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As would be expected, the reactions to an implementation
of thorough and efficient education have run a wide gamut. There
are extremes: those who claim that thorough and efficient edu-
cation in New Jersey public schools is and always has been in
existence, and those who claim that thorough and efficient edu-
cation cannot be achieved without drastic change and increased
expenditures. Of course, the truth is not inherent in either of
these positions. The definition of thorough and efficient edu-
cation will vary from district to district. Accordingly, dis-
tricts will find that the parameters provide for numerous options
in developing processes to achieve thorough and efficient edu-
cation., The Department of Education will do everything possible
to assist districts in becoming aware of the many alternatives
open to them. Guidelines in draft form will be available soon.
Meanwhile, as one servige to districts, we are making available
this catalog of planning models.

The component models of comprehensive educational planning
described herein have been selected as a result-of a nationwide
search conducted by the Systems Design and Development staff. The
contents of this "Modelog" offer a wide and varied coverage of
educational planning components and should prove useful to local
school districts. However, there is no intended implication
that the "Modelog" is exhaustive; therefore, local school dis-
tricts are not discouraged from seeking, reviewing, and select-
ing other component models of their chdice.

We must commend the designers of the "Modelog"; long hours
of research and writing are evident. Furthermore, the "Modelog"
fills an obvious void by providing a compendium of component
models which can be selected and supplemented to satisfy a local

* school district's planning needs. It is our hope that the "Modelog"

proves to be a helpful tool in the local school district's im-
plementation of a thorough.and efficient system of education. 1In
closing, I would like to assure you that in the coming months we
will attempt to provide as much additional assistance as possible
to the districts.

Fred G. Burke
Commissioner of Education
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PT?%P&CT%”E ON EDUCATIONAL PLANNING

Modelog is intended to be a kind of Sears, Roebuck catalog
for educational planning This reference guide should enhance
consumer choice in the selection of planning models. It is an-
t1c1pated that more and more local school districts will be seek-
ing to initiate, develop or upgrade their planning activities
under the mandate of the "Thorough and Efficient" court decision
and subsequent legislation. It is time perhaps to rethink our
perspectlve on educational planning generally. Such a perspec-
tive must incorporate several considerations.

First, it is clear from recent decisions at both the State
and Federal level that State governments are being expected to
re-examine and to reassume their constitutional responsibilities
for education. Over 60 percent of the states had enacted some
kind of accountability legislation by the end of 1974. Begin-
ning in 1963 with the Pennsylvania Reorganization Act that has
served as the basis for the Pennsylvania Educational Quality
Act, the number of educational accountability laws began to in=-
crease in the late 19605 and seems to have peaked in the mid.
1970s. This trend in the reexamination of state respon51b111ty
for education was complemented by the U.S. Congress with the
passage of PL 93-380 which amended the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965. This legislation represents the consol-
idation of federal categorical programs into a kind of special
revenue sharing for education. An Annual Program Plan for State
Education is required under this legislation. It would be un-
fortunate, however, if these trends are not accompanied by an
effort to enhance the capability of local districts to do better
planning in relation to these educational goals and priorities.
The State Department of Education in New Jersey, through its
plans for decentralization and the development of four educa-
tional improvement centers, is adopting a policy of supporting
through technical assistance the evolution of a greater local
ability to develop rational models of educational administration.
Modelog is one product of that policy.




A second cofisideration has to do with who. does what plan-
ning. It is not anticipated that the evolving emphasis on edu-
cational planning means that districts must become dependent
upon so-called professional planners or outside consultants.
Good planning models should not be incongruent with the canons
of common sense. Some planning models do, however, require some
degree of data manipulation or processing; others require that
a pattern of communication and dialogue be established. These
requirements, however, involve skills which are common in the
education profession. .

A third consideration has to do with priority-setting and
resource allocation. As American society enters a time of post-
affluence, American education is experiencing a series of eco-
nomic dislocations. As one governor indicated, "The days of
wine and roses are over." Some, if not many, meritorious pro-
grams in education will continue to go unfunded. Although there
is likely to be some redistribution of resources within educa-
tion, we cannot be optimistic that there will be any dramatic
increase in the total amoupt of resources going to education.
This is reason enough to be concerned that priority goals are
established and that planning to meet those goals is adequately
supported. The goals of education may vary from district to
district but the planning process in support of those goals is
likely to correspond to some general guidelines upon which the
education profession can agree. We are hopeful that Modelog
can facilitate a professional dialogue about the nature of such
guidelines. R

Gary Gappert

Assistant Commissioner
Division of Research,
Planning and Evaluation
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Education in the past has focused its energy on the identifica-
tion and use of materials almost entirely related to instruc-
tional strategies (e.g., curriculum development, in-service
training, grading systems, etc.). The demand for greater ac-
countability, the emergence of legislation designed to ensure
"thorough and efficient" education, and:.the growing interest on

the part of community people in playing an active role in the
process of educational decision-making have intensified interest

in the process of education. The need to clearly identify and
relate desired results to educational programs and the resources
needed to carry out those programs has created demand for dif-
ferent kinds of "tools" to be available to today's educator.

The New Jersey Department of Education, in response to requests \
by numerous local school districts, conducted a national search \
for existing materials and procedures related to one or more of

the following six categories:

l. Goal setting procedures
2. Writing objectives and using existing banks of objectives
3. 'Assessment procedures

4. Guidelines for program selection

5. Evaluating program effectiveness

6. Evaluating program efficiency
_N

Modelog, a catalogue of selected materials in each of these
categories, is the result of that national search. This cat-
alogue does not and could not contain every existing model. It
is, however, a comprehensive collection of models. Generally,
each has a clear and complete description of what tasks need

to be completed to carry out the model's purpose. Each results




in tangible products or outcomes. Each is deemed to be econom-
ically feasible for use in most districts. Each is written in
a language and style usable by local districts and, in some
cases, community people.

Modelog is designed as a resource only. It provides schools
with a survey of planning models in each of six categories. It
also contains information that can assist districts ih deter-
mining the approprlateness of individual models for their par-
ticular situations.

The information is of three kinds:

!

1. The identification of which planning category each model
addresses (e.g., goals, assessment, etc.). E

2. The identification of the original developer of the materi-
als, the name of the publisher or distributor, and approx-
imate costs.

3. Concise descriptions of each model extracted fr original
souyce material covering such information as overview;
outline of procedures; and, where applicable, spec1al fea-
tures.

The major focus of each program is indicated in the Table of
Contents by an asterisk in the components column; any secondary
focus by a plus sign. In the text itself, this is conveyed
through the use of dark and light shading in the components
graphic at the beginning of each program.




TABLE OF CONTENTS

Advocacy
The APELL SyQEEm
Atlanta Assessment Project

Basic Principles of Curriculum and
Instruction '

Behavioral Objectives and Instruction

Behavioral Objectives in Curriculum
Development ‘

Behavioral Objectives: 7 Different
Games Designed at IWdiana Help
Develop Basic Skills

CAM: . Comprehénsive |[Achievement

Monitoring ™
CBRU Resource Manuails

Community-Perceived Needs Assessment
Model

Countenance of Educational évaluation

Criterion Referenced and Objectives
Referenced Measurement (CRORM)

Criterion Referenced Test Concepts
Criterion Referenced Testing Program

— AN
CSE/Elementary School Evaluation Kit:
Needs Asseﬁsment

CSE/Elementary School Evaluation Kit:
Program Planning .

. . . .
C.S.E. Hierarchial Objectives Charts

Dale Avenue Performance Objectives
Manual and Teacher's Guide

PAGE NO.

