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ABSTRACT

Turbulence in the British Columbia education system encouraged
Ministry and School District administrators to develop a holistic, formative
evaluation process for school districts. Called thz Information Profile System
(IPS), the process was intended to assist district administrators with
improvement of accountability, professional teamwork and commitment,
decision making, and gain of public support for education.  However, the
literature also suggested that while formative evaluation holds great
theoretical promise for administration, the practical results are often
disappointing. = Examination of a first pilot confirmed this viewpoint. The
central problem of the study therefore became to ascertain whether the IPS
could be refined and reformatted to act as an effective leader-substitute in
British Columbia; for the literature on both administration and evaluation
suggested that the IPS could be considered a "leader-substitute” evaluation
process, a series of tasks, procedures, and processes intended to enhance
leadership effectiveness through stakcholder involvement in evaluation.

To solve the problem action research employing the IPS in evaluations
of three school districts was conducted during the 1988-89 school year.
Interviews of stakeholder participants in each district evaluation and other
data were naturalistically evaluated in order to solve the main probl:m and
three sub-problems: (1) how could the IPS be refined to improve the
chievement of its goals; (2) what factors limited ithe IPS's effectiveness; and
(3) what insights can be gathered into the leader-substitute construct of
leadership? The IPS procedures and processes are described and crtitiqued ip
three district eveluation case studies. Meta-evaluation of the cases produced
findings related 1o the restructuring of the IPS, its effectiveness, and ihe role
of formative evaluation in administration.

The research suggests that a substantially reconstituted IPS can assist
administrators with accountability, but only marginally effect the other
purposes envisaged for the evaluation .unless ownership and follow-through
amongst the larger community of stakeholders is developed. The research also
suggests that scnior administrator commitment, moral fibre, and management
of meaning skills are major factors limiting the success of formative
evaluation. Finally, the research suggests that the "leader-substitute”
construct of leadership has some conceptual merit as a characterization of the
IPS, and for the dynamics c¢f leadership; a characterization commensurate
with a "subjectivist”, or "humaznistic" view of administration.
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CHAPTER 1
Introducticn

A major challenge faces educational leaders today. Across "orth America
demands are being made upon custodians of education to maximize the
performance of schooling amidst an environment of disenchantment and
declining resources (Doyle & Levine, 1986; in't Veld, Spee, Tseng, &
Sandbergen, 1987; Murnane, 1987). In British Colunhia, this is a particularly
potent concern (Royal Commission on Education, Summary Findings, 1988).
Demands for a higher quality education system are being made during a time
of extend:d conflict in the educational arena (Coleman, 1985; B.C. Ministry of
Education [BCME], 1987, Callam & Fleming, 1988). Difficulty in meeting these
demands make schoo! district superintendents and trustees, who are directly
accountable to their public, particularly vulnerable (Storey, 1987; Fleming,
1988). ‘

Concomitantly, the Ministry of Education needs to meet this challenge. It
must reaffirm its responsibility to justify the efficacy and quality of
provincial educational programs (Mclver, 1985; Royal Commissicii on
Education, Summary Findings, 1982). Yet how can these demands be met when
no measures of "schocl performance” are clearly accepted by the educational
community (Murnane, 1987)? In addition, administrators, charged with the
responsibility for evaluating and maintaining quality, are forced to adjust to
and understand new roles being thrust upon them (Bill 20, 1987; Bill 67, 1989).
In severe cases, some are struggling to ensure their professional survival
(Fleming, 1988; Storey, 1987). How can they, in the absence of quality
performance measures, successfully communicaie their successes and needs

for assistance to the public?

Many writers have suggested that formative evaluation can assist educators
in meceting this challenge (Stufflebeam, 1983; Scriven, i1983; Glasman, 1986).

"Evaluation is a well accepted element in the management of education”
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(MacPherson, Crowson & Pitner, 1986, p. 84). Formative evaluation can lecad to
improved decision making by governmental instituiions, and also scrve
"functions of complacency reduction an. conflict management; it may serve
other functions well" (Floden and Weiner, 1983, p. 186). Glasman (1986)
suggests that other functions are improvement, accountability, motivation

and gain of public support, and the exercise of authority.
The Information Profile System

Consistent with this reasoning the Ministry of Education. in collaboration
with the Association of British Columbia School Supernntendents (ABCSS),
decided to design a comprehensive evaluation system to assist them in dcaling
with the issues of improvement, accountability and public disenchantment
with education (Mclver, 1985). The Information Profile System (IPS) is the
outcome of this collaboration (Program Evaluation Branch, B.C. Ministry of
Education [PEB BCME], 1988b).

