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The purpose of this project was to consider ‘the appﬁ.icability of )

) major models of organizational efjectiveness for school systenis and to’ o= T

o,

consider research on school systems in the context of th? models.

‘ Eight models were reviewed (i.e., rational-goal, manag nt-by-objedy

- tives, fupctipnal cost-benefit, systems-resource, ftmctionalﬂ-struc- ' .
zm + ¢ .

- 7 rtures, managerial. process, organizational developments thile all ™~ -

- {\/ . « ‘ ’ , -

o , models had features that were applicab'le to scheql syst s all also . ~ 7
S 1

_had major flaws as models to guide future.research on school e:;’fec-

. tiveness. Thé most common problems characterizing the models were :

fo | of "process" rariables that lead to outcomes (e. g» managementvby-

4 e objects,/ cost-benefit) '2) the use of contaminated and deficient " ,‘

. criteria such as pupil’ gain scores on norm-reference;i ability tests or

measures of job O:’.a.tisfae.ti(om (e.g., functional, systems-resource, organi- N ’.‘"

- ‘zational development, Likert-ISR) 3) 2 lack of empirical suppgrt for = ,‘ 5 " x

Q

the model (e ey managerial process, fmctional-structures, function!l),.

and 4) a lack of clarity regardiné major variables related to the model NORERACRL
* * . hd
) (e. g., functional-structures, systems-reSource) 'I'he mfnagement-by—- n S
;:.;’A é 7 . o [} e }/_‘ . ] : . . . - ‘ . ) o - .
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[y . - .
objectives and the Likert-ISR‘models were supported by- some. empirical

/
evidence within school systems but-all studies involved deficient
/

criteria. A "process" model of effectiveness modél is propose‘&“ﬁhich

Lo

tdkes. featurds from several medels, both. goal and systems-oriented.
1.
‘ Organizational climate variables are included in, the model along with.

v \

components of the human resource seleotion, training, and evaluation
Processes for ‘school systems. After critiquing résearch” designs used -

o o« . \ . s -~ ° ' .
in‘ the past_to investigat,e schoo'l\effect%.veness, a design is p{oposed
\

EN
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‘ The purpose of this'report~is to consiuer‘the\applicability of the\
K

. N * E A A 2
. ) oo majot models of organizational effectiveness fonzschggl\fpstems 55 ecifi_

', ' cally, the following models of effectiveness will be.discussed. 1.“ rational—

e \

.. T“‘,f.‘,

-

goal, 2. management-byuobjectives, 3. functional; &, .cost-benefiti’S. Sys—

< A . - ‘; “
.- tems;resgurce; 6% functional-structures: 7. managerial process:'83
Pl T , < ‘ « N .
- . zatiomal development; and 9. " Likert-ISR. - - ) x
oL ; .

S When considering the appropriateness of the models for school systems,

v jo 2. - *

/ some difficulty was encountered in-classifying particular educational _Te- )

e,)

organi-

" s ! :

.‘search as represengative of one particular model. ' For example; research on’'

goal model of effectiveness though argumentg could be made gor its applica- .
e : bility to other goal—centered mgdels such as managemént-by—objectives.'\Ihe

,principal rasbn for this difficulty lies with the conceptual similarities

N -
. ’ g ° \Q-
o L]

-
[y

~goal and> MBO° systems kesource and copt-benefit) S
. - r .
Also considered in the discussioi f models are the various outcome
- .. Vo - ’ /
variables that are mqst often used to erationalizi the conStruct of .organi-
&

, ‘;Pw-—.n—-—--— ¢
-

perfbrmance contracting will-be discussed in the context of'the rational- -

b

L3

“ of several of the models (e.g., functional and functional-strucfures, rational-

*

zational effectiveness. The appropriateness of these operationalizations for

¥ [y

;:n~ educational systems will be discussed. It was the original intent of. this

A4 o

:'51 l ';;\E_/)eCt te evaluate criteria of\school system effeétiveness “in order to*

M - .

arrive at. a-set of recommendéd strategies for. data collection. However, a°

M H

review of'the éiteratuxe in education revealed a paucity of detailed discus,-

siqn of criteria other than student perfotmance on ab&lity or aché;vement
N - ﬁ&' T . . . - e

It N - . . .
t v v o IO 4 . ‘ -
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tests (e.g., Madaus, Airagian, & Kellaghan, 1980) . There will then be only
& .

3

limited discussion of the criteria in terms of psychometric iss, guch as o

g t

reliability, freedom from bias or contamination, -and validity.

Variables- from the educ’tiou'al -literature that have been classified

.into one of the effectiveness models will ‘be considered where sufficient

data or discussion are available. For example—the use of student scores

-

- om achievement ability,tests as résults data in. an MB/O model‘ will be di‘s-'

cuss'ed Additionally, the appropriateness of the various uits of . analysis

°

avaiJ.able to the researcher in -education«will be - considered vis a vis the

models of"effectiveness. ~, ¥ L o - . “ .

: Bidwell (1965) discussed the paucity of systematic research~ on schools. «*
as organizatio’ﬁs 'I‘here has been an increase recently in’ em%iﬁcal researfh
on the functional,, stru:.tural, and technc\:logical prt:cesses related to edu- -

cational systems.' Unfortunately, research on school~effectiveness, like its' ~

counterpart in the literature on orgauizational effectiveness at large, has

c
v

been largely fragmentary, discontinuous, and unidirectional School effec-

-

tiveuess is almost always viewed i termsaof one—criterion and that: most

fraquently-is 'some measure of student outcomes. While there .has been a.

3

. i . 5 - L. - )
Plethora of position papers s porting programs of accountability, performancz
contracting, program evaluatikcompetency-based assessment, performance
/
objectives, and organizational change, well cg;ﬁtrolled empirical research

THis may be due

“'o

‘ot models and/o?the measuremenr of effectiveniss is rare.
.}‘z . Pl
"o the fact that early large scale projects relating school characteristics

V?\-!.e . /é-?mtcome measures bore little fruit. In.ome of thé first major &orks 1h .

RN "
Y

this area, Coleman, Campbell, Hobson, McPartland Mood Weinfeld and York
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(1966) concluded that "schools-bring little influence to bear on a child's
_achievement that is ‘independent of his background and social context" (1966,

p. 325). " Subsequent reanalysis of the Coleman et al. data and other simjlar

studies have arrived at essentially the Same conclusion (e. g., Jencks, Smith,
AcIand Bane, Cohen, Gintis, Heyns, & Michelson, 1972; Mosteller & Moynihan,

1972;nz:st1ethwaite, 1975,.Smith, 1972).

Research on educational ;.nterven-

ti ch as Project Talent, Follow Throug_, and’ Head Start is also in “1ine

Mth the statement above by Coleman et af (1966) (e.g., Averch, Carroll,
"‘»? Donaldson, Kiesling, & Pincds 1972; Jencks & Brown, 1975; Madaus.et al.,
\

[ 2] -
1980). 'rhere are some studies that have ‘found school eharacteris::ics -

° 4
[ °

- )
accounting for significant .portions of the variance in student outcomes (e. g.,

v

N Bidwell & I(arsarda 1975; Cirifelli, Evans, & Schiller, 1970; Hanushek, 1977;
' Mayeske Cotien, Wisler, Okaaa, Beaton, Proshek, Weinfeld, & Tabler, 1972-
"Mitchell, 1977)

f

However, criticisms of many of these findings have been made
P i ﬁ statistical or methodologi“c‘al got;nds (e -2 Alwin, 1976; Cronbach, 1'976'
.- Datta, 1976, ‘Hannan, 1971; Hannan, Freeman, & Meyer, 1976; Lau, 1977; Madow

O

L)

1969 Young & Erbring,. 197@) .

L
" -

ix \ '

~

Madaus et

\

b
In sumarizing the long list of point-counterpoint articles
i
. al (1980) noted- that "insights into the schooling process itself and the -
.___s;;.% RS S . \
way in which® that process is best viewed ’were' often slow to emerge. Much

°

/

?

»

.

of the debate has overlooked ,questions about schooling and school {effective-

"ne,ss _and the most useful manner in which to. cOnceptualize these concepts"

s 14
(1980, p. 44)

¢ .4“

-
.

*

following pages’ %an serve as a frameyork for this conceptualization.

Before discussing the appropriateness of the various models of organi-*

Hopefully, one or more, of ‘the models to be discussed on the‘ .

School Effectiveness ~
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«

zational effectiveness for school systems, it is first necessary to put this .
re?earch in-proper focus regarding two major issues. 'l'he first issue has to
do with the types of schools to be considered in the context of the .models

- of 'effectivenes's. There a:re great differences betweén the various institu-
e .

tions that come to mind when thinking of schools in general. The discussions

to follow will fot:ns on the appropriateness of the effectiveness models for
public elementary and secondary mainstream school systems.. The inclusion%f

]

private schools or colleges and universities would necessitate major critical
'7 - “\ A .
! * diversions from the more generic characteristics of school systems. However,'

where empirical research seems particularly pertinent, some dis‘cussion of

~

other educational systems will be made (e.g., the use of cpst-benefit analysis

-

. 0 -
‘ for special educational programs, college student evaluation’ asecriteria for ,

teacher effectiveness) Also, an excellent discussion of organizational .

1

- - effectiveness for higher education can be found elsewhere (Cameron, 1978)
- ’ - »
. The second issue has to do with the comprehensiveness of the discussion
- L »® " ' ‘ '

of maj*ér topical areas such as accountability, performance contracting,

e 3

criterion—referenced instrnction, instructional or performance objectives,
progrém evaluation, cost accounti::g, ompetency-based programing, teacher\
evaluation, educational assessnent, differeﬁtiated staffing, PPBS Pm

—:‘*' - \_ “’MIS s-and a host of others. it was never the purpose of this projec,t to

g ‘ ) review all of this{ literatyre that is obviously at least tangentially re-

5 lated td a- ubiquitous comstruct s'uch as organizational effectiveness. \

‘ ﬁ. Rather the focus in the discnssibn to follow is on the applicability of the

L ‘ . various models and criteria of effectiveness. Where research related. to

LR accounta_hil.‘ity: contracting, etc.: fits within one of the model;s, it will pde

wFa - . . . .

“ ' - o4

Yo . . . PR

o 1 N « - »

VA B < Lt o : . 4 . d . .
.
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( Q .

included. An attempt has been made to incorporata most of the better re- ?

LY - .
search and discussion of such topics into _the paper. v Y, b ) b

Biscussions ofwthe various’models will differ substantially in length

. due either to the appropr{,teness/inapproﬂriateness of the model: for school

i

- »
- ~

systems and/or the extent to which resgarch or discussion in educational

: literature indicates support/nonsupport for the model.“ Also, there may be .

L

. longer discussions of non—educational reSearch for some models when that .

research is considered pertinent and there'is little educational research

¢

N

_ available (e.g.g_the managerial procesé model).. - ’ < . v

3 . . T
This report will begin with™a brief intrpduction to the concept.of
] .

»

"organizational effectiveness” and point out some of the difficulties with

PR )

measuring it. The various models of‘effectiVenesﬁ will then be clustered'<

-and diséussed within either a goal}centered or "systems" perspective on ef~
fectiweness., To that' end, the authors are indebted to’ the excellent work
of Campbell, Bownas, Peterson, and Dunnette (1974) who summarized and cri~ .,

tiqued the plethora of .research on effectivenesgﬁup through 1973, Research

=

and discussion subsequent to this date will be the focus of this report. ] \\“

-‘ 7 or anizational Effectiveness —.An Introduction ' ) ¥

-

" ‘,,/

- There is a notable lack of consengus as to what the construct of or-
ganizational effectiveness actually means (Stesrs, 1976) . Pennid%s (l9¥%)‘

notes»thst the literature is rather diverse in its pre%ailing.definitfbhs '

A L4

4 of organizational effectiweness. The research and debate is,\for .theemost ~.

part, noncumulative and disjointed. There is agrehmen hat organizational

effectiveness is' a desirable gtate of affairs, but the®® ig. concomitantly

2

a lack of firm theoretical basis for measuxement of the construct. Ghorpade:

- : a
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(1971) states that a researcher undertaking a study of organizational effec-

:_ tiveness is faced with two major hurdl&s at’ the theoretical level' (aj.

.

.there does: not seem to be a substantive, systematic body of knowledge based
on hard evidence about the functioning of organizations, and (b) there does

not seem to.be a universally accepted theoretical framework for approaching

-

the study of organizations. Unfortunately, these hurdles also apply to re-
search in educétion.. If organizational theory is itself still in such a -

confused state of affairs° it is small wonder that. studies of the effective-

%

ness of these structures are in such turmoil o ) "

~

\ This state of turmoil is clearly illnstrated by the multiplicity of

criteria that have been ‘used to assess organizational effectiveness. A

_ large and often conflicting array of data has been amassed 3nd purported
gto demonstrate effectiveness. Campbell et al. (1974) note 26 separate cri-
'teria that heve been used at one ‘time-or another in the literature. They .

>

conclude that a better way-to think of organizational effectiveness is as
. *

¢ s

'The function of such a model would be to identify the va ables of interest ‘

and tell us” how they are related.

Dy R .- # P
In part due to the lack of agreement concerning thL criteria of organi-

,,zational effentiveness, it is’no surprise that there 1s also conflict con-

cerning the ‘best methods for its attainment. Steers (1976) notes that.a

. .

major reason for this lack of agreement is the parochial view that many re~

-

searchers take toward the construct Effectiveness is,often viewed in terms

..,of a single criterion that is person oxr situation specific Ce s profit;. '
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i “- »
L

2 J . K 3-*’

efficieney, output, etc.), even though organizations are known‘. typically to

pursue multiple goals that are modified across personnel, technologies, i

8 .
socio-cultural environments, and a host of othev factors. Yet, most often, {

4 -t -

the attainment or failure to attain one goal is treated as-a depenaent var-

. iable and‘ the"larger context is ignored As. wiil@ be discussed belog, re-’

B

>
o

search on school systems effectiveness .can also,"for the most: part . be

bl [
\

characterized as parochial in nature. : x g‘ _ @

A second reason for the lack of agreement concerning effectiveness
attainment is the’ ambiguity of the concept itself Many models of organi-
~ ~ é,
zational effectiveness are somewhat esoteric and the criteria are difficult

%

oN
*

- \
s ’: to operationalize.. Both the models and the criteria may be person—viewpoint

-

specific, dependent mainly oh the frame of reference of the evaluator. LT

Steers ,(1977), for example, revieved 17 different studies encompassing as
2 many different multivariate~models of. organizatio.nal effectiveness. He

¥ found that only one criterion (adaptability-flexibiIity) was mentioned in

R

moreathan half of the models. 'I'hus, there is\ little agreement dbout the
W

conceptua.lization or measurement of organizational effectiveness. In edu- .

. cation, there is a general consensus that some measure. of, student outcome is °

o
AP Y . “ =T e

effecti ness\._ HoWever,

" .
there is also a consensus that all such measures have problems (Madaus et

4

’al., "1980) . The literature on organizational effectiveness is most often

divided theore&ally into two major perspectives. While the nomenclature.
e 1 . .

’ varies somewha't, the. two mosé popular ldbels for those perspectives are theJ

= . . ggal-cem:ere and the systems ems view (Campbell et al., 1974; Ghorpade, 971)
‘ /
The framework for the discussion of the specific models within’ these

S
P
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_tw° perspectives 1is as follows: 1) a. general discussion of the meaning of

the model; and definitions of all pertinent terms }) a consideration of the
L ) _' applicability of the model for school systems, 3) a review of pertinent re-

" - -

b - search in education' and 4) (where possible), a discussion of implications

”

-+ of the model for the practitioner in education.
;" ' - * . Goal-centered @dels

.-

e

'I'he goal-centered models make the assmnption that the organization is

. in the hands of a set of rational decision mak&rs who have in mind a set of
"‘ goalsn that are reasonably explicit -and for which the organization mobilizes .

its resources (Campbell et al., 1974). It is further assuied that the goals

are reasonably well defined and few enough in .number to be manageable.

Given this, it should be possible to develop. a strategy for the attainment

in terms of ‘the degree to which stated goals were achieved, or as Price

(1972) views it, the degree to which the organization achieves ideal end-

]

states. ' L

Steers (1976) notes’ tiro basic variations of goal-centered theories that

; dichotomize the field. 'l’he model proposed by Thompson and McEwen (1958) in-;

- ]

S K :corporates those fadtors external to the orgfnization that can influence

- the’ selection and modificati?h of organizational objecti,ves. ’rhis model

focuaes on the relationsh(p betweeoCh organization and its environment in

N

v
s

reference td*‘t’he balance of power. The second aodel, by Cyert and March
,-\_, . G,
(1963), deals prfn&ip'ellyx with internal forces. It focuses on the internal

o X < ﬁ

xdeterminants of goals by coalitions of individuals and fzr_ops. This dichot-
omy of focus betwa,eu internal and external ‘holds true,

T many of the .amodels

of maximization of these goals. "Effectiveness. criteria would then be defined




a“;’ .

2 ;;*;f are ‘b}télly vague, aspirational and set in an infinite timetable.

v : %
X
s
>

z ,
U
s
o

-

/
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:.to follow. Some models, however, (e.g., M:BO, cost-benefit) are influenced
by both internal ami external forces in the selection and modification ofﬁ‘ ;'
. v ’ t o

obj ectives. f : .

N

-

' " The 3oal-centered approach views organizations primarilyas rational devices
for the attaimment of certain ‘ob] ectives. Goals answer the quegtion ofﬁhere the
organization is going. - Steers (1976), .however, questions this 'simple ,concep-

tualization of goals on several logical and methodological grounds. For

example, one can ask questions such as whose goals are we talking about? In the

context of school systems, is the reference group teachsrs, students, par—-
ents, administrators s O whom? There.is a;.s‘o the problem of multiple and
f‘i;ﬁten conflicting goals. Who decides /which goals" are more important, and |
‘how is this decision made? Are they system-wide®goals or. strictly ‘school-
specific goals? What is the ‘tim;,refeﬁnce? Given limited résources, what
will the organization do? Thus, according to Steers (1976), the simple de-
finitions of goals that are usually given mey be useful on a fairly abstrdct ~
level, ‘but they lack the precision necessary for examining empirically .the
relationship between organizati:nal goals and organizational. effectiveness.
Yuchtman and Seashore (1967) agree, stating that goals ag ideal end states-*
.do not offer the possibility of realistic assessment. ° . k
At(this .point a’ distinction must be made between the various types of
goals -toward wﬁich°an organi’zation may be striving. The most common dis- ~
tincuon is that of official, operative, and operational goals. (Perrow,
1961)0 Of.ficial goals are formal statements of purpose made by executive

management concerning ‘the nature of an organization s mission. 'I'hese goals

LI

!
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Operative goals represent the real intentions of an organization, that is,

T what an organization is reallz trying to accomplish regay./dless of whét it °

says it is trying to do. Operational goals are goals for which there are

L

) agreed upon criteria ﬁi"‘evaluating the degree to which an organization s
g to goal attainment. Goal attainment here is

activities are contrib
operationally defined in. thrms. of unit production, profit levels, etc. '
Steers (1976) and Reimann (1975) both a‘gree that assessment of qrganizational’
: ‘ effectiveness must focus on operative goais. If it does not, then .the con-
‘. cept of a. goal-directed system has little meaning.
- One shortc of the goal approach is that some goals arise as cul—
e | tura.l entities, derived ‘from societies expectations and demands, and thus

Ve are not applicable for analysis. Of particular importance hére is the con=-

"o cept of ‘goal releVancy\ Although goa],s may be important to some, segments of

e
10

the organization (and, by implication,kto some segments of society) ‘they may

s -

o sh
.+« ot be to others. In fact, some segments of the organization may attain .
their goals.at the expense of other segments. Seldom, however, do we examine

'; e this multi-goal enviromnent within which the organfzation operates (Kirchhoff

L

1977). o ‘ R ¢ .

}‘ ) second shortcoming is that the approach ‘has 1imited usefulness for

studies of comparative effectiveness across organizations. If we accept
» ‘ - t -

. ' the notion th.at the only valig indicators of an organization s effectiveness
BARE Ve . ~

, are its operative goals, then measnres of effectiveness will be ﬂ.fferent

-

~for each organization. Although this approach nay have practical utility

o for any gi}ren case, it would be prohihitively restricting for any theory of

organizational effectiveness. E . _ A e o

6




~ . . -

School E'ffectigené's's V7

. \
VRN N " y )(
- . \

. -

- : Indeed, Price (1972) smariZes his review of goal approaches by cén-
N cluding that they have not successfully measuged organizational effectiveness.
' Kirchhoff (1977) notes fu'rther that current empirical methodologies do not B " a

RN adequately express the complexity of effectivenes measurement. Lo ‘<

« + A third issue concerns the actual measuremegt of goals (i.e., the

"eriterion problem"). This fssue will be ed in depth in the manage-’

‘ment-by-objectives section. o : . et

2 -

Presented 'in‘é Table: 1.are four goal—‘oriented models of organizational_ ’ S0t

" ) [ i . . PR .
. - effectiveness. We now turn to a discussiod of the applicability of, each of

«
5 " . -

those models as a vehicle by which to assess a school system's- effective-—

i

« ’ y * e o~
M «

. . ) N . K ' . :
O ness. L f . . ' , .
e v Co ‘ 3 ' . T

SR - . . ert Tablelahouthere .,

S Y he Rationai-goal Medel T S T -
’ ”" : . The.basis of the rationz-goal approach is the Weberian concept of _ i B
) e ‘ functional rationality. .According to Weber (see Steers, 1976), modern or-. .

“3"‘: > ganizations are characterized by network.s of roles, . divisions of labor, and

ﬂ.h‘ L hierarchies of activities (i.e., a typ:_f,cal bureaucracy) . When an organiza—

W “ _tion is effective, every element has a defined role or function that is logi- -

~cally relatedt_ The organization is evaluated B/ comparing those goals that. -

were established with those that were actually accomplished. Thus, an effec-
‘tive. organization is one}rthatwhasﬁachieved the goals’ that it has set for 1
A ) i,tself-(;;j,:ztzioni, 1964 Perrow, 1961) Criteria are e’s.tablished based
‘on either the formal or informal (operative) goals of the organization

CCunningham, 1977) . g.e‘
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,_’_;;" 3. \" In a discussion of elementary education, Lortie (1969) maintains that .

\ . - .u‘

\goal statements are generally stated at the level of the school board and

, 'due to ,their generaf nature, it is difficult to‘define criteria /uich vould )

.
-

- determine the. extent to which the goals’ were successfully achieved. Dorn-
"busch and* Scott (1975),' however, argue that the goals at the elementary
5 level could‘Be far more explicit than goals established for example, at .

institutions of higher e€ducation. Cameron (1978), on the other hand, shows .

.

- empirically that "dominant coalitions" from six fhs tions of.higher "edu~-

' ‘ cation can agree for the most part on a list impo t criteria on'which'

* _7\.:\ - 1

o assess effectiveness. It may very well be that disagreement hOWever, would

*

X _flourish as soon as any detail was required fot the amhiguous criteria re~

- ' ported by Cameron (1978) such as \"student educational satisfaction" "academic

( ;development", or "professional development and quaIity o!f the faculty"

Tl Numerous eriticisms have been levied against the rq‘tional—goal model of g

G- o -effectiveness. Blau and Scott- (1962) and Scriven (1967) state that there is
S, - ~a preoccupation with formal .or official goals to the exclusion .of multigle'

" constituencies affecting organizAtions with their infomal operative goals.
While this criticism may have been true of goal-oriented, educational models

in the past, there has been a substantial increase in consideration of _ . ¢

. . operative, and more quantitative goals of school systems from .relevant con--

stituencies (e.g., Nash 1970). Thus, whereas' goals may have been defined
earlier ‘as, for exa.mple "to impart skills in languages and mathematics"

(cf.w Beshers, 1972), recently ‘the m method of assessing performances 1in these
Y ® 4

areas and the'’ extent of imptovement are very often made explicit (e.g.y

-

7 Barro, 1970). The increased interest ia performance contracting is a

-»

°

i - . .
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- reflection of this greater concern for actual performance meaSurement to .,

®

K ) assess goil achievement. One'of the better 'exa'mples of 'an educational ,study |

\
ing sponsored by the Office of Economic

ortuni in ,]:9?0-7’1. Die to its.

-~ - .
LI ~
:

cussion of thid study.will follow shartly.

N

A second common criticism o
.. a general neglect .of the conflict- or. potentialﬁhflict of many organiza-

tional goals (e.g., Rice, 1963) This criticism is quite appi:op_riate for

(S

" school systems given the multiple constituencies‘ concerned with their effec-

- . tivenessa(e 8es politicians, cpmtmity leaders, teachers, parents, students)
‘.'4} . The goals. of these various’ constituencies will certainly conflict at times,

’
x

/“as, for example,, in considerations of teacher salary and absenteeism pplicy,

to ‘dssess operative goals “is the large scale project on performance~ contract-g‘

ql-xe rational-goal model ‘is that there is ,

_badget factors, oxr" extracurricular activities. o ’ ’

A third criticism of the rational-goal theory is that the interactions -

e . B -~

DD

N of an organization's goals with’ the goals of the affectegl environment, are not
* taken into consideration (I.awrence & Lorsch, 1969). . Thus, for example, .

i ) '\operative goals of the sghool system such as "equal employment opportunity"
mey be influenced by the informal goals of the organization' s boundary in-

_ stitutions such as the local ot regional affirmative acti?n 6£fice or the
'racial ‘makeé-up of the school\board Also, enyironmental factors ’such' as

the socio-economic characteristics of the school community.can have a'signi-
ficant impact .on the typef?f goals and the measurement strategies established
to assess goal attainment (Averch et al., 1972).

. V\) .
A final criticism of the model i,s that it treats goals .as static in an .

v

-

+
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' environment Lhat  realistically Should make all operative_goals dynamic__,li_“»iiieeei-~.

