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FOREWORD

The dynamic process of educating American youth depends on continued
community support and feedback of information to the administrative
leadership. There is a need to develop effective methods for determining
attitudes and opinions on important aspects of educational systems under
development.

It was the purpese of the study described here to gather additional
information about Performance Indicators in Education,a New York State
Education Department project designed to improve the ability of school
districts to evaluate their performance. This report describes the
results of a study of superintendents' perceptions of the Performance
Indicators project as well as the experimental application of a téiephone
survey technique to collect data for the study.

The telephone survey tachnique represents a rapid means of securing
reliabl: and timely data. It has a major advantage over other survey
methods--speed. Tha potential of the technique was illustrated in the
study reported herein. It demonstrated that reactions of school personnel
to new developments in education can be ascertained and repackaged for
decision making in an economical, efficient, and timely manner.

This twofold study also represents a collaborative effort by the
Bureau of School Programs Evaluation and the Bureau of Statistical Services.
David J. Irvine, chief of the former bureau, directs the Performance
Indicators in Education program. Lee R. Wolfe, chief of the latter

bureau, developed the methodology of the telephone survey technique,

iii



supervised the data collection, and contributed substantial portions to
the manuscript. Guy D. Spath, associate in education research, and
Greg M. Lepak, statlstician, monitored the calling, compiled the data,
and prepared tue veport. Edith Tracy, Mable Purello, and Joanne Havlik

carried out the bulk of the calling.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

The Performance Indicators in Education program is intended to
Provide measures of the impact school districts have on the achievement
of their pupils. After an extensive period of development by the Bureau
of School Programs Evaluation of the New York State Education Department,
reports were prepared for 628 school districts in New York State. They
were distributed at regional meetings to school superintendents or their
representatives, or by mail to those districts not represented at a
meeting. The importance of shaping the program to meet the needs of
local educators was recognized since the use of any information system
depends upon the intended users' perceptions of the validity, utility,
and applicability of the program. A way was sought to obtain more
Systematic information about the reception and use of the Performance
Indicators reports. After consultation with the Bureau of Statistical
Services, a telephone survey of a random sample of chief school admini-
Strators seemed to be a feasible method of obtaining the desired
information. Staff members of the two bureaus clarified objectives,

developed the methodology, and carried out the survey.

Initial Considerations and Procedures

The survey had two purposes: 1) to collect information on the
Performance Indicators program; and 2) to develop the telephone survey

as a technique for rapid data collection and analysis.

Information was needed about reactions to the Performance Indicators



program to report progress and to make decisions about future directions
to be taken by the Bureau. Perceptions of chief school administrators
were sought on the validity and utility of the performance reports, how
they were used by districts, needed improvements, and additional related
services which might be desirable.

A previous telephone survey was conducted in Greece, New York, to
obtain data about the attitude of citizens toward Project Redesign in
that dist:rict:.1 Experience there indicated that information can be
collected and tabulated very rapidly, even without high level technical
devices (e.g., computer) and at a minimal cost. With the installation of
a statewide telephone tieline for the State Education Department, the
approach seemed feasible. Considering the paper-shuffling morass faced
by chief school administrators as well as Department personnel, this
technique appeared refreshing, to say the least. With this background,
the two Bureaus agreed to a cooperative project to obtain feedback on
Performance Indicators as well as to investigate further the use of
telephone surveys by thé State Education Department.

After examining the Greece survey model, modifications were made to
establish a data collection proczdure which could be applied'to diverse
educational situations. The first tasks undertaken were to:‘

1. Establish the existence of a general purpose for which the
survey was to be taken.
2. Translate this general purpose into a series of specific
objectives or requirements for information.
A major question to be answered was whether the districts were aware of
T ILee R. Wolfe. '"Greece Central School District's Redesign Awareness

Telephone Survey" (unpublished). Albany, N.Y.: Bureau of Statistical
Services, State Education Department. July 1972,



Department efforts to develop the Performance Indicators svster: and dis-
seminate reports. This central question provided the theme fur the
questionnaire. Since, in both the Greece and the Performince Indicators
surveys, the feasibility of using the telephone survey technique was
also under study, the questionnaires were deliberately restricted in
their complexity so as not to confound evaluetivn of the method.

A conceptual model had been developed fur the Greece survey and is

presented in figure 1.

