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WHAT DO YOU THINK ABOUT YOUR SCHOOLS:
A STUDY OF THE DETERMINATION OF
DISCRIMINATION AND RELIABILITY

INDICES AND THE ESTABLISHMENT
OF MICHIGAN NORMS

By

Gary F. Alkire

Purposes of the Study

The purposes of this study are three-fold: (1) to

determine the ability of the What Do You Think About Your

Schools to discriminate between the responses of elemen-
tary pupils, secondary students, parents, patrons, and

faculty within and between cost quartiles; (2) to estab-
lish the instrument's reliability; and (3) to establish

Michigan norms for the What Do You Think About Your

Schools.

Two major hypotheses are formulated to test the dis-
criminating ability of the instrument within the four
financial support quartiles and between the five batteries
by each financial support quartile. The two major hypo-
theses are:

1. The What Do You Think About Your Schools instru-

ment will discriminate between the attitudes of elementary
pupils, secondary students, parents, patrons, ard faculty

on the basis of financial support quartiles of Michigan
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school districts (K-12). Financial support quartile is
defined in terms of size, effort, ability, and expendi-
ture.

2. The What Do You Think About Your Schools instru-

ment will discriminate between the responses of elementary
pupils, secondary students, parents, patrons, and faculty
within fourth, third, second, and first financial support
quartiles of Michigan school districts (K-12).

To improve the precision of the instrument two
additional studies were done: (1) a study of item reli-
abilities, and (2) the establishment of norms for the
total sample of school districts. These two studies
established the stablility of the instrument from test to
test and provided a norm population against which users of

the instrument could make comparisons.

Sample and Design

The sample was selected on the basis of a strati-
fied random sample of Michigan school districts (K-12).
The sample included two districts in the fourth quartile,
two districts in the third quartile, four districts in the
second quartile, and six districts in the first quartile.
A one per cent sample of fourth quartile, a two per cent
sample of third quartile, a five per cent sample of
second quartile, and a ten per cent sample of first quar-
tile were taken to determine the number of respondents for

the respective districts. Useable data were collected
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from 3,057 respondents representing 882 elementary pupils,
869 secondary students, 739 parents, 480 patrons, and 87
faculty members. Ten per cent of each battery was iden-
tified with code numbers for re-testing within three weeks

as a check on instrument reliability.

Instrumentation and Data Collection

Data for this study came from two sources: (1) the

Michigan Education Association's Ranking of Michigan High

School Districts by Selected Financial Data for 1966-67,

and (2) the responses to the five batteries of the What

Do You Think About Your Schools.

The financial data on size, effort, ability, and
expenditure were organized by quartiles and a composite
quartile was derived from the four financial character-
istics. This procedure equated the districts within each
quartile.

The measurement of attitudes was obtained through
responses of elementary pupils, secondary students, par-

ents, patrons, and faculty to the instrument, What Do You

Think About Your Schools. This instrument is based on

the assumption that attitudes of the schocl community can
be measured with precision. Each battery varies in the

number of items asked, but nineteen items are responded to
by all groups. The total number of items for each battery

is: (1) elementary pupils--37, (2) secondary students--
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45, (3) parents--53, (4) patrons--31, and (5) faculty--
60. Each battery consists of six categories, dealing

with some aspect of the school program. The six cate-
gories are: (1) satisfaction with schools, (2) school
program, (3) essential services desired, (4) school organ-
ization and size, (5) school plant, and (6) community
relations. The respondent indicates his choice to the
item by checking a four-point value scale. The scores

are dichotomized to indicate percentage of favorable and
unfavorable response for each item.

Each district in the sample was visited by the
researcher. The instruments were distributed with the
cooperation of administrators and teachers to sixth
graders, twelfth graders, parents of sixth graders,
patrons who were neighbors of sixth graders, and teachers.
An analysis of the returns for each battery included:

(1) elementary pupils--96.7%, (2) secondary students--
95.3%, (3) parents--81%, (4) patrons--52.6%, and faculty--

100%.

Method of Treatment and Analysis

Testing the two hypotheses required the use of a
statistical test for non-parametric data, since the
responses were reported in percentage of favorable
response. The following tests of significance were used:

1. The Chi Square (X2) was used to test the signi-

ficance of difference between the percentage of favorable
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response by item for fourth, third, second, and first
financial support quartile districts within each battery.

2. The Chi Square (X2) was used to test the signi-
ficance of difference between the percentage of favorable
response by item for elementary puplls, secondary students,
parents, patrons, and faculty within fourth, third,
second, and first financial support quartile districts.

Three other statistical procedures were undertaken
to increase the precision of the instrument.

1. Item reliabilities were determined for the con-
sistency of the first testing to the second testing for a
ten per cent sample of the total sample using a Pearson
product-moment correlation method.

2. Estimates of battery reliabilities were computed
using a Spearman-Brown prophecy formula for estimating
total battery reliability.

3. State norms were computed for the total sample
of Michigan school districts by the application of the

standard error of a percentage at the 95% confidence level.

Major Findings

The major findings of this study were:

1. The What Do You Think About Your Schools instru-

ment does not discriminate between fourth, third, second,
and first financial support quartile districts on the

majority of items. The percentage of significant items
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for each battery was: (1) elementary pupils--32%, (2)
secondary students--27%, (3) parents--25%, (4) patrons--
13%, and (5) faculty--10%.

2. The What Do You Think About Your Schools instru-

ment did discriminate between elementary pupils, secondary
students, parents, patrons, and faculty within each finan-
cial support quartile. An analyses of the four quartiles
indicate the following percentage of significant items:
(1) fourth quartile--61%, (2) third quartile--59%, (3)
second quartile--72%, and (4) first quartile--77%.

3. The What Do You Think About Your Schools instru-

ment produced item reliability coefficients ranging from

a high of .88 for facultys' response to "Teacher Gives
Help" to a low correlation of -.19 for facultys' response
to "Parent-Teacher Relations." Of the total 229 items for
the five batteries, only 27 were below .50.

4, The What Do You Think About Your Schools instru-

ment produced the following estimates of battery reli-
abilities: (1) elementary pupils, .92; (2) secondary
students, .95; (3) parents, .94; (4) patrons, .84; and
(5) faculty, .94.

5. The What Do You Think About Your Schools instru-

ment produced useable norms for the State of Michigan at
a 95% confidence level. The standard error of a percen-
tage was applied to each item providing a range of per-
centages to which users of the instrument could make

comparisons.
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CHAPTER I

THE PROBLEM

Purposes of the Study

The purposes of this study are: (1) the determini-

nation of the discriminating ability of the What Do You

Think About Your Schools, an instrument used to measure

the attitudes of elementary pupils, secondary students,
parents, patrons, and faculty; (2) to establish the
instrument's reliability; and (3) to establish norms for

the instrument.

Significance of the Problem

The need for evaluation of the school curriculum
has been a continulng problem. Progress 1s evident, but
much remains to be investigated before an objective
measure of curriculum can be accomplished. It 1s a
fundamental assumption of this study that curriculum
can be delineated and measured. The American people have
made significant contributions in financing public edu-
cation and are demanding to know what they are getting
for their money. This, coupled with the concern educa-

tionists and laymen have for the function of education



in soclety, requires the development of accurate instru-
mentation for assessment of educational program.