16
140
18
52

54

60

57

142

116

20

198
144

200
146
22

181

107
118




‘ § g % z
TABLE OF CONTENTS COMPONENTS PAGE NO.
S 11,2,3,4,5 6, —
v AR :
- ‘Determining Instructional Purposes - g :*i ! 1 § 62
P i |
A N :
Developing a Large Scale Assessment . ;*E ! 148
Program N |
Developing and Writing Performance E %*f ? i 65
Objectives R
oo
DIMOS I - Directory of Sources of IR ? 109
Measurable Objectives P E
I N ,
Discrepancy Evaluation Co +] 150
| : L |
Domain Referenced Curriculum Evaluation | | * 202
Domain Referenced Testing o+ * 4] 152
b
: P s
Educational Evaluation and: Decision Lo * 204
Making | i |
. . . . P '
Educatlona& Objectives in the Psycho- | Pk i 67
motor Domain ~ oo ! ! \
Educational Planning, Programming and | P | Lok ' 233
Budgeting: A Systems Approach S ;
\ ! [ ol
- ! oy R
. Educational Product Evaluation. . - R -—-209 -
Educational Resources Management System | . | | ‘*é 236
. L A R
Educational System Model for Plarning R SRR S 155
and Accountability b !
Evaluaticn Design . ‘ o x 213
Evaluation for Administrative Action Ao e 0211
An Evaluation Guidebook ! Lo t*; ! 215
- N
Evaluation Workshop I - Participant's I T 217
Notebook 7 P
A
"GAME"  _ R 24
- Goal Analysis ; ;*é §+§+f § 68
1 ¢ s l .
IR R
| - SRR
Lol Lo
o o 41
ERIC . I B y
* \ b !



TABLE OF CONTENTS COMPONENRTS PAGE NO.
1 3 56

Goal Development in Education: A Plan- * 26
ning Handbook for School Districts )

Guidebook for Project Development, e+ - 159
Management and.Evaluation -
Hierarchy for Goals and Objectives * "~ 70
T
Individually Guided Education (IGE)  — * 184
Individualized Mathematics LearniE% in * 120 )
the Elementary School . . ’
The Individually Prescribed Instruc-. -4 ) 72
tional Module ‘
[ . - . !
¢ T
Individually Prescribed Instruction: * 121
Reading Objectives
Individually Prescribed Instruction: * 163
Reading and Math -
Instructional Design - A Flan for * 186
Unit and Course Development
Instructional Objectives: * 110
A National Compendium
\
Instructional Systems . * 190 7
I0X (Instructional Objectives Exchange) * 124 -
10X Objectives-Based Tests AN * 161
AN
\
I.P.I. Mathematics "Continuum" * 127
I.P.P.E.S. Master Objectives Bank * ' 126
MODIA: Method of Designing Instruc- * 192
tional Objectives s
Needs Analysis Methodology * 4+ 4 75
New Jersey Educational Assessment * _ 165

Program




ERNEE
TABLE OF CONTENTS COMPONENTS PAGE NO.
* . 1.2,3, 4,56
New Jersey Scales and Assessment L i 168
Process Lo 5
Objectives and Items Co-op L * i 130
. |
Objectives- for Instruction arc PR 77
. Evaluation Lo
A
Objegtives for Instructional Programs: ?* ! . 79
Aetive Response Model (Validatior ; ;
Edition) | |
\ i
A !
Objectives Marketplace Game R | 81
' Operational PPBS for "Education: f | | * 239
A Practical Approach to Effective P
Decisior Making - § |
} ]
An Overview of Inforwationr~Based | *| . 219
Evaluation: A Desiyn Procedure § | !
{
‘ o
"Pathways. to Success" i L * 195
b
Performance Objectives for Customnized LE i 131
Test Construction o i b
Performance Objectives for Learning 100 P ; § 132
5 fo
Phi Delta Kappa's "Educational Goals LAE S | 28
and Objectives: A Model for Community T
and Professional Involvement" oo Pl
EEEE R
The Placer System: A Three-Part R B 31
Accountability Model : Lo
Planning, Programming and Budgeting: L * /> 242
Action Folio 30 g oo
| i ‘ ,
! !
PPBS and the School: New System g b '
Promotes Efficiency and Accountability A 244
. i : 1 i H
~ , : I T
Preparing Instructional -Objectives L 83
S i A i |
Lo : \
Primer on Assessmept - Instructional ook 170
Program Develgpmef | b % % }
| A
| Lo A .
]
P el
13 b T
i | .




%

Co -
TABLE OF CONTENTS COMPONENTS \ PAGE NO.
172.34,56

Priorities Planning -t ' 85

Program Budgeting for New .Jersey School
Districts: “Program Budget Guide"

Program Budgeting for School:-District
Planning

Project "Cycle" - E.S.E.A. Title III

' Pupil-Perceived Needs Assessment
Package (PPNA)

Quality Education Program Study (QEPS)

Resource Approach to Program Cost
Analysis

¢
The Sarasota County Needs Assessment
A Scheme for Evaluation and an Organiza-
tional Structure of Variables

The Schogl and Community:

Partners in Education -

School Evaluation Criteria: Elementary,
Jr. High/Middle, Senior High

School Evaluation Kit
SCORE

SCORE

Setting Goals: Training Unit 1
Sharing Decisioné -- Dallas Style:
An Overview of Dallas' Model for
Shdred Decision/Making

SRA Criterion Referenced Measurement

State Educational Records and Reports
Series

STEP: System for Trenton's Education
Planning Volume I

13

14




£
&
TABLE -OF CONTENTS COMPONENTS PAGE NO.
J 123456
STEP: System for Trenton's Educational  * 47
Planning Volume II '
Systems Analysis for Effective + o 260
Administration :
Systematic Approach to Needs Assessment * 178
Taxonomy of Educational ObYjectives: * 87
The Classification of Educational Goals ’
Handbook I: Cognitive Domain
Taxonomy of Educational Objectives: * i 89
The Classification of Educational Goals .,
Handbook II: Affective Domain
A, Taxonomy of the Psychomotor Domain * A 91
Teacher Competency Development System 44 49
(An Overview)
Teacher Competency Development System * . 93
Booklets 1-2-5-6-7
Teacher Competency Development System * 229
Booklets 19-20-22
A Training Program: Behavioral * 95
Objectives
Use of Experimental Design in Educa- * 231
tional Evaluation
Using Systems Analysis to Implement * 264
Cost Effectiveness and Program Budget-
ing in Education
Where Behavioral Objectives Exist * 114
4
Wri%ing Instructicnal Objectives * 97
. /
Writing Performance Objectives: . * 100
Instructor's Manual for Teachers and )
Administrators
Writing and Using Fehavioral Objectives * 102
Writing Worthwhile Behavioral Objectives * 104

\)‘. 14 15 R '







Source:

Educational Management
-and Evaluation
Consultants, Inc.

210 Colonial Ridge

Moorestown, N.J. 08057

Cost:
$5.00

Copyright: .
1970 §

Advocacy, an interaction game, takes information gathered in
a community assessment in the form of student goals and asks
players to select and rank these goals in order of importance.
Also, it was designed to help people select and rank training
programs necessary to achieve the student goals (e.g. teacher
in-service workshops). One particular advantage of this ac-
tivity is that players assume roles and experience new per-
spectives. 1In Advocécz, participants become members of the
following groups: 1) teachers; 2) students; 3) board members;
4) administrators; or 5) community members.

This approach provides a great deal of interaction among the
players as they actively complete their tasks. Through guided
discussions by group facilitators, goals are ranked on a num-
bered mat and are tabulated at the end of each of three rounds.
Participants can send messages via "runners" or- speak via a
public address system advocating a particular goal. New.goals
may be introduced and proposed before the entire group at any
time. Effective communication steps keep groups informed as
to each other's progress. The final outcome is a list of pri-
oritized student goals and training procedures for achieving
these goals.

The developer of Advocacy views the listing as a school's "de-

velopment blueprint." It is recommended that the game be re-
played every three years to maintain community interest and
support. .
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1. Needs assedsment information is converted onto goal
cards.
A director and facilitators are named. :
A maximum of 150 players is selected for the game. :
\\\ Choices of selection criteria and sampling tech- {
niques are optional. :
4. Players are assigned roles (teathers, citizens, etc.) |
and work in groups of 10/ (10 teachers, 10 students,
etc.) with a game facilitator at individual tables. :

w o

\ 5. (Round I) The groups, through discussion, rank goals
A\ as to importance. Results are tabulated and posted, '
\\ 6. (Round II) The groups prioritize proposed training

programs related to highest ranked goals in Round I. ?
Results again are tabulated and posted. i

7. (Round ITI) The groups match and rank in séts both ;
the highest goals and priority programs. Results
are tabulated and the final list of ranked goals is
prepared.

8. The final report is prepared for the board and
community.

In order to conduct the game, a director (a trained staff

member), one facilitator per table of 10 participants, and a

record keeper are necessary. Limited training is: necessary. 3
Advocacy can be played in 3% hours with a few hours reading

time required before the activity. Pre-planning time is re-

quired by the director and facilitators to gather and prepare

information.