HIGHER LEVEL
DECISION MAKERS Data Collection System

DECISION MAKER

T r——

Relevant
Population

Compiler

DISSEMINATION

SCHOOL
DISTRICTS

Figure 1. Conceptual Model

The figure shows how a decision maker (the manager of the Performance
Indicators program, for exampie) can seek expert advice (the staff of the
Bureau of Statistical Services) to obtain needed information. The callers
collect data from relevant populations (a sample of chief school admini-
strators) and transmit their summaries to a compiler. The compiler
repackages the data and transmits it in turn to the decision maker. The
decision maker can use the information to 1) report progress to higher
level decision makers; 2) make appropriate changes in the program; and
3) inform school districts.

The conceptual model served as a basis for developing and carrying
out tne Performance Indicators in Education telephone survey.

3
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CHAPTER 11

IWSTRUMENTS AND PROCEDURES

Before the Performance Indicators survey could be executed, the
technical details of selecting a sample, developing a questionnaire,
anticipating oral responses, and planning ways of repackaging responses
for analysis had to be worked out.

A number of sources of possible bias exist for any survey which
employs the interview as a means of collecting data. Some common sources
of bias are:

1. Backgrounds of caller and respondent, which are the
sources of the perceptions, attitudes, motivations, and
expectations they bring to the interview.

2. Psychological factors which can be triggered by the:

a. content of the survey
b. initiai perceptions derived from visual-auditory
atgributes
c. behavior of the caller and respondent.
3. Behavioral factors such as:
a. redirected questions
b. probes (both sides) for additional information
c. decisions made when recording responses
d. methods of motivating and eliciting responses.,

The telcphone survey can reduce bias if it is well planned, if the

questions are closed and simple, and if the callers are well trained. In

11
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addition, the "blind" interview reduces bias due to individual

characteristics. The data Presented here are felt to be relatively free

of systematic bias from the sources mentioned above.

Development of instruments. The survey required the creation of

three instruments:

1.

2.

3.

Callers' Instructions and Guide (appendix A).
Call Record Sheet (appendix B).

Caller's Evaluation (appendix C).

In developing the instruments; the following factors were considered:

5.

Interview objectives,

Respondents' level of information on the interview topic.
The degree of structure which would characterize the
respondents’ opinions on the topic. )
Ease with which the material could be communicated by

the caller.

Methods to be used in the analysis of the interview data.

The objectives the survey was to serve for the Performance Indicators

program were:

k' To determine if and how districts received the Performance

Indicators report.

Determine the extent to which chief school administrators
are disseminating and/or utilizing the report.

To determine the extent to which the report agrees with
other information about each district.

To determine how the program can be improved.

To determine the desirability of distributing a workbook

'so that districts can develop their own reports.

12
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6. To determine the general attitude of chief school admini-
strators toward the program,

. To determine relationships among the above (e.g., did
districts which attended a meeting disseminate the
report to more groups than did districts which received
the report by mail?)

The objectives the survey was to serve for validating the technique
were:

1. To enable the collection of accurate and reliable
attitude and opinion data.

2. To achieve high speed (measured in hours) data collection.

3. To achieve high speed data aggregation.

4. To attain an acceptable response rate (greater than 75%).

5. To develop an operation which can be conducted by non-
technical personnel.

6. To achieve these objectives at low cost.

One of the most difficult aspects of survey research is the aggre-
gation of the data it generates. This problem is common to all survey
techniques and generally results in delays in repackaging data for
decision making. Having callers fill out a questionnaire for each
respondent would create the same tasks in compiling the data that are
implicit in the maiied survey and was therefore rejected as a procedure.
To overcome these difficulties, a special form, the (all Record Sheet,
was devised (appendix B). It ccntained, on a single line, provision for
recording the responses to all questions asked of a given respondent as

well as unforeseen responses.
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The major obstacle to overcome in developing the Call Record Sheet
was to partition the universe of possible responses into separate
categories. These categories had to be meaningful aﬁd representative
of the respondents' major idea or response to the question. The caller
had to listen to the response and assign it to one of the predetermined
categories during the interview. Since the questions were simple and
direct, this did not prove to be difficult for the callers. 1In this way,
the Céll Record Sheet became the vehicle for collecting, editing, and
aggregating the verbal input into categories as each interview was in
progress rather than after all date are received, as is necessary with
mailed surveys. The caller simply added tlie columns on the Call Record
Sheet by region and relayed this to the compiler who used a Data Sheet
for collating all data. Thus, all data were summarized shortly after all
calls had been made.

A final instrument was created in order to obtain evaluative data
from the callers. It was the Callers Evaluation form (appendix C).

Call :rs were asked to give their impressions about the respondents'
attitudes toward the survey, to record unusual responses, and to report
their suggestions for improving the procese.

The three instruments constituced a complete data collection system
with an evaluation component.