(Pfe.‘ffe!.’:3 1977) .~ Although the formal goals of ‘a,school_ system may be v o _;-
'constants, “the operative goals may be affectéd byi contextu‘fal‘ factors. For S
example, the operative goals—of-teachers ‘could change significantly as a’

function of some budgetary decision (e.g., working to contract due to low

- or no pa.y; raises) .. ' - . “ . o

A . i .
Performance Contracting. With performance contracting, the focus is o

on~ghe school systems', teachers ,0r outside agencies ability to achieve
) ' i
' gertain- explicit goals related to education%ou‘tcomes (Go:amlich & Koshel,

1975). Thus, goals, are formalized in terns of end states, a time reference,

-and "hard" criteria (e.g., average scores at or above a certain score on a

.

specific test or tests)., For example, in 1969 Dorsett Educational System

-

contracted with two school Systems (in Texarkana, Arkansas and. Liberty-
Eylau, Texas) to teach certain academicafly deficient high school:students.

The performance contract explicitly stated that Dorsett would beipaid only

'e

.for ﬂnhose students who attained a specific level of proficiency. The pro— _\ '
gram’ invol d moTe thah 200 students, and seemed to work amazingly wel]., 7

' exciting in educational circles to the possibilities of performance
W - " ;7 a
c\ontracting as a way of '-making schools more accountable for the outcom.e of . .

- ~—

ey their students. However, the validity of, test score gains.sin Texarkana has b

-since been questioned Dorsett has been- charged with contamination of the _
| \.

- results by teaching spé"cific items on'the test to ’étudents (Educational
Research Service, 1974) : - . ‘ -

[

. A.s a result of the Dorsett séudy, the Office of Economic Opportunity ,

(OEO) décided to perform a national experiment designed to asSess the -
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,l_ee_-r—Arelstive advantages ‘and disadvantages, as well as the practicality of per= .

BT formance contracting for use with academically d ficient children. S ‘.:
2 e\ L

5

\. e f- The evaiuation ‘instrument used was the Metropolitan Achievement Test,~,

. /"
‘“,“'rJ-- a battery of tests including reading and math tical components. .

>

. .o ’ Of an ogiginal samplévof 24, 000 students, 81 perc’pt-actually parti- o
) ~
cipated in the- entire program with only 61 percent ‘having scores whi&h -

i

s could be evaluated There were slight differences between the number of
students in the control and' eiperimental group who were both full time .
students- and took pre- and post-tests (74'percent-of the control groups as

N 4

compared -to 77 percent of the experimental group) _ Gramlich and’ Kbshel

\\

. (1975) stated thaf these differences "suggest that a disproportionate attri-
tion\could be responsible for a small bias against kstudents'tn the ex- T

periment, especially if the Experimedt was'itself responsible for the lower L

v<"_“h;v.
< \d [l

S lwattrition in _that group” -(p. 32). o - ‘. < e

’

,?i‘, , " The differences between the various subtests in both experimental and
. \
control groups vere relatively small showing that the students did n0t demon- _

g

strate a tendency to do better in one area than any other..’ One interesting CT

difference found was that in the subjects not taught by the contractors
:. ¥ (spelling, word analysis' etc.) the experimental students did slightly worse.
Qne Teason for these differences might have been that students in the ex-

4

gcrimental,group may have missed some instruction in, other subjects due to
;;:” . ineffective and haphazard scheduling or other disruptions. Other ‘interpre- . -
A tations, of course, are possible. For examplé' teacher bias may have affected r

’_the results.. The teschers could possibly have been biased against those

,-..1

: students in the experimental group, thereby giving them less attention.
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This could easily be the case, for the idea of performance contracting was ‘
.. viewed as a threat by many teachers. As will ~be discussed later, many of ' B
. the,.,tea.chers were indeed uncooperative and sometimes hostile in regard to
.theprosrm-: \ ' Y . N
. : o Since in most ca‘ses_‘a'ch'ievemgnt gains xgere posi&fively redated to tl;e . f‘ :

P *. pretest scores, and since ‘these scotes were not equivalentyin'.experimental S

-

and control groups (the experimental group, was usually lower) these gains

were adjusted. The. adjusted mean gains are pernaps the best measures. of the

.  actual 'd'ifferenoes sbetween the two~-groups. il'_hey sh,oxg stagfstically 'signi-
ficant experimental gains four times,'.one statiStically ‘sigzcant experi-
‘ _ -mental loss, and very small ga:':ns or logses in the other seven cases" > o
. (Gramlieh & Koshel, 1975, p. 39) S ~' -fk | .

Overall, Ehe adjusted exp‘erimental .gains average about 0 04 grade \*
. N .
equivalent units, a seven percent gain over that of studentf in the control

' ' group.“ 'I.'hese resnlts were disappointing to those involved, and forced OEO

to concludé that—perfomance contracting proved no more effective than Te~’

gular teaching. methods in improving the level of academi_eal]:y d.eficient

- of the experiment. . The first of these flaws had to do with the lack of -

”“""-v*vf*time spent organizing the experiment. L AT S ' -

¥, - v . ﬁ‘_

. . e . . . * . .
/O students. - R i
S '. eAlthough OEO 's findings did not Suppo{performadce c%ntr/acting, many

,"1., .9.‘ . o "~ K »
" have pointed to numerous flaws in the design, procedure, and implementation .

Also criticized was the length of the experiment. It has been suggested

v

" ,that one\year is not enough time to ev.aluate the amount of change,«perfoman‘ce

/contracting is eapeble of produing. Indeed, according to some, this lack of l‘




L

’i extensive %valuation prevents the resulfs from dempnstrating any conclusive ‘

age«;

_-.' .)stated this status was determined on the basis df academic need. £onse-

. | /

'a

' evidence whatsoever. Th'us, "thesOEO e_.xperiment s‘howed that private enter- _ - ‘
prise \could not proviﬁe existing schools a ;oyal road- to educ‘ational qu%ity
:aithin one year .:,\. . Beyond this- conclusfion,: however, the' experiment leﬁt g
many questions unanswered" (Carpenter-Huffma:: et ;1, 1974, p. 52). ' . e

§" A third time-related problem deals with diffefential ~amounts of time ‘

devoted to expirimentel and. conqtrol &roupsa ,~It wonld oseem then _that the
. * g
differences in mean achievement gains bgtween experimental and consrol °

- °

gronps did not depict a very accurate accoun“'t of the relative merits -of pen-

.

formance contracting. The experimeﬁt .would.have ‘been much more informative ‘

\v \

had this time. elément been held constapt. "_‘. c ,, .

r
-

L.
. - i, -

. A more serious criticism of the OE0 experiment has to do with the pro.

£ ‘e

cedure for designating schools as "experimental" or, "control." “As previously

"‘An 3

LA
.
L4 2 "-

quently, the control and experimental groups were not evenly matched in terms

of ability._ This uneven matching constitutes a serious flaw in the experi-

T,

mental design. 1In particnlar, a design with noneguivalent groups .Tuns e

.

b~
ris,k of maturation effects being mistaken foﬁA the effect of the variable
thus affecting the internal velidity of the( experinent. The externa]: vali--
dity is also thfeaten d by ‘the effect of the interaction of testihg and "the

.

treatment. If eith r of the groupp are selected for their%e\;t‘reme scores,

'ce.

S )

/ A the difference in ‘the degree of shift from pre- to ‘post-test may be a product

.t =
of regression rather than the effect of the experimental condition, Indeed

= in their statistical analysis of’ the expe,r,iment, Carfinkel and Gramlich

B caution that "one Just be extremely careful im interpreting experihental

"!
.
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T, results if there is some :Endication that the sample is im‘Perfectly matched" St

(Garfinkel & 'Gramlich, 1973, p. 284) - . . ' !
T Anoth,; area of great concern with respect to the experiment involves

perﬁaps the major problem with rational ~goal prograuns such as contracting,

+ '

mely, that of the criteria that are used The contracted fims questioned
< s = Y [4 -

. the ‘content validity of: the criteria, claiining that the Metropolitan Achieve—

' ment Test did not sufficiently match’ the content of their‘ program. indeed - .

in addition to the firﬂxs, many have "‘questioned the use of standardized

P
_4‘* achievement tests to assess present capabilities of a student Ysee for
. example, Brophy, 1973; Hall," 1964' Sog—& Soar, 1977,). While some -of this
. discussion will be reserved for the MBO section of the paper,, x comment must _ v
_7’ . \ " be offered on the suitability of standardized norm-referenced tests as
, ) criteria in contracting and other accountability programs.» The validity, “ ,‘

é

- .
AN Xrelia'bility, and relevance ‘of such .tests for use as criteria of school or ‘“
R A " :

teacher effectiveness has/been questioned by numerous Mters {e.g., Airasian

< ) t .
o & Madaus, 1976; Colkman, " 19753 Kellaghan, 1977; I.ewy, 1973 ‘Madaus, Kellaghan,

Rakow, & King, 19793 McClellapd, 1973). Madaus et al, "(1979) ask the The- . ’
;fl‘ g . torical. question whether verbal ability /tests such as those frequently used

=,
v —_ 7 ..

in contﬁacting or voucher programs adequately sample the content domain that

5‘"‘_, -:'," se%ols attenpt to teach. Cooléy and I.ohnes (1976) contend that while such ©
tests are certainly not perfect, they are the best thing we have available. X/
_..a} » f—ﬂ

“‘”—'"’*“‘"'Oth‘ers (e. g., Fopham, 1970) recomend a form of criterion-referenced testing . st

g to assess school or teacher effects. Madaus et al. (1979) agree, stating

- that tests should-be used that are more congruent with the specific school

‘ curriculm and instructional methods.
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) Additional problems with the OEO study concern the phzsical conditions

qnder which -students were tested at certain sites, and’the participation (or : U

. ) [
lack thereof) of parents, $tudents, and in particular teachers. Many teachers .
: . ‘.‘ opposed the program because they felt threatened by the entire perfomance ' .°

A o
contracting idea. It seems quite reasonable to suspect that some of this
(\ L) v

LN

B dis'satisfaction with the project may have biased teachers against students
in/ﬁhe experimental program. *If this were .80, one.might expect to find that

these students dié not perfom well on other subjects taught by the teacher. '\

In fact, this Tesult was found. o o ‘ - -

(-3 g b

Given ‘the lack of planning time, unsatisfactory methods of measurement,

° .~

_:insufficient ,assessment time, and poor research design, it ,se the only o

-3

. Nc#o:nclusion one can draw from the OEO; study is tha“? there was a lack of plan- o

g et o - — . /—~
ning'time, unsatisfactory methods of" measurementr n'l'hus, one can say that )

e

o

th-is experiment did not snpport /the idea of‘performance contracting, which - = , =

is not to say tHat "perf&rmance contracting must therefore -not vork.."

-

L . o
~ . . The OEO and Dorsett studies underscore some of the problems with the

rational—goal mode:L of organiiational effecti}eness as, applied ‘to ‘school

o

systclns. While Operative, quantitative goals ‘are stated they typically
&t LI

do not represent the damain of formal goals for a school system. .The result,

’ as in the OEO study, is a p{:eoccupation with those goals which can be for- 7

mally measured.\ ‘I.‘he conflicts of multiple«constituencies regarding goals T

F

are also evident in’ the perfprmance contracting framéwork. A concentration - ¢

‘}YA ) . ,’,l‘ 3 [y \

’ on certain educational outcomes as ehd-states wouldr inevitably result in

‘: & conflicts“over apprOpriate means for facilitating such end-states_ between

"'* \_....../

students, parents, principels, and teachers. The hostility of teachers rto
o W&‘ . . N ) - ) . ) .' R L

- e e
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the notion of performance contracting is also é-ypical of re'actions to goal- ~

. : ‘e

LR oriented management approaches which do not base specific end states om .~
input from those most affected (Dornh'usch & stht, 1975, (

. '1)1e discussion of the OEO project was presented to accentuate some of
j ‘the problems common to performance contracting in general and to a rational- .-
goal approach to educational accomtability. . Similar critiques could be

made ‘of other rational—goal approaches to ac,co_untability programs such\as

-voucher plans (e.g., Fobert, 1977) Cr:ttics of contracting view such pro\- .

- - blems as either insurmountable (e. g., Hottleman, 1971) or in dire need of

“— | . attention before "wholesale. adoption of 'such an approach (e. g., Gramlich &

‘1' " Roshel, 4975 Mayrhofer, 1972) Mecklenburgerd and Wilson (1971) present -
' | a case study of sou;e ‘of the problems with p'erform:nce co'ntractin?g ina . - —

5 X large city system. As in the discussicn of .common criticisms of, the rational- / .

AU goal model of effectiveness (e.g., Blau & Scott, 19613 Cameron, 1978; Rice,-

e programs such as management-by-ﬂobjectives (I.evinson, 1970)

1963) Mecklenburg?&”and Wilson ,(1971) cite= the conflict of opeFative goals .

[

¢ across the various ‘%ducational constituencies as the principal cause of
discord with contracting..a Teachers ‘tend to view performance contr;cting as
\‘a p‘tmitive measure to be used only as_ a basis for firing:people (Gramlich . -
: & Koshel, 1975) The use of confracting in any sort of teacher incentive ‘
, .

: cme t framevork is rare and not well received’ by teachers _anyway (Nation s Schools,

1970) " The reaction is not unlike the common reactions to other goal-oriented

A major criticism of the rational-goal model that appears to be ade-

-

. 'quately handled by schoc%accountability proga:ams such as comntracting br

' vouchers is the belief ghat’ organizational goals are. retrospective in nature
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and serve only to justify action, not to direct it (weu:k 1976)-. Under

k) - .

most’ accountability systems there are at least formal l;long—terxn goals set’

with changes made in’c;iteria for effectiveness prior to teaching“i” For ’ e

example, McDonald's (1972) accormtability)sy;tem for New York’ Cit:y included S .
- a provis}on for periodic feview and revisions ‘of all program obiectf es (see ’ s
7/0 " also Alkin 1973; Barro, 1970' Lieberman, 1970; ‘and Lopez, 1970)., ’I'hus, R S fa

EX

hany accountability programs do viéw schools s open systems,,where ‘goals o

.' +

- -» -~ -
] and criterfla are changeable. t S ST >
- . ' ’ / . ]
' For the’ practitiOner concerned with assessing effectiveness with the . e

LIS . o~

goal of improvement, the problems of conflicting goald and cons}:ituency in-
\‘ volvement are person-specific' not approach-specific, and can be- adequately

handled by a "cascading process" in goal-setting..r In this approach b':,oad e St *

‘ .

]
. 'objectives are. set at the school ‘board level ‘and filtered down-&nto specific Lt

::. . -, ' Q’ P ..
e - goals at the school level In{his way&ll whio are to be affected take N A

; part in the goal setting process. This should requ.t in school-level ~goals - %

P

' ' 'thar are compatibﬁ'm ‘with broad system objectives and at the same time foster -y,
_a feeling of cohesiveness throughout the entire school system because.;‘ll b

o

invoIVed ‘are working “toward the same’ goals. ] y. . ) L,

/

There remain, howevpr, some problems that are approach-specific making ’ ,f“
the rational—goal approach questionable as a framework vithin which to assess® -

a school systems effectiveness.' First, the approach is concerned only with a ‘f .

B o : " —NN—— ’
outcomes 'I’here is no mention of how goals are to be accomplished, only L “.

.. .

[

that they'slpuld be. This outcome orientation results in a second problem. E) ’

V

. Thu rational-goal approach by codcentrating /on "ends", will by its very e

L vos ) , ¥
IR nature, emphasize those skills that are more' easily measurable, wat the . ( e
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*

-
.
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z

relevant to both approaches. - .

. gram of MBO originated as a mechxmism, or, device, the activation of which

e i‘r

.,

) attempts to engage the "mechanisn", were sgen to f
MBO syst replaced the original mechanistic

DI -»(Al'b’recht, 1978)
L]

e
., «’&'f
«
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exclusion of- other skills. 4As a practical matter, this may result in a '
concentration by teachers on the basic skills which are neasurable by
’,'standardized achievenen tests at L’he expense of more abstract skills.
: This b,rings us o the problem:~ the nea’surement issue. This issue |
along with the two: previously mentioned criticisms will be returned to

‘ after a description of the management-by-objectives approach since they are

':"would :result in incr sed perfomance and organizational effectiveness by

'carefuily fomulating organizational goals in terms of quantifiable results
-+ _and’ the behavioral direc'ti\ves needed to achieve them This initial formu-
‘. Qation, though, was soon augmented by ajneed to confirm results, and to

implement cooperative planning and behavior intervention, as initial

o ‘The concept of an

tion, and some researchers

so far as to say that MBO is a complete pb\:losophy of management

Pet.'er Urucker, ix; ‘The. Practice of Management (1954), proposed a prin-

ciple of management for business enterprise to harmonize the goals of the

‘organization while allowing *for full individual output. This was presented

accountability as opposed to the enphasis on the. human

“

+
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- relations approach dominant at the time. However, aifhough Drucker had
implied a philosophy of management, the rigid or careless applicability of
- this principle without regard to- human resource factors, or incomplete im-
plementation in terms of evaluationxdeficits, demonstrated the limitations
. of a mechanistic MBO. Numerous criticisms and new suggestions have beenn
offered. A system of MBO was deemed necessary -- a way to incorporate MBO
into the conceptual framework of organizations as open systems*of'the .
* total system, so that the objectiwes are*a“coordination of the goals of all
i7"€hewother subsystems in light of the organization's maih goals. Since the |
task is to quantify these objective;,‘these results could be considered as
dependent variables (érlfunctions)4&f the parameters (systems) of the organi-
zatigz. 0f course, the Problem lies in the delineation of parameters,for the
more tenuous constructs, such as job satisfaction and the need to recognize
human”relations factors in any MBO formulation. In theory, however, an MBO
.system should maximize the efficiency of the organization by not only the
increased incremental sum of the achieved goals, but by the interaction of
the entire system as well creating §?§;c of proven-methods- which together
make a. total and comprehensive management system té improve company and
manager performance (Humhle, 1973). System approaches toward the implemen—
'tation of MBO have increased their attention to parameters such as. job .

, satisfaction and other human relations factors in the recognition of the

:,insthis area attempts to quanti\y theae more abstract constructs with more

- t‘measurable effects. Systems approaches are the most prevalent interpreation

‘gin the recent literature, in which the MBO system functions as an organic

*,

' need for a cooperative thrust at the subordinate empioyee level. Research .

A

-

2
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, topl‘to be prop ly' ihterfaced: "when the various aspects are integrated

with a balance between the individual and organization needs, ... you have
anizational effectiveness and results" (Beck, 1976)
(,\ Those who view MBO as a philosophy tend to subsume the previous -

approsches' in the formulation of an MBO attitud& to be conveyed to subordin-

<
.

(N 4

R

ates by the mansger in a holistic way. Karl Albrecht describes this philo-
.

sophy in his Successful Management by Ob‘f]ectives (Albrecht, 1978) as a basic °

mentality of managing and that vhen mistaken for a system or. a set of prin-
ciples a "rigor mortis" mentality can develop which will destroy the adap~
tive feazures of efficient management by allowing the responsibility of .

management to slip into the "mehhanism" or system, In other words, Albrecht ’
be}ieves that when MBO is taken to be a. "system" by which to’ manage effec-
tively, the possibility of insppropriate initial installment and failure to

accomodate changes in the organizational environment can obscure the-effec~ -

tiveness of management. Critical to Albrecht s formulation, the MBO philo- .

’ sophy consists of: (1) an objective-oriented manager whose "systems" under-

' standing conforms to the organizational goals and guides subordinates, (2) .

the need to instill the appropriate objectives orientation to the workers
(with a full understa:nding of what MBO is’ trying t0 achieve), and (3) . the ‘

-

implenentation of _the above principles in a reward-centered environment.

MBO, like the rational-goal mod‘el, specifies “the primary cri:teria of

c e, -~

effectiveness by checking‘whether or not the organization has accomplished

its specific goals, and thus fits closely under the’ goal‘-oi‘iented operation-

4

.v” Qﬁ' alization of organizational effectiveness. MBO, as stategl by Campbell et . ... °

- al.“*(1974), rather thsn evaluating the organization° on’ some single abstract

PP
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. o . '
_ continuum such as the cost/benefit ratio, states that effectiveness is some

aggregation of specific, concrete, observable and quantifiable accomplish-

ments or failures. Therefore, organizational effectiveness can be approached

,lthroughra review of MBO studies on performance evaluation, and in terms of

school eualuation, by focusing on MBO in the public sector, and where MBO or

‘%

facsimiles already have been established in school systemé (e.g., Dyer, 1970
-Gray & Burns, 1979; Herman, 1978; Lasher, 1979 Malsam, 1979)
Management-by-Objectives implies a planning function as «epresented by

the need to -quantify what must be done (after careful anélysis of why it

o

_must.be done, from the’ organization s long-term and shorteterm goals), the

[

B helanS e

_the coordination of activities embraced by the process mandates assigning

G S, ¢ AR e B TP e (T e mermad = et e e s s | i ,-_.,'

the time these tasks are to be done, and finally, the need for accountability

ot st

suggesting avweighing of costs’ of - the system versus,the benefits. )
Management-by-OBjectives also implies a controlling function in the
sense that it provides a. method for determining hhv well the prepared objec-

tives- are being performed, how-effective the.coﬂpleted activities are in

‘,'realizing the organizational goals and the necessary corrective actiod’ for

%

improving p:rformance or dealing with unexpected situations.

L e e e et s verade i -
B

Jones (1977) considered the problem of accountability in education

thrbugh an MBO procedure for guidance and counseligg programs. (The five

~
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E

answering student needs) were' included Reactive data indicated support for

MBO but no “hard!"'criterh were used in the assessmentf.

, ) S
i corporated the use of a special scale developed to quantitatively measure

- A similar study of guidance programs ﬁ Maine by Vanzandt (1977) in-

the quality of the program 8 services. The scale was designed for ttk#/ .

. -°student groups and a teacher evaluation group by means of a Lilgert 5-point

v

-

scale rating both the.programs and services, and the counselors'. personal/ -’ R

.

. .. ¢ 1]
professional skills. The study was an intervention design where an‘MBO
program was implemented after a baseline ,had been established, and feedback

concerning the "treatment" during the course of the study was .a critical ‘.

. .
- - ->

>

Random samples of students from the sixth, eight, eleventh and J:welfth ‘

[ -.,M-—«q.(,..«~.-m..

grades and all teachers were inclpded in the administration of the Guidance

. Sexvice Rating Scale and a needs assessment scale to provide the information .
' -
about each of four school’s guidance needs. Steering committees composed of

Y

) : students, ‘teachers, administrators, and counselors used the information to ’

2 determine the priority concerns of guidance, “then established criterion-~ ’ ] f
\,:4,»: « . \
R * referenced, \behavioral objectives to direct the guidance programs toward the

.

- priority nen “,-' Time phasing and strategies focusing on cotmselor-outcomes te
were incorporated to emphasize the’ intervention strategy and constrain the . <

interpretation of the results, Commmication ab0ut evaluation results and

decision-naking were stres'sed as integral el~ements of the MBO model. Un- !
fortunate’ly, due .to-the 1imite&$:1me that could be devoted to the project,
the results were more a reflection of the process of using the MBO model

than an cvaluation of the effectiveness of:MBO, o =
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Al_though the problems with this design are the consideration of extran-

eous variables and the reliabildity/validity of the rating scale, the scale

did find significant differences (p < .05) in terms of the evaluations made

by the students and teachers from the'’Guidance Service Rating Scale. 'I.'he

¥

author concluded that MBO may have a place in thescyrograms for its practi-

’ cality in” help g guidance programs establish accountability. g -

- < Jn a sttidy involving university faculty, Shetty and Carlisle (19744,
1 . e S

19741))f .fo_tnid that their MBO program increased the awareness and specificity

°

of goals for participants, improved career planning and professional develop-

“eo A

. ment, and. led to overall improvements in planning. Additionally, supervi-
‘ - sors in the study indicated,«“that the MB% program léd\ to increased objectivity

il

‘ in performance appraisal. Perhaps most important was the finding that MBO

e e W
~ . v,

led to "significant" increases in individual performance. , On the negative

‘-B

side, Participants indicated a substantial increase in "unnecessary pa.per-\

. work." Unfortunately, the authors measured the effectiveness of the program

with a post-implementat on ‘measure only, used no’ control group, and measured

,::‘f:' ‘ all variables with ra scales. Similar results were obtained by Smith .

°

(1975) in work with stiff members of three universities. 'rwo -other stydies

T a, .(I.asher, 1979} Marsh, 1979) report positiva results with ‘MBO in academic

settings but present no data to support their p.o,sitions. T.n a study involving

junior college administrators, Rossano (1975) found better supervisor/sub-

'" < ordinate relations ‘subsequent to- the implementation of MBO but 0 difference
, .

a

'. in perfomence levels.

nr :Applications of MBO at the elementary or secondary education level have .

‘ s
ﬁjbeen quite linited. Altergott (1970) collected interview data for high #€hool




e
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teachers inyolved in an MBO progran;. Participants indicated that MBO en- o

e ,' courased more specific program planning improved subordinate/superior re-

o ~lat:ions, ~increased subordinate participation in goal setting and perceived
3 ' . ' \
R subordinate authority' Finally, participants indicated a higher level of

“ - ' motivation under the. MBO' programs Altergott (1970) concluded that MBO is

‘an. excell\.ent approach to management for education. However, his’ study was

< . -
o . .

methodologically weak in tbat; no control groups were used, no statispical W/

© tests were made, no objective data were ed as criteria, and only ‘post=-

\ : implementation int'erviews were conducted. In a study tp assess attitudes of

participants toward MBO for appraisal purposes, Eads (1974) found elementary

. and secondary teachers expressed a. more positive attitude toward a "super- .

]

vision by objectives" program for evaluation than several other more subjec-

tive approaches. Principals\also indicated a stronger preference for the

——

MBO approach to appraisal. The study was one of the more metho‘&ologically
\
rigorous designed to assess the effects of MBO.- A longitudinal- design was )

- used with pre-test and post-test data 'and ‘results were compared to. results

from a comparison group. . ’ : : S ’

> a2

L4

tions in scbool districts. While Jo ddta were reported Herman (1978) stated
that objectives were successfully met witb.. the program. Several of the ob-
jectives were concerned with cognitive achievegent factors, such as: ‘to
decrease by a minimm of 3 perceht‘ the percentage “of stt@*reading below
gradc level :l.n the middle school,t grades 6 through 8; and.to.cause a gain of

at least one month beyond the no reading pattern established by the

. pupils who remain below grade level within the time period September 1, 1977-

N )

e Heman;(1978) and Malsam (1979) present case studies of MBO implementa- .