The Game:
involves community interaction.
ranks student goals as well as the training pro-
cedures necessary to achieve the goals. :
... is well-planned; structured. !
... has a short time requirement. i
is very inexpensive to implement.

ERIC T




Atlanta Assessment Project

o
'Sourge:
Atlanta Board of
Education
Atlanta Public Schools
Atlant?, Georgia

Cost:
Contact Source

Copyright:
No (1972)

OVLRVILW:

The goal-setting phase of the Atlanta Assessment Project sug-
gests an effective method of establishing and ranking future-
oriented goals. This model is essentially a case-study des-
cribing an ESEA Title III project. Participating in the rating
angd ranking of goals are representatives of. the community (from
various occupational levels, etc.), educators, and high school
students. Each group is given a list of preestablished goals
developed by a state advisory committee and abstracts of pre-
dictions for the future. A district adopting this approach may
use other sources (e.g. objective banks, local surveys, etc.)
Oor opt to generate its own goal statements. Participants are
involved in three rounds of activities during which goals are
judged as to importance on a six-point scale and then priori-
tized. During each round, each participant makes a series of
judgments, each successive judgment being made in the light of
a summary of judgments ofiall participants in the previous
round. The method is designed to produce increasing agreement
among participants. Results of the Atlanta program show this
method of obtaining concengus to be particularly successful
with community representatiyves. The case study material pre-
sents selection criteria and methods for ensuring cross-
representation of the community. Districts will find the anal-
yses of information received from participants to be compre-
nensive and helpful in determining community perceptions.

The Atlanta case study suggests thé\following steps to be con-
sidered by a district. ”//
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1. Project staff identifies a list of goal statements
developed by a state advisory committee or another
source.

2. Staff edits and revises statements into separate
goals.

3. A questionnaire is designed asking respondents to
rank goals. )

4. Staff prepares a series of abstracts concerned with
possible future conditions/projections. This infor-
mation forms a frame of reference for participants.

5. A representative panel of community members is iden-

’ tified and invited to participate. A variety of se-
lection methods can be used to ensure broad community
5 representation.

6. During three rounds, participants are interviewed and
asked to rate and rank the goals. Additional goals
can be suggested.

Project staff tallies and analyzes information.
This same process is repeated with representative
groups of educators and high school students.

~—~

w0 J

The size and scope of the project will determine staffing and
cost. A director may choose to use outside consultants to
prepare preliminary information (e.g. future predictions),
interview participant.s, and/or analyze information. Required
is a list of educational goals developed by an outside source
or generated by participants. Time commitment will depend
apon how a district chooses to obtain information from partic-
ipants. 1Individual interviews, small group sessions, or a
large group meeting are some of the alternatives.

\

The Assessment Procedures:
q ... have an effective method of obtaining concensus.
are flexible; allow for options (e.g. generating
original/using pre-established, goals).
contain comprehensive analyses and comparisons of
information from various groups (e.g. teachers,
\ students) .
provide community members with insight into the
value of educational needs assessment activities.

| 197” <0
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Community-Perceived Needs Assessment Module

Source:
Research for Better
Schools, Inc.

Administrating for Change;

Program

1700 Market Street
Philadelphia, Pa.
(215) 561-4100

1°103"
Cost:
Contact Source

Copyright:
1973
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Six training modules comprise the Community-Perceived Needs

Assessment Module program.
trict attempting to understand community perceptions.

program is completely self-explanatory and is designed to
give school administrators skills in identifying community

opinions.

The major phases of the program are:
2) ilentifying sampling procedures;

naire (e€.g. rating scale, open-ended); 4) collecting data;
5) processing the information and drawing conclusions for a

written report.

Recommended is a preliminary study in which administrators
identify a problem area, purpose of the study, and methods
to be used (e.g. mailed interviews, structured questionnaires).
Booklet I presents suggestions which make this study relatively

easy to conduct.

Resecrch for Better Schools, Inc., has prepared self-
explanatory manuals which contain clear and specific instruc-

tions.

lines, planning worksheets, post-tests, samples, task sheets,

checklists, etc.

discussion of the advantages and disadvantages of each

apprecach.

20
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They are appropriate for any dis-
The
+
1) planning a project; |
3) preparing a question- ;
|
!
i
|
|
|
Each module consists of instructional material, guide-

Alternatives are presented along with a ’j
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»

e I want to make clear at the outset that whatever represen-

tations there ‘are here that seem worthy and good are'the prod- ) ;

.

- ‘uct of people ffom Minneapolis who aren't here todagi I wish -
you could come and talk with them directly and seq‘the‘Te;cher.
Centér in operation - and you are welcomé. Throuéhvéhe NIE
grant and the Exﬁerimental Schools grant we have facilities '
for meeting you and escorting you through the programs that
are going‘on, and for providing you with goodaand détailgd |
background information.

Let me make three or four points very qﬁickly. The,schboi

district which I represent has 55,600 students. It is losing

enrollment at about the same rate as the suburbs. It has about

90 teaching spaces or buildings of one type-or another, and a
f;culty of 3,300. It is very well éubported, by comparison
Qith other mgjor ciéies, in terms o% maintenanpe budget. It
is decentralized. There are three area superintendents who
exercise the authority of the_superintendent; and I mean do

exercise that authority, sometimes even to the point where 1

&

EA 007 306

sit behind my desk and bite ﬁy ndils because I would rather be

o~y
~

-
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out there on the line. If you have not decentralized, I ask
you as superintendents to keep in mind that you will have to
'adjust your life-styles also, if you are going to give the
authoritycand thé power for the exercice of that aiscretion in
the field. The three decentralized aréas are similar; each
with about 19,000 studenté: and approximately qual distribu-
tion of minority and low-income populations. .

In addition to tﬁese areas there is a fourth area -- the

Experimental Schools area -- which embraces a sector of the
/city clésest té the University of Minnesota. We have had an
excellent relationship with the University bgcajse Dean Merwin
and his colleagues understand city schools and.are concerned

and involved and participate with us. The Expenimental Schools;
Project, called Southeast Alternatlves, now in its fourth year,
was designed to Create éhe opportunity for educational alterna-
tive - not option, but alternative. There is a distinction to

f;’v.ﬂ‘ be made. .

For the nast four years, then, in that Southeast area where
there are approximately 2,100 students, the parents have selected
the style of education they desired for their children - an open
school, .a free scﬁeol, a t;aditional;or conventional school, or
a continuous progress school. The school district made Fhe

v
[

arrangements for the accommodation of that type of learning and

teaching.

In September, 1974, a total of 7,750 elementary students
in Miﬁneapolis made the choice of where they would go-to
school, based on three of the Southeasf models. The model

which we didn't duplicate was the Free School, becaugeathgt
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still has absorptive capacity.

As a ‘process requirement for making our school system
Q " . N L . .
responsive to a changing, multiple clientele, the notion of

inservice and staff development has been paramount.. It was
to this pyrpose that the initf%l NIE grant included-funds for ;
development of the Teacher Center to sgpportcthe Southeast

Alternatives°Project. Approximately eight months ago, we

& -

. secured an add1t10nal NIE grant for the creation of a second

« — . w E
< .

Teacher Center. .y . .

. I have learned that when o¢ne talks to alternatlves, or

~even optlon, which is a lesser degree,oln my Judgment, of
alternative ch01ce in educatlonal stxle, one is really talking

.

to the issue of governance; one is‘really talking to the issue- .
of the sharlng of power.\\I cannot empha51ze that p01nt .too
strongly as. I descrlbe to you what has “happened in Mlnneapplls._

The second Teacher Center,pwhlch is in one of our tnree = < 4
major decentralized areas - the East Area - embraces four .
schools and incorporates some of the work which was accdmpiiehed
in the past two years as ; resnlt of experiences in the South-
east Area. In-this East Area,this year, 4,590 stpdents.and ’
their parents selected a style of learning .+ + . contemporary,
cont:nuous progress or modlfiea open., The East Area Teacher
Center provided faculty w1th the retraining needed to make this ° »
;90551ble. ’ . ) s

In the last five years, if not the last decade, many,  °
many new demands have been placed on schools. In Minneapolis -
this certainly has been true, and some of the things we have

committed to have required us to have sort of a constant ferment,




-4~

a constant welling up of ehe potential of new ideas, new atti—//,,//"
tudes,'new approaches and new concepts. These have included the
commltment of the Board by unanimous vote to alternatlves for '
all chlldren in our 01ty school district by September 1976, and
a reaffirmation in terms of the capacity of our dlstrlct to in-

sure that our children learn adequate communication and compre-

hens1on skllls of all klnds and positive self-image. We are in

,the midst of what we belleve is a successful - although not

perfect -- desegregation move in our city. It is a volunteer
program from the point of view of the School Board; that is, we i
prodyced our o;; plan for desegregation and qandated it on com-
munity. Then we were taken to court for not moving fast enough.
Bug'the'federal court acceptedhour multi-phased plan, and we are
now in the third year of this phase-in, which has required the
changing of boundaries, the thanging ef school organi;ation, the
moving of children. About 12,000 students are moving by bus in
our city for the purpose'of desegregation.

