission on Educational Re-
form, Robert F.. Hanson, Chairman, Preliminary Report of the
Governor's Conmission on Educational Reform, (Sacramento:
December, 1969).

US.. President, (Richard M. Nixon), *President Nixon's
Message to Congress Urging the Establishment of a National
Institute of Fducation,” (Washington D.C., March 3, 1970).
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The kinds of information, the ways the information
will be put to use, and the methods of collecting such
information arc the complex components which make
up an assessment system. The development of such a
system should be the long-range outcome of the cfforts
started by the passage of A.CR. 195.

The most challenging question before the Logisla-
turc and the State Board of Education is whether the
state can generate a basis for rational policy at the state
level which assists—rather than pre-empts—local edu-
cation agencics. ‘The following questions are excerpted
from an article on «ducational decision-making:

1. At what governmental levels should educational
goals be determined?

. At what levels should various decisions on curri-
culum, finance, instructional methodology, staff
employmenz, and so forth be made?

3. What groups not now included in the formal
structurc should be included? whar decisions shall
they make?

4. Which groups possess the competence to make
which decisinns?®

ro

There is little doubt that the State Legislature has
the final authority in deciding educational policy.
There is also little doubt that the schools have failed
to sct measurable standards and rcport progress in
a way that would inspirc public confidence.

Dr. Joseph Haring of the Southern California Re-
scarch Council expressed the problem in this way:

I think that the parents and the public and the
Lcgislature have a right to know how cach school
is doing but they ought ro be tested in public,
. . . publicize the results of the test so everybody
can know, even taxpavers can know, how well the
schools arc doing and dctermine whether some-
thing ought to be donc about it or whether they
should just rebel against supporting school taxes
and say, 1 don’t know what'’s happening, I don't
know what they’re achicving and 1 don’t kaow
where the money goces so I quit.®

Assemblyman Veysey responded to Dr. Haring by
saving that, *. . . the statc goals for cducation arc¢ not
very well defined. We have never established, I think,
standards, statewide, that we expect young people to
achicve in our schools. Maybe this is wheic we should
address our attention as legislators.”?

At first glance, the problem scems relatively clear
and simple. A closer loolk uncovers a number of com-
plex and puzzling questions:

Arc state icadess interested in setting achieve-
ment norms as state standards or arc they more

* William L. Pharis, 'lr.. et al, “Fducational Decision-Making,”
Today's Education, NFA, (October, 1969), p. 54.

*Hororable Leroy F. Greene, op. cit,, Vol. 1, p. 49.

*1bid.

intcrested in assuring ccrtain levels of learning
for all children, (c.g., basic literacy)?

Arec state leaders primarily concerned with test-
ing for minimum performance levels or in cvalu-
ating the total cducanional product?

Do dcmographic data describing school com-
munities help exphin differences in performance
between schools and districts or simply hide basic
failures of the cducational system?

Should onc goal of the schools be success for
every child in termis of individual progress curves,
or should schools be organized so that 50 per
cent of the students fail by incorporating norma-
tive tests as success criteria?

If state Jeaders arc primarily intcrested in sceting
minimum performance standards, by what means
arc top flight programs to be identified and sup-
ported?

These arc just a few of the difficult questions which
loom ahcad. They arc not insurmountable. As Conant
states:

Edrcational systemis were not created in a day,
nor will they be changed in short order. Existing
patterns of instruction, organization, and financial
support reflect the heritage of cach state as well
as the current pressures and demands. Yet educa-
tional systems arc adaptable; they arc capable of
mecting new circumstances. This does not happen
by accident but rather through the ingenuity of
imaginative leaders. The path to a rational system
is far from-smooth.®

$ James Bryant Conant, Shaping Educational Policy, (New
York: McGraw Hill Book Company), 1964, p. §9.



ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

CHAPTER Il
THE COMMITTEE INVESTIGATIOM

The Purpose of the Study

The State Board of Education shares with the Legis-
lature the concern for rebuilding public confidence in
the state school system.

State leaders also agree on the need for assessing the
role the schools will play in promoting the growth of
the individual and socicty under the changing condi-
tions of today’s and tomorrow’s world.

These shared interests led to this study, which rep-
resents a first step toward the development of a ra-
tional framework for the making of cducational policy.
The identification of publicly endorsed goals of cdu-
cation and the creation of an information feedback
svstem arc two requirements the California school
SVSTCIN LSt MECt to increasc its responsivencss to the
people it is intended to serve.

The Charge of the Study

A joint committee was established by the Legislature
to determine and recommend the best means for iden-
tifing cducational goals and objectives appropriate to
the neceds of modern socicty and for devcloping a
comprehensive statewide plan of assessment and cvalua-
tion designed to measure the degree to which the
public school system is achicving such goals and ob-
jectives.

The Assembly and Scnate Committees on Educa-
tion, acting as and constituting the Joint Committee on
Educational Goals and Evaluation, and in cooperation
with a threc member committee of the Statc Board
of Education, were to undertake the study and sub-
mit a final report to the Legislature during the 1970
Regular Session.

Defining the Scope of the Study

A.CR. 195 was the first step in the process of de-
veloping statewidce assessment of the effectiveness of
our public educational system. This step was dirccted
toward answering three questions:

(1) What should our cducational system be at-
tempting to achicve? ‘

(2) What is our cducational system attempting to
achicve?

(3) What is our cducational system actually achiev-
ing?

Two specific outcomes were cxpected from the

feasibility study (A.C.R. 195):

(1) a phn for formulating goals and specific ob-
jectives; and

(2) a plan for formulating an assessment of educa-
tiona! progress.

(6}

The Committee recommendarions describe a pre-
ferred course of action for defining cducational goals
and objectives and for developing an assessment sy's-
tem which will provide the basis for rational policy.

The final objective, then, is a re-evaluation and rc-
definition of the total public school system as it oper-
ates within the context of a rapidly changing world
and the formulation of a statc assessment system which
conforms to the requirements of cducation in modern
society.

To achicve this objective, these long-range out-
comes must be generated:

(1) goals and measurable objectives,
(2) performancc measurcs,

(3) data collection and dissemination,
(4) success criteria,

(5) changing prioritics, and

(6) accountability to the people.

This sct of anticipated outcomes comprise an assess-
ment system. By evaluating learning progress with re-
4pect to success eriteria, current prioritics would be
identificd. Then sclools would be held accountable
for improving in these identified arcas of need. By de-
fining the rclationship of schools to society and estab-
lishing appropriate goals, a basis for rational policy
would be forthcoming.

Table 1 (p. 7) presents a summary outline of the
relztionship between the expected outcomes of the
feasibility study and the anticipated long-range out-
comes. '

Table I (p. 8) is a decision flow chart which de-
picts a plan for cducational policy development lead-
ing to the final ubjective, a state asscssment system.
This table is intended to assist members by providing
a common frame of reference when deciding on fu-
ture courses of action.

Attention should be directed to a number of signifi-
cant undertakings which are closely rclated to the
study: the Governor's Commission on Fducational
Reform; the Advisory Commission on School District
Budgeting and Accounting; the Advisory Committee
on Achicvement and Fvaluation; the CSBA Goals
Classification System; the (SBA Project on the De-
velopment of Performance Objectives; Opceration
PFP; FSEA Title 111 PACE centers; the Cooperative
Task Force on the California Educational Information
Svstem; the CESAA Fducation Deciston-Makers Proj-
cct; the UCLA Center for the Study of Evaluation.
District level activitics are too nun.rous to mention.
Because of this abundance of related activity, it scems
imperative that the Legislature and State Board of
Education view this study as the coordinating effort
which will begin to tie the many threads of knowl-




iy
e
R

R

3
3

o pestt
S
P

<A

i,,m
IR

P
Aty 2 %

*’f;fé‘%‘ ok

e

AL

NARH

"
A

T

s

S

e
=

R i’;’%’

{203

4

3

%

o

%

e s

-
DR

MR

D

&£
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edge into an integrated assessment network for the
benefit of students in California.

Definitions

For the purposcs of this report, the following defi-
nitions arc presented:

“Goal” micans a statement of broad dircction,
or intent which is general and timeless and is not
concerned with a particular achicvement within
a specified time period.

“Objcctive” means a desired accomplishment
that can be verified within a given time and under
specifiable conditions which, if attained, advances
the system toward a corresponding goal.

“Asscssment” means a statcment of the status
of the cducational svstem as it presently exists in
comparison to desircd outputs or stated necds of
the system.

“Evaluation” mcans the collection, processing,
and interpretation of data pertaining to an cdu-
cational program. Evaluation would include both
descriptions and judgments as to the quality and
appropriatencss of goals, environments, personncl,
methods and content, and outcomes.

Research Methodology

In order to fulfill its responsibility in the limited
time period, the Joint Committec on Educational
Goals and Evaluation attempted to acquire the best
information available on the problem in an efficient
and systematic manner.

The problem under investigation raised these funda-
mental questions:

(1) Who is to be involved in identifving cduca-

tiona! goals and objectives?

(2) Who is to be involved in developing a state-

wide system of assessment?

(3) What legishative guidelines, if any, are going

to govern these persons and activities?

(4) When are thesc activities to be completed?

(5) What is the expected outcome of thesc activi-

ties?

These questions were asked of a large sample of
individuals and groups who had demonstrated personal
or profesiyonal interest in the problem (sec Appendix
D). Opinion was collected through both written re-
sponscs and public testimony.,

Another important aspect of the research was a
review of the literature of current practice in goal-
sctting and cvaluation, and an auditing of new knowl-
cdge and cxperimental programs. The committec staff
did not confinc the investigation to California pro-
grams. Practices in Utah, New York, Pennsylvania
and Michigan werc subject to on-site observations.

The advice and counscl of national leaders in the
arcas of cducational goals and evaluation were sought.

The dialogue thus cstablished proved to be quite bene-
ficial.

In summary, the feasibilite study involved five
stagces, as follows:
(1) up-date current practice in California,

(2) audit new knowledge and cxperimental pro-
grams nationwide,

(3) survey opinion regarding goal-sctting and as-
sessment design,
(4) analyze findings, and
(5) formulate recommendations.
Chapter 1V summarizes the research data collected
in the first threc stages.

The conclusions and recommendations are reported
in Chapter V.

TABLE |
Feasibility Study Outcomes in Relation to Long-Range Outcomes

STUDY OUTCOMES

" LONG-RANGE OUTCOMES

A plan for formulating
goals and objectives

Prorosep LeGisLaTiON
ACR 85

AB 2430
A plan for formulating

cvaluation of
educational progress

Goals and measurable
objectives

Performance mcasurcs

Data collection and

disscmination Asscssment:

Basis for

Success criteria Rational Policy

Changing priorities

Accountability to
people
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CHAPTER IV

COLLECTION OF INFORMATION

Sources of information to the Joint Committee ema-
nated from testimony provided at public hearings and
through a questionnaire survey, field research by the
staff, and a selected review of the literature. Conimit-
tec recommendations and positions were established
during public hearings.

