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Foreword

1

i

.

Project apreed upon a productivity conference as one. of their priofities for
: .

-

1975-7A. Wisconsin, as the administering state for the conference. contracted

L4

a sgries of papers which were presented.

<

»

%r. Will Ashmore from the Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction -

- 'organized and chaired the conference. THanks are due to;§s. Kristin J. Falk

in the Wisconsin Deggrtment for her assistance in editing

'

tﬁis,document.

L)

Robb L. Shanks, Fd4.D.
Interstate Project Director

November 1975
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. Since thé‘ﬁfvent of Robert McNamaxa's Systems Approacﬂ. "MBO," "PPBS,'"
- “t i . + ’ »

. “*

" o1 1AL} LAY

. Productivity,'” ‘cost accounting.,” ''zero-based. budgeting, input. outnut, "

' 4 ¢

feedback." and related terms from\the business world have again entered the ~ .

working vocabulary of edﬁcators:.‘"Accountability"has been with us for % f%wﬁ\

_ years now and‘produetivity hﬁs joined it. Caliahan (1962) npt€§ ﬁpat interésg‘ .

- in eff£;ienc§‘and productivity has Qeenla‘conscious conce;n~ ‘ ‘
trators since the éarly 1900s. While co&cé}n for'efficitﬁcy and productivity
, N - . .
f§‘not_ﬁew and the use ;f systems terminology #s not new. the intensity with

‘cf,scﬁool adminis-

which the jargon is used is relatively new. Unfortunafélv, the technological

terms have fre&qg::iixiicome distorted and vélue-loéded through attempts\(o
apply them to compelling economic and political issues. As a result, adminis-

trative attempts to implement processes.associaged with the terms as well as

éttempts to Increase teacher productivity has been perceived by teachers as an
unreasonable demand to proQide more service for 1é§% money (Seldgn, 1973).

MBO and éccountability have been perceived as shibboleéhs'ﬁroposed by adminis-

. .

. trators to eliminate teachers who have given many years of dedicated service to
. ) 1 o ” N ‘ '

a system which now finds them too.exggnsive. Creider (1972) supgests that
teachers tend to use the word 'accountabilify’ in the same sense as ‘culpability.

. . S . - Ay .
This paper will attempt to relate the terms accountability and -productivity
to an educational context' to identify criteria presently used for the measure-

. ‘ ' ..

. \ ‘
ment of productivity- to report upon some¢ of the current nracticqs used to

o

increase productivity: and to propose sgme directions for future research. )

’ - hd . . 4 ‘ 1

//////i Accountability o . R
i Ay ' | ,
The accountability movement” ™ education might be said to have started
with Plutarch (Wynne. 1972, p. 30).. B
. N . : . PR 2
Fathers. themselves, ought every few days to test'hheir children. ra

and not rest their hopes on thé disposition of a hired téacher:

5

4

rd
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) . .o t e ~ ’ -
In the same article, he suggests that a countability is the legal<«liability

v [

- ./
- for ‘even those persons will éexntEémore attention to the children

if they kriow they must from time time render an account,

)

- 1n more recent times. one of the foremost proponents of accountability

-

has been Dr. Leon Lessinger. His words have falﬂen upon recE?tive ears for !

they ' come at a time when the public consciousness|is focuséd upon the cost of

. ]

public services in general and the cost of, schooljnﬁ/in particular. Conoern

\ AT 4

was most evident when the relevancy of school curriculum was chaLlenged by

. , -
¥.

students as well as adults, Other evidence is found in the apparent aimless-

-

ness of high school graduates reflected in the highly ggported, and probably _F_T"

exaggerated, experiments with drugs and sex: the war: and “American values in

general. - ) . c R ’

* As'Neal Sullivdn, the former Massachusetts Commissioner, suggested. educa-

f t . - [

[
tion of accountabil

tion is ﬁerely beiniégsktho give an account of its stewardship. His'qefini_
, . ’ SN

y 1is that: \ Y ' .
every personf(or group) in the organization is answerable (or responsible)
to some degfee. to another (or position) for something (or objectives)
expressed An terms of performance levels (or results or achievement) to,

be realifed within certain constraints (Hostrop et al. ’}973)

Varyiflg definitions appear: but the focus @as been onigéBOOIS proviné k\ ¢

L3

that dents at various levels meet some reasonable standard of achieuementa.

. \
r's (Sciara and Jantz. 1972) definition of accountability adds. the require~
) N

nt that the educational instituti®n provide programs which develop the human

Il &
potential and efficiently utilize the resdurces allocated to it. Mortimer
(Hostrop, et al., 1973) suggests that while evaluation is concerned with -

- ¥ . . rl
effectiveness. “accountability is concerned with effectiveness and efficiency.”
, .

N : { . N . ‘ .
assigned ' to the performancesof a task. Alkin suggests the need for different f}z/
*

‘types of accountability (Hostrop, et al., 1973)."He supgests that -goal accoug'_

\.——‘ ‘ . . ~ N
ability, brogram accountability, and outcome accountability can be derivej/ rom « .

e

. Y ) . -




- Jndebtedness——partly as . a result of heavy City service salaries—-yet hesitates ?

ot

.. - ) / /v ,-' ) o . ¢ . N
"Who is accopntable to whom for what?" .
t

. ; B | -
To paraphrase .a Bibiical sayingj (As the word came, so the word "became

the:question.

flesh. When the wth ec ame flesh, eduea ion was introduced to :ﬁé ided of

.

accountability cente4£, statewide accountab lity systems (Porter, 1973),.

. .

Indépendent Accomplishment Audit (IAA) (H strops et al., 1973) performance

. - L]

contracting. and egaluation models.

One obstacle to the iﬁ;;emeaﬁeeéee=e%1nﬂﬁiLnability systems was the ' //

\ v ad -
reactién on the part of. thé individuals who were to be held accountable. Turney

A \
(1974) i\dicated that the major flaw is the wide scope of possible meanings.

Instead o be}ng accountable to a single—interest group, education 18 account-

V A}
able to a nymber of groups who are rarely in aceord.

accountabili

"While one group is seeking

in terms of fiscal economy . another is seeking larger expenditures

.
/

to increase educational opportunit&. The fact that New York City has a heavy

' -

’

to reduce the work force because.of already high unemployment, is an example of

a similar sftuation outside of educatien.

~ ]

Turney furthér suggests that striet

. : . \ . . -
accountability requires preciéely defined and reasonably static targets.

" are seldom found in edﬁtation. partially bec?yse thb} seem antithetical to the

These * =

concept of education Heing flexible to meet sthe needs of the individuall;jmr'////

~

accgmmodate these differences requires strict adherence to an established set

of Qéiorities. This has not ;een posstbie*in the ;est. and Dresently it seems
there 1is ltttle“likelihood that it will ztcun in the future. Since priot;\ies
must be set ;ie che—;Zi;ticalnprocess. they eie likely‘td remain constant onlv\ .
as iong as the political support rema o '

while Lessinger and others see’ accouhtab lity to the studént and the.#ublgc

as,being;one.in the same. otherskgee them as two conflicting referent gtoups and |
any, at tempt tz/ﬁexze both as self—deﬁeating. Selden k1973)'suggests that the
, j ; ) o .

_term has become a* teacher slur. If one is seeking increased productivity,

/ - . 9

> ( .o
/ “ ‘ ) -

- - ‘
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the laber force are inextricably intertwaned Approximately one- helf of the
: /

- service, Hatry and Fisk (1971) could find "no local goVernment function for. K
3 ‘ « .
which comparative or aggregative, qcross~the—nation/ meaningful productivity t

N

. -

s { ] y ; .
teachers must be given the necesséry authority aﬂd responsibility”for developing
. ] .
the methods which make them most produgtive. ‘ I p
4 . it ’ '
Tﬁe__S_t_a.t.e._ef_t_h_e_ﬁc.o_nom s A, S

- L )
N N C ’ . \ i ' )
, Little can. be added to our awareness of/the sfate of the econemy tbéh has
. - ¢ :

v /

already been regularlv reported in the'neWSpapete. The economy appearys to be

out of its slump. yet economists,differ as to the real strength of the upSurge.

-~

The health of the economy and the need and ability to increase pro?uctivity of

. .
CNP and two-thirds of today s work force are applied to serviced rather than the v

¥
production~of goods.' One of every six workers is employed in overnment and 83%\\\~_‘
of these emploved at the state %nd local 1eve]. Over 5&7 of ‘the nation's*GNP 1is ]
oresently needed _to support these services as compared to 13% in 1950. Between
1951 and 1970, the number of people emﬁioyed by Tocal government increased by '

close to 120/ (Buchmiller. 1975). Desgpite this increaz}gg demand_for public A

data' had been calculated or indeed could bhe readTY/ calculated.“ In.an earlier

report by the Comnission it was stated that a basic pxerequisiﬂe for increasing

productivity is an expanding economy with maximum employment aﬁd T5§imumr”filiza—

tﬂgh of plants~end machines. In the absence of.such expansfon:’there is lagging
e e

productivity and und%r—employment (Netigna}/foﬁnission on Productivitv, 1972) ‘//{////

y While a healthy economy 1is a prerequisite for increased productivity. the

concern‘overAincreased costs for governmental services has led to freezes on

o

P R >

‘employnent}/g n Rhodqusland: a8 freeze on all public employee sélaries

for.empf/;ee cuts are heard but unheedsd. Since unemplovment iq‘?aready high .

is it any wonder thaéi;mplovees see the crv/ﬁor pvoductivitv as a management
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If the economists are to be Believed, the dilemma in education can only

. [

[4

become, worse. William Baugg of 'the Department of Economics at Princeton
N ¢ ’

7/

University states: R . ?
- / .
For a while i@/éhe progressive sector, productivity épcreases’will
serve 4as an offset to fising wages, this offset must be smaller” in
the non-progressive sectors (education), Thus, the very progrbsdﬁ’
of the technologically progtessive sector inewitably adds to the
. "cost of the technologically changing’sectors 6f the economy , unless
: .sbmebdw the labor markets in these areas can be sealed off and wages :~
held” absolutely constant, a most uhlikely possibility. This suggests,
ag/productivity in the remainder of ‘the econoﬁ§ continues to-increase,
;zosts of running the educational organizagions will mount correspondingly,
//so whatever the magnitude of the funds they need today we can be -

» ’
\ -

" day after that (Fleishman Réport,‘1973). \ |

\ JThus, labor cb%ps in education and other areas of éovernmental‘service
s’ N - -,
increase as a result of increased wages in‘the'progressive (industrial) sector.
. . a ‘ . . Yo 3
Unforé;nately. this increase in labor costs reflects salary raises and i% not

A
. . .

. n
related to an increase in productivity. An example of this dilemma is demon-

. T
L4 b L

ﬁ;rated in military expenditures. The increased cost of labor for an infantry

A ]

riflé@ﬁn 1s more a reflection, of the increased labor costs }n a volunteer ammy

-

thaffit is an increase in‘pr‘Luctivity. . d/// (
. > * ~ay L) P
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reasonably certain that they will require more tomorrpw and even more the




Productivity

.

: Economic Models ‘ : ) \ - .
: . . )

\Productivity in its simplest definition is simplv real output pexr hour of

N

.work. This definition serves as a measure of the effect!veness with which labor”
i utilized. With this definisioh, it is easy to see whﬁ’increased wages are
“tied to increases in productivity.’ If all production costs, except labor, are SN

2 held constant, and production of uaits per hour is iocreahed then Wages'per ) &

4
* - -

L hour can be increased at a rate equal to the increased rate of productivity, yet

A -
~. -

. ‘maintain the Jgame per unit c0st. Unfor;unately, at a time when other production

costs (cost of borrowing capital, cost of eeergy, cost, of raw materials) are

»

. constantly increasing, then productivity must'increase’to simply maintain the
’ ' -

same per unit cost even if wages are constant. Thils definition’focusés upon ).

. Quantity of goods produced per unit cost. While thig simple definition doesn t°
.appear to reflect a quality measure the per unit priceethe consumer is willing
’to pay is in fact an indication of the quality oﬁ tha goods or services. The

concern, for increased productivity is/obvious. .

) ] €

Without increases in productivity. the caéts\of goods and services will
L TN . =

continue to rise, for the per unit cost of the items rigses as a functiop of the

( labor costs rather than an increase in quality. ﬂhis increase is one defin ion

. I

" of. inflationa , ' - N )
- . -~ . [ .
measured -

in" the proyision
co. . 7

are easily counted.” Without a directly quantifiable factorn

-

, it-is common'to .

»

- -t ~ - A"
of services, substitute indicators.frg sought. In educati

LS

\
use an indicator such as studfat contact-hours to serve

~

tivity. A student contact-hour would.

a teacher for one hour for the ‘purpose of
. 7 ) , )

. "




-~

tacted per unit of labor ébs;; tHe higher the rate of productivity. In this

/

- ‘o . -~ - ' N % N
case, the unit of productivity is not directly rélated to a unit of identifiable

» -~ B ) . .

] output . instead it 18 related %o uditsloﬁ.activity‘or'seruice provided. This--

fevel of ectivity is expected to hawe some inherent worth. Other substitute .

indicators of educational ' products” are marginal increases in student skills,

s
. . -~

or number of jobs creatéd or f}lled #s a result of a program, If the only .
.. *
purpose of séhools_were to dispense knowledge or provide training in skills, the

assessment of output

ould be’ dif icult. Oné could count the number of students

. enrolled in school or the number of hours\gi\teaching provided, but assessment

-

of the results of these tﬁo joint activities would be more difficult. If instead,
’és Boulding (1972) notes . there ate more frequent but 1less noted services

. .

provided--such as custodiaf gervice or:'child sitting-" certification of teachers-

- .

and compunity activities such as concerts, plays, sports, and adult educatioh-—”
A .

then the measurement of output 1s someWwhat easier., "Body counts" such as enroll-

’

ments, praduates, attendance. are all output indicators fron.these services.

I3

‘

, . - . T

Unfortunately, educatign is expected to meet all of these exnectations on approxi-
— - v » .

[ o
) . < . ’

mately the same level oprriofity. , ) \
.In.applying the tools of economic analysis'of the educational process. it 1is
4 X

expected that a capeful analeis will permit the selection of the-appropriate.

w - ¥

4 nathematical nodel, permitting the identification of the- ontimal blend:of goods

~

and services to_optimize the teaching/learning situation (Lukitsh and Sesskin,

v

1973). 1In industry. production functions-ha&e been relatively well defined and

.
\

saddle pcints identified. 1In education‘ nuch has yet to he léarned about these

<
A

«

functions 1in relation to the learning process., '

éiementa;y economics reminds us that production\Tunctions tend to appear as

. . . ~

e -

. L . S, )
an S-shapéd curve.  With such a curve one caQ.knowledgeablv predict the likely
. * - ¢ . . ’ » ‘ ra

. return for any given amount of invested resources., .

~




<

1

“worth of large proup vs., small group lnn ruction. readinp program A vs. rendinu

“ . . .
t .
- -
X \ .
¢ .

To increase productiyity, one hopes to change the shape or position of the

.« production curve on thd graph the intended result being to increase the resu]ts

. ¥
(learning, number of opportunities, experience) or the giVen amount. of invest-

-

ment. Thrze possible strategies for such a change are: Y
- ' \ .
1. Increases in eéficiency, ) ' .
Qﬁ Changes in the®mix of seryices: ! ] ' . .
) 3. Changes in the kinds of clients, "

*
.

Since education is presently a labor-in§ensive industry. increases in
L et . LN

]

efficiency might come from workers (teachers) working fasteé or differently. ¢

« . . N

Another approach is to provide training and resources for the staff so as to make >

them more efficient and productive. Both of these afproaches require increased

costs, To simply demand more work for no increases in rewards is 11

-—

require an increase in supervision costs. The second approach requires

ments in training as well as released time for the training to, take place with

most contracts, mpre salary is paid to employees with advanced training, thus the
¢

A\

1ncreases in productivity would have'to be great enough to offset the increased

costs due to the increased training. One could also se€ek increases in efficiency

3

Ehrough a heavier emphasis on capital investment for equipment\énd7or ifferen—

tiated staffs to increase productivity. Both approaches would\likely\ihvol

A

large sta;:;up costs and it would be some time before benefits might hé realized.

\r

ud
4

Presently, school systems are trying to keep budget increases 1ess than or equal
. .

to inflationary costs. No new monies are present. With0ut\adequate finances to

12

.. S . N
nlikely that districts will invest: large expen—

C N

meet nresent obligations, it is

)

nvnilahle for chanpe. ‘While the reseanch provides some angwers as to the relative

v

\<the most part, cost henefit




b.P.B.S offers an option for districts to view their range of services

on a program basis and consider budpetin9 on’ that’ basis rather than considerinp

1 ' PO

. services onlv as separate items on the ,budget. Unfortunatelv‘ educational

A Y o

" services, Iike other governmental services, appear to have a Parkensonian desire

o

N ) I
to grow and almost never\have a desire to shrink. With the preséﬁt decision- > “
Q ~ i » -
makinp capabilltv, changes in services.mixes are unlikely To achieve a change
. R 3
in clientS.would likelv require that the school consider not’serving those D

[
' - 3 y .}
N F *

clients who require an inordinate amount of tesources Presently, these are

exactly the clients that schools are required and, subsidized to serve. Addd -~

)
-

tional monies are made available'to districts to'serve'the students who are most

~
PN

Mifficult to serve. !

» . 9

A more disheartening observation, is that, dffered by Boulding. . He sugpests

‘
:,~

that educators receive their intomes mainly from the hy- products ‘of education--

.
- i

custodiai care and certification (Boulding.®1972). 1If an educator is sugcessful

in becoming -2’/more oroductive teacheJ‘ the expected reward-is usually nbt monetary-
R4 ’ «

hut'rather to become an administrator. a master teacher. or have some other

i -
responsibility tesulting in a reduced commitment to teaching.

»
: ’
-

Research in Management Science

2

-

The nature of man has long served as a topic of inquiry. Since increased X

productivity has, for a long time. been a function of increases in %abor nro~

ductivity invésti?ations oﬁ the relationship between the individual, the

organization‘ and the interaction s Impact upon productivity has been interesting ,

The impact of Frederick Taylor's concept of scientific management is frequently

~
L] > £l

considered to ‘be the first effort to gtudy man s work scientifically and relate -

that work process toqoutput. Mayo and thn others who conducted the Hnwthornc" .
. . ®

’

experiment, found that the qualfty anpd quantitv of nttentionvfocused on emplovee

£
-

needs are nore deterninant of praductivitv than the physical variables of the
" o v
work place. The studies of/}ewing, Lippit. and White indieated that a. conscious

10

v ‘a
M



¢

v . e .
‘' ‘ .o \ .
\ - [ - ¢ : ‘. .
. o

¢ .
»~ manipulation of the authority /éruc‘tm:,e within a 'group can affect the group's

Argyris drgues similarly that manager

\\ESEau' growth or lack of growth. -The managerial principles of chain_of command
N ;

.

s

behavior and output, Douglps McGregor 8 theories X and Y offer explanations of

. WA

" the nature of n. \mich prggjdé.éleax challenges ga.administrators. If the

" .
' manager accepts McGregor s premise, Ebé’mag&&er is challenged to cneate condi_
tions which permit members of an organizationﬁﬁo achieve their personal goals
* L4 . -“v - ’ =

-

qhi}e also completing those of the organization. While McGregor realized that

.

a perfect match was not likely, ﬁthe closer the mzz:h the greater the productivity.