We have concurrently begun a frontal attack on the issue of
individval and institutional racism. A task force of faculty
and citizens has produced a report which is significant and im;
pressive. I was a pareicipant in the development of that study.
It also has been of sufficient concern to me to have had me slow
down in the administrative management of that . particular report
for several months; long enough so that last week some of my
greatest colleagues called a rump session and invited me and
thanked me for not moving faster to provide more administrative

direction with respect to the issue of institutional and indi-

vidual racism. 5
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Desegregation/intégratiOn, alternatives, and decentraliza-
tion have been major changes. And\there have been other changes.
We have created a very, very significant, small bgt impressive
Department of WO&en's Studies and' its staff has produced signif-
icant information requiring many of our faculty and administra-
tors to alter their ‘approach toward those statements and those
behaviors which have contribufed to what my colleagues call

."blatant sexism."

There is now, for the second year, a Department of Indian
Education; I think the only one in the nation which has its
major source of support from local school digprict funds.

Progress has been made in all of these areas, §ncluding
a transcending commitment £o the nbtiOn of improving human rela-
tionships. With all of these c0ncurréﬁt'chéhges in the public
schools of Minneapolis, there has been a need for a significant
emphasis on teacher and staff development; a need to provide
opportunity for teachers and other staff people to find oases,

A

where in the guiet and the calm they could reexamine that which
. -

they had done and consider that which they were being called

upon or. were responding voluntarily to do in order to make the

district more responsive to its clients. Hence the notion of

doing things as they had always been done has given way to the
requirement for change. 1In large measure chandge and retraining
for change has been strongly supborted by the Federation of
Teachers, Local 59, the exclusive bargaining agent, and by thé
CMEA, which is the‘NEA affiliate, which does not have the au-

thority now, based on an election, but which also has stood in

strong support of the efforts of the school district.

6




The traditional inservice model.wasn't working particularly
well for us. He knew this in the period wlien we were developing
thé séﬁtheast Altéénaélves Program, with itg 2,109 students in
si; schools - elgméntary, junior and senior high school. We
thought.we néeded a new way to develop a process. We needed to
develop an opbortunity‘for teachers to learn new skills qithout
threat, or intimidation, or the uncomfortableness which coges ’
.to any of gs.when we know we ought to go and relearn, or ogght
to go and expose ourselves to someone or something that knows
more than we know. That has never been a comfortable thing for
me to do and, it certainly wasn't for many ‘others who ;ecpgnized

similar retraining needs.

’

The new deliverf system for inservice training in Minneapolis -

began in 1972, when the Teacher Center was first developed to
servehthe Southeast Alternatiées séctor.ﬁ The Center;s specific
charge was to meet the training-needs of faculty and parents,
to involve them.in providing a number of alternatives at the
elementary and the secpndary level; and éo do it‘effect%vely;
to the end that we could prove that we were capable 6f judi-
ciously exﬁegding a significant aqpunt of federal money to im-
prove educational opportunities for Minngapqlis students.

A year later, the Southeast Teacher Center became the
Minneapolis Public Schools University of Minnesota Teacher Center
with new duvties as well asaa new relationship. The new Center,
operating with funds from both the school district and the uni-
versity, began te participéte,in new curriculum development at
both the school and the college level, blendipg préservice and

inservice training. It became a brokér to and of people and

04
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services-between the two institutions. It provided'new roles
for teachers and community péople by way of temporary assign-
ments to the Center, to which they could go and e*amine and
determine how beiter to meet the requirements impésedhupon them
as principals, consultants, teachers or students,or éarents~

Now a satellite Teacher Center has been developed in the

East Area of Minneapolis, and it is that grant which Mark Tucker

.8poke of specifically. Teacher centers weren't invented in

Minneapolis - you know that. . The unique aspect of the Minneapolis

.Teacher Centers, in my judgment, is that the consumer determines

to a great extent what it is that he or she needs to be part of
a changing educational institution.

. The consumers -- the teachers or principals or parents or
teacher aide§ -- decide what theiineeé}to know and ﬁg& they
want to get it. Then, by Submitting”a brief written proposal,
they’ask a grant-making, decision-making governing board of
their fellow teachers and parents for the mone§ and the means
to get the training they want. In the East Area, this gsvernihg
board is composed of eight parents selected from the community
(two from each of the four schools served by the Center), an
equal number of teachers, and one principal selected by his or

her colleagues from the four particiﬁating schools. This board

" sets the guidelines. This board makes the decisions. We believe

|

there will be a multiplying effect in terms of the experiences
. i

of those who ask the Center to arrange training opportunities.
Training is for varying periods of time dependent upon the
project.

This model encourages risk taking, because no one has to

8

.
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‘ admiﬁza professional deficiency to those higher in the adminis-
trative structure. I want to illustrate that in just a moment
by the chart. This model serves everyone - teachers, aides,
principals, parents. All heye a stake in it. They all have a
voice in its services and projects. This kind of ownership cap-
tures and motivates people as no other management etrategy can,'

in my—judgment. It gives strong support and impetus to efforts

" . to bring about major changes, and to preserve and press forward -

on those major changes, which I believe hate/ggge Minneapolis -
schools, to some degree, unique in'terms of a relatively large
city's public schools. ) T ’

The Teacher Center serves as an "influence.agency" for the
development of the schools' programs; but it has no controlling

role over the administration of a givenxschoold /
The goals of the district are easily aseimilated in the |

Centers. The Centers become supnort systems, helping systeme,

to see that these goals are accomplished An added bonus is

the potential ripple effect which we a&ready have some evidence

" of, but could not generalize from in ter@s of certainty.

These benefits, as set forth by those who are my colleagues

- \
and are in the Teacher Centerzdelivery system, include the po-

Wtential for developing a special university project where there
is a reei trade-off of services and benefits between the Uni-
versity and the school district. The alienations and the die-
tances have been too great, in my judgment, in the past.

NIE has made provision for documentation and analysis of

the East Area Teacher Center project. I met last week with the

investigators, and I was impﬁsssed with the intensity of their
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interrogatories and also with the knowledge they revealed:.of the,

fact that public schools are dlfferent institutions andi need

special attentions and special arrangements.

I have some feelings of uneasiness that the evaluation will

not attempt to find out whether there was, in fact, an effect

on the students and how mueh more they learned than they might

have ‘learned had we stayed with traditional patterns, although

_we produce each year in our city a profile of student performance

_for every school. I don't piecé particular stock in that, al-

\

“"“though our students do as well as those in any system - the key’

‘- ) S

is wbat individuals do within the system.

>

There is evidence‘also,:again which can't be generalized,

\

of enthueiasm on the part of teachers and principals to get

training time in the Centers, tﬁat attitudinal change has come'

about.

li

)

Now let me just show you on this chart how the Teacher

Cénters fit into the system. This is the Minneapolis Schools,

\\ and startlng at the left with the Minneapolis line is the Board

and the superlntendent. Actually, I really think that in terms

\

of my involvement the parallel line over here should have the

University president, with whom we made theafirst contractual

arrangement, and the dean of the college would be working with

the deputy superlntendent - that is my great colleague, Harry

Vakos.

*
H

All around is the total community, and I want to say to

- you that increasingly our faculty and staff have learned how

to respond to a variety of demands on the part of community.

There is a comfortableness that never was existent before in

10

}

f
/
/
/
|
/
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terms of our people meeting, conferring and talking. In some
situations, teachers perspectivé to a given school faculty have
been 1nterV1ewed by parent groups. Principals in mahy cases
recently have appeared before a parent group - not that the :%
group,hé//had the authority to make flnel dECISlon, but rather
that it wants to convey what is expected in terms of behav~or
and attltude ‘and approach to 'those who asplre to become teachers
.or principals in those given schools. In the last analysis,
the authorlty is with the superlntendent and the School Board,
but the interventlon 15-51gn1f1cant.

