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Program Analysis and Mon1tor1ng (PAM) in Writing: Practical Imp1ement;t1on

Program Analysis and Mon1tornng--Rat1ona1e
- ¢ - ‘

J‘ B

.
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Whether or not it is'now a cliché . to say that the public hagfbecome
unprecedentedly critical and demanding of our schools while simu¥faneously

. t1ghten1ng the educational purse strings, it is nonethéTess incumi¥ent upon
those in the business of-educating children to .improve educat1on“ herever
possible- and to see that schools perform to their maxjmum capab§f1t1es.

o W

To assure such improvement. “and performance re 1res a c]ear percep-
tion of the educat1ona§ (i.e., 1nstruct1ona1J process, .an understanding )

. "of the locus of respen 1br4qty for the implementatjon bf instructional pro- ..

- grams, and thq‘r1lﬂ1ngness and ab111ty to assume gnd act onythat TesponS1-
b1]ﬁty \ ', ¥ A , o
- ‘ e v ’ R * b

TS i.°\, IF theretare shortcom1ngs in subéfantlve 1nstrdctqonaﬁ pract1ces ~
oLt ‘(e gy purveyance of inaccuracy,’ confusion'.of prqcedures; subversion of

- a sk111s), teachers may thealselves ‘nged remedial. 1ﬁstruct1on The diagnosis
Yo, of such shortcom1ngs wouid entail observat ion- w1}h1n the classroom. But-

Lyt * such misinstruction wouTd of ‘course be rare. HWhere sucb problems are min-

v imal, stidents' -agquisition of the bdsic skills nnyolvéd in“reading, writ-
' ing, and.arithmetic’ (and by extension 'the basng concep@s and skills in

. such-subJects as, socjal’ studies and- sc1ence) 1 a -matter of exposure and

¥ © ~practice. : This 1nvo1ves time. . To thé extent that sufficient time: is de-,

s T o voted ' to exposure and practice “in.the use of a skill or concept, acquisi-

) " tien°will occur. Rates of acquisition vary,. ‘hut all learners require sone -
,time for acquisition. The most effective schoo] is the ome which optim-
1zes acqu1s1t1on t1me.$or the/greatest proportaon of 1ts students

- It behooves scboo]s, then, to pursue wnth1n c1a$sroom pract1ces wh1ch
improve the way time is spént. Such practices of couise exclude consid-
eration of factors external to.the sschoo]l- of beyond the school's contro1‘
The school, after a]], serves the commun1tyeand is in some sense an- exteﬂ-
"sion of that community. ‘It "is.thereford vgin.to expect the school to
transform the, comiunity. But it is not valn to expect self- transformataon
. . by the schdgol., To do so, however, requ1rys usefu] and tlme]y 1n$§—Tat1on
- . sand the capac1ty to use that 1nfbrmat10n g
/»w‘ 2’ C
j That capac1ty enta11s someone in :a position of respons1b111ty for
he schog/)s instructional programs. In a typical school that persqn 1s
- ¥ .nat a teather; it is usually the princ pa1ﬁ a department’ chairman, or a
subjéct area superv1sor or coordinatord 'The reasoh why such a person is
only rarely a teacher is clear: The tqacher's perspect1ve--not to men-
tion physical- and temﬁora1 restrictiong--is his own c]assroom No mat-
ter how excellent a gliven teacher's clgssroom pract1ces, nothing jin the
nature of classroom tzach1ng assures the permeatjon of a teacher#s in-

. fluence.beyond his owq classroom. There is no assurance that thd students
of arn excellent teacher would encounte teach]nq excellence in other class-
e rooms or will &ncounter it in subsequen years., *Even assuming an excellent
teacher possessed of a reformer's zeal,]there i¢ scant opportumity for any
teacher to evaluate.another teacher's p rformance Further, even g1ven
such evaluative opportunrty, one teacheﬁ is not“usUa11y in a pos»tlon to
i ask or requ1re another teacher‘s reform. - ‘ -