/
‘ﬁlegi Likert's

Blake & Mouton developed medels to descrifle vari
[ 4 < -

work corroborated, that of Dlake'and earlier social

manager

tientists, Their findings

v 3

includel, amon &her'thi s. that: K
¢ mong et} ngs. tha —

1. Integration of individo 1 needs for affiliation and self-egnreseion

with the organization's al°to‘?roduce is possible\to\a greater degree

-
N

than thought possible. 2

.
\

2. Organizations with a high déﬁ;ie of integration produce more.

have™ an enormous’ {mpact on their subordi:

.
-

. hd -

gnd spsr of control-clearly permit the ‘top manager to experience more, control of

self and environment than their subordinates. , e
« ’ . q"?’ ' .
Horse and lLorsch (Luke, 1975) conclade from their studies that. despite 'the

awareness of the organization's impact upon the dndividual. thefe is no one best.

-

]

model of organizational structure. Repe%itive work might best be done in a

traditional structure while more abstracé‘conceptual work might require great

. .
individual autonomy. A successful model must account for the workers and their

¢
s

idiosyncratic needs. In the companies studies, it was found that individual
a7 »
‘competence, motivation, and productivity. were more a function of the degree of

‘Integration than organizational structure. Herzbery 8 studies (1966) of variable
l’
affecting job satisfaction and morale, are those frequently requiring a minimal
-
increase in expenpiture.‘ These variables were the intrinaic aspects of the job

4.

A
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(a%hievement,.recognition. the work itself, responsibility and advénoement). 1

Negative variables were extrinsic to the task (interpersonalupelations‘ super- -

.
. - «

vision company pblicy, working conditions‘ pos31b11&ty for growth, personal

|
|
life Job Security and salary). The implementetion of this knowledge to the .

\ v N

world of work has been,the concern of‘organizations and leadership'theorists
N N <.
t N r‘
for sometime. One of the current labels for this effort is organizational

N

development or OD. Hackman (1975) suggests that job_enrichment is the darling "\

of the mid-70s and suggests_do's and don'ts for the process. Since there is - \‘
a dearth of evaluative data épLjOS enrichment strategies, more needs to be
’ known before it is adopted on a wholesale basis. | . .
National Commission qn_grodggtivigi \ g
The Vational Commission of Productivity was created by President Nixon in
. June. 1970. with the new Phase I,'LI and III economic policies and related wage
and price ceilings. the role of the Commission was broadened to assist in the
design of the post—freeze economic stabilization progran end to serve as consul-
.”tant to the costiof‘Living Council, * The Commission was futther directed 'to
‘ organize regional and local councils, expand their research program, end develop
" a stronger program to foster publit . understanding of productivitv growth (NCoOP,
’ °; “ Marcg. '1972)." In addition to commissionin? research efforts: the Commission
identified six areas for future investigation
1, Productivity barpaining; . : ‘ . ..
o 2. Strengthening of manpowger adjustment policies . J
- * 3. Education. research, and development:*
P 4. Improvement &f broductivity of government: !
5. Assessing the extent to which institutions have an adequate

supply of capital for future growth-
Identifying industries with lagging productivity: growth and
viaentifying practical measures for their improvement.

S . .
N .
.

*

-~




Productivitv Research in Education : "

3 .

i ) ) ’ ’
Efforts at the LEA Level.

. On local educational levels, efforts to increase acaderic productivity
have been serious, butrresults are mixed. 'Performance contracting,'performanée~
based teacher education, use of paraprofessionals, CMI, and cost—benefit analysis

* are a few of the efforts attempted at. the classroom level, but teacher oppog—tion

and inadequate\implementation has often frustrated these efforts. Some bases for

“

thye teacher opposition Were ment ioned earlier. One additional .factor of concern

L] ’ ! .’
ig the use of standardized achievement tests as the device for measuring uﬁ; .
s ,”i‘ -5
tiviey., Although staﬁdardized te%ts reduce the temptation of teachers to 1dwer
\ :

standards to insure higher productivity, they still hay shortcomings which !

reduce their utility. These tests tend to be -less sensitive to curricula designed

o ‘

for particular community needs. Teachers also feel that when schools focus upon

changes-in test scores #3 measures of "efficiency and productivity." the institu-

B

.'tlon commences to have little concern for less tangible but equally important_:~
.' - ‘?- o

zoal; (citizenship, values). _ A’finaY'criticism is that school regimentation tends

to result in rigiditﬁjof methods (House, p, 66). One possible solution to thi%

opposition has been to imcorporate productivity on a systemvide basis rather than

14 M

the claSsroom level, Kalamazoo Michigan has a public school board which designed
an employee %valuation and accountability system that "rewards excellence and
stifles mediocrity' (Jones ;- p. 32). The' most unusual feature 1s the superinten-

dent's contract which stipufates that Lis pay be based upon a sliding-scale

.

depending entirely upon his_performance. and his school system's productivity,

Similarlyt in the lLawndale School District in‘California. the school boa;d.began

~

a system of performance-based productivitv at the top. The sunerintendent s
v

willingnéss to be held accountable will very soon reflect itself in {ts henefits
to the dis t" (Ricketts. p. 70) as he is able to focus his attention mere on

. . .
action rat than reaction. It has heen found that as the top levels begin to
] \\ L 18 . »r ~ Y.
s 11 o { '\

.

’
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exhibit the advantages of productivity, teacher persomnel and administrative

persons better accept the system for themselves. Better commynication has been .

ri

exhibited on all levels- students have béen treated, con;rarf to belief, as N

——
. '

’human beinga‘ performance has been measured not oﬁly by achievement tests’. but

also by teacher checklists, observation and criterion-referenced tests.

[ 4

- 4

‘ .
State educational associations have become cohcerned in recent years as to
' -

how funds may be most efficiently and effectively allocateé‘so that productivity

Efforts at the SEA Level

in their local school districts might increase (Buchmiller. 1974, 1975). Thev

have found strong evidence of public support of educational expenditures when

~

~ s . *
funds ‘are productively utilized, when the community is involved }p the planning '

-

$ ) .
procgss. and when the communications line is kept open on the prégfess,and objec-

tives of a state's school administrators (Moore, p. 24Y. Many state-level >

associations have studied @ays in which to improve pxpoductivity but few have
3

(e

implemented any‘statewide prqérams. Due ;b the inérease in public costs‘iﬂ
education. Covernor A. A. Moore. Ar. of -West Virginia developed a task force J
designed to study the implementation bf more efficient methods and procedures in

* N <

local public education. Thei; report included 118 recommendations that could

produce.more efficient séhools fn all aspects. By making the education dollars

. . A~

o farther, the tax burden on the citizen is relieved. A different approach waq{

utilized in Michigan where statewide educational goals were: identified-and
o o P . - .

evaluated. FEvaluation was on the level of aséesging indivigual stugeﬂt perfor-
mance and ,overall p}ogram effectiveness. The, ultimate ﬁerformancé objective on
the sté{;/lével is to‘provide the‘student with the minimum skills necgssary to
take full advantage of. the aault‘;hoices\avéifablg,QQ him. .

, Perhaps the most exhaustive effort to review educational policies and their
a ’ 4

im .

4 »

impact upon’A state ‘1s contained in the. thtee volumes of the Fleischmann Report,
4'(\ - .

o . . ) . r
1§sued in 1972. One conclusion was that better performance in the schools can be

S | ,

. { 14, ’




obtained wieh no increase in cost Qy changing the recruitment, trainiﬁg, salary

h] ] R .
‘structure, certification procedures, job assignment, and working conditions.of

~ school personnél. ,Some recommendations for change include:

0
Al \ v

» 1. A licensing and salary structure to estahlish four categories- of AR
. : ' - Sy
4 teachers. Master Teachers (the top level) comprise approximately ({ s
e ' - s ‘/ﬁ e
. 107 of the staff at a salary comparable to the principal: . N
- 2 ]

. Lighthouse schools be established tg proﬁ}de tréining Lenters for

intern and apprentice teachers and provide opportunities for applied

g oesearph. ‘ ) : "
K; _(3. At legst 99% of the supervisory staff Ehoul; %esumevélassrooﬁ teaching
© responsibility equiveIEEt é% 1/5 of‘the.worklo;olcxll . v ' :
4. Move toward statewlde collective bargaining,’ ' Y
- 5. éecablish.e single stétewi@e pene%on_piaq. - o
{:“ 6:§Greater specializa;&on of tegchers with an inéreased use of
‘\< - "
o garaprofessionals. . . ’ . -
K 7 C:eater use of television. o f’/‘gj\"i : '
. Efforts,}n Highe; Educatioq , \< . o k\ ’ '

LS . . s

Productivity in higher education is much more difficult to ascertain due to -

the existencerof the wide-variety of services provided by ao,individual institution.
\v‘ . . X { : .
Educatio?al productivity on the post-secondary level must not only concern itself

I
3 .
»

with thé#instigution's academic service but also with research and public services

(Bowen, p. 194).. Dr. B. .J. Priest, Chancellor for the Dallas Countv Community

. [}

- College District, has proposed for the coming 1975-76 school year a 57 increase in

nroductivity of his opération. ﬁe does not, however attempt to describe how this.

v -
t

may be done. He feels that asking for '"this proposed 57 increase in p%oductivity

t

is not asking anything extraordinary (B. J, Priest, p. 20). This can be accom-
‘ & ‘ T @
’ plished, he explaing further, bhecause manufacturing and {hdugcry have had a 17

-

[y

. increase per.vear and agriculture a 5% increase or more.

- ‘ <0 L“'\ .‘ . .
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v - . Y

: > -
' ’
which higher education” is

.ivity, and it should

o
nbt be forsaken. What Dallas Gounty pfoqpsed in'order to- maintain~quality is«/;*
that pay sa%aries bg depgédent u;on théispeciﬁied increase in producfiyity:as

[ . 4 -~ b
well as maiﬁtenanqe of quality.\ Many feel. as W. W. Vortman does. thatdg?he\;“;mmwwn
difference~in productivity béiween educational Jnstituxiong and commercial

* s

enterprises has contributed to the increasing cost of government “(education),

3

L

as members of ‘the teaching profession,try to maintain their relative income

position while productivity virthally standg QtiliJ'(ﬁortman. p. 23). On this

3

S * -\ *
basis, NHassau Community College instituted a Sost-anal is system which decreased
¢ : 4 . _
cost input while at the same #ime increased its produftivity output. This was

, . S Y .
accomplished through an in-depth analysis by t llege computer center. Through

- 3

r i . :
‘ shis analysis of past performance, the college cdmmunity could more efficiently- .

y . B
/hlan.fot the future (Lukitch & Sesskin. »n. 26-27). Though higher institutions

have always had to defend their budgets, lack of faith in the FEstablishmeht,

-~
. l

economic insecurity, and 1owered~prf6rities for higher education (Hénry. . 288),

- . *

o .

- [y

! . .
" have made it quite necessary for post-secondarv institutions to incorporate

. o . .
massive-self-examination procedures. Fven though productive outcomes are less

. . ’ . Yy
apparent in the short term period, efforts must be enumqrated\go as to win the
v - ) ' ‘ ’ *

support of the cost-conscious public. 1 : L=

_Efforts by the Western Interstate Commissign on Higher Education:and the

- 3 -

i

National Center for Higher-Education Manégement'Systems have resulted in,computer
. .' ‘v . ’
models such as the Resource Requirements Production Model '(PRPM). These models
- ’ . . *

and. the associated standgrd{zatién of definitions and terms have provided some

. N \ ‘ %
assistance in developing a common measure for THE productivity. As work progpresses,
¢ - tr ‘\ ' o

¥

hetter measures of productivity and hetter measures of the relatiénshibs between

% ° .
v
K

.costs and output are likely. . ‘ .
E ) ) .

>




Yew' Directions for Research

——— e

The pessimistic tone of the paper 1is hot indicative of my hopes for the

-~ ] I

futyre. I would like to suggest at least seven areas in which additional .

" step toward better knowledge of the educational production function A perusal -

research should’prove/fruitful. S ’ . . N -
. . .
a

QOne of the first areas in need of consideration is the definition of pro-

e .
ductivity itself. The identification of productivity indicators is. the first \

. b |
4 - . I

of the hiblfpgraphic material in this paper reflects how little has changed over
N\ é
time. -“For example, in 1913% at the NEA proceedings, Dr Frank qpaulding, a ¢

superintendent of schools in Newton, Massachuqetts had the following ohservationq

i know -6f no singlg adquzge measure of the efficiency of a school L
either relative or absol Some index or measure which could be .
used is thé percentage of children of each year'of age in the school
district that the school enrolls, the average, number of days atten-
dance secured annually from each child; the percentage of the-chi%dren
of each age who/are~allowed to complete their, schooling... (Callahan.

- 1962, p. 69). ;

- . .

The concern f%r adequate ﬂeasures still exists. The measures proposed by .
. Vi > ¢ * - .
Spaulding, despite their inadequacvw still remain toda§ as partial indicaters of

N

efficiency or-Z}oductivity. The teacher-effectiveness formula proposed by

e B .
Kauf fman et ad’ (1973) represents one nev_approach, More are needed

«
‘
.
f .& .

ot

* A second focus of future research is the area of program definition. While

the current emphasis én the estahlishment of objectiVes for schools dnd programs,

- the use of"criterion—referenced tests.[and other,similar efforts toward the
\ Q' \ LI
identification and quantificacfgn oﬁ outputs 1g a positive step toward the estab- .

lishment of a definition of quality Lducation. this, is not enouph I am reminded

- m

of Callahan’s notes rezarding a 1912 editorial bv Cuhberly the Dean of the Qchool -

N

of Education at Stanford, Cubberly s ggestéd-that’With the adoption of scientific
~ . / +

. s ( ////
mandgement : N\ . N " s . .

> 1

.+.pupils would be carefully examined and properly classified and they

would chart their proaress and see their deficiencies. Teachers .would ~
know what ‘was eknected of them and principalg and supervisors could'tell

at a plance whether pupils or rooms are making proper progress. .

. N

[} - . W . -—~“
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A

It seems that the system’ approach and a desire for a MIS was alive over sixty

vear//a?o Vh11e the need for the svstematic establishment of instruct1ona1

Vol -
ﬁba{s was identified, little regular progress has been ma€§’Until now, ~Con-

tinued* gfforts will permit better measures of productivity.. Resedrch will be

néeded to identify the relationships between act®ities a

.

A third concern mipht by Jtself serve to increase productivitv ?s a
. | - v oL

3
_ natural by-product of its original f{ntent. supgesting the adontion of a’

. rore efficientltecordskeeping system. Mgsf.-4if not all, of the present teaching
- \ . . o'e 7 .
systems require large ampunts of relidbl systematic retord—keeuinﬁ. Sound
R ~ L ) * .
vesearch and evaluation gequire milar amounts. Yet. for the most part. _school

~

* record- keeplnq,is performedgﬁy teachers and prtncipals with paper and pencil

Annotated records are wriften by hand. Yith few exceptions, uses of dictation .

S

equipment. data processin uipment. photocopiers. and other labor-saving
q . 3 .

deVices are'seldom seen Below théxtop management levels of school operations, *

- L N - ~
secure.

.

Aefourth'concern\is the teaching pfecess itgelf. The work oF'Eaton Gonant

and his studv of Teacher and“Paraprofessional Produckivity (1973) offers some

.

. 111um1nattng insiehts into the teathing actipity. His dings were based upon

_ ‘“‘

— . N

a full day of observation of twenty tegihers in a conventional classroom setting

+ 4

. . o . . * oL .
and twenty-seven teachers in a classroom utjlizing‘a paraprofess One
. . ro.

purpose of the study wdg to obsetve 'the teaching act, and categorize the.actiy<

- -4 ) :
+ ities into minutes of ”instruction. routine non~1earning\ other. and out of
. 3 . > <
hd I'd -
classroom.” The findings indicated that in a conventional c]assroom,/on the

average, 92.04 miputes of a 5 1/2 hpur school day was spent on/in/tructiom

e

This can be contrasted with 109,29 minutas In a classroom with a paranrofessional.
N : N .

Amony, his conclusions he states- Ct

.



. <5
»
It is ¢lear that teachers who 'nrked with paraprofessionals
did not achieve a greater special P
) related professional tasks...In almost all respects, their .
work results were quite comparable witfthe work of their '
] peers who worked without the assistance ol\paraprofessionals. (p. A2) .

the-total class day...These study@result's for teachers mplv s
that teacher work roles will have to be significantly cQ:nged

if -the division of labor is tlfbe redesigned to achieve !
professional work. (p. 63)

If there is one recommendation that emerges - c1ear1y for pragtical
1mp1ementation from the work study. it is that schoodls expeXiment

full~time in the homeroom role while teachers function as ’

full~time instructors who visit*classes duriny the day primar}ly T~
to teach. (pt $4)

«

" \ \
Aside from his findings. his development of a standardized svstkm for
- | Y

analyz;nﬂ work is useful. With it. the.teach{ng act can be obsgrved

gnd adequate

inﬁdtmation gathered for the sake of restructuring it. Without a bett®r under-

will be less than successful, '
. > \
>//// A fifth direction relates to the issue of employee motivation. TIf
N AN . ‘
Mlackman suggests, job enrichment is the darling of the mid-70s hecause of it}

notentialxﬂpr more~satisf@ed‘w0rkers and consequent increased productivitv.
educational institutions will have to censider their adoptfdn and implement
thorough evaluation schemes. Since this will require time. ouf’ﬂ}esent efforcs

" could be focused upon industrial methods, and the evaluation of. those methods
as they apply to education. While literature highlights studies which have

investigated relatidnships between 1eagership behavior and/or organizational

climate’, decision-making, job satisfaction. and'other concerns, less is knowm

ahout successfulsstfategicshto change the climate or leader bepavior., lackmag

(1975) states that 1little more is known about successful stratepies to implement

’ 4
b 19
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- . !

"joh-enrichment brograms. More must be known hefore adoption can-be considered

on a wide sﬁread basis.

¥

. Pl

1 4

.
. .

. ° *

N . .

v A sixth concern is for 1nvestigatigps of successful strateples to implement
?

v .