. Here, then, As the community which elects eight”’ people to’
the Teacher Center Board. Here ks the West Area, here is the
North Aiéa, here ie the East Area and here is the Southeast
-Alternatives area:\\That is;\the school~district with its four
geogrephic areas, with area superintendehté and a director of
the Séutheast Alterh¥tivesJ/'The Southeagt Alternatives Project
next September will Ee included in the-West Area and this line
will be\eropped eut\ Here are the p&rap&ofesgiouels and the
support personnel. Here are the teacheﬂe, principals and the
area superintendents. Obviously that should be inverted, but
in trahitional ways that is the line ano staff.

Here is the Teacher behter Board, drawihg its authority
from the appointments of school adminigtration and the sanctioh
of the Board of Regents of the University and that President
through the Dean, and here if the central Teacher Center Boerd,
to which my colleague Fred Héyen, director of the University of
Minnesota/Minneapolis Public gchool Teacher Center, reports.

Here we hope other centers will be created to serve the

41
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‘North and West Areas.

z

The point I want to makedis that this chart should show
easy access to trainihg at any level and without' requirement
for lots of base”touching In ;ther words, teachers can move
qulte comfortably horlzontelly y without goxng on up the structure

of the system They file their own applications for admission.
[ ~

' They move laterally in. There isn't tremendous presgure imposed

.upon them. I am sure that the thoughtful teacher will touch

bgse with his or her principal. . The thoughtful director will

[ -

;‘1et an area superintendent know he or she is applying. There

rd

-

'ﬁs a self-generating and creative and easy access through-ﬁhese

\ |
openings iQto the Center. Once people get in, they may_dﬂscover’

- @Ithat the pr1nc1pal from some schepl has applied and is 1n; that
there are a couple of teacher axdes, one parent and five or
seven other teachers in for varylng reasons to do the1r thlng

- for a week, two weeks, five weeks, seven weeks - it depends on
what the project is. I should sag*that I do not mean "in"
literally, for although the Teacher Center arranges for train-

ing, the ‘training takes place in a variety of locations and

stéftings.

\ ! ‘ y /

And then there is easy access out ang not a lot of tension
and éressure. The teacher, or the\parapre}es51onal, or the ~
parent - each has done what he or she wanted to do. Each has
done it, hewever, within the guidelines which are set forth
here, by the School Board. There will be no violation in terms
of lettJ.ng people golin with an effort to disorient the major
thrust of the school dl:trlct as set by the Board of Educatlon.‘

LY

But there is, nonetheless,4a)hlgh level of tolerance w1th
...-4‘

~

~
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Y \
;espect to what they may carry in as their purpose for study.
I think.Q‘will let it go at that withione statement further,
and that is thét this transference of a gqvefnmental control
process does, itlseeﬁs to me, suggest a much.mofe viable way for

us to orient ourselves to the multitude of new tasks which are

imposed upon those of us in public education.

i
JBD3cl 7/7/75
Superintendent's Office
Minneapolis Public Schools
Minneapolis, Minnesota
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TABLE T-- INSTRUCTTONAL OBJTCTIVES

Section 1:
. (Quricnlum I‘l.mmm, wroup) <

. - - - A
Undg 1: Plapning Objectaves L

R Y

The user will be able to:
-

h differ f1on 8the fds of ob-
i, Jestives, sy cifnteal v instries
- tidmal ohm.tm. s, behavioral

obﬂ.ctwc*‘-, “ind pmynm ‘objoc-
tives.

2. Seclect and devclop plamun;.
.object jves. -

~

thit 2:- Préorities and Neserical

The user w111 be able to:

1. EFxamne the, relationship be-
tween priorities and prefer-
ence assignnts.

3 .

2. Recognize mportance of
pnontg\cx 11 the evaluntion of
a system’s perfiomance.

The user will be able to:

1. Identify aiternative ways of

23 Detemine and devetop eriteria
(it a wchool district can usg
to decide which progray stine-
ture is suitable” for ther
- newds.

thuts 4 § &:

4 fheir Use
N
M uset will be'able to;

1. Kdentify altemative types of
pcrfonmnc(, criteria,

p(.rform.mcc indicators instead
of other performuice measures.

3. Draw sumtary conclusions

from rtesults, /

..... gecwermms-emameeemanmannn

Pre (c;em.c;, for I hnmnp bjectives

- 4
3. Utilize two nltcrmt ive methods
. for assigning prigritics to
plamnng objcctives, .
Unit 3 Program Structure .

 mmmamemecsewe-zaPsassEEEEEEescseTmame
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perfonnince Indicators)=t
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tmit 1: How to-Develop Your Perfor-
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-. materialss
2

tnit 2:

mg uécr will be apble to: -

otion 2: .-chunnuw ln‘plcmcnt won
(! urriculim Plaming Goup).

Su;,ge:t an organizational struc-
ture for the tash force which

stpports the etfective deyvelop-
nent of pcrfomumc indiéators.
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Provide guxdclmcx and consider-
ations for the development of
quality-contro}lc! pertormance
indicators and other related

avmasre=laasevanmnnan=re asemssruum

How to&){:‘gn' the
hmplementatyon/Year

!LVclorp an implementation plan
for the use of- performince indi-
cators during the coming

school year. -

Develop a schedule which will
make the mplcmcntatwn pos-
sible. :
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Section 3:

Project Minacer

(Project Minager)

The user will:

1.

i)

-

3.

4.

Becdme familiar with the

underlying asstuptions upon

which the comprehensive
plxuung process is based.
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able to understand and

spocify all'of the tasks
to be performed. *
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Be able to detenmine nhat

»resources will he neaded”

for the project in teums

of personnel,
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Be able to estimate costs
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General Criteria | Lot
- &

1. Willingness to establish a highly participatory decision-
making process; i.e., involving those who have information -
to contribute .and those ‘'who will he responsible for imple-
menting the decisions made;

Willingnes$ to use Indicators of Performance for a minimum
-.of three years% assuming, of course, that the staff is
willing; ) > :
Y . a 2 B

Willingness to consider feasible alternatives to -existing

programs based,ons the recommendations of tcachers, prin- -

cipals, and other “administrators which résult from implc-
s menting the planning cffort;

‘“—*—A;“-Wijlingncssito commit an adequate budget for the cffort;

. 2o - ..

5. Willingness to have all 'stalf involved with Indicators ol
Performance respond to RBS cvaluation and monitoring forms
50 that the planning process.may be improved.

T < -

Start Up and Ist Swmer Considerations’

=

1. Agrcement to assign an individual to be responsible for
managing the planning process for the district. (This
individua?l is the Project Manager.) If only oné curricu-;
Twfi-area is involved, ‘this person may be a curriculum

——

~ coordinator. ) -

2. Agreement to -dentify and pay interested teachers and

principals (8%15 per curriculum area) to complete a three-

’ day individualized in@rodqpﬁion to the basic skills and
techniques involved. (It is possible to divide the three-
day session into scveral scgments.) ) ‘

¢ v - .
Agreement to allow the teachers and principals who com-
plete the introductory session to develep performmce
indicators and Teachers' Manuals duringa two week session
carly in the swmmer. . : "

Agreement to pay. for the reproduction costs comnected with

printing performance indicators and Teachers' Minuals for
use in the school district during the coming school year.

25
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1st School Year Considerations

P @ -
/

- , 1. Agrcement to involve all teachers who voluntarily decide
. . to participate during the-coming school year. =

-

=

: . e — :
. L 2. Agrcement to allow classroom teachers to maintain confi-’ :
e dentiality of information while principals receive summary

building-level information and the superintendent reccives
sumrary district-level information.

B 3.- 1t is suggested but not‘mandatogz>that the school district

- T — __usc the ddta processing system developed in_conjunction o
: . _with this plggning‘proccss. ' .0 T

4. AgZ;ément to Le open to recommcndations for change made by -
: ' teachers and principals. p 9 -

5. Agreement to revise and reproduce performance indicators
and ‘Teachers' Manuals for the coming year.~

o

_2nd. Summer and School Years , e Elkiﬂmﬁ ) ) .