The Information Profile System is designed to assist with the Icadership
functions of direction sctting, or "purposing" (Barnard, 1938; Hodgkinson,
1978, 1983; Mclver, 1985; Storey, 1988), accountability (Mclver, 1985; Glasman,
1986; McPherson, Crowson, & Pitner, 1986), and motivation and gain of public
support (Glasman, 1986; Sergiovanni, Burlingame, Coombs, & Thurston, 1986).
It does so by using evaluation, "the collection and use of information to make

decisions about an educational program" (Cronbach, 1983, p. 1061).

The IPS consists of four components (PEB BCME, 1988a). The first is a values
framework that defines the system's purposes, both in terms of cducational
outcomes for students and instrumental goals for organizations. The sccond is
a communications system that encourages the sharing of information on
schooling between the Ministry, the school district, and the public. A third
component is a series of "key indicators"--meaningful, appropriate, and
practical measures--that can be used to "operationalize" each value. A fourth
component is a “reporting out format”. Samples of reports have been provided
so administrators can effectively report out to fellow professionals, the school

board, and the public. A final component is the provision of a guide book to
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assist with interpretation of data, understanding of data, and planning for the

future.
Holistic Evaluation

The overall evaluation process is an eclectic one, as a number of different
cvaluation designs are employed. Such a method has been termed "holistic”
evaluation, since it "is open to gathering data on any number of aspects of the
setting unuer study in order to put together a complete picture of the social
dynamic of a particular situation or program” (Patton, 1980, p. 40). Moran
(1987) describes its purpose as follows:

...This holistic model is designed to provide managers with information

on how policy choices can affect the efficiency or effectiveness of their

programs....The utility of this approach lies in the comprehensiveness
of the research design, which provides policymakers with sets of data

on how well a program is doing from bureaucratic, political, and
societal perspectives (p. 613).

Although holistic evaluation employs a mix of different methodologies and
designs, the naturalistic methodology (Lincoln & Guba, 1985) employed wholly
or partially appears particularly suited to the evaluation of complex social
entities such as education. This is because evaluation of large education
systems cannot be done except within a very value-lacden context (Holmes,
1987). If the purpose of an evaluation is understanding, in a "hermeneutic"
sense (Smith, 1983), or "a decision to do something” (Nilsson and Hogben, 1983,
p. 92) then a "value-based" versus a "value-free", qualitative approach to
evaluation is required (Scriven, 1983a). The naturalistic methodology is

predicated on uus belief.

The naturalistic methodology can use both qualitative and quantitative
methods (Lincoln and Guba, 1985), but s.resses multiperspectives (Farley,
1987), participation of stakeholders (Ayers, 19¢7; Greene, 1987a), and value-
pluralism {Greene, 1987b). As holistic evaluation must concern itself with the
values and aspirations of members of the educational community, the use of
such methods are consisteni with its intent.




The IPS; listic E i jer-

The purpose of the IPS is to assist formal lcaders with administration of
education during a time when they are in need of justifying and improving
the quality of education (Auditor General's Report, 1987). It is intended to be a
form of substitute leadership--leadership embedded in a formative e¢valuation
structure and process--to "“act in the place of' a specific leader behavior”
(Howell and Dorfman, 1981, p. 715).

An underlying assumption of both the IPS and of the leader-substitute
theory is that power can be ensconced in organizational characteristics as
much as in individuals (Kerr & Jermier, 1978). In traditional lecadcrship
thecry, effective leaders are able to influence subordinates by dint of
leadership traits, or personality (Burns, 1978; Halpin & Winer, 1957,
MacGregor, 1960). Situational leadership theory makes thc samec claims,
suggesting only thai leader traits are somewhat mitigated by the context
within which they operate (McPherson, Crowson and Pitner, 1986). The
feader-substitute theory states, however, that the leadership function nced not
reside in the person designated to lead. Recent studies (Freeston, 1987;
Gamoran and Dreeben, 1986; Kerr and Jermier, 1978; Pitner, 1986) indicate that
organizational characteristics relating to task, subordinates, and structurc can

act as "neutralizers" of formal leadership behavior.