The difficulties 1n measuring curriculum are
hindered by inadequate definitions of curriculum, chang-
ing educational patterns, variations in community char-
acteristics, confusion over educational goals, and by
social forces within our pluralistic society. The
development of a theoretical model for the assessment of
curriculum may establish a better basis for assessment
and for deployment of limited resources.

Dr. Herbert C. Rudmanl has conceptualized the
school curriculum as consisting of four constituent
elements: (1) educational program, (2) educational ser-
vices, (3) organization of the school system, and (4) the
values for education held by elementary puplls, secon-
dary students, parents, faculty, and adults in the com-
munity who do not have children in the public school
system (patrons).

The first three criteria lend themselves to sys-

tematic description. The child's educational program

consists of course offerings and laboratory experiences
(i.e., Fine Arts, Home Economics, Physical Education,

field trips, foreign language laboratories, science

lHerbert C. Rudman, "The Curriculum" (unpublished
report, Michigan State University, East Lansing, Michi-
gan, February 12, 1968), p. 1.



laboratories, and the like). The educational services

consist of administration, supervision of teachers,
lunch programs, transportation, libraries, testing pro-

grams, counseling and guidance, etc. The organization

of the school district refers to the actual manner in

which school functions are carried out at the classroom,
building, and district levels. This has a profound
influence on the effectiveness of educational programs
and services within the school district. The remaining
variable 1s the values held by the various members of
the community. These values reflect the expectations
and, therefore, the outcomes of the curriculum in

many cases. It is this facet of curriculum assessment
that has proved most troublesome for accurate measure-

ment.

The Educational Characteristics Criterion (ECC)

was developed and tested by Rudman,2 Kraft,3

2Herbert C. Rudman and Stanley E. Hecker, "The
Determination and Measurement of Factors Which Directly
or Indirectly Affect Quality of an Educational Program"
(unpublished proposal, Michigan State University, East
Lansing, 1961).

3Leonard E. Kraft, "The Perceptions Held by Pro-
fessors of Education, Professors in Areas other than
Education, and School Board Members on Ninety Factors
Which May or May Not Affect the Quality of an Educa-
tional Program" (unpublished Ed.D. dissertation, Michi-
gan State University, 1962).



Berg,u Mueller,5 Springer,6 and Pelton7. This instrument

was used to measure educational quality. Educational
quality was defined as those educational characteristics
of school and community which are perceived effective

in accomplishing the goals of public school education.
The Jjudgments of educational experts were found to agree
on fifty-six characteristics which a good school program
should contain. It was found that a significant corre-
lation existed between quality education, as defined by
experts, on the one hand and teachers and administrators
on the other. When school districts were classified on
high and low financial support quartiles, the ECC dis-
criminated between districts on the basis of financial

support with a high degree of reliability. A set of

uArthur D. Berg, "The Determination of the Dis-
crimination and Reliability Indices of the Educational
Characteristics Criterion with Implications Concerning
Educational Cost-Quality Relationships" (unpublished
Ph.D. dissertation, Michigan State University, 1962).

5Van Dyck Mueller, "A Study of the Relationship
Between Teacher-Administrator Perceptions of Education
Quality as Measured by the Educational Characteristics
Criterion (ECC) and Selected Cost Factors" (unpublished
Ed.D. dissertation, Michigan State University, 1964).

6Owen Springer, "A Study of the Relationships
Between the Educational Characteristics Criterion (ECC),
the Stanford Achievement Test, and Selected Cost Fac-
tors" (unpublished Ed.D. dissertation, Michigan State
University, 1964).

7Maurice D. Pelton, "A National Analysis of Edu-
cational Quality as Measured by the Educational Charac-
teristics Criterion (ECC), Achievement, and Selected
Cost Factors" (unpublished Ed.D. dissertation, Michigan
State University, 1966).




norms based upon ECC responses were established for school
districts in high and low financial support quartiles.
This information provided an objective measure of the
community attitudes variable as it related to total
curriculum assessment. Future curriculum studies would
have an objective base for comparison of school dis-
trict educational programs.

The major difference between the ECC and the What

Do You Think About Your Schools is the factor of educa-

tional quality. The ECC provides a quality measure
based on the judgments of educational experts in rela-
tionship to financial support quartiles. The purpose of
this study 1is to base the attitudes of elementary
puplils, secondary students, parents, patrons, and
faculty on financial support quartiles to add another
dimension to the assessment of the school program. The

What Do You Think About Your Schools makes no assump-

tion that the attitudes of the respondents are directly
related to quality. Rather, the attitudes of the respon-
dents can give a more complete picture of the total
values held by the community. If these attitudes reflect
a consistent discriminating ability--as measured in terms
of financial support quartiles--a better assessment of
the curriculum can be derived. Norms can be established
for each financial support quartile by the application of

statistical limits of probability for each school district



assessed, and future applications of the batteries can

have real meaning in terms of curriculum development.

Assumptions of this Study

This study assumes that the curriculum assessment
model developed by Rudman 1s workable. There are many
theoretical models for curriculum assessment, but Rudman's
exhlblts a more pragmatic approach in terms of actual
behavior observed in the public schools.

The school of perceptual psychology holds that
individuals react to their environment as they perceive
it. VFor purposes of this study, it 1is assumed that this
theory 1s tenable, and that the attitudes of students,
parents, patrons, and faculty will reflect the commun-
ity's expectations of the educational program.

It is assumed that the attitudes of students,
parents, patrons, and faculty can be accurately expressed
regarding areas of the school program about which they
have knowledge and opinions. It is also assumed that
these attitudes can be classified into the following cate-
gories: (1) satisfaction with school, (2) school program,
(3) essential services desired, (4) school organization
and size, (5) school plant, and (6) community relations.

The basis for assuming the relationship between the
factors of size, effort, ability, and expenditure and

quality of the educational program is derived from the



results of research in the area of cost-quality relation-
ships.8 From this research it is assumed that there may
be a similar relationship between the attitudes of the
school community and size, effort, ability, and expendi-
ture. Slze of a school district is defined as the average
daily membership (ADM) in grades kindergarten through
twelve in the State of Michigan. Effort is defined as
the total operational millage levied based upon the final
appraisal of real and personal property valuation of
school districts in the State of Michigan. Ability is
defined as the total value of real and personal property
of the school district divided by the average daily mem-

bership. Expenditure is defined as the amount of total

dollars expended for elementary and secondary education
in the school district divided by the average daily
membership. This does not include expenditures for

capital outlay and debt retirement. Financial Support

Quartile 1s defined as a composite ranking by quartile
of a school district according to size, ability, effort,
and expenditure.