C Gt " S ’Y’\/

3

it
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June 30, 1978 (p. 89). .

‘McLagan (1980) in stildying a special education center found benefits

Smm—

‘in the MBOSapproach‘_to defining measurable goals and specific, identifiabi:e%,

hehavioxs. . ‘ ., e SR

. .

in and Schoderbeck (1976) presented their~eva1uation of MBO in the

.public s toz;/b'i'listing the consgraints found in this setting and offering. '
.- 3

three s ggestions critical in the implementation of MBO. ' The suggestions. - °
wereT™ 1) o begin with the initial formulation of clear strategic and

-

operation objectives, (2) to determine {he appropriate evaluational criteria,

- and (3) to establish and develop an information gatheging capability \

X The .researchers say that while in private organizations the formulation
Y
of strategic goals is more of degree than a question of kind in public or;-

i

ganizations.the strategic goa? have never. been stated adequately. They *
t Comittee on Govermnental Operations in des~ ‘

cite the results of the Sena

cribing seven major prograth areas and an administrative support area reflecting
1

the ‘néed' to define "key-result" ateas for juccessful ) MBO. 'ro fulfill, these
strategic objectives, another tactical level is required, which includes °

the ahort;rim activities. At this point, the \planners nust develof; a con=-_

gruency between these levels. ‘ ‘

*

Oncc this has bcen achieved the criteria .to evaluate _the execution of

'these goals nust be developed, aud while goal attainment should be concerned
jwith costs, quality is an important consideration as well. The ‘regearchers

- "also related a number of -requirements for criteria they felt necessary (e ger -

. "*""restraints, time dimensions, estimation of major consequendes, and a focus on .

- % .
e definition, of target, area of coverage, cliéntele penetration levels, economic <
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* e -the specification of the types and quality of Services) Unfortunately, the

”

, “ authors did not specifically state any suggestions for ,the quantifiability

) . >

of these factors, but merely tried’ to‘ identify the range and s;cope of these -

1 ' items of consideration. ' K ST, e '
. A - Lt ,
T Aplin and Schoderbeck colIected information from public administrators .

- employed by a state agency having over 7000 employees, and found a number of

factors critical for successful MBO applidation within‘a public ofganization‘ ,
1) inflyence in goal setting, 2) relevancy of feedback' 3) top level goal .

setting; and 4) organizational support of MB(T

.

. (’I'he study suggests that t:he first consideration, t,he*goal-setting pro-

s
«©

cedures, proved most effective’ when the subordinates contribg.xted equalg.y as

g

much ’ plaSmg as’ their superiors, and least effective when they perceived on - -
. thmselv

to contribute more planning than their superiors. The data taken
'Q

from the surveys showed 532 of the respondents depicting this sictuaogn with LA

only 19% reporting the optimum situation. » The re'spgarchers suggest that in ce

the pub ic sector, theregnsy be \gendency for a "too. much" degree of . - s e
7 . *
. freedom in establishing objectives -- a tendency for an overly liberal Pe

3 3

- of freedom in allowing subordinates to establish objectives which
will negatively influence these subordinate s perception of their roles. .

Relevancy of féedback was another factor seen as‘ critical for successful
MBO.. A‘lthough’ much literature on feedback had already been collected the

esearchers point out that relevancy of feedback willi induce more positiye

e

E attitudes, ‘greate’r managerisl efficiency, enhance the goal-setting process,

".J '3 ‘ ’
and, in&neral, generate more MBO- support and effectiveness.
Another factor considered by Aplin and Schoderbeck wss top level goali- |

- .
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setting. They noticed a previous absence in the'formulation of objectives

.at the top administratixe level,'and impairment to the resulting MBO program,

o . -
. .

.

1 theseLgarticular orginizations. P ‘_

The*fourth conside ation.in successful MBO implementation was the organi- .

zational support of the program.- The researchers point ‘out that the interest

0

of the administfation ‘must carry over tp their subordiﬁates, and specifically,

the survey shows that 'the subordinate managers mirror the interests of their

. - N - . a . . .
‘superiors. : . ‘ T : .
- * .1 I3 . AN

Aplin*and Schoderbeck also delineate some constraints on the use of MBO

@~

that have special significance for educational systems First, they state -
there is reluctance on khe part oﬁ public administrators to rely on objective .
3

. data for evaluative purposes. A sindlar skepticism has been documented for .

principals when considering the use of achievement tept data to evaluateo—

P K N -

teachers (Austin, 1979; Davis & Gross-Davis, §§7€) Such a reluctance stands

o

as a barrier to theﬁuidespread acceptance to MBO among educators. Principals,

o . for example,,may feel that they have acquired a spepial capacity to subjec-

e tively evaluate their teachers, and that an objective procedure such as MBO

4
,.»m

will interfere with what they'consider to be their uniquely Ppropriate

o appraisal method. Another'factor that resists the fullaimplementation of
e EBO is the reluctance qf . administration to reward differential levels of .-

g J

teaching performance. The use of merit pay of any kind in elementary and

e secbndary education has been rare-with results equivocal (e g., ETS 1971)
v \ r
Additionally, educationaI systems are often controlled by poli!icai configu-

o ’

iﬁ, rations that may undermine the actual control exercised by principals. Such

& situation will, in turn, induce a reduced obligation toward compliance with

A N @
. . -
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the'MBO strategy. Finally, Aplin and Schoderbeck (1976) point out that

today s changing environment demands more fléxibility and innovation in the
v

public sector than the private sector to deal with the changes in morality,

' politics, legislation, and technology. It is difficult to discern how such-»-»

‘ “flexib?iity'would affect objective criterid such as scholastic achievement

A\ A a-s.;. :Y‘, -

‘ and thus, MBO programs established with goals related to achievement.

v Luthan (1976) has suggested that MBO shortcomings in the public sector
o ' areaﬁ'function of the misapplication of the system with the different demands

. P

. ~ of service organizationst’/he proposes a contingency approach to management
: ‘s . / y ®
s where functional if-then relationships between the environment (both internal

and external) and management concepts and techniques that lead to effective

' goal attainment are datermined. He maintains that MBO, as any other manage-

ment concept or technique, cannot be universally. applied to all situations, k1

becauae o£ envirogm:ntal differences. The identification of these\environ-'

ff‘:faﬁ:mmntal vatiables is thus nécessary in-order to implement MBO in the appropriate

| ,f’fashion. Luthan then suggests examining the popular constraints as a starting
‘point, including° “1) the preponderance of pre-set rules, laws, and regula-

. tions; 2) lefs,opportnnities,to participate in setting objectives; 3) the

olemphasis*on senioritv versus merit; and &) the lack of adequate performance
/ D ]
_ mcaaures. He states that these ‘factors are more often used as excuses for
'g " » ‘ ..

. poor management, rather than impassible barriers to effective management.

i,."‘f
3

J— N B i) o it A4 Dt mata T remse

While,Luthan feeis that the most. urgent task is the identification of

) hhese variables, he presents no solutions or suggestions in light of his

..4‘

contingency management approacb. Luthan says this type of examination must

»

& cover’fuch factors 5& the nature of objectives and political (educational)

ot ,»'~,. o
- - PR
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/ronments, high levels of turnover for publiec organizations, and the

"rapid change in policies inherent in these organizations.

.‘,

Before. an organization implements an MBO system there are some basic
questions which must be answered' 1) what group& or- individuals set - t*
,lgoals for a particular organization; 2) to what extentlis it realistically
possible to define quantifigble goals for an organization, 3) how should
the relative importance of ‘each goal be judged &) to what extent is it _
possible to know whether an objective has been accomplished and 5) is the
organization willing to commit the‘necessary time and effort ‘to the MBO '
procedure? ) S ) e e . e
There appears, however, to be an even more basic issue to be raised
in considering MBO as a model of organizational effectiveness. ‘Odiorne -
(1965) views the syste; of management-by-objectives as a process whereby '
the superior and subordinate (or in this case, the adminigtrator and ptinci-

pal or the principal and teacher)- jointly identify goals, de;ine individual

P, majorfareas~of»responsibiiity*in terms of results expected of him/her, and

use these measures as guides for operating the unit and assessing the cone

tribution of each of its membefs. [This definition, agcording to*Albanese

i e ~<(1975),«brings=out two ideas basic to most applications-of MBO. First, MBO

)
implies ah.interaction between.managers and their subordinates in goal set~ o

ting.' A second basic idea of MBO is appraisal of actual performance against (x

N .

the agreed-upon goals in ‘the g goal setting phase.

There is an argument that the objective of MBO is tp help. the indiyidual

"?Lteacher be successful because as th& teacher succeeds, so- does the principal,

0y
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benefits of goal setting for individual performance (Latham & Yukl, 1975),

/

successful. completion of individual teacher goals or objectives, however, j

. do not necessarily guarantee .a successful school system. To conclude tha.t

G  if a given teacher improves reading levels at the third grade by two months, ‘
e automatically makes thg school system as a whole effective, is to imply that
o - individual teacher goals can be chosen so as to totally represent the goals
: ( - of the eKnt‘i’; school sy;texn. This is certainly not the case. While an in-

. dividual teacher's goals can be made compatible with the system s gogthey
o T are not a substitute for them. All teachers in a school system max have
- o attained their goals under an MBO system, but the school system itself may
3 ,;‘ ,ﬁn“ have reached its goals; For example, many teachers may heve set and
Teached goals concerning such aspects of the job as plamning, managing, and
organizing instruction, provi%ing a favorable psychological environment

A

for learning, and increasing reading levels by two months. However, if the -

e

school system that yea.r ran at a substantial financial deficit, it would be

’

o . difficult to conclude that the school system was effective even though cer-
PR tain individual teachers were effective. The pointphere is that the teachers'

' goals ang. the systems' goals may not be completely eompatible. M}t of the .
e o applications of MBO 'to school systems have made little” attempt to adopt any
P ty'pe of "cascading prfcess" in goal setting, that would foster a closer

. -,

compftibility between goals across organizational levels. .Most o£ the.

""“"““'“ B research hds ' focused on téacher or principal goal attainment, and dot the
AN {

entire system ({.e., a district, county, or city system) .
Ky Goal Measurement. Even’ given a "total", organization-wide MBO program,

; the mejor obstacle &0 MBO in the educational context is goal measurement

e e T S SV
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- (1.e., the "criterion problem") . The types of goals typically set by teachers

s/
. and/or school systems\llend themselves 'to be evaluated in one of two ways.

Goals are either evaluated by ratings (principal and/ or student) or pupil

gain sédres on standardized achievement. tests. Both means of determinipg o ;
. ~ H . ) . . @

goal attaimmengehave problems which shall be dealt with im turn.” - . = . -

A large number of studies have.‘been'conducted which jused standardizeéi s

achievement test scores as fhe criterion to measure téacher effectiveness

(e.g.‘,q_‘Anderson, 1954; Brophy, ?.973; Ebel, 1973; Heil & Wfshbume, 1962;
Wolfe, 1’277) 'fhe educational literature has expressed mixed opinions as | ’
to the appropriateness of using such " measures. -Ebel (1973) defends ‘the .o

use of standardized tests as a basis for judging the effe\;tiveness of a.

“school system,.-stating that the information provided by these tests help

L)

" school boards focus their attention on the weaknesses of the school system,
 thus allowing more‘mediaoe and purposeful remedial action. Most of the »
‘ enpirical data, however, would not support Ebel's position. Soar and Soar &

‘ (1977}, Brophy (1973) Hall (1964) and others argue against the use of N

\ /achieven;nt test scores. T e
. 4

. Standardized Test Sdores as. Criteria. Airagian, (1979) states that L/

standardized achievementﬂ‘l:ests have heen criticized 6n three basic grounds. : »

{

1)~ those chara%teristics intrinsic to the test, because of what they are, or

14

whar they measure; 2) those characteristics not intrinsic to them, what they ¥ °

’ aren "t or don"t measure; and 3) on the basis of what they do, their perceived
Pl ‘ q P
effect on pupils, teachers, and the educative process in general. Airasian

\ ~ \

notes that those who argue that it is a misuse of “tests to evaluate teachers

perfomance on the basis su“. their pupil s standardized achievement test

0 N ‘4
.. - -t \ . ) v
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performance have done so by mentiqp.ing all of the characteristics cited
above. For example, ty'gical comments voiced by those .in opposition to the
use of. standardized achievement tests are that such tests measure only a
'small sample of what lteachers try to do (intrinsic factor), Y40 n‘og’measure
-specific classroom goa'is (extrinsic factor), and to use such tests in this
manner vill 'mean that test content will dominate the clagsroom.curriculum.

‘In reply to the criticism that standardized achievement tests do not

' match the.-specific objectives of an instructional program Cronbach (1963)

-~ w
offers the following. An ideal evaluation would include measures of all .

- types of ‘proficiency that might reasonably be desired in the area of question,

snet just the selected outcomes to which the curricultm directs atfention.
% “If" one wishes to know how well a curriculmn is serving the national interest,

one should ‘méasure all outcomes that are - worth striving for., Standardized
S

achievement tests which sample a broader range a,tre more likelyn to help

e <

ansmi’i:é'1iv the: . question of the adequacy of a particular curriculmn than are tests
tailor-made to the specific instructional objectives. While Cronbach’s point“
regarding the usefulness of standardized tests for’evaluating a curriculmn

. aze well .taken, he does not speak- ;o the issue of using such tests for the ~

g purpose df evaluating ‘teachers. A serious misuse of these tests occurs

R [

when a single achievement test score %s used as the sole criterion in an MBO

o

Y or accountability program for making important personnel decisions.

i - Klien\(~1971) summarized the major problems of using standardized achieve-
S

.-,ment tests as criteria_.as follows. 1) questiopable test validity, 2) poor.._ ..... -

ﬁ
‘\.;'. I > t

overlap between program and test objecti\ves, 3) inappropriate test instruc=-

]

tion and directions, and &) confounding designs and formats. Averch et al.
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. achievement tests to accurately assess teaeher effectiveness. The ‘authors

" note the consistent conclusions of previous research as to the "instability

e in its own right. They point to the problem of the lack of an operational

R ont four qualitatively different definitions fron past research‘ Another
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(1972) add that such tests are too often misused or misinterpreted. Airasian

(1979) reviews some of these misuses. In addition, when using standardized
achievement tests \ etfectivenes°s or goal measurement is typically accomplished
-by the use of gain scores. Gain scores, howevery\;roduce a very bilased esti- | :
mate of true gaird (see for example, Hatris, 1963 Nunnally, 1978).
The empirical evidence appears to support those opposing the use of
standardized achievement tests as criteria of teacher effectiveness.
Rosenshine (1970) ‘atteql‘pted to ascertaiQn the external validity of. \.
student achievement scores as a measure of teachin% efifectiveness., He noted
that in only one of the. nine studies reviewed was a correlation coefficient
as high as r = ..50 found while all the rest were at or below r = 35. He
concluded that residual achievement gain scores cannot be used as measures

. r

of teaching success with any copfidence. T

v s w—— e

Shavelson and Russo '3 (1975) review also questionéd the ability of L

-~ e

of teacher impact on student outcomes” (p. 29)- thich may be attributable

to th} instability of teacher behavior, ax area that has not been assessed

/P\
definition of teacher effe‘ctiveness, and to strengthen their > point, draw

problem they cite is the "collective display of stability coefficients which

vary unsystematically in magnitude" (p. 177) 'I.'hey examined the studies in

e e I R

the context of the three’ dimensions of external validity as proposed by Snow

.

(1974), and not oﬁgof those studies met. the criteria on any one of those
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three facets. The authors concluded that the instability of the data "makes
'generalizability in an educational context tenuous” (p. 38) and also recomended

> against the use of student achievement scores \ag\meafures of teacher effective-

%

>
‘a . %

s - — .

’:“{‘ M ‘ ness . v : .

WRT L

~ . . 3 <3
Brophy' (1973) attempted to observe teacher efficiency scores (as plotted

/

: graphically over a three-year time span) as predictors of future success, ‘as

measured by pupil gain score)s He was able to observe 51Z linear trends .

r

(linear consistency, improvement, or' decline) from among the 145. teachers ce
Y .
who taught at the same grade level for three or more’ years. Because of the"

moderately low consistency found, Brophy also warned against (ﬂ. "indiscrimin-

ant use of student gain on genaral achievement tests for assessing teacher

accountability" (p. 252).

N ~
A

In a classic study, Barr et al. (1935) tested the ‘'validity of several

neasures of teaching effectiveness as’ measured by gains in pupil achievement.

?
£

Reported correlations between the ndnteen measures of teaching ability and
: pupil achievement were "v.miformally low and insignificant" (p. 137) Inde-

" pendent variables included a composit:e of seven commonly used rating scales,

a compoaite of si: tests of teaching ability, and i_composite of all 19
variables. The inconsigtent datai also failed to indicate a preferelce beﬁ-

-

_tween the several measures of efficiency, or to validate any of those Yeom=
monly-used" teacher rating scales. The authors concluded\that »either the

' instr'uments ehosen we;e externally invalid or. fhe Stanford Ach:!.evement.r Tests

@ L4

- e e e e N e et e

Anderson (1954) correlated pupil, ssxpervisory, and self-ratings with

»..»

mun pupil gain scores. Using a series of regression models using pre-test .
H ‘ B - - .
- . A ‘ : -~ o

. R . 4 o .
. S -

[ -5 . - .

[ .- el .

b
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) sc\oes,‘_squared pre-test scores, spupil sex,'and teac'her‘effects va"niables, )
' (he also attempted to predict pupil gain scores. The rating scales had no

¥

significant effects as was the case with the regression equations. Anderson/

o

Geal T concluded that"the results did not yield sufficiently high correl i.ons. @to -

justify the use of' residual gain scores as measures of teaching effectiveness.

&

Soar and'Soar (1977), in .their discussion of the problems inherent in M

using test gain scores ag criteria for teacher effectiveness, state that

unless individualized background factors (1.Q., socio-economic background) - ‘

are considered, the criterion is useless and invalid. They state that as . |
i } : much as 80% of the’ variation in class averages on those tjsts is due t;,o\fac- ¢

tors uncontrollable by the teather. The ‘authors state that differences exist

. in a teachers' success in. instructing stude)&ts on simple level items (requir-
e £ .

ing rote. ‘memorization only) and more complex items {requiring abstract ) n

*

J:hinking), and that this distinction has yet to be the focus of research. ' .

* Chase (1974) observed that standardized‘ achievement tests measure a CLe

restricted sample of a child's educational behavior, and also tend to be overs,

4

valued in the assesdment of academic performance. The tests, he claims,

R

i ;overstandardize the curriculm by identifying certain topics as more essential? ¢
: which e.onstricts individual initiative and creativity of pupils and teaqher's. ]

He maintains these variabiea are the key to pupil educational growth dnd,., .. .

A
P ?
.,‘\ > .

maturity\ Inhenkamp ( 1977) notes .that wh‘en noncognitive fact;ors are used,

T R I ERpe—- s e e e e o

they are used almost exclusively &a,,additional‘ pre }ctors of cognitive per-. .

formance. "The consistent finding however, that these noncognitive fabtors
, o . \.
do not relate to cognitive performance hAs resulted in the premature conclu=~-
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i -factors such as reduction of school anxieéty, the forming of releva.nt motiva- '

tion ahd interests, and education toward emotional stabilitﬁ, all constitute

important aims in ‘education, whether they manifest themselves in the improve- .
- :

ment of cognitive performance or not. Another problem according to Chase

(1974) with the tests themselves is the suBtests, which the authow”sees as

having too few items to hold up to minimum validity stahdards as well as
they"”should SR . o ’ ' '

L] L

‘ 1
\ . . {
~ It appears that the most "countable" results in terms of educator ‘

) effectiveness are replete with problems of measurement an.d interpretation. - f

Empirical tests have for the most part not supported the use of achievement

' test scores as measure of teacher effectiveness. . Their continued use has ' l

_ been*’attributed to the fact that they have face validity (Madaus, Airasiam,

’ and Kellaghan 1980) and provide a "politicﬁly” attractive index on which ’
to base accountability decisions (Airasian, 1979). Ebel (1973) however, ' L
points out thit many of the empirical studies have been methodologically |

_flawed. At this point we’ ‘can only conclude that the use of standardized ;

¢
achievement ‘scores in an MBO, as well as a rational-goal approach to school

~

effectiv‘eness, has great potential for problems of interpretation.

" Ie has been suggested by Madaus et al. (1980) t;.hat to be considered

:va.lid outcome measures n .studies of school effectiveness must tap achieve- -
T Aaiean . ¢
ments, skills, processes, and learning that are.specific to school instruc- ‘_

A
tipnf\If the outcome measures’ used to asgess school effectiveness are pri- <)

ER

maril*y surrogates for home background and genergl ability, rather} than ' L

B

'a" /, :

-

meaaures of school-specific achievement, inferences about the diffeiential

% .
. effectiveness of“ich\og}smare invalid, since the measures tell us little
M e . , - o . 33;‘:‘2{ ~“




' School Effec tivenes"s

43

. . ’
. R

: : v . N \ ]
about What is taught in schools. To de th the relative insensitivipy of

/7 3
standardized norm~referenced achievement tests for detecting school~specific
. N — .

v

. 1 . e T :
pup}l achievement, some have advocated. the use of criterion-referenced tests

(Cronbach;; “1971; Glaser k Niko, 1971). It should.be poted at this point that .

- ™

the same :chievement test can be. criteriﬁn-refa’genced test or a norm-referenced

t_est (Mehrens & Ebel, 197§):. “The distinctions refer onl} to the interpretation

’/\of- the test, not the test itself or the wayitis scored. A norm~referenced in-

terpretation adds meaning tp a&erson's score by cou'tparing it 'to those of.other

Y

individuals in a'specified group. A criterion-referenced inte rpretation, on the
.+ other hand, -adds meanixfg toa person s score by comparing it to some specified

criterion of proficiency. This@latter interpretation appears more compatible

e B

with the- goals of accountability programs and seems more appropriate for
‘. measurement for use.in an MBO or rational-goal approach It should be noted,
however, that not everyone woutd agreeg,with this recomendation. Shepard

(1980) states that the standards used as @riteri?*for criterion-;referenced tests

€

are. arbitrary cut‘tiné pointsfalong a continuous performance scale which im-
_pase an artificial dichotomy ’l‘his dichotomy serves to obscure performance
information about individuals along the entire continuum. In* addition, .
since it is not possible to have: an- objective, nonjudgmental standard set-
_ting process, Shepard recoinmends t:at staqdards not be used to interpret test
_/data. regarding the value of educational programs However, by. its very '
‘nature, decisions regardinqeffectiveness mst always contain a judgmental
'_ component. The practihione*is alsd reminded of the other limitations in
: 'the use of test scores for effectiveness decisions, pa:ticularly the use of

- -

onef index as e sple criterion snd the fact that the tests are ypically not
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measuring school-specific factors. While a strong case can be made msde _for the

use of a criterion-referenced interpretation as opposed tq}a norm:-referenced‘

M . interpretation of standardized tests, the question still remains as to

o

whether achievement test Bcores ‘are anvappropriate measure of school systems

effectiveness. The data, at this point, seem to indi <dte that they are not. . «

There is one final criticism of tests pertinent to this discussion.

*?

,-};: T While tests may distinguish between those: pupils who have learned something
: and those who have not, they provide no information as to how aor why the '3
. . learning did or did nota take place. To assess the how or‘,wh‘y the ‘most fre- .. }

quently use&form of teacher evaluation-is a rating done bx e%ther the princif- S

A‘Apal or the students (e. 8., Critenden & Norwv, 1975 Frey, Legna y & Beatty, ) "&
1975; McNeil & Popham, 1973; Scott, 1975 Watson, 1974). A8 wit ia.chievement o
test scores, however, there is little consensus in the education 1fxerature
regatding the appropriateness of their use. Scott (1975) "and Watison 7(;97‘4), Yo . .
. view student ratings of teachers- as consg»tuting one ofmt cred.éhle ¢ e
~ indicators of professional performance available and view the information » »
. obtained from evaluations as being valuable and. necessarya Watson (1974) in -y .
. ‘ohe study found that at the high school level, tescher feedback from students = .
was ‘more effective/than feedback from supervisors in: blead:!.ng to‘a positive T, ’
chsnge among tenchers. This supports another criticisn of MBO.‘ MBO was o =S

Ff\
not originally designed to be used as "a performance appraisal strategy., ltf . <«

N,
is best when used as an organizational development tool, the benefits of . : .
vhich are supported by’ Watson's (1974) findings, ‘ wome e

B

Although used frequently, many have questioned the validity and.qfaix-

o ; ness of supervisory ratings of teachers as p;cesently conducted ¢(Crittenden & K ‘
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"~ Norr, 1975; Marsh, 1979)..— Robinson (1978) notes that most evaluators (i.e.,
.Principals) have 'hdd no training in observational techniques‘.' McNeil and

'Popham (1973) in.a review of the' educational literature, criticized 'super-. -

visory 'ratings as being unsatisfactory on several grounds, including the

ability. In addition, teacher ratings, like any other employee ratings, are

*’* v plagued by problems of -halo, central tendency, leinency, etc. A thorough

o d

review of the errozs associated with performance ratings is presented by
la

. -Landy’ and Farr (1980) MBO typically calls for the measurement of countable,.
. ' A
qusntifiable results (e.g., achievement test scores) in order to avoid some

of _the problems in human judﬂent. With, this approach howe’Ver, there is

. the distinct possi‘bility that the more "process-oriented" variables will he

v \’}
,ignored because they do not yield easily "comtabie" results. Exclusive ‘

e

attention to, end\results" such as student achievement “hile ignoring teacher
) " { we B

hehavior could ‘prove disastrous in terms of unmeasured, long range criteria

1

,‘such as student attitudes toward learning. While teacher ratings can serve

- s hd ”~ s

" »‘as a.vehicle to rate teacher behaviors, they ‘are typically not used as such.

| '~'rhis is disheartening in light of Rosenshine and Furst s (1971) findings .

o0,

sed on reviewing 50 -studies of classroom instruction. These authors found

s thst grdwth in cognitive schievenent appears to be promoted by 11 classes of

' teacher behavior (e.g., clarity of presentation, enthusiasm, avoidance of

»

*
€

: strong nsgative criti?isms) In addition to behavioral components, Hanushek
o e
\ (1977) stresses the importance of teacher s personality characteristics as

] . 4
» .

they relate‘ to student perfo;mance.