Summary of Selected Teshmony

Selected testimony before the Joint Committce was
provided by persons interested and concerned with the
problem of identifying goals of cducation and a
assessment of the educational system. A summary of
this testimony follows:

WILLIAM BAKER, Chairman, Advisory Commitee on Achieve-
ment and Evaluation, and Deputy Superintendent, East
Side Union High School District, San Jose:

The existing state testing program should be re-

evaluated and revised to better interface with the goals
of California’s state educational system.
. A State Commission on School Evaluation, which
would be charged with developing an assessment of
public education in California should be established.
This Commission would be comprised of members
broadly representative of professional educators, pub-
lic groups, parents, and students. The Commission
would be advisory to the State Board of Education
and would be allocated sufficient resources to develop
and field test sophisticated measurement tools. The
State Board of Education would adopt and implement
an extensive asscssment program after reviewing the
Commission’s recommendations.

RICHARD FOSTER, Superintendent, Berkeley Unified School
District:
It is imperative to include observations on teacher
education in the United States along with goals, ob-

Richord Foster

jectives, and evaluation. Federal grants for this pur-
pose should be given. Five goals for American cduca-
tion should include: (1) academic skills of reading,
writing, and arithmetic; (2) vocational choice; (3)
democratic citizenship, including involvement in the
democratic process; (4) cultural learning and cultural
caring; and (5) inter- and intra-personal relationships.

A teacher training model should be an integral part
of any model that considers goals, objectives and
evaluation.

JOSEPH HARING, Professor of Economics, Occidental Col-
lege:

The California Legislature should simplify the goals
of public cducation and then insist that schools achieve
them. A nationwide team of experts should be_hired
to re-write educational goals and .objectives, and to de-
velop a testing program for measuring progress toward
them. The responsibility for selecting goals and de-
sighing tests to operationally measure them should be
given to an outside firm with considerable experience
in the field of educational testing.

The consulting firm should preferably be based out-
side the state or at least be a national firm, in order
to assure objectivity. The consulting firm and the
Legislature should work together to assure that the
recommendations by the firm meet the interests of
the state.

WILLIS HARMAN, Directar, Educational Palicy Research
Center, Stanford Research institute:

We are faced with one “world macroproblem”
which is a consequence of uncontrolied technology
development and application.

There is good reason to suspect that this world
macroproblem may be essentially unsolvable within
the framework of presently dominant values and basic
premises. If this is belicved to be the casc, then the
changing of these pathogenic premises becomes a
worldwide educational task of the highest priority.

History provides scant grounds for assuming that
values and premises could be altered much by delib-
crate attempt. However, this is a particular moment
in history when there arc two additional forces (be-
sides the need posed by basic survival problems) push-
ing for a drastic shift in outlook. One is the great
refusal of youth to go along with the values of the
past. The other is the “altered states of consciousness”
thrust in science, leading to a tolerance for new: para-
digms and a new moral science.

The significance of this possible shift in values and
basic premises is so great that all other educational
issues need to be viewed in the light of whether they
resist or foster this movement.
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Willis Hermen

CHARLES F. HORNE, Member, Stote Chomber of Com-
merce, ond President, Generol Dynomics Corporotion,
Pomeno Division:

We have a pluralistic system of cducation, public
and private which should be responsive to the needs
of the people in the communities they serve and to
the nation. All segments of the community should be
involved, in some way, with the public schools of the
state. This would include parent organizations, school
boards, professional groups, groups from business and
industry, and others. Leadership should be prcvided by
the State Board of Education and the State Department
of Education, working closcly with local school boards
and local school administrators.

Community colleges could even require broader par-
ticipation under the leadership of the Board of Gov-
crnors and the Chanccllor. The state colleges and the
university require still broader participation under the
leadership of the Board of Trustees and the Board of
Regents. The Statc Department of Education should
initiatc design of the basic system, then consult with
industry and colleges before promoting in all school
districts in the state a procedure for involving the com-
munity in the dcfinition process.

Goals and objectives should be re-cvaluated on an
annual basis and should be looked at, in depth, at lcast
every three years. The procedure by which the poli-
cies would be developed should be designed by pro-
fessional cducators: however, it should not be solely
the product of the educators who operate in the sys-
tem. An assessment is cssentially an audit, and it is not
customary for thosc to be audited to design and ad-
minister the methods to be used.

WILLIAM 3. JOHNSTON, Assistant Superintendent, Division
of Adult Educotion, Los Angeles City Unified School Dis-
trict:

We believe there can be only onc goal for the cdu-
cutional programs in California—the goal of full op-
portunity for all citizens to achieve a competent cdu-
cation. We belicve the assessment of that program can
only be measured in the competence of thosc cdu-
cated.

Adult cducators are turning to objectives and goals
which can be evaluated by the results they produce in
the learncr. These objectives have been variously
labeled as behavioral objectives, performance goals, in-
structional objcctives, critcrion measures, and other
similar phrascs. The objectives must be measured in un-
cquivocal terms. In the near future, adult cducation
will develop a Planning, Programming and Budgeting
Svstem.

ROGER KAUFMAN, Instructionol System Technology De-
partment, Chopmon College:

There are three levels of involvement in defining the
goals and objcctives of cur cducational system: local,
state, and federal. A plan or system is required to
assemble and define the goals and objectives -for Cali-
fornia cducation in a coordinated manner.

A suggested system would identify cxisting situa-
tions or problems for review. It would set priorities of
relevance and derive from thesc priorities “what should
be,” in comparison with “what is now.” The suggested
system would evaluate feasibility criteria for resolution
and rank them in order, between relevance and prac-
ticality. After the priorities are sclected, the process of
dcfining goals and objectives would begin.

The goals and objectives of our cducational system
should be sensed continuously: and reported periodi-
cally. A basic systems approach (sce Figurc 1, page
11) should be adopted, as the procedures to be utilized
in dctermining the purposcs of statcwide assessment
of our cJucational programs.

LEON LESSINGER, Associote Commissioner, United Stotes

Office of Educotion:

The Independent Educational Accomplishment
Audit (IFAA), focused on student performance,
would be somewhat parallel to present fiscal audits in
cducation. The IEAA would reflect the successes and
failures of the educational system in terms of student
achicvement and would assist in eliminating shady
practices in education. The accountability for resultsis
relegated through the cvaluation of achievement, as
had been accomplished through ESEA Title 1, as op-
poscd to resource allocations of previous federal aid
grants. The cducational audit could be accomplished
by a third party, which may enhance the account-
ability of such a system. Student learning and student
achicvement would be the primary output of such a
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FIGURE |
A Proposed Systems Approach Applicable to State Assessment

6.0 Feedback Informotion

& 8 §

4

PROBLEM 1.0 20
SOLVING Identify Determine
MODEL Problem ond Select
(from need:) ¥ | Gools and
Obijectives

30 40 50
Select Implement Determine
Solution Performance
Strotegies P —p | Effectiveness
from and
Alternotives Reollocate
Resources

system. While no mecasurcment is exact, the measure-
ment is dependent upon the view and of the percep-
tiveness of the judge. Local cducational agencies would
devisc additional evaluation techniques. State cvalua-
tion programs would scrve as a feedback loop in the
cvaluation cvcle.

A request for proposal is an invitational bid for cdu-
cational spccifications open to profcssional or non-pro-
fessional bidding. In Texarkana, Arkansas, the school
district developed a proposal to attain a particular
achievement level and solicited bids in an attempt to
have contractors meet such levels during the 1969-70
school vear.

There is a necd for additional funds to be used for
rescarch and development so that incentive levels for
achicvement gains might be identificd.

BARBARA MARSHMENT, Student Representotive, Stote

Boord of Educotion

Procedures for defining the goals and objectives
should be in threc stages: reflection, comparison, and
projection. The first stage would include a study of
present goals and objectives, written and unwritten.
The use of questionnaires and interviews should be
uscd to comparc what is, to what ought to be in the
minds of teachers and administrators with regard to
school performance. The sccond stage would involve
rclating our present goals and objectives to the chang-
ing demands of our cducational system to measurc
their appropriateness for tomorrow’s citizens. The
third phasc would be the actual definition of goals and
objectives which meet the requirements of modern
schooling. A rational method for defining goals is
urged.

Teachers, students, parents, and scholars who have
done research in the ficld of cducation should be in-
volved in this process. The goals and objectives of the
cducational system should be flexible enough to assurce
that the potential of cach individual student be de-
veloped, yet specific cnough to insurc standards of
excellence.

ALISON McNAY, Choirmon, Colifornia Advisory Council
Vocotionol Training:

There should be a constant re-cvaluation of any
goals and objectives that are set. The State Board of

Education, through an asscssment of schools, should
clicit any goals and objectives that are to be identified.
The responsibility is with students, parents, and edu-
cators to establish such a process. The development of
goals and objectives and an cmerging cvaluation plan
has been assisted by teacher training and recruitment
and by additional funding in vocational education.

Barbara Morshment

ALEXANDER M. MOOD, Director, Public Policy Reseorch
Organizotion, University of California, Irvine:

Socicty has goals, parents have goals, and educators
have goals. The goals of these different groups agrec,
to some extent, and differ, to some extent. With regard
to state assessment of cducation, we shall be concerned
with the goals of socicty at large, i.c., to transmit to
the neat generation the skills, knowledge and attitudes
which arc important to the continucd hcalth of so-
cicty. It is impossible to assess without being specific,
but it is not nccessary for the state to be specific about
evervthing. The state can be specific about goals which
have wide gencral support—reading, for cxample—




Q

“ERIC

——

12 JOINT COMMITTEE ON EDUCATIONAL GOALS AND EVALUATION

and can leave to local boards goals about which there
is substantial disagreement, such as, sex education. The
state might well begin at once the assessment of prog-
ress towards the goals that are widely accepted; and
should plan to add other goals and agsessment pro-
grams as it develops asscssment cxperience, but it
should never contemplate describing a completc set of
cducational goals.

The assessment policy should be the responsibility
of a permanent agency independent of the State De-
partment of Education. The assessment should be
headed by a commission made up of persons of obvi-
ous integrity, who collectively provide a broad cov-
crage of political and social interest in California. The
commission should have at its disposal a small perma-
nent staff hcaded by an able exccutive, and would
nced about ten million dollars for jts first full ycar
of operation. That budger would increase as its oper-
ation expands.