The classification of Michigan school districts
according to size, effort, ability, and expenditure into

quartiles gives a concrete base for developing item norms

8For one example see, William S. Vincent, "Quality
Control: A Rationale for Analysis of a School System,"
IAR Research Bulletin, Vol. I, No. 2 (January, 1961),

pp . 1-7 .




by school districts. The scores derived from the What Do

You Think About Your Schools can be compared to a base

population of school districts with similar financlal
support levels and a statement of statistical probability
can be derived. If there is a wide divergence in dis-
trict score from the norms established for a similar
financial support district, statements of a diagnostic
nature for that specific item can be made. A specific
item will have meaning only when compared to districts

of like financial support. The attitudes of elementary
pupils, secondary students, parents, patrons, and faculty
will give the total curriculum assessment model better
data for judgments regarding the quality of the educa-

tional program.

Delimitations of the Study

The parameters of this study are delimited by the
following factors:
1. The major variables in this study are the

individual's attitudes, as measured by the What Do You

Think About Your Schools and the cost factors of size,

effort, ability, and expenditure as derived from the

Michigan Education Association's, Ranking of Michigan

High School Districts by Selected Financial Data for

1966-67.



2. The study 1is limited to a sample of fourth,
third, second, and first quartile school districts in
the State of Michigan. No results are drawn from indi-
vidual school districts.

3. The statistical analyses are limited to deter-

mining: (1) the reliability of the What Do You Think

About Your Schools, (2) the discrimination of items

between elementary pupils, secondary student's parents,
patrons, and faculty within quartiles, and (3) the dis-
crimination of items between fourth, third, second, and
first quartiles and each individual respondent group.

4., This study uses only selected financial cost
factors and does not include all possible permutations
of cost analyses.

5. The findings of a relationship between school-
community attitudes and financial factors are viewed as
associational and not causal.

6. The study assumes that the individual sampled
will respond to the instrument with his true percep-

tions 1n regard to the school-community situation.

Definition of Terms

Public schools.--The term, "public schools" refers

to Michigan elementary and secondary schools in school
districts which maintain grades kindergarten through
twelfth. Any school which receives full support of its

program from state or federal sources will be excluded.
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School district.--A school district is a legal

entlty created by the Michigan State Legislature for the
purpose of operating and maintaining public education
within the boundaries established by law.

State equalized valuation.--State equalized valua-

tion 1s the final appraisal by the Michigan Tax Commis-
slon of the worth of real and personal property in the
State of Michigan.

Mill.--A mill is the value of a tenth of a cent or
thousandth of a dollar.

Size.--Size is the number of public school member-
ship as computed on the fourth Friday following Labor Day
of each year. All pupils, to be included must be at
least five years old on December first.

Financial abllity.--Financial ability 1is an expres-

sion of the state equalized valuation (SEV) divided by
the total number of resident pupils. This figure shows
the dollar amount 1in local equalized valuation behind
each resident child.

Financial effort.--Financial effort is the number

of mills levied on the state equalized valuation (SEV)
for the purpose of operating the school district.

Financial expenditure.--Financial expenditure is

the cost per pupll expended in operation of the school
district exclusive of school board salaries, tuition

expense, capital outlay, and transportation.
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Financial support quartile.--A financial support

quartile is a composite quartile ranking of a school
district according to size, financial ability, financial
effort, and financial expenditure.

Curriculum assessment.--Curriculum assessment or

educational program assessment is defined as the measure-
ment of a theoretical model of curriculum that encompasses
educational program, educational services, school organi-
zation, and values held by the community toward the curri-
culum of the school district.

What Do You Think About Your Schools.--An instru-

ment measuring attitudes of elementary pupils, secondary
students, parents, patrons, and faculty concerning the
educational program of the school district.

Elementary pupil.--An elementary pupil is a student

enrolled in grades kindergarten through six in the public
schools of Michigan. For the purposes of this study, an
elementary pupil is defined as a sixth grader.

Secondary student.--A secondary student is a stu-

dent enrolled in grades seven through twelve in a public
school of Michigan. For the purposes of this study, a
secondary student is defined as a twelfth grader.

Parents.--Parents are defined as father, mother or
legal guardian of pupils in the public schools of

Michigan.
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Patrons.--Patrons are defined as taxpayers 1in a
school district of Michigan who do not have children in
the public schools.

Faculty.--Administrators and teachers of a public
school in Michigan whose positions provide instruction
or supervision of pupils in the public schools are

defined as faculty.

Hypotheses

General Hypothesis I

The What Do You Think About Your Schools instru-

ment will discriminate between the attitudes of elemen-
tary pupils, secondary students, parents, patrons, and
faculty on the basis of financial support quartile of
Michigan school districts (K-12). Support quartile is
defined in terms of size, effort, abllity, and expendi-
ture.

Operational HIa.--The instrument will show ability

to discriminate between fourth, third, second, and first
financial support quartile districts on each item score
according to elementary pupil responses.

Operational HIb.--The instrument will show ability

to discriminate between fourth, third, second, and first
financial support quartile districts on each item score

according to secondary student responses.



13

Operational HIc.--The instrument will show ability

to discriminate between fourth, third, second, and first
financial support quartile districts on each item score
according to parent responses.

Operational HId.--The instrument will show ability

to discriminate between fourth, third, second, and first
financial support quartile districts on each item score
according to patron responses.

Operational HIe.--The instrument will show ability

to discriminate between fourth, third, second, and first
financial support quartile districts on each item score

according to faculty responses.

General Hypothesis II

The What Do You Think About Your Schools instru-

ment will show ability to discriminate between responses
of elementary pupils, secondary students, parents,
patrons, and faculty within fourth, third, second, and
first financial support quartiles of Michigan school
districts.

Operational HIIa.--The instrument will discriminate

between responses of elementary pupils, secondary stu-
dents, parents, patrons, and faculty on each 1tem score
for fourth financial support quartile districts.

Operational HIIb.--The instrument will discriminate

between responses of elementary pupils, secondary
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students, parents, patrons, and faculty on each item
score for third financial support quartile districts.

Operational HIIc.--The instrument will discriminate

between responses of elementary pupils, secondary stu-
dents, parents, patrons, and faculty on each item score
for second financial support quartile districts.

Operational HIId.--The instrument will discriminate

between responses of elementary pupils, secondary stu-
dents, parents, patrons, and faculty on each item score
for first financial support quartile districts.

Research to Improve the Instrument, What
Do You Think About Your Schools

The need for improving the precision of the instru-
ment required that two additional studies be done: (1) a
study of reliability by item, and (2) the establishment
of norms for the total sample of school districts. These
two studies would establish the stability of the instru-
ment from test to test and would provide norm popula-
tions against which users of the instrument could make
comparisons.

The study of reliability provides a reliability
coefficient for each item on the elementary pupils,
secondary students, parents, patrons, and faculty test
batteries. To accomplish this objective, scores on the

first test of a sample of each battery were correlated
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with scores for the same sample and test three weeks
later.

The establishment of norms for elementary pupils,
secondary students, parents, patrons, and faculty were
determined by total sample. The level of probability
for the "true score" of the universe of respondents was
estimated by computing the standard error of a percentage

at the .95 level. This provides users of the What Do You

Think About Your Schools a range of percentages of favor-

able response for the sample population to which other

scores can be compared with .95 confidence.

Organization of the Thesis

This chapter has stated the purposes of the study,
importance of the problem, the assumptions upon which
the study 1s based, the delimitations of the study, the
definition of terms, the general and operational hypo-
theses, and the research to improve the precision of the
instrument.