—

.
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fsetting. The question thus ‘arises as to whether indi duals are truly. in-

terested and/or willing to participate in Ehe goal sett ig process, and if

they are, gre they capable of such participation? According to G’ray and

. £
. Burns (1979), a major reasbn why individual teachers are reluctant to .

. participate in goal-setting, and why MBO doesn't work-in schools, is

because. performance appraisals in school systems are not, tied to the reward.
- . o \

. that since it is not tied to the reward system it will' snbver_; its own

4

intentions. Salary increases, advancement, and lay-offs occur as a func-

S
- tion of collective bargaining and tenure. There are f‘eg, if any‘, penaltiw

‘ Iy

fof med’iocre «performance. ~ Ce - . : -

. Y e 4 . ~ »

It would ~certainly be beneficial if performance was tied to the reward

.

system, particularlﬁg at the elementary school level where MBO appears to be .

most appropriate. Much like the raﬁ%anal-goal model discussed earlier, MBO

provides a good framework within which to assess the effectiveness of

teaching basic skills at the elementary school level. Goals\can be easily

established (e. g., incr}ase mathematical ility from a second to a third
4 + .
grade level). thdt are compatible with parties concerned and their“"*
3 i

attainment csn be measured reasonably well by crit‘erion-referenced interpre-
tations ‘of .standardized achievement tests. . The next question' becomes, is .
goal measurement alone indicative of effectiveness? The missing componernt
thatéiould make MBO- -and the rational-goal approach complete as models of -

school system effectiveness,- would be a concern with behav:\ors as well as
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The Functional Model ‘ - . \". . o o -
v K 'I'his model, as delineated by Cummingham (1977), states that effective-

‘ness is detemined by the social éonsequences of an organization's activities., '

-

. ’.l'he crucial question Jds: how well -do- ‘the activities of the.organization °

) benefit its client groups? In terms of school systems thege groups may be

A,

S parents, students, taxpayers, other schools, etc. The organization sg_ts -
2 {;L satisfactd the client

certain goals and seeks to attain them throu

3roups. ‘I'hese goals should be precisely defined, and the activities\gecess-

ary for their accomplishment. shbuld be delineated. Appraisal of organiza- ’
- 7]
tional effectiveness cons;_ers whethe:. these ,activities .are ?Eunctional or - =

‘. -
\

) ‘.dysfunctional ~in achieving its goals. ' Unlike the other approaches there

-
4{

is an;egphasis oﬁ means" in addition to "ends" S oy T
o ,; s . o -

@«6 . °Ib%im’p.'ﬁtcation,b@oyeveg is® .that this ftmctional-dysfv.m,ctional dimen-
1"% 3 . ’ : \ é N . R
' sion applies onlj tg?.the organization (i.e., the activities are only' assessed )
[N Ja.}”‘ sl
i 42;
“in relation, to the ox{gaﬁﬁa‘tign, mot the ﬁient groups) 'l'hus, the organiza—
N JUS A

tion g activities wonldng"e.,asseyéd 2,;as good“ or¥ bad only in. regard to their “'T'"

!ffect on the organization itde!,f .:’.’Ge’:ferally, effects of t‘hese activities-

a b

on relevant c;ient groups are no? comderaed. This seems to be a fata{flw

\

A in a thedry whose frame of reference i§ the -external society

Micbael and Metfessel (‘1967) present'rg model of educational evaluation -

. ti&t is very compatible wﬁh the functio\n{alvperspective. Their* model attempts
to account for. the effects of organizational activities ons ttlevant ,groups e T
externa,‘l. to the imediate organization. .Their model calls for: J-(l) the

“.

y eviluation of programs involving members of “the total‘ school connnunity such’
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%g e as lay individuals and groups, professional personnel, students and student

groups, f2) the construction of a hierarchical list, beginning with general

~goals and going to specific objectives which are operationally defined that

allow relatively objective measurements wheftlever possible; (3) a translation

s B
of the specific behavioral objectivesiinto a form that is communicable and

applicable' (4) the development of criterion measures which reflect program
effectiveness in terms of the objectives, (5) the periodic use of these

measures to assess behsvioral changes consistent with the objectives; (6)5
' )
‘the analysis of data generated‘by these measures with appropriate statistical

. methods; (7) the interpretation of these data in terms of certain judgmental
standards to derive“information aboug,the direction of. growth students’ .

) progress, and the effective ess of. the total program, and (8) recommenda-.
. . B - .

tions which are based _upon repeated cycles of the evaluation process and

which provide further implementation*and modification of the broad goals

~

and specific objeciives. y 7 ,
. A - o~
> The authOrs also present multiple ctiterionameasures for the evaluation

’of school programs, such as: (1) indicat rs of status or change in cognitive

‘and affective behavlors of students using standardized instruments such’ as
achievement tests, self-inventories, etc.; (2) indicators of status or change
?i‘ . . in cognitive and affective behaviors of. students using informal or semiformal

teacher-made instruments such ss’izfom?}ete sentence techniques, interviews,

peer nominatioha, etc., (3) indicators of status or‘“ﬁﬁuge in student behavior

B using meanswother~than -the™~ above such as absenteeism, attemdance, anecdotal

» ’

; rscorda, etc., (4) indicators of status of change in cqgnitive and affective

behaviors of teachers and other school personpel such as attendance, published
. - g - c
>-":‘ . . . . . , y R 4 i
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. articles, elective offices, etc.; and (5) indicators ei community behaviors}

LY
such as alumi participation, attendance at special school events, parent~

PA : .

-'teacher conferences, ete. With this paradigm, more.consideration is given
to "means"p(i.e‘b behavioral measures) than.with other goal-oriented approaches .
S (e.g;, Cunningham, 1977). However, as with other, goal-oriented approaches ‘.

L ~t§€ problems of goal measurement still exist and-are not discussed by Micnael .

-

" and Metfessel (1967). ) -

Goal Attainment Scaling. Goal attaimment sealing (GAS) is anotherw

<

. popular goal-oriented approach ;hat fits within the functional model of)

. . organizational effectiveness. Introduced by Kiresuk and Sherman (1968), /ﬁ\\\
A GAS is a technique designed principally to assess individualized goals in \\\\\
specialized programa. There have been several applications of GAS to the

' educaﬁional domainjggytrynbaum, Ginath, Birdwell & Brandt, 1979) with con-.

centration on programs in speclal education. Kiresuk'and Sherman (1968) w
list the major prescriptions for GAS as: (1) change goals must be set
independentlf of the process (goal setter and deliverer should be indepen-

. dent) (2) clients should be randomly agsigned to .treatment conditions~ .and

(3) the assassment of goal attainment shouldabe done by independent raters.

. by .
_f S ~Cytrynbadm et al. (1979) note that most of .the studies evaluating applica- . L\j/{

tions.of GAS for school pro ans have deviated ‘from these’ e:sential require-

ments (see also. Calsyn Tornatzky, & Dittmar, 1972) Gytrynbaum et al.’ '
.(1979) conclude that the popularity of GAS is unjustified given their thorough'

’ .

scrntiny of results. .Qhe authors recommend further research directed at a

»n

-¥

. ) clarification of critical and influentiai pazameters affecting the GAS
approach It should also be pointed out thit Cytrynbaum et al cite’

]

R . . * i d L] ! é
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methodological and design factorst that preclude definitive conclusions ~

A -

| regarding GAS. , ' ’ 1 ( )

' ;remont (1975) presents anvexcellent discussion of the appropri'ateness

of the functional model for public organizations.' According to his analysis, - f

: nthe major fmthe functional model are: (1) goal attainment, (2)

adaptation, (3) integratio%, and (4) pattern maintenance. Regarding the

first feature, (EgmninghfamL

(1977) and others discuss goal attainment in terms -
of a set‘ of specific output values that are important for’key client groups.
The "adaptation" function deals with a det\eminatibn of resourges that are

necessery to achieve the stated goals. Problems such as conflicting goals

M T s e

regarding goal attaimnent (Averch et al., 1972 Hanushek, 1977) however, 7

may attenuate?he appropriateness of the model for school effectiveness.

- , - .
The "adaptive" aspects of goal attainment such as resource procurement,

4 . -

hanagement, and budgeting also represent conflicts between c]'.‘i'ent groups

and organizational members (e.g., teachers). The "pattern maintenance"

..

’ ftmction‘"*involves a reduction in conflicts across client groups and within

N
the;ganization (e Zes increasing teacher job satisfacti ). This ‘func- ,

tion, howenr, is’ only congidered as a "means" toward goal attainment, -

l

Thns, given\conflicting "cliént" goals, even pattenn maintehance" functions-

will engender conflicts across client gronps and within the o ganization.

The lack of irical support tomjustify: "pattern naintenance" functions -for
emp

: goal attainment (e.g., better. facilities will result in higher pupil achiljre-

'ment* higher teacher pay will result in higher pupil achievemegt and higher

non-cognitive skills) predi?ts constagt strains for the integrative aspects

P
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SN One of the major shortcomings of the fmctioni@del as it has typically
'

, considerat:ion of "adapt:at:ive" and "pat:t:ern maint:enance" functions ouly as , "

Parsons (1960) 'and" others. It: is the nat:ute of st:at:ic*research, he states,

School Effectiveness
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of t:he organization's funct:ions and in its relat:ionships with client: groups.

. ,‘_m-t

been applied t:o school system$§ is its .preoccupat:ion with "end-st:at:es" and its

i .
’me_ans'»' toward- the "end-states.” The fupctional model is not toncerned with

——

R . . © [
"me&ns" in and of. t:hemselves, rathér it eﬁxphasiéee "ends". The functional

model t:hen, in practice, is equivalent %o an MBO or. rational goal approach. e

? o

Thus problemsg of goal articulation and goal measurement: t:hat: beset other

goal-orient:ed app‘oaches also affect the efficacy of the funct:ional model

Lo . . ‘

for educat:ional systems, h ' -

who questioned the tmidirectionality of the apprdach as conceptualized by . !

\
|
|
|
-

g

that- implies the organizat:ion s activities affect: it:s client: groups and not |

vice versa. In t:he educat:ional context, not onﬂ.y do‘ th unidirect:ionalit,y

e . »

assmpt:ion make lit:t:le t:heoret:ical seds¥ but th/ere is faizly strong empirica

—nnz .
suppot:t: to refuoe it as well (e.g., Averch et al., 1972/'\

'ushek v1977)

@

At: a concept:ual level t:he functional model appears to’ cont:a:in all
t:he necessary cegponents of a complet:e’effect:iveness model. Unlike th
rat:ional—goal model and’MBO, it incorporat:es bot:h ..ends and "means". The °
functional model 1is concerned ‘d.th.—the—eé-fec’( of a school syst:em s act:ivit:ies
on it:s c}lent: groups. Unfortunat:ely, t;he model as d’:!.s,cussed\‘ by Cunningham JA
(1977), has not: been applied to school syst:ems Where%q\x’e mzdel has been oY

at:tempt:ed, it t:ypieally conpent:rat:es on "ends"‘at: t:he expe,nse\of\ investigating . . \

"means" While apptopriat:e at a t:heoret:ical level, pract:it:ioners .should bew
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aware that in applyimg the functional model to school systems, they must

‘ [}

contend with the p‘roblems bf -goal-approaches (e.g\ goa‘l measurement) plus

EN

* the added diffictﬂ.ty’ of measuring beéhavior (e &, whi}:h behavior should be
' measu:ed? how'l ‘dad’ by om?)\ Given the- difficulties involved in the R

latter it is not surpri that most applications of the functional model .

' have focused exclusively on outcomes in lieu of teacher behaviors.

’Thus, for *the p itioner cdncerned with assessing the effectiveness

d behaviors.- The application of this approach to an ongoing
school systen, however, would be difficult and time consuming. It would w»
be time consuming in.the sense that- someone, be ‘it fellow teachers or prin-

.. cipals, would\need to take the time to observe teachers so they could eval--

A % :
- uate their behavior. It would be difficult 1n the sense that (1) a .

teacher s activities are ot easily me&ured or evaluated and 2)° different
teaching styles may yield' similar results. Who 18 to say whdt method of

teaching is correct? The greatest difficult, however, is that ideally prac--

N

:' , ,. t,itioners would like to relate these observed behaviors to objective outcome

' ' measurés, which brings .us full circle, back to th!n;roblem of validity“for

’”” - . standardized test‘g_whtdﬁ has alread" ’Eeen discussed.
' The Cosg-Benefit Model * '.' . I

! . GOst-benefit models’ have generally been d:{rected at the evaluation of

; Q
k3
. the relative éffectiveness of different training programs. Such an evalua~:

tion is most often conducted in a goal-centered framework (e.g., Rivlin,

1971) and thus addresses the question as to whether an organization is .

accpmplishing its goals with procedures that are cost-effecti.ve relative , .

. fe o . - e "

- -
—y %, , hnd
; - /‘ - ) ”
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to other procedures (cf., Wolfe, 1977). The model implies that there are

alternative courses of action available to the organizatiod, and that they

can\be ccmpared. .This is not usually the case. Efficiency is the centrdl .

-~
’

variable in the cost-benefit model as with the systems-resource model (tp be
-

. discussed in the next section). Therefore, the general problem with measures .

(”l‘ “

of this construct addressed in the context of the systems model applies to ,

cost-benefit models as well (e.g., Fincher, 1972)

Simply stated the goal of the cost-benefit model is to optimize'the
ratio of, costs to benefits. There are two assv:nnptions implicit in gost-
benefit models: (1) that the components of both the numerator and denomina-
tor can be empirically, intuitively, or rationally reduced to single composite
scores, and {2) that the resultant composite scores have interva1 scale
. properties (Campbell et al., 1974)., Both of thesge assumptions,have been
questioned,.particularly in(applicationsuto school systems (Hatry,'1970i
-'Rivun, 1971) . Additionally, this model necessitates the use of outcome

$

variables that are more distant and less under control of the organization

" being studied‘(Camp ell et al.,. 1974) -

The major advantage of the® cost-benefit ‘model as applied tolschool

[

systems is that it prov:aes~aa*anaiytiéal frameworE'for evaluating varidus

,educational strategies. Research has been directed at refinlng measurement
' " strategies-for’both inputs and ‘outputs (cf.,-Chase, 1968; Glennan, 1972§
Mmagwm, 1967). . . . : | °

Fansel and Bush (1975) provide an excellent.example of a cost-benefit
model applied to social system' specifically, a health care system. fhey

also present a method for converting ordinal data to interval data. In their
. . \ 1 .
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- . R study, effectiveness was defined as the degree 0f function or dysfunction
.Y e the affected populationd This continuum was defined in terms of a per~
°« - vson s abi,lity to carny on his/her daily activities. Using the paired com-

s pari‘sons scaling technique, subject matter experts derived interval scales

. from judgments of the ordinal descriptions. ‘The authors presented s'ome .data
x> ¢ Aon a tuherculosis control program to illustrate cost-benefit analysis. . ’ . '
: A As Qplied to the’ educational co\ntext, Hatry (1970) maintaing that cost- :

L benefit analysts dQ—not—consider goals or objectives wiT:H an open systems
S perspective. 'I'hus, constituencies who may be directly affected by decisions ﬂ

-from cost—henefit analysis may have little %t no input into the .setting of < |

»

Vad

' . operative goals on which the cost analysis is rbased Furthermore, he also ‘»' T

questions the overq:;phasis’c?n/‘ measures of efficiency to the detriment of ’ ”®

- R ¥ o -
A A

Ty e - measures of effectiveness. Th‘e majority of cost-henefit studies use pure
g ot i ¢ o : -
. cost measures su‘ch‘ as- expen__}n./es per pupil (e g., Lav, 1977). Other , g
. N . 4 ] " ,’ r) . ’ .
el studies have osed workload measures such-as number of ‘teacher$, per pupil or

oY .
> - \ o.
w - .

physical standdrds (students fer square foot or pe#classroom) Airasian

~ . et.al. (1979) refer to these as static variables, and notevthat while they ~ 4

Ty — . o

'are. easier to. manipulate, such prqu measures are only indirectly (1f at

all) related to measures of effectiveness. A smaller group of studies have o

. _' ‘attempted to develop\\composites to several measures using a common metric

o such as dollars. Hatry (1970) classifies such.measures as "hocus-pocus"

K

\ o in that they conceal the value judgments made by the analysts. Rivlin (1971),

va

/ > Hatl'y (19‘?9), and Campbell et al. (1974) recommend 4 multiple criterion . ,

. . approach to effectivenxss whereby all relevant. constituencies (see Connally,

'Conlon, & Deutschc, 1980) assis)t in the specification of unambiguous objectives

-~
[]
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. and methods of assessing “their attainment. + Such criterion ghould not be made .

equivglent using "bogus" dollar figures simply for theﬁ sake of forming a com='

posite criterion. e S e .

L. . - .\

Wolfe (1977) provides an’ example of a cost~benefit approach that incor;

. r

porates an operationalization of effectiveness that is re closei;linked 4

to the general objectives of educational systems He stases that his pro- . g

duction function approach cdn help school policy-makers make rational deci-

>

_sionseinvolvingﬁél)—defini;ng-thrgoa;l{s)—of*thensystem**(?)"collect g : .
) data relevant to each pupil; and (3) analyzing ‘the information in a gystem- “ —
atic vay that relates inputs” to defined goals of output. _
; * Wolfe studied a large urban school system over three years to determi/n;
' ) input-output relations for grades three-six. ’l‘he major questions\zf his study
were. what- school and teacher characteristics will maximize pupil achieve-

o

. . ‘ment growth. and, combining school’ and teachen, characteristics, what are the s

s most effective inputs per dollar. 'l'he independent variables used in them
2B ARSI study were: Teacher expe‘rience, National Teacher Exam score, school ;size :

(enrollment), class-size, library books per pupil"‘“ rating ‘of teacher s

) B undergraduate instructdr’ ucational level of te '3 and school charac-
i M s S

Y L

e&—éiwerrplay-gromd-io%aaee—datebuﬁtreeedit&a—of-school) o g o

. A ,ﬁ * The de,pendent variable was student gain scores on the Iowar Test of. Basic .

* v

»- T g (grades three-six) The production ‘function used in his analysis was: : '

—
- f(Tl'l'l GSES Tz, T2 *6SES, ..., Sl’ S °6$ES,...S ,‘S °GSES/GSES P6)

1,
= where AA is change in achievement score- 'I.'1 - 'J?4 are teaeher quality measures, Co

@

' -31 - s are School quality meﬁsures,. GSES is gengtic endowment socioeconomic

status, and PG _are peer eharacteriatics. '

» . P LY
- 1 PR
. - ~
\ 5 ’ . ‘
/. : & “ 8 ¥ . {‘g)'}‘.
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3
. .

e . ‘l'he results supported the content,ion that a systematic evaluation of

inputs in relation to output,s, comhin/ed with cost figures, can increas fhe
. g efficiency with which educatiohal resources are used. TFor example, J

v‘ 1fe
L. (1977) found that the cost per pupil was not directly tied o, pupil anhg:\ \

ment growth (as previously found Hanushek 1977) He concluded that current \

PR

resourceg can be used moré effectively hy reallocation based on production

functions as ‘in his studi Wolfe (19 also found that d;lafferent expendi~
—-\ 1 4

- ture: atterns—‘yield—veryudifferen,t results —and that the appropriate expendi-

.

t\ute pattern could be selected as a function of the priority of goals from

the multiple constit,uencies or the "dominant coalitions"

» v

While Wolfe s approach to cost-benefit analysis is an improvement over

A

many previous attempts to link educational costs to outputs, the major

. $
.y drawback of the study 1is that only one criterion (pupil gain ~scores) cOuld

-

he used in his operationlizatiion of. effectiveness. As previously noted, . .
' Ebel (1973) Nunnally (1978),, and Soar and Soar (1977), discuss some of the o

-

problens with using pupil,gain Jﬁ{:res on achievement tests. JIn addition
. numerous writers have cited the importance of time frame od which the cri-

ateria are based (e g., Mahoney & Weitzel, 1969; Yuchtman & Seashore, }967) .

Effectiveness is often divided into categories such as imediate (or short-

"‘run) intermediate (middle-range), and ultimate (long-run). Static. designs,
which are fcharacteristic of sost-benefit analysis, would assess only immediate
. effects and ignore the impact of-: such effects as :Lntemediat,e or long term

1 could o

-

'f téhave deleterious effects on b?e/'\ans measures at '1'2 or T3 Also, the ex-

: crite‘ria. For example, the use qof cognitive measuyres as output at T

'4{1 ' clusive concentration on factors dealing with cognitive development could

¢ C/ . /|
.93 . |

.‘ : 3 -
. N - e « . . -y

. )
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.~result in a negative impact on non-cognitive development at Tl’ TZ’ or T3 ¢

This could \rove to. be a s&ridus problem at elementary educatiohal levels
given the recognized importance of non-cognitive development at this level
and the implied 1inkage of cognitive achievement with resource allocation.
' The progiih is similar to that which is characteristic of other goal-oriented °
' approaches, that is, attention is directed toward measurable objectives at

’ N .5

‘the expense of sovcalled noh—measurahle, non-cognitive components (e ey

. ‘cyeativity, abstract reasoning)

. - ¢
- At this point a distinction between cost-effectiveness models and cost- '
benefit models needs Egégi made. . While effectiveness requires the quantifi-

-

cation of input costs such as teacher characteristics and facilities, the
w

~outputs or benefits do not require a“cost estimate. attached ¥o them. Rossi,
Freeman, and Wright (1979) use the example of a free tex;book distribution
program for primary school. chilaren that may hdve findings of cost-effec- ‘

tiveness’ expressed as’ "'# total project dollars increased reading scoges

»

by 'y' amoun®"s Thus, the textbook distribution program can be directly

compared to some orher form- of intervention, ‘the goals of which are also °

—aimed at increasing reading scores’ cComparisons and'rankings of\choice
. 14 » .. = .Vo ®

. N
can therefore be made on the basis oﬁﬁmagnitude of benefits versus costs.

-

-Related to the problem§ of the criterion (benefit) selected in a cost-

- 3

benefit analysis is the underlying adcounting perspective to be adopted.
For example, for educational programs, there are three accounting perspec-

tives.that could be used° the. individual the society-at-large or the ad-

ministrating governm!it. Garms (1971), for example, in assessing the costs

of a remedial education program, identifiedlindividual costs such 'as tuition

S .

4




" ‘ ' the detai\]f involved in ‘#uch a.n’a'nalysis‘." CLoT s A

; o o "dominant coalitions" affecting the system. Such an approach would be

N > . . L . N [ I,
= Wi, . A . - . . . " -

" v . perspective that has been adopted. Paul (1973) in.an anaiysis of manag;ment :

~
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rates for college attendance, ‘earnings foregone while attending college, /\;f )
5 -
and additional expenses while in college. The social costs identified were

opportunity costs (gross of taxes) apd project costs. . The’ government’ costs [
were tares lost and any project costs incurred. Rossi et al. (1979) and '

El
-

Glennan (1972) provide several examples illustrating that the same compon-
ents comprising a cost-benefit model may enter into the equation as a’ cost

from one’ perspective and a benefit from another. It follows then that an;?‘ ”

3

ratio derived from the. model will be a direct function of the accounting '®

education, presents -an example of the extreme differences in ratios J:hat

P 4 [ £

result from a change in the accounting perspective. Rossi et al. discuss

[P . B - am se RS R

. .

While the different accounting perspectives may resu]:t in different
cost-benefit ratios, the adoption of an effectiveness mode,l where benefi.t

factors other than, for example,’ earnings imﬁrovement. can be considered
might increase the compatibility of different perspectives' Furthermore,' = e

-

the derivation of cost-effectiveness models from the different perspectives /

' could serve as the basis for discussion by the mmltiple constituencies. or

— IR o

[
-

:9

more desirable than that which is typically done when relative comparisons
L\mt_be/ﬁ"ﬁe between various educational progr:ns fn order to decide budget-.
ary matters (Pellegrin, 1-97‘6). of conrse-, whtle this sounds like a-better.
approach to decision-mkiné, it necessitates the pricing of variables that
are not easily priced. What, for example,. i3 the price of 'the improved ° »
cognitive ‘achievement of the'learning disabled versus that of the tfigh
- SR » ¢

. . - 6,‘1 _t;__ B . " . LR

. .
N

oo . S
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achievers,-or the development of‘phtsical abilities versus art or music
appreciation? Asking people what they are willing to pay for improved -

l}cognitive development of their children is one proposed method of pricing

'"(Pos:yﬂg & Carey, 1980) but is iﬁapq\opriate whenever the majority of con-
Stituencies are not directly affected by certain decisions (for example,

pricing for special education programs that do not directly affect one's own

G
- -

children) L - L . ~ ) ’

Another problem with cost-benefit approaches for school systems is<;h t

the preoccupation with,economic analyses (e.g., earning power) tends to
devalué the importance and quality of human life. Little consideration, -for
example, is given to factors such as life satisfaction other than how it

*'relates to earning power (Abt, 1977). This problem is related to the diffi-
¢ g*

culty of pricihgtcertain benéfits. Oftentines when prices are?assigned to®

benefits, the decisions for pricing are arbitrary or purely speculative (e.g.,

—

Levin, 1975) o T ‘. S

. Macy and Mirvis (1976) describe the development and implementation of

o

" a a standardized set of definitions, neasurds, and costing nethods for various

Cl

\\/ Fs u ®

behawioral outcomes related: to the quality of work life. In a longirudinal

e

‘e
;

*study of manufacturing and assembly plants, the authors derived dollar figures

7;: for four variables related to member participation (absenteeism, tardiness,

4 . .
.2 v

turnover, and work stopages)‘and six variables reflecting role performancs (pro-
ductivity, product or service quality, grievances, accidents, job related
illnesses, and unscheduled downtime). No studies coﬁld be found in the edu~-
,-cational literature that:;ssigned dollar estimates to as many salient variables.

-, Addi@ionally,,no attempts edbuld be-found where administrator, téacher, or -




.effectiveness, applications of a cost-bsnefit approach have been largely

) practitioner concerned with increasing the effectiveness of a so-hool system,

‘a’ttempts to’ apply principles of human resotirce accounting (HRA) to the

- . ’ * School Effectiveness

.-

S Lor 2 e

L2 -

%

student attitudes are assigned dollar values (see, for example, Mirvis &

Lawler, 1976) 'l’hus, in terms of a large scale model of school system .