Sample selection. A number of methods exist for selecting a statis-

tically defensible sampling plan. The fcllowing technique was used in

this study. Statistical tables? were consulted. It was determined that

2Table J was consulted in"Sampling and Statistics Handbook for
Surveys in Education,’ Research Division of the National Education
Association, Washington, D.C., 1965.

7
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a sample of 144 districts was necessary to adequately represent the State
Districts were randomly sampled on a regional basis to insure representa-
tiveness. While sampling errors exist in all sampling plans, randomization
is assumed to minimize the effects of error. There were no known sources
of saﬁple bias,and it was assumed that the sample conformed to the
popuiation. For this application it was determined that the sample would
be satisfactory for purposes of analysis and in terms of the judgments

to be made upon the basis of the data. The sample was apportioned

randomly to the four callers to further eliminate the caller bias.

Execution of the Survey. It was estimated that four callers could

survey the sample in one day. Four interviewers then were selected from
the Bureau of Statistical Services staff. Members of the Bureau of
School Programs Evaluation staff, who were familiar with the program,
were purposely excluded from the survey to avoid possible biasing of the
rzcults. Further, the purpose of this effort was to collect rather than
to disseminate information; respondents would be less likely to try to
engage in discussions of the program if they were interviewed by someone
outside the program. To assure at least a familiarity with Performance
Indicators so that telephone conversations would flow more smoothly, each
¢aller was asked to read the introductory pages (pp. ii-v and pp. 1-6) of

Performance Indicators in Education: Local District Results--1972 Report

(Bureau of School Programs Evaluation, September 1972).

Materials were distributed to interviewers and a short briefing was
heldi at 9 a.m., Monday, December 18. By 9:30, chief school admini~
strators were being called on the State tie¢line. The four callers
finished the survey on Tuesday, Decem:er 19. A debriefing was held and
the data were transmitted for compiling. The results were summarized
and analyzed as presented below. ].5

8
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CHAPTER III

FINDINGS

Performance Indicators reports were distributed to 628 districts,
A representative sample of 144 disiricts was selected to be surveyed.
The chief school officer, or someone he designated, was successfully
contacted in 140 districts. This represents a much higher retura than
reported fér most questionnaires. Of the 140 districts contacted, 109
indicated familiarity with the report. Greatest familiarity with the
reports was recorded for the Long Island and Rockland-Westchester regions

(each 100%). Results are presented in table 1.

TABLE 1
NUMBER AND PERCENT OF DISTRICTS BY REGLON WHICH
INDICATED PAMILIARITY WITH THE PERFORMANCE INDICATURS REPORT

i i Mesns by Which the Report Was Recefved
l Districts Indicating
Region ¢ Familiarity with the chortl Received ot Meeting Recetved by Mafl
x I YA y | @ i ¥ Y
0 0 1 I * }
Capital District Region X ? . 5.8 ; 4 H 57.1 X b] i 2.9
Buftalo Ragton B Lo 9 " 90,0 ' 1 T
Long 1slend Regton ! 19 "0 10 T f 9 Loans
| H |
Eimtre Ragion { n sy 2 i 18.2 X 9 018
1 ‘ ! !
Syracuss Region : L] , 75,0 f ] | 100.0 0 ; 0.0
Rochester Region i 1 oo 6 L oo : “ I w00
Hobevk Valley Regton | 6 TR A ) 1 50,0 : 1 [ so.n
, :
Mid-Hudson Region ! ® Loy 4 ; 50.0 : 4 ;50,0
1l | B i [
Northetru Region | 16 , 80,0 , 12 | 7%.0 N “ X 25,0
| | \ | '
Binghamton Ragion I ® | o1y ! “ L so.0 X “ ;o0
!
Ruckland-Naatcheeter Reglon | 0 [ weo 6 I 7s0 ! 2 . 250
. ; w *
i N 1
TOTAL STATE P09 ! e 66 o ,ow |
h !

llhr:nnt of totsl number of districte contscted,

Z/Pu'cont of districts {ndicsting fsmiliarity vith the report.
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Of the 140 districts contacted, 92 received their reports at
regional meetings and 48 received them by mail. To determine the
relationship between the methods by which the report was received and
familiarity with it, a Chi square test was made of the districts in the
sample of 140.

TABLE 2

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN HOW REPORT WAS
RECEIVED AND REPORTED FAMILIARITY OR UNFA4MILIARITY

How Received

Meeting Mail
Familiar 66 43
Unfamiliar 26 5

140 Total

A X2 value of 4.79 was obtained which is significant at the .05
level. Dissemination by mail seems to be more effective than meetings

to guarantee that the superintendent is familiar with such a report.