GEORGE MUENCH and EDMUND LEWIS, Chairman,
School Instructional Progrom Committee, and Assistant
Executive Secretary, California School Boards Associa-
tion, respectively:

Decision-making with regard to a goal-setting proc-
ess should be made at the local level by the involve-
ment of persons in the community. There should be
a clarification and definition of what kinds of things
need to be done in order to cstablish such a process.
Data processing techniques can be utilized to deter-
mine relationships of involvement.

The development of a gencral cducational back-
ground in the basic skills is an cssential goal. There
should be an adaptability toward change. The results
of the testing program should reflect what is being

taught in the schools. It is of paramount importance
to improve the educational product and this might
be accomplished with the use of criterion-referenced
testing. Programs mandated by the statc should be
supported by the state. The George Miller, Jr. Educa-
tion Act of 1968 (SB 1) gave freedom to local districts
to establish goals and objectives; anything that the
statc legislates beyond this should not take away from
the freedom given to the local education agencics.

W. JAMES POPHAM, Associate Professor, Graduate School
of Education, University of California, Los Angeles:

An appropriately staffed and funded administrative
unit, hercafter referred to as the Agency, should be
legislatively cstablished and charged with the responsi-
bility: of implementing the recommendations of the
Joint Committec. The Agency should determinc a set
of broad educational goals and specific, measurable
objectives which can be most readily supported by
the diverse Californians concerned wich improving the
quality of cducation. The Agency would employ 2
twofold attack on this problem: (1) first detcrmining
broad goals, then moving to specific objectives znd
(2) moving from specific objectives to broad goals.
In both approaches a systematic survey of the opinions
of concerned individuals must be conducted. This
survey would solicit the counsel of such groups as
teachers, citizens, academicians, and students.

Once a collection of objectives has been approved
by the Agency, a sct of test items (broadly dcfincd)
for cach objective must be collected and/or developed.
These test items, extending well beyond simple paper
and pencil measures, must be developed according to
criterion-referenced, not norm-referenced mecasure-
ment approaches. Use of the usual standardized tests
would, therefore, be inappropriatc. By cmploving
clearly explicated objectives, perhaps coupled with
additional generation rules to guide the preparation of
test items, it will be possible in most instances to
develop a pool of test items for cach approved objec-
tive. A comprchensive assessment program should be
initiated in all imporeant areas of cducational achicve-
ment, however, as soon as practical. To conserve in-
structional time, all asscssments shou'd be administered
on an item sampling basis whereby representative
samples of test items arc completed by representative
samples of pupils from all California school districts.

Results of the statewide assessment should be re-
ported at several levels of specificity. The different
groups concerned about state asscssment results will
undoubtedly wish to have differing amounts of detail
regarding asscssment data. The lay citizen, for cx-
ample, might only wish to sec what percent of his
school district’s youngsters could achieve general ob-
jectives. Teachers and other school personnel wouyld
surcly wish information on learner attainment of spe-
cific objectives. School districts should be encouraged
to assess not only attainment of those objectives dcter-
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mined by the Agency, but also those additional objec-
tives judged suitable by the district. The Agency
should aid districts, insofar as its resources permit, to
accomplish these supplemental assessments. A compre-
hensive report of the district’s total cducational attain-
ments could then be supplied to the district’s citizens.
This emphasis on local determination of the range of
objectives to be assessed will permit the particulariza-
tion of goals so neccssary to a diversely constituted
state such as California.

An independent group should be cstablished at the
end of a reasonable period of time, e.g., three ycars,
to cvaluate the quality of the Agency's activities and
to report this cvaluation to appropriatc legishuve
authorities.

T. BURTON QUIGGLE, Member, Board of Education, Chico
Unified School District:

The innovative centers that were obscrved on a re-
cent transcontinental tour indicated dircction toward
individualization of instruction. Such instruction gen-
erally includes behaviorally stated objectives, individ-
ually prescribed instruction, various ranges of student
costs, and the restructuring of traditional classroom
and school proccdures. A needs assessment is essential
before goals and objcctives arc identified and elabo-
rated upon. The goals need to be specific and can be
developed by regional committces for submission to
a central committee. The goals should be continually
re-cvaluated and such evaluation should be accom-
plished by persons not affiliated with the program. A
cross-sectional committec, appointed by the Legisla-
ture, could serve the purpose of defining goals, devel-
oping objectives, and monitoring evaluation.

WILSON C. RILES, Deputy Superintendent of Public Instruc-
tion for Program and Llegislation, California State De-
partment of Education:

The establishment of cducational goals is neither new
nor unique. For centurics scholars and philosophers
have dealt with the subject.

The history of these efforts tell us that universal
and continuing goals for public cducation may be
grouped under six broad headings: (1) Intellectual Dis-
cipline, (2) Economic Independence and Vocational
Opportunity, (3) Citizenship and Civic Responsibility,
(4) Social Devclopment and Human Relationships, (5)
Morals and Ethical Character, and (6) The Objectives
of Self-Realization.

A word should be said about the coordination of
this cffort with those interested in and affected by the
establishment of goals and their measurement. A great
deal of cffort has been put into a program of national
assessment. It would be unfortunate if the recommen-
dations of this Committce did not take into account the
work of this group. It is important to involve to the
maximum extent feasible professional and lay groups
that are currently working on this problem. In fact,
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the Committee should coordinate the input of these
various efforts in order to eliminate confusion.

There will be many questions which will need to be
considered if the Committee is to carry out its mission
and its efforts are to culminate in an effective statewide
system which will improve cducation in California.

1. Can the evaluation system be developed in a man-
ner to assurc that minimum objectives which may be
establishcd by the state do not result in cstablishing a
ceiling on pupil performance?

2. Can the cstablishment of statewide goals and ob-
jectives be developed in a manner which will not inter-
ferc with local goals and objectives and thus protect
the intent of the George Miller, Jr., Education Act, of
1968 (SB 1).

Finally, we should keep in mind that carcfully de-
veloped goals, objectives, and measurements, no mat-
ter how painstakenly drawn, arc insufficient. It is in-
finitcly morc important that the goals and objectives be
the right ones. The Committee should make surc that
the goals to be accomplished correspond with what
should be accomplished. Indeed, undesirable goals
wouldbe worse than no goals at all, especially if teach-
ers succeed in accomplishing them.

D. SAM SHEELE, The SET, Los Angeles:

'Planners are responsible for the keeping of an or-
ganized shelf stock of options for the future, and for
dirccting their efforts in the present to preserve the
opportunities and attempt to reducc the possibility and
the potcential effects of threats. Planning is not “doing”
in the sensc of implementing any of the options. How-
cver, a planner with a well-developed shelf stock of
options will always have two or three alternatives to
scll to any' particular interest group.

It should be possible to sensitively design uscful and
meaningful situations for participation of the various
cducational interest groups in the budgeting, cvalua-
tion, and rescarch activitics of public school cducation.
Participatory cxerciscs that are simulations can be used
initially to determinc how to obtain and utilize the
contributions and vicwpoints of different individuak.
By cxperiments with different types of participation,
cach community may develop uniquely appropriate
formats for decision-making. The process of trying out
different types of participation will itsclf make the
cducational decision-making machinery morc respon-
sive to the future.

The “school system” as we know it today is obsolcte.
The functions and responsibilities of the “school” for
cducation and other things (e.g., training, child care,
health) will be rearranged among the institutions that
make up and will be added to our society. Much cx-
perimcntnﬂ'on with many types of social inventions
will be required to facilitate useful participation in
cducational planning. Facc-to-face assemblics of all the
pcople concerned with cducational policy is often im-
possible, and usually impractical. Even scheduling a

Brae Pt
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mecting with a few individuals is often difficult and
causes delays. Substitutes for meetings and the use of
advance communications techniques is called for in
order to achieve meaningful participation. These social
«inventions will need to be treated and refined, first in
simulations, later in experiments, and finally in prac-
tice.

Summary of Public Testimony

During the months of December and January, nu-
mcrous written and oral responses regarding the study
underway were brought before the committee for con-
sidcration (scc Appendices D and E). A summary out-
linc of discussion issucs raiscd by these responses fol-
lows:

A. Role of Legislature in establishing goals and objec-
tives and the development of a state policy of cval-
uation. .

1. The Legislature should provide leadership in cs-
‘tablishing statc policy.

2. The Legislature should dircet the State Board of
Education to carry out this task.

3. The Legislature should ecnact state goals into
law.

B. Role of State Board of Education in cstablishing
goals and objectives and the development of a state
policy of evaluation.

1. The State Board should work with the Legisla-
turc in cstablishing state policy.

2. The Statc Board should direct this process by
mandate from the Legislature.

3. The State Board should adopt goals using exist-
ing administrative authority.

C. Public participation in the adoption of goals and
design of a statc program of cvaluation.

1. At the state level public members should
a. serve on the policy-recommending body; or,
b. scrve on an advisory committeec.

2. A nceds assessment should be conducted in con-
junction with the adoption of local or state
goals,

3. When stipulating publics to be represented, the
involvement of all races, crecds and those of
differing cconomic status must be assured.

4. Certain persons should be given special consid-
cration for public service:

a. futurc-oriented thinkers and cxecutives

b. members of local governing boards

¢. a member of the educational profession and a
student, and

d. representatives of government-related study
groups (i.c., Governor's Commission on Edu-
cational Reform: Advisory Commission on
School District Budgeting and Accounting;
Statc Committce on Public Education; Cur-

riculum Commission; Advisory Committee on
Achievement and  Evaluation; California
School Boards Association).
5. Evaluation cxperts should be utilized when de-
signing a state program of cvaluation.
6. The rclationship of the Department of Educa-

tion to the policy-reccommending body must be
clarified. '

7. The office of the county superintendent should
“compile” rather than “establish” goals for
schools within the county.

D. State guidelines are nceded
1. to describe process of local and state involve-
ment of public to assure gencral support;

to assure the adoption of relevant goals;

3. to interpret the intent of the George Miller, Jr.
Education Act of 1968 regarding a “common
state curriculum;”

4. to assure that the state docs not adopt behavioral
objectives which are too specific so that they
tend to mechanize the teaching learning wct; and,

5. to direct how cvaluation data are to be used.

Field Research

Staff members conducted on-site visits of state pro-
grams and schools where assessment procedures were
in operation. These visits arc summarized and pre-
sented herewith:

Pennsylvania Quality Education Study. 1In 1963 the
Pennsylvania Legishiture dirccted the State Board of
Education to conduct an assessment of quality of the
public schools of the Commonwealth, The Burcau of
Educational Quality Assessment was formed within
the Pennsylvania Department of Education to imple-
ment this charge. Educational Testing Service of
Princeton, New Jersey was contracted to conduct a
feasibility study. An advisory commission of 30 mem-
bers, representative of the public and the tcaching
profession, was appointed to assist ETS and the State
Departmient in this endeavor.