AN

-~

incomplete. However, when educational decisions - -are’ closely linked to - '
doilar costs as benefits, cost-benefit or effectiveness approaches should

prove ‘to be a valuable Anput.- It must be stressed however, . that for the ..

.8 '

cost-benefit analyses are only one factor that should enter into an effective-
-ness model. " There are additional factors (i.e., inputs) that are d:!,fficult if-

X
not impossible to operationalize *#n dpllar amounts (e Bes teacher behaviors,

<
&

TN
student attitudes, organizational climate) Thus, a cost-benefit analysis by

itself is not appropriate .to assess school systems effectiveness but_could be.
[ : =~ >
beneficial whien used in conjunction with other approaches. )

L]

" Human’ Resource Accoxmting. Other than as 'discussed above in terms of

r

earned incmne and relative program cost/henefit ratios, there have been few :

’

) measuremgt of educational efficiency. The theg,ry underlying human resource

accounting is that the value oﬁ humans to an organization can be determine,d

The different costing methods are, surrogates—of the actual value of the < °

- ~

, human organization. . ) ' . -

¥

" Flamholtz (1974) has made éxtensive studies of the vaIue of an indi-

, vidual to an organization, or theé individual's expected realizable value.

This theory recognizes gseveral elements which g‘ive peop1e ‘valueas human re-

sources because they represent potential services to the organization (e. g., .

-

skills and acti'vities of persons upon entering the' organization, reward structure
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of the particular role, promotability, and turnover) This ‘theory ident:!.fies

major ﬁactors which constit&te a person s v'ﬁlue and organizes them into a
logical framework. : . S T ‘ - )

] With regard. to assessing .the valu‘of the total human organization,
Likert (1973.) has developed a basic theoretical approach. Likert's work

actually could be c\onsidered the basis for- the cnrrent inter’est in HRA. His
\ - 'r")i.. -~
human‘ resource acc&ﬁ;.ing mpdel, included causal, ' intervening, and end-result
e o " . , < o I

variables. He stressed in his model the interactive nature of all variables

K/ within his u;pdel with manage_rial leadership oépceived as .the causal variable.
: AN .
He later included organizationaI ;:‘:ructzﬂ3 g

0

discussed the influence of this Jrariablev

as a causal variable as’ we]fi:7 as

o intervening variables such as

R4

organization climate, peerﬁea!!é&:ship, group processes (planning, coordinating, -

! q W .
decision-making, etc.), and subordinate satisfaction. The intervening var- °

iables in turn affect the end-result Ri.e., tﬁhe total produc‘;ive efficiency)
4 Likert posits differences in the magmitude ‘of the relationships between the
. structural variables and the intervening variables. .Such an approach could

also be presented in the’ context of the rganagerial process model of effec-
tiveness‘ SRS T e . ) ' v
R = - \ ‘e ~ .

, Likert (1973) suggests that the causal and intervening variables can |

3

&

,Wﬁ,rz.e_e_ebemeasured.rbyaeﬁating socio-psychological toola..t_'me_.gusal human organi~ -

‘ zation scores then can be related to unit production" costs through placing

dollar values on changes. In the educational_ domain, however, attempts to

-

relate teacher training cdsts, for exanple, to output measures such as

student achievement have been 1arge\l;} fruitless (e.g., Averch et al., 1972;

~

Hanushek, 1977). 'The educational studies, however, have beenfar less
' . e . ' . )

B4 S




r

2

-

o " fow . ) . ' . " . o
. o “\js\\q/ School Effectiveness
e b T
T . ey -
t - - * .

v . » LN

. . ' ' .

.

‘sophisticated in their measurement strategies and make no attempt to relate
.- 7 d Pt

human reSource _accounting principlEs to tEacher or'administrator management.
For example, using past human resource costs, standard costs for the acqui-~
"sitdon of a new “teacher or principal in a certain position could be developed.
These could be used to evaluate the efficichy of teacher ;ecruiting ahd
hiring much As standard costs are used as. guidelines in a production: depart-
ment., ‘The areas where costs are greatest could be determined and possibly«
reduced. If costs need to be reduced it will be an infgtmed reduction
rather than an arbitrary cut back as is usually the-case (Pellegrin, 1976).
Standard costs are ;lways useful for tife practitioner in budgeting. If the ;

qgmber/of positions needed'- to be filled is available, an appropriate budget'

-

| for personnel acquisition can be determined

Capitalizing training costs would decrease the tendency "of management

a

to view training as a luxury item. Training costs could be accumulated in

*

e

N " the asset aeccounts of the individuals who benefited from the training sessions

and matched later with output it helped to produce. School administrators

RN

would be encouraged to upgrade their continuing education programs since the

g

programs will Be evaluated by long-range results (increased performance)

[ §

rather than short-ranga increased costs. 'The evaluation would include a

s

return on investment figure being computed for human assets as well as .

t

»

physical and financial assets. Additionally, HRA data is useful in evaluating
turnover. If excessive turnover occurs, it will be reported as losses on

the budget statemenr.kﬁBasset (19725 presents an analysis of employee turn-
aver that has application to proglems such as "high quali:;s teacher turnover

and "low.quality" tenure.

.
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'«"neces'sa_ré- for educational management to be familiar with HRA and its uses

-

‘ - 7 . . o ASchool Effectiveness . -~

Tomassini (1977)' in a study of layoff decision preferences compari.ng
the decisions made with and without access to HRA information, tentatively

. concluded that HRA cost estimates caused different managerial preferences AN
‘ in the decision to layoff perspnnel. o this case the HRA costs included

costs to wehire, and to hire and train new workers to replace those who did

> not feturn. Not all of” the subjects with access to HRA data made- the same

decision but none ap,p_eared to have ignored the HRA data.
_ « Several models have now been presented for H:RA (cr jt & Birnberg, 1976)
Further research should concentrate on empirically testing these models.
' Before school systems implement HRA methods, tliey need to see whether the
' benefits will exceed the costs. One advantage for the practi,tioner is that
implementing ‘the system need not be organization-wide at first. AT&T, for
example, has used HRA in measuring the cost of employing and developing
toll directory and assistance: operators (Stone, 1972) This was a problem
area for the nganization yet. one that cbuld be objectively measured in terms
of~ costs. A si.milar approach could be adopted for educational systens with /

-

" a ooucentration on One ma.jor personnel segment, such as teachers. If the

Yy <

,system is effective it can then be expanded to include other segments of

| the school system. L s 4 ' ] *

' 4

While there are numerous- journal articles thit'"d'iscuss HRA and provide

- the proposed advantages and uses, there have been no pure applications of

-HRA, to educational systems. The next logical step should be implementation
N : :

on a limited basis-and a reporting of the results. If HRA is to be used

in a cost-benefft or\ef‘fectiveness framework for school systems, it is
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.. and to test and -implement its p;:inc.iples where appropriate: It is also
nec’essary that practitioners be. aware of the .fact that while HRA can pro- - ‘
\ ' vide a.valuable in;ut for school systems, one should be 'caixtious not to hase
| effectivendss decisions on HRA alone. It is recmenEd that HRA he used Q
in conjtmct%on with the functional-model of effectiveness. Comhining these

\

| \’?' two todels would allow - the practitioner to evaluate 'means," "ends, and
L costs. o ’ T | ' /
( ! - : Systems Models ‘ ) ( ,
‘The second ‘major,view of org%nizational\,effect’ivenes; is the systems . J
* view (Campbell iet al.,‘ 1974) . 'l'his model regards the organization as a

‘ natural whole or system. Rzalization of goals is but one component of the

. . % measurement of effecti@ this model. Rathd the organization adopts
e | Y the overall goal of maintaining.its viability or equilihrium without deplet- ' R
| ing its faternal or external resources. The organization is seen to b‘e in |

. \

: a constant state of flux, with: its structures spontaneously and homeostati--

‘cally maintained -(Ghorpade, 1971) . Etzioni (cited in Steers; 1976) argued“

that this approach was superior to the goal-oriented approaches because it CL«

~

focused on the system at workf. Georgopoulos and Tandeabaum (1957) also main-

‘ tain that definitions of organizational success must consider not only the .
"objectives of an organization but also the mechanisms by which it maintains —

,itself and pt;r"sues its objectives. The focus is thus or "means" as well as
- . . e *.

P

"ends." . A » . )

) o 'I'he systems approach is based on an underlying &rganismic model, that .. ",
.‘( . . N \
‘ stresses the interdependence of the various subsystems. - To assess effec—
tiveness under a syste!ns viewpoint, one should ascertain the extent to which
' - .

.
‘ .
. .
R . - . ) . e . ,
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an organization is internally consistent, whether resources are being judi-
! .

cilously acquired and distributed over a wide variety of coping mecl(\* sms,

and if the organization is adjusting to a consta.ntly changing environment ce

} [
(Campbell et al \ o 1974) This is a very dynamic perspective Indeed,

Gborpade {1971) states that systemic criteria of organizational effective- -
Vi

ness are’ derived from conceptualizations of "needs" experijxc}d by the or-_,

-

ganization asa "living" social system. ‘Needs refér to requirements that
\ o

organizations have to méet in order, to survive. Conceptualizations of negds

rand their criteria take many forms ( teers, 1976Y. Bennis- (1966} in fact
A . " v .
‘ctive-"of ental health T

- gystems models. Ghorpade (1971) notes that Parsons and Etzioni, -two staunch

. advocates of the systems approa:ch' both insist on linking‘effectiv ég. with.’

goal attainment. They view the organization as ‘one subsysten in (\iarger

social structure, . Organizational goals emerge as outputs for the Society.

Al

Judgments of .organizational worth are nade in terms of the quality and
relevance of the( organization 8 outputs toward assuring the growth’ and | "

survival of some other systen, usually society at’ large. However, social

-

accountability, an important issue for school systems, has not been formally
N,
recognized in any theoretical system or framework. In addition, any sysfems -

model th?t incorporates the concept of.goal attainment is subject to the sagme -

5.

problems noted earlier about goal-centered apprgaches. ~
» \
Presented in Table 2 are five of the more promingnt systems approaches N
\ .
" “The - table smarizes
ta L

_ these models with respect to their applicability to school effectiveness.\ RN

‘/
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A detailed discussion of these models in term; of their theoretical under-

: pinnings, empiricwupport (where 3vailable) and implications for the
4

assessment £ school effectiveness will follow.

a'

/ e, Insert ‘Table 2 about hers v

9

The sttems.Resource Model p a ) -

-

,

fystms;resoume models define org’aniz\ation‘s as 'several subsystems inter-
acting with each other (Etzioni, 1960; Katz & Kahn, 1978). ‘Effectiveness is
defined as the degree tp which the subsystems work harmoniously to satisfy
. I - B

‘needs of constituencies. Cunningham ?1977) states that the key to effective~

*

ness. is a balanced distribution of resources among the various s‘:xbsystems, no(
maximal satisfaction for all subsystem peeds. Katz and Kahn (1978) write that
the "ultimate justification of an organization s existence and its claim on.

scarce resources is its throughput, its- transforxixation of energy anﬁterial

»

" into fomf and locations valued for .reasons and b‘y individuals outside the or-

’ L

ganization. The more the throughput the better its’ quality, and the less con-
‘a

suming the transformation' process, the more we call the organization effective"

. o .

(1978, p/%lsé) Yuchtman and. Seashore (1967), ﬁho also adopt an open systems

ompete for valued resﬁc S. It should’ be noted that Yuchtman and Seashore

(1967) emphasize ability" to compete tather than' the measurement of actual
t/j .
acguisition of resources' It is of course difficult to conceive of how such ‘

"N 3

ab:llity" could be assessed exgept: through the acquisition of resources.

-

%
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Price (1972) and others have argued that the acquisition of resoufces ‘

is the operative goal: of the organization. Katz-and Kahn (1978), however,
mtintain’that the "throughput" represengs_rhe primary goal of the organiza-
tion that has been set by ‘the relevant constituencies of{éhe organization.
Effectiveness can then be defined in terms of the attainment of these goals

given certain specified constraints. Therefore, for ﬁhe practitioner, it

[

. would be.possible to specify a single criterion of effectiveness (e.g., .

.

achievement test scores) given these specified constraints. “With. respect
_to educational systems’, constraints such as- community characteristics and
polftical attitudes nust be taken into consideration when mejsuring effec—
tiveness. Barro (1970)-also maintains that adjustments must be made in

.teacher characteristics across/districts because such characteristics cannot

L] 4"

be controlled by administrators. However, 4@ is difficult to discern how
& .
factors under the control of administfators such as teacher recruitment,

personnel selection, resource allocation and working conditions would not
- ., -

have ad’effect on teacher characteristics. gther obvious'constraints that

may influence measures. of ‘effe¢tiveness for ool systems -are the chaiac-

'teristics of'the population of students (entry-level), the market for all
school personnelzﬂthe physical facilities available, and .the resour::; avail-
able. Yuchtman and Seashore (1967) would probably maintain that for school
‘ dystems variables such as tax base, or percentage of budget represent the ‘

_'bargadning component of effectiveness and such, aré not comstraints on
‘effectiveness buq.rather measures of it. s, in their conceptualization‘
of‘effectiveness, a bargaining variable such as percentage of total agency
budget might be appropriate fot comparisons between two school districts. -

- ‘o

400
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While there is certainly a goal-orientation to "throughput" with the
. ‘ . Ssystems-resource model, there is-a concomitant concern’for the maintenance
of internal y-to-day activities and the ability of the organization to

integrate elationstf‘ips betweén its various subsystems (Cunningham, 1977;

‘ Etzioni, 19 5). Btzioni {1975) writes that the Pstarting point for this
\; ~/ &

of achieving a goal » + . 1t 1s assumed a priori that some means have to

o~ - be devoted to such ,non-goal functions as service and custodial activities,
. . W' M N + ’ .

, including means employed for:the maintenance of “he unit itself (Etzioni,

2 ) A ) - g

19?5, P 13'5) 3 T?Ja,\it is tHe systems-reso‘urce pe‘rspective that considers
, 1‘) _ means as' well as eis in its conceptualifation of effectiveness. A pattern
A _ of interrelations among the varioyg orginizaticnal subsystems is defined as
k | éxe effectivghess model. In this sense, then, the syetems-resource model
N resembles the organizational developmert model, to be discussed later, in_
_ that a set of assumptigns regarding organizational characteristics dre de-
. fined a priori as assumptions predicting or correLted with effectiveness.

g '.I.'o Katz and Kahn- (1978) and other open system theorists, effectiveness ds

. R >
< A

most .dependent ~on q,} organizatiogg's, efficiency. Efficiency is critical
because the survivel of’ an ‘organization is a function of”i"s negentropy or
- the ratio of imported energy to returned outpv.é . Thus, an output/ input
ratio of 1. 00 would represent an ideal stath of efficiency for a school
ot systeur. For the practitioner, then, the logical questions to follow frogx H
) o | . this conceptuslization are’ (1) how much output do we get for a given

‘ ' input, (2) how much input must” we invest to_asgure a given output, and (3)

, o
-~ 4

:I.s it possihle to compare the relative efficiency of two or t’n}re similar
- . . ey te - .

*

s . approach is not the goal itself but a working model of a social unit capable

Y-
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school systems?,

v . °. The output/input ratio will -tell us how well f‘?a'“ school system is using =~
. the energy (inputs) at its disposal and how much energic investment is Te=
‘ quii:ed for a given ‘unit of outppt. In an ed‘ncational setting, energic in-

vestmen't would entail such variables as persomnel costs, supplies, power,

* facilities, ‘gtc., (O'Donoghue, i97f) It is in the neasurement of .the out-

K%

‘ putvvariables that problems ;‘evelop. Very often, simply t:he number of N - 3
) students who -have passed a certainﬁcademic. hurdl: o;" gradueted" is taken. ) ) .
as the measure of output. With this conceptualiza'?i s comparisons could R ‘
~be made between two, educat:ional systems that ene essentially comparathn . ‘ P)

"\ 1 v

.“ terms of input variables with the exception that one system mainta.ins aA‘ \y T

"_ ) teacher-student class size ratio ‘of 20:1 while the other “is at 30 l. Using '

"an output Variable such as the number of percentage of "successful" graduates.,

-

it is clear that the sysgtem with a 30:1 ratio is relatively more efficient ’ , J\,'
. . ~

than the other system. ‘While bo systems ‘are operating as designed ‘one ' -~

- . -System is relatively more effici:ent than the other. . , e b

[
Y

‘One flaw in this notion of efficiency when applied to edu'cational systeés

is that the relative superiority of the 30Q:1 system mai be evident; only so L

AN

long as the output criterion is the sheer numher of grliuates. Perhaps the o v

' .

systen with higher teacher-atudent atios also is characterized by higher

teecher turnover, absenteeism, or lower student achievelnent and sstisfaction.

'I'hue, ve once again return o the old "criterion problem" hth regard to the . o

measurement of efficiency. If constituencies can agree on a ropriate out& . ‘* :"
; -put neaeures and enerzic inputs caq be \reliably and adequately neasured «.

then efficiency would be an'appropriate operationalization of school




‘penditure)" (p. 47) T
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, effective'ness. There is general agreement, however, that the measurement of

both input and output variables is inadequite ‘and the very inadequacies of
. T . 3

this measurement will tend to reduce the efficiency of school systems. As:

decisions are made- in arees such as resource-allocation on the basis of data,

to the extent . that the datiare in?alid or limited in scope, so also will

r

g;he the decisiom exa:f while few educators would argue with the

contention that the lower the teaeher-student ratio', the greater thé student

. .

achievement, empirical studies in this area for the most part are not sup-

@

portive. Banushek (1977) t.vrite's that "almost uniformly, educational produc-

A}

tion models' show £o consistent or 'significant'relatimfship ibetween achievement

and expenditures per pupil ﬁiﬁer instructional expenditure or total ex-

-

§
5

Current attempts to refine the measurement of organizational input and

output variables have focused on some form of dollar criterion to’ be assignedr
. . © :

. -

to _varia'bles' previously unaccounted for. As mentfoned earlier, Lilzert (1967)

and Flamholtz (1974) have «applied-humdn resource agcounting prinoiples in

'order to assign dollar estimates to input variables such as anployer exper-

ience, selection, training, e\tc. However, there have been few attempts to, /

s
apply cost aceounting principles tor output variables in an open systems K

context (Popham, 1?75) In Parsod’s (1956) analysis of social structure,
schoo(.l. system's ,functions g\effectiveness can only be considered in term.s .

of its contributiou to the functioning of the next higher order of social

o

strueture. Thus, cost aecounting prineiples could coneeivably be applied
to school output, measures such as "drop out" ratey percentage of students

who go on to eollege or, teehnical school, percenf age of unemplo;ed graduates,

. -
- ~ .

[y

. .
M .
' B
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. etc. Such output measires would gét closer to answering the question of

r

. "how well the otganization is doing for the suprasystem" (Ratz & Kahn, 1978,

,_“az.

p. 246) o ,}Ji;b ‘this’ gonceptualization of effectiveness, there are many sim~

ilarities between Parson's (1956) functional model and Katz and Kahn's
systems-resource model. However, Seashore and Yuch{:man (1967) take the
position that such an “approach neglects the independence ‘of the organization
and its. exercise of choice. ‘With. their perspective, maximization of return

to the or}EnMation underlies the measurement of efficiency. However, to

, e

use a measure such as percentage of total agency budget in order?®to make
relative: cggparisons between school districts ignores the ramificatious of

" budget increases on- budgets of other suprasystem agencies. Also, it would,

be. virtually impossible .to control for all extraneous factors- that could
affect such a measure’ (e 8es general state of the economy tax base). Fur-

thermore, in viewing a school system in the context of its suprasystem (e.g2., ’
o :
the comnmity, ‘local government, etc.), it is probable that one particﬁlar .

level in the. ‘school system hierarchy may have incentives that prove to be

-4

disincentives at another lewel within the hierarchy. For example, the "cost

14

d by one level ;(e:g%, administration) may be represented as

‘ ) |
"eost /a idances-" 1:o a level above the school board (see also the disg.ussion

on cost-benefit models) s

' 4 : ﬂ
In summary, the major problem w;bth the systems resource model as

P

applied to school systema effectiveness is the development of an acceptable ——t

“ standard for ef%iciency that take@o consideration the interaction of

'the organization s suprasystem (O'Donoghue, 1971) _The probIem is compounded

school. system effects with effects of. other institutional subsystems within
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~ by the fact‘that issues related to efficiency such as resource allocatdion
are>ulosely linked to community polit;cal'processeg. Research indicates o

(e.g., Rpilegrin, 1965, 1968) that in matters of re§ource'allocation,

e

issues specifically related to education recaive lower priority then

matters related to economic and governmental affairs.

-

Pellegrin (1976)
discusses how the "communi ty elite" spend little of their time and effort

"Tuminating over educational issues and yet they make,d:cisions ‘that often 3:
&

dirkctly affect educational outcomes. In education, the most common measures

" of efficiency are studént/faculty ratios, costs per faculty menber; costs
-per student, and costs per square footage‘of space (Bowen & ﬁouglas, 1971; .,
'Cameron, 1978; ﬁartmark,_1975,‘ubeth: 1972; O'ﬁeill, 1971)-.  While these”
.operationalizations are certainly important in terms of indicating efficient ‘
1?5e8 of resources, they bear iittle reiationsnip to operationalizations of

\'the effective'use of resources (i.e., producing outputs)q Fincher (1972)'

e concludes that it is impossible to- assess both efficiency and effectiveness

~ An education using the same criteria and that the emphasis sBould be on a

measures of effectiveness. The preoccupation of systems - resource models . -~

with the measurement of efficiency make the model largely inappropriate for

P . i ’

e

educational systems,

L4

. The Functional-Structure Model

A

7
The functional structures model is probably best represented by Pennings' -

C. (1975) Ystructural contingency"

’

Efdel which states that organizational struc-
ture is in part a function of\environment and fechnology. ?he enviromment
is the many parties with which the organization interacts (elg., parefits,

students, teachers, and tax payers).

. .- . A .
P ’ - . ' . .

S S

Tecnnology'refers to thesﬁrganization's .

gy d

S
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'/ " mode of operatibn "(1.._e,¢>the tay it converts its inpx_;ts dnto outputs).

»

orga:nizational effectivenegs "15‘ a: ftmction of the
‘ ¢
interaction of: relevant technology and: the organizaF:Lonel structure. Un~

This model propo%e%

fortunately, the model lacks both a methodology for assessing mdst environ-
S mental factors and*hypotheses that would clearly pertain to educatdonal

systems. . . -
3

Y

While many of the internal structures that haVe been studied in the
. context of the functional-structures model (e.g., decentralization, speciaf-
‘ ization;. forxﬁalization) have falso befn Lconsi:dgred for educational systems,
none, have been closely linked to mes‘ures of school system effectiveness P . P
‘ (Averch et ‘al., 19723 Hanushek, 1977; Madaus et al., 19803 Mohr 1973)

| Commenting on the .strficture research conducted :Ln educational settings, Mohr
Lo ' (197.3) has stated that few hypotheses cam be found with regard to how cer-
tain' strqctural inputs will affect school outputs. He states further that
factor analytic research involving a variety of input variables has been

largely fruitless. T S . ' .-'J' i » b

~ v ‘ A d

"A mejor limitatiou of the ftmctional-structural{nodel as applied to

-

‘* . school systems is thet, it has been principally concerned with t:he satis-" " . .

L faction of/basic needs thet should probably not be the, focns of a mo’del of - |

| AR

.8chool system effectiveness (e.g., the securﬁ:y of  the. school system in

relation to :!.ts etrvironment' the continuity of policy-making) " Furt }more, )

the evaluation criteria for this modal hage most often involved pr fitability, LR
. O
o the acqui!:t,tion of resources such as money, people, or goods, and investment

3 « e

in the system tﬁrough goods or people(m}msingham +1977; Selzni‘ck 1953) .

T criteria wbich are not(

particularly applicable to public school(J systems
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%Layson (1972) discusses the need.to implemént an educational technology
which involves curriculum design and redesign based on a priori criteria.

While his discussion resembles Penning's notion of the structural-technological

[ —— —

school ,outcomes. The £

oﬁ analysis in reseafch on variables such as decentralizarion, formalization,

interacticn, the approach more closely resembles the systems-resource perspec-

tive proposed by Yu and Seashore (1967) Katz and Kahn (1966), and”

others.

t\deficiency is that the majority of empirical
studies look at only a portion of the theoretical domain. Two examples
are Miskel and Gerhardt (1974) who studied the relationship'between\perceived
bureacratic structure and teacher satisfaction and Anderson and Tissier

‘ s . : .
(1973), who studied the effects of school decentralization on student aspira- -

tions. Miskel et al. 11979) state that there have been few attempts to )
study effectiveness in any multidimensional framework where multiple criteria
are related to structural'or technological variables.

The second deficzgncy of the literature on educatidnal.structyre ac-
cordiné to- Miskel et al. (1979) is the preponderance!of conceptual or theo-
rétical'papers.that have a total absence of empirical data to support their

positions. Andes (1971) and Hanson .(1975) are cited as examples of such a

A ’ ° R °
- .

. deficiency.

9\
The third deficiency has to do with the_ unit of analysis that has been

: used in much of the research. Many studies uB% the individual as the unit

buraacratic structure, and climate (e.g-, Nirenberg, 1977; Odetola et al.,

B 'h

~

.3 L . -
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1972). Miskel et al. (1979) maintain that technological and structural

variables of school Systems are more appropriately studied from the per-
-

spective of .the' school or the district. If school proces\es are thie focus

of the research, the unit of analysis should be the larger organization.
Hannan, Freeman, and Mbyer 6&9}5) make a similar argument in their oritique

of Bidwell and Kasarda' zt975) study of school systems effectiveness.

Hannan'et al. contg,d that the use of.a unit of analysis with data aggre-

.

gated above the theoretically appropriate level can lead to the "inflatio:
of errors of mispecification" (p. 139).

To illustrate their argument, they reconstructed a data set comparable
to that used by Bidwell and Rasarda to illustrate the mammer in which the
unit of analysis roblem can lead to overestimates of the impaeg of organi-

zational variables on effectiveness (as defined by achievement test scores).