Chapter II presents a review of related literature.
This review includes theoretical models of curriculum
assessment, development of various instrumentation for
program assessment, and a report of significant studies
relating to cost-quality relationships.

Chapter III deals with the instrumentation and
methodology of the study. A complete description of the

instruments used to collect the data, method of sample
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selection, classification of cost factors, research
design, and proposed statistical treatment of the data
are presented.

Chapter IV presents the statistical tests and
results of the data in relation to the hypotheses.

Chapter V presents the statistical tests and
results of the studies to improve the precision of the
instrument.

Chapter VI presents the conclusions, implications,

summary and areas recommended for further research.



CHAPTER II

RELATED LITERATURE

In the last fifty years many studies and surveys
have been undertaken to assess school programs. The
majority of these studilies and surveys have come from two
fields of endeavor: (1) school finance, and (2) curri-
culum development. The first tends to have a broader
outlook in describing and evaluating the total school
program. The second emphasizes a narrower definition of
school program, primarily the outcomes of subject-matter
taught in the schools. Finance and curriculum experts
have not been able to agree on mutually acceptable defi-
nitions and philosophical viewpoints, and therefore their
models for evaluation differ.

It is the purpose of this chapter to analyze and
summarize the lmportant models and research that has
been done on program assessment. Three major areas will
be discussed: (1) the major models for curriculum or
educational program evaluation, (2) empirical studies of
cost-quality relationships, and (3) instruments used to

evaluate school programs.

17
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National Interest in
Educational Assessment

The past decade has seen a ferment in American edu-
cation. Much has been said and written on the strengths
and weaknesses of our educational system. Seminars, con-
ferences and legislative committees have investigated
various aspects of the American schools in seeking
improvement through new programs and evaluation. In a
1962 conference held by the United States Office of Edu-
cation several statements were issued relating to educa-
tion's role in society: (1) a nation's strength lies in
the strength of all its people; (2) it is tested in the
aspirations of its youth and the quality of its school-
ing; (3) our democracy is no stronger than the moral and
intellectual fiber of our people; (4) our country can be
no richer than our teacher's minds and our children's
opportunities; (5) since the quiet strength and latent
power of education is less tangible than arms and mis-
siles, it has been more difficult to realize; and (6)
American education has become the testing ground for
democracy.l

A statement by the Committee of Economic Develop-

ment echoed the above statements when it said:

1United States Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare, Education for Freedom and World Understanding,
Bulletin OE10016 (Washington, D.C.: U. S. Government
Printing Office, 1962), pp. 50-51.
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A democracy lives or dies by the ability of its
people to choose wisely. We need better schools
to teach us how to understand the alternatives
before us, and how_to choose wisely among the
real alternatives. '

Much of the move to improve education has come
through discussion of assessment programs. Rickover3 in
1962 proposed to a House Committee that a national test-
ing program be established to determine the educational
levels of youth graduating from schools. He based his
arguments on the policies of foreign countries, which
have national testing programs, leading to valid diplomas.
Rickover's concern for the allegedly falling standards of
education and the wasted resources committed to vast
numbers of youth who never finish their education prompted
him to submit this suggestion.

As could be expected, the majority of American
educators do not agree with this position. Stoddard
exemplifies the majority opinion:

Do we prefer what the Bonn government has set
up--a system of examinations through which the
decision to go to the university, or not to go
1s firmly made when a child is ten years old?--

(The result: only one out of twenty pupils make
the grade.)!

2Ralph Lazarus, We Can Have Better Schools (New
York: Committee for Economic Development, 1959), p. L.

3Hyman G. Rickover, "Education for All Children"
Hearing Before the Committee on Appropriations, House of
Representatives, Eighty-Seventh Congress, 1962, p. 139.

uGeorge Stoddard, "The Issues That Divide Us,"
School and Socilety, 86:237 (May 24, 1958).
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McNell suggested some of the reasons for opposition
to program assessment by educators in general:

1. Educators are afrald the evidence will be col-
lected only in respect to recall information and the
competency of few skills.

2. Educators tend to be process-oriented. They
believe teaching conditions are important and therefore
make less effort to assess the learning that does occur
from specific situations.

3. Educators distrust the way the results will be
interpreted, knowing that a multitude of factors can be
responsible for specific learnings.

4, There is the danger that favored practices and
l1deas may not prove to be valuable.5

Over the opposition, movement has been made toward
a natlonal assessment project. The Carnegie Corporation
funded a project to construct instrumentation designed
to assess education on a national basis. The major pur-
poses of the project are: (1) to find the strengths and
weaknesses of education on a regional basis for the whole

nation, (2) to provide information to schools for research

on educational problems, (3) to provide international

5John D. McNeil, Curriculum Administration (New
York: The MacMillian Company, 1965), pp. 115-116.
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comparisons, and (4) to increase interest in education

throughout the United States.6

Typical of the criticism pointed at national assess-
ment are the observations made by Hand:

. I am opposed to (1) a national testing pro-
gram set up for purposes of comparing a school or
schools in one district or region with those in
other districts or regions, and (2) the way in
which ECAPE is functioning. I am opposed to a
national testing program set up for purposes of
comparing schools chiefly because (a) it would
set up new obstacles to realization of our goal
of equality of educational opportunity, (b) it
would be the nose under the tent which would be
followed by a monstrous camel in the form of a
centrally controlled curriculum, (c) it would
stultify the curriculum, (d) it would stifle
local innovation and experimentation in respect
to the classroom, (e) 1t would result in unbear-
able pressures on classroom teachers and school
administrators, and (f) it would encourage cheat-
ing on the part of students and teachers alike.

I am opposed to the way ECAPE is functioning
chiefly because it is violative of a cardinal

principle of American democracy . . . namely, the
principle_of government by the consent of the
governed.

There is no doubt that the schools need to be
assessed, but 1t is the manner of thls assessment that
differs from individual to individual. Vincent and
Mac Gregor have reviewed various approaches to the
assessment of schools: (1) Bestor uses the criterion of

stablility. This is to be expected, as Bestor is a

6John W. Gardner, "A National Assessment of Educa-
tional Progress" (unpublished report, The Carnegie
Corporation, April 23, 1965), p. 1.

7Harold C. Hand, "The Camel's Nose," Phi Delta
Kappan, 47:9,12 (September, 1965).
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historian and concerned with the culture and traditions
of the past; (2) Zoll is concerned with economy--the
minimum of funds necessary to carry on a basic program
is all that 1is required; (3) Rickover wants more central
control of education; (4) Conant is concerned with the
equality of opportunity and therefore has promoted
foundation-type programs for schools; and (5) education-
ists tend to judge schools by their adaptability. This
means the currency of procedures and program utilized in
meeting the needs of a changing society.8

The National School Boards Association and the
American Association of School Administrators believe in
evaluation and have established the following criteria:
(1) evaluation should be based on stated objectives,
(2) evaluation should be based on intimate and compre-
hensive knowledge of the community, (3) evaluation should
be continuous, (4) evaluation should be comprehensive,
(5) evaluation should involve many people, (6) evaluation
should be positive as well as negative, (7) evaluation
should use many methods, (8) evaluation should be based
on knowledges of students, (9) evaluation should require
the administration and board to look at itself, (1) eval-

uation should appraise staff policies, (11) evaluation is

8William Vincent and Archie Mac Gregor, 1959 Review
of Fiscal Policy for Public Education in New York State -
Public Tests of School Quality (New York: New York State
Educational Conference Board, 1960), pp. 1-2.
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based on the belief that people make a difference, and
(12) evaluation should bring forth improvement.9
America 1is concerned about the quality of its
schools. It is the means that differ. A quote from
Dewey 1is as relevant today as it was in 1900 concerning
the quality of education:
What the best and wisest parent wants for his own
child, that must the community want for all its
children. Any other ideal for our schools is

narrow and_unlovely; acted upon it destroys our
democracy.