Of the contacted districts which received a report, 78.9 percent
subsequently presented the report to their administrative/supervisory staff;
33.9 percent presented the report to the teaching staff; and 33.0 percent
presented it to the school board.

The percents of districts not presenting the report to administrative/
supervisory staff, the teaching staff, and the school board, but planning
to are 73.9 percent, 58.3 percent, and 65.8 percent, respectively.

All regions made greater use of the report with administrative/
supervisory staff than with either teaching staff or school boards, as

indicated in table 3.

10
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TABLE )
DISSEMINATION OF PERFURMANCE INDICATORS REPORT BY SUPERINTENDENTS
TO ADMINISTPATIVE STAPF, TEACHING STAFF, AND SCHOOL BOARDS
BY REGION AND TOTAL STATE

Mtd-Hudaon Region 7,8nsi 10128 o) 0.0l 1 nausl 7] wnsl 3t ansl 3! ansl s

u.s{ 2] 250

Northern Regton 12 4.8 o ]I.Si 10 | 62.5! 7| 43,8

! Prasented to Admtntetrattve/ Prassnted to Prasentsd to
Supervisory Sceff Tesching Sceff School Bosrd
Regton Yas No Plan to Yau No Plan to Yes No Tlan to
Ml P sl sl el ielon fwg o2 {al oo [Nl oz ] =
1o
Capteal Distrtct Region S L4 2| 2860 2 | 28,6l 0] o0.0] 7 1100.0] 4| s7.1) o] 0.0 7.1100,0[ 4| $7,1
Buffelo Regton 8 80.0] 2 ; 20.0] 2 | 20.0] 6] 60,0| 4 | 40.0] 4 40,0, 3 ;o.of 7 : lo.oi s | so.0
Long lelend Region (16 1l s 26,3 4 ) 2101 6§ 31|13 | 8.4 91 4r.4] 8 4:.1!11 i 57.9; 9 ] [
Elatra Reglon 91 81,8 2| 18,20 2 | 18.2] 4 | 36.4] 7| 6L S ! 45.8) 3 27.3{ ai 72.7! 71 eas
Syrecuse Regtlon 6 1100.0l o 0.0l 0 0.0l 2| 3.3 4} 66.71 3! 5.0 1 1&.7i s | a).),; 3| so.0
Rochestsr Regton 9| %0.0/ 1] 10.0] 0{ o0.0 sI s0.0[ 5 | so.0] 2 | 20.0] 3 Jo.o] 7{ 70.02 s | so.0
Mohawk Valley Regton S, 8.3 1] 16,7 1 18,7 2 | 3%.3) 4| 66,70 3| so.0f 3 so.o’ 3 ; so.o{ 3| s0.0
|

75,0 4 25.0; < | 25.0{ 7! 43,8 9 56,9 7!

Binghamton Regton 25.00 3! 37,8 5 | 629

!
s2.5) 0.0l 1] 12,3 7J v7.5! 0

: H I T
78.9)23 | zx.x]n | 15‘5"371 972 | u.l]z.z

i
f
i
+
1
i
|
t
Rockland-Westchastar Ragton | 5 s o 0.0 37 3.3

.
8.3} 36 | 1.0

TOTAL STATE 86

.
!
:
! |
4 ‘ :
6, 15,0, 2] 25.00 2} 25,0 3] 3n.s! s | eaus) 2 |
| , i
H ’ {
: ¢
! !

7| o7.0iaa 44,0

NOTE: All percenteges ere zslculated based on districts racaiving the teport.

An effort was made to examine possible relationships between how the
report was'received (meeting or mail) and whether it was presented to
local administrative and/or teaching staff and school boards.

Three twofold X2 tables were constructed and the data were tabulated
according to how the report was received and whether it was presented to
each of the three groups. Chi square tests using Yates' correction for
continuity and one degree of freedom were applied. The results are
shown in tables 4, 5,and 6.

TABLE 4

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN HOW REPORT WAS RECEIVED
AND WHETHER IT WAS REPORTED TO ADMINISTRATIVE STAFF

How Received

Meeting Mail
Presented Yes 55 31
No 11 12

109 Total

18
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Simple observation indicates that districts receiving their report
at a meeting were slightly more likely to share the results with their

administrative staff; however, a X2 value of 1.35 was obtained which is

not significant at the .05 level.

TABLE 5

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN HOW REPORT WAS RECEIVED
AND WHETHER IT WAS REPORTED TO TEACHING STAFF

How Received

Meeting Mail
Presented Yes 25 12
No _41 31

109 Total

Again, observation indicates that districts receiving their report
at a meeting were more likely to share the results with their staff;
however, a X2 value of 1.76 was obtained which is not significant at
the .05 level.