- . E . 'gi« ] ) '”f’i - —i == ,71

e i - " . = 1. Agrecment to repeat the -planning -experience of the provious .
year and to allow teachers and princCipals to participate U o5

on a strictly voluntary hasis..

: . . 2! Agrcement to take :dction-on any feasible reconmengat ions
: ‘ L for program improvement derived "from the recommendations
e et . made by teachers and principals.

Probably- the mos* important of the criteria mentioned above is .

= the requirement for broad-based participation. Tt is essential that

N

. those *who arc involved in any change, especially those required to

Jmplement it, be given the opportunity as well as the regbonsiﬁilityi

- to provide input in the decision-making process.

Another strategy of great importance is assigning a Project Manager,

- who assumes responsibilit for coordinating the entire yvamning effort. .
- . H - . B k4 . l ‘L) "~ . N

Unless this organizing, Coordinating, and monitoring, function is per-
. - formed, no new effort can have a positive prognosis. [Ihe Project Manager

%

AFulTxt Provided by ERIC
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takes responslhlllty for the managemcntz of a prOJGCt3 to: 1nsufé’thdt the
spec1fled end state or Lqpablllty is reached within the time, cost, and

performance specif?cations of that-pnOJectu The person who acts as

-Pro;ect Manager could be a teacher, a principal, a curriculum spec1d1xst

=

or an assistant superlntendent depending .on the sizc and scope of thc

s

project involved.

-

2Management,invblves four major functionsg

1. planning activities

2. "organizing people to perform the activities
3. motivating people to coordlnate their efiorts
4

. controlling the process and the- performance of the
project as- it progresses.

= ¢

I~

P e R

»

A pro;ect is-defined as an. effort Which has a spec1f1ed goal

“starting and completion dates, a definite budget, and a stated-accep-

table level of performznce.
17
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In the follow1ng sections of .this paper, a dcta1led rev1ew is pre-
" sented’ of the Ncshamln/ School DlStTICt efforr to initiate a pldnnxng
proecss, toqcthcr WJth a dl%CUSblOH of ;hc effects to date of that
cffort and* the e(tcnt to whlch the objgctlvcs of this approach were

lhls rcvxew of the Neshaminy effort has been organized in

- THE NESHAMINY,EFFORT

Pt

¥ a

tOplCS listed below: ) . : -
RBS'InVOlvement-with Neshaminy PRI

Parthipatxon by Neéhamlny Personnel o 7,;‘f,~"
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Attltudcs oan1str1ct Plannlng Group dnd Classroom Teachers
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Prlor to the. 1nvolvement of Neshmnlny Schoo] D1str1ct thh RB9 some
of the bablc c0ncepts of the compfihenslve planning process were out-fr
lxned in a;doctoral dlSSCtﬁéEion.
a plannxng:process’ggdfbeen developed in cooperat1onmw1th two school
districts and extens1ve personal contact hy member< of the RBQ staff

had been gnvéieed

cxperlences hdd bcen subjected to technical review by stﬂff members from

- H

x. fv—.

4 lhe procedures rclatpd to. 1n1t13t

’ - -

Instructlonal materlals based on- these flrst hand

s s
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lcmknn, Sanford
Impxovan Resource Allocations for School Systems.
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A Cost-Effectivéness Evaluation Apﬁrbuch to
Philadelphia:

7 TResearch for Better Schools, Inc., Jtnuatyﬂ—1970
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various otﬁ_er school districts. The most critical® determl;m,;lon the .
: development tcam was trying to make (ll;ring this period was to asscss
the extent to which these materials could be used by school district
- o ’ T » .
pér-soi’mel to initiate a,plz'mning process effectively without reliance N o T
upon outsxde experts or consultants. -« L . 7
= In an dttompr to develop 1n('onmt10n upon wh1ch to base thts .v~.soss-
“ment, RBS mst:tutod a scarch for a school district where dnstrut ‘
pcrson.nol were wnllmg to take part in an oxnerlmenta] pro;,ram and to ¥ E
moot the criteria spoufled for using these materlals. Personnel from ‘7 - -
‘ @he' Neshaminy School Dis tI‘lCt proflled in 'Iable 1T below, expresxed
'iﬁterést in-this venture. ~ - :t,
] TABLE TT=“PROFILE OF TIE NESHAMINY SCHOOL DISTRICT
- : ) by s
g Total I)L,tru:t Populdtmn 760,0(')0 - i ‘"’T,;j‘
Type: of Ax:ea -7 ' e - - Suburban ‘ . "c‘g,?“'"“
. " “frade Profile s V6, 7-9, 10-12 3 .
G - Q}Jdept 'Po’p-ulatif)n . ) - . 13,500 , 7 7 | EN
;:‘ ; Etfhni'gi"(;‘omposition'!:! I _ .- Black__ l%f 1 - 7 1;?;’
T - - S White ‘gé'% g
= ‘ Other 1% o ‘
‘Number of Buildings: ,l-llm‘ncntt'fijy S 10 ’ ~
I Junior High Schools 3
° . Mighschool % 1. '
}chool District Stalf: “ Central Office \i“x\ 28
o . Building Level ‘ :\\236*
Total District Budgé:t = 19 . $18,701\Z’;\,‘800” -
)
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- After initial discussions, representatiyegﬁowaBS and the Neshaminy
é School District exccuted the following Letter of Intent:
;o . C ' 0 © April 18, 1972 ‘
: = The purpose of this letter is to document a=joint e
arrangemegt bétween Neshaminy School District dnd -Rescarch

for Better Schodls for the-use of Comprchensive” Planning's
instructional materials for developing performance indicators.
This effort would: start in May of 1972 and would at:lcast

continue-through school year 72-73. :

K

The items arc as follows: .
2T e
(WL - - B Lo N .
4+ - — l. “The general: acCeptance by both parties,of- the
# " . 7 criteria for providing a school distri¢t with
% Yndividualized'§cl£-instr@ctiongl’hatdrials
in-Comprehensive Planning listed on the e
s attached pages. - "
© ' 2% Neshaminy Schaol I)le:,lojit specifics. . — — —
e G e e T TS T -
) a. ‘to dévelopipc?formdﬁgé indicators in )
© mathematicg trom kindergarten through T —
mat : ) ! Ften through :
. . twelfthgrade———— . R ~
. b. to Use these -indicators in at least 2
classes per grade level in the dis:.
trict. A :
- yd . N -
.~ c. to train-staff in modules 1 and 2 of
Comprehensive Planning which would in-
volve 1 week activities prior to the
- ‘cloke of school and 2 weeks during the
. sunmmer . ' - )
: d. to tdke responsibility for covering the
: . costs of the project except as enumerated
: ‘under RRS section, .
: ¢. to,provide information to assist Rescarch . ‘
: for Better Schools to evaluate its product. .
E L 3. Research for Better Schools spécifics . E -
: a. to provide all self-instructional materials
: . -~ and any assistance that may be necessary
. = to supplement the materials.

s,

f#g.

t
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L~ N ‘ -
) . b. ‘to'tollect information necessary for
: v, ’ evnluqting'cffcctiVChcqq of material,
. ‘;777“' T . -fo pay: $500.00 toward Neshaminy School
O, = District's costs and to covér the data
ot ’ jprocessing costs of scoring the indica-
tors for up to 1500 students in the
cvent that time limitations and other
, — constraints make it .infeasible for the
- district to 1ncorporate this capability
. : - on-théir data proce551ng system ,
_ % ‘ - b 7 - - - s :
. NESHAMINY SCHOOL DISTRICT - -
) BY: . -
T4 . (DATTY)
B U A T e
*;_ii' ] ¢ . - #r_,’-_‘_____‘,._e-f"-“
. RESEARCH FOR BETTER SCHOOLS, TNC.
" L By: - s
' (DAI )
TITLE:
- . : f‘;ring the first year, Neshaminy School District initiated curriculum

~planning in Mathcmatics. In view of the information sought, an attempt

was made to keep contact between RBS staFf membérs and district per--

sonnel to, a minimun. Detailed records werc maintained on all verbal
communication between Neshaminy and RBS indicating the typc of contuct

the purpose, and the pcoplc involved, until initial txaxnlng had hccn

<

completed, perfofmance indicators had been developed, and the pcrlonu:ncv

indicators developed by the district staff‘were being administered. As
DA :

Y B
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- indicated in lablc 111, lcbb than scvcn hours of verbal communication