Theoretical Models for
Program Assessment

The Sequential Simplex Model
of Mort and Furno

The Sequential Simplex Model is a statistical tool

used to control gross differences among communities so
that more subtle differences can be examined. The basic
premise of this model is that the quality of a school can
be viewed in concentric circles, with quality at the
core. Around this core of quality is "The School" and
its staff which have the most direct influence on quality.
The next layer of the circle 1s the "School System

Policy," which includes adequacy of salary, staffing

9American Association of School Administrators and
National School Boards Assoclation, Judging Schools with
Wisdom (Washington, D. C.: National Education Associa-
tion, 1959), pp. 1-11.

10John Dewey, The School and Society (Chicago,
Illinois: University of Chicago Press, 1900), p. 10.
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ratios, and materials and supplies. The third layer is
the "Educational Climate" which inciudes the socilo-
economic and financial factors of the community. The
final layer is "Community Characteristics" represented
by physical conditions, wealth, and soclio-economic
characteristics. Running through all these cilrcles 1is
the common core of quality.ll

A school's overall quality can be determined by a
"Quality Control Chart" which plots the school's position
in relation to the four factors that influence total
school quality. If the scores on various instruments
depart significantly from the established norms, diag-
nostic measures can be applied. The instrumentation used
to measure these four factors has been derived from
studies and surveys conducted by Mort and his associates

over the past 30 years. These instruments are correlated

with the Growing Edge which is the established criteria

for quality in the Sequential Simplex Model.

The major weaknesses of this model are: (1) the

assumption that the Growing Edge is a good measure of

quality. The Growing Edge is a measure of adaptability

of innovative practices in schools, and therefore con-

siderable doubt can be cast that this is a legitimate

11Paul R. Mort and Orlando F. Furno, Theory and
Synthesis of a Sequential Simplex (New York: Institute
of Administrative Research, Teachers College, Columbia
University, 1960), p. 15.
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criterion for quality. Innovative practices are contin-
uously changing. This has been particularly true in the
last ten years when new programs and materials have
flooded the educational market. A continuous up-dating
of the instrument would be necessary to find out what is
truly innovative in American education today; (2) the
assumption that expenditure is an independent variable is
also questionable. The research over the past years
seems to indicate that expenditure is a dependent var-
iable of school quality; and (3) the complex computations
of correlations and multiple correlations makes the use
of the model limited to persons with a high degree of
statistical competency.

Experimental Appraisals of Curriculum
Patterns--Smith, Stanley, and Shores

Smith, Stanley, and Shores (1950) represents a
group of American educators, mainly curriculum special-
ists, that view the evaluation of school program in a

limited fashion. Thelr major work, Fundamentals of

Curriculum Development defines what they mean by

curriculum:

A sequence of potential experiences if set up in
the school for the purposes of disciplining
children and youth in group ways of thinking and
acting. This set of experiences are referred to
as the curriculum.

125, Othanel Smith, William O. Stanley, and J.
Harlan Shores, Fundamentals of Curriculum Development
(New York: The World Book Company, 1950), p. 4.
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The important words in this definition are "in the
school." This implies that youth acquire most of their
learning in a school situation.

Accepting this definition of curriculum, Smith,
Stanley, and Shores outlined their model for curriculum
evaluation:

1. The theory of the curriculum pattern must be
stated clearly in order to be tested.

2. The social, psychological, educational, and
physical conditions under which the curriculum pattern
it to be tested must be clearly spelled out.

3. The anticipated results of the curriculum
theory must be stated as hypotheses.

4, Data must be collected to ascertain whether or
not the hypotheses derived from the curriculum theory
were borne out by observed facts; for as these hypotheses
are tested out, confirmed or invalidated by observation,
the theory 1s affirmed or denied.13

Attention must be given to the attitudes, beliefs,
and knowledges of all members of the community, but the
validity of these factors cannot be established; there-
fore the authors belleve the evaluator must progress
without this knowledge.

After a summary of six important curriculum studies,

the authors gave their conclusions of curriculum evaluation:

131p14., p. 583.
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. +. . the six prominent studies reported here,
falls considerably short of meeting desirable
standards of research design. In general,
neither the curriculum theories under test

nor the hypotheses that should have been
derived from these theories were made explicit.
As a consequence, those who examined this
research have real difficulty in knowing juiﬁ
what propositions were proved or disproved.

In reviewing this theory of curriculum evaluation
several criticisms seem to be in order:

1. The definition of curriculum is much too limited.
Children learn from all aspects of their environment. The
school is one factor, but 1t is hardly all-inclusive.

2. Smith, Stanley, and Shores assert that community
values cannot be measured, but other research indicates
that an attempt can be made at evaluation of other fac-
tors influencing the schools, such as community values,
finance, etc.

3. No measurable results are obtainable from this
theory, therefore its value for comparisons or improve-
ment 1is limited.

4, It leaves the reader feeling that nothing in
the school program can be tested, because of the many

variables, therefore evaluation of school program is a

waste of time.

Wipi4., p. 612.
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School Program Assessment--Rudman

The school program assessment model used in this
study and developed by Rudman was discussed in Chapter I.
To review briefly, the school program consists of four
major elements which can be objectively assessed: (1) the
educational program, (2) the educational services, (3) the
organization of the school, and (4) community attitudes
and values.15

Thé use of objective measures to assess the elements
of school program gives a pragmatic application to this
theory. Schools can compare themselves to ideal models,
state and national norms. As of this time instruments
have been developed and tested to evaluate educational
program, educational services, and teachers' and adminis-
trators' attitudes. This study hopes to add elementary
pupils', secondary students', parents', patrons', and
facultys' attitudes to the measurement of community
values. The remaining factor of educational organization
is still under study. Research is conflicting regarding
the influence of school organization on total program
quality. If measurable results for school organization

can be obtained 1n the future, the total theory will be

developed.

15Rudman, "The Curriculum," p. 1.
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Other Models for Curriculum
Assessment

Most of the recent models for curriculum assessment
define curriculum in a limited way, similar to Smith,
Stanley, and Shores. The distribution of federal funds
has dramatically increased the activity to construct
models for the assessment of specific programs, but
nothing has been done to give a broad view to total pro-
gram assessment.