In the ensuing years, measurement tools were devel-
oped and ficld tested, sampling precedures were
chosen, and a general plan for state assessment of
public cducation in Pennsylvania cmerged. The “Penn-
sylvania Plan,” as it later became identificd, is a model
of statc assessment which has .been  discussed and
closely followed by cducational leaders throughout the
United States.

Unfortunatcly, to Pennsylvania teachers with whom
we talked, the “Pennsylvania Plan” was unknown.
Teachers and administrators from four large districts
ifi three regions” of the state openly admitted a total
lack of impact statc asscssment has had in their respec-
tive districts. Neither the design of curricula nor the
criteria of evaluation have been changed by the “Penn-
sylvania Plan.” Six years later and with expenditures

N
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closc to seven hundred fifty thousand dollars, Pennsyl-
vania scems not very far down the road toward ac-
countability for its investment in cducation.

Onc important explanatory variable is the absence
of a concentrated cffort by cither the Legislature or
the State Board of Education to gencrate public sup-
port for this program. No system for public and pro-
fessional involvement in the decision process was de-
signed and implemented.

New York Regents' Examinations. Rcgents cxams
have been administered to high school students in New
York for over 100 years. This highly formalized state
testing program is designed and administered by the
New York Staze Department of Fducation, with the
assistance of small committees of teachers nominated
by local districts. For test sccurity reasons, ncw tests

.

are developed and used cach school year and are rig-
idly administered. Leaders within the State Depart-
ment of Education endorsed the notion that these
exams are the means by which the department exer-
cises control over the instructional programs of the
public high schools of New York State. The content
of the Regents' exams essentially prescribe the second-
ary school curriculum for the cntire state.

Feedback from the few teachers witli whom we
talked was mixed regarding the merits of the “Re-
genes.” All admitted that “teaching to the test” was a
universal practice of New York teachers preceding
the cxamination period.

We spoke to approximatcly 75 students on three
different “tracts.” The less academic—non-Regents
tract—students were unanimously opposed to the sys-
tem, but for a variety of reasons. Many were defensive
about their inferior ranking. Some were relieved that
they would not be required to take Regents tests in

the future. Others were openly critical towards a
system which in their minds, scparated failures (them-
sclves) from the mainstrcam of school activity.

“Regents students” with whom we spoke were
united in their criticism of the examination program.
They felt that the tests creatcd@hduc pressure to pass
an irrelevant and arbitrary statdard (65% on a Re-
gents’ test). Failure on a single test meant years of
wasted time. A passing score only relicved the pres-
sure for the moment, as there always scemed to be
another test ahead. These students were openly resent-
ful that they had to conform to such an outdated,
coercive system.

At Regis High School, a highly sclective Catholic
school for boys, only onc out of 28 students approved
of the Regents’ program. These students were of the
mind that cducation must be more than passing tests

» - -

made up by “some old men in Albany.” “Sclf-dircc-
tion” and “relevant expe.iences” were meaningful edu-
cational terms for them.

Michigan Assessment of Education. Prior to 1969,
Michigan had no statc testing program, but inaugu-
rated an assessment program to measure the arcas of
reading, language, vocabulary, mathematics and a ques-
tionmaire, designed to clicit demographic information
and attitudes of students. It was administered to the
total population of students in the fourth and seventh
grades during January, 1970.

The Department of Education was to establish a
‘Task Force on Goals to work with school districts
throughout the state in developing goals of cducation.
The assessment procedure, although it preceded any
statement of goals in 1970, would be revised to meas-
ure the extent to which such goals were being
achieved. General objectives will be identified, but
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behavioral or performance objectives will not be iden-
tified at the statc level.

At the insistence of the Legislature, a hastily devel-
oped asscssment program was implemented. Concerns
of citizens over specific terms included in the instru-
ment threatened the whole program, as the concerns
were raised during the administration of the program.

An allocation of two hundred fifty thousand dollars
($250,000) was provided for staff and sub-contracting
and included the development of the asscssment pro-
gram for 1970 and program /pl:mning for 1971. The
Michigan Lcgislature is in support of the present as-
sessment program.

National Assessment. When the National Assess-
ment program was formulated in 1966, it was designed
to provide some basclinc information at the national
level as to where education stands in relation to certain
educational objcctives and not to provide a state-by-
statc analysis of cducational programs.

The Nartional Assessment program collected census-
type information during the spring of 1969 on atti-
tudes, skills, and knowledge as rclated to objectives
in writing, science, and citizenship at four age levels
(9, 13, 17, 26-35). Thesc data arc being processed and
results will be releascd in September 1970. The data
will be reported as the percentage of cxercises marked
corrcct, by age level, and the findings will represent
outcomes of education, both in and out of school.

The sampling procedures used will permit compari-
sons across reporting catcgories including gcographic
region (Northeast, Southcast, Central, West), sex, so-
ciocducational status, race, and typc of community
(urban, suburban, rural), but comparisons among
states, districts, schools, or individual students will not
be meaningful,

The second asscssment ycar, beginning in March,
1970, will mcasurc the arcas of litcrature, reading,
mathematics, and music. Similar age groups will be
assessed during the third year in social studics, art, and
carcer and occupational development. When the three-
year cycle has been completed and basciine data have
becn cstablished, the process will begin again and
changes in cducational attainment may be measured.

National Assessment personnel are concerned that
misusc  misinterpretation of data may abort the pro-
gram. T, v arc cautious that such information could
lead to a “national curriculum” which is ncither the
intent nor the purpose of the program.

Granite School District, Salt Lake City, Utah. The
philosophy of the Continuous Progress Education Proj-
cct in Salt Lake City, Utah is “to find ways to frce
children to lcarn in an cnvironment which fosters op-
portunity for cver more rational decision-making.”

The projcct, begun in the Spring of 1967, under
ESEA Title IlI funding, has been a cooperative venture
of five Salt Lake and Toocle County School Districts.
The project is unique in that five school districts are

working together to create a better cducational pro-
gram for the students they serve.

Eightcen schools, three hundred teachers, and nine
thousand students from schools in the Granite, Jordan,
Murray, Salt Lake, and Tooele districts have been di-
rect participants. During the 1968-69 academic year,
morc than ten thousand visitors from thirty-six states
and five forcign countrics have spent time observing
and studying the project.

In the development of the Continuous Progress
school program, it has been imperative that reporting
practices (evaluation) be consistent with educational
goals and objectives. The focus, therefore, is aimed
toward procedures designed to foster the process of
continued student learning rather thon to record and
report results of daily assignments and tests as a final
product.

Individual contracts for students in subject arcas are
utilized so that a student may pursuc a specific goal
on an individual basis and at his own ratc. This method
provides greater freedom for the student and frees
the teacher to assist other students that may not be
working with individual contracts. The tcachers be-
come the monitors of learning rather than the pur-
vevors of knowledge.

A student will select, along with his tcacher, an ap-
propriate goal and dcterminc the length of time he
thinks he might be able to accomplish the goal.

If, after the deadline has passed and the student has
not ‘accomplished his intended goal, the student and
the teacher review the assignment together and sclect
an alternative course of action. The classrooms become
flexible and innovative learning centers. The motiva-
tion to increase their knowledgs becomes a pleasure
rather than the same old routine of hearing a tcacher
lecture to the entire class. With the flexible scheduling
and the contract method, the students feel they have
had a direct part in determining what they will study
and how long they will study.

The student response to flexible scheduling and indi-
vidual contracts was cnthusiastic—enthusiastic about
learning. The students compete with themschves as
much as with their classmates.

The development of the program in Sale Lake City
was 4 cooperative program involving ccachers, princi-
pals, parents, administrators, and students.

Fresno City Unified School District, Fresno, Cali-
fornia. Project Design (Intcragency Planning for
Urban Education Nceds) was organized as a two-ycar
projecct to develop a comprehensive, long-range mas-
ter plan of cducation for the Fresno City Unified
School District. Funded by ESEA Title III, its intent
was to bring under one umbrella current major prob-
lems of the schools: the relationship of the schools to
the broader community; the impact of cducational
change now occurring throughout the nation; and a
fresh view of the cducational needs, goals, and aspira-
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tions of our youth and adults. The ultimate purpose
of the project was to weld into an integrated plan the
best usc of available resources to meet the totality of
current and projected cducational needs. Design and
application of such a comprehensive, urban, inter-
agency, cducational planning modecl was an innovative
planning projcct far cxcceding in scopc any known
prior master plan of cducation. From the continucd
study of the rccommendations made in the various
publications (morc than 30 scparate reports), the dis-
trict intends to shape the direction of cducation for
their community toward short-term, intermediate, and
long-range goals and objectives.

Project Design’s ninctcen committces have been
meeting regularly and have recently presented a prog-
ress report to the district administrators. There is a
major problem of funding in order to implement the
program. Anothcr problem is coordinating the ninc-

ing which meets the nceds of individual students. In
many ways Thurston is like the programs in Salt Lake
City, although Thurston is more highly rcfined opera-
tionally. Thurston Intcrmediate School operates to-
ward five goals: (1) make provisions for individual
student progress, (2) increase pupil responsibility for
education, (3) involve the pupil in the higher level
thought processes, (4) increase pupil's enjoyment of
cducation, and (5) increase achicvement levels of all
students as mcasurced by standardized tests.

A report prepared by an cvaluation team provides
data which indicates that Thurston is progressing to-
ward cach of the five goals. A visit to the school sub-
stantiates these data.

An important diffcrence between Thurston and
most other schools is the high degree of autonomy and
responsibility given teachers to plan the instructional
program. The result has been a greater commitment to

NE R AR D,

.

Thurston Intermediate Scheel—Photo courtesy of Julivs Shulmon

teen committees in relation to the total cducational
program of the Fresno City Schools. Without the
nccessary funding, present administrative budgeting
cannot absorb the coordination cffort.

The goals and objectives phase of the project is
moving and has reccived wide support but other phases
have not been iniplemented comparatively.

Administrative icadership i+ optimistic that the proj-
cct’s objectives will become a reality within the next
few vears,

Thurston Intermediate School, Laguna Beach, Cali-
fornia. The Thurston Intermediate School is one of
the most exciting cducational institutions in the coun-
try. The school moves forward with the kind of teach-

PaTET—

the program and a higher performance expectancy of
the pupils by che teachers of Thurston.

Hughson Union High School, Hughson, California.
Hughson High School is not a traditional high school.
After 3 vears of comprchensive restructuring of the
acadew’c program, the school is demonstrating a new
cducational look to the future. The entire academic
program has been redirected and cvaluated ueilizing the
newest cducational innovations to better mect the
needs of the students. Two key concepts arisc from
the Hughson philosophy: (1) All students move at
their own rate of achicvement, and, (2) pupil and pro-
gram cvaluation is based upon mcasured performance
rather than time spent (credit units). The age old con-
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cept of failure is diminished because students are re-
cycled and re-directed to other avenucs of study when
difficultics arise in mastering a given ossignment. In
this way, students can gain insight into their limitations
without being “turncd-off”’ to the cducational process.