TABLE 6

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN HOW REPORT WAS RECEIVED
AND WHETHER IT WAS REPORTED TO THE SCHOOL BOARD

How Received

Meeting Mail
Presented Yes - 33 3
No 33 40

109 Total

A X2 value of 19.88 was obtained which is significant at the
.05 level. More reports were made to school boards when information was

received at meetings than when it was received through the mail.

12
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An additional comparison was made using the data collected for
tables 1 and 12, to examine the relationship between how the report was
received and whether the respondent expressed a favorable, unfavorable,

or neutral attitude toward the Performance Indicators program,

TABLE 7

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN HOW REPORT WAS RECEIVED AND
ATTITUDE TOWARD PERFORMANCE INDICATORS PROGRAM

How Received

Meeting Mail
Favorable 44 20
Unfavorable 22 23

109 Total

A X% value of 3.57 was. computed which is not significant at the
.05 level. Thus, although there is a slight positive relationship
between receiving the report at a meeting and favorable attitudes, the
test of significance indicates that it is not unlikely that the relation-
ship could have occurred by chance.

Respondents in 77.1 percent of the districts in the State receiving
the report reported an agreement between Performance Indicators data and
other information concerning their individual districts, The responses

by region are presented in table 8,

20
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TABLE 8

AGREEMENT OF PERPORMANCE INDICATORS DATA WITH
OTHER EVALUATION INPORMATION
BY REGION AND TOTAL STATE

Resulte Agres Results Contradict Undecided
Region

N 2 N 2 N 2
Capitsl District Region & 85,7 0 0.0 1 14.3
Buffalo Regton 9 90.0 (4] 0.0 1 i0.0
Long lsland Region 16 84,2 2 10.5 1 5.3
Elmirs Region 3 54,5 1 9.1 4 3.4
Syracuse Region 6 100, 0 [} 0,0 [} 0.0
Rochaster Region 6 60,0 [} 0.0 4 40,0
Hohwak Valley Region 3 833 1 16,7 ] 0,0
Mid-Hudson Pegion 6 75.0 1 12.5 1 12,5
Northern Region 11 68,8 3 le.8 2 12.5
Einghaaton Region 6 75.0 1 12,8 1 12,5
Rockland-Westchester Region 7 81.% [} 0.0 1 12,3
TOTAL STATE 8 mnm.1 9 8.3 16 14,7

NOTE: All percentages sre calculated besed on districts indicating familisrity with
the toepurt,

A large proportion (38.5%) of the respondents suggested that socio-
economic data be included in the prediction of academic performance. Per-
centages of respondents suggesting data in other categories were individual
pupil data, 18.3 percent; student mobility, 13.8 percent; income of students'
families, 11 percent; and proportion of students from families on public
assistance, 10.1 percent. The "Other" category, which contained responses
from 18.3 percent of the districts, included variables such as class size,
program variables, parents' attitudes and educational background, teacher
characteristics, affective measures, and per pupil expenditures. Sugges-
tions that pupil ability or 1.Q. scores be included were classified under
"Individual Data."

Results are summarized in table 9.

21
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TABLE 9

VARIABLES SUGCESTED POR INCLUSION IN STUDIES TO
PREDICT ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE

Rexton ses! welters? | Incowa | Mobtltry Individual 1 orhar “"::M_
LIS LI B T T O O SR R VR B A B
Capitel District Reglon 0 0.0l o 0.0} 1 14,3 1 la,3} 0 0,00 0 0,00 § .4
Muffelo Region 0 00 0! cof o4 00 2 {200 o | 0.0l 3 {0 s |soo0
long Islend Region [} 1.6 1 $.3 1 5. & 21,1} @ 211 2 10.5{ 9 al,4
EZimire Reglon 2 1182 0 | oo0f 2 182 o | ool 4 |66l 2 | 182l 5 | ass
Syrscuse Ragton 1 116 o | 0.0 o | o0 o o.oi 0 1 0.0 1§ 1&.7! 4 | 66,7
Rochisstar Region 4 40,0 O 0.0 2 0.0 G U.Gi 2 20,0 1 i !0.0; S 1 $0.0
Mohawk Vallay Regton 2 9 | 167 o | o0 2 ]].]} 1 I 1&.73 2 : JJ.J;i 2 l 3.3
Mideitudeon Regton 6 1rs.0f 2 | 2s.0f 2 |asol 2 | 23.0f o : "-“f o } 0.0i 2 ! 28.0
Northern Region 14 8.5 7 43,81 4 25,0 2 : lZ.S; 1t 63 o : 0.0 1 : 6.1
Btnghewton Regton vl ast o | oo o | o0 o l ool 3 : sl 2 | 2s.0] 1 1 oans
Rocklsnd-Westchester Region “ pse0l o | ool o | 0.0 2 § 1.0f 3 ; 02,5t 7 | ersl o ‘! 0.0
:
[ { T t