The major differences between models now developing
seems to be the point of emphasis. Some of these models:
(1) point to the importance of the teacher as a developer
of curricula, (2) rely on the developer's intuition rather
than his rational skills, (3) emphasize subject-matter-
content goals as opposed to intellectuai—process-and—
skill goals, (4) go beyond the stated goals, and (5) incor-
porate plans for reassessing goals during and after the
development phase.l6

The movement 1s to define the problem in smaller
units to which appropriate research techniques can be
applied with success. Although this normally brings forth
carefully drawn research studies there 1s some doubt
whether the findings of these studies can be applied in

the broad scope of school program assessment.

16Robert S. Stake, "Testing in the Evaluation of
Curriculum Development," Review of Educational Research,
Vol. 38, No. 1 (February, 1968), p. 78.
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Summary

1. There is extreme interest on all levels of
American education to develop a systematic method for
evaluating school systems.

2. No one model has been able to control all the
variables that influence educational quality.

3. The varlous models stress different variables,
whether they be finance, program, or subject-matter.

i, The trend in assessment is toward fragmenta-
tion of the school program to apply better controls for
experimentation.

5. There is need for a comprehensive look at all
segments of the school program to bring the various parts
into a meaningful whole. Until this is accomplished
little can be determined about the quality of schools at

the local, state, or national levels.

Related Cost-Quality Studies

Early Cost-Quality Studies

There has been intense interest in the area of cost-
quality studiles since the early 1920's. Most of these
studles follow the normative approach. They try to
explain how schools differ at varying expendlture levels
by placing a value statement on certain aspects of the

school program.
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One of the earliest studies with a normative frame-
work was conducted by Ayres 1n 1920. He constructed a
ten-item index to which he correlated state expenditures
for the years 1896 through 1920. The Index had five
expenditure items and five non-expenditure items. Ayres
Index included:

1. Per cent of school population attending school
daily.

2. Average days attended by each child of school
age.

3. Average number of days the schools were kept
open.

4, Per cent that high school attendance was of
total attendance.

5. Per cent that boys were of girls in high school.
6. Average annual expenditure per child in school.

7. Average annual expenditure per child of school
age.

8. Average annual expenditure per teacher employed.

9. Expenditure per pupil for purposes other than
teacher's salaries.

10. Expenditure per teacher for salar'ies.17
Ayres found a correlation of .78 between the expenditure
and non-expenditure items Of his Index.

Norton in 1926 tried to ascertain the ability of
the forth-eight states to support education. He found

that high-expenditure states were: (1) spending more per

17Leonard P. Ayres, An Index Number for State School
Systems (New York: Russell Sage Foundation, 1920), p. 14.
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pupils, (2) had better school plants, (3) had a longer
school year, (4) had a higher preparation level for

18 From

teachers, and (5) had a lower illiteracy ratio.
these observations, Norton concluded that the level of
education was higher in states spending more money on
education.

Ferrell used an instrument to measure educational
efficiency in 249 Kentucky county districts in 1937.
His 12925 included:

1. Per cent average dally attendance was of the
census.

2. Holding power as measured by the average sum of;

(a) per cent eighth grade enrollment was of
first grade enrollment.

(b) per cent high school enrollment was of
total public school enrollment.

3. Per cent of teachers employed who have had at
least three years or more of teaching exper-
ience.

4, Per cent of teachers employed who have had a
given amount of preparation.

5. Per cent of teacher in relationship to pupils.

6. Per cent of gﬁys in the elementary school was
of 200 days.

18John K. Norton, The Ability of States to Support
Education (Washington, D. C.: National Education Asso-
ciation, 1926).

19Thomas Ferrell, Relation Between Current Expen-
diture and Certain Measures of Educational Efficiency
in Kentucky County and Graded School Systems, Contribu-
tions to Education No. 216 (Richmond, Kentucky: Eastern
State Teachers College, 1937).
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He found a correlation of .92 between quality, as measured
by his Index, and expenditure. Schools with high expendi-
tures had better holding power, smaller classes, longer
school years, and better prepared teachers.

The weakness of these early studies is the rather
obvious relationship of the criteria to expenditure. It
is no wonder that high correlations were derived from
items that are so directly related to the expenditure of
the sampled school districts.

Studies at Various
Expenditure Levels

Most of the significant studies of cost-qualilty
relationships were undertaken by Mort and his associates
from 1930 to 1960. These studies were primarily con-
cerned with showing the public what they could expect
from a certain level of expenditure. This also gave
impetus to the concept of a foundation program for school
finances. Later a relationship was found between scores
on Mort's various instruments and the adaptability of
innovation by school districts. Norms were developed
for these 1instruments at various expenditure levels to
show exactly what could be expected from a given dollar

Investment.

Studies of High Expenditure Levels

In a study by Vincent (1945) of expenditure in the

State of New York a significant correlation was found
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between expenditure and quality as defined by the Mort-

Burke-Fisk Guide. The New York schools represented high

expenditure schools 1n relation to national norms. Three
samples were used: (1) 52 districts were visited by field
workers who collected data on the 1091 item Guide, (2) 71
districts were mailed forms which contained data on 101
items, and (3) 216 districts were analyzed through State
Department reports. From these samples a correlation
with expenditure was found for 73% of the items on the
Guide, 99% of the items in the mailed report, and 80% of
the items on the State Department report. Vincent con-
cluded that five trends could be associated with
increased expenditure:

(1) concern for the mastery of basic skills; (2) con-

cern for the conditions of child growth; (3) atten-

tion to needs of the individual; (4) lack of depen-

dence of teachers upon patent devices; and (5)

increase proportion of teachesa who are resourceful,

imaginative, and intelligent.

Grace and Moe in the New York Regent's Inquiry of
1938 ranked 43 New York school districts on a five-point
scale after visitation. Although no controls were applied
to size, cost of 1living, or population sparsity, the fol-
lowing conclusions were reached:

High educational efficiency 1s not achieved without
high expenditure, but many districts have high

cost and distinctly inferior returns. The group
of schools with superior educational results

2OWilliam S. Vincent, Emerging Patterns of Public
School Practices (New York: Bureau of Publications,
Teachers College, Columbia University, 1945), p. 56.
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spreads the greater expenditure over all the items
of expense (except transportation) and also devotes
a larger proportion of the entire budget to direct
instruction. The best schools do not have an
exceptionally small number of puplls per teacher,
but pay a high average salary to the instructors.
The best schools were all large, and permitted
organizatiog of fairly large classes and a rich
curriculum.<l

One of the most convincing studies with high expen-
diture districts was done by Woollatt (1949). The study
used 33 New York and New Jersey suburban communities in
the high expenditure levels. Corrections were made for
population sparsity, transportation, tuition expense, and
differentials between high school and elementary costs.

It was found that the Growing Edge did differentiate among

expendlture levels as well as within high expenditure
schools. The correlation to total score on the Growing
Edge and expenditure was .59. Other significant findings
were:

1. High cost districts did a better job of teach-
ing skills.

2. High cost districts did a better job of
developing the child's problem solving ability.

3. High cost districts did a better job of build-
ing good character.

4, There was no point of diminishing returns
between expenditure level and qua%%ty scores
as derived from the Growing Edge.

21p. G. Grace and G. A. Moe, State Aid and School
Costs: Report of the Regent's Inquiry (New York: McGraw-
Hi1ll Book Company, 1938), pp. 324-329.