‘, . » .
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g ' o Someone, then, usually the principal and aTmost -never a teacher, must
Toe be in the pos1t1on of program manager. Jomeone must have access to or the

capacity to acquire information about the-program plus the author1ty to
act, to make decisions in respdnse to such information and to require the
1mp1ementat1on of those dec1s1ons "It must be emphasized that mere occu-
pation of such a positien is not equivalent to management- of a school’ S
instructional program: Mariagement involves the w1111ngness to carry out
the functions implicit in the pesition. This raiSes two issues. The first
is the issue of willingness and the second is the issue of capability.
To some extent- willingness to be a program manager, ‘to de the job, is &

matter of personal temperament,. charaqter exper1ence and motivation. .
) Where the first three of these m111tate against or d1§courage act1on
- where, ‘in other-words, thére dis no intrinsic motivatian in-the person, veos
’ externa1“mot1vat1on will be requ1red for instance in the form of edeour-'_ = -

may-exist uncoupled with any awarené€ss of -how & manage educat1ona1 pro-

. grams.. Here is wheré w1111ngness alone js insufficient. ‘Helpful“tools - =~ *
and/or tra1n1ng are.also required. .One such too1 is PAM—-Program AnaTys1s * .
and Mon1tor1ng--1n Wrtt/ng ) - . )

|
|
. agement frdm the school board or central administration. But mot1vat1on- i |
|
\

¥
-

B . PAM in wr1ting and Dec1s1on Support

. .
) ) \

* PAM in wr1t1ng is a dec1s1on -support tool wh1ch provides the pr1n-
cipal with an 1n¥ormat1ve report, the Program Ana%ys1s Report, that helps
identify needs and suggests solutions to prob]ems in wrjting programs.

The information provided by this report enables the pr1nc1pa1 involved ’
* -in program management to make programmat1c decisieps.- For the principal

less ipvolved in program management but interested-in acqu1rtng and devel-
oping-management skills, the PAM Program Analysis Report 1s useful in
building awareness of how to think about the instructignal program.

The PAM Program'Ana]ysis Report .is-timely as well as useful. Since
. , the report is available in the fall or winter, and then again in the "
' spring of the year, it can be used Jfor both format1ve and summative eval- ’ T w
’ ! uation. For example, if. ‘the fall report reveals potegtial probléms in
the program, "steps may be taken tmmediately to specify the problem as ex-
actly as possible and then to attempt to correct it with appropriate
program mod1f1cat1ons Receipt of the spring report is an opportunity to.

- determine the eff1cacy of earlier correct1we measures as well as to eval=- -
uate the year s efforts. ST o -,5,5 B LT i
T, The utility of the Program Analysis Report lies n the nature and

Jjuxtaposition of its information. The raport* relates information on stu-
dent achievement in writing to information on how resources are d1str1b-'
uted and, used for classroom instruction. s P

.0
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PAM PROGRAM'ANALYSTS.REPQRT:-BASIC STRUCTURE ‘

. 'S
.

For PAM, 'in Writing, the‘ach1evement 1nf0rmat1on in the Progrdm Anal-
" ysis Report ‘is of -two types: average polistic scores and diagnastic indi-’
‘cators of classroom needs. Both indicators are based\on the 'PAM Writing
Test. This test requires students to 'respond to one writing assignment.
Student responses are ho11st1ca11y scoréd by two raters who compare the re-.
sponses to model. (100%) answeérs. thereare five alternative PAM writing
assignments with, typically, four model answers for each at grades 3 and 6.
Thus, students in grades 3 and 6 respond to 1dent1ca1 assignments, but their
responses are rated aga1nst mode1 answers -for the1r own grade Tevels. The