Mecaningless duplications of information have been
climinated by the use of staff-dcveloped leaming ac-
tivity packages (LAP's). LAPs arc designed to
strengthen the student’s weak points and compliment
and cnrich the student’s strong points. The develop-
ment of individualized instruction rcleases the teacher
from the traditional lecture pattern and allows him
to guide students in the class toward appropriate ob-
jectives. -

The staff at the high school stated that they expect
that their initial objcctives for the program will be
exceeded in almost all cases. Hughson High School’s
drop-out ratc is now less than onc percent of the total
school population and disciplinary problems have de-
creased significantly.

Review of Literature

Secveral reports of goals and assessment programs in
California and other states were provided to the Joint
Committec through sclected readings and include the
following:

California. Within the California Statc Department
of Education, several bureaus have attempted to iden-
tify specific goals and objectives. Special Education
(gifted, retarded, physically handicapped, cducation-
ally handicapped), Vocational Education, and Com-
pensatory Education have developed goals and objec-

Assemblyman Victor V. Veysey und friend

tives that can be translated into behavioral and
operational objectives for school district implementa-
tion,

The Dcpartment of Education administers the
Miller-Unruh Basic Reading Act Testing Program at
grades 1, 2, and 3, as mandated by AB 1168 (1968
Legislative Scssion), and ainended by AB 1534, the
California State Testing Act of 1969. Achicvement,
physical performance, and abiiity tests are administered
annually to pupils in grades 6 and 12.

Activities funded under ESEA Title HI and admin-
istered by the Department of Education have included:
(1) Operation PEP: Preparing Educational Planners
for California; (2) PPBS: Planning Programming,
Budgcting System for California; and (3) PACE:
Projects to Advance Creativity in Education.

Operation PEP has developed a framework for relat-
ing principles of management t6 cducational objectives.
Two recent PEP publications are “Considerations In
Developing a Hicrarchy of Education Objectives,”
which treats the genceric factors affecting cducational
objective sctting and dccision-making, and “A Man-
ager's Guide to Objectives,” which focuses upon par-
ticipative management and the requirements of public
policy decision-making in cducation.

PPBS, in conjunction with the Advisory Commission
on School District Budgcting and Accounting, is assst-
ing 15 school districts in developing statements of goals
and objectives. Previously, six school districts served
as a pilot study in the development of a program budg-
cting modcl. Testimony provided by PPBS staff as-
surcd the Joint Committee that there was no duplica-
tion in the mutual cfforts.

PACE centers attempt to identify cducation nceds
by regions within California. Twenty-one centers arc
required by the State Board of Education to conduct
a continuing assessment of the needs of a region, sct
prioritics for mecting thosc nceds, and develop inno-
vative plans for meeting thosc nccds.

Recent studies? did not identify cducational goals
pursuant to the intent of ACR 195 and the charge to
the Joint Comunittec.

Pennsylvania. Assisted by the School District Re-
organization Act of 1963, Pennsylvania contracted
with the Educational Testing Service (ETS) in Prince-
ton to assist in the devclopment of a plan for establish-
ing goals of cducation along with a workable and
managcable plar for evaluating such goals.

Although ETS provided technical services, civic
leaders and professional cducators developed a set of

*Arthur D). Litele. Inc.. The Emerging Requirements for
Effective Leadership for California Education, 1964.

Arthur D. Litde. Inc.. A New Organizational System for
State-Level Educational Administration, 1967, .

SCOPE Committee, Report From the State Committee on
Public Education to the State Board of Education, 1968.

Governor's Commission on Educational Reform. Preliminary
Report of Governor's Commission on Educational Reform, De-
cember, 1969,
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ten goals, all cqually important: (1) sclf-understand-
ing, (2) understanding others, (3) basic skills, (4) in-
terest in school and learning, (5) citizenship, (6) health
habits, (7) crcativity, (8) vocational development, (9)
understanding human accomplishments, and (10) prep-
aration for a changing world.

The cvaluation measurcs that were proposed re-
quired that the goals be translated into measures of
pupil performance which can be used to determine the
cffcctiveness of school programs. Performance criteria
must be established every two or three years by sam-
pling students in the state to determine what kinds of
performance levels can be attained.

The development of the cvaluation program was de-
pendent upon (1) input, (2) cducational processes, (3)
environment, and, (4) output.

Input recognizes that children come to school having
diffcrent abilitics, attitudes, values, and habits. The edu-
cational processes are what the school provides in
terms of curriculum strategics and approaches to learn-
ing. Differing conditions of the home, school, and the
community identify an enviromment; while output is
rclated to those factors that we are trying to measure.

Texas. In 1966, the Texas Legislature mand»ted
that the Governor's Committee on Public School Edu-
cation *. . . shall develop, formulate, and recommend
te the Governor and the Legislature a definite long-
range plan that will cnable Texas to emerge as a na-
tional leader in cducational aspiration, commutitment
and achiecvement.”

The committee staff and consultants collected data
on the present (1966) status of the clementary and
secondary cducation system, hcard testimony from
project dircctors of recent state-wide studics, and

JOINT COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION\L GOALS AND EVALUATION

Hughsen High School “Lap” Reeom

clicited public opinion polls from adults and scheol-
teachers.

A synthesis of the findings produced the following
goals for public education in Texas:

(1) intellectual discipline (academic knowledge and
the ability to usc it).

(2) cconamic independence and vocational compe-
tence,

(3) citizenship and civic responsibility,

(4) social development and competence in human
rclations,

(5) moral behavior and cthical character, and

(6) the objectives of sclf-realization (physical and
mental health, acsthetic appreciation and opti-
mum growth in terms of individual capacity).

Although the above goals are a reworking of carlier
stated goals, it was not the intent of the legislation or
the committee staff to relate educational goals, objec-
tives, and cvaluation.

‘Two objectives became operational: (1) reduce the
number of adult illiterates, and (2) reduce the dropout
ratc of sccondary school students. Although a plan of
cvaluation and assessment through a state testing pro-
gram was proposcd by the Governor's committee, it
was rejected b the Legislature. Howzia, the Legis-
laturc accepted  oluntary testing y:zogram to be used
by schoal districts, but of little or no us to a statewide
program.

The primary cfforts that emerged from the Texas
study were: to provide an incrcasc in counselors,
teachers, and community liaison persons in urban dis-
tricts; to devclop a statewide salary schedule for teach-
ers; and to provide a statc-supported kindergarten for
disadvantaged children.




20 JOINT COMMITTEE ON EDUCATIONAL GOALS AND EVALUATION

New York. In addition to the administration of the
Regents’ examinations, a system for educational cvalua-
tion is being developed to process data in ways to
make it useful at various levels of the educational sys-
tem. The purposes include guiding pupil progress,
school management, and fiscal planning.

Models are being developed to measure the per-
formance of specific programs or organizations. A
prototype to measure reading in the primary school is
operable at the present time.

The State Board of Education initiated
the Georgia Assessment Project (GAP) in January
1969. GAP is designed to provide statewide measure-
ment of the progress of Georgia's children toward
identified educational g.als. The data will be used to
(1) show the measurable impact of educational pro-
grams, services, and resources; (2) determine the rela-
tionship between costs and educaticnal benefits; (3)
identify aress of critical educational need; and “4)
develop long-range educational planning.

An Advis.~y Commission on Educational Goals was
appointed by the State Board of Education to identify
as goals for education the knowledge, skills, and values
that will enable the citizen of Georgia to live success-
fully in the future. Position papers and critiques were

submitted to the Advisory Commissiorn by persons
from the academic world, business and industry, gov-
ernment, and the profescional world at large. Students,
parents, and ctducators were not invited to submit
position papers.

Statements of goals were formulated by the Com-
mission: product goals : ad enterprise goals. Product
goals relate the individual to himself, to others, to the
governing process, to social and economic institudons,
to his physical environment, to his work, and to his
leisure. Enterprise goals are recommendations for edu-
cational programs that promote the pregress of Geor-
gia's childeen, youth, and adults toward achievement
of the desired qualities sought in the product goals.

Task goals of educators, subject-matter specialists,
and psychologists will expand each of the goals into
specific learning outcomes and viill develop measur--
ment instruments to Jdetermine pupil progress toward
the desired educational goals. The latter process will
be accomplished by 1972 and will include appropriate
pilot-testing of measurement instruments.

Other States. Colorado, Nevada, New lem{'
Rhode_Island, Utah, and Wisconsin are in {i: early
stages of developing an evaluation and assessment pro-
gram rclated to needs and objectives.
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CHAPTER V

et

Conclusions

Bascd upon scveral sources of information, including
public testimony, staff ficld reports, a review of re-
lated literature, and contributions by members of the
Joint Committee, conclusions relating to. the develop-
ment of educational goals, objectives, and an evalua-
tion plan have been identificd. The following conclu-
sions appear to be warranted.

It is essential that the goalsetting process include
the extensive and intimate involvement of the public
with students and educators at the level of the local
education agency. Such public should include school
board members, students, cducators (including certifi-
cated and noncertificated instructional staff), parents,
representatives of business and labor, scholars, scien-
tists, artists, and other citizens concerned with the
direction and welfare of public cducation.

The support of the public for such goals is essen-
tial.

The value of setting goals is a+ much in the process
of participation as in the final outcome.

Inasmuch as the learning process is recognized as
being dynamic and individualistic, objectives of edu-
cation that are established should not become too
specific or too restrictive as to stultify the learning
process. Objectives should be adopted which are not
too narrowly defined and yet are subject to cvalu-
ation.

The flexibility and freedom granted to school dis-
tricts in designing programs and identifying local
priorities by the enactment of the George Miller, Jr.,
Education Act of 1968 (SB 1) should not be impaired
when state-wide goals of education are adopted.
Local districts should continuc to develop curriculum
and innovative programs pursuant to SB 1 and should
adopt goals and objectives of cducation appropriate
to the neceds of the particular school district.

To ensure that the goals and objectives of public
education continue to be appropriate and relevant, a
recycling process should be designed. A rcview of
goals and objectives every three to five vears, at .:ast,
should be accomplished for the purposc of reflecting
changes in socicty and technology in the operation of
the schools.

Those with authority for educational policy should
take a role of leadership in identifying goals of edu-
cation. The involvement of local cducation agencies,
the Office of County Superintendents of Schools, the
State Department of Fducation, and the Joint Com-
mittce would enhance the goal-setting process.

An assessment of needs, relevant to the present and
long-range future of public education, should be ac-
complished during the goal-setting process. Through

[21]

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

the cfforts of Operation PEP and the PACE centers,
many school districts have gone through the prelimi-
nary process of identifying the nceds of education.
These cfforts, and other cfforts in California, should
be coordinated in such a way as to relate the needs
of cducation to the goals of education.