’1naovat1ve practlces. " Pincus (1974) notes with some pessimisn: ' - N

\

Pog/quld we expect a self-perpetuating bureaucracy to respond . .
to P & D findings 1f (1) 1t 1s not market-oriented: (2) it is
widely considered to, be socially necessary and therefore

deserving “of public pﬂptection—-it is, in' fact, the cantive, - .
servant of a captive'clientele (3) it is open to a good deal of '
public scrutiny on issues having to ‘do with perceived equity, T .

quality, and goals- (4) it canrot unambigously define its aims
or clearly identify technologies that are dominant in light of

’ aims that might be specified: (5) its contribution to its

c11ente1e s life and learning is uncertain and also modest as
compared to dther societal influencés: .(§) its governance ‘4is . ot
hiyhlv decentralized yet subjeét- to a wide varidtv of
influences, so that each unit nerceives itself as facing a
unique configuration of clients and masters? (p. 115)

Hetfurther notes that unlike'a competitive firm. a school &ystem should be

.

- " expected to: ", . .,
- .

[4
B

A.xﬂe»more likely>than the competitive firm to adopt cost~raising /////<§74
rinnovations, since>there is no marketplace to test the wvalue
of the inhovation (g\i\\csmaller ‘class size) in relatiqn to.
its cost. AN T e

. N S~

~ -

B. De less likely than the competitive firm to adopt coqtdreducinp /
innovations. unless the funds so»saved becoms “available f’or{3

- other purposes within the district.

-
.

C. Be less.likely than the competitive firm to'adont innovations . ’
that qignificantlv change the resource mix (e.g.. a ,higher o /,/
ratio of teacher aides to teachers, shapply increased use of
capital-intensive technologies). hecause any consequent .
productlvity increases' are not necessarily matched by greater <

“'profits’ to the district, anﬂ because any replacement of .
labor by capital may threaten the guild structure of the
schools. | A /

D. BRe more likely than the competitive firm to adopt new . /
Iinstructional processes qr new vrinkles'in administrative
management, that do not significantly change institutional /

structure. : ' o i - /

I. Be less 1ike]y than the competitive firm to adopt innovations %
that change-in " accustomed authority roles and estah11shed ways
of doing business, because changes in these relations represent
the heaviest kind of real cost to bureaucracies.

F. Be equally unwilling as competitive firms to face largefscale s
encroachments on protected markets (voucher systems.




.

* B 4 =<
netropolit n-areawide open enrollment), although for somewhat
different\reasons (pp. 117, L18)
r ¢ . : “ .
- lis reyview of the resear _1n thislerea identifies three factors favorable

‘to” innovati~n in the school”

1. Bureaucratic Safety - When the innovation is perceived  ~~
as favorable with respect to the current 'status and
orpanization of the bureaucracy (because in a self- .
perpetuating non--market system. these bureaug fic values =
become socialized and tend to dominate ogﬁit;criteria or iﬂjqi

other’ words. the bureaucratic costs Ehe‘;gai’costq of
the system). ) :jﬁ“//
™, ! - ‘/ ' H

~
S

- -Response to Fxternal Pressuyre - When external press
.. for innovation are perceivﬁﬁ as irresistible (b
school systems cannot be entirely unresponsiv
¢ external pressures and financial contraint

3. Approval of Peer Flites - Whén kev fiplires in the

output criteria ~consensus among tHe £lite is often the
primary decision-making .criterion). ¥p. 120)

o *

lle concludes with recommendations which merit our, considerafion.

1. More large scale experiments ére.necessary to demonstrate
that they can or can’'t work in a variety of settings. - =

2. Since the evidence indicates that administrators relv:on
‘personal contact for R & D inrformation, R & D must he more.
closely tied dministrators -and representatives of
teacher anizations from the beginning. In addition,
more seminars., etc. need to be offered at qﬁfime and in
a manner in which all can ag;endf/ : a',

3. More case studies are necessarv to identify.the implementation
process.

- » * . -

“4, More must be known of the incentive patterns which pncourape

adoption. ., T i ®

S. New incentive systems may have td be developed.

v

These re¢ommendations are all based upon his ‘fundamental conciusion --

-
‘.

that - . L _ .

.« o

e
.

If goals are in some sense undefinable..it is fnapprooriate to
adopt the standard rationalist approach of first defining gofls

..Instead of R & D, strategy should be based at least in. part
on the converse anproach. ¢(p. 129) ) o .

.

’




; A final suggeotion concerns ‘itself with the roles ‘of professional organiza-
» \ \
tions in«gdueation including those involveA in collective bargaining.

“

Teacher oryanizations need to take a more active part in the development
‘o
£

“of sgrategies for the improvemen; of education. As Jong as,the research is

carried out p;imarily by universities and research establishments for teaﬁhers, .
z . “
instead of with teachers, it is.likely to continue to receiVe “the "lukewaym
l recepqion it has received in theﬁzast. This imposition of new methods as a '
(4’%ontrivahce of management to exploit'the a ready bppressed teacher. Involvement
of the teacher requires more than an 3bligat:ry single planning~period per week.

It 1s time to persuade teacher's organizations to bargain for' ‘the adoption of
- eduqational programs along with salary increases. In addition, given the

' “t ) b N . N I3 * « ~
‘increasing-number‘of school strikes, research is geeded to identify shccesgfal

; ‘ -
without resorting to strikes.’ e
...” \ o

B’ the year, 2;000 despite any or all o hese efforts, education may yet

be no further in its underétanﬁiﬁg‘ﬁf’the~Qiaching—learning urocqsf’and in ita;

P P .o

- searkh for increased prdéuctivity. Issues seem to £ain in complexity eyen as _

Pl ~

. ’ ¢

, new discoveries are made. A ‘quote, attributed to Robert 9take, 1S offered as a
. . . . r

) s he JER .
" concluding observation. - ) {i - :

[ N a

A century ago, a Swiss historian, Jacob Burckhardt., forsaw that
ours would be the age of the great- simplifiers,va d that the essence
of tyranny was the denial of complexity. He was 2ight. This is the
single greatest temptation of the time., It 1is the greatest corrupter

" and rus't be resisted with purpose and with energy (Lessinger and N
Kylet, 1971, p. 62) g

\

k]

In oUr search for increased productivity, T would hope that we don't ignore the

complexitv of'the—issue.
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Not so long ago the b t of productivity in:education would have -

clicited few sparks, little controversy and great disinterest on the part

- ,
of both professional educators and lay ci.rizens. All of that 1is changed.

*+ Today the :,ubjéct stands- at stage center. Why? ; .

4
The ansver is not difficult; it focuses upon the growth. of govern-
ment and the costs of sustaining that growth. \ )
N s A

1 . o

The Growth of Government : ' .

. .' Since #¢he 1930's, the cost trend_s for government at local, state and
fedaral levels have heen sharply and ipexorahly upward. The picture pro—
vided by the federal level alone is dramatic. It took the first’ 186 years .
of our national a}fisience toAreach a ont;_ hundred billion dollag national

. s

budget. We reached the second hundred billion dollar budgét in nine years

[

:Dand the third in just four. Put on a graph, such growth is' termed exponen-

ial. 4 M -

Professor Dennis Gabor, of the Imperial College <.f Science and
Techndlogy in London, has written some sobering thoughts regarding exponen-
- . ' " e :
tial carves. '". . . exponential curves grov ,to infinity only in mathematics.
“ _;.'

In thé physiéa} world they either turn round and saturate, or they break down

.catas trophically. "

Fxponentﬁl curves are abstract ; paying taxes is not. Presently welll

’ - i . N
over a third of the_nation's o'utput goes into the hands of the tax collecto

If present trends continue, this will double'in just twenty-five years.. .

/ , ) . ’
Will present trends .continue? Most assuredly yes!' If anything, the
pressure to continue the sharp and relentlessly upward cost of government

. will probably Incresse. Who can deny the obvious needs and the frustrating

* challenges? Never have we as a nation becen so forced to find our way through
. .

problems of such number, scale, complexity and strategic importance as now.
Shall T list a few--pollution, transportar\ion, crime, housing.
‘ T 78
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We have the problems. Whatﬁis mre important.is°that more and more
%:«: 2
of our ‘people see government as vaing the prime responsgibility for Solving

. ’ Lo . .r ¢
them. ’;q . - .

& , %
& -
Currently, as a nation, we are struggling” to overcgme the most dev- '

[ RN

astating economic slump since ‘the depression of the t‘hirtie,s\\ Desgpite

our penchant for government as the s@lver of problens given the pressures

of inflation and_the relative staghation of the econot Aurther increases .

in the levels of taxation are be!fg, bitterly contested ahd hre politically

hazardous. This has already been,shown in those areas where people can

more directly control the levels of taxation. Following World War II, the
normal pattern of voters in our coyptry in state and mnicipal elections

was to approve 75% of all prOposed bond issues and to reject 25%. Since
1968 these percentages are being very nearly reversed And ’this is happening \

.at the very time when aIl of us seem bent to complaining about crowded
i

hospitals, polluted air, unsafe gtreets, and inadequate schools:

The Increasing Education Costs \

——————

Education is one of the major cost centers of government. The dollar

<

cost for American education since .World War II follows an exponential~like

éurve. In 1950 we,spent 10 billion dollars. By 1965 costs had reached 40

billion dollars. + In 75 expenditures will top 408 billionsdollatks, .. . : Yoy

As we hold this conference on increasing pr"oductivity in eclucation, v
h L4

many school systems in our country are on the edge of insolvency. To open
this fall, public school systems laid off thousands of teachers and closed 3

hundreds of elementary and seConaary schools A veritable rashoof strikes

»

has accompanied this turn of events. The situation in Chicago is representa- .

3

tive of many of our larger systems. Chicago's budget on school opening called

- ~

for laying off 1,781 teachers, cutting principal's salaries by 20% and re-

moving three days from the length of the school year. Chicago had a deficit
- 29.
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~~~~——of 16 million dollars, a figure that the San Francisco chool’dis;rict will

4 . ’ - .
, .

match and Philadelphia's will exceed. N : -

A similar situation exists in pr%yate school é&stems nd at the higher

-~ ,

education level. All this is occuring when there are fewer students in
v school and there 1is widespread congern both with the quality of the achieve-
. ) j

ment of learners and the value of a college education.

.
&

“hat led to this situation in education?
’ \ : . . .
There are four principal reasons’ for the rise in-the cost® of education:

-
<

" “inflation, improved salaries for personnel, lower pupil-teacher ratios and

-~

more students attending school for longer periods of time.

. Little can be dpne about the problem of inflationary rises by a sub-

.
-

system such as education. " Iﬁe other three may be usefully.elaborated because

they do bear on the arguments to be presented shortly. ' "

’,

The rise in the number of students attending and completing the public

2. ) ) < .

. $chooling process is ond of the success stories of American education.
Approximately one-fourth of the rise in the costs of.education at elementary

and secondary levels may be attributed to this éausék Currently, enrollments
4

are declining at the elementary level. It is expected that secondary en~
n ) . ‘ e o o s

a .
rollments will stabilize over the-next decade. This factor then is unlikely
to continue to be a factor fok upward pressure. It is, however, a major -

1
. reason for congern about rising costs. : - -
. g .. - . XN . Y . A L - . i ‘).
The twin factors of lower pupil-teacher ratios and increased salary '

¢ —

and fringpe benefits will continue to be the major causes of rising costs. P
An examination qf-thé salary and fringe benefits area is enlightening.

Salary and fringe benefits for teachers” and other instructional staff ‘

*

have risen faster than overall salary increases for a composite of all other

-

- salaried workers. During the period 1957-1971, for example, school personnel

ranged from 1107 td 1207 of the averages of earningé for full-time employees’
30
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¢

. . N
-\ teacher enters the first cell with an Al™and 0 experience. At this point,

‘the teacher will make $2x,

Khe average increase for all other wages, school expenditures wodld have

'

in all other industries. lad the rate of these increases been the-same as

¥ Lt .

©
T

been 3.3 b31lion or 8% less ‘in 1970-71,
here are some disturbing practices in the present pattern of die—-
pérsing funds for personnel.. One of the most consistent‘findings in the
research literatute is that perhaps tne nos t impcrtant school inpnt is, or
is aighly correlated with, the teacher's verbal intelligence. ilovever the
scarcity of this resource is in no way reflected in teachers salary scales.

- .

For the most part, these schedules consist of'two’variables, time served

and collene credits. Generally the schedule has ten rcws and five columns.
\ -~ » hd

- )
he or she is paid $x. Then years and 60 credits beyond the AB degree later,

el
3o

A 4

. . .

Analysis reveals that teaching experience and graduate education con-
7gbut ligtle to improvements' in student nerformance. What is worse, the'

charact istics of teacher;;that do éeem to matteﬁ are not highly correlate'd

- -

with-either experience or aqditional college courses, Yet.these attributes

are being purchased by virtually every school district.
Another disturbinp general finding in the research has to do with the
stndent to’ teacher ratio. Asﬂne have seen, this faxtor, along with salaries

. 4 .
and fringe benefits accoynts for the largest increases. Yet the evidence -,::)
165 accoy i

4 - . - . . 4 \‘ ] - ‘ '“~"\
(] ~ ' “ ~
indicateS*the student to teacher ratio bears little relation to student per- -
formance. |, - ‘ ‘ ' T o
& - -~ - s

L

¢+ In the last decade, the avérageIFalaries paid teachers ?ave'risen 8462,
Given both powerful organization, political astuteneéss, and apgressiveness,

pressures for a continuation of this trend will probably not be contained.

“hat can be done then to-improve the situation?

/
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) Increasing Tducational Efficiency . - I

- - It is obvious that' we in education shall have to work.along three
definite and interrelated”lines: T |
2 . " . N
(1) 'to obtain the same results for less cost; .S

(2) to obtain better results for the same cost: and/or
(3) to obtain significantly better results for costs in excess of -
those tha#t merely reflect inflation,

In short, we shall have to increase our productivity.

-t .

Getting the same results for less cost requires increasing the
efficiency of an educational process. There are two basic approaches to

increasing efficiency: one is plannsQ dﬁH’;ational, the other 1is unplanned

and reactive. The first reflects good gement; the second is best de- «

scribed as 'meat-axe budget control." . > }

L]

Given the many primitive management systemg'in ediucation, the present

- politigzl realities and economic conditions, it 1s no surprise that we are.=

-

witnessing the implementation of the meat-axe apptoach. _This 1is evident in

v

the widesﬁ}ead lay—off of personnel, the curtailment of the time f;:~iifrning,

. s . -~
the elft}nation of certain educational experiences, and the cutting down of
. .
- administ}atggé control. This approach staves off fiscal disaster, but it o
- - . N i . :

does not solve the problems. 8 :

£ o st IS and pore lasting approach to the snalfipge of ghtiisheyp

1

‘quires the adaptatidh?, adoption, and installation of appropriate management-

f - strategies and, tactics. A discussion of those managememt strategies and

. tactics is beyond ‘the scope of this paper. Recent experimeéntation with

* » - * adaptations of Management By Objectives, P?bgram Planning and Budgeting
) D ‘@ AR
Systems and even Zero-Bgst Rudgeting have shown promise_and need more in- '

-

tensive idplemeﬁiation.

.o, . f 37
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Improving the Effectiveness of‘Education<§ystems d

>ordinated to accomplish a purpose. The idea of system is a general one.

¥

. i .

The most promising approach at this time to increasing praductivity

probably resides in attempts to improve the effectiveness of the educa~
»

tional system i.e., to, try to 9et better results for steadily increasi

- ‘ .

costs. It is to such strategies that I now turn. . ?

All attempts at improving effectiveness center upon the production

of an igggi:state, and this in turn requires widescale introduction of a .

i 9

systems approach to education.

"In education an ideal state occurs when each student achieves every -

-

objective. Lffectiveness is the ratio of the actual number of objectives ’

.
>

achieved by the students divided by the total number they would have achieved
if each student had successfully mastered iyery ohjective. *
System thinking provides the conceptual framework within which the
)

-

pursult of the ideal state becomes feasible. o

Viewing schooling as a system enables us to: - ' . e,J
(1) clarify, specify, codify a04 comunicdte our educational S !

» purposes, missions and objectives;

. (2) measure the achievement of this 0utpﬁt: ' ) | //j
(3) construct optimal learning situations; and . . i !
(Af transform typical, teacher performance into '"teacher-artist" J , ¢
} performance'te'harhess affect to the educational process. ) , - . .
~ For the edﬁcational planner,.the concept .of" sys{gn/isaind£9§6nsible., . ~d— ‘ - ‘

A system is a group of components which has been integrated or co-

Y. * :

° q
o ‘ ¢

There are, *for example, tranSportatioﬁ”systems, energy systems and legal

.

[ - . »
systems.: In the human body there is a reproductive system, a digestive

system and an olfactory system.:. There are three main fdeas which are in-

”

cluded in the system concept whiéh give it its intellectual power and which

. /
-
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) ' \
cbmmend it to those seeking improved productivity. These are the ideas of
S— N ‘ -

by R
purpose‘,/ coordination and 1nter'a/c‘t{ion. . . -
S “All enterg_risee\are systems which require .people, resources and a

basic idea of what the enterprise is trying to accomplish.. That attempted

accompl ishment ig its purpose. For education that purpose is learning.

. .

Learning can only. be 1rrferred through, observing a change in the

N

behavior of the learner. 'I'hat change in behavior is a product of experi-

* . Al ”
’ 'ence-—oenerally an experience with a teacher. The 'business'" of an educa-
. S ¢
j
t10na1 enterprise in pursuit of 'its purpose is the supply and orcheétration

of experience——of a type I call productive experience because <4t is thought

. J .
/likely to cause the achievement of an ideal state--the accomplishment by
¥ * \
Y

11l the students of each of the objectives. *

~ .

’

1 can describe ‘three basic kinds of experience which teachers (with_

administrative supf)ort) can supply, orchestrate, and/or be. T call’ these

— -

\

basic experiences: training experiences, educative experiences and celebr_:a_-/
N ° ']

1 4 -

tive experiences. Training experiences yield prescribed knowledges and

skills. Tducative experiences are reflex¥ive, giving b@rt: insights,
Al 4

and appreciations. Celebrative experiend'és are bathed in affect:: the feel-

ing of _:joy, of awe, of ‘th‘anltsgiving. — A
. ‘ ‘ N 3 ¢
Training. Iimriences '
L * The training experience replicates or simulates a known job situation -
R MT; reliably produce zn the learner the ca,pabii%y" of performing the Job taské
T.ach task can be described by one or more behavioral objectivee,, and each ‘
. ’
behavioral obJective is made up of cer\twai‘n knowledges and skills which may
he wr:Ltten~ as enabl imgy :)bjectives. {' ~ ’ N ~
- 34, - v
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ways 1in specific situations. . : ' '

. pitals, stores;‘classrooms, 1aboratories agd shops may be said to be involved .
. 'analogy .can be" drawn for athletics and games . . .