+{average of the two raters' assessments’is the sfudent s score. o

Diagnostic indicators are also based on thelPAN writiﬁg Test. Indi-
‘cators are-expressed as the percent of studepts in.a ¢lass with instructional
.‘needs in any of five categories of writing-related sk1¥1s Rpetorical Task,
Relation of Parts to a Unified Whole, Word*Choice, Syntax, and Mechanics.
_Classroom d1agnost1c indicators are derived from the classroom teacher S

u\/

" assessment ‘of - 1nd1v1dua1 student weaknesses or needs. “,_;,_ .
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Schools also have the. options of, receiving student performance in~
- formation based on Statewide writing measures. These include The Prelim- -
@ inary Competency Test {for grades 8 and 9) and an elementary-level test
' which is presently under deve]opment Additional diagnostic indicators
are also-available at.the. school's discretion for more detailed, precise
analyses of writing needs

A

’

Regarding~1nf0rmation on the distributiog and use of programmatic
resources, the PAM Program Analysis Report is quite comprehensive. It -
. reports use and relative importance (by classroom) of a number of resour-
., ( ces for student placement, assessment, ‘and evaluation; frequency and var-.
L ~iety of -writing-related act1v1t1e5' and time allocations by 1nstruct1ona1
.- .~ modes.or conf1gurat1ons . v

Information‘reported on these programmatic variables is collected
from teachers by means of a survey instrument, the PAM Teacher Question-
naire. Though comprehensive, the quest1onna1re may be completed.in Tess
than one hour. ,
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« Thé achievement and program resource information juxtaposed in ‘the PAM Pro-
gram Analysis Report: facilitate decision- mak1ng at the program level. If
student achievement is not up to expectations, decisions must-be made about
"appropriate actfon. If goals haye been set regarding the use or distribution
-of program resources, the PAM Program Analysis Report will show comp11ance
with or departure.from such goals. . Again, decisions must follow in response
to this information. Varying combinations of satisfactory and unsatisfactory
. results on both achievement and resource use and distribution will of course
give rise to.many kinds of decisions. If, for example, achievement is sat—
1sfactory but program resources are apparently being squandered, the program
manager is faced with decisions. Decisions are also required if resources
appear toxbe used efficiently but achievgment  is disappointing. Sometimes
. the 1nformat1on¢1n the Program Analysis Report will function as the beginning
of a process of diagnosing.program needs or problems which will in t'ime re-
sult- in decisions to modify the program. The point is this: Rational decision-
making requires. an information base,- and the PAM Program Analysis Report prov1des
‘such a base very systematically and comprehens1ve]y,

-

" The PAMeProgram Analysis Report, then, prowﬂdesqthe pr1nc1pa1 w1th an

" agenda for assessing progrym needs and determ1n1ng appropriate’responses.
Regarding a school's wr1t1ng ‘program, responses to needs might .involve modi-
f1cat1on-1ﬁ‘%he use ox-distribution of the resources ana]yZed in the PAM
report, For example, g decision might.be made to increase or decrease the

" amount of tiffe allocat for writing instruction. Perhaps students might

be grouped differently for writing instructipn. Or perhaps the types of
writing assignments might be varied. Such decisions could be’'made on the
bases-of the PAM report and discussion with instructional staff. _Other

kinds of decisions would re%u1re more 1ntens1ve investigation and, ultimately,
greater intervention in writing classrooms.~ Such 1nvest1gat1on night deter-
mine the existence.of instructional staffing needs in the argas of general.
instructional techniques and instructional planning, classroom mapagement
proc€dures, or content-specific techniques.,or information. Again, such needs
could only be discovered through rather intensive investigation or diagnostic
effort by the program manager. Responses are available to all such needs,
but needs identification -must.precede correction. “ -

With the PAM Program Analysis Report,,the principal can takg the lead
in improving his school's writing program. .