The involvement of the legislature in the estab-
lishment of educational goals and objectives for Cali-
fornia public schools would provide a necessary link-
age between the public and those responsible for
educational policy. Thc appropriation of monies for
the support of the public schools is invested in the
Legislature. If the level of the state céntributon to
the funding of local educational programs is to in-
creasc to 50 percent, the responsibility for attaining
certain goals of cducation must be assured. Continuous
legislative cnactments and decisions must be substan-
tiated by evidence of successes and needs of school
programs.

An assessment and evaluation program should be
comprehensive and explicit in identifying the rela-
tionship between human and material resources, the
educational process, and learning growth in terms of
student achievement, and attitudes, cost-benefits and
other goalrelated criteria. A minimum program of
asscssment and cvaluation should include, at least, the
following:

(2) An cvaluation of the common arcas of instruc-
tion that arc identificd in the goal-setting and
objectives-setting process.

(b) The collection of appropriate cducational data
on children that arc cntering the California
public schools for the first time.

(c¢) The measurement of student progress across
grade or age levels in a particular subject-matter
arca.

(d) The collectim of data on the education en-
vironment within a school, including the con-
dition of the physical plant, instructional equip-
ment and materials, curriculum, and the views
of students, tcachers, and administrators of the
school’s cducational offerings.

(¢) The collection of data on the cnvironment
within a school attendance area, including so-
ciocducational data, size of school, fiscal and
material resources, and the students, parents,
and other residents’ view of the relationship
between the school and the community.

(f) The mecasurement of special education pro-
grams, including programs for the physically
handicapped, cducationally handicapped, and
mentally exceptional children.
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Recommendations

Based on the above conclusions, the Joint Comunit-
tecc on Educational Goals and Evaluation has intro-
duced two proposals for adoption by the Legislature
(See Appendices B and C). These proposals arc
franted to satisfy the committee recommendations, as
follows:

A joint committee on educational goals and evalua-
tion be established for the purpose of guiding the
developmental process of setting goals and objectives
of education. The Joint Committec should consist
of four members of the Assembly, four members of
the Senate, and the three members of the State Board
of Education scrving in an advisory capacity. The
Joint Commiittce should serve as a policy-rccommend-
ing committee to the Legislature. The inclusion of
members of the State Board of Education on the Joint
Committee should cnhance a liaison between the Leg-
islaiturc and the Statc Deparunent of Education.
(Tablc I11, page 23)

Goals and objectives be recommended for adoption
to the State Board of Education after consideration of
goals and objectives identified by local education
agencies.

The study identifying the goais and objectives of
education should be accomplished in less than two
years. The Joint Committec should develop guide-
lines for local cducation agencies that would provide
suggestions and rccommendations for participation by
the public and rccommendations for the in-scrvice
waining of personng) who will provide local leader-
ship.

The George Miller, Jr., Education Act of 1968 (SB
1) should be amended to direct local education
agencies to state the philosophy, goals and objectives
of their education program. The present language
docs not sufficiently specify: the need for well-defined
statements of purposc (sec Appendix C).

The development of an assessment and evaluation
program that would measure progress toward the
goals and objectives of education that have been iden-
tified should serve several purposes. Thc improve-
ment of instructional programs is paramount and any
changes in the schools would be supported by data
derived from a comprehensive assessment program.
Resource allocations and priorities should be supported
by objective data collected from school districts.

Advisory committees should be appointed to assist
the joint committee in its work. Mcmbers on these
committees should be selected from many segments of
the public, including students, parents, cducators,
mcmbers of governing boards, and persons with dem-
onstrated cxpertisc in appropriate areas of study-.

When the process of setting goals and objectives
has been completed and the evaluation design has
been accepted and formalized for purposes of imple-
mentation and administration, the State Board of
Education should be responsible for such implemen-
tation and should remain responsible for the continu-
ing leadership rolé in the data-collection and evalua-
tion process. The Legislature should indicate, by
statute, what information should be reported, when
it should be rcported, and the resulting implications
for further legislation.
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APPENDIX A

CALIFORNIA LEGISLATURE—1969 REGULAR SESSION

Assembly Concurrent Resolution No. 195

Introduced by Assemblyman Veysey

June 6, 1969

REFERRED TO COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION

Assembly Concurrent Resolution No. 195—Relative
to an educational evaluation study.

Waereas, Education of California youth is the most im-
portant responsibility of government in this state; and

WHEREAS, People of this state want assarance of the quality
of the puhlic schools; and

WHEREAS, The goals and objectives of 7mblic education in
California require defining ; and

WHEREAS, It is the intent of the Legislature to protect the
rights of the people to b2 informed of the relative merits of the
schocls of this state; and

WhEereas, The Legislature desires accountability for educa-
tional programs conducted iv tax-supported schools; and

WHEREAS, The Legisla’ure wishes to identify and support
successful educational pr.grams in this state; and

WHEREAS, The State Board of Education seeks the support
and assistance of the Legislature in assessing the quality of
schools of the state; now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Assembly of the State of California, the
Senate thereof concurring, That the members authorize a study

b b o
R RN RS a kW~

LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL'S DIGBST

ACR 195, as introduced, Veysey (Ed.). Educational evaluation study.

Authorizes study by Assembly and Senate Education Committees,
acting as a joint committee, in cooperation with a 3-member committee
of the State Board of Education, to develop a program to assess the
public schools of California.

Allocates $30,000 from the Contingent Funds of the Senate and As-
sembly to the joint committee for such purpose.

Sen. Fin—Yes; W. & M.—Yes.
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ACR 195 —_

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
1
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

to determine and recommend an appropriate means for de-
veloping a meaningful and constructive program of assess-
ment, including, but not limited to, the relative productivity,
cost effectiveness and organizational viability of the public
schools of California ; and be it further

Resolved, That the Assembly and Senate Education Com-
mittees, acting as and constituting a joint committee, and in
cooperation with a three-member committee of the State Board
of Education, shall undertake this study and submit a report
to the Legislature not later than the fifth legislative day of the
1970 Regular Session; and be it further

Resolved, That the sum of thirty thousand dollars ($30,000)
is allocated from the Contingent Funds of the Senate and As-
sembly to said joint committee for such study, it being the
intent of the Legislature that one-half of the costs of the study
be assumed by the Legislature; and be it further

Resolved, That the Chief Clerk of the Assembly transmit
copies of this resolution to the Assembly and Senate Education
Committees, the State Board of Education, and the Assembly
Office of Research.
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APPENDIX B

ASSEMBLY CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. 85

Introduced by Assemblymen Veysey, Vasconcellos, Dunlap,
Russell, Brown, Burke, Campbell, Cory, Crandall, Dent,
Bill Greene, Lewis, Ryan, and Stull

(Coauthors: Senators Alquist, Bradley, Burgener, Dymally,

Grunsky, Marler, Moscone, Rodda, and Stiern)

March 9, 1970

Assembly Concurrent Resolution No. 85—Relative to
the Joint Comrmittec on Educational Goals and
Evaluation.

WhteRreas, Assembly Concurrent Resolution No. 195
of the 1969 Regular Session (Res. Ch. 335), charged
the Joint Committee on Educational Goals and Evalua-
tion with the responsibility for recommending a meth-
od to develop broad cducational goak and objectives
for the public schools; and

WhheRreas, The Joint Committce on Educational
Goals and Evaluation was also asked to determine the
means of developing a statewide system of assessment
and cvaluation designed to measurc the degree to
which the public school system is achieving such goals
and objectives; and

\Wuereas, The Legislature desires to recognize and
support cducational programis that are both cost cffcc-
tive and responsive to the needs of the people; and

WHERFAs, The State Board of Education secks the
assistance and support of the Legislature in assessing
the quality of cducation in the state; and

\WhEeRreas, Public testimony presented to the Joint
Committec on Educational Goals and Evaluation urged
a maximum degree of public involvement in the de-
termination of the appropriate function of the public
schools in modern socicty; now, therefore, he it

Resolved by the Assembly of the State of Califorisia,
the Senate thereof concurring, As follows:

1. A study be authorized for the purpose of in-
vestigating and recommending to the Legislature the
goals of cducation as developed by local educational
agencics, the objectives of cducational programs relat-
ing to such goals, and an cvaluation program designed
to mcasurc the degree to which the goals and objec-
tives of the cducational program arc being met.

2. The Speaker of the Assembly and the Senate
Rules Committee shall cach appoint four members,
acting as and constituting a Joint Committce on Fdu-
cational Goals and Evaluation, and working in co-
operation with a three member committee of the State
Board of Education appointed by its president, shall
undertake the investigative study and make recom-
mendations to the Legislature not later than March
i5, 1972.

3. The identification and development of goals for
local school districts shall continually involve the
public within cach school in the district including stu-
dents, parents, educators (including classroom teachers)
scholars, representatives of business and labor and any
other citizens.

4. The Joint Committee on Educational Gaals and
Evaluation shall appoint appropriate advisory com-
mittces from the public, including students, parents,
cducators, including classroom teachers, members of
district governing boards, county boards of education
and any other citizens; and may contract with any
rahlic or private agencies for any part of the study.

5. The Joint Committee on Educational Goals and
Evaluation shall study and recommend to the Legis-
lature an cvaluation program to include the following
factors: ’

(a) Thosec common arcas of instruction that arc
identified in the goal-sctting and objectives-setting
process;

(b) The collection of appropriate cducational data
on children who arc entering the California public
schools for the first time;

(¢) The measurement of student progress across
grade or age levels in a pa:ricular subject matter area;

(d) The collection of data on the cducational en-
vironment within a school, including the conditions
of the physical plant, instructional cquipment and ma-
terials, curriculum, and the views of students, teachers.
and administrators of the school’s cducational offerings;

(¢) The collection of data on the environment with-
in a school attendance area, including sociocducational
data, size of school, fiscal and material resources, and
the students’, parents’, and other residents’ view of the
rclationship hetween the school and the community;

(f) The measurement of special cducation pro-
grams, including programs for the physically handi-
capped, educationally handicapped, and mentally cx-
ceptional children.

(g) The measurement of vocational cducation pro-
grams; and

(h) Any other cvaluation measures appropriate to
cducational programs within the state.