L -}
-

took place in a pcrlod 1dst1ng about 51K¢UK1 half months Over a

: . third of the eommunlcatlon t1me recorded was related to dintroducing

@

the pToposal for cooperation between RBS and Neshamlny and discussing

: .- the posstbility of pursuing thls effort. Another third of the com-
-v~municétibn time recorded was related to collecting feedback on the'suc-
- cess, or laek thereof Neshamlny was exner1enc1ng’w1th this approach .

to planning. Lcss than 2- i/2 hours of conmunlcatlon time were,-——**”'”f}

actually required. for the;pupposcsqu7provld1ng information not in-

=——¢Jtded in the instfuctional materials and resolving.difficulties en-
: ¢

-

. ceuntered.; (Most of éhis timfiwas spent correcting flaws which
the:NeshaminyAstaff had -discovered in the instructional exercises.)
ApprOXLmathy eight communications recorded hetwecn October, 1972
and June, 1973 were- rclated to data- procesé%%g techniques: Nuring that
- perlod RBS was actJné Js liaison between personnel in Neshamlny and
the staff of the computer facility,'ln order to provide a quality control

check on the éomputcr programs -being developed. RBS staff members

vistted Neshaminy twice in early 1973 when district personnel started

to expand their p]anning,capabilifk to the Language Arts curriculum

area. By 1973, there were no lénger any financial ties between

Nesﬁhminy‘and‘RBS (see the Letter of Intent on page 16) and school

dlbtrlLt pexsonnc? were in dlreet contact with the computer processing ‘

yv“%‘-a

y

'i

faclllty. Thus, with less than threc days of veng} communication

hetween Neshaminy Schodl: District personnel and Research for Better
= ‘l)o A

7 e




TABLE IIT - VERBAL COMVMUNICATION BETWEEN NESHAMINY SCHOOL

DISTRICT AND RESEARCH FOR BETTER SCHOOLS -

Date - Tvpe of Contact— " ~ Personnel Purpose : ' Duration

- __April 7,-1972 Meeting (Neshaminy) Asst. Program Director, R8BS To introduce Comprehensive - 1-1/2 hours
- Planning Comp. Director, Planning and deterine if
- RBS Neshaminy staff would be

Asst. Supt. ] interested in a joint agree-’

Principal : -ment to field test materials.

+

s e
April 28 Meeting (Neshaminy) Planning Comp. Director, To provide a general intro- 1 hour
- - RBS duction..to-cofiprehensive
Math, Coor.* _____———plannirg and deliver a se
o of materials, e

Meet/ingﬂ(Nesﬁémjiny)' *Planning Comp. Director, . .To affim RBS support 20 minutes
- RBS e to staff. i '

' _Planning Coor., RBS
Math Curriculum Advisory . )
Cormittee (13 people) -

Telephone . ) Math Coor.’ to Plarining Question zbout budget 30 minutes
Comp. Director, RBS information in Basic
. Skills and.Concepts
Manual,

Telephone Math Coor. to Planning . Questions regarding exer- 30 -minutes
Coor. and Developer ~ cises in Units 3 and 5. - ’
Meeting (Phila.) Planfling Comp. Director, General summation of plan- - 2 hours -
. RBS ning activities to date
Plarning Coor., -RB8S and debriefing on develop-
Developer, RBS ment activitiles.
Math Coor.

September 12 Telephone Math Coor. to Planning  Oral evaluation of Project 20 minutes
: Coor., RBS Manager's Manual, - e

-

September 22 Telephone Math Coor. to Planning General questions about " 20 minutes
: Coor., RBS - data processing procedures.-

TOTAL -6~1/2 hours
*Select:d by the district to act as Project. Manager_ for the planningzeffort.,

=

D

e
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Schools staff member@ over—a two- year perlod the Nesham1ny staff

—

P -

;;successfully 1n1tlated a. plannlng effort which had been expanded to.

inveive 300 stalf members in 14 buildings in two curriculum areas.

Participation by Veshamlny Personnel

Participation by Neshaminy School District personnel over ‘the two-

year effort to initiate a planning capability is detailed in 1hb1¢ v.

)

During the fxrst year, 5% of-_the district's teachers participated in

-~

the plannlng cffoxt which was initiated in the LUIPI”ulum area of

Mathcmatltx During the sccond yoar when the planning cffort was

.&c

.. expanded to xncludc the currxculum arca of Ianguage Arts, more than

WM

15% of the dlbtllct s teachers were voluntary part1c1pants in this
—profgct. nThese participants included teachers from every building in

- 1

the district, from six grade levels ranging from third to tenth grade.

Attltudes of nustxltt Planning Croup and (lassroom Teachers -

' The dxﬁtrlct Mathematics planming group, which dcvcgopcd the K- 12

'p%rformuncé indicators, acquired skills. which Few ol ‘them had possessed
-

to any dcgrce before using thesc instructional materials. Thegr re-

sporise to the planning procesqhwas highly positive, espec1a11y after

" they saw the”end products which were developed. Fhe planning group

anluded members from ecach of the fourteen schools in the dlStrlCt who

provided important contacts between the planning group andathe’c1ass-

==

room teachers and the principals in the various district sschools. ™
o o

[

B

. | W‘h
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TABLL AV - LXPANSTON OF NESHAMINY SCHOOL DISTRICT PLANNLNG EFroRy
1972 10 1974
) CURRTCGULUM — _
. PLANNING GRADE NUMBER -OF- - NUMBER OF NUMBER OF
CURRICULIIM GROUP ~ 7 LEVELS TEACHERS BUILDINGS STUDENTS
AREA YR.| NO./POSITION ~INFLUENCED | PARTICIPATING | REPRESINTED INVOLVED
- 1} 12 - Teachers 3rd T a 10 - 372
9- - 4 =
71 1 - Curriculum . oth . - 19 10 520
2 Coordinator| . . = )
: ' *8th 2 3 04
i to 2 - Principals -
1 oth 6 3 171 -
170 \
o Y & 10th 2 1 1.
7 = A —— s s s btk —— %i;
. T Total 50 Total 14 Total 1450
| MAEMATICS | L e : .
N - 1| 14 - Teachers 3rd 23 10- 640
9 ’ = . .
7 1 - Curriculum 6th 2 . 10 744
3 Coordinator 7th 3 | 91 l
10 2-- Principals 8th ? %65,
L ‘ 9th 8 3 A11
Y 10th - 9 - 457
7 - Totdl 79 Total 14 Total 2912
4 o . <
. RIS
9 =
4 7 ) .
o z ‘
to ’ -
.%E - -
. . {1)
7
LANGUAGE ARrs | 3
1| 15 = Teachers _ 4th s 24 10 075 -,
9 . .
: 1 - Curriculum |
Z Coordinator| =~ 7t > 3 884
) 1 - Pringipal 10th™” .8 b . L
’ toy = - ’ Total 41 g Totyl 14 Total 2323 )
1 17 = - e
ol
7
- et B > I T
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_the school ycar. This approach is tremendously valuable, since lt
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Planning group rombers were impressed by the way in which test
(performince) items could be developed which were based upon the specific
planning objectivegﬂoutlined for each of the K-12 grade levels.

They began to sce how useful such a tool could be in supplying informu--

tion directly to various staff members.

Members of the planning group met during the school 9éar to review
the results of thc fall and spring adm1n15trat1on of performance indi-
cators.' Again their response during this review was positive, as they

attemptéd to analyze the collected data.

’ During the summer “of 1973, members of the Mathematics pldnanQ

~group conducted a full-scale review of specific 1tems This analysis

resulted in a numbcr of changes: (1) various 1nd)cntor itcms were

>

added, delctcj or altered, (2) contcnt obJeLtlves were shnfted from

onc grade level to anothcr and (3) suggestlons were developed to assist
\
classroom teachers. in hetncr meeting the stated objectives.

Per formance 1nd1cator9 were- also developed for additional grade

1evels during the sumner of d973

.

The c1q5broom teachers wbo used the performance lndIC?tOTQ were

also ent‘husmstw since these mstruments enable tn.em to determlnf'

class mastery of concepts in the fall and measure class progress during

dssists teachers in.determining how best to allocate the 1nstruut10nal
time available: Members of the Mathcmatic$ planning group and the

Project Manager of fered their personal assistance to any classroom

on
ey




Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

ki

. - ’ ! ‘ . 2
teachers who needed help. Teachers'’ hhhua{g developed as a part of -thr
planning process also were provided for the classroom teachers.