- ° Ve . .
" 9

- L N .
PAM in Writing -- Development and Implementation -

PAM in Writing is an extenS1on of P&N in Read1ng In other words,
PAM in Writing is an outgrowth, both conceptually and technologically,
of Program Analysis and Mon1t6r1ng in Reading. The principal features of
PAM in Reading are a Program Analysis Report relating achievement and in-
structional variables, a classyoom-level achiievement report (the Mondtor
Report), Literal Comprehension Achieyement Mon1tof§ (a battery of 24 mul-~
tiple-choice, paraphrase-based read1ng tests “levelled by read1ng passage
def1cu1ty) and a Teacher Quest1onna1retfor gathering process informa-
tion. A major strength of PAM in-Reading is its secale of. read1ng achigve-
'ment perm1tt1ng measurement .on the same metric, across grades. The anal-
ogues of thes2 .components in PAM in wr1t1ng are the Program Ana]ys1s Report,

2
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the Moniter Report on student wr1t1ng ach1evement at the level of “the ‘,'

classroom, - the PAM Writing Test, and a Teacher Questionnaire.

PAM in Read1ng was deve]oped within the New York State Education
Department from 1977 to 1979; from 1979 to early 1981 PAM in Reading was
extended and improved (as T1t1e I PAM) under a contract with the U.S.
Department of Education. PAM in Writing has been under development since
1980 as a cooperative effort involving State Education Department <support
of the Putnam-Northern Westchester BOCES. Te date the PAM
Writing Test, the Teacher Questionnaire, model answers, directions for
raters, and the computerized Monitor Report are complete. The computer
software for the Program Analysis Report is under development. .

N

The major problem in developing a tool which would yoke writin@

- achievement -<information with writing program _practices was the creation,

of an' acceptable measure of writing achievement. The measure would have
to, be valid, which ruled out any objective-type or non-performance meas-
ure. The students to be rated would have to produce writing samples. Avail-
ab]e rating options included teacher-assigned grades, primary trait ggor-

_ing, holistic scoring without model answers, and holistic scoring with

model answers. The last of these options was chosen because of its ad--
vantage over all the 'others. Teacher-assigned grades were ruled out as
too idiosyncratic. Primary trait scaring, as illustrated By the work of
the National Assessment of Educational Progress, was rejected because of
its ;great complexity and associated high.cost. Standard holistic scoring,
where raters assign papers to one of several categor1es, for example on

a 4-3-2-1 basis, was rejected, even when*'models were employed, because of
the relative grossness of the categorization or attempted scaling and the
difficulty of generalizing or averag1ng from individual performance to
group performance.

>

]
< Holistic scoring based on g scale of zero to 100 and using 100%
Model answers was se]ected for two main reasons: (1) The scor1ng which

would result would have very attractive properties for program analytic

purposes, and (2) the State Education Department, as part of its Regents
Competency Testing program, had succeéded in refining this methodology

to a very high degree. Ip a word, it worked very well. Additionally, .

detailed, though not overwhelmingly lengthy, guidelines were available
as a basis for the slightly modified rating directions which were-even-
tually developed for PAM in Writing.

Development of the five writfing assignments was guided mainly by
the desire to assure that students’wou]d.respond; would be able to pro-
duce a writing sample. Accordingly, one concern was to avoid the use of
topics which would be unfamiliar to students (and many potentially in- '

- teresting and stimulating-topics run the risk of being foreign to some

students) and would, hence, stifle their output In other words, the

PAM measure of wr1t1ng ach1evement was not to be a measure of 1nvent1on

of 1mag1nat1ve fertility. Further, .topics were to be developed on which
students in different grades could have an equal chance to respond. Con-
sequently, the five PAM writiny assignments feature the mundane and fam-
iliar (e.g., describe your favorite game, describe your favorite person).