6. A sum not to cxceed sixty thousand dollars
(860,000) is allocated from the Contingent Funds of
the Assembly and Senate to said joint committee for
such study for the 1970-1971 fiscal vear for the cx-
penscs of the committee and its members and for any
charges, cxpenses or chims it may incur under this
resolution, to be paid from said fund and disbursed,
after certification by the chairman of the commiittee,
in accordance with the Joint Rules of the Senate and
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Assembly, upon warrants drawn by the State Con-
troller upon the State Treasurer; and be it further
Resolved, That it is the intent of the Legislature
that the State Board of Education shall provide serv-
ices, either through funding or in-kind, equivalent to
the allocation actually disbursed from the Contingent
Funds of the Assembly and Senate pursuant to this

resolution for the expenses of the committee and its
members and for any charges, expenses or claims it
may incur under this resolution; and be it further

Resolved, That the Chief Clerk of the Assembly

transmit a copy of this resolution to the State Board
of Education.
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APPENDIX C

ASSEMBLY BILL NO. 2430

Introduced by Assemblymen Veysey, Lewis, Vasconcellos,
Dunlap, Brown, Burke, Campbell, Collier, Cory, Crandall,
Dent, Fong, Bill Greene, Leroy F. Green, Russell, Ryan,
and Stull

(Coavuthors: Senators Alquist, Burgener, Dymally, Harmer
Marler, Moscone, and Rodda)

April 3, 1970

An act to amend Section 7502 of, and to add Sections
7561, 7562, and 7563 to, the Education Code, re-
lating to educational programs.

The people of the State of California do enact as
follows:

Secrion 1. Section 7502 of the Education Code is
amended to read:

7502. The Legislature hercby recognizes that, be-
causc of the common necds and interests of the citizens
of this state and the nation, there is a nced to establish
a common statc curriculum for the public schools,
but that, because of cconomic, geographic, physical,
political and social diversity, there is a need for the
devclopment of cducational programs at the local level,
with the guidance of competent and cxperienced cdu-

cators and citizens. Therefore, it is the intent of the
Legislature to set broad minimum standards and guide-
lines for cducational programs, and to encourage local
districts to develop programs that will best fit the
nceds and interests of the pupils, pursuant to stated
philosophy, goals, and objectives.

Sec. 2. Section 7561 is added to the Education
Codec, to read:

7561. “Plilosophy” means a composite statement of
the rclationsnip between the individual and society
based upon beliefs, concepts, and attitudes from which
the goals and objectives of the district are derived.

Sec. 3. Scction 7562 is added to the Education
Code, to read:

7562. “Goal" means a statement of broad direction
or intent which is gencral and timeless and is not con-
ccrned with a particular achievement within a specified
timc period.

Sec. 4. Scction 7563 is added to the Education
Codec, to read:

7563. “Objective” means a devised accomplishment
that can be verified within a given time and under
specifiable conditions which, if attained, advances the
system toward a corresponding goal.
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APPENDIX D
JOINT COMMITTEE ON EDUCATIONAL GOALS AND EVALUATION

RESPONSE FORM

The Joint Committee on Educational Goals and Evaluation will make recommendations to the Legislature
sometime in February and will try to answer the questions listed below. We would like your respons s to
the questions in a statement not exceeding three pages in length. Thank you.

Name of Organization or Individual:

Address of Respondent:

street

city state 2ip
Phone:

Individual Response: Nrganization Response:
Number Represented by this Response:

Membership of Organization:

Who should be involved in defining the goals and objectives of our educational system?

What procedures should be utilized in defining the goals and objectives of our educational system?
How often should the goals and objectives of our educational system be re-evaluated?

Who should determine the purposes of statewide assessment of our educational system?

What procedures should be utilized in determining the purposes of statewide assessment of our educa-
tional system?
_ What is the educator’s responsibility for assuring the excellence of our educational system?

(LI S A

o

7. What is the public responsibility for monitoring the effectiveness of our educational system?

g




Tga fYars RO om oS el
TEe Sk L

S, e e
ARt

2 ve YA
AL L

1w

o
-

L =

sy L

Dallpe I By patet g et ma B et T

Frre
S

M ESNNS.

A, .
A,

PN

vant

FoD s P ¥ e
WTERE Ty T R
IR

S ez
ey

LS
R34

Y

5 9,
E

t

e
HAGR

ary
kY
*

s

¥

£x)

oL

DX

&l

JOINT COMMITTEE ON EDUCATIONAL GOALS AND EVALUATION 31

APPENDIX E
PARTICIPANTS IN COMMITTEE INVESTIGATION

Advisory Commission on School District Budgeting
and Accounting

Advisorv Committee on Achievement and Evaluation

Association of California School Districts

California Are Education Association

California Association of School Administrators

California Association of Secondary School Adminis-
trators

California Association of Supervisors of Child Welfare
and Attendance

California College of Arts and Crafts

California Congress of Parents and Teachers, Incorpo-
rated

California Council of Foreign Language Teachers
Association

California Elementary School Administrators

California Personnel and Guidance Association

California School Boards’ Association

California School Counselor Association

California Statc Chamber of Commerce

California Taxpayers’ Association

California Tcachers’ Association

Folsom-Cordova Joint Unified Schoo!l District

Governor’'s Commission on Educational Reform

La Verne College

Long Ieach Chamber of Commerce

N.tional Committec for Support of the Public Schools

National Initiative Foundation

Norwalk-La Mirada Unified School District

Planned Lcadership for Evaluative Devclopment of
Goals for Education (PLEDGE)

PPBS Pilot Project. Folsom-Cordova Joint Unified
School District

San Joaquin County Schools

San Mateo Union High School District

School Instructional Program Committee, CSBA

Alfred S. Alschuler, Professor of Psychology, State
University of New York, Albany

Melvin L. Barlow, Los Angeles

Benjamin Bloom, Professor of Education, University
of Chicago

William Carey, Superintendent, Pacific Grove Unified
School District

George Cassell, President, Teachers’ Association, San
Juan Unified School District

Richard N. Clowes, Superintendent, Los Angeles
County Schools

James Cowen,
Schools

Superintendent, Ventura County

Ray Darby, Superintendent, Shasta County Schools

Robert Docter, Member, Board of Education, Los An-
geles City Unified School District

Richard Foster, Superintendent, Berkeley Unified
School District

Norman M. Gould, Superintendent, Madera County
Schools

Joseph Haring, Professor of Economics, Occidental
College

Willis Harman, Dircctor, Educational Policy Research
Center, Stanford Research Institute

Keith Hartwig, Director of Educational Evaluation
and Quality Control, Teacher, Sacramento City
Unified School District

Charles F. Horne, President, General Dynamics Cor-
poration, Pomona Division

Henry T. Hutchins, Jr., Montercy

William J. Johnston, Assistant Superintendent, Adult
Education, Los Angeles City Unified School District

Roger Kaufman, Instructional System Technology
Department, Chapman College

Leon Lessinger, former Associate Commissioner,
United Seates Office of Education

Davc Logothetti, University of Santa Clara

James Livingston, Professor of Education, Sacramento
State College

Barbara Marshment, Student Representative, State
Board of Education

Abraham H. Maslow, W. P. Laughlin Foundation

Alison McNay, Chairman, California Advisory Coun-
cil of Vocational Training

Alexander M. Mood, Public Policy Research Organi-
zation, University of California, Irvine

W. James Popham, Associate Professor, Graduate
School of Education, University of California, Los
Angcles

T. Burton Quiggle, Member, Loard of Education,
Chico Unified School Dis rict

Jack Rand, Supcrintendent, Temple City Unified
School District

Wilson C. Riles, Deputy Superintendent of Public
Instruction for Program and Legislation

D. Sam Shccle, The SET, Los Angeles

Leland D. Stier, Assistant Superintendent, Saratoga
Union School District

Grant Thayer, Director, Division of Curricular and
Instructional Services, Los Angeles County Schools

David Wood, President, Board of Education, Temple
City Unified School District

David Zeff, Assistant Superintendent, Solano County
Schools
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APPENDIX F
STATEMENTS BY COMMITTEE MEMBERS

Statement by Willie L. Brown, Jr.

I cannot endorse the report of the joint committee.
I am unable to do so because the recommendations
made are not sufficiently supported by the conclusions
reached and used to justify these recommendations. 1
concur in many of the conclusions, but the recom-
mendations growing out of them appear to serve at
cross purposzs rather than to implement them.

The conclusions, particularly Numbers 1 through §,
address themselves to the need for maximum openness,
maximum flexibility and maximum feasible participa-
tion by the educators and the public in educational
decision making. There is indeed (Conclusion §) a
specific waming against impairing the flexibility and
freedom of the schools to experiment, to innovate and
to adjust their goals and approaches so as to make
them relevant to their particular constituencies and
to rhe changing conditions in which they operate.

The recommendations however move in the opposite
direction. They would insert the Legislature squarely
into a controliing position on an important aspect of
cducational decision making. They would have the
Legislature dictate educationa} goals and objectives in
a very specific way and on a statewide level.

Apparently what is to happen is that 2 permanent
joint legislative committee would have the responsi-
bility of “recommending” a set of “goals and objec-
tives” to the Statc Board of Education for adoption.
This legislative documenr, which the Board would be
under intense pressure to adopt would be compiled
after “consideration” of goals and objectives as “iden-
tified” by local educational agencies. This is hardly a
model for an open decision making process. It offers
no assurances whatsoever that the local school districts
will in any way be meaningfully involved in the final
decisions made. It does not promise that any existing
uniqueness which should be nurtured will be cven
recognized, nor that innovative approaches will be
allowed.

My wariness of thesc recommendations is reinforced
by No. 4 which would mandate by statute that cach
district state its “philosophy.” This would then pre-
sumably be judged by the prospective Joint Cominit-
tee and conformity with the statewide pattem re-
quired. (Before the district could participate in State
support?) I believe this would be intolerable. If this
enforced conformity is not the intent, then no useful
purposs is served by requiring the filing of such a
statement. We have a right to insist that a2 school
district conform to constitutional requirements of pro-
viding equal protections of the law and of educational
opportunity. We should expect that it live within the
usual health and safety standards and teacher staffing

formulas, etc. 1 do not believe however we should
insist that they cater to the educational, or even politi-
cal philosophy of whoever happens to be on the Joint
Committee at any one time.

I do nor believe that one can “standardize” educa-
tion and proceed to “buy educated” students like so
many units of production on a cost effectiveness basis.
If we need to establish some general statewide stand-
ards at all, we should, I belicve, follow the recommen-
dations made to us by several of our witnesses. Mr.
William Baker, Deputy Superintendent of the San
Jose East Side High Scheol District speaks for a totally
independent State Commission on School Evaluation
composed of students, educators and lay persons. Dr.
Alexander Mood of UC Irvine and Dr. James Popham
of UCLA argue cogently for a statutorily independ-
ent commission which would report and have an ad-
visory capacity to the State Board of Education. Their
advice appears to have been ignored. 1 would support
recommendations more in line with their thinking.

Wirnie L. Brown, Jr.