TOTAL STATE i @ | s | n.ol s ! n.ai| 20 | u.:é 20 Dama) e | oane

NOTE: All percentages sre colculated based on districts indicattn,
K familiarte it .
wultiple reaponses, parcenta do not tots! 1001, Y VI the repost e to

15octoeconomtc status of students or fantlies tn the districe,

2Proportion of students from fantltes on public ssatstance.
Of the districts familiar with the report, fewer than half made
suggestions about other criteria of school quality which might be used
in developing Performance Indicators. The largest single category of

.

responses were classified as "Other." This category included such

TABLE 10

SUGLESTED CRITERIA OF S8CHOOL QUALITY

T
Local Nationst I ¢ Follow No
Region ¢ Taste I Ragents Asasasment 1 Dropout . Up ' Other " Responas
5 5 - -
;u.z]an nlz]n-z,noz.nlz!nsz
. + ‘ -
i I ' i ' )
Capiral Diatrict Ragion | o ! ol o ; 0.0f 0 | 00 o : oo o ! o.nl‘ o | 0.0 7 ;mn,n
! ‘
Butfslo Region [ | 10.0! vojwal ool oaof o | ee o n.o’ 1 o' i 10,0
. . ! | , i
Lemg Taland Region Dol :: s 10.5l L N S A X : ale
Elatre Region ; o o0 1 ! .10 1 ] ey 2 bamz oy ana 7% S ST Y
H f i i . i .
Sytscuss Ragion "ol 00 o ! wa w ' no o 0.0, 1 16,7 &  66.7 1 ' 6.7
: il 1 ! ] ' . 1 I : 0 . il '
Rochester Regton Pl 1 el o : u.o! o, a6 1 eol s sl 3 ] 3.0
Mohawk Velley Regton Lol n.o: LR U T Y A XL Poool o leedl 1 e
i i ; , i i ' , . .
Mid-Hudeon Ragion 1w o2 fasel 0, ol 1 a1 C s HEF I BT
. i | i ) ) : . ; . | i
' ! i H 1
Northarn Ragton N B X U R A N I RO | 500
N 1
B i . .
Bingheaton Region SR N R A ’ o0l 0 a0 el onel 1128 6 ! aso
Rocklend-Vastchastar Ragton 0o 00 1 ' o' a0 o o0 0 o 2! 15.0' s | 62,5
; ! ! : | | ! : ‘ ' '
+ - t
TOTAL STATE I 7.:: 12 {1 8 : .8 4w e w20 | o26.e! s ! 50.5

NOTE: All parcantsgas are calculated beeed on diatricts todt-ating fendltartity wiih  ar report. Due to
eultiple responses, percents do not tota! 100%,
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suggestions as  curriculum indicators other than reading and mathematics,
affective measdres, and teacher effectiveness. The low response rate
suggests that this item requires a more considered response than is
possible on a telephone survey. Table 10 presents the results about
suggested criteria of school quality.

Only 6.4 percent of d%stricts in the State receiving the Performance
Indicators report preferred to calculate their own results if equations,
Qorksheets,and profiles were provided. Recurring responses indicated a
perceived lack of personnel and competencies necessary to carry out the
statistical analyses. Other responses indicated a desire for the State

Education Department to continue Performance Indicators reports.
TABLE 11

NUMHER AND PERCENT CF DISTRICTS
PREFERRING TO CALCULATE OWN RESULTS

would Prefer To Calculate
Own Results from Equations

Region and Worksteels
Nuzalee t Percent

Capital Dfstrict Reglon 2 28.6
Ruffalo Regton 2] : 0.0
long Island Regton 0 G0
Elutra Reglon | 1 et
Syracuse Reglon i 1 16,7
Rochester Regton 1 ! L0
Mohawk Valley Reglon : ] 0.0
Mid-Hudeon Reglon ! 1 12,%
Northern Peglon i 1 ! 643
Binghanton Reglon ! n i 0,0
Rockland- Wegtchester Regton a9 i 0,0

T

1

TOTAL STATE ?

NOTF:  All percentages sre calculated based on diatricte Indicating tamtifarfty
with the report.