N
Their reanalysis suggests that the effects:of orgenizational variahles/are

smaller than that reported by Bidwell. and Kasarda (1975) Suchf!’%inding

is certainly not,justification to exclude organizational variables from

effectiveness models, but does suggest that careful attention needs to be

paid to the unit of dnalysis, as recommended by Miskel et al. (1979) It

) \should be pointed out, however, f.ha?aggregated data does not always produce

y Hannan et al. (1975). Aggregation can

inflated correlations as suggested

.

in fact result in more unreliable data than individ‘ual datd (¢.g., where

’therewis substantial variabdlity in abilities or attitudes within a given

"work unit; Schneider, 1978)  Thus, in the selection of a unit of analysis,

' rbetween :ﬁh statistical and the theoretical models selected for study.

78"

-the practitioner shquld be concerned with the interpretational compatibility

7z obe

4
.
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In a well designed study relating’school structural variables to multiple
,evaluative criteria, Miskel et al (1979) employed the school as the unit of

» ¢

anélysis in their investigation of the effects of several structural and *
process variables on multiple outcomes of perceived organizational effective~
. Dess. Adapting the.theoretical perspective of Mgtt (1972), Miskel et al.
(1979) defined effective schools as "those schools.perceived to produce
" products and services in greater quantity, with better quality; to show
flexibility, and to exhibit adaptability to a greater extent than less
effgctive organizations" (1979, p. 99) . N

The three dependent variables used in the study were loyalty, job

. ;
satisfaction, and an overall measure of school effectiveness. In previous

E

——

-+ 'research (e.g., Hoy, Tarter, & Forsyth, 1978; Ratsoy,, 1973), teacher o

| loyalty and satisfaction had been shown to be related to group productivitx. :
Miskel et al. (1979) adopted the position taken by Campbell et al. (1974)

‘ who believe effectiveness is best assessed by perceptions of relevant con-
stituencies. Thus, perceptions of school system effectiveness were racorded

from.teac?ers At 125 elementary and secondary schools. Much like the func-

‘ tiLnal-structures research by Pennings and his associates (1975, 1978), ‘oné 3

independent,variable of interest was organizdtional st;ucture (defined as )

the relationship -among different roles that ‘are created to achieye educa-

tiongl‘ oals. Variables such as stratification, complexity, and centraliza~\3

tion £ in this general ,category of structure. In addition, Miskel et .

/’\ .

iI.'(19 studied several organizational process variables in a framework

conpatible with Likert 8 (1967) organizational development model (see below).

N

Thi:%model is concerned with factors such as leader behavior, motivattonal

v EE :
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forces, and interaction-ihﬁluence patterns. Miskel ot al. used Likert s

(1978) Profile of a School questionnaire to assess these factors. Y
- ) A
With results thaq.corrohorate non-educational regearch in a functional-

v

structural framework.(e g., B gs, D975), results indicated‘that effec-

=2

tive schools are. perceived as having higher professional development and

being more participative, decentralized and formalized "around rules.

Mskel et al. (1979) gonclued that environmental contingencies (e 8. com-

mmity characteristicdb can have a strong impact on outcome variables. Re- fx

. sults supported research by Hoyi‘Newland and Beaaovsky (1977) who found
that centralization reduces morale but that increased formalization increased
teacher satisfaction: Findings regarding participation were also in line
with. predictions from Likert (1967) on System Q’managerial style (see below)

As stated above, the .selection of a unit of analysis in studies of
school production\tunctions or effectiveness is cgitical in terms of the
- interpretation of the results. _ lhe iasue is usually ‘discussed in terms of
the use of aggregate data to make infepences about individuals (e. g., _
Mbrgenstern, 1963; Rebinson, 1&50) Directly related to this issue is the

2

assumption a researcher makes with regard to the independence/interdependence
of observation-in the study, Research on educational production £unctions,
for example, has gonaistently assumed’ the independence of observations when
statistical inferendes are made (e.g., Hanushek, 1977; Law; 1977). Glick
and,Roberts (1978) discuss this issue’witﬁ respect to major theories of

hnman motivation such as expectancy and ‘equity theory. The problem is |,
1 [

trested in the context of bivariate analysis of individuals versus groups-
of individnals, holding all other important characteristics constant. They

o
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state empirical verification must determine'the degreq.of.interdependence,_
of the "units” in’ a study. Thus, in the edngational context, the_extentgto
which the observation- of anxacbievement level off% given student is-depen-‘
dent on the achievement level of other students, and the extent,to whiph a
cl@.ssroom s achievement level is affected by oth\s classrooms must be empir- .
ically determined in order -to properly paréition the variables under study.
Cronbach (1976) and Firebaugh (1978) point out tﬂat the aggregated construct hf;.
is usually recognized to be separate.from the individual comitruct with dif-
ferent assumptions regarding an‘!%edents“and consequences. Thus, for-example,.

school effectiveness i3 not the same thing as individual‘performance. .

Group«scores (e.g., scores aggregated at the.classroom, schdol,lor
district level) are considered appropriate when a group score is-used to

predict some individual variable. If the group score can, however, be broken

down into Jindividual scores, the use of group boundaries provides for the

partitioning of within-and between-group portions of the variance. This is ;{E

°

. T

particularly important in breaking/down classroof effects from, for example, Lo

school effects. In terms of the partitioning process, there are several PR
suggestions (e.g., Farkas, 197@‘ Glick & Roberts, 1978 Kraemer,. 1978). As\ v

2

Az
far as predicéing individual student achievement, however, (the'most common
. -j‘ \
"dependent measure in production function and school effectiveness research),.

the partitioning Jprocess that makes the most sense favors interpretation of

the maximum amount-of variance -at the individual dhit of analysis (see the

_arguments made by Freeman, 1978 and Hannan et al., 1976) "

L)

Gliqk and Roberts (1978) state that a_ definition of group boundaries

118 necessary. whenever ‘there is a hypothesis as to the interdependence of a '

4 . Y
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. depende%ce estimated and, if possible, “the direction of gausality hypothe-
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set of individual scores. The exte:'}t to which regression an correlation o
i .
coe{ficients are, biased can only be determined if. estimates of "composiq- .
¥ N . »
tional effects" »(see‘ Werts & Linn, 1971) can be made. ess ‘these xhtex—" Y .o
° T -~ :

-

tuel variables can be estimated, it s impossible to

F e £

levels‘f,of analysis as, for example, in Bidwell and sarda '(13975).4 In
1

0

assessing the relative contributions of school related variables on student

a o

outcome\,irthe group boundaries ‘must be specif d, the ‘extent ofstheir inter-

, - N ’ / * P b, ) : -
sized between 6ups. 3 ‘ . ’. S ' ’ ) L .
In additi%n to the concerns expressed above, several au;:hors (e 2es C e

Bidwell, 1965, M'c'ahr,4 1923, Pellegrin, 1976) havgcommented on the alack of , \é ‘.

-

godd instnmentm studiés of school s ructural and tech:glogical var- -

:Eables, One, example £ good measureméht 1s found in Bishop and George oo~
{1975) who developed a "Structural Proﬁties QuéStionnaire" to measure an oA

organization's ‘charac,teristics. Thfs iﬁestionnaire has been used as the : i -
measure of .school buregucracy in sever’al’ studies (Miskel et al’, 1979' N

: ] ' / ’
However, for the most part, research ia

-

’ s
education that most clearly\'%ches the ftmctional-structurgs model of effec~ !

Murphy, Bishop, & Geoigg*,'1a75)‘

~

¢ N ¢
tiveness is plagued by ‘the same problems of design and met'hodology df‘ cussed o) \
\ e Y
While the fmctidnal-structures model ftself° Looks. g B
s« Tl

by Pennings #1975).

promising as a model of school system effectiveness, more research utiliz.ing

L3 KY

xq:.ltivariate designs and larger units of analysis (e g., school or .district), AL ‘

) sugh -as the research conducted by Mis&el et al. (1979) is needed before a “'_’

VoG, ° N '. N
definitive statement cqn be ma&e on tsbe appropriatetf’ess of the functional- ; . ,\' .
~ 4“ s .
structures model for school systems S d ) o .. . - EE s
N el ' 2 7/ " '
e » \ { e < N . .

-
v
~ -
-~




' ':"kf' "'- 'l'he managerial process mod‘el operationalizes an organization s, eff.ep- -
y tiveness within the context of abilities to. perform &:ertain managerial func,[
\

lti ﬂ For emple, ‘the- extent to which a principal or: school administrator

‘o

3

¢ \‘

would be’ g .comon‘reséarc& strategy. As denoted by its title, the focus of -

& - ‘"’V o_

this model is on. t'he administr!tor s, or manager s, effectiveness, partieu- .

l *

larly in integrating individual goaIs with organizational goals. Thus, 2 ’

L ] »

"measures of employee job satisfantion, motivéaion, oductivity, and beliefs

. [ 4 S
this model sound very mucfi ldke disculsions of Likert s "principle of suppor- o

.

tive relationships" (Likert, 1961) ., Predictors 'of managerial success . o
decision-mafidng, etc. through motiVational or att;f.tudinal measures are likely

-
[ . '

independent .variabled of interest. , " @ ’ . e

.
.\o , -

Reiman (1975) studied managerial attitudes toward "critical others"

mvho could potentially affect ‘an organization. ’rhis research is. one of tl;e
LY
better representations of the managerial process model 1 His

of, Managemen.t" questionnaire vas ;developed to: study the r tionship between
pubilic-seetor managerial attitudes and effectiveness«as measured by perfor-
S

mce. Scores on the questionnaire were found to be significahtly related

R

3 en.,

to 3;oup performance uéasures. ; While several writers 'in the educauonal , .
- domin nako reference ts the orucial nature of the principal's functiods and

‘ 4

-~ .
! oonsider thqn !n the context of mansgsrial theory, there have B"en few C

L]

v .
published attdnpts to enpirically study the relationship between' attitudes o ‘q
b

e

oz ’iz)tncipaa and educational outcomes (e. g:, Barro, To70; Dyer, "1970; Heil,

X L e!facuyely,performs .the f,unctions of decision gald.ng, budgeting, or planning .
j

are th& most likely dependent measures for this model. Some discussions of N

- <3’ - e ﬁ l .
A o, .\ “ ’ . » . °
. P N , -, . . .
M - A y . - ,
‘ v . %! . - < ‘. <% M
B 2 . .
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resulted in lover teacher mbrale,

o _«_.atudent output measures, however.

/\ ative intensity (as neasured-,by staff-teacher ratioe) merely diverts h

‘1962 Radnor, 1974' Silbeman, 1970; Stanchfield 1976) Empirical research

in the educational setting has concentrated on. variables such as principalg

'
L]

-

race, age, sex, educational attainment, tenure, salary, and full or part-

time posi'tiﬂns as. they relate to various outcome measures (e. ey student -

;-gain.scores, Averch et al., 1972; Coleman et al., 1972; Hanushek, 1977). Tn

. general, factors related to the principal ‘have been found to contribute ) " '
fairly trivial amounts of. variance in the, outﬁome measures. More*"job- '

- s

related" 'variables within both the ability and the itudinal“domain .would

€ /J)

[N

«seem to‘“be ‘a richer sm; for predicting outcome variables. ‘For example,

: ~additive combination of productivity-orientation, planning, reliability and
initiative as related to managerial functions. . Reliably nﬁasured ability '

N\

. .'and atgitudinal variables for principals that’ are directed at these issues

would seem to ha:ve a. far greaterap_otential for predicting edﬁcational out- 3

- . ) . ’ . S ' .
comes, et . . . . ¢ ¢

- . A

A

Other researchers have looked at school administrators in their mansgerial i

4
yapacities and discussed problems h/ administrator-‘teacher \relationships and ..
their ef cts on effectivines,s \(e. g., C'.icourel, 1975 Corwin, 1970;'Do'rnbush
.,& Scott, 1975). Corwin (1970),. “for exanple, found that percept_ions of a .

- lack of admini,strative backing conflict over students, and lack of authority

;
No attempt was made to relate this to

/
Bidwell and Kasarda (1975) found tbat

adninistrative intensity depressed median levels of achievement in eir

study of 104 Colorado school districts. ‘Their explanation was, that a d

vv» ]

SN—

4

’,

s

g,

Mahoney a.nd Weitzel (1969) concluded— that effectiveness was a result ?f the ° /h

~ &

~

\e
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resources from teaching and other staff funetions r’elated to teaching.‘
Their results have never been replicated and the practical\significance of

the administrative intensity effect has been questioned (Alexander & Griffin,

‘

1975). : ,
<

-

- Barro (1970)‘* probably comes the closest to a conceptualization of school

»

4

system effectiveness in t§ms of a managerial process model. He recommends
<

that 8 planning-programming-budgeting method of onanagement be implemented
. , , that is more output?_z;(nted than present systems * Thig approach is presented
S
in an accountability franework such as that presented by Dyer (1970) Sim-

ilarly, Radnor (1974) implicitly endorses a more systems—oriented input-
- ‘ B !
" output model to replace the pervasive "management by exceptiop. style. “

Iggo er discussions of educational managenent (e&g., Yee, *1973) 5 -

systems. management models are presented wirich, whﬂe ,somewhat similar to the
managerial process models (e g., Cyert & Harch, 1963), appear to be a closer ‘ "5
match with the systems-resource niodel g discussda ahove (e. g., Georgopoulo-a & 'L'an- //”"

enhatm, 1957) The mnagerial process: mo‘(el is, however, more focused on in- v

L3 '{r

vﬁigating th%characteris'tics, .behaviors,s.and effectiVeness of administrators. o

Il .
L. ~

)

‘l'here :Ls an increasing e‘rest in the importance of edtrcational manage—
F
“ 14

. nent \on traditionaboutput neasures, as evidenced by the a,ttenpts to Eg::cive .

.

’-h— ‘,o.l

'selection proce&urlﬁs for scho%l ad:ninistrators and principals. For : le,

ihe National "Association of Secondary school Principals hasndeveloggd a com-.,

prehensive assessment'cen'ter to .aid- in &he‘selectiop o&prinﬂi:als aqnd assis-

~

= ..'z', tant prityls (Hersey, .19‘77)? , '{.’hé progran sttemp‘ts to idegtify performance
eeat’ N Wy \ S e w

‘—,; in tho usesment cdnter that' is related to performsnce as admini‘&rators.




BT B . L. ~ ‘ /

.. — " . . ~

k v € Mo ¥
I3 i . -4 ! o

: . ’ ¢ . -

,;‘l K - Q2 ¢
‘;. A . , . . . ) . . °

._‘ . T N - - School-Effectiveness,

4 - o / ‘ ' T \,\

. @ - SR : &a

6?, ’ . . ® . . s ‘ - .

N v <
SRR R . . . . . . S 4
-~ - . 5 .

. performance, 'and effectiveness. \ Campbell, Dunnette, Lawler and Weick ( 1970)
S - state that behavior is simply what people do in the course of working }e;g.,
~dict{ting a letter, or directing a‘subordinate, ete. ), while gerformance is

béhavior that Ifas been evaluated (measured) in terms of its contribution to ]

8T e f -~ . -

partially responsible, such ‘as achievemen test -scores, teacher satisfaction,

turnover, etc. ' _

g - \ * o

y oo Since the measure of managerial effectiveness is one or more steps - (
removed from what the individual actually does,. managerial gerfo ce is

s ] likely to bg more.easily rpredictable than managerial effectiveness, as per=: ,

< . o \ fo%anqe depends d-irectly upon managerial behavior and¥s not a function of

i ’.' . additional ‘factors pot uénder “the control of the indi‘ik"” Tl (e 8es s cioeco:_ .
“\ ' bmic'level of édenw) o ‘Ereliminary results from the NASSP asses . e o o
;<;. ,‘f ’cen:er résearch supports ch@s poafgion.> Therefort, it %hould - bf potated . a . '\.
. ~out that a mmber of cr-iterion measures that have been used in the past to - - . " \
‘ P7;ed:kct school administratori ml;f_O_'have pro 24" to” be insensitive to - " e

' it actual measured effectiveness due tg ;ituational o moderatihg variables '
o . 'fét can. affect effectiveness (e 8es Coleman, 1972) Additiooally, the mana- ' | -
ger s job 1s multifaceted (Ghiselli“ 1956) such that different managerial

_.1‘ ¢ 4 \ -
behaviors may nsult in the *sane managerial pe!\:formance rating Also, a . -

- LJ

N ' ) particular nanagerial behavior may be evaluated as being highly effective

gv:,ﬂ" R S ) . *
Eccording to ong: criterion, yet inyffective usi:ng another standard. See, e

“ . for &anple, Beshers (1972) dis’cussion of conflictfing administratig gbals . ) \
RN L A R % v 10
SR in cd tion. ‘I‘he question ve, need to ask in terms of the educator-manager, : \

'
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as di*ussed by \Campbell et ai (1970) is: | e AR o

Ubat are the varieties or combinations of gorganizational circum—-
% \

stances, personal chataeteristics, ‘and behavior patterns giat

<
are’ likely to, be perceived as effective managfng?

¢
I3 & -

Predictably, the next ,.question would be° w{.:. “is, it that is perceived.

d =

¢ <

. as being "effective" management in education? England (1966, 1967) in suz~

. -veying more than 1000 managers throughqut the country, dete ed the goals ‘
‘ that were perceived as being both important and highly indicative of success~
ful managing. Topping the list w(ere the objectives of organizational effi-

ciency, high productivity and profit maximization. Therefore, it is reason-
{
able to define effective management in terms of orgazﬂzational outcdmes

‘ §Seeshoté ‘&*Yuchtman, 1967)
_ ~

’ We define ef‘feetive managerial job behavior as any set of

.

b

nanagerial actions believed tp be optinkl for identifying,

\assimilating and utilizing both internal\and extetnal Iasources
- '

toward sustaining, over .the long term, functioning of th% organi~

: zational unit ‘for which a manager has some: degree of responsi-
. L
VAN
- bility (p. 344) . . : Cy . ~
o * py \ © [

L
Effective managers, then, optiglize ma erial, human, and- financial resources
o dn sustaining the operation of ‘the organization. This operational definition

relieves us of the\ evaluation of tra,its tb%trare generally usdd describe
..th'e successful or msuccessfu.fl:. administrators-manager and allows us td con-"

.‘ centrate on the tasks e{. b.and (L Unfortunately, ‘in the oeducational context *

;» sthere is .li le empirical support for\a principal perfotm.;nce-educational

B outcone ?clati}gn;hip. SR

8 .
S
- L1

.\ A
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Steyart (1967) lists three methods commonly used to study what manabges;

.

/“3 -

,5... ~t

wo.\ A A\ -

do on their j‘obs. An observer may record !Shat a manager does, the manager

mey keep h'is own records or diary of his activities during a workday, or the
-
manager may be asked merely to estimate how he spends his time, using a pre-
. pared checklist o\f Jjob duties or behaviors. Numerous studiekave utilized ’, 4
o \ &

these a¥:proa$hes, with va.rying but compatible results (Burns, 1957 Carlson,

1951 Horme & Lupton, 1965) One of the &rliest job‘description checklists

y: 1) labor reiations, 2) Petho and rates, "3 maintenance ‘of recordS' N ‘.
4)\personnel selection and placement, and 5) meeting and coping with day to / -
day operational problems as they arise. These résplts cllselyL match the -
results of job analysis of schoql ahmini\strators (e.g., Hersey, 1977, Yee,

1975) o e :‘. oo

MR T

. Another approach to description involves behavior sampling in which ) *

"hensgeﬁ.al effectiveness (Kelly, 196#) O'Neil and Kubany (1959) _were able ' .
, ‘€5 conclude from their reseagch that t‘he mechenistic recording of job ac-' RO T
T tiviti is incapahle of ira crucial differences betﬁeen more and less e

. 5 H 7

a uring effective adninistratﬁve performance is questionable L

' X ’ ’ . g o . . ".“ )
N & critical \incidEnt me’thod:.d oped;xby Flansgan a{:‘1954) :Ls, h ever, . RS

‘ .—amr p}ronising technique for samplin administrative behavior. This

o

v.
"

»t
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.,_,»,.;  do that are especially \effective or ineffective in gcconAshing parts of ¢
jobs,, After a number of such behavioral incidents are. collected, the ab-%
atracted categorize incidents are, combined to form a composiée picture of
Job essential:s. With continuous recording and reporting of critical incidents,:

) <
. :m; this techx!.que can reveal the. dynamio attributes of a particular managerial

&

N 5 - . job, and since it focuses on managerial gerfo ce, i. e.awhat the manager
i ‘ actually dois, ‘can be expected to yield behavioral information uncomplicated
by situational variables. Several investigator§ (Anderson & Nilsson, 1964;

\ Kay, 1959’ Williams, 1956) have used this to advantage, deminstrating a high

degree of inter-rater reliabilityain developing nonar;biguous categofy defi- 7

' b nitions, based on critical incidents. In seeking to establish the reliability

of ineident classification and organization, Smith  and Kendall (1963) sug-

-

§:_tf' gested that behavioral incidents be' retranslated% those aotually using the ot
/ : scale to determine those ; incidents that.can be reliably assigned to a partic- | A ('
ular dimenaional category, while eliminating stateménts and dimensions that ‘
fai to delineate highly specific and non-ambiguous rjob behaviors that cam
be reliably used to’ develop a final set of job specific behavioral scales. c f‘*

J Bernardin and Smith (1981) have. argued the‘ approach has potential for alle-
. b . .f . . . v ' \

vieting comon errors in pegformance measnrement. o

ratute o studies !ould be found which used \ R
e

. critical incident methodology, retranslatign, or detailed obser?attonﬁ—pro-’- ! .,'.

Lot . ‘ o

P ‘ cedures to identify critical task [omponents for the educational administra- .

: \ . In the edncational lit

-

557;," e o tor, While these approaches are c rtainly improvemenfs over an\y trait—

...\ oriented meutttemen‘t of managerial individual differences,,there ar} ‘no -

" gner\antees );h anch ‘refined measurement strategies 1 lead./to the . ) ] . \
Lo /" ﬁ-\ m\x MRdE AN
e ) ' ey |

., A AP . . . e -

4 O8I T e

gy . . -
L. .




i L ! . i  em.  “School Efg‘fectiveness?
- @ o | . b 88

A . . . e *
" - .’ - 4 L. - - °
< . ] > .

—

establishment of a stronger rel§ionship between edudator-managem%per-

formance and’ outcome measures such as achievement test data. Certainly we . hd

can predict‘a better charice for signifiqant relationships between effective- o .
- ) . \
ness and admin:istrator or principal managerial parametérs as measured above

thad with characteristics such as race,-age, tennre, and salary that have

been\ used most frequently in the past. - R

-
.

Gfoss and Herriott (1965& developed the‘"Executive Professional Lea= . ,

gership" (EPI.) questionnaire for elementary school principals - While ‘the

measure wa; not ba\,sed on any of the methodologies discussed above in - s

v

describj.ng the manager-principals job, scores on the EPL were foumd to be

) ‘ related tp-teacher morale, teacher erformance * ratings, and student learning.

°

Hilfikgr (1969) fpund that " sl:ores on the EPL correlated po)sitively with . N

perceived levels of social support .and- system innovativen . Teachers were'

A

';;7" / _asked on’the EPL to indiqaté the extent to which their principals engaged “
in activities such as. L

C

teacher’s meeting a valuable educational i
acfivity"*’ "treats teachergas professiona]l workers'“ “has constructive sug-. <
? ‘l. ‘: @ . N » ’

54 N gestions to offer teachers in dealing with their problems " ’

\ Another measure that attempts to assess the behavior of a principal is '

. the kofile of a School (POS, Likert, 1978 see below). In research with

. the PQS, one of the factors derived in factor analysis.was 13abelled "princi-

-

pal 1eadership" by Miskal et al (l979) °The au%hors stated that ) factor

o

e deacrib’ed the principal's behavior in térms of supportiveness, iwor fac{lita= .
thrs Lo
k ’ . . ] >

tion; Toal-emphasis, and interaction facilitation. ‘The focus of .the
was on ;h’e ptihcipal-teacher level of interaction, For example, one of the ' a

"i‘f‘ , itm vas "hov often do you see your principal's behavior as friendly and. L \

.,‘ < . -
. ‘. ,r'f v :".1. 4 ' ’ N
o S B Vo . ‘ . . 3
. . B , . . | . '
.« - N . . R ) R o . AN . .
: 5 ‘. N . .
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supportive?" Results from the Miskel et al,, study indicated "principal

leadership" was the best predictor of teacher loyalty to) the organization

v ¢

and teacher satisfaction. o . _a_; ‘ e
- o The Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire ’f(LBDQ) is an. es?ablished
method for- describing the behavior of leaders.  While there are no published T,

TN

studies relating LBDQ scores of principala to effectiveness measures, Halpin
R ;

‘ (1956) used’ the LBDQ fn a ztudy of school superintendents. Respondents

+

were asked to c¥lete the , LBDQ in two ways' first, according to: their per-~

ceptions of the- superintendent's a%ul behavior and setond, based on their S
e '.. LI \]

. expectations g% how the supe;'intendents should behave. Halpin. found large "

14

. ' discrep‘ancies between the actual and the ideal perceptions of the superinA- )
A - "j‘éﬁ?

tendents' behavior. Such,discrepanéies were ~£ound to be negatively correlated "

oo

* ’ ‘with teacher satisfaction. Similar results: have b?found in other research ‘

v relating&school supeﬁ.ptendent behavior to teacher satisfaction (e.g., Bidwell, )

. k 4
NN
.

. .1965; ERIC, 1973 Guba. & Bidwell, 1957). "_~' T : Y

. e . . . . e
¢ ) — 4 /.

. It is apparent that managerial process variables for.school administrators -

have been shown to be reliably related to ssveral of the "soft" critéria used .

to aaaesa organizational effectiveness (e.g., teacher satiJfacﬁtion and loyal-

L]

1-. ' ty) However, fow studies have established a link between managerial behavior BN

f':‘ U and any "hard" eriteria: §uch as e! : or student outcomes. Therefore,

'Q N for tH'e presentﬁ,-the prac‘titioner tis cautioned not to use managerial process

.

;,.'"".‘ ?nriables as direct and unequivocal indices of school System.. effectiveness. s
f‘ . . 'y .