Statement by Rober* H. Burke and
John L. E. Collier

Hon. Victor V. Veysey, Chairman

Joint Committec on Educational Goals
and Evaluation

Room 322A, State Capitol

Sacramento, California

Dear Mr. Veysey:

We offer the following comments to the conclusions
of the Joint Committee on Educational Goals and
Evaluation Report to the Legislature. The conclusions
found in the Report are italicized; the comments fol-
low: in lower case:

(1) It is essential that the goal-setting process in-
clude the extensive and intimate involvement of the
public at the level of the local educational agency.

It is cqually essential that public involvement is not
construed to imply automatic legislative approval to
goals developed by advisory participants.

(2) The support of the public for such goals is es-
sential.

(3) The value of setting goals is as much in the
process of participation as in the final outcome.

The value of goals is their role in defining and limit-
ing educational responsibilities so that the progress to-
ward fulfillment of those responsibilities can be as-
sessed. Providing a forum for public participation in
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setting goals is a legislative responsibility, not an edu-
cationsl responsibility or goal.

(4) Inasmuch as the learning process is recognized
as being dynamic and individualistic, eny objectives of
education that are established sbould not become too
specific or too restrictive as to stultify the learning
process.

While it is recognized that local objectives should
not be too specific or restrictive it also seems resson-
able that statewide goals should be more permanent
than local objectives. Objectives can be as flexible as
d\eloalcanmutﬁtyddmaslongasmtewidegoals
are fulfilled.

(5) The flexibility and the freedom gramted to
school districts by the enactment of the George Mil-
ler, Jr., Education Act of 1968 (SB 1) should mot be
impaired by the adoption of statewide goals of edu-
cation.

Flexibility and freedom of local objectives should
be maintained as long as the local educationsl system
accomplishes the statewide goals.

(6) To ensure that the goals and objectives of pub-
lic education continue to be appropriate and relevant,
a recycling process should be designed.

The reviewing process should be so designed as to
allow changes in objectives that reflect local desire
but should resist the influence on statewide goals ex-
erted by temporary mood or fad.

(7) Those with awthority for educational policy
should take a role of leadership in identifying goals of
education.

Other diverse interest must be allowed and encour-
aged to poarticipate in identifying goals.

(8) Au assessment of needs, relevant to the present
and long-range future of public education, should be
accomplished during the goal-setting process.

The needs of the citizens served by education should
be of primary concern rather than the needs of edu-
cation itself.

(9) The involvement of the Legislature in the es-
tablishment of educational goals and objectives for
California public schools would provide a necessary
linkage between the public and those responsible for
educational policy.

(10) An assessment and evaluation program should
be comprebensive and explicit in identifying the rela-
tionships between inputs, the educational process, and
outputs in terms of student achievement, cost-benefits,
and other goal-related criteria.

One of the purposes of setting goals is to provide a
means of assessing and evaluating educational effective-
ness. Care must be taken, however, to insure that only
useful, pertinent data is required to be reported.

These comments reflect a few of our concerns about
the report. W= hope that in the future added emphasis
will be placed on limiting the responsibilities of pub-

lic education. We feel statewide goals (1) should re-
quire the fulfillment of certain responsibilities, (2)
should allow freedom to engage in other educationally
related pursuits upon attainment of (1) above, and
(3) should establish those concerns that are not edu-
cational responsibilities.

With these reservations, we approve of the repor.

Sincerely,

Rosext H. Burxe
Joun L. E. Coruien

Statement by Kenneth Cory

The Hon. Victor Veysey, Chairman

Joint Committee on Educational Goals and Evaluation
State Capitol, Room 322A

Sacramento, California

Dear Mr. Veysey:

1 have some concern that the local school districts,
by stating their philosophy goals and objectives, will
ultimately bring about a limitation or restriction oa the
flexibility or freedom granted to those districts by the
George Miller Jr. Education Act (1968).

Sincerely,
KexNern Cony

Statement by March Fong

Subject: Minority Statement to Joint Commi.tee
Report to the Legislature

I disagree with the recommendation of the Joint
Committee on Educational Goals and Evaluation that
an independent committee staff be employed to con-
duct the proposed studies. I believe that such a re-
sponsibility should be accommodated by an existing
staff of the Legislature such as the Office of the Legis-
lative Analyst or the Office of Research.

This approach would have a number of definite ad-
vantages. In the case of the Analyst, this office would
emphasize the fiscally oriented lay point of view di-
rected toward the development of practical legislative
recommendations that is the trademark of this ap-
proach to the analysis of the state budget and other
special legislative assignments. Also, since the Analyst’s
Office already provides full-time staff assistance to the
Legislature on educational questions and has been in-
structed by AB 606 of the last legislative session to
conduct an independent fiscal review and analysis of a
wide variety of state and federally supported educa-
tional programs, much of his existing staff could be
utilized in this phase of any study project.

I recognize that an assignment of the type the com-
mittee proposes involves professional educational judg-
ments and educational philosophical assumptions as
well as the fiscal and administrative judgments which
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the Analyst is best cquipped to make. It should be
noted, however, thac the Analyst would have the lati-
tude to contract with the best educational expertise
available on a part-time or short-term basis to assure
thar recommendations deal with all aspects of the
problem. In this case, the Office of Research mighe
well be considered the contracting office.

1 believe that the approach suggested would put
more specialized staff at the committee’s disposal than
would be available by hiring full-time employees op-
crating separately and independently of any continu-
ing legislative office.

1 therefore conclude that, while our special purpose
committee is the best vehicle for receiving public testi-
mony, the staff service required by the commission to
carry out its responsibilities should be assigned to a
continuing office within the State Legislature such as
the Office of the Legislative Analyst or the Office of
Research.

Statement by Leo J. Ryan

Honorable Victor V. Veysey, Chairman
and Members of the

Joint Committee on Educational Goals
and Evaluation

Room 322A, State Capitol

Sacramento, California

Gentlemen:

1 have read the staff report on Educational Goals
and Evaluation and wish to make the following gen-
eral remarks. :

1 am in general agreement with the proposals of the
Joint Committee on Educational Goals and Evalua-
tion's report, but only because the proposals are so
general, To oppose them would b: quixotic and even
perverse. However, 1 do wish to go bevond the pro-
posals to make several points.

First, the p-oposals are at once too vague and too
general to be meaningful in a practical sensc. \Ve need
specific measurable goals and objectives for immediate
implementation. We have spent gencrations waiting
for the schools of California to philosophize about
educational goals and objectives. There is an expres-
sion used by jurists which is just as valid when used
in education. “Justice delayed is justice denied."”

1 say this because lack of public confidence in public
education has become a critical problem. It may be
measured by student unrest, by the volume and con-
tene of letters to legislators, by the repeated failure of
school tax over-ride proposals, by the pervasive dis-
satisfaction of minority groups with the system as it
exists, and by ircreasing teacher militance. Wherever
one turns, the sensc of public dissatisfaction is appar-

ent. At the same timc it is clear that educational
standards must be upgraded, more “well educated”
people must be produced. Even “well educated” needs
to be redefined as a goal for the 21st century.

The public today wants a measurable product, and
will not support massive financial increases in school
support until this goal is achieved. Schools have lost
their credibility with the public because they provide
no measurable educational output. The issue is simple;
it is accountability.

To initiate minimum standards of accountability, I
propose that the Legislature identify a list of educa-
tional priorities and that performance standards for
cach of those priorities be established. I believe that
reading at grade level for all children in California
public schools should be established as our first and
most important educational priority. The right to
read should be guaranteed all California students. The
public schools in California should have a clear sense
of purpose in this matter, and should be directed by
legislative mandate—if necessary—to achieve that ob-
jective. Schools should be rewarded for success in
achieving this objective, and face censure proportion-
ate for failure to perform their function as parents and
taxpayers expect.

The primary responsibility must, of necessity, con-
tinue to rest with the local school. And, the local
school should be willing and able to abandon ~wsting
organizational arrangements, curriculum, and staffing
patterns to satisfy the objective that all students read
at grade level. Con-urrendy, schools in California
must be supported in this edore, and appropriate legis-
lation should be developed to secure this end. Yf, for
example, current law makes it difficult or impossible
to make progress in this area, needed changes must be
initiated by the schools and supported by the Legis
lature and the State Board of Education.

Sccond, as the goal of reading achievement is real-
ized, additional educational objectives can be identified
and added incrementally. 1 would propose that the
sccond goal be measured competence in mathematics
—but this and other goals should be the subject of
further deliberation.

One thing that we can secure general agreement
about is the central and exclusive importance of read-
ing. No progress can be made in basic education, good
citizenship or overall intellectual development without
a solid foundation in reading. To ignore this, to permit
our schools to process students without minimum
standards is a vicious charade.

Success in reading is so important and so obvious
that it is often taken for granted. The trees obscure
the forest. 1 believe strongly that this Joint Commit-
tee can best further educational excellence in this state
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by simply identifying performance standards in this
most basic subject—reading.

The implications of this are clear. If the public
school only a generation ago had identified reading at
grade level as the first and most important mission,
we might talk seriously about more grand and gen-
eral educational goals and objectives. We cannot now
afford that luxury. Until the basic building block of
the whole learning process is firmly in place, I be-
lieve that any broad discussion of educational goals and
objectives is moot.

Let us measure competence and provide rewards
and penalties for success and failure. It is the schools
which can and do fail children. It is NOT the chil-
dren who fail.

Sincerely,
Lro J. Ryan

Statement by John G. Schmitz

Honorable Victor V. Veysey, Chairman

Joint Committee on Educational Goals
and Evaluation

State Capitol

Sacramento, California

Dear Mr. Chairman:

While endorsing in general the report of the Joint
Committee on Educational Goals and Evaluation, and
particularly those portions of its conclusions and
recommendations which call for objective testing and
evaluation of the performance of the public schools in
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educating children, I am concerned that this report
might be regarded as promoting extension and cen-
tralization of public school activities not actually de-
sired, or even strongly opposed, by most parents and
taxpayers.

Specifically, I disagree with the statement in Chap-
ter II of this report, pages 9 and 10, that “at present,
the public has little or no basis for judging the qualiy
of education in local schools.” The public can, and
does judge the quality of public education by its
cfects on our young people—and increasingly has
found its effects to be disturbing and alarming.

Also I am very much concerned with the statement
in Chapter II, page 10, that “projection of futurc
needs, including manpower studies, must be carefully
scrutinized during the goal-setting process to avoid
the perpetuation of those parochial interests which can-
not be justified when considered in relation to the
primal needs of mankind.” Who is to judge “the
primal needs of mankind”—the professional educators?
What if the majority of parents and taxpayers do not
agree with their judgment?

Future committees working in this area should di-
rect their attention to the proper limits on school in-
volvement in personal, family and community affairs,
as well as to changes or extensions of present school
programs which may be desirable.

Sincerely,
Joun G. Scamirz