Respondents 'in 58.7 percent of the districts expressing familiarity
with the Performance Indi. tors report were identified by the callers as
making favorable comments about the report. Two percent stated unfavorable

attitudes.
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TABLE 12
ATTITUDE TOWARDS THE PERFORMANCE INDICATORS PROJECT

Favorsble Unfavorable Neuttral or Mixed
Ragion N 2 N 2 N 2
Capital District Ragion 4 57.12 4] 0,02 3 42.92
Buffalo Ragion 10 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
lone, Teland Regicn 9 41,4 ] 0.0 10 52.6
Elaira Ragion 9 81.8 [} 0.0 2 18.2
Syvecuse fagion 3 50.0 1] 0.0 3 50.0
Rochaster Ragion $ 50.0 [+] 0.0 $ 50.0
Mohawk Valley Ragion 3 50,0 0 0.0 3 50,0
¥id-Hudson Ragion k] s 1 12,5 4 50.0
Northemn Ragion 12 75.0 0 0,0 4 25.0
Binghamton Ragion 4 50.0 [ 0.0 4 50.0
Rockland. estchester Regton 2 25,0 1 12.5 s 62.5
.
TOTAL STATE 64 58.7 2 1.8 43 39.4

NITE! All percentuges are caliulatad based on districts indicating famtliarity vith the report.

Callers Evaluation

The four callers for the Performance Indicators in Education
Telephone Survey completed a one-page questionnaire giving their own
evaluations of the survey. Following are the results of the evaluation,

All four callers indicated that the respondents' general attitudes
toward the survey were 'pleasant and agreeable." This implies that in
using the telephone survey technique, good rapport can be established with
the respondents and that the survey can be successfully completed.

The callers were asked to describe any unusual response to the
questions of the survey. Recurring comments are summarized below:

--Several respondents expressed an uneasiness about possible
adverse effecfs of making the report available to the news
media.

~-The validity of the Pupil Evaluation Program tests as an
acceptable criteria for school performance was questioned,

especially in terms of making comparisons among schools,

17

24



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

There seemed to be a failure on the part of some respondents
to recognize that the Performance Indicators program is
an attempt to develop more defemnsible ways of measuring
school performance by statistically controlling for
certain input variables.
~~Several respondents recommended deemphasizing cognitive
measures with more emphasis on the affective domain.
Others suggested broadened criteria of school success to
include cognitive areas besides just reading and mathematics.
-~The time lag between testing (1968, 1969, 1970) and actual
dissemination of reports (1972) was cited as a disadvantage.
~-A general consensus was registered for more cooperation
between the Department and districts in the development
of accountability models.

Callers were asked on question 3, '"Would a training session or
trial run for callers be worthwhile?" Mixed feelings were recorded on
this and question 4, which asked for suggestions for improving the survey
process in the future. As discussed above an attempt was made to select
caliers with limited familiarity with the project to avoid biasing
results and to speed interviews. The callers felt, however, that this
limited knowledge of PIE, as well as the surprise nature of the calls,
may have prevented the recording of all the information available.
Several alternatives were suggested:

1. Structure the survey to exclude multiple category

questions like numbers 7 and 8.
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2. Conduct training sessions, not for practice in making
calls, but to give the interviewer more background
about the program in question,
3. Notify prospective respondents in advance so they can
prepare for the interview.
In summary, the callers felt they had good success in conducting
the survey. The respondents were "pleasant and agreeable" even though
some were unfamiliar with the program. More preparation for both the

callers and respondents was recommended.
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CHAPTER IV,

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Telephone Survey. The telephone survey was demonstrated to have

unsuspected potential when applied to education. The response rate
equaled or exceeded that commonly found in published research using
mailedjéhrveys. It appears thaF while the methodological considerations
are complex, they are not insurmountable. Continued efforts should be
made to discover ways of overcoming these difficulties. The conceﬁtual
model proved realistic in application.

it is recommendcd that educators learn to avail themselves of this
and other data-collecting devices which have been used so widely and
effectively by indugcryp marketing, and political groups. A careful
analysis should be made of the types of information which can be
effectively obtained through the telephone survey technique. Information
which needs to be thought through ahead of time or which requires careful
organization might be collected better through printed questionnaires.

Performance Indicators in Education. A high percent of the respondents

reported unfamiliarity with Performance Indicators. This was surprising
since Bureau of School Programs Evaluation records show that the reports
were disseminated to all 140 districts. In general it can be stated
that more reports were shared with administrative staffs than with
teachers or schonl boards, that data reported to districts agreed with
other information, that most districts preferred not to calculate their
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own results, and that attitudes toward the Performance Indicators program
were favorable.

: ‘ The lack of positive results concerning the relationship between
how the report was received (at a meeting or by mail) suggests that
results of future meetings should be vigorousiy evaluated to determine
their effectiveness.