22Lorne H. Woollatt, The Cost-Quality Relationships
on the Growing Edge (New York: Teachers College, Columbia
University, 1949).
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Mort in analyzing all the cost-quality studies up
to 1950 had this to say about Woollatt's study:
In all the data collected over thirty years of

interest in this subject, there is ngge that
speaks more convincingly than these.

Studles of Middle Expenditure Levels

The Pennsylvania study (1935) of 36 communities
used an instrument designed by Mort and Cornell which
measured adaptability. The schools studied fell between
the 40th and 80th percentile of the national expenditure

range. Scores on the Guide for Self-Appraisal of School

Systems had a positive correlation of .58 with current
expenditure per weighted pupil.zu Additional correla-
tions were run on the per cent of business and profes-
slonal workers (.59) and the general educational level
(.56). It was determined that more than half the varia-
tion 1n adaptability scores could be accounted for by
expenditure level.

Mort did a comprehensive study of Rhode Island

Public Education in 1941. The Mort-Cornell Guide was

given to 38 of the 39 districts in the state. A

23paul R. Mort, "Cost-Quality Relationships in Edu-
cation,”" in Problems and Issues in Public School Finance,
ed. by R. L. Johns and E. L. Morphet (New York: National
Conference of Professors of Education, Teachers College,
Columbia University, 1952), p. 1T7.

2uPaul R. Mort and Frances G. Cornell, American
Schools in Transition: How Our Schools Adapt Their Prac-
tices to Changing Needs (New York: Teachers College,
Columbia University, 1941), p. 178.
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correlation of .66 was found between quality scores and
expenditure. One of the important findings of this study
was the realization that a large percentage of the items
in the scale were not directly related to costs. Fifty-
two of the 58 items dealing with classroom instruction
were correlated with expenditure. One of the major con-
clusions drawn by Mort was:
When expenditure reaches the higher levels, where
there 1s no longer concern with length of term,
adequately trained and experienced teachers, and
scores of other things that still concern all too
many schools, expenditure shows up in bringing the
day-to-day work of the schggl more fully 1into the
life of each boy and girl.
West Virginia was studied in 1945 by Strayer using

the Mort-Cornell Guide as the instrument to measure

quality. West Virginia represented the middle level of
natlional expenditure, although the study involved all
levels within the state. The conclusions of the Rhode
Island study were confirmed in West Virginia. Positive
correlations were found between expenditure and quality
as measured by the Guide. Again of the 58 curriculum
items, only five showed no relationship with expenditure.

Significantly this study again pointed out that there 1is

25Paul R. Mort, "Cost-Quality Relationships in
Education," in Problems and Issues in Public School
Finance, ed. by R. L. Johns and E. L. Morphet, p. 24.




38

something about a school, other than expenditure, that
is related to quality.26

Two older studies (Ferrell, 1936 and Powell, 1933)27
of middle-expenditure states also showed positive rela-
tlionshlps between expenditure and their respective mea-
sures of quality. Powell's study involved one-room

schools 1n New York. It showed improvement in achileve-

ment test scores with increase in expenditure levels.

Studies of Low Expenditure Levels

McLure in a 1947 study of Mississippi between the
relationship of expenditure and quality found that quality
scores were low for schools sampled. Mississippi ranks
in the lowest levels of expenditure by states. Some of
the major conclusions of McLure's study were: (1) most
of the bulldings were poorly designed for educational
purposes, (2) there were few supplementary materials,

(3) there were few teaching supplies and laboratory equip-
ment, (4) the subjects were poorly taught, and (5) there
were few activities for developing good citizenship.

McLure concluded with:

26George D. Strayer, Director, A Report of a Survey
of Public Education in the State of West Virginia (Charles-
ton, West Virginia: State of West Virginia, Legislature
Interm Committee, 1945).

27Paul R. Mort, "Cost-Quality Relationships in Edu-
cation," in Problems and Issues in Public School Finance,
ed. by R. L. Johns and E. L. Morphet, p. 32.
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Perhaps most important of all next to expenditure
level, there must be in the minds of the laymen
and the educators Ehe picture of what constitutes
a good education.?

Mort's study of Maine in 1934, which is a low-
expendliture state, found a positive correlation between
expenditure and quality. The areas of evaluation were:
(1) administrative services, (2) supervisory services,
(3) services to atypical pupils, (4) course offerings,
(5) school buildings, (6) instructional staff, (7) class-
room procedures, and (8) home-school contacts.29 It is

interesting to note that most of these areas are included

in the What Do You Think About Your Schools.

Other Studles of Cost-Quality
Relationships

Furno conducted a 1956 study of the hypothesis that
the amount of expenditure per year was not as important
as the sustained level of expenditure over a long perilod
of time. He found that schools that were high-

expenditure schools in 1921 tended to be high in 1945. A

28William P. McLure, Let Us Pay for the Kind of
Education We Need: Report of a State and Local Support
of Mississlippi's Schools (University of Mississippi:
Bureau of Education Research, University of Mississippi,
1948), pp. 3-29.

29Paul R. Mort, Director, The Financing of the Pub-
lic Schools of Maine (Augusta: Maine School Finance
Commission, 1934).
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positive correlation was found for school districts as

measured in 1945 and 1955 with the Growing Edge.30

Griffis in a study of 44 Texas school systems in
1955 found a significant rise in program and services
with an 1Increase 1n expenditure levels. His study was
done by direct observation of the sampled school systems
in relation to 100 modern educational practicés.31

Bothwell (1958) studied the effect of selective
increases in small-expense items on the total quality of
the school's program. In his sample of 71 districts
across the country, Bothwell found that balancing of all
items advanced quality education, while overemphasis on
any one item can hinder quality.32

A study of the St. Louils area schools in 1957 by
Hirsch applied the following Index to measure quality:

1. Number of teachers per 100 pupils in average
daily attendance.

2. Number of college hours per average teachers.
3. Average teacher's salary.

y, Percentage of teachers with more than ten
years of experience.

30Orlando F. Furno, "The Projection of School Qual-
ity from Expenditure Level" (unpublished Ed.D. project,
Teachers College, Columbia University, 1956).

31James R. Griffis, Education Production at Three
Cost Levels (Houston, Texas: Gulf School Research Develop-
ment Association, 1955).

32Bruce K. Bothwell, Creative Expenditure for Qual-
ity Education (New York: Associated Public School Systems,




41

5. Number of high school units.

6. Percenta§e of high school seniors entering
college. 3

The schools were rated by a panel of experts on a five-
point scale as to theilr quality. He found hls Index con-
sistent with the opinions of educational experts and a
positive correlation with expenditure.

Studies done on the Educational Characteristics

Criterion, (ECC) have shown a relationship between cost-

factors and quality as perceived by educational experts.
Berg3u in 1962 found the ECC discriminated positively
between high and low financilal support districts in a

sampling of Michigan school districts. Mueller35

repli-
cated Berg's study on a national sample in 1964 and sub-
stantiated the findings of Berg in relationship to cost-
factors. The results of these studles made possible the
constructlion of norms on a state and national level for
the comparison of school quality scores.