In add1t1on to.the familiar topics, the f1ve assignments are quite spec1f1c
in’ their directions. Again, the aim was to assure a response if possible. *
The -following illustrates the typ1ca1 structure of a writing assignment "«
from the, PAM Wr1t1ng Test: .. - {

v
e $ .
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tinstruction. To these categories of items were added a-thorough- 1ist of,

. practitioners in writing instruction and management, and the final ques-

are 1isteg below: ~ N
- Use of instructdional resource’s Tithe allocated for. writing instruction

Methods of grading (ranked). =~ * Time allocated by type of writing instruction:

Methods of assessment (ranked) : One-to-one R

Information used €or pupil placement ) Supplemental, extra-class, specialist

Frequency and variety of writing Suppiemental, extra-class, aide ’

assignments focusing on-- Time lost for supplemental writing instruction 4
Audience " , | . Time spent*in Whole Class, Spontaneous Group,

“ Purpose S . and Stable Small Group Writing Insttuction
Form g - ) " .in the following categories: \ :
Frequency of writing assignmgnts i ‘Direct Instruction from Classroom Teacher

by.length of assignment Other Adult Working witR Pupils
Frequency and variety of prewriting Pupils Working Independ ntly~-Teacher

activities : Available g,
Frequency and variety of revisding ] Pupils Working. Independently--Teacher

~activities Unavailable ) .
Number and type of evaluation .Pupils w0££ing Together-—?eacher Available

strategies . - - .o
Class size - . ; ~ Pupils Working Together--Teacher pnavai]ab]g

. ¢ -

N X ;
B ’ v

—v

""Tell me about your favorite animal. MWrite three Lo .
~ paragraphs. Be sure to tell me--what it looks 1like, how '
’ _big it is, whexe it lives, what it likes to eat, 'and

why it is your favorite." ' ’

Once the qssiénments were constructefi, .they wereadministered, in

May and June of 1981, to several thousgnd grade 3 -and 6 students represent-
ing schoel districts’ in Putnam, Suffolk, and Westchester counties. , All
respopses were reviewed) and the best ten or twenty responses from each

grade and for each assignment wére selected for a second review. This

review resulted in the selection of an average of four responses per -,
grade level for each assignment. The responses selected in this final

review underwent minimal editing (nearly all related to mechanics): they

are new the model answers used in rating. In other words, the model s ;
answers are high-quality student responses. ' - ‘ )

1]

The PAM in Writing Teacher Questionnairé had the advantage of a "
successful model in the PAM in Reading, Teacher Questionnaire. That
questionnaire had established certain basic categories of variables which
were both quantifiable (i.e,, measwrable) and controllable by the school.
Such major categories as allocated instructional time;-resources and
materials for placement,,assessment, and evaluation; and instructional -
grouping had only to be flushed out with specifics pertinent to writing -

verieus types of writing assignments. The questionnaire was ‘reviewed by

tionnaire was precoded to facilitate the processing of information., The
major kinds 6f program variables covered by the Teacher Questionnaire




"PTloting PAM in Writing .

In late fall of 1981 the PAM Writing Test was adm1n1stered to’ ap-
proximately 1,000 students in 40°classes at grades 3.6, 7, and 8. Sub-
sequent]y, teachers were brought together in groups under the direction
of a consultant experienced in writing assessment.and holistic scoring.
The teachers ‘were trained in the application of the rating technigues for
thé PAM Writing Test. Then each class set of student responses was rated

_by. two teachers; "in eve™ case the.second rater was the classroom teacher.

Ratings were then averaged. Where time permitted, ¢lassroom teachers -

reviewed student responses for diagnostic purposes.

7

At these sessions '

.

A Y

teachers also completed the Teacher Questionnaire
\ oY

; Prior to testing, some concern had been expressed by teachers and
other educational professionals; that students in grade 3 either should
not.be tested at all or should oply‘be tested toward the end of the school
P year.  The first of these concerns seemed to assume either that some harm
- would come to grade 3 students, through the testing or that perhaps test-

ing grade 3 studentsin

riting would be oresumptuous in the 1ight of com-

mon practice in writing instruction at that grade level.

However, the

test administration experience did not bear out this concern.