.carrying out a training experience: -

O

> (5) , to search

Training refers to instruction to enable people to perform in desired

r

An autd mechanic is‘trained to adjust a carburetor in a shop. A “phy-

. L 4

gician is trgined to remove an appendix in a hospital. A teacher is trained :
X . ?S- ) ' :

to const objective test in a classroom. A lawyer i§ trained th argue

; ) ) " .
a case in'a cou;tro&m% -\ . ‘
v ’ d

It may seem surpr sing Eg see a linking of such high status professions
as law, medicine and teaching with a modest status program of auto mechanic.

Yoth professional education and vodationai/education are concerned with pre-
L4

- L .. N o

paring people for-occupations.; . - . ~
The words occupation afd job bear further analysis.. Both -refer to =

activities'with specific ends, and often, specific means. Students in hos-
i -

\J

in an educational occypation, involving certain recdrring jobs. A similar

1
.

\

Y

Lach’ teacher has five major tasks to perform or to orchestrate in

v
~ . ~

v B . 7
» (1) to define:uul%m communicate the obijectives of\the experience; -
( 4
, (2) | to develop apd employ instruments such as' tests to’meaéure'the .o
c'{. . > 1 ‘- »
actual .achievement of the ohjectives by each student; v

(3) to use the principles of learninp and known good practice both

as a guide to.the construction of the experienc dnd_1in its
!:‘ L B [ u.‘ o ), . /- S RN
S S presentati&n; - : g

“
- < - .
‘

(4) to‘use the evidence of the actual. results of the Jraining ex-.
/ . -— - - v ¢ . Y

perience--the achievéﬁght,of the students:—as_feedback for . ‘ ‘

hd ! 4 ' . L] v -
. ¢ . N [}
upgradin nd reyi8ing ‘the experience as nefded; and

4

t from time. to time the: adequacy of the connection

-
between the training gxperience agd the actual 1ob it g designed ' P

L y

Q .
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-

‘action, whether or not that blame is assigred to the teacher, the student,
. 'y ‘, .

) 4 -
i LY

- The teacher,, A providing a training experience, is professionally

v g \ - «
accountable, i.e., he or she knows and uses what is established as £00

\ .
B
i ’

nractice. ouCh professional accouhtability is the spur for increasing

effeativeness. If the training experience, embodied .as an inStructional

e v
o v
L

system, does not in fact yield the desired results; the teacher (and his

Oor hler support system) takes responsibi_li‘ty--but not blame~-for positive

< [y .

remedial actiop. ‘E one is blamed! Blaming is not a positive remedial

the parents, socio-economic conditions.or alleged malfunctions in students
. ‘ 1

[N

such as I.0.s or variously-named disabilities. It is the instructional

~ . N L]

sy§tem s experience' content that is on trial. “1If the system does not oro—\

@~ '

Juce what ‘is required, it is worked on until it does, 1f this means addi-—

i ‘

‘tional training, or better materials or sounder pre-requisite analysis ofr . !

- »
any .other changes in the sys tem, it is done. )
. . . . ) .
. The training experisnce can be c&uality—contro;l.led. Through performance - -
<, - : Lo

téstd.np: of?the’ students by independént auditors, it can be quality-assured

—

\

* - - - ;
[ s ' " . ) T 4 N
P'ducative I'xperiences N\ ' o , ,‘ ~
,  Unlike a training experience, an educative experience has no assured
: s

terninal per}ormance obqective. 'I'he .outcomes of an educative experience

are<a ft red’ '1ntetna1 states known primarily tU the;§tudent and properly y

'c'ailed % sights, appreciatio?is, awar;enesses, comitments and so forth< _The '

ot

.ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

[N

closf\it analogy to an educative experience is a play in thg theatre. 'The
[ - - .
LY

:p roduc

~

\of such 'an experience can be _known on].y in tjansaction with another ..
hum be.ing‘ l"x‘% transaction can be oral, in writing, Symbolic (as in .,

\ . . , .

paintin?) or in music or dancg: \ _
lhree personal educative éxperiences demonstrate ‘the "tneater-quality )
of these experiences. . . ' e -
-t . A \ -
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The first examffle occurred when, the author was @ superintendent of

schools. A board of educatiom had es'tab]'.'ished an ar"/tist—in—the;-classroom.'
program.‘ I reme‘mbe'r wa\tching a scu]:ptor in .aafo_‘;.xr‘th grazie cfl'assroorn
f\ashionmg a horse from a blocic of Wood(.. As the animal emerged, the chil-— ."
dren swarmed over the artist Jliterally extracting this "magic'- from his *

,shouiders and atms. I can still see him trying to free himself so that

he could manipulate his tools. - s

[}
’

It is.obvious that the children were not able to ,carve as a resi;]:t of

¢

this experience. Rather, they might betyer be described \as\awaré‘of artis'try, '

appreciative of the creative process, etc.

13
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The second example occurred on a trip from the Buff{lo alrport to
. i

1]
St. Bonaventure University The driver, a college gtudent born in New York

* l

City who had met t‘he author at the airport, poi,nted to s‘b‘me cows in a field

»
-

with the remark, 'those were the first wild cows I'had ever seen." ‘When *

" asked what he meant by 'wild cows", He replied in a voice which showed sur—

A . -

, brise at the question. 'Why, they are cows that aren't in a _zoo.”
. 1 . .
Finally, I.recall a vivid ed'\:xcativ,e experience I had at age 17 as a
P ’ - 4 . »
mechanic apprentice trainee at an \Air Force'base. I had just cut tod mudh.

-
-

off an expensive part~-my first job . Concerned I tool'( it to my foreman, who,

in reasSuring tones, told me not to Worry, but to get some “put-on" at the

toolroom. Hle explained that this was a jelly-like substance that hardened

into new steel which could be, recut.,&With great joy, I went to the toolroom

only to be told that there was.a big demand for -thts aﬁd that they weére out
)

of “it, Somewhere between the second toolroom and. the third I had an,educa-—

P

tive experience. . |




outcome. Rather it was an insight: an understanding of being t;icked—-an
\. awareness of what the anthropologist classifies.;as a pa sage to maturit;y.

. Who 1is tnere, indeed, who has not had. such an ed;}cative experience'l %st

P ) ‘
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everyone can recall searching for snipes‘ buckets of steam ieft-handed

oot 7 . ‘&‘{ ~ N ¢ ¢

+ monkey wrenches and sky hpoks. ‘ . 6 it v
. 4 - . * - \ ‘ — O
4 . ¢ ¢
Those who would ".stage” an educative expérience can make use of the
oy - » LI . [ ] !‘

.

e knowledge of the arts, particularly the performing\ arts of acting, dance

" and music. In the s;:hools ‘and (:olleges the heart of an educative experienc°

w o, \ .

* -

is the teacher as a performer-—perhaps even*a ﬁerf‘orming ar»tist.

P

The most vital element of an edpcative‘experi'ence is t¥e _teachef as a

L >
o N ’ 4

performi"ng artist. The contribution of tHe teacher to the- efficiency and oo A
\ . -
effectiveness of the learning prbcess is. directlm reiated to 'his or her -

~

’ e»' f -

R . > .
\ ) coﬁn;_)e_taenc,e, confidence and caring. Each o‘f these criti‘ca.l .variables can be\

op‘timiged~ through, a transformational process embodied in "ﬁeach’ing ds a per~ - .

L ' - Y .
. “

fotming art." ' . T

- - .

+o The approach® is poljpercetpt\&al- in nature and rests on certdin power ful )

.
P iR . ) d . ~

similarities- betweendperforming artists (and certain others; e.g., cpurt- -
. . " * ‘ ‘ . ~ . ' ‘
.+ , room Tawyers, ministers) and teachetsy . - “

A k3 ' . '

‘

. " " v

i~), Toth have an audience. he teacher's role is different in one

sgnse, however, in that the ‘teacher functions not enly in a \ v
. - teaching capacity, but also assimes a leadershi;\ role in -order o N
v A v N _ - -4 . , T .
to promote student performance. , . ' . ’ . b
. I . e - '
2) Both have a place-to perform. In a very direct way', teaching
L . . - w - <! s
spaces are as diverse as those c;‘eated in the theatre. . *
» ¢ ‘ .~ . - ’
’ ] ! . f L o ) . - . )
: ' - . N 'Q - : -\ N .1\ ‘ !
. . . - 38 ' * .
. . R § » ’ , A
¥ " . R . R \ AR}
> ) ) . oo
B \) . ’ ! - ) ) 1 M - ! .
EMC » - A,a- \ .I . . 43 .~ ‘n ' 0 .

T - ) ' T . . '
.




<

3) Each has performance material which must be adapted for defivery

1. »
or cormunication.
!

4) Each has a wide variety of ways "in which to perform and a‘variety

of styles and modes of petformance. . ) o
v Pve X " ‘
93) Each has an instrument to be used. For the teacher that instrument
! ¢ - c o

is self--plus perﬁormance skills, costume, make~up, and berformance '
R .
. ' materials. : ) ' !

. There are training experiepces already available for tr'ansforting people ~
-into persons who can perform such roles as: manager,‘home andycomnunity
: hd , . . .
reinforcer, and instructional system designer. Competent it their disciplines ")
4 . - ’

and in critical foundation'areas Such as the psychology of learning, they: can; -

thtough the p agogy of the arts, be transformed systematically into performing
- ) x A — T \

arfist—teacher ). into people who can use and harness the emotions in the service

. o

of Droducing 1ntended learning. ' ’ ,

4
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Celebrative Experiences <A

™~ . - . - R
On. the surface, it seems difficult to imagine-that a'teachen,can supply, .

“orchestrate or be a celebrative experience. The very word conjures up vvsterv.

]

1 am using the term to describe the sense of 1oy and thankspiving that literally
floods a person at particular times.; The experience is intensely personal and .

vet it may sometimes be dramatically observed and is definitely "catching . *

The celebrative experience may be seen at athletic events where at times ’ \

.
o - ° v \

players Jump up and down, hug-each other, sometimes fall to the knees in prayer-‘

“
rs

ful thanksgiving.

-

Such experiences are likely when odds are successfully overcome: it is -

the underdog who celebrates on victory, ‘1t 18 the winner of a dlampionship who

)

celebrates, the harder the victory to achieve the preater celebrative experiénce.
A

»

.
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Such experiences.are likely when risﬁ%.are'énccessfully met: the scaling®

~

of a diffi dlt'mOuntain, the successful operatiod on a difficult case, the rescue

,- of a commurity when the odds are ovendhelmingly negetive.

.

N hoth training objectives and educative obiectives can be verified Both

)
‘e
- L

. can be rated in tems of appropriateness and Verisimilitude but only the train-

IS
»
. & « .

1ng experience can reliably produce intended behavioral change.

€
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*'The Idstructional System .

"

, The heart of a school system is its instructional systen. Tais is the

°

sub-system whose purpose it 1s to realize one or more trainingf or educative

objectives. The sum of its intendeddﬁbjectives is its outpu'. The product

- §

of 1€s output and the number of its clients served in a upit time, 1s its .

-ideal output. The ratio of the actual number of objectives attdined by its

clients, the actual output, to the ideal output represents the instructional

.

system's effectiveness. Lffectiveness has a\social or societal referrent,

therefore it has~g point-in—time quality as judged.by the dominant political

group(s), The 'definition of quality as '"fitness for use as seen by the user" . \

-~

is particularly appropriate.

¢

Let pé look more closely at an instructional gfstem. It can’bé defined

.

-

as an integrated or coordinated set of persons, nethode, media and{equipment

" efficiently performing the functions péquired to accomplish its ideal output.

- [}
- ¢ . -

What ‘are thesé required fupctions? There are five: planning.the experi-

. ence, communicating its éontent, practicing knowledge and petformance ohjectives,

- managing its clients, and controlling its quality. ' ’

-t } N
"y, Lach of these functions pregents opportunities' for increasing productivity.

. -
. ) . L . 1
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Plannimg the Experience . Cow T

- 'y N -.”

.~ This funccion .is made up of $nch;activities as ‘needs assessments,

. e e

diagnoses objectiveg specification and assembly of required materials and

. v

... R A cx
spgce..“‘_ ) - L
( L

- » N . 3 . )
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* ' Communicating the Content

-

%
A major ﬁg,nction of an instructional system is to communicate

Knowledge., i.e., syui)olic prOcesses and symbols. Pvery‘ task or performance

N
- <

presupposes the learning of some element of kngwledge. This knowledge
must be shared: The sharing;_may be done in a.&iety"of vays.* The most

o ,
" common are:. tal » reading, films, television, graphic-devices and
L3 . . ] N *
P .' B

tape recorders.
) Opportunities exist to markedIy increase the contribution of this
function to the effectiveness of the output of the system. A well-
organized meaningful, properly-—paced presentation, gearéd to the levels
of the clients and augmented with appropriate media is merely one example

- .

of 9uch an opportunity There are also impressive ways to increase: the

-

efficiency of this function through technology.
. ~ ) . . : . -

b

‘Aracticing the Knowledge and. Pérforrance Objectives

*" As ve have seen, the purpose of the iristructional system is represented

in the perfonnances to be mastered by the clients'. These performances,. in

)

turn, are dependent upon varidus skill and knowledge couq;onent's. For

learning to occur, clients mus t practice the overall performance as well

.

as its component e‘lements. In the plannin;; function, detailed descripcions
of each task are used to develop the training and educntive object;lwes.

'I'hese detailed descrip&m form the hasis for the desip,n of experiences
P . 4 6 ‘ ‘

41
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* (situations). In the training situations, clients practice\bhe tasks
until tuey have mastered‘thém. These training sitﬁtat ions may"be repli‘cés
o . ‘ s P .
. of what is present on-the-job or a variety af approaches to the real may

. v . L
be employed, !
There is a direct relationship between pPresentation of content and

. A
N .

its practice. Research results illustrate the dramatic ineffectivenesst ~

N

of presentations not associated with the practice of both performance and
‘kﬁbwledgg. .

]
danaging the Clients

- ¢

-

+Jith some cxceptions, learners generally require assistance in pay ing
attention to what is being presented and to actively participate in the

leatning experience. Ayxva_fiety of approaches are available to improve

.

the contribution of this fﬁnction to the bverallkeﬁfectivesness of the
. : \

system. Some of the major approaches are: (1) individualizing instruction,

Ty providing incentives, (3) ensemble, and (4) application of behavior
‘t . 7 ?T . .
modificdtion techniques. The most critigal variable in this function is
l. - 3 I rs
the professional role of the teacher. This will be mre fully sexplored

under the conceptrof transformation. (?where?) * ) . . .

» Controlling the Ouality , e .
Lvery system nust haye gsome means of self—reguhlation to insure that

it will achieve j:ts purp%ses.' Ouality control is the function of the - .
D . .
instructional system which~&5gesses, feeds back results, and causes those

.

revisions which help insure the accomplishment of whatever vas intended.

Ouality can be defined as fitness for use as judged by the user. Control

+

is an amalgam of two interrelated concepts: evaluation and accountability.

~

Let us_see how control operates. 47 ' . ‘
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For every objdctive which represent

v
%

s the purpose of the system a

'

performance ‘or ProxXy s described which verifies~its-achievement.

Lvaluation is the process of comparing what wag actually achieved to what

was desired. Accountability.in this context is the assignment of responsi-

H

hility for detecting the gap betveen what was intended and what ‘was achieved

and doing those things known to'close the gaps. -

<

. The quality control function is virtually unknown in Ameriean educatiqn.

of cducation,

. N
Summagy .

The cost of government at- all levels hag. risen steadily and dramatically

since lorld ”ar II Its level and direction now‘closelx resemble that of

v
an expouential curve. :

Pressures to continue the level and direction and even to accelerate

it grow stronger while at the same time the economy and taxpayer resistance

nake aceomodationrto the pressures more and more wmlikely. As” the one

clement of government c]osest to direct taxpayer oontrol education.is in' .

<

dtep crisis.  Fducation mus t he;ome mpre productive 1if only to maintain 1its
2 3 '

présent levels of operation, ) '

r . ) -

I\éreasing ‘productivity means: (1) oetting the same results for

less cost; (2) petting better results for the same cost; and (3) ge;ting

significantlf hetter results<fir "real" increases in cos t, :

Getting—the same results“for less cost means increasing the effi

.

ciency of
an educational system. Theré are significant ways this can be done, but* , '

given the political realities of the educational scene it

\

is dqnbtful that

‘ .
-
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we shall approach efficiency iga rational way. Ratl\er we are-*witnessing

'the meat -axe approach of lay-offs, "frillq" elimination and school year

N . .
cut-backs. ' . o ' ‘

4

Getting better results for the same costs or significantly better

v

results for "true" increases is a quéstion of effectiveness. This too

"

fages some harsh realities'bnt there'are some promising paths with some

3

likelinood ‘for progress.
. Sovm promising ways to increase productivity through increasing school

system effectiveness are represented in:

4

1) pursing ideal routput through viewing schooling as a system with

purposes, integrated functions and interrelationships with other

systems.
2) contructing optimal iearning situations by perfecting training,
-educative and celebrative experiences; > Lo
3) directly dorking for improved output through upgrading the

derivation, specification and measurement of training and eddhapive

) objectivgs? and ’ . : . ~ -

4) transforming conventional teacher performance to teacher—artist

-

performancé that harnesses the power of affect to the educational
' ) ¢

process.




PRODUCTIVITY IN THE PRIVATE SECTOR

AND ITS APPI.ICA;FI{)N TO THE EDUCATIONAL ENTFRPRISE
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This arffble presents the present- dilemma of broductivity in the

"o

PREFACE

)
X

United States in the private sector and illustrates efforts to reverse the
trend. Also’'presented are techniques being used by companies which are

successful in improving their productivity. Finally, specific illustra-

< :

tions of techniques for improving productivity in the educational enter-
4 ¢

ﬁxise are covered.

{ .

v

- <

-
.y
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"THE PRODUCTIVITY DILEMMA IN THE UNITED STATES

For the first time in the

4

history of our country we have ceased to

»

lead-the world in productivity gains. The following cha{t shows our posftiOn
;o . .

°

in comparison to the rest of the world.

- N

~AVERAGE ANNUAL INCREASE 1N OUTPUT

PER MAN-HOUR IN MANUFAGTURIQC, 1960-73

- ) v
’ ) Figure 1° . i“\\\3 ¢ ‘
Japan_ ? 10.5%
r‘ ? Netherﬂahas . 7.5%
g ‘Swegen . ‘ 7.1% " ‘K
ﬁ@lgium 6.5% .
Ttaly . N 6.4% o
_ France 6.07%
' Vest Ger&;hy | 5.8% _
Switzerland * 5.3%
- ~eenada 6.3% S
, . “UniEed Kingdon, ’4.62 Lo e !
3.4% ) ’

United States

46 |
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The U.S. National Commisston on Productivity and Work Quality is

§truggling to provide assistance to the pr}.vate_sector and goveinn\gnt qgencies
to change the undesirable trend in ou1.' rate of pro@uctivity. It is iﬁtei‘es‘fting
to note that'. the Japanese Productivi't’y‘Cent'er, which was suggested by

the u.s. State' Department and a;sist_ed with $6.2 million American dollars,

is five times larger than oiiY"national commission’ < +

C. Jackson Grayson, dean of the'Busfr{ess Séhool of Southern Methodist -
. y

University, has proposed that the private segtor establish a éroductivity
center using non-govermment funds. Although tlie target date for opening

in 1976 will ‘be missed, I bel;Levé we will see such & center in the future.
LY

INTRODUCT 10N

Y
e

Traditionally the private sector has been concerned with productivity

as the measurement to determine success or failure of the enterprise. The" .