It pursued, research into thg relationship between managerial behavior and

)
) pe ormance in achools -ghould shed some light as to e utlity of thias poten-
t

.tially fruitful approach. - A : o a
« . . .. . e A ) : R - . - ) . ' .
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The Organizational Develoment Model . .. v J R

The Organizational Development (OD) model views effectiveness in terms
bf. sthe organizati,on's problem-solving and renewal capabilities ‘(Ctmningh‘am,
1977) ' Utilizing the knowledge and intervention techniques of the behavioral
sciences, this mo;lel attempts to shape ‘the organizational! structure @

. climate stich that the individual’ s dbility to satisij growth needs is maxi-
mized It is only when the potential of each member. is. fully realized that

v PN - . ¢

the organization can be )na.ximally effective.

v

L OD has been called a normative model b?canse it attempts to prescribe
2 the requisite conditionsl under which an organization will be effective
(Steers, (1976). ‘l'hese conditionﬁ would include' l) being. aware’' of, open

' to, and, reactive to change. 2) searching for _new methods and forms of or-

ganizing; 3) having an optimistic view of its members - self-actualizing and

A -

trusting, 4) seeking to insure the satisfaction of its members since they
areJ:he\reason for the organization's existence* 3). having open communication,

, and 6) confronting and dealing with conflict directly without per.sonal s

. gu i
. R \ .
. -,-oref_erences.» T , 4 . N ' .
OD‘, as can be seen, has to do with \the ‘component of the organiza-

»

. cribed. Both models examine he behaviors of individuals in orginizations,

/
and both models focus’ on the individual's perceptions of and reactions to

- the managerial grocesses Operating. Furthermore, ‘both assyme that improve-‘-

. ment, in the informal organization wlll result in a more effective organiza-
F
tion (Cunninghsm 1977)\ However, §like other system approa'ches, OD seldom

i , ¢

mentions go{l» outcomes.’ If such things as profit end -tnrnover are mentioned

- . Cor
- )

3 s ,
12 - f [N L

tion. It rhmles many features with ‘&e managérial process model just des- ,

'S ]
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“at all, it is in a fairly unsysfteqmatic way and only after much discussion

o about such employee-oriented factors as incréasegi individugl openness,

IOl

w "¢ better communication, grater individﬁa]/self-actﬁalizatiqn, apd other:

e indicators of what_is ‘considered to be “a"healthy sfstem (Campbell, lQ'f"‘

v from the individuai;s‘ persﬁeci:iye.' No.mention, ﬁowever, is made,of ‘the
; . T e ,‘ . ) ) ,
gtudents’', bafé'ﬁ?é' » Or commynity’s perspective. . .

. 1 <

. | .. The OD mohel only assumes qixat if an organizai:iqn (e.g., school )

8 ¢ N

* system) can achieve the.list.of end sta'tes‘i:hat gdefine ‘a healthy system ,

(e;g., Beckhard, 1969), it will be effective as an "orgar;ization and will

: - e — - : :
° .be optimally equipped.to carry out its mission(s). -However, the model

J,‘:‘»-\:‘ - makes no mention of what the migsion iy, or how the organization attempts
. . . "to achieve it, . M .o ‘

A ) . Typical of an OD mo;lel is the attempt to prescribe the requisite con-
o ‘ . . A s v . *

R i - ditioms under which an organizatiom: will belef'fective, without mention of

e’ .

- -~

" . .- ‘tiveness. The OD model assumes organizational effectiveness without ever

- -

_ messirtagrie. L
——— ’ . . * .
. » . N b
The OD model is related conceptually and empirically to the literature .

-9
s on organizdtional climate in this respect.. Of'gﬁizational climate has been —._
described as the rasuk of the tramsaction between i;xai?idual members, with

theix .in;iiv;l.aual n"egdq', abilities and goals, and the organizatiodal structure

| , , &
“ | . (Campbellyet al., 1974; Schneider, 1980), It reflects the stremgth of the

+

5" fﬁ. iia:idnal .climate‘ has been studied rathef a;tensivelf. in the field of educa-

Ntngggous'climatg_méasures have been 'deveiloped for educational environ-

(S - : , Ce

’
o 3 . . . .
s L. . . . .
. . M . 4
vy ; . s * . . v
sy enc JFAVMEEIIES PR . / . b
- 3 oo 4 - . .- s . .
> A T e enbw ¥ FETT Ay - oy . .« - 20
ST, ; s 0y N - s i

a rational or empi defense of tge ég:iterj.a as trye measures of effec- > (
3

. preva]_.'snt‘: values, norms, behaviors and g.téitudes of the organl:,l.z'ation. Organ-\ '

-y

B
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* Pace's College and Univetsity Environment Scales, Aston and Holland's Environ-

) irgorgani;ationai functioning.. Numerous exampleSr of illffated QD interven-

) perceive a great need for change. These studies most often use,employee 8

4

fients, the most frequently used being Stern 8 College- CHLactéristics Index, S

-
mental Assessment ’l'echnigue, Pervin's Transactional Analysis of Personality oA

> 1)

‘ and Environment, and Halpin and Croft's Organizatioga_l Climate Description ° -

@esti aire (Campbell et al., 1974). The Organiaation.\al *Climate Descrip-?

* /

tion Questionnaire (OCDQ) (Halpin & Croft,“l962) is one of the few clima /e

measmges that has looked specifically at the“ climate of elementary schools. “
A\ <. - “» '
This instrument measures responses to descriptive ,statements about peef M

(teacher) and principal behavior. Four ‘of its eight scales~ tap teacher per-

—_— ——— ’,_.__..__._.—

L cepti’ons.of gpical peer gro'tzp b havior and the remaining four scales %'assess

o g, ‘
perceptions of the behavior qf princip"als in their interactions with teachers.
y

Results from the OCDQ are interpreted in reference to an "Openness vs. Con- ' 'y

trolled" continuum Theoretically“, any, school can be placed on such a con-

-

timnnn depending on its characteristic pattern of internal social behaviors.

K4

The practical importence .of climate research in education has suffered

however, because in general it has not attempted to measure ‘chool

o

)
effectivéness. Mnch like the OD model, it only assumes effectiveness. Fur- .

e d

’thermore, there has been virtually no dttempt to-relate the limited research

én school. climates «fo a vast resegrch on organizational climate (S%meider, : .

a

1980) - ol -
* % : P
Radnor (1974) has discussed early applications £ 0D in ducation and .
LY
finds t:hat, for the tiost part, schools ‘do not perceive .any need for improvement

.
> .

tions can be cited which started in a climate 'where participants did' not
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attitudinal measures to assess change as a function of the intervention. “

'l‘hu.s, not onELy is the oD approach plagued by ngeasurement problems in terms

of objectives but also ip terms of perceived needs for such an approach.

One study that fits into the classical, 0D framework found a’significant Y
relationship between perceptions of "openness" in the school and job, satis~
detion of the teachers (DiCapr:Lo, 1974) fuch data serves as the basis

of some type of 0D intervention to facilftdte greater "openness" in certain |

d i

schools. However, as stated éarlier, there is a paucity of data that re- |

\
\ - o »

lates teacher attitudinal measures such as job satisfaction to any effective-

ness neasures such as student achievement, teachek turnover, absenteeism,

v

‘. etc' ! ! ) . ’ : - v e -
? - M ,

While there are ‘iifferences id specific characte'ristics of organizations

¢

that oD theorists d’efine aL "healthy" systems, there arg three general ass:.nnp-
\ ‘N

tions underlying most,0D app.roaches.. The most important assumption cogcerns

»

—~—— -

the general nature of man and is best represented by McGregor's Theory Y .y

b (McGregor, 1960). This philosophy of management states that the expenditure )
of physical and mental effort is as natural\as play or rest and that work
7 3
is a source of high. satisfacEion. Also, people-will exercise self-control,

\ andvsjlf—direction in, the service of objectives to which\they are committed

)

The secotid assumption is that organizations must anticipate and cope with a

<

[t

) changing giorid.. Thus, a rigid, functional bureaucracy 1s outmoded 4n this

¢ Vsa . .

dynamic environment (Bennis, 1969). The final assumption implicit in the

literature on OD is thawrganiMst primarily for the benefit of -
i - ‘ ' members- of the orggizttions (Caépbell et al., 1974). dne example ) an *‘

operationaliz‘ation of these ‘assumptions is the work,_of Staunfield (1976).
¢ ' . L .. “' N

v ~
[ .

D S S , - : . o
G ) - ' o e . . v 0 .
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He studied the ef_fects of te!cher-admi'xiistrator' interacti%ns on ae.l‘l.etnentar;»"" .

7
reading achievement. His major hypothesis was tha’c the greater the partie

PR

cipatipn by the administrator in program planniﬁg and’ "' pporting" teachens, <
the greater the outcomes. The app‘roach is 3 close matcjto French‘s (1972) / K
; description of a "healthy" system, characterized by h:ngh trust and support = » "

¢ - across‘ organiz‘ationa’l levels, .opeh:.commimication, group responsibility f’or ) ' )

o . 4 f. N .
design and plamming, confrontation rathex, than avoidance of probl and LI o

frequent synedgistic solut.ions. Staunfield found thet such a climate wgs </

°

in fact significantly related to rreading achievement. . ‘ o ?-

VoL T Another example of a§ 0D approach to education is Mardirosian (1975) ‘
« ) L

" ' /who reflects the theoretical work of Bennis (1969) Bennis charakterisﬂcs .
\/ '

_ 7 for an effective organization are: decision-making located close.-to thev' .
e } . 1 b ! P

Cae sources of infoikmstion, reward system linked to the achievement of. organi- . & -

RN

{‘. ;l ) zational goalsa -and a support system built into the vertical, organizational s L

A hierarchy Mardirosian foun/d that teacher/s from higher achieving schools in BN ‘

. S
1 * the sta,te of California perceived stronger support systems and\closer rela " )

L4

"'"f' ; tionships between rewards and goal attainment € teachers from\the‘ io.w- 4 A
. N ’ ’ s, .

N ‘. . . e ol
\ .  achievemedt schools. / \" o | -7 L
i . a : - "

S A final example of a traditional OD orientation is the work Bf Corwin P -
\(1970) in o\.tudy of educational erffectiveness.. Hi'stqdy of organiza- ) .
P

- tiogaz conflictfin high schools is a vivid description of~ an’"unhealthy" - )

' ,system as defined by Beckha;d (1969) confliéts avoided o‘r‘“supressed, e, .

closed comunication channels,z no concern for subordinate growth of develop\- ',

: “. . : Q b H » .
'*". ' - ments and no formal fee\dback systems for performance. Teachers jin Corwin" s \

S
\ ", smdy indicated that factors such as peer incompetence, lack #XupeMsoW 'o‘

5 »

v ' ’ . " . n , -
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. Support; and comstricted authority had deleterious affects on their perfor-

actual performance or ‘effectiveness-data were collected. "

B . 3 ~ .
. mance., As with most studies conducted in an OD perspective, however, no

-

t

The major shortcoming, then, of the 0D models discussed above as applied

to school systems is that they either -assume or ignore a linkage Between oD

~goals and the more clearly defined, objective goals of school effecE/iveness

The L:i.kert-ISR MOdel

such as student performance. These latter goals are the, very. reason for

the school system's existencez. not the psychological '-'growth" of organiza— .
tional members such as teachers, administrators, etc. A .useful model of
school System effectiveness must go beyond an assumption that school systems
are effective solely on the basis of teachers having "self-ac;ualized"
developed better commmication skills, or higher levels of satisfaction.

. The model of effectiveness‘must include both .clearly stated objectives and

3

, the criteriagto be, used in measuring these objectives. Models of organiza—

tional, development ig;lude@neither of these dimensions and are therefore not

13

B adequate»as ;iodels pf school system effectiveness. i

k)

-

The I.ikert—ISR model of organizatigdal effectiveness;(e 8.» Likert,

¥

1967) can be classifredwﬁm; i cnarzrrma:jor focas 1s the motion

%

. 'of shared power fol o participation in dec:bsion-making. Thus, there is overlap

between the Likert-ISR model aﬁd the 2))] models promulgated by Bennis (1966),
French (1972) Shein (1965), and Beckhard (1969) . "+ The majo‘r premise of the

L..kert-ISR model is’ that the closer the administration OV school system is

. T to "System 4", the more effective the system is viewed to be. : Systém 4 is

e
v

a dmocratic, participatiye group models All dec‘isions_ are reached by group

Ll
& M
. .

et ey

s

4




o

o

(System 1) has been summarized in Table 3.

)
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consensus, and all groups have "linking pins” (i.e., persons who hold ’
overlapping membership in groups). It is assumed that since decisions ,are-
made by group consensus, all decisions will be fully accepted both overtly\

and covertly. Communication lines in System 4 are open.and move freely
4

among and between all levels of the organization, with Little or no distor- .

4 . .
Ciog or filtering of that information. Because fear .or coercion are not

used, attitudes are very positive. A climate of trust and openness is the

.

rule, not the exception. T . : |

A .
- »

In order to assess the extent to which a school system is participative

in managerial style, Likert (1978) developed the Profile of a School (P0S) .

L4 a

The POS consists of 10 questionnaires that are designed to record behavioral

-, information within the organization as seen from the various leyels of the -

organization (e.g., students, teachers,eprincipal superintendent, and pareant).
While the POS attempts to characterize’ individual's overall attitude and
nwtivation, its primary concern is to record current behavior and organiza-
tional practicés. at the various lewvels of the ‘organizatigh. The variables

it attempts to measure are those"that have been found to be related to quality

of performance in both school admdnistration and business settings: leader-

]

‘ship, decision,making,eproblem solving, motivation, cqmmunication, confiict

management, interdetion, and the structure through which interaction occurs

(Likert, 1978).o With the POS," schools or school districts can be diagnosed
as either System 1 (authoritarian, non—participate) System 2 (benevolent

authoritarian) System 3¢ copsultative) or System 4 (fully participative). :

Pield research comparing System 4 schools'with their' counterpart

- \ . hY

[ « " : '
S 98
& . N -
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;IOgic with research that often uses only one or two of the 10 POS scales
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H

.o E " Insert Table 3, about heré

- J

@ " f‘

e.few of “these studies have.correlated objective data such as achievement:
~ v
/

test scores with system classifi tion and have found both higher achievement

_'test scores: for System 4 (Donlan, 1978; Gibsonm, 1974) and no relationship

. <
between managerial style and educational performance (Horsman, 1973) . There |, “.,

is, however, a considerable body of field research that does support the

fvaliéity of the Likert-ISR model, as shown in Table 3 One limitation of

most of these ‘studies is that the outcome measures have been “soft" ones, "

1y +

such as ;ob satisfaction' need satisfaption, labor relations, morale, etc.

The limitations of such "soft” criteria have been discussed previously.

. The' Likert~ISR model also fails like the other OD models in that it .

assumes that’ if participative manag 3 conditions exist, the school system

'will be effective. ‘Stated differently, the Likert-ISR model proposes, in

essence; that all a school system need do to have an effective organization -
is to have a System'A organization éh“they define~it. While’ this reasoning

is questionable in and bf itself Likert and his associates support this

ri s T Ve R T S -«

develope4 Thus, the research purporting to support the Likert-ISR model
oftenLonly gjthers information at one or two levels ‘of analysis (e.g., the
teacher and he principal) and yet implications are made in terms of the

-

Entire _scho system. Despite. these limitations in the research the

'~Likert-ISR del itself Hoes have much to offer in terms of assessing the

pgrcgived fectiveness of a school 'system. The PO§ can be used as a

M - F 1
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diagnostic't\odl to assess the i’nternal state of the organization, and the

a
i 7 s

-~ Like{'t model can Suggest ways in which to/improve that intermal organiza-

/\tional state.' However, since organizational climate is not the only

\ -

deteminant of organizational effectiveness, the Likert model is not -

sufficient in and of itself to assess organizational effectiveness. o

e

Conclusion ~ The Choice of a Model for School Systems

»

It is our contention that what the literature on orga.nizational effec-

- ] -

tiveness needs Teast. is another model of effectiveness. Raﬁher, we\believe
4 w '4

thére are components of several of the models discussed above that are: ' -
’ - ’ )
a propriate for school systems The advantages and disadvantages of each

¢ ' s

', ‘ ° _of the models has been delineated above, o . _ \ Lo

v The two models most supported by empirical research are the management-

} ‘

o]
R -by-objectives ~and the I.ikert-ISR mode.ls. Both models have" problems when -

C TV -

;s . applied "o school sg/tems y believe the pos‘itive, features of .these models P
T N\ “ s
' plus those of t{e other effectiveness models are best !:onceptualized in a

[

° proces model of ,effectiveness.

>

*a

\Campbe.‘l{l et al. (1974) and Steers (1977)+ in -the general context of

o:ganizational effectiveness, and Madaus et al: (1980) in the context of v -

————— 1 ss—havfrecommended models of effectiVeneSS with emphasis
< -
on processes- related to effectiveness. In all three cases, the process models\ ”
. o incorporate varikfeatures of goal-c‘entered and systems-oriented models . - .
i‘\ - =y Fi 9,! ' -~

¥ “ of effectiveness. Steers (1977) for example, delineates three ma;]or dimen—~

N ° A )

~
¥
sions for his process model. These dimensions ere. 1) goal optm - *

-

. ~ ; « .

.~ 2) a systems perspective, and 3) a behavioral emphasis. In refer \:e to «<

. many of the goal-oriented appnoaches to effectiveness, ha states gsSessmépts s
bt ’ . i . .\ "

. .
. .
. ' .
L Ye . .
“e ’ 100 ’ ’ : A
4 . "
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b

, of an organization s successes oi‘ failures. must be made with reference to

the intentions for the organization rather than the value judgments

-3

of the

researchers. However, Madaus et al . (1980) point out that such intentions

“ e (i e7y school objectives) are indefatigably linked to the value judgments

of " those responsible for the schooJ. Thus,

{

only if some consensual s'gree-

\

-

ment can be reached with regard to the "intentions" for schools can bsolute

or relative comparisons be made with regard to school effectiveness.

<

»

ile .

3 S .
Madaus et al (1980) Bloom (1976) and many otherss agree that, the" process\ of

1&

reaching such consensual agreement will \indeed be difficult, the majority

also feel the task is hot insurmomtable.

©

Campbell. et, al.w(1974) preSent

perspectives of all relevant constituencies.

The adoption of this procedure,

7

: ’\ ,an. excellent procidure for the degelopment of task objectives based on. the

." a verient of the scaled expectancies me’thodology from Sa'nith and Kendall 1

(1963), wonld provide for an operational definition of "consensual agrea~ '

N

b

-?mént" of intentions and 4 documentation of the differences in :I.ntentionsI as

, a function, of the c%nstituency. Likert s (1978) 'Profile of a ScHool"

-
»

members, principals, teachers, and students.

.
W

“s
)

-
»

\(

3

~

A}

witb the environment. ;rhe major focus of- tfhis perspective is on the rela-

tionships SlyI;iegtween ‘components both inside and outside the organizations gs

-

they affect the organization. 'I.’he discussion by Metfessel and\ Michael ( 1967)

4 . questionnaire has items “related to -ihtentions from the ;spectives of board .
.
S?e:ers (1977) also strongly endorses bhe open systems theory of organi-

_,' A T zational effectiveness which - emphasizes the interaction of the organization

~/




School.Effectiveness

100

E]

and ‘secohdary school systems. Program evaluation, they state, should in-
T & ~ ’ . . - . .
volve members of the total school community such as lay individuals and

groups, professional personnel, and students. Likewise, in incorporating

L] N / - N
constituencies representing the total school commdnities should also be

L] ‘
an open-systems perspective for school effectiveness, ;elatdonships.between

recognized and, according to Steers (1971), should make it easier for mana-

<

gers to "... take decisive action? to, facilitate goal attainment because of

/

‘their increased understanding of organizational dynamics" (1977, p. 177)a

Thus, Steer s thinking reflegts one of the major components of the managerial

.
———

—process model. ) ~

» —t

LN » - i

The third dimension.og Steer s (1977) process model emphasiibs the role’

|-
of behavior in affecting organiﬁatidnal performance. Steer s states that

¢

if Ve are to gain a better understanding of the factors that explain effec-

.tiveness, it 1ig critical to first~gain ‘an understanding of the basic unit

¥

of analysis' that is,ethe hehavior of the organization s, members. &tfis

L S

this third dimension that is most often-miShing in the goal—oriented or

systems~resource models. As stated in the reviews of’ the specific models

“« o

withim the goal—oriented and systems peisprctives, there is generally little
. . ..
consideration given to-the "means" (i e., the hehaviors) employed for. or- '

ganizational "end-states". While“this criticism is more apprqpriate for

Ll

the goal-oriented models (i e., rational-goal, MBO functional, and cost-

0 - ‘Effffit)’ the systems models are also generally outcome-oriented, partic-
ularly the systems-resource and functional-structures models. In fact, only
S >
" the managerial ptocess mbdel considers the "néans" (i.e., managerial be=" v

4 -

havior) as an important element: of the model Unfortungtely, as~di%§ussed R
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above, there are few empirical studies of managerial behavior in school
& .

' systems. T : .. ' o . ? . /

L

The greatest gap in the research on school effectiveness is in this

. - »

general area’ of human resource behavior and perfqrmance. There are,. of
. . ” .

course, a great many studies which focus on teacher behavior and its rela-
- ' tion to. certain stud‘rt variables. However, none of these studies consider
these relationships in the context *of school effectiveuess. There is a need
' to assess such input and output variables thin the framework of a process-
> . oriented; behaviorally-based model of effectiveness.

./

task objectives at the macro level, organizational member behavior at the

- . micro level, atd. outcome measures’ such as efficiency (systems research) i

Relationships between

$
climate (functional-structures), morale (Likert-ISR) and stndent outcomes
o

! (BO) should be investigated. SIS —

e . o - . T LY

There has been very little research hhich has attempted to employ a v

multivariate strategy. in order to study how the various school outcome meas-

’ 3

. ures interact. Also, with the exception of ‘the studies on compensatory
2

,school programs’ the use of static research?designs has precluded investiga-

) tions of the dynamic\nature of the various criteria employed in studies of -
- school effectiveness and their relationships to various scheol inputs. The I
" use of archival data. in order to e, hypotheses about these relationships ’
) would certainly be an excellent first step in tﬁis tegard..
C . Human Resource Process Variables in. the Pr%%ess Model. There was B ; -
»t

generally a lack of ‘research in the area of the human resources available‘

tﬁ’ﬁchool systems (i e., teachers, ﬁ%incipals, administratprs)“and Human-

resource policy. Studies that have investigated human resource variahles

'
. ,

o - w“ o 4 ' .

- . : . A ) . -3

¢ . . - . ’ .
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»

have concentrated‘on those that-are most easily retrievable such as yedrs .1="
: of}education or empefience, salary, and.demographic background character-
istics. A'process mddel of school effectiveness should incorporate factors h
pertainingito'personnel selection, training, and evaluation procedures;
particularly for teachers and principals."Based on.a considerable amount

- of research in these areas outside of education, we can hypothesis that

*
-

some "process" variables in school adminis§ration are related‘to uncontam—
ey . L
inated measures of schoof effectiveness. Fot example, the extent to which ~

" a content~domain sampled strudtured interview is used with trained, mul~

EZ

tiple dssessors should be related to more valid selection decisions at both

-

the teacher and principal levels (Dunnette & Borman, 1979)j The type of

-

formal performance feedback system éstablished for teachers should be related
. to improvement of teacher perfbrmance over time The level of teacher job

o . ’
satisfaction should be related to both absenteeism and, ‘to a lesSer ektent,

4

_-turnover. The level of*professionalism exemplified in schools by ongoing - b

training programs and teacher-principal interactions should be relaged to

improved teacher performance. i

3

ﬂ.& - We believe the sgtep following the task objectives~procedure described
by Campbell et al. (1974) in- the refipEment of a process model of school

effectiveness should be the' development of a.questionnsire that assesses

L4

' variables related to school personnel selection, traiqing, and evaluation
policy "Such a questionnaire’ should also include organizational climate.
variables shown ‘by Likert (1978) and others to be related to several out~

come measures. As will be discussed below, we believe the personnel pro— -

cess variables'will show, relatively little variance -across school systems
‘ N ‘ - <« ’ s

. . ~ . - .
- e - .




-
. ' Co . »  School Effectiveness
‘\ ,v ) * ’ 103 @ ’

’
4 . - .

at the present time. .
Madaus et al. (198@) discuss several other factors fouhd to be related

. to higher student outcomes in several studies. While there was considerable

s (

overlap’ with some of the cliinate variables discussed by Likert (1978), two
" -
1important predictive variables were student perceptions of academic futility

and teacher "push" ta.g., Brookover, Schveitzer, Schmeider, Beady, Flood &
Wisenbaker, 1978). Brookover et al. (1978) reported that the social-psycho—*

L3 . o . . .
logical and normative variables, based on these measures of climate, contri~
- .-\ Al ~ ) . , < .
byted close to 80% of the variance in mean school achievement ﬂwhen such s

1)

'variables are entered first in a regression analysis. Madaus et al. (1980)

' . also cite several other studies from their own work outside of the United
Smtmo support the importance of such climate variables, Items related

. to these variables would thus be appropriate for the "process" question~
nairf. ' .