No evidence:

of student problems, psychologtcal. or physical,

ond concern
grade, had

was reported. The sec-
that, studehts should be tested only-at the end of the third
en voiced by many third-grade teachers, typ1ca11y on the

grounds that \students had not yet received instruction in some ‘of the

technical aspegts of wr1t1ng

This.concern revealed a lack of understand-

ing of the pur
knowledge of ce

se of PAM ih Wrdting. If the teachers were correct, then
ain_ refinements- of writing-yould indeed not be man1fested

by third-draders ear]y in the  year; their responses would be rated rela-
tively low, accordingly. But readministration of the PAM Writing Test at
the end,of the school year, after the relevant -instruction had cccurred,
should then reflect ihe ‘benefits of that insfruction in terms of 1ncreased
achievement. In fact however, lack of instruction notwithstanding, the
thirf-grade students were in no wise stymied by the writing assignments.
They were able to produce. It is expected, of course,-that a spring test-

‘ing will reflect growth, no doubt resulting from instruction.

Handbuts used in the presen}ation of PAM in Writing at the annual
meeting of the American. Educationdl Research Association include illustra-
tions of the PAM in wr1t1ng Monitofy Report and actual data which will ap-
pear-in the PAM Program Analysis Jeport. These handouts are ava11ab1e
from the Buteau of ESC Educatio

) . , .

Monitor Report (mock-up),

- Program Analysis Report (mock-up)
PAM Writing Test (sample) ' .
Teacher Guide for the PAM Writing Test (samp]e)

Model Answers (booklet)
Rating and- Score-Recording Procedure ] E )
Teacher Questtionnaire

-\
3

Planning, 481 EBA, Albany, New York 12234,
In addition, copies of the fo110w1ng mater1a1s are atso ava11ab1e from the
_same address . , .
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Pupils ’ 23 19 2 v 22 '21.5 .
Minutes per week allocated .  140° . 90 300 80 152.5" .
for writing instruction - . Cohv g . v
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_ Average mimites per week ° !
. récgived by pupils— AN ‘
. - ® . PR . ]
Whole Class Instruction ! ) 75 .
Pirect Insgruction from _ . -
teacher” = ~ |, ~— 90. 90 - 150 80 i
t ) ' . :
, Other Adult wOrkiug with \;j, ) ~ .
-Pupils ‘ 5. L T8, 150. )
Pupils, Working Ir;dependently " . ’ . . B
--Teacher Available 105 110 150 .80
f R . [ . Ll . . .
‘Pupil Working Together--— . . i . -~ '
Teacher Available - \ 105 75 150
. Number- of in-class Writing ‘ * X >
Assignments per Mq:%th . zj_ e . 25 | - 91’ 5 18 5
[y . O : ’ . . o - a B 0 N - 1,
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Use of 'imstructional resqurces

.-Methods of grading (ranked)

'Methods of assessment lranked)
Information used for pupil placement
Frequency and variety of writing
assignments focusing on—-—.
Audience
Pufpose . -
Fo&m
Frequency of writidg assignments
by length of assignment
Frequency and variety of prewriting

~

activities ®
Fréquency and variety of revising &
activities =~ - .
Number and type of evaluation
strategiles ]

Q-
Clasg size .

foc

TR W T e

Time
Time

Time
Time

PAM in Writing Program Analysis Report, Major Program Variables

allocated faqr writing instruction - . 57\
allocated by type of writing instruction
One-to-one, e

Supplemental, extra-class, specialist
Supplemental, extra-class, aide

lost for supplemental writing instruction )
spent in Whole Class, Spontaneous Group,~
and Stable Small Group Writing Instruction
in °*the following categories: .

Direct Instruction from Classroom Teacher
Others Adult Working with Pupils

Pupils Working Independently--Teagher
Available

Pupils Working Independently--Teacher
Unavailable .

Pupils® Working Together-Teacher Available’
Pupils Working Together--Teacher Unavailable

¥

*
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