-

traditional de\finition has been the comparison between the quantity of

» I~ , /
to produte the prﬁ‘ cts or gervices. The formula commonly used is simply

goods produced orét:;r}tces providéd, and the quany;ity of resources required L
e /

output* over input:-

OUTPUT
N INPUT

A

PRODUCT IVITY MEASURES USED IN INDUSTRY
, The following are some measures of productivity used by Honeywell Inc.

inﬂvarious segments of the company:
Coey L y
MANUFACTURING MARKETING

’
L 4

" ? A\ S
Factory § Output . ) Sales
Total Mfg. Pay ) " Salesmen .

Products (weighted) Sales
Total Mfg. Employees All Marketing Employees




. M
[, [
. , . N
. .
. l e '

. s .
*° CENGINEERING |  CONTROLLER L
- Desi};ns (weighted) - .Sales 2
) Designers - , ‘ Cont. Dept. Employees
. : Drawings (weighted)‘} S * Accts.\. Reéceivab le
-~ Draftsmén . .. Credit Employees "
- - ‘ / . 4 . b - -
PFRSONNEL e € GENERAL MANAGEMENT. ‘
o . - AN . . } ~
y : Total Employees - © Sales i N
Personnel Employees .- . . * Employees )
Total Pay - - ’ Profits . -
Pers., Dept, Pay - R \ *Employees *
. ' p . g SR

i
. LT ’ b
Prior to’the 20th century proponents of scientific manapgement concentrated

-@ X}

on better methods and processes developed by indust'tgial engineers and on better
machines. Early.pioneers in scientific managment were'Frederick Taylor,

Henri Fayol, Frank and Dr. Lil],ian Gilbreth. . They developed such techniques

as time study, work—place layout, moti n anal sis, flow proceSS chaﬂing, <
0\ Y

sysfems aﬂaﬁysis ~gang cliarting.

Tt wasn't until the Century that studies determfned the influente
' ¥y . : <~ —g—
' of the human factoT in the input part of the productivity equation. $

s

National Research €ouncil under the hgnofary chairmanship of Thomas A,

LY

Edison. *Many prominent physicits, physiologists, ophthalmologists,.and
R . \

3 electrical engineers were represented hon thisl"commit;t:ee which i‘ﬁvestigéted

~

the effects of improved factory lighting on produccion.
- A series of pilot experiments were de«;ipned and carried out. Every- -
thing went accordimg to plan at first. ,!!hen 11lumination was made stronger-

for a test group at the Hawthorhe Works of the 'lestern Llectric Company,

- IR i} A
produ¢tion increased. The surprise came vhen i{llumination was lowered to
/ . ‘ .

S its oripinal strength; tristead of (lgol)pin;rf backy p'roni‘on contimed to climh,
‘t‘ ‘ ) . . . 5 3 Q L N - «
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"hen tuo proups were used in the test .and only one/was glven the benefit
4 3 . i % -
of incrcased illumination, proddction-in both vroups continhed to'climb
\ ~ Y X1
A similar increase was observed in a relay assembly group when rest pauses

‘

were “introduced and 1ater removed Control groups which experience no

changes in hours of work, illumination or fest showed production increases

-~

also. i .
’ .- , .

Production continued to climb despite adverse physical conditions.

>

‘Employees had developed a great deal of satisfaction from being able to

communicate theTr~ideas to management in the course of the experiments.

. ‘They felt that they had a voice in dccisions concernin? themselves.l.2 . (,_
Y v .
Discovery of theh}ymgr:ance of the human‘element in productivity led
. % - I v ¢ .

k3 ! 13 '
.to the creation of a new field of psycholopical research called organization-

al psycnology.

. . [ -
“ rd . . . .
. 3 ‘ . . ’ ‘
SMOTIVATION TO HORK ARD THE EFFECT ON PRODUCTIVITY . ' i y
) :
' The "human relations" theorists of the 1930%s assumed that happy workers i
were more productive workers. This was disproved through research studies. ég
').

Since the 1930’s, organizational nsychologists have conducted aumerous

studies to determine what factors motivate people to work Following a:p

some conclusions concerning factors which affect mot ivation to work»in,the .

‘private sector: .

, "There was no systematic relatiopship between productivity andviéé/

morale variables as intrinsic job satisfaction, financial and ‘Jjob status

~ ?

satisfaction, and satisfaction with the company."2

a(‘ . N

3
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‘Productivity depends upon ‘many fdctors ether than employee attitudes.®
- L4 - “ \

A‘productive ‘lorker rMay indicate more dissatisfaction vith his feob because
‘ - ! -~ . . <

he 1s interested and involved.

B . . - "y

} » ) b
.

. Productivity of a work group may be infLuenced by how the members feel

~a .

"about the group and the Ievel of group goals. . .

.
-
@

. Dlssatisfaction with work as reflected in absenteeism and quitting :
also affefts nroductivity.. LT Co. ' ‘ ’
o \ ' ‘ “ - N
- ReSis Likert, director of the University of !{ichigan Survey Researclt *
’ ‘ ) ' -

.

Center proposes that the ombination of high productivity with low satisfac—
’ . e - ) ¢ . '
. “tion nay be Jdifficult to maintain over a long, period of time, hecause the
. 4 . - ,
cqmbihption may deteriorate the luman resources of the orsanization.

) N : ERTE Lo

- \

* TVE EFFEGTS QF DIFFERENT STYLES OF LEADE&SHIP SUPERVISION ON PRODUCTIVITY

- N - Y

nunitive behavior was more characteristic of foremen of high- producing

section than of low-produaing sections. A concern with penalties rather

' thap remedies, and with™ the assignment of.bersonal blame rather:than the Y,
discovery oE causeés for mistakes, appeared to characterize.the low-praqducing

. units. o . . T ) E ’

° . L4 - T . -

"The most successful supervisors in.this scheme are those who combine

) . ) <t s e ’ ‘ '

, employee-centered and production*centered qualities, working out their own
.+ crgative way of’synthesizing these two goncerns. Ve'chn also discover super-

R \

N
visorE who are intérested'in t1e employees and sénsitive to their needs, but

ne?lectful of even disinterested in the production goals eof the omyanization. »3
] » ~

. .
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. work force and our, declining rate of pfoducctivity
Ped

-

-

THE NFV WYORK FORCE L .

4

. “
s 1P . .

| . - ‘ ,
There 1is a possible connnection between the characteristics
the United States.

e . - , R :
Pe%ple born after 'orld War II aPPear to,. respon to‘social stress more

readily thanfto economic stress.

——

"Evident in hinds ght as early as 1950

v

this change was caused by affluence, by political ¢ ncern for human security

and human rights, and by increased communication, p imari&y television,

which :lirectly or indirectly urges-people to enjoy themselves and to lead

a better life." .

.
N - . ]
s

William Glasser claims that the foregoing influe%ces have changed the

attitude of, our. new work force from a goal—oriented philosophy to one of
. )

first rate determination then goal consideration.

He states, 'Less anxious

about fulfiiliny goals to obtain security within the power Hierarchy, -

~*~. Ppeople today concern themselves more and more with an independent role ~--

5]

of the new -

<

/ <
their identity

~x

.

\J

GClasser's contention is that our present work force is concerned with

involvement and cooperation,

- s

Their interest in role identity first and

r

yoals sedbnd rmay account for less emphasis on productivity

~

.

i
»

UNIONS AXD PRODUCTIVITY

N

Unions have 'been opposed to productivity improvements which jeopardized

L

’ : , N
jobs {n the private sector. They have been willing to accept.increases in

wages where productivty improvements have been hdde by machines and better

methods ,
\ Ay

which in most cases were due to mana gement effortss. There is now

a trend -- in light of the declinifig ratesof productivity in this country ~-~

N
v
v * !

_

to examine productivity improvements more cooperatively.
. A .
. “ertl Gteel Vorkers

am Mcillamara, director, Dist¥ict 32 of the United
A . A

of America,. In a speech at the University of Wisconsin on November 19, 1975

, .. 5g

N
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made these remarks: "I intend to discuss nroductivity this morﬂing in its
e Y
*relation to collective bargaining and to draw on the joint experiences of

the union and management in the steel-industry as they seék new solutions to-

common problems. Problems which either'directly or indirectly, affect pro-
. . . ‘ a4

ductivity and which, if not resolved, could have an adverse impact on profits,
v * ) L]
job opportunities and wages in many segments of the industrv. ’

“T also want to briefly ﬂiscuss with you the stee1 industry - steel

€
A

worlers union joint productivity program, the first formal attempt by labor :

and nanagement to cooperate together to-improye productivity on an industry—.

*
- . . ‘

vide hasis., ) . . -

3

ﬁMay say, in conclusionl that in my career- as a union officer, one
which spans the entire growth of industrial unionism‘in the,United States,
I have witnessed tremendous improvements intlabor—management relations. AS
T look at the problems we face as the leading industrial mation in this
trowled world, problems most of which haye‘an economic origin, it is my

conviction that we must move further and faster down the road.to mutual:

cooperation if we are to survive as a free industrial society in the years

\ f : P 3
hiead,"” L ’

A tecent development in Wigsconsin is a contract in vhich empioyees

. | . i -
share in tne savings developed to improve productivity. The following
¢ v : . )

excerpt‘from the contract indicates the amount of savings to be shared.

7’

"1E the BLS Consumer Price Index-lational Series_k1967 =:100) increases
. ' 5 . * [
[a 34

less than 8% for the base periods described below, employees shall receive

57 of the savings for vage increases built into the base wage rate, If

the BLS CPI increases 8% or more, 507 of the savings will he set aside for

P

wage increases.« ilo more than a sum equal to a 3% wage increase may be

wbuilt dnto the base salary during any six (6) month period.: However,

Ny
enployees\\hall be entitled to all 1ncreases as a result of All- designated

'«

_savings." : - .

S ' -752.‘ .
. N .. 5 ,
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EX.AMPL'FS OF ACTIQNS IN THE PRIVATE SECTO’,Rr’DO IMPROVE PRODUCTIVITY

"Pro‘ductivity Program at General Electric Company

L]

| Management Must Take Some of the Blame" ¢

-

v ] h

" To get the opinions of management and front-line supervisors, three

» . . N o .
simple questions were asked about the reasons far poor performance. (This

1

lis a ~com‘qosité study of managers .and foremen in many different plants.)

1

. . . Front-Line Supervisors,
Reasofiet for High-level - Shop Supervisors, 3
Poor Productivity Managers General Forepen, etc, °
Yorker ‘fotivation 1 ' 3 -

E]

Supervisory NApproach 2 . ) 2

Interferences. . 3 1

, Managers believed the worker at fault for not being more
productive. . « he lacked motivation. They agreéd that the
Suoervieory Approach, i e. better trained formen in managerial
techniques and human relations, was important. .Interference i

- . was the least important cause for low productivity in the ¥
eyes of the managers. The front-line supervisors, closest to
the action, had exaE&L&;}: opposite view of the problem,
Mfotivation was least Important in their eyes and Interference
the most important, They shared. with managers a need for a

wained Supervisory Approach. ; ¢
\ - -

Further investigations proved the front-line supervisors right and

\

-

v

the managers wrong. A week-long study of the reasons for idleness in a
shop producing electroEths\iical equipment showed:

- \\ , Fquivalent in
Reason for Idleness - \ Ilours lost . Number of YYorkers

-

Disruption of Material Flow 335 : S1/2
) Y —
Tool and r‘quipmentﬂlz:oblem\ 275 I 7
~_ 0 g ;
- \\ -
Nuality Problems . . ” 2

‘leeded Information Lacking - 18 1/2

If you estimate the worker's hourly rate of $20.90 (labor and burden), that's

almost 3720,000 per year down the drain.:(’
~~

.
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‘the testing. If the assembly is faulty it's sent through again and each

“TO PROBUCTIVITY RAPROVEMENT

. .« . -

'"We' v\e gone to team assembly. . T('/ied individual assembly but oparators

didn t like it. Finally concluded that operators didn't like to work alone,

_ they like to socialize. Me now have cirgular assembly tables. . . takes .mo.re

space, hich we have. . .'six people are at a table with the last person doing

N

S~

person checks his. work: At first many assemblies went throug}{ again for

corrective action and the workers complained because they had to.check their

vork only to find the eror was someone else's. Today no one wants to appear

‘a\stpy vorker and be responsible for sending the assembly through again.
Dur qt‘;ality is almost perfect. ‘Je re sold ‘on this, team activity and are in-

stalling it on pthér nor}-assembly operations. 7_

PRODUCTIVITY PROGRAM AT HONEYWELL INC.

PRODUCTIVITY IMPROVEMENT
...What Cant Do?

As a supervisar you hold the key o -
improved productiwty How well you
. manage your human resources, your capital
- . resources, 'and the technology you have to
work with determines your productivity
contribution to the organization.

SUPERVISGR Increased productivity and increased

et THE ’ , production are not the same thifg. Increased
IS ' ' production is sometimes obtained inaffi-

i ciehtly. Increased productivity means more
i KEY / output for every unit of input. It is an.
: - -organized approach to getting the best

: returd  on your investment in people,

materials, equipment; and purchased
services. 7 .

What can you a5 a supervisor do about
improving productivity???

On the following pages are 10 key.
points to get you started.

- A GUIDE

»
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YOUR OWN AREA

ouTPUT

Productivity is INPUT -

generate output.

OUTPUT
INPUT

-

* PLAN FOR IMPROVEMENT

1. Clarify Goals -
2. Estimate Resources . ‘
3. Devise Possible Paths

4. Predict Problerns -
5. Select Best Path

6. Build Total Plan

7. implement Productivity
. ln!p;ovements

8. Monitor Progress‘
9. Critique and Follow-up
10. MAKEIT HAPPEN1!I

AL

2

H

-~

2

It is & measure of the efficiency
with which you use yeur resources. to

_* DEFINEPRODUCTIVITY IN

o e .,

\l)," =

‘e
1

" SET GOAG. .
. Once you

ouTPuT | \
INPUT  "atios which.best fit your'work, * )

set improvement targets for the next .
week, month, or year, . "

haye decided upon the

2 "UP 0% 8Y i N

YEAR-END X

D HOURS
.E—BL%—N—E_‘-'_-_‘-_- ~
REJECT HOURS
‘ WIDGiTs

0 ASSEMB] £5
Fbep A
R

/”6(-2&

EMPL

USE THE TOOLS YOU HAVE

o Effective Suparvision
o’ Automation

o Work Simplification
Work’ Measurement
"Job Enlargement
Job Redesign'
‘Systerns Analysis
s'tanda(dization .
Training |

e Upgrading

o Selection Systems .
o Incentives o .

o

J

R = AN\
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PAY SPECIAL ATTENTION TO PEOPLE

ASSLT/ALISURCH
PRESUCTIVITY

TetaL
Mmoo nnty

JOB
LAFOAMANCE

turiovete

fMnevle
sroDUCTIVITY

MACHINE
PROBUCTIVITY

. CHALLENGE ALL TASKS

, What Is t?®
Why Do it At Ali?
Who Should Do 1£?-
Where Should It Be Done? )
When Is it To Be Done?

Howr Should it Be Done?

MOTIVATION

%

OROANIZATION

INDIVIOUAL

CONOITIONS

R'IN BOTH OUTPUT AND INPUT,

INFORMAL
OROANIZATION

o
B\
s
s r
-5 - 4 -
is 1 Tx
o% xE w
~e s T
© £3 -
o
1] z
<
2 4
3 & ‘
g o
3 [- %

MAKE PRODUCTIVE USE -
OF YOUR.TIME :

1.. List gbals and set priorities: A, B, C.
2. Makea daily ""TO DO" tist.
*_3. ' Start with A’s, not with C’s.

,( n

) 4. Regularly_ask yourself: What is the
best use of my time right now?

5. l'iandle each piece of paper only
once, .

6. DOIT NOW!




A.

® ° More control over their Work

]

.  CHALLENGE

£+~ 1. The Problem:

Every organization ought “to
become mote productive — get
out more 2nd better work at the
lowest possible cost.

1. Today's Solution:

Shoot for employee cooper-
ation, participation, and aware-
ness that productivity is
important and they can help
raise it. ’

111, Technigues:

Appeal to individual®s pride in
his gwn work,

Use small group meetings to
instill a feeling of teamwork and
mutual responsibility.

Improve written communigac
tions: Quality and frequency.
Reward good producers.
Communicate more aboyt
*“Why* things are done.
Conduct skifls training.

Start Suggestion Campaigns:

1. Improved methods —

2. Safety suggestions

3. Productivity ideas.

10 - - o

s

Design jobs so that peaple have:

More “‘ownership”’ over jobs
More responsibility and risk-taking

More of an effect on the outcome of

theirprojects
More complete and total jobs

]

ACCEPT THE COMMUNICATIONS

-

Lo CEIR _ -... the payotfis PRODUCTIVITY!!!

. < TAKE A LOOK AT JOB DESIGN

-

i

« .

H. .Give progress ‘_‘?ecdback.“ N
L., Set up special.iévining clasggs. =

IV. What ta Wateh Out For: -

X

- THEY TEND TO SUPPORT ITS
SYSTEMS. :

A. Employees may resent emphasis
on productivity without tie-in to-
self interest. '

-B. Some communications backfire
because they are just plain silly.
Best insurance: Have several
staffers critically review what
you plan to write or say.  °

'C. Use.discretion during periods of

, layoffsor reduction, in-force.; .
Timing can make the difference.

D. increasing productivity by tut-
ting down on employee benefits

© 1 will backfire.

E: When programs are applied only
in limited areas of the organiza-
tion, this may create_a dilemma.

F. Communications alons can’t do
;the job. €ommunication pro-
grams must coordinate _with
other .line and staff efforts to
change work habits and attitudes

- of not only the employees, but -
'managers and staffers too. .

. o

v

1

&

oo IMPROVESYST)EMS - /g""
. \ T A

A management system is effective £
when the people influenced by it: \
- .

o Understand its purpose
- & Agree with its aims
¢ ,Know how to use it .
@ Can ihfluedce its revision -
¢ [Receive timely feedbaekfgrgm it,

WHEN PEOPLE FEEL -THEY
BELONG TO AN ORGANIZATION,

-*

{ g i" 185 & AL)
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. rhe American Nanagement Association fade a survey in 197% to deternine

'’
. ‘o
)

the role of executives in productivity o§ organizations in the private sector.