Studies in Relationship to Size,
Effort, Ability, and Need

Turck (1960) studied Michigan's school districts to

see 1f there was a relationship between need, ability, and

33Werner Z. Hirsch, Analysis of Rising Costs of Pub-
llc Education (Washington, D. C.: Joint Economic Commit-

tee, 1959), p. 27.
34

Berg, op. cit.
35Mueller, op. cit.
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effort. His conclusions were: (1) there is a relation-
ship between need and ability, (2) the greater the mem-
bership (need) the more likely the district is to
increase effort, (3) there seems to be little relation-
ship between effort and ability, and (4) other community
characteristics have a great influence on the support
levels of education.36
Krietlow (1961) made a twelve-year longitudinal
study of the relationship of size to the educational pro-
gram. Hls study involved the differences in achlevement
and learning opportunities as compared to reorganized
and non-reorganized districts. He concluded that students
with the same intelligence showed higher achievement
levels and had better learning opportunities in reorgan-
ized districts than students from non-reorganized dis-
tricts. Along with this finding, Krietlow suggested that
the additional cost for this improved education was $12
per elementary pupil more than the non-reorganized dis-
tricts were spending.37

A comprehensive study of 60 Wisconsin school

districts by the Midwest Administrative Center using

36Merton Turck, Jr., "A Study of the Relationships
Among the Factors of Financial Need, Effort, and Ability
in 581 High School Districts in Michigan" (unpublished
Ed.D. dissertation, Michigan State University, 1960).

37Burton W. Krietlow, School District Reorganlza-
tion...Does It Make a Difference in Your Child's Educa-
tion? (Madison: Agricultural Experiment Station, Uni-
versity of Wisconsin, 1961).
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trained observers to rate schools on the quality of their
educational program found the highest number of "excellent"
ratings were among: (1) districts with the largest num-
ber of pupils, (2) districts with the largest valuation
per pupil, and (3) districts that made the greatest tax
effort.38

Vincent (1961) reports several studies indicating
the various correlations of ability and effort. A sum-
mary of his findings on abllity, as measured in property
valuatlon per pupll and disposable personal income,
include: (1) the Metropolitan School Study Council of
New York between 1940-1945 for all schools had a corre-
lation of .77, (2) a nation-wide study by the Association
of Public Schools in 1959-60 showed a correlation of .34,
and (3) a sample of Pennsylvania school districts in 1939
showed a correlation of .34.39 Vincent's summary of find-
ings on the factor of effort, which 1s the amount of
locally raised millage for school operation, include a
correlation of .35 in 1940-45 for the Metropolitan School
Study Council and a correlation of .48 for the same dis-

tricts between 1950-1955. 0

38John Guy Fowlkes and George E. Watson, School
Finance and Local Planning (Chicago: The Midwest Admin-
istrative Center, 1957), pp. T4-85.

39%1111am S. Vincent, "Quallity Control: A Rationale
for Analysis of a School System," IAR Research Bulletin,
Vol. I, No. 2 (January, 1961), p. 7.

%0r1p14., p. 7.
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Summary
1. All the studies reported show a positive rela-

tionship between expenditure and quality.

2. The relationships between expenditure and quality
holds for high, middle, and low expenditure districts.

3. The respective measure of quality makes little
difference in relationship to expenditure.

4, A long-range view of expenditure is more impor-
tant than the short range for influencing quality of the
educational program.

5. Community characteristics have an influence,
along with expenditure, on the quality of the school dis-
trict.

6. Certain items of expenditure correlate better
with quality than total current expenditures.

7. The factors of size, ability, effort, and
expenditure have been found to be positively related to

the quality of an educational program.

Instrumentation

The previous section reviewed the empirical studies
which indicate a relationship between cost-factors and
quality of the school program. The purpose of this sec-
tion will be to investigate the instrumentation developed
for evaluation of school districts based upon: (1) locally
defined values, goals, and objectives, (2) national test-

ing programs and achievement tests, (3) quantitative
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assessment of school organization, (4) quality assessment
based on expert's observations, (5) assessment based on
economic output and adult adjustment, and (6) assessment

of community attitudes.

Introduction

The need for program assessment has been well estab-
lished. If educational programs are to become better,
school districts need a periodic audit to find out what
they are doing, and what can be done better. The two
methods of determining the quality of a school program

are evaluation based on process or product. Assessment by

process approaches the question through the identifica-
tion of factors which describe the educational setting of
the school; what 1is taught, how 1t 1s taught, and other
factors influencing the educational program. The quality
of the process 1s thus used to describe the quality of
the educational program. Assessment by product looks at
the end result of the educational program. The use of
achlevement tests, grades, attitudes, and adjustment
inventories give measurable results which can be used to
make estimates of the school's quality. Mort summarized
the research that has been done on assessment over the

past forty years and concluded: (1) 64% of the studies
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used process-type methods for evaluation, and (2) 36%

used product-type measures for evalua‘cion.ul

Instruments Based Upon Locally
Defined Values, Goals, and

Objectives

A group of instruments used widely to evaluate the

school program assumes that a school program should be
assessed 1n terms of the goals it has established. One
of the major instruments for this type of evaluation is
the Evaluative Criteria developed by the National Study

of Secondary School Evaluation.u2 This instrument con-

tains: (1) a gulde for the statement of objectives and
philosophy prior to the evaluation; (2) an analysis of
school and community data; (3) a series of checklists to
assess, (a) general principles underlying the program of
the school, (b) curriculum development procedures,

(c) course offerings, (d) outcomes of the program of
studies, (e) special characteristics of the program of
study, and (f) a general evaluation of course offerings

on a five-point rating scale; and (6) a series of charts
to present a picture of the overall evaluation. The total

rating for the school 1is determined by the average score

%1paul R. Mort, Walter C. Reussen, and John W.
Polly, Public School Finance (New York: McGraw-Hill Book
Company, 1960), p. 80.

ugNational Study of Secondary School Evaluation,
Evaluative Criteria (Washington, D. C.: The Study, 1960),

pp. 3-4.
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for each category. The evaluation is to be completed by
educationists and lay citizens with a follow-up evaiua-
tion by professional educators.

A similar type of instrument for elementary schools
was developed by the Southern Association of Secondary

Schools.u3 Evaluating the Elementary School: A Guide for

Cooperative Study has five sections: (1) formulation of

values and goals, (2) 1listing of functions, (3) school
program, (4) resources, and (5) plans for improvement.

No score for total evaluation 1s given, as the instrument
is designed for improving the school program and a tool
for planning curriculum change.

Evaluating agencies, such as the University of
Michigan Bureau of School Services and the North Central
Association of College and Secondary Schools have devel-
oped similar instruments for local and professional eval-
uation of school districts. The criteria used for the

Criteria for Accreditationuu and Policies, Regulations,

and Criteria for the Approval of Secondary Schoolsus fall

u3Southern Association of Secondary Schools, Eval-
uating the Elementary School: A Guide for Cooperative
Study (Atlanta: Commission on Research and Service, the
Association, 1951).

MuThe University of Michigan, Criteria for Accredi-
tation (Ann Arbor: Bu<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>