B ’ This "process" questionnaire should be ‘based on the results of the ) _

R

' ‘task objdctives pr6cedure and incorporate the salient features of the -

ioalboriented and systems-resource models discussed dbove.” Efforts

should be made to theoretically link these process variables to -out-

-t

come measures frequently ‘used -in the educational literature. Before.an, ,

’ ° PR

* " empirical study relating the‘ "process' 'responses to outcome measures is

undertaken, however, major considerations must be given to the import'ant ’
( .
stues of research design- and data aggregation. The next section will ,

:7\; .*'
. " ables rela_ted‘ to school effectiveness. ’ .

ritique research designs that» have been employed to investigate vari-

1 .
+ . . .
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(' Research Designs’in Studies of School Effectiveness- . ' iR -

While there is near unanimous agreement that, _among school related ° . |

>

s variables, teaching quality is the best predictor of student' _outcomes, no,

N

studies could be found with an appropriate design for investigating 'the

’ ~
- ~

effects of_teachers over a period of time longer than one year. .Several

'studies, discussed above, have fqund moderate re1ationships between teacher

characteristics and measures of student achievement (e.g., Rosenshire & | et

Furst, 197I). However, attempts to stucLy the e'ffects of schooling \at a

higher level of aggi-egation (e.g., school,; district, or state level) ‘have \ v

roo . made no provisions for the fact that individual teacher effects will be .
. diluted in any such analysis-. Consider, for example, the following, research

4

scenario. pupils in gnades 3, 6, and 9‘a€e tested for achievement and tHeir X

.

scores are aggregated over teachers and schools to the system 1eve1. The !
scores are then gorrelated with a great number of potential predictors of )
student_achievement'. The resul'teé reveal trivial effects for variables Te-

- " lated to the school, including those of the classroom teacher. Based on this

o

type of research, the conclusion is drawm that "school brings little -to bear
. N . \

upnnachild's achigvement that is independent of his backgronnd <and general v

social context" (Coleman et al., 1966, Ps 325) or "schooling does relatively

little of what it always claimed to do - foster the cognitive abilities of ' .

. <

‘;'* - students and thus assure them a productive niche in the economy" (Levine 8

Bane., 1975, P. 19) While Madaus et” al (1980) have done an exce{lent job . .

of reviewing the problems in this type of, design and Jghe ?rences drawn
. from research with it, the impact of the data aggregation thod on teacher

e effects should be emphasized. Roberts, Hulin,.and Rousseau .(1978) state

A . . i ~ . .

R R Vi T =
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‘that if one is going to aggregate data prior to data analysis, the interpre-
tation of the meaning of _the data shouldﬁbe clear prior to aggregation.
Given the dire conclusions drawn from aggregated data analysis such as in

Coleman et -al. ~(1966) and Jencks et al. (1972), it is clear-there was little

' consideration of interp;etation vis d vis aggregation.'

- f

.*".

’

©

The ideal ‘study tg investigate teacher effects would be something 1ike

the following. 1 using a valid performance assessment method} teachers are

.

rank ordered or rated on seﬁéral important dimensions of effectiveness within

grade levels; 2) criteria are selected that have construct validity for school.’
effectiveness and conceptual similarity with the dimensions of teacher effec-
tiveness (e Bes student achievement and teacher "achievement—orientation"

or student motivation and teacher "support facilitation"), 3) a large group

of students (n > 600) is randomly assigned or matched (based on background

&

Characteristics) to teachers who have been identified as "highly effective"’

on the dimensions of effectiveness or to teachers identified as "less than

a _—

highly effective" (the ideal design' would identify teachers of both high

and low effectiveness on the dimensions) Assuming we can ldentify teacher

] groups of both high and low effectiveness on two dimensions, our longitu-

4

* .dinal designmcould,be something like a2x2x6 (grade levels) where we
-

would study individual students over a six year period; 4) students are
agsessed on the criteria over g;ade levels with greater effects predictied

over time as a function of teacher effectiveness; .

Ay
\ o~ » . . * -~ *

Before we are locked up and put away, let us emphasize that this "ideal"

design has been presented for illustrative purposes only.\ We only offer it

as a basis for‘comparison to the designs that _have been used in the past in
. s 3 . . . .

..

< '
L el

v -
.o

) 10‘7 . —_—
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order to "tease out" the effects of teacher performance or other séhool-rei
I . . . . o . o L
lated variables that do not affect all students equally. Based on the four:

steps in the "ideal” design, let us make some- general comments about thed

- v

. quality of the school effects research we have reviewed. - ..‘

-
<
.

5~’L§ Performance assessment,procedures for teacher effects are- crude.

‘ > -~

For the most part, criteria used to operationalize tﬁ%cher performance has

been primitive with little consideration of research implications ‘in’ the

-

area of performance assessment. The majority of studies reviewed‘used trait-

~

based supervisory ratings of teacher performance, a method replete -with

potential for error (Bloom, 1976) The mhch fewer number of studié§ that

investigated principal or administrator performance are also éenerally guilty

’ 1

of faulty methodo&ogy in this. same respect.

Othen studies have employed measurement strategies with even lEss poten-
tial for palidity Coleman: et al. (1966) for example, used teacher verbal

abélity-as a predictor of student aptitude. While there was some evidence

- that teachers' verbal ability was related,to adhievement, the variance

mf\ ] . - \ .
accounted for by this predictor was' low. . This does not strike us, as ‘surprising.

An analogy in the measurement of‘managerial performance would be to use'height

as the measure of success. Several studies have dpcumented 0‘: correlation
between height and managerial performance so: why not- just use- eight as the -
' measure of succesS‘rather than, hothering with the cumbersome task of measuring'

-

performance. The simple answer is that height is not a measure of performance
AN »
and neither is the ‘verbal ability“of.teachers. Both variabtles arewonly cor-
-~ relatés of the comstructs under study and since their respectike correlations -

with perfdrmagée in no way approach those of acleptable reliability coefficients

108
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they should not serve as replacements for the variables we wish to study. :

of course, given the sample size (645, 000 students and 60 000 teachers)

-

and time constraints for' the Coleman et al. (1966) study, it is understand-
e .

able why a verbal ability measure used as a surrogate measure of teaching

L - -

quality However, it is equally understandable'why such -teacher effects

pcontributed so little to the predictive equation. The major point of this

.
*

argument 1is ‘that if your interest is teacher effgcts, efforts should be made®

g - > :

to maximize the predictive pdtential of these effects with sound measurement

-~

. strateéies\(cf., Rosenshine/& Furst, 1971).

8 I .

2. The most common criterion for the assessment of school effectiveness

®

- has been scores -on standardized tests (Averch et al., 1972; Madaus et al.,4

1980). Cooley and Lohnes (1976) have.taken the,position that general verbal

N

o, - and nonyerbal ability tests are the preferable measures of school effective-
N _ness for both primary and secondary levels because the "intellectual factor"
A measured on such tests is the most common across schools ang grade-levels.

ST Coleman et al. (1966) also argued for the”preference of verbal and non-verbal

»

.

abiltty tests. . o : . ’ ' .

The issue of the appropriateness of various outcome measures for studies
b 4 tet 7
B in school effectiveness is best conceptualized as an issue of measurement

y validity Validity in the context of school effectiveness is the extent to '

L . ”~

which outcome measnmes corraepond to actual effectiveness levels for school

. ¢ .

systems. Just as ghen we are interpreting a test ve'wisb to make an inference

3 . '\ a‘ 0)

about the ‘degree ;o &hioh a .person possesses a certain trait or quality
§

“»

)-, . measured by the test so also in interpreting effectiveness/d_atj, we wigh to .

infer that a° school system s actual level of effectivenes on a dimension is

e

-
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‘reflected by the effectiveness data.

The traditional types of validity'are mentioned in virtual%y every‘teit-

&-

in educational testing and’ differential psychology and are diséussed in

el

detail in the Uniform Guidelines on Employee Selection Procedures, the

*
Standards for Educational and Psychological Tests (American Psychological

. Association, 1974), and the Principles for the Validation and Use of Per-

sonnel Selection Procedures, Second Edition (APA, Division 14, 1980). In

‘terms of school "effectivenessd, "construct validity" is the mostoappropriate
for the definition of validity given above (James, 1993) There can be no
question, however, that features of content and criterion—related validity
are also applicable. In fact, we are of the position that the distinctions

that have been drawn between the difgbrent types o€ validities result in an

~

—4—~————~*foversimp1ification*of—the—meaning;SfTvgiigity, leading to numerous réports

of "one-shot" validation processes (Dunnette & Borman, 1979), The APA
Standards state that "a thorough understandiné of validity may require many
investigations” (APA Standards, 1974. p. 25). This statement probably hest
sums up our position on the validity of school effectiveness data. The
tern "construct validity" probably best captures this position (Campbell, ‘
1976). - o . o

Construct validity“has been defined as the degree to which variability
in a measure iséa function of variability in some underlying comnstruct. ’
Thus, in the school effectiveness context,;variability in the measures of

N 3

schqoloeffectiveness should be a function of the variability of the actual

.Y
effectiveness levels of. those schools. The same *definition of construct

- 110

.validity can be applied to teacher effectiveness by simply replacing the .
1 4

£

»

~
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R N

N word "school" with the word "teacher", . What should be underscored in‘the

/ -
definition af validity is the notion of inference.. Validity does not refer

r

to a specific measurement strategy. For example, it should never“befsaid ~

. that MBO is a valid tecﬁeique for*measuring school-effectiveness, implying

that validity is a constant across users, uses, and situations. Rather the

4

inferences: made from the use of MBO data can be said to be valid or invalid

? F e

based -on ‘the eVidence presented Cronbach (1971) put it best whenm he *said

"

«is ODE validates not a test, but an interpretation of data ,arising’ from a
specified procedure eoe Because every interpretation has its owm degree of

- validity, one can nevef reach the simple conclusion that a partieular test

. »
is valid\ . . . ©

)

The evidence presented te supporﬂ inferences of validity can and should
be from man& different sources and based' on methodologies that have been

. -

X recommended for content, criteiion—related and construct validity It is
‘thus important to conduct criterion—related validity studies where possible,
and to use content-oriented domain sampling in order to be able to justify a
conclusion that. effectiVeness data are valid. -

Research on school effectiveness has in general ignored the issue of
content-domain sampling and concentrated instead on criterion-related validity
studies using ability test$ scores as ‘the criterion. Madaus et al. (1980)
make convincingarguments that the generally poor criterion-related validities
are at least partially a function of the lack of construct validity'for the
ability tests. They state that '... schools have a whdIe host of -objectives:
" in the cognitive area which are-noterepresented'in a test of general ability

s

. oes It Sseems curious.to look for differences between schools on something

Cpr
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that is only incidentally taught while ignoring the possible differeneial

| success on material that is more specific to scliool curricula" (1980, p. 124). .

' 3. Step three in the "ideal" study presented above had to :do with ' . e l
. . - . : 3
. experimenta] design-and sample size. The "ideal" design was presented that v
~ ) N X . \
¢ wduld be most sensitive to teacher effects. Our review of the literature on .

'

.school effectiveness re\realed no studies employing designs that approxi-
. mated the "ideal" and, with a few notable exceptions, sample~ sizes that
A _ .

Teaderad most: reseagch designs virtually "powerless" to refute the null

L

/ hypothesis. On the issue ‘of sample sizes, a classic article by Schmidt, .
. Hunter, and Urry.(l976) documented the statistical power of test validation
. ' . research given certain sample sizes. They were able to show that given the'

common prohlems of range restriction in the criterion and criterion unrelia-

bility, most researchers ,grossly mderestimated the number of subjects
-

needed to detect true differenceg. Such a problem may also have accounted

- -

a

for many of the dismal results for school effects reported in the literature. .
. ’.’ With regard to the issue of research’ design, numerous examples of quasi-

B experiments (Campbell & Stanley, 1966) were found in assessments of compen—
satory programs such asaHead Start (e ey Cicirelli, 1970). However, no

examples of quasi—experiments that approximate the "ideal” design above

~t ~ 1] ¢
could be fo nd for hon-compensatory schooling. -Fgr example, 1t would be

o

possible to{ compile criteria data on teachers and, based oh ranking or ratings ..
\

of performance, group students based on the number of "highly effective"

- - N ’A

versus "less than highly effective" teachers they were assigned through a
‘ desd.gnated grade level. This quasi~design would resemble the straight '"ideal" .

experiment with the exception that subjects would be "randomly" ‘assigned to

.o . =
., . ‘oL

- -
» . .
L. 3 v B , . [}
L. L. | : - . . .
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‘a number "of. Bighly effective and less effective, teachers over the-six year

b A

period ?redictions could then be made based on ‘the mumber of "highly
effec;ive" versus "less than highly effective" tesachers (between dimensions)
and the effects of different distributions of teac;ing quality ovef?the six
year period,. -For example, the effects of where in the six year period the
students received the "highly effective teaching” could be investigated'

While this - quasi-experimental design would not be as sensitive as the

B _"ideal" design presented above, assuming there is reliable wariance in the

predictorx(i.e., a good range in the number of highly~effective teachers)J
across students, such a'design'should facilitate a reasonably,sensitive:test:‘
of the‘relatiqnsﬁip between teacher characteristics and school outcomes,
providing consistent longitudinal optcome data~are .available on the students .-
(eeg., Project Talent data'~Flanagan & Cooley, 1966) . Madaus et al. (1980)
‘ discuss some of- the drawbacks to longitudinal quasi-experimentation, most
having to do with the inab#lity to assign students to groups (see also

-

Marco, ‘Murphy, & Quirk 1976) The fact that the researcher cannot select

" the criterion measures could’ also'seriously affect the study's sensitivity

L4
! ’

to true'differences.’

Returning to the "ideal" design for a momént, perhaps a socially accept—

able design that-would be more sensitive than the quasi-design presented
.- above 1is one in which students are randomly selected to ‘all. "highly effec-

“tive" teachers with comparisons made between this group and«those students

. -
N [

-who had exposure to less than all."highly effective" teachers.: This type

of. quasi-experiment approxihates the normal class assignment situation and
. ]

thus would not. disrupt the educational process. Also, and given the points
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raised’above about the criteria, a critical consideration~is the'fact that
- .
such a design would again allow the experimenter to select the most‘construet

M

) valid outcome measures for sfudy in the longitudinal design.

N

. The typical study of school effectiveness divides the criterion variance Ve

into within and between school variance. Main effects"in ‘this type of -

analysis for chavdcteristics of teachers or principals ara erident when

’ A 4

there are greater differences across ¥chools or school districts than within

A
such aggregations. With regard to teacher effect!;*there is an implicit
assumption that there are factors at the school district, or state level

¢

that somehow distinguish teaching quality For«example, might some school

-
- v
19

1_ -

g
13
SR Y
.

districts have more valid selection systems or lower selection ratios (i €.,

k a lower ratio of applicants to openings)’ Might some school districts spend
‘a = *

a(relatively greater~amount of money training teachers to be more effective’
5 .

Alsa{ might teachers ‘of potentially higher quality select certain schaol *

distriﬁgs over others? Similar questions can be asked of principal or ad-

\ ministrator characteristics. Based on our review of the literature, personnel

\

* Selcction and training in education is generally uniform across schools,
y

districts ﬁd other levels of aggregation. In other words, thefe is little

" évidence that chools or districts differ in the extent to which they effec-

tively train eir personnel. Several studies have found that teachers of
quality (based on acievement test scores, for example) !
nay select certain\schools and districts over others, This" latter finding,
do wii:qschool characteristics other than perhaps )

(e.g., inner-city versus suburban) Thus, in terms
Y

of peraonnel selection and training, there is little evidence to suggest « o
- ' ¢

“
4

W
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-other than” that which is related to background characteristics of teachers\

L] i‘ . ™ . 1
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that between~sdhool variance will§pe greater than within-school variance ‘ . %

\

. The higher level of data aggregation (i e., to the school level) for teacher .

and administrative characteristics thus -‘uses a mean value to represent -

such- characteristics when there is a great likelihood that the majority of
students from any one school or district do not'receive the "average" level

of these characteristics. Madaus et ,al. (1980) state that teacher charac-

~teriStiEs have been aggregated to the school level in "virtually every study

of differential school effectiveness..." (l98‘p. 90) The poor predicta- o
bility in these studies for teacher and other. school-related effects (e 8.

resources and facildities) is certainly explainable given the level of data

'aggregation consistently.used in such studies.

We believe the conclusions of Coleman. et.al. (1966), Jencks et:al. . -

.. (1972), Levine and Ba:{e (1975) ‘and others r'egarding 'the effects of schooling

are.unwarranted given'the designs and methods employed to study effects.

&

In our review of the literature,.we failed to- find an experimental or quasi~ .

7.

experimental deésign that.was adequately seﬂsitive to be able to partial but

-the effects of intuitively appealing, school re’ated -variables. .

3

2

Applications of models of organizational effectiveness should only be
empirically tested once the issues of data aggregation, the construct vali- =

dity of criteria for school _Qutcomes, and adequate sample sizes are consid-
“da
ered thoroughly. Before these critical issues are addressed, however, of

-\ )

'- paramount .concern for ¥ researchers on. school effectiveness are the objectives

-

or purposes for schooling. Until there is understanding on this most com~ |,

plicated of issues, researchers are in a position succintly captured by ‘the

° « -

oo
)

-
. @ .
- -+,
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ﬁollowing paseage :

”More than any other time in our history, ‘mankind faces a
: ,'crossroads. One path leads ‘to despair and utt@r hopelessness.

*The other t? total extinction.. Let us pray that we have the

-4

wisdom to chooge correctly (Allen, 1980, p. 37).

]
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. Table 2

Applicability of Systems-Models to\School Effectiveneds

A

THEORETICAL = EDUCATIONAL e PROBLEMS WHEN  ° FEATURES APPLICABLE
MODEL REFERENCE FOCUS - - EXAMPLE OUTCOMES APPLIED TO_EDUCATTON TO_EDUCATION

. Systems- Katz & Kahn Effectiveness stud- Levin Output/input ra- ~ Identifying anaccept: Consideration of
Resource ., (1978); . ied in terms -of (1976); . tio (;fficiency), able standard of output measures in
Yuchtman & efficiency or ex- Klitgaard ‘' number of grad- efficiency. context of supra-
Seashore ploitation. N (1975) } Fin- uates; percent of sys
(1967) - cher (1972) unemployed grad- .
.« uates; ability to
P _ compete for val-
ued resources. \

’ N -

[y

Functional- Pennings Effectiveness a Mohr (1973); i’ormalization; ' ‘Concern with o gani- Kelationship consid-
Btructures (1975) . function of tech- Grayson ‘bureaucratic . zatidnal security _ ered betweenVteacher .
e nological struc- (1972) structure; climate; and continuity of evaluative structures »
tural interac- Yeader behavior; ; policy, profitabil- and output measures.
tions. Y motivational ity most common cri-
- e . \ forces. terion.

-
L3

3

Managerial Reiman ‘ Effectiveness con>  Barro Teacher loyalty Little empirical gup~ Methodologies pro--
9 y i g

‘Process s (1975); sidered in context (1970), and morale; teach~ port for re’fa\d{:n posed to study school
R Cyert & - —'of -managertal func—- Dyer. (1970); er satisfaction. ‘ships between mhna- adminisgrator behavior;.
March (1963) tions, abilities, Yee (1973) ‘gerial be% and managerial dimensions
and behavi,ors. N"“ - \ output variab 8s identified that may
' ; Ll be applicable.

= Organiza- Beckhard "Effectiveness as- Radnor ' Teacher satisfac- Effectiveness not Relationship between
7, tional De~ (1969); sumed given certain (1974); Di- tion; reactive measured in terms of '"healthy" system and
“velopment French __  organizational har— Caprio questionnaire. * gchool output meas~  teacher and student
(1972); Ben- agteristics (eig., (1974) . urés such as aclleve- output measures makes
‘nis (1969) upward communica- , . . ment 6f non-cognitive good  conceptual sgense.
: tion, participation : i _+. variables, Oi SR
roAn deciaion-making) T : ' '

-
=

. - -
~" Likert-ISR- Likert (19.67) Effectiveness as— Austin * Teacher satigfac- ‘Effectiveness typical- Systém 4 management
sumed given high (1979) tion; student & ly not measured with proven effective in
participative man- . " teacher morale; ) "hard" criteria. ‘other service-oriented,
‘agement style. - - labor relations; non-profit organiza-
' intraorganizational . l_d Qdons; also limited
communication & trust} support in. education.
student. performance(rare). - - . e "




Table 3

' ) *

s ¢ ’ ¢

;2 - Research With the Likert~ISR Model of Effectiveness ‘

< : ) - .

~_-__SOURCE - SAMPLE }’OS FORM -RELATED TO - *  RELATIONSHIP FOUND* .
( - b" ’ ' l\--/ ! e , IS ’ . . . '
.~ *Gibson. (1974) Sixth grade boys Teachers, principals Achievement test ¢+ Higher achievement test scores.

. e N intendents; Adminis~ .
‘ . N ve . frative members; ' )
o ‘\ . . .‘\ principals° teachers )

S

O ' . - - . - 'scores
Tl - ' ) c e . * . = N <
:": F . K . LanGN : : ° . '
Key (1.974) 4 8chool dislzrict:s Board membets; Super- Labor relations Teachers & Staff less likely to

have 'persistent Hisagreements".
¢

\ —‘ .- . " A . R .
_\10 school systemsg goard members; Super- Teacher Btrikes

" Less likely to strike (tééchers).

. D . intendents; ‘Adminis- - . .
s om0 T trative staff; princi- - i

K . . . ) palsi téachers, . .

_Bernhardt 979 teachers v~ _ Teacher Teacher militancy Less teacher militancy.

2(1972) . - e 3 . ‘ N ) ‘ )

- L v ’ - ©

o ' P : o —

’Mﬂler‘(l970)- ., 82 principals. Ptincipals, t:eache‘rs, Motivation; Attitudes °Hig!1er mot::lvat:ion of st:udent:s .
mw As s 329 teachers ‘ ‘Students A . & commitment to in- & teachers, -

a ’/ 1099 st:ucde’nt:s . o7 stitution; Frustra- ..More favorable attitudes &
e - R N A - = “tion; Confidence & greater commitment . .
UL . - v ‘Trust, Communication ..Less frustration®of teachers &
J L , . o "~ gtudents.
< . . . c ., *Greater confidence & trust among

- . , . ... persons in the school.
’ . o ! *Better communication in all
. = , oL " directions. v
- ’ 4 » ~b - \ *

3 B

Teachers.iit seven

-« Byrnes (1973) r ,..' Teacher' s Job satisfaction"
. . high schools * )

- ot . h . -~ d\
L 2

Greater job satisfaction.

% 'l'he closer t:o System 4 as L__pgred 1:0 Syst:em 1.

EKC, f 150 -7




* SOURCE SAMPLE i

e T Table 3 (continued)

POS FORM

RELATED TO _

RELATIONSHIP FQUND*

ﬁagstaff'(IQ?O)

High schoql teachers
& principdls

Teacher & principal

£y

Interpersonal needs
of teachers

~
Bet'ter teacher sense df Jeed
satisfaction.

< 7~ ~
Smallridge 250 elementary ! Teacher Coa Need satisfaction Greater need satisfaction.
(1972) _ - teachers - . . . ' -
Carr (I971) - 9% high:school . A Pgincipal Satisfaction Greater-satisiaction with their
o ¢ principals o \ L supervision, co-workers, work
o oot " ) o . pay & promotion.

» Cullers, Hughes . Students An six

&, MdGreal (1973) ﬁash schools .

- Cad hd

Principal & teacher
\ °,

-
” o

_ Studeat satisfactioh

’

_;Greater student satisfaction.

: i«ér'ali (1974) .

“ 106 H, S. teachers 4 i
120 H. S. students. . -

.
& . hd

.

Teacher & student%

. ? . R

Higher morale of students and
teachers. _ . -

J

Teacher & student -
morale

. A1975) 7 . ‘

traditional gchools

. T 0 . ‘ R - \/ .’ -
" Smith (1975) . ° 17 principals Principal =~ ° Teachér morale, meas- Higher teacher morale. .. [/
. Y - 254 teachers * - ured by the Purdue ) - .
. Yy T o . 4 ‘Teacher Opinionnaire - - ' *
| Lebkowski P "High schsol teachers _ Teacher 'CommuniCation:' Better communicatiéns in all
(1970) 5o ©y o, . R - directions within the school,
Riede11(197¢7’ ﬁiementary school . Teacher , ?_Evaluatpis'-]udgment Principals evaluated higher
" ‘... . ‘' . teachers. & principals of' principals - vere closer to System 4 schgols.
x“' o L * - “‘-& 2 .'. ] .'-\‘ bl ' [N LIPS “!" e - 4 . ﬁ Co.
-, . »° . v *- " ) L . s .
®Naumann~Etienne 4 elementaxy schools - "Open education" & - Open schools, closer to System

&o\




w" . . . . Table 3 (continued) -
< K L ‘ - Lot '
' SOURCE | SAMPLE /___ ' POS FORM RELATED TO . RELATIONSHIP FOUND*
- A N -, [ . . .
. Ladouceur 523 teachers Teacher : Schools capacity to Closer to System 4, the more
(1973) ) . . change capable the school was of
- . ' \*\‘ R ~ changing. .
. ) 1 . : e . ’ X
Donlan (1978) , 18 schools + Teacher- . School Achievemen Greater the PEP score im-
, 6th grade stadents Scores N.Y. Statg ' provement.
L2 - - Pupil Evaluati R ‘
- - ’ sProgram (PEP) , .
\ ) t \
PR ) R - - : i - / ! \
Langland (1978) 613 teachers |, Teacher Conflict, ‘grievance - Less conflict “in negotiating

Co. w rates contracts; no relationahip
4 .. ’ . with griev rates. .
o -+ 5, ‘ ‘4” ‘: i ( / \' -
.MacKillican 469 K-6 teachers‘ ,Ieacher . Use of open educa- Higher the openness of the .
(1975) : R -, .tion -’ Co

.

-

e

classroomn.

4

Al

Weeks (1978)

r

1403. principals and

teachers in 33
*schools

Teacher .

*»

—

Organizational cli-
mate, measured by

* the Profile of Con-
flict Characteristicq

Closer teachers sag.tneprincipal's
conflict management/ and i8havior.

2

Horsman (1973) °

1

v
.

14 principals,

principals, 206
steachers, 912 students

7 -~

8 vice Principald’ teachers,
students

L3

Cul B

Educational per-
foimance

No significant correlation between
POS scores and educational per~
formance., !

Freeman, Martin
& Roney’ (1980)

f

L

‘

2056 teachers,

pals & office staff

’ 1] - °

princi- Teacher, principal,
Etral Office.Staff

Satisfaction &
militancy

.

i v

Highet System-4 = greater satis-
faction = less militancy for alI

groups. o ‘ s

Cullers (1970)

154

§

37 Superintendents
- h4 Secondary, princi-

Superintendent,
\principal )

- pals; 78 Elementary e

" principals
"l

-

"t e,

'\

Position in hierar- .
chy

A

A

-System 4. T

Superintendents perceive themselves

as low System 4; Principals perceive

themselves ashigh System 3, of
elementary principals closer to

bl RS "‘:_1
“ 7

!

v
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