It_is ny opinion that the greatest improVements in effectivess in the educa-
¢ >

tional enterprise will be, made through improved administration. The summary

K » I —_ _
« - — —— - -

of tae findings vhich follows has implications for administrators in the
. 1
- educational enterprise.

--Productivity: getting work donk.
--Executives. presidents, top-level managers, middle managers.
--tinagers: top-level managers, siddle managers ‘ .

Vhen it 1is elevant to point out differences in the opinions
of presidenZs a4%d managers, this report vill do so. liowever,
for the most part the generic term "cxecutive' will be used
when referring to the survey respondents.

Some of the survey findings are: & = .
’,y B

--Executives feel that productivity problems occur most often

in nonmanagerial areas of‘organizations. production, clerical,

supervisory. = -

--lowever, executives say that’ the two most critical causes of
such problems ‘are lack of well-defined. goals and obJectives

and inadequate managerial leadership.
~

~-liinety-six percent of the survey respondents helieve that
improved productivity in all personnel areas would help

.= accomplish organizational goals.such as improvement in
profit, return on investment, product quality, or ability
to attract capital. L. '

’ -

«h

»

--Sixty-three percent of the respondents say that executive . .
productivity is a 'serious concern' "in the operation of TR
business and industry today ’ .

--nxecutives say that’ executive nroductivity is being hampered
by inadequate, "ineffective in-house, mandgement development
programs; different work attitudes .and values of younger . .
nanagers;. time required to deal with’ consumer groups, govern-
ment . regulations, and the like. v R

~--Managers and presidents differ sharply in their opinions on
{the degree to wirich "office politics' and.'"red tape’ adversely
affect exetutive productivity. Twenty-four percent of presidents
and 44 7 of managers.say that office politics are getrimental P
to executive productivity. 187 of presidents and 407 of all .
managers call excessive orghnizamional red tape a ﬂactor . ;
sipnificantly affecting executive productivity

. . . 58 / ’ . ).

.. 6'3' R




~-Only 36l of the survey reépondents work in organizations that ‘
1ave made some ''special effort" to evaluate executive pro-
tuctivity in the last tHree years.’ .
. . ?\
. ~=Dver half of the managers and one-third of the presidents claim

that "middle management malaise" is adversely affecting managerial
per formance. . ‘

--Presidents and managers feel that security items such as higher \
salaries, better benefits, and better working conditions are .
not likely to improve the quality of '‘managerial performance. . } ‘
Presidents and managers give almost five times as much weight , ‘1
to the following low-security, high—responsibility factors:

v

\iMore meaningful and challenging managerial work. . ) ‘ &
More effective management control methods in the areas of . A \
budgeting, peroonnel relations, information f¥ow, and the like. \
Tetter management—education programs to improve managerial . \
competence. .t ; \
Financial incentive programs for managers at all levels.
Greater dissemination.down the line of information pertaining . \
to executive-level decisions and the reasons for them. ! ' ’
Increased organizational decentralization wherever pessible . \\

s0 as to delegate more responsibility and authority down

the line.
Jetter approaches to managerial performance eppraisal.

, ) N
Several of the implications suggested by the survey results are:
—~--Corporate and departmental goals'and objectives tust Be more . )

clearly defined and .understood. . .

P

- -

. / - .
~~Goal setting should be "interactive;" management at all levels :
of the corporate structure should be involved in the process.

~-lionmanagerial productivity cannot:be divorced from the °
product ivity of the managerjial sector.

-

~-Lxecutive productivity will not improve unless and untﬁi T 7
executives ‘at all’'levels have the ogportunity to grow and . LT
flourish in their work situations. . _ ? . o

Z-anagement training and development programs must be improved
some of the grams in operation now are actively harmful to . -

o productivitv, '

-
-

~--Presidents and managers differ sommdhat in how they sée the. ‘
problems, of EXecutive productivity Improved intracompany -
communications are required to minimize the detrimental
effects of this difference. ‘. ’

- .
.
7

It is.clear from the survey results that executives are ready - .
to initiate action and to make commitments toward improving their o, .
own productivity. The answers to what .to do and how to do it, are

emerging. -Executives.say that gregter responsibility acquired

through interactive goal setting and ‘greater authority established

through improved communitations would make a sound beginning.

A - -
- - N

v .
- E
N .
< : . ..
. .
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be proportionate to:

kY

-~the extent to which management trafning personnel and
management educ4tors examine and/or alter their methods
and assumptions; and .

"~~the extent to which individual execut'ives improve their
own capacity to do their work.,

S

A reﬁurp to less productivity is no longer a 1live possibility.
Improved capacity to accomplish work-“with individual ‘self-
respect intact--is required of all workers today. It is es-
Pecially required of the executive. It will not be easy "to
measure or to accomplish an lmprovement in executive produg—
tivity. 3yt the task must be done, and it must begin now.

. . ' N \ ; - -
THE ROLEL OF RESEARCH'IN THE PRIVATE SECTOR AND IT'S FFFECT ON “PRODUCTIVITY -

Research aﬁd.'ieVelopment 1n the private sector ingludes both invention

4

4

and innovation. Igvention is intel?preted to occur fvhen something nev_is

conceived. Innovation i's described as the process by which an idea or
invention is translated into the economy. There Is a 5igyfificant relation~
n . - /. . ‘

ship between Innovation and economic progress.l?® // //

Inla report by the U.S. f)epartment of Commerc?a in Januz}lzy of 1967 oir

" Techno¥ogiical Innovation: Its Environment'«;and Mana gement ", :they cited
. . ‘

.

uring 1947-1965. The GNP almost -

»

a study 6f tie Grpss National Product

f
v o .t ta e -

doubled While the wokrk forcévonly grew by thirty °per‘cen?t and the average

EANSE - A
o I

s

tours worked remair{ed constant. Althodg”n there is ho'statist;ical evidence

1.

c B ) )
to indicate how r}ﬁch o£ the gowth in GNP was attributable to technological

innovation, they ar& confident it playg‘d a major role.
e following chart taken from the report i{s’an illustration of three

ik . ' . .
Industries which accot‘;nted for more than 513 hillion in growth.of the GNP

during the period of/the study .

&, 60
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ECONOMIC EFFECTS OF ONLY THREE
TECHNOLOGICAL INDUSTRIES OUT OF MANY 11

5=

In 19435, the TELEVISION, JET TRAVEL, and DIGITAL OOMPUTER
industries were commemally non-existent. M . m

‘In 1965, thess industries contributed more than $ 13 BILLION
to our GNP and an estimated 500,000 jobs. . . and
very important, affected the QUALITY of cur lives.

. 2 “ ” .
A current study by Professor Paul Grogan of the University of Wisconsin~

Fxtension, lLngineering Department on expenditures by industries for Research

and Development shows the following facts.

> ‘
LEVEL OF R&D EXPENDITURL
LEVELOF R & D \ AS 7 OF GROSS COST
TYPE OF INDUSTRY LXPENDITURY OF TOTAL OPZRATION
“I. Extractive indus try: " Average of 9 firms b
’ coal mining; quarrying; $1,471,900 )
minerals, petroleum and
gas exploration and -
production; etec.

¥

Durable "goods mfg.: Average of 9 firms.
machine tools; tools . $1,900 000

and machinery; inclyding °

€lectrical; automobXles

and related products;

power and motive apparatus

. Consumer goods, exclu- Average of 10 firms
sive‘of #utos: builders’ $3,700,000
- supply; appliances;

furniture; food; clothing;

printing; publishinf

"High technolo . Average of 4 firms
industry; electronics; $75%,000 .
computers; communications; ’
advanced aerospace & defense

compom.ent,jj «‘.t?,' . 66




. V. Ciemical industry: - Average of 15 firms :
: refining; feedstpcks; - $6,306,666 N
fibers; plastics; . ) )
“synthetics; pulp and < 0 .o .
_Ppaper mfg.: etc.: v . oL LT e

POTENTIAL AREAS OF APPLICATION TO THE EDUCATIONAL ENTERPRISE’

’

e The first consideration for “applying successful techniques and mesthods to

» . . N s

‘the educational enterprise is to examine the distinctions between the missions,

- . ! a

foals and objectives of education and 1ndust'ry This paper will not belabor the

.

obvious differences. The similarities seem to be that gndustrid and educational o

units are comprised of small and large organizations trying to accomplish results -

through people. Both have procedures, paperwork data processing operations,

%osts of materials and saJ.aries of personnel Although it is more ‘difficult to

(measure the output of a teacher than that of. a secretary or production worker
L .

[
.

. . "
there are standards of performance, ratfos of students to teachers, student

4
4

. nowledge tests and other forms of ,measurement which can be used to establish

.
.
»

Effectiveness. . y ' ’

»

The first recommendation 4s to eliminate the term productivity and replace
¢ - 1t with the term effectiven@ss improvement. A proposed definition or organiza- .
V4

tional effec:tiveness by Georgopoulos and Amold ‘Tannenb aum ‘may be nore appro—

priate than -the input-output: approa(g. 'I‘hey sugpest defining organizational ‘

effectiveness as: the extent to which an organization as a social-system,’

Il o

Poiven certain resources and means, fulfills 1its o/b;]ec(es:vithout incapacitating
. i “ r/

its means and resources . and without placing undue strain upon its members "9

Inprovement usually requires“gxange. We customarily beliéve that people

“resist change: Mogensen claims that peoplendo not resist, change but/ rather

resist soméone else trying to change them. His approach to managing imp}ovement

is to involve the people who ecan de‘\‘relop the improvemen¥ If _improvement_s(are . /,'
to be made in&(choql system, it will require cooperation from all personnel. ’

) - -

v ~ - % '
There are functions in every system that.have never heen exposed to a methodical = -

’

- . . - . , .
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study, one that exam:.nesv eévery o.peration and the performance of the personnel in

' : . . N ¢
thoge operations. - _ . l’ : .

v
~

[ > Te ’ e ' ‘ - * ) ol
(" How to start: : ) N o
; .

Someone should be degignated to c;oordinate the effort not Someone Who can )

y ~

o __'be spared,‘ but ra.ther a person whose effectiveness is respected Second ?

.
- -

priorities for studies should be based on an /economic analyshis of the high

cost areas in the system. ﬂormally salaries will accéunt for 80/ to 90
S . 2 )
total operation cost. Priorities should be establisped and personnel sho

<

f

'.

Ahe trained‘ln techniques Such s world "implification and v,alue analy

x* . > £

.‘,\
~otent1a1 arca.s for 'improvenent in addition to high costs, nre situations ‘

. . | v
% .

A . . e e

1.ike e !tings which consume large amoun » operations which appear to ,

"produce lofs of vaste, systems which have tledecks. Additional check lists. -

are provided later. Fin;iiy, provisien should be made for feedback to personnel

- ’

on action taken to 4mplement suggestions for improvement. R\ec‘ognition for

|
| ~ )

anding improvements which -are implemented is another essential-factor in

» -

outst

K3
successful programs in the private sector.

.
,

HE ROLE OF THE ISCONSIYN ”)UCA'I‘IO’T .ASSOCIATION IJ FFFECTIVENESS T» ‘[PROVF?-II‘
LY ¢ <

=1

-

It will not he poésible to make noticeable improvements in effectiveness
L / )
n '.’isconsi‘n}& ichool districts without cooperation from the W.F.A. Fxperience

. 1 LY
in'the private sector has -shown that nanagement .and organized personnel mus t

S

work together to improve effectiveness. Since effectiveness is relate‘d//o
s
.

attitude, it may require a ch@‘anye in attiiu}e concerning unnecessary positions.

«

Also, equipment and supply curtailment will have to be reckoned witn in the

) . , R . D
coming yedrs to meet unit cost controls esséntial\‘to satisfy taxpayers. . ] Qv ////
ot ) L L B .‘, ‘B .

JTHE ROLH OF STUDFNTS IN FFECTIVENTSS IMPROVIII*II:‘J"a . C o S,
. ¢ J/ .
Fffectiveness inprovement requires the participation of everyone in an ‘5* g
\ - R 4,
§ LT
organizatiot, . Students can help cut costs,in the following‘ways’{ . . .
. ' 4 - 8 ' /\
63 . " oo
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I S @
\\«. s, . \
\ . ( , -_ .
. ¢ . *
- N
. o o
% +'Reduce vandalism. - .

I

Assis tjmaivntenance-taff .

L
e
i

~

‘ .

Superior students coach* below-average students.

‘e ~

- . -
N

»

: 4. Conduct studies of operations (high school level) such as*

cafeteria s Preventive maintenance

, paperwork, procedures,
L S N V4

el . data processing. _ ‘o /-f' l ‘ < . ’
3¢ valuation teams work o’n problems of high costs with facultyl' s«!
2
‘e ) . " .guidance. - T . o .
; . - .
. N A ,uccessful teclmique used in the private sector for ‘reducing paperwork 3

1

'~ *

a concept developed in the 1930's by Altan Mogensen. Tt consists of a

- r

I&ivetstep pattern

(

¢
.0
<

Used in many " p16§/1em~solvinx.7 syste;g\s It.employs some

tools for analyzing present paperwork ‘ﬁrocedures, forms, and sys\tems to

L4

eliminate duplication and unnecessary papemo,rk

ry '

4
- o f ~1mprovaaanu
PRl bv_‘“ - ‘
:—f; - LI T
S 1.

; : :
l.S:A * " ‘

Select a job to improve- N

Thg fiv\e step pattern for:
b

Y

:Get the information about the job.

=4

. , ‘ . ;
Specific tools -which are applicabl‘é in.the educational environment are

the flow process chart’ (fi;’ures 2 and 3) and the prg\ﬁedure chart and- flew .

N
~ T

- . diaoram..(Figure 4) The flow p,rocess 'chart can begsed' to analyze the steps

~ » - g_‘ V N

‘ . required to process forms or for operations~ such .as the food service or,
o a% b ] ;

- janito rial services.

N QG

N
R will present a breakdoﬁn\gf\operation\yhieh n'akes

» U
. . il unnecessary .,teps _conspicuous. Frequently in business use of a f\kw chart‘ *

3

. . ° .

. Ras eliminated forms and operations \!ompletely A~common slogan in busines

< ° .
v b
[ v "t -

\
. ts, "If ou“have been doxng it t:l/e pres nt way for five years, *there 3.<s a bette
\ 1 R e

T a ® .,
'wav to do it. The. undt.rhgin;, ph\l\oa\gphy ls, work smarter, {t's casier."
o 15 kY
M . o . ¢ @ \ _ . )
% . . ’ ﬂ, L .
Ak J . : « '
Qo : : ‘ . .
ERIC e s 890
‘\ . v ~ ] \‘l -
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o \"The.paperwork systems chart. (Figure 4) illustrates steps performed to-pro-

g ss various forms in the Sys tem', Frequently an analysis can eliminate forms,

%teps,uand sometimes the procedure itself. TPaperwork ﬁormally increases in an
[ . .
[N *

- hY
i

A
, organization. An examination of all the forms used by an organizatlon can reveal
’

¢ &L
» - duplication. Since school ,ystems have purchasing departments maintenance

v departnents and business offices perfoming functlons Uhi&l are identical to
- .‘. T ; S .

’

those’ in Lthe pr1vate-sectbr I know these techniques
-

1 R) ’ '
nents gxithe-em loyees in those areas because of persongl e

n be uded to make improve-

. Coors Porcelain Divisdon, John AEexe and many other firms.

oy e -
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t e - .
develorn improvements is value,analysis. This concept vas developed in thg <

> AY

surchasing depertmcnt in the General Ilectric Campany in 1947. The key

.

element in the_approach is to 1dent1fy tie baqic functlon of a service or )
* v n b

product and then, through creatlve tblnk%ng techniques by 2 team, to develop

. lad /

rore economlcal ways to provide the function(s) wlthout sacrificing qualxty

a
v

. Tisapprodch can be used in the édpcational eqterpriée.to exanﬁﬁe services,
4

courses; positions, and equipment, particularly in new builcing cdhstructlon,

" to determine their value, or worth in aoconplishlng objectlves. ’ .

. P -

Industry usually finds through analysis that éignty or ninety per cent

[

-
of ‘its costs are incurred in employee payroll Haturally the eliminatjion of .

<

’,
- , , Another technique which is used successfully in the private sector’to .o . L
|
|

| unnecessary positions is the most cﬁfeﬁtive way to reduce costs. lionproductive

positions and overhead a;e the primary targets in the private.sector.

it may Qeressential to eliminate unﬁécesséry positions. Retraining some teachers

- .

R P & .
for needed positione in special education may be a solution to positions eliminated
, ’
. \ « . A '
in elemcntary education and other. areas where .there appears to be a surplus of

. ' 4 o !
Altrough there is a surplus of 'teachers in certain fields at the present, .

talent. . ' . 3 . L
b . - ST

‘s

b

Better time utilization by’hll professional persomnel; is an area recormended

. o

for consideration.

N .

tducators may be helped by the following ideas and chec! lists which haye - ~

T
e

led to managerial improvement in the_ private s®ctor.~ . K .

The following daily plan (Figure 5) ielps to determine priorities. First,
. ~ L

. , L ] ' ) :
thines t%at “avk to be done are listed on, the sheet. Priorities are then assigned,

‘&

with a specific time allocation for cach task. The evaludtion column helps .

“

" determine progress toward accomplishments .

- R , . . .
. . , . . »

TIME MAVAGEMENT ARD PFRSONAL EF#ECTIVENESS ' .
|
\
|
|

- ~ «
. .
. . - »
. " .
.

- , o)




Figure 5. L
A plan for "making it happen" - .
o _lA ==,'U1§gnt (probably involves other.s -- include items for immediate
delegation). o ,
Coe " 1B = Urgent -+ must be done today i
4 2A = Delegation in general o : -
— " 2B = "Touch base" on former delegation o , )
, 7.3 =Planning .- \ - .
. e ; : . S -
4 = Canwait - - , '

-~ - b . ;oo '

. /4 | . TIME - -
- NO.| PRIORITY THINGS TO DO . | - ALLOCATED. EVALUATION




CO:ICLUSION Y : s - o

———y
-

- Improving the cffectiveness of any.érganization,requires cooperative effort

«

by all personnel. Since improvement requires change, -it aléo invelves cﬁhnging

attitudes. Expérience in education shows that this arga takes the greatest time,

Hbviously an orgdnization cannot be turnéd around overnight sinée the people

. i ~r

in the organization mus’t cause it to happen. ‘Although it takes. time to achieve

maximun efficiency, this must not be used as an excuse to defer starting. The.

-

start-up, objectives, plans and future action‘steps should be developed With

ntmost care. It is more difficult, and time cohsuming to correct a "planned
failyre” than to proceed cautiously 1 the right direction. Interest will grow
LN N . R o

as improvements become apparent. ‘ . .

-

-3
Jt is a.mistake to assume that improvement will happen by -dtself because -
-

.

of the nature of‘thé professional staff. Serendipity is not good planning.

P » »

Successful administrators make things happen!
P
There are risks in.any effort of this magnitude but the rewards from

N N -

improved efféctiveness -should justify the risks. /

, e -t .