Before the spring adminisxratién of the performance indicators,

, ! - ' ) - N :
teachers arc encouraged to divide their classes into three equal "achieve-

ment' ‘groups (upper, middle, lower). In this way, teachers can deter- .
mine how successful they have been with their own classes, teaching ¢ ‘ R
students at the various achievement levels. Neshaminy teachers con- %

sidered this a.valuable abproach.

Since performance indicators are administered on a strictly volun- . W
B . , o . § N . t: . =g <
tary basis, teacher acceptance of their use has been excellent. fhey . S
L 2
report that, :lthough it is time-consuming to administer the indicators - o

3

and séore the results, the effort is worthwhile because of the feed-
back sbpplied. They support the ¢onlidentiality of data which profccts
the individual teachers. [Fach individual*ggéchﬁg sces only the results
for hés own classroom, together with total district results for the
same curriculum area at the same grade levél.‘nﬁach‘principal sces
total results for all classes in his building at each sqgject;and grade
level, together with total district results by grade 155E§;?5? the. B
same curriculum arcas. Members of the centrai office stgﬁ@ sec only the

-

cdistrict results.

[n summary, members of the planning group, classroom teachers, : .
Faitding principals, and central office stalf all reported positively
regarding the use of the per{formance indicators in the Nesham’ -y School

District. ' .

S|

«

o
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Findings 'to Date at the District, Building and Classroom lcvels

i
™

The importance of planning.becomes obvious when a problem arises

&

and it is already too late either to anticipate all of its ramifica-

e —

" -tions or to collect data upon which an appropriate solution can be

~ based. Although many of the advéntdg057Which dccrue from the time and
resources invested in planning only bc&omé'apparént,ove}‘time, some
R - -t 4 -
%:’*» benefits are immediate. 7339 £indings outlined below were recognized by
Neshaminy School nistrictrpé;sonnel aé they initiated their planning ‘
activities. FinﬁingS'and?planning ﬁrocesg difficgltics or concerns

- ) :
are listed at the districty building, and classroom levels. -l .
o ”~ » : N T

.
¢ *

District Lével

-

1. It wes discovcxﬁd that the igstructional approach being
: used was- de-emphasizing basic rote mathcematic skills
S well below the priority established for that planning
: ohjective. . ’

7{_‘3(:? @ i s .

2. ‘The Neshaminy Mathefiatics Curriculum Advisory Committee
related thésplanning-objectives they had developed to the |
Mathematics course of study outline which they had previous-

, . ’ " .1y beentworking onz The documents produced as a result of
= this additignal work were: oo
: N o,

Pﬁeliminagyaﬁdition Course of Study for Pre-Alpcbra
l\hthematics;émd-‘/'th and 8th Grade Mathematics
% G .

Agebra I & ¢,

i

|
{

Algebra i1

Algebra 11T - ”
- 3. (Content objectives were moved to more appropriate Q}udé
: . . levels. P R
. 4. Suggestions werc'dcvclopcd to wssist teachers in carrying
out difficult content objectives.

28
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Planning Concerns

1. Scoring individual tests and transferring items to scoring
sheets is a time-consuming process. Means are being
explored to provide students with multiple choice answers..

It may not be necessary to test all studerits at each level -
or building each year.- A monitoring system should be
devised to focus on spegific areas. ‘ :
The duplication and distribution of materials presents
a major problem. Fxtra staff . (temporary) are needed to
accomplish the task quickly. '

Bui 1ding Level . .

huring the school year, high school students tended to
forget the Math taught the previous year; that is, they
performed better on review items on the pre-indicator than
on the post-indicator. B - el

T T - » H

Planning Concerns

1. Building principals need information about the specific
purposes for using per formance . indicators. 'They nced -
assistance in determining how to allocate resources
(human and material) in remediating specific deficiencies
which have been identified. :

Classroom lLevel

1. ﬁmdwwsmwﬂwvmmlmxvﬁmvﬂmlmwnMgomhummm
in the classroom, as wc%}‘us to deal with ipdividual student

problems.

-

Teachers were spending too much time on material previous*-
ly taught. . T T

some of the traditional approaches being used did not
produce the deg}réd achievement. New approaches werc

developed to assist students 1n master ing. particularly
difficult concepts. -

o>

e
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“developed by Rescarch for Better Schools té guide-such an effort.
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Planning Corcerns

1. Since- the.program is voluntary, there is a good chance
that the teachers who would profit most from partici-
pating will choosc not to participate.

-
=

2. Some teachers view the perfemuance indicator as an in-
dividual diagnostic tool rather than as the group in-
strument it is. This point must be emphasized in future
planning sessions. .

&

Initial Use of [mstructional Materials--Summary of Findings

Members of the Neshaminy Mathematics Curriculum Advisory Committe,

a standing committce under the direction of I'red Stewart, District

Mathematics and Science Coordinator, met to discuss initia;ing;a - .

planning process in the district and to evaluate instructional materials

e
rd

Thirteen teachers and two principals attended two sessions. held in June

“and August of 1972. ) C -

- =

At the end of June, this committee met as g planning group for

one full day and (ive afternoons to cover the material presented in - .

the Basic Skills and Con¢epts manual. (The material covered in this =

manua b had been pilot-tested and subscquent ly reviaed.)

¢

« In mid-August, the' comrittee spent two weeks constructing perform- o

res

ance indicators in accordance with the instructional materials presented

in the Beginning Implementation manual.

*

o a . . .
The Basic Skills and Concépts manual was considered understandable,

s

however, members of the planning group did not fully prasp the concepts

*

presented until they had completed all five units. Some uncertainty is '

20

=
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to be expected and, indecd, may oven be desirable, when new concepts are
being prcgcntcd . ' - ’ - ﬁ

. L Unlts 1, 2, and 4 were rated highly on overall understdndablllty and’

clarity; mcmbcxs of the planning 5roup discovered inaccuracies in thc

: answerb to excrcises in Units 3 and 5, and thosc units werc dppropxtatcly . . '

— e P - —

revised,,
In b~no ral, the reSpondents were ''very satisfied" with the two wecks

they spent using the Bcgihning,Implcmcntatton,munuul; This cffort resulted

_in the construction of Mathematics performance. indicators for grades K-12.
’r -
They bidicated that the steps anOlVCd in indicator construction were
clearly explained and that ample time had been allotted. rurthcrmoxc

: several of the planning group mcmhcrs were plcased by the exchange of _ideas’

among all those paztlcxpatlng. Group membexs felt that their goal of

: fcreat;ng a product which could be used in evaluatxng district performancc

¥ o

N : :
had’ been, chompllshcd ' , , o .

‘The :hnllty control pxocedurcs and che item fcxsnhillty information

were considered pnrticularly helpful by the planning group. -Group—members . - o
did not find the performance indicator diagram particularly helpiul and :

used a format more familiar to them for recording items. The appendices . ]

R »

were considcrcd a valuable sourcc of future information.

oy

o .
2

L3 . o
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SUMMARY

&
i

Tae experlence of the Neshamlny School DlStrlCt 1nd1cates that a 7 "

o . — PR - - T

plannlng process can be 1n1t1ated at the scliool d1°tr1ct level with m1n1mal

<

assistance fran outside personnel Instructional matetlals developed by

the Admlnlsterlng for Change Program of Researchtfor Better Schools, Incs

s

) can,be used to help structure such a, plannlngﬁprocess,,whlle the initia-
. " S o

b E4

t1ve remains with the district.

E :r'f,.

Through the two-year effort descrlbed the Neshaminy School Dlstrlct

Te <o

5uccessfully 1n1t1atcd a planning system in two currlculum dreas w1th
m1n1mal out51de help and now has a planning capability wh1ch if de;xred;

_qanwbe expanded to include additional grades and other curriculum areas..

i

‘The major problems encountered by Neshaminy personnel involved scofthg:gﬁa,
fproductlon dlfflcult1es' minor changes in the plannlng approach are éxpected
) 1 » =

_to sclve these problems. Neshaminy School DlStrlCt staff at all levels have

respdﬁded to this new capability in an overwhelmingly poslt;ve—waxi and: )

various curriculum-changes have already been instituted in an attempt to

have the material taught relate more directly to the objectives developed.

| Y
»N‘J
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