Recommendations for improving Performance Indicators suggest that
including socioeconomic status, affective measures, and program variables
would make the repcrts more acceptable and useful to the districts. The
validity of the Pupil Evaluation Program tests as a criterion was
questioned, but few respondents were able to suggest alternatives.

Uneasiness expressed about possible adverse effects of making the

report public suggests that the program should be continued on an

experimental basis at this time.
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APPENDIX A

PERFORMANCE INDICATORS TELEPHONE SURVEY

Callers' Instructions and Guide 12/18/72
Monday

General Instructions

Please maintain a friendly but businesSlike manner throughout the
survey. Refrain from commenting about the views of the person You are
talking to or those of earlier intervieweses, Rather than answering specific
questions about the Performance Indicators program, be prepared to point
out that you do not work in the program but that ye ave interested in getting

his views so we can improve the program.

If you get a busy signal or no answer after 10 rings, terminate and
go on to the next number. Try again later and periodically as you go through
your list.

Respouses of the interviewees are to be recorded on the Call Record
Sheet. It is designed so that most responses You get Can be recorded with a
check mark. Item 15 is an exception. You mzy find also that some responses
do not fit into any of the predetermined categories. In those cases, try to
capture the main idea in as few words as possible.

We would like to get information from the superintendent (or supervising
principal). If he refers you to someone else When he learns the r..are of the
call, be sure to record the new person's name, title, and telephone number.
But do not interview someonc else simply because the superintendent is not
available at the time. Call back later.

Guide for Calling

When the telephone is answered say: "My name is .
I'm calling from the State Education Department. May I speak to Mr. m
When the superintendent answers say: '"Hello. My name is .

I'm calling from the State Education Department. We are conducting a survey of
districts which received Performance Indicators report8, and I would like to ask
you some questions."

(If superintendent indicates that he is not familiar with the Performance
Indicators report, ask if a member of his staff could answer questions about
it. Get the person's name and telephone number. 1If no one in the district
knows anything about the Performance Indicators report Say, "Would you like

to receive some information about it? We'll send you 2 copy of a publication
describing the program. Thank you. Good-by.")

l. Did you receive a Performance Indicators in Education report for your
district? (If No, ask, "Would you like a description of the project

mailed to you?" and terminate.)

2. Was it received at a meeting or by mail?
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3. Has the report been presented to administrative/advisory staff? (If
No, ask, "Do you have plans to present it to them?")

4. Has the report been presented to the teaching staff, (If No, ask,
"Do you have plans to present it to them?")

5. Has the report been presented to the school board? (If No, ask,
"Do you have plans to present it to them?")

6. Do the results reported to you generally agree with other information
you have about your district?

7. What other variables do you think should be included in the prediction 8f
academic performance?

8. What other criteria of school quality do you think should be considered?

9. Would you prefer to calculate vour own results if equations, worksheets,
and profiles were provided rather than having the completed report sent
to you?

10. Do you have other comments which you would like to make about the
Performance Indicators program? (Tone of remarks is generally:

favorable
unfavorable
_____neutral or mixed
(Try to jot down in a few words the kinds of criticisms or suggestions
the interviewece makes,)

After you have finished your list, recall all busy and no answer
numbers., TIf vou receive a busy ¢r no answer again, then terminate.

Please total all columns on your Call Record Sheet and turn it in.
When you have done this, you have finished your assignment, We will let you
know whether you can help later in calling those numbers you weren't able to

reach.
PLEASE COMPLETE THE ATTACHED CALLER'S EVALUATION.

Thank you for your important contribution to this effort.
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APPENDIX B

PERFORMANCE INDICATORS TELEPHONE SURVEY
CALL RECORD SHEET

Telephone No. Person talked to| Not
District Superintendent ; other than famil4 #1 #2
Tiee superintendent [iar wj
line Name Title | PIE | Yes | No |Meet'd Mail
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Page 2

#3 #4 #5 #6
1f noplans If no} pl hf no, plang  |Contra| Can't
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Page 3
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APPENDIX C

PERFORMANCE INDICATORS TELEPHONE SURVEY

CALLER'S EVALUATION

1. Check your general impression of the respondees' attitude toward
the survey. (Check one which best typifies all contacts.)

Pleasant and agrceable
Lukewarm

Hostile, disinterested,and/or disagreeable

2, Describe any unusual response to:

Questions 3,4,5 (Has the report been presented to
supervisors, teachers, or poard members?)

Question 9 (Would you prefer to calculate your own resultg?)
Question 10 (Do you have other comments?)

3. Would a training session or trial run for callers be worthwhile?

Yes No

4. What suggestions do you have for improving the survey process
in the future?
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