: . - . -
ERIC : ' ¢ |
rorecrosieio enc) . . . ' )
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\Coﬁlcrnme,nt leaders and ci{tizens have, in recent years, increased the 4

. /s .

- , . e
the concomitant limitations om human and financial resources threaten to :
. e . R e

jeopardike both thé quantity gan“& quality of these governmental services. ligh -
A

. . . \ - - :
unemployment rates have resulted in severely reduced revenues for government

- - \ 3

.
< -

e . . : . P - .
¢ ’f-zhi.le, at_the same time, demands for many types of governmental services have

v increased at\an almost unprecedented rate. The public sector, caught in the
w o

i ’
. vicious cyclelof decreased revenue anﬁ/increaged demands for service, has in

. ~ .

many cases been forced to implement selective and across-the-board budget cuts

N 3

| and other austetity measures. ‘ ‘ l‘ "
. o . Re
All &f this &as contrilyted to the popular notion that the public sector ",
. mus't get.r:Qo\re ha » for the u k. ,'Somehow govemmental agencies? and employees

zust provide more s tvices with fewer human, financial and material resources.
=~ -

The underlying assumptiop is that government is inefficient and that’ public

prey . ~
- servants, whether the be chers, 1egislators or "bureaucrats " are lazy and
\ =
areJchea’ting the taxpayer. . .
. " - .
T The popularized mt\ion and\agsumptions of productivity and the nsvﬂd for )
| . . Iy . . ¥ .

S\ / “ ) J L.
its increase are overly—:%impli tﬁ d, indeed, may be incorrect. lHowevet, the -
. -\ .

. hasic facts still remain,_\\and serious tempts to identify means for increasing
- - [ * ‘\‘ - -

. public sector productivity\\mu‘st be explored:

me public is likely to increase its demands th resources be spent

_____\Lis_elLand_eﬁiJ.ciently Legislative and executive branches are likely to respend
J 4
to public pressures by exerting more and more inflyence over decision-making s

»
- [

. 1 )
functions formerly consideredr'the province of the bureaucrats.” .




N 1 -

oo the public sector, i}'is extremely difficult to measure final outputs. !Much
.- (e,‘.~ ! .

[
- o i

The remafning portions of this paper will. deal &ith some of the problems

'associated.with iaentifying and ﬁegsuringo?ro&bctiyity‘in state and. local

educational agencies. It is expected that the comments coptained herefh will®

-

- k )
result in more questions than answers , lioveve¥, only by raising‘the issues, )

‘can a rational, reasoned and systematic. approach fo productivity in that part \

-

-
.

meaning of productivity. - .

° . Altl!%gh the concept itse;f is simple enough, its use by th
\ popular press, labor unions, and politicians has'elevategﬁggﬁgiifivity

to the point|that it has now become one of those sacred econontic goals
for the nation to strive for, and which under no circhmstanc;;/gboniﬁ

be questioned. The result is a great‘deil of populef/sgggus~ n con-
cerning exactly what productivity means. L

‘~ The confusion is ther confounded by the inability to directly transfer

" productivity méasures om the private sector to the public sector. There is,

(9

" - ) ., ’ Iy ’ ‘
theeefp%z; no commonly accepted definition for productig}ty of_;;;\agésureéi:::> .

of productivity in EHe public sector. . k // -

. 3. / C n ‘
toss and Burkhead™ have deﬁineq‘prgguctiyity as a measure of efficiency
K] & - . T /
‘usually expressed as the ratio of the quantity of output to the quantity of input

s -

‘us ed infproductibn gf that output. They further indicate that prpductivity

rd

. e . )
- measures refer to the reglationship between inputs and final outputs, This

4

definition distinguishes productivity measures from measurement of effieiency,

v

*

effectiveness and work activities.4

o

The' present paper recognizes,'alqng with Ross and Burkhead that within

»
- Y . \




4

« s

v ) L : ’ . / . ' . IR
of the work of the public sector is service oriented and ‘aimed toward the
'Iéffnrovement of the genera/I Well—being of the citizenry. ,Thus, a goal of a.
State liighway Department may. be to improve the capability of citizens to

move tﬁpidly, safely and economically thoughout the state. The number of

miles of highway constructed could be measured However, the measure would .
§

' be just that (¢n miles of highway construct:ed), and does not really measure’

the over all improvement in the state's transportation system as it affects

the general well~being of the citizenry.

, Likewise, in a state education agency, measuring \the in;rjase in the

number of program /evaluation reports does not provide anj exp cif measure of

- the primary, agency goal, that is, to improve the lea

r

‘u
v _/ . ~

ng of children, youth
and adults, S
Ld /

\

- Thus, ;neasurement\ of productivity in a public agency such as a state or
' . ‘ . ¢ . A N .
‘ local education agency\‘ is severely hindered by two factors: (1)_ difficulty in
clearly defining ‘the final outputs of public services ‘which i)y their very
\nature are p:rishable and leave no physically measurable unit and (2) difficu.\lty

© in selecting sultable’ proxies as-—estimates of the output.k ‘

‘ ’lheﬁlo@ts will. suggest that state and local education agencies

need t to address both of these difficylt aspects of the prob],em. It‘wfll also

be "sugge/ted that), at least initially, such agencies probabl needt}beZggeste
%,/at least/n

itially, such agencies probab}/ne to be nmpre concerned with

\neasuring t/he 1mpact of their actions rather than productivity, per se. This
¢

N /
widl requlre (Y) clear 1dentification and_selection and prioritizition of goals
] '* { . )

and olfjectives; (2) 1dentification oftappropriate audiences or recipients of

ser ices, (3 Explication of desired impacts of service; and (4) \J'ele-p{nt-of

y e

and adequate inforSnation base for determining whether the desired impacts are

, -

¢

.. 81 - -

being achieved, o




-can be dlrectly measured . Thus, additinq~l goals” and objectives must be established

in mind the limitatdions of resources and the over-all 1mpact on employee morale,

‘ment of any systenms oriented plan. That is, the plan should be meaningful and :

. useful to thggi who are charged with its 1mplementation.

~prioritized set of goals and objectives, . S T N ‘v

"forging a consensus among the conflictinp values of legitimate® policy makers and

As these issues are addressed by ngency management they must. also keep ) )

* -
. e

motivation and self worth. These represent realistic constraints on-. the develop- —~

. 3 /
-

L 4

>

Goals and Objectives

. \ N
Ve ~ “

L Religion, morality and knowledge being necessary to good
government and the happiness of mankind, schools and the means
Y of education shall Yorever be encouraged The legislature shall,
maintain and support' a system of free public elemcntary and : secondary
schools: as defined by law, Evety school district shall provide for -
the education of its pupils withaqut discrimination as/;o religion,
creed, race, color or national origin,

1

Virtually every state constitution contains a broad, "nission statement" ’ / .

\

regarding education as is‘quoted abhve. The ultimate ;pal of those responsible
for education is, -thus, clearly one of improving the eneral well being of the
state's citizenry. The output desiéed is an educated' or ’better educated”

citizenry. Quch a timeless philosophical statement

d its associated outputs

=]

The most serious difficulty faced Dy~ edu'cation agencies in determining the

]

[

< . /s . !
impact or éonsequences of .their actions {s the lack of a clearly defined and /

/

A -

1

stablishing goals and objectives is to some extent a political proces§

-~

“their ConStituentS"-6 This poal—setting process results in.a myriad of possible
’

foals (whether or not they are formally- stated) to be addressed The question B

\
e,

which mus t then be addressed igs "Given limited resources, which goals’ and

¥ .

objectives-can realistically be addressed7 What are realistic attainment 'tar~°

.

g ts?7 This requires a priority setting of goals and objectives which hav? /

82 o
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. . .

. L - *
+ . .
P :.a.%-» -&‘ * . ) - . R ¢ . . *

4 N /' S . -
.attainable results given'practical resource considerations. By eliminatihg

had .

or deﬁerring unattainable or 1ess relevant goals %nd deectives and avai}able

- J
v N ..

. resources may he more, pre“cisely focused the deliVery of. priority services.
° k4 L) »¥®
~ This d@ the first step t:oward ifproving - that eiusive gen-ie, productivity.
.- ¢ . ‘ . “‘l o L4 ., . . o o0 ~ -
The Audieg£g~\' . . - o . .t o

. S w0 . . -,
L4 . - LI * .

. 'a.' If asked i vast majonty of profe ,rona;-employee's‘ in state educat:ton

. b .

n‘ the pubLig schopls.” I"rom a purely nhilosophicaI goint of vugxé

o
\ Ky . -~ »

\
- this’ is true,,andvst.ate education agency¢ personnel shoyld’ constantly ask .

9 . ¢
v -

: .hfow arg’ ny a‘ctivi‘tfes like],y to impact on children and youth”” However, to.
‘ ;’ o LS / > .7
N from a pl‘éctlcal point of view, the school student.s are seldon t1e direct re-~ .

LY
. . . " ‘

ciplents 0¥ servicos from the state education agency. -Ratﬁer t:he primary Ve e
FES
i K ¢ . .

recipi:onts of services are uéua,ll-y some 1nté’rquiary aud1ence (fre@ue,n’/tly Y

- A l ~

L} ] .
locaJ. ,c}iool,\dlstrict offfcials) ﬂlis 'confusion between the ultimate re-.. -

a
N > . a ,- ©

cyp,ients- (the students.). d the a‘t.tual or .Lntt_rmedia 1‘eci 1ents of service
’?jm Ty p

leads to a confusion in meaSuring the -'npact of serviccs, f'- g <‘taf’f’may .
. N M
.cttempt to measure the c‘opsequences of their, servit:e by measurlng c‘ianges RS

. I ‘«
* .in uehaVLor of students w‘x’en" in fact tne 1mpactvshould be measurld in tcrms
. o, .

of the behavior of the. 1ntermediary recipients, ""Q T ;s ) ('a‘
- : ' il
_.", 3

I~or example,," state evaluation staff afe responsible ‘for pro%1ding 1nfer—

LI

- 4 -

LA

°'"1ation for use in mal ing educatlonal program decisions. Philosophically speang,

*.‘ . LY 4 . . ¢ .

this information should result 1n inproved educational programs whidh enable T

- . . .\ . - 4

mprove‘d?‘student learning and, perfornance XIoWever, the direct impact.of thm

N

-

< a -

service’ 'is, not uponﬁstu'dent:s but on .,tat:e level pro;ram decision—makers . 'l'his[
50 ey .

im:enznediary audience uses the‘ information in providing service .to local program

K

I

4
‘decision—makers wa in turn may have a direct or indirect (t‘lrouph tHe ci,aésro’”om

“

; L
"OE MC ) ~oR ;'
- -

, . [

v s .d - S,




.teacher) 1mpact on students. Thusg’, eagh group in this chain néeds to c.learly
o

define its audience and att,empt tp fheaSure the impact .df\da.{ect ser:vices

] - ! . e o
;T Only vhen the uhole chain. ¢ras’ completed action can the ultimat\e ;Jimpact be i ' ) <
N K . . * . . &t
*’retermlned f:ven then proxy measures often must be used 61 e., test scotes, !

. . . ’ .\

ecreased drpp—out rates ete. aré only proxie\s%\i‘actual improvement in ~ Lo

- 2 -
and per fonnance of- students) e - e i o
. . . R T )
A .-, .« PR
L4 . LG . , \ d
TR t - R .
- % e Al 3 ~
. s e . -
ves have béer 1dentif1ed and th-e «appropriate .o ¢

. . * - )
: audlence(s) speciﬁied, <;erv:lce activ1ties qe‘ed to be estab].ished, Tbese “

¢"|‘

ystems.for deliverin% services Ry vary according to the ob tives and/or N,

‘s

» 3 [T -
* v

.

the audﬂ.ence being served I‘or example, xn—service 'tralnmg and oons

. . -

_ na»f be -used by SEA staff in delivering seﬁzices to local School district

. s ES ‘ e
CT oersonnel ‘while 1gcal district staff wo\l i dev:r.’se v&nious teaching strategie a .=
o *to, provlde instruction ‘to s‘tu‘dents. - R .t Vet .* “w >
. . . - -
‘ v

LRegardieSs, howe"ver, of_th~e Hel'ivery system'\

- -
-

g ' )
i ‘the needs’ of the’ audience whicg is to recelve the Se I'nadequate assess— :
o " De N ‘ h- %

. 00' " . ‘,{."A'
i ment of n‘éec.s: is a major c/aﬁse for so-called ‘failure in ivery of serv:_tces v 7 .

- VO ¢ .

in education. Y -3 er Sl T e

i
.

'r..

v . » - o
- ' o . 4 . . - N L
.«g.»/: < . .

" .

. — -~ v A e
. «f S B -

; “1.:' The de‘live‘ry,/system also“sbould be: devised in. !a mannertwhic‘h 'is\’real\iStic R - .
r ,ithin avai?cable/resourc:s constraint For example, if 1, 000 students in.a: D X

.school distzf“if:t are in need of oomp’énsatory education bdt:ufficient‘resources R . \\‘

a;'e made available to’ serve Only ";00 ls tudents, dis trict statff should ndt be’ - ;

. g T

. g.*cpected, sto stretc1 the resources to lr’servve th‘e entire populatiog i need -5

. W Pt

e, Once the service deiivet'y “ysteme aré established impact: critetia may
.. _ ot ? ¢ - “x .
e developed. ]’.n many {program budgeting ..ygtemq, these;impact criteria are . L et

N . . . - o n -{ 1:3'0‘

- "tated~ ‘as the rat io of tﬂa quant;Lty of output to the quantity of ’1eed - Specifica-'-

. PR
. "

S tlon of the output measuqes' represents a Peasurement problbm that Ls beyond the. :

- ,,."‘ , N 1 “« ~ e
N

’ scope of this paper: ‘liowever, it nust be neq’o\gnized that most output“‘ meastres
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”
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in education are really/ proxies of 'output. Further., théy are ireqpently

~ 2]

* - b

Cos - very (xifficuIt to quantify l ) ) - / ML .G

.4, hd °¢ P

In the previous example, 1et us fung:her assume that staff determine that

w ’
- » . -~

an’ acceptable neasute of output is'a nx,)nt:hr gain in achievement per month ip
\the'conpensatory educatiom 11»1‘ogra.m‘_=?L as m‘easured by a norm-/;eferenced read:nng
\Ilievement test,.. “The' 1mpact may then be 'measured numerically by dividing the

o number qf students’ aghieving alt sthis ratg’; the number in need. If 300 students

'

ac"u\Teved t the rate of a mopth per month, the mpact ratio. for the school dis-

14 I
¢ . 27 \/

trict vould be 300/1000 = .3, fylowever, ‘since resources were made available to

e
b
.

. ~ &
serve only 5’)0 students, the 1mpac£: ratio of the. compensatory education staff
- . . -, s ,1 .. Lo - RO . L%
.'ould be J)O/SOO */ . o & e Y O ) .
. A‘ ™ - ‘ o . Yo ‘ ' '
e &5’”" Over a period ‘of ‘time, - the. sdhool district can dcvise a humber of - yays to
- ¢ 2 " 'ff 4 “t -3 " ~ cor.
. - ;anrove 1ts impact ratios and thus dn a sence de.velop an improved productivity.
- . LAt . .. ‘b--1 .
Y ) ) - - . ’ N : ~ . 4 5 - ﬁ ‘, - o IR T ‘;
e “the Information Sysf:an oot " v e
. 1f the ideas suggested in this paper- are to be successfullybimplemented it
" ¢

S ? . . >
SN ig\ \essential that an adequate information systen be implemented so as to pro- .
- vide o cxsion-makers at all levels sufficient “lata .to mnitor and eva].uato th ir
B ' efforts. N oL TN ' L T -
- 2 - '3 ! a . - - b L d il : PN

fata are ndeeded to accurately establish gvoa.ls and objectives to deternine

R

¢ ., .
. the eeds f T g rvice, and to measure the outcomes of that service, The 1informa-
r e P ‘

. z 4
o - .

f
tion system uld be deveieped so fhat ,those personnel most closely 1nvolved
‘? “

I
©

:ith orovidinﬁ direct syrvices will have quick’ and efficient infohnati:on re-

.~ . v -

o sdrding tneir efforts. urther, thosg indinduals}providing the direct services

* LI
\ ‘v V- ' ’

'ill have need.«o’NﬁY’ c;etailed information tkan those who provide 1nd1rect

x’anpl_e, a classroom teacher ',hould have in“fqnnation about the pro-

3

]

each pupil .i.n the classroom.' The innformation collected through the

. .
¢ _‘{‘. g i . Q . 3 ‘-
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1Y /
¢ normal test teach~test cycle of instruction could be reco-rded on a pupil pro-

. 'd gress profile i\\stnnnent. These data cduld then be aggregated at the building )
* >
or district level for use of declsion—makers outside ~of the classroom.. . e

T
8

Li kewise, state education agency staff should develop an information

“

,ysted Uhlch would enable them' to ménitor and eva:l.“uaf:e their services.
2 ~.

The information system shoul;i be designed so that staff at each Tevel in-

Do the heirarchy will be able to determine whether the desired impacts are be'ing o
N . - D A’-}ﬁ“’:

PN ' % . A

achieved. Thus, a measure Qf quality control needs to be built into the system, o® °

e . AN - ) LA

2 to assure that the output measures. are rélated to the impacts. ‘, S v L

. , PN . . & e . - 2o T
. ‘e , < \\\ i , . -
;  Summary g L~ oL Cu P
.k oS (-. - . P

Ir\provement of product:n.vity in education is fraught tvlth~many difficult

rrroblehs Thls paper presents_some 1ssues that: must.~be addressed before "pro—- T

. , . - I S v
~ 4 -~ t f f
~ ductivity" can be measured. Fach of the isstes, raised h;erein. contaln numero us .‘

~

o 4 "o
Pl

per-'se‘. el T, -

In the private séct 6 produc\;ivity is, usua.lly defi‘n\ed\as th e rat io of the.
quantitg of;output\to the quantity of input. An altemag’lve 1s~suggested for ‘
/. stafe and lo‘cal education agencies, nam\lgkthat a measure if impact be developed

. ot «g\ -

which would be defined as the ra’t;io of thé qu tity of out:put to. the quantity PR

.Of- neec—.' : '\.’\ L e T, ‘ o
. . ~“. . ° - N i . 3 N !
!‘ze paper recognizes that thei'e is a f'reat deal of difficulty/\lk’adequately

s,

S o

measurmg outputs in the public sector and particdlarly «In education. In most P

. . %
\ 1 Ll ¢ LS

‘Jnstancu:; proxy measures will nced'- to.he used Howe‘ver byJ emph:mizin;: the BT

.

-t
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- improvoment of lmpgtct at (.aCh level Ln the egucational ‘\‘1erarchy, a,syster\ I ‘»,
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A . o d .
for OVerall improvement of productivity éan be established vhich is .coggizant
\
of both the difficulty in measuringg outputs and of the subtle mixture of :
- ¢
..
‘inputs"” or human, naturdl, and financial resourtes that are involved in
. ‘/m‘ s o ) 0 D » . .
.. deliverir'lg s_erzgices to children/and youth, based on identified needs. ' .
- ‘ [y X .
) - The -critical issqss Vhich ‘must be addressed in implementing an "impact «
. o - - [
L, ! <t
improvement progr,@m‘ seem to bew- (1.) identification and prio\riti7ation of .
] roals: and objectives <2) 1dentification of appropriate audience or: recipients .
.. . v
; of services w their need5° )] explication of desired impacts;r and (4) develop—-
L} ,
- *Ient Qf an infomation base fo;: mdnitoring andﬁvaluating the deli\zery of services.
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Implementing a productivity systen at the state education level suggests
. y - ;

A

that a productivity syitem does not presently exist, Of course, this is not

-

true, State departments of education have nroduced outstandiné educational

’
.

-ﬂ'> —
achievements. Nevertheless, when compared to other productive enterprises,

state educ®tion agencies ‘have historically emphasized regulatorv, political and

"~

funding activities without a sufficient emphasis upon -producing the desired

results in meeting statewide educational objectives.. This has,been true

[y

P’

because states have traditionally delegated educational responsibilities to. °

. N .
local education agencies. o .- : !
. L4 .
ot State‘educatioﬁ agencies are'increasinglv designing programs to meet . ’
. ] - » ¢ - =
. unique state goals and are impleméntihg ﬁhém on a statewide basis. Obviously.

<

-, o o ° L 3
as»the latter purposes and intents impact on educationaL programs at the

- o -, . [ 3

w

localilevelk_a new concept of .a productivity system at the state education (

b}
.
-

level becomes essential. .. - B %
° «Q

Iypes‘of SEA Productivity Systems ; i

»

State education agencies are,organizing and developing programs~tﬁaﬁ\
. ~ t

. . .

Increasingly recognize the difference hetween"the following types of state

‘e

éducation productivity systems: . '
4 t - <

(13 Distribating nbhgy for productivity in education to be defined

. ’ and implemented, at the local level within "sf%te minimum standards”
;“‘ ' regulated by. the state edtication agencv‘ and o
- : \ - .
(2) Promoting or installing state educational _programs designed to
: incnease productivity in education. : ‘

A )
- ! . ’
P T ’ A ﬁ - ’ ¢

The first system provides a means for a state education agency. to’ assist'

o . -

educ@%Ional productivity inﬁthe ‘state by increasing funds from_ the state to

-
v

° local educational ayencies This approach depends upon each local school
- ’ R -
system to develop. test, install and operate an instructional programs, *

- ’ ',

Since the introduction of this "state:aid” concept three\décades ago, 'state
» ’ . \ A
edqcation‘lgencies have successfully pursued thia goal and its related
H +




-

’m'inimum standards.” ~ This productivity system has succegsfully increased _'funds )

. ¢ -

for education and has changed the environment in i;hi'ch education takes place |

(class size. school size. bus size, window size. linear feet of blackboard, etc.). b
. - . * , “

Unfortunately., the learning environment has sometimes been‘da‘ma'ged. Inept

.
~

finance formulas can: 1) preserve bne room sc%ools and small school distridts:

P
- <

F4 1

2) establish and maintain inflexible and inappropriate facilities and instructional

-

materials and 3) create and extend a variety of inequities.

boa

s " The second system provides a means for a state education agency to assist

et . L
v ] . AR

. [ . ’
educational productivity -through a new arrangement of educational resources within

‘the state that may'or may not require new funds. Since traditional staff organi-

¢ 4

o

zations and management-skills gre. not effective in. this newer productivity .
gsystem, some states are reorgamizing and training staffs to meet changing

requirements. . ' .

~

Current SEA Prodyétivity System Requirements . ' ° .

“ , .

' .

State education agencies in this ddcade rugt be organized to plan. develop,

[ . Pl + - .
** evaluate and promote ,or install .education -grog amsm\meet cost effective ¢ and

-
’ .
l,. - .

educationgl. ob1ectives demanded by citizens through their elected representatives,

or to ‘be able to propose and ‘obtain acceptance of alternativeg objectives. .
. ;

. o SuccessfullyV tested nrograms,with political\ support and adequate operatidnal ?

0 . +

-

Jc-

Q
funds must be available hefore irﬁplementiny ‘tedms can effectively begin to '
‘e " . < \

promote or install 'state educat—ion programs. It s also, eSsentiaL te haye an !
e

6 accepted pIan and aﬁresponsible timeta,ble for iinp*lementh. . R

.

e
v -

B ' ‘g&z A’y; The state plan should be drawn up carefullv ~argc@xplained to hll pe‘rson’é‘ oo

A3
. ‘:\‘. B

directly or indirectly 'involved. State. 1eyislatures shbuld appropriate‘ fvur\cis . ‘P:,. .
* ” R LY She N
» to develop an“ acc%pt‘able plﬂn of thiﬁﬂpe before operationa@ Sundsb are- "‘.\-\‘: T
le v, \ - .. N

appropriated Frequently, operationaJ, funds are approbniatgd to meet’a Specific o

* . purpose (i E"., a, progmm complete],y “nemto the _state) without a responsible state

v' s’ - . "f ‘. 0\ \ ‘.q

- \ .‘,‘)lan. In these instanc'es, failqres frequently occur ., stat.’e department pergonnel .,
[ ] <
- -~ ;1 iy oy . . . \ -t . 'o. ., 3
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and ‘local -education personnel are crAtical of eaéh.other, and’ the legiélatopg'
. e . i

denounce "educators as incompetent.f~'As a result. children suffer.
e . ‘. LIS
Assuming that planning, development, and testin? considerations are
4

a

adequately met, the state education. agencv personnel can turn their attention

to the following:. R J Tt )

Staffing for imnlementation (centrélized/decentralized N\ :
specialists/generalists"etc :)

’

*(b) Types of nrod&cts to be implemented {majop/minor: -new/
modﬁficationst etc,) . ’

implementation of statewide progrhms. it 1g inyortant

h ¢

skills required by nerqonnel who. are to carrv out,this function

0st effective implementors haze’bofﬁ.. Usuélly, these are implementors who
/- -

Cer . <
ave heen cérefullv trgined in program content eng/teachinﬁ'skills r%puired ’

)
. Sometimes. a team of’ implémentors and . +Program f/ecialiqts can be used ef fectiv élv.

IF the decision is made to use program 2pecialists. they shouldaphase out =

- I

of é‘state emblovment Whenetheirybpecial function is \complete: Ir/i/generalist

of a program, it is

‘

w - -

’a
L

Also, considerétion has to be given to a entralized or decentralized staff

A centralized staff is easier to direct'hut aLlows 1ess time for consulting or
Y
A

~ " '0\ ‘'
If.ihnlementin? personnel are*

. trainine wersonnel in the lpcal schdol svstems.

~

decqntréliZed it becomes fmportg\t\to ¢etermine what independent decision- &

.mékihg qgsﬁ?héibilit& Will be delepated to..thesé* uersons. Tf de:igtralized .

-\\“. -
decision—makiﬁgris;cog part af this option to decéntrnlize. its purpose wil]
-

9 ’ ¢ '\g- N . . .
U . defeateq, és*q\;a1 agencies will have .to be referréd back to. the canital
Vo l.‘ LI i . A ,. . 14
.city Staf«- ) \. A .‘,‘ .0 ‘ ¢ '.,.' L. . ' Lre o,
1 v g v e, L S
S Tvpeb‘of educatioq Droduqts to HE fhn]emeﬁted at the 3 ate leVel(barv in

- Y Tt KIATE

manv wgvg. Some mav.Pe modificationa°to existinp pfogfam§~w%ile otMers_max,be._
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(-

to develop. test, and implement

- ) N v
training programs and materials. Alse Qit is particularlv important to time and
e + A ‘h v'.j .
sequence activities to’ crhrify who does at and ﬁhen. o s
~ K ¢ s :
annples of SEA ProductiVity Svstempr ications ., ﬁ ~os

~ <~ 3 -
, ~

Let s eonsider/some specific examples of problems that tequire,different”
P - . v

imnlementation approaches. Suppose the state s Droblem is”to exten
Ny % :

,~-

v N v

A multi—year state Dlan is needed In.this example* thexe ar excellent nragrams

~ 4 -

and 1earning materdals that havé been deveioped ‘and™evalu

Y . . ~

could be qelectedeahd used for the state s kiqéergarte

ed over decades that:
program. There nrobablv

wopld be 1itt1e dustification for‘dEVeloping a pfbgram and materials for use

, (-
e o

thr%uﬁhout the state in any unique wav with the heqvv start—up exoenditures that

Ead - . PR *
~

" would be involq‘d : y o Lo . S0 L

« t, P 7 Q- ~ - .
On the other hand, tedcher traininp programs e state and teachers in )

~ H
=~ s

" the public school system would not likely ke adequately prepared for theé special
?

Q
t\achina opportunities and obiectives in_ the kindergarten program. Therefore, it

- - 4 .01 { . ..
"would bd ssential when implementing the stgtewide program to have inservice and ¢

I

/ e @ s P
i pre—service training programs awailable in the stgte. It would ®not be rejsonabler

. , - -
to employ alléthe“specialized teaching perséondel required bv the

to expe

o : o v

program from states where kinderga;;Eh\grograﬁs had previously been in existence.

—~
[ I

Another requiremenf: throughout the state would be the constr\‘:ide of new *

\

This facility prablem might have the
~ A > ’. } " o

. added’complication (ifvenrollments had bee declininp) "of deﬁermininp which
(3 4 . B - -

.

7facilities for the_kindergartEn program,

’
o

s

. ,_. P

s * . CT - 1
échools woula need new cOnstruction and h qchoo]s in the state would require

¢

mmuncarlon of exiqtiw'facnjnes. The

\he further consLderation of'@h t
N

\ I . u

tvpes oF spacéh ane. renuired fqr Xthe kindorparten'prnpram qelected

. o0 a'ﬁ P . ¢ . 'y‘.
- [ O . kY » : f
In thth example there wouid he Major ﬂtart up qoqtq “and activities related
o’ Yo . ~ ‘ - P ‘
2 Cuin o

to training anf,conetfhctﬁon.' On]y limited 5tart -upl coqts and aagi@ities would

[N a— &




. " ,be.required for program and materfals development s
= . ’ -

4 aotivities would be primarily related to an appro

/e
. -of "a ‘program and materials.

A second example might be the pro}

-

em of improving yeading in grades 1

through 3. It,could'be reasonab,

,assumed’by teachers in' the first three grades

N

- - 4

.. and- the school principals 1w the’ elementarv schools and even the superintendents .

’

cts that they were already doing a good 1ob in reading
s and more teachers- would Be the only way to improve the-~-

coursé{ thfs could possiny be true, but it is highlv unlikeIVﬂ

» 5-

ituation mipht eyiét in a state where teacher certification for the ¥
grades had not included the requirement of the competencv to teach =

> except for more recently certiftied teachers. The state requirement for

not previously had formal instructioébfn the teaching of reading.or'require tHem
. ” ’ . »

to 2o back and take additional college work. In the latter case, it might be ' ’
‘necessary to suhsidize this training as part of the start-up cost of- the state‘

L

[ .

\readinv imnrovement program, ,In addition training materials should be selected

. -

; or developed if the state education agency was directlv responsible for training

>
- . .

In recent years, state education agencies have faced the problem of nrovig

- -

an adequatﬂ'education for children with special ‘handicans in local s;hool systems.

.
- .

\ In this thirdfexample. states have generally followed one of the/?ollowing two -
o aPProaches I - - - x ‘ o T

. I
¢ - ’ . o -
. * . @
LN . P . s‘.
b ]
H

1) Provided additional ihnds on a weighted formula basiq indicating
;' “that 16cd1 education agencies would receive additional "state aid' !

- funds in diffe £ dmounts for £hildren with different hnndicaps“ SRS

Lr ' ;m S EA Y
. * R
) 2) Provided\ additional.Thids in the amount necessarv to carry out * - ‘
* BN specific\proyrams previouelv developed and tested ”_(// - <,
) Children with some types .of handicaps that have traditional]v attended , :;
~ ¢ - .

resident institutions for theadeafv blind and multiplv handicapped mav be

“ -
. . A . ) N . 3 -




’ - .
* [3 ¥ . ®
~ : . a ,
“transferred in large numbers to local education agencies. 'TIt may be necessary
'Y \ N .

o~

~

. to develop new special education programs. test them,” evaluate them, prepare

them for logél use. and then to assist and -audit the installation of these
e

nrograms, depending upon tHe‘}égislative intent. Certainly an acceptable mﬁlpi:

‘vear state plan is essenfial. ’ . B
o= . N . ! .
The three “different 'examples discussed gbove illustrateNthat the timetables
t L . - N ’

a -

for imblemgntation:of different progf%ms mighgivary’from one ves

W or | ‘
o Tore vears depending upon the extensiveness of the propram éoals and~e¥bfectives
’ 4 Z

»

ag defined by state legislative

\or state boarq action.
' Conclusion )

Qf :The esséﬁtial adtiv 1e§.fdt a pr;ductivity system‘at the SEA ]e;el are
planning. dével;pment, eyalﬁgéion. resource a}loéation. and implementation.
_Muliimyear éfége Blans that are well understood and accepted b&rthose perséns L
. . . ‘ c .

S directly®and indirectly affected are eégential. Adequate funds must be available

CEE )

.-Ds ol < 4 . P o < N .
for both non-recurring and recurring expenditures. Also. a responsible timetable

L]

is required for implementation. ,Although a system-of régﬁiatory activities

related to enfofcement of state fiscal and ﬁrogram Ja%sxor sfandards wvill contiﬁqé,
W ' Lt ‘ ) .
these activitieg are mot as likely to achieve the results intended by leg;slatures

- .

or state boards as.the activities of .a.system that is designed to rearrange
‘ . B N ¢ 7 ' \

L - ' ’ N 7 \ 4 '

educational resources to meet specific state soals and objectdves. _—
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‘October .28-29, 1975 ' S

*
- Concourse Hotel ) 4
e . T L Madison, Wisconsin 4 ’ -

.
] Ll ’

N Hosted by? L o, R

Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction -
¢ Madison, ‘Wisconsin o '

Sponsored by: _
. y .
Upper-Midwest Regional ‘Interstate Project e
(ESEA-V,. Section 505) ° - ' ’

.
- A\ —

AGENDA ' ST

' Tudsday. October 28th. -

.Room -

. 8:45 ,(Registrat”ié T T I 4 . .Diplomat

. 915 ° Welcome gnd Orientation. . . . . . . . . o+s. . . .,. . .Diplomat
) o s~ r. Barbara Thompson

Quperintendent of Public Instruction

State of Wisconsin

. “ 4
4

9-30 Keynote Address. o . e e e e e ,),ii .Diplomat o
"The Need for Productivity, /’ A
Accountability & Cost Effectivensss ST L e
. /. In Education'’ . . ~/ ) ,
. ) _7, -’Leon Lessinger. Dean S .
o gk /1:;/ . University of South Carolina ,
. * JRELEH. -~ . - Afﬁ\u”“.‘ - -
. 10-15% .. Coffee Break . ) L

[0 10:4? Fproring ?roductivitv in Pducation. e e e 6 e . .Diploﬁet

S _ _ {//)H;etory of Prbductivity and Research '
) . Needed in Education’ - .
10-45-11:00 Crist H.-Costa - ’ '
- e Chairman of qucational Administration g -\
) ’ . . and Director of Center for Research &« '
- « ' Evaluation,- Rhode Island College

- -

. e 1T, hancing Productivitv in the Public
( : N Se vices Sec$or" . ..
' 11200-11:15 - Leon Scan fot Nancy Hayward e
T . ' Mational Commissipn’‘on Productivity - e

’ - and Work Quality .
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. I¥I. "Productivity in the.Brivate Sector' - o v '

Its. Application to Education" . .
11:15-11:30° Fred Schwarz. Director ) . R $
Executlve Development Programs *

Department of Business & Management - o
’ University of IJisconsin-Extension ’
* b U "Identifying and Defining Productivitv . -
) Y " -Concepts and- Establishing a Productivity : '

Measurement Program at the SEA-LEA Levels "

) 11 '30-11:%5 «\ ., Stan Rumbaugh -

! . : Coordinator of Evaluation & Research Lo

Department of Education 5 )

. - State of Michigan s ’ : . /

V. Implernent:in;7 a Pi‘oductivitv QySteni ' //
at the SEA Level . ' L/

- J
11:45-12-00 " James Colmey. Assistant Chancellor to /
N Administrative Affairs / )
' ~ (formerly\'Depdty Commissioner--State * ,
- f Tennessee) T .

]

iversity of Wisconsin-Whitewater

12:00 °  Lunch. .

.L......“,—....Empire

) K 1:15 " Break-Out for First:Topical Discussion/Mini-Workshop <
. - (5 concurrent sessions:\ Conferees return to same rooms)
« - (Room break-wut for Top{cal Discyssion/ 3
a v I

» * - Mini-Workshop

Topic I - Dirdctors IT .~ P ,
. N © " Topie II < Diplo?gat Section.1 ; B
- . . L Topige /LI”I = Diplomats, SEction 2 "; ‘
/. w& Topic” IV - Directo \

. L Topic V< Dirgctors v/

\/
3:15%- Rozfnd—Table Discussio\wi&th Audience T volvement to T -
" . ).’dentify Emergent Needs™&-Issues’ef Pro uczivity . S
» . 7Existifg at SEA-LEA,". ., .~

S ‘

4:30 Adjourr!ment for the Day ,_




- -

. . L.
. Do . ;
: A N °

Wednesday, October 29th s ]
IR s . : . " ‘Room
A sj\%_ ‘ o L —
9:00. Proceedings for the Day. . . . . . . © e v .. . %, .Diplomat:

"Robb L, Shanks, Wisconsin

9°15 | Third Topical Discussion/Mini<Workshop . *
(Conferees return to rooms previously listed)

- 10-15 Coffee Break : oo

. 1

1045 OQuestions from the Audience with Opportunities for
- B Sharipg Productivity Experiences . .. .. . . e e .Diplomat_ (
12:00 Lunch. . . . .. :. . O Empire
d:15 Summary of the Conferencé‘with Panel . .. . ., .. . .Diplomat :
Crist H. Costa, Rhode Island College . . - ©
Leon Scan. Commission on Productivity & Work Quality ° )

fréd Schwarz, University of Wisconsin-Extension
James Colmey, University of Wisconsin-Whitewater

'
ha s
. -

-2:30 Adjournment” . s .. ) ) ’

\

, W1illiam 1. Ashmore '

\‘ Conference Coordinator i ’
Wisconsin Department of Publfc Ingtruction’

126 Langdon Street . \

. Madison, Wisconsin 53702 - S \

. . - (608) 266-7798 Co