Processes and procedures within an organization can assume a lcadership
role by directing subordinates--to the degree that they car enhance or
replace "the leader's ability to influence subordinate satisfaction and
performance” (Freeston, p. 46). A logical extension of this proposition is that
structures, tasks, and subordinate characteristics utilized by the Information
Profile System, and designed¢ according to effective leadership principles, can

enhance an administrator's ability to meet educational challenges.
y g

m robl

Earlier it was stated that holistic evaluation, employing some forms of
naturalistic methodology appears, theoretically, to be of value in dcaling with

issues of accountability, improvement, and controversy in the cducational
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arena. As a result educational leaders in British Columbia have designed the
IPS to achieve these goals. Yet, despite its theoretical promise, holistic
cvaluation has not--in practice--been as successful as it might be. Indeed,
"the use of evaluation as a technique to control educational organizations has
not been numbered among the strongest of administrative tools" (McPherson,
Crowson & Pitner, p. 84). Alkin, Daillak & Whiie (1979), agree, commenting
that there is a "great dissatisfaction with evaluation's lack of usefulness and
impact" (p. 14). A pilot study of the IPS in twelve school districts during the
1986-87 school year verified this observation with respect to British Columbia
(Mussio, 1987).

Clearly, then, the priblem is to design a holistic evaluation process that
works, and that provides provincial and school district administrators with a
methodology that enhances their leadership capacity. This dissertation
approaches the problem from two points of view. The first is to examine, in
detail, the literature relating both to effeciive administration and effective
evaluation, and, in light of the lexder-substitute construct, design a theoretical
model that will suggest tasks, structures, and subordinate characteristics that
will enhance the potential for holistic evaluation to become a success within
the school district. The second is to employ this model, in a form of action
research, throughout a number of districts in the province, and refine it in

light of actual practice.

The IPS is the starting point in these efforts. It is currently in its third
year of development; it is a leader-substitute whose design is still emerging.
Some might expect that after three years of conceptual growth, field testing,
and subsequent refinement the IPS would be well established in the field. This
is not the case (Mussio, 1987). A number of factors are responsible for this
situation, not the least of which is the simple fact that the breadth and purpose
of the project--when one considers the political climate in B.C., the desire to
produce a model that is applicable to 75 school districts and 28,000 teachers,
and the non-reliability of outside models (Stufflebeam & Welch, 1986)--is huge.
In addition, some of the natural impediments to evaluation (Scriven, 19§3a;
Patton, 1980, 1983; Stufflebcam & Welch, 1986) niust be overcome. In esseace,

then, the problem is to revise an existing evaluation model so as to enhance its
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utility, integrity, and effectiveness in achieving the goals of accountability

and district improvement.
The Pilot Study

The first practical step in the IPS's development was a pilot study held in
the 1986-87 school year in twelve school districts across the province,
Evaluation of that study revealed some limitations to its cffectiveness (Mussio,
1987). These weaknesses reflect both conceptusl and practical problems with

its methodology, and concerns regarding the process of implementation.

Methodological concerns related to the gathcring and disseminating of
information. A process that would distinguish valuable information from
insignificant information, and then package it so as to bec understood by a
variety of different audiences with different knowledges and perspectives,
needed to be designed. In addition, few administrators or othcr icaders have
any formal training in evaluation procedures beyond the classroom level, nor
with respect to using evaluation information for action planning for the

future. Detailed explanations or guidance in these areas was required.

Implementation needs related to overcoming the natural resistance and
inertia of many different constituent groups in the process. Evaluation is
naturally resisted, (Scriven, 1983) and particularly so when it is perccived as
being used by formal leaders as a political tool (Stufflebeam & Welch, 1986), a
problem that was exacerbated by the political climate surrounding cducation
in B.C. In addition, practitioners do not necessarily see the value of cvaluation,
nor do they have the expertise to carry it through (Moran, 1987). Resources
(time and money) have not been traditionally allocated to this kind of project.
Thus, the Information Profile System is mich more difficult to design than a
simple evaluation system, and much more problematic to implement than most

leadership initiatives.

Yet the same pilot project provided insights as to the thcoretical potential
of evaluation at the school district level--cven though this potential was
unrealized, or only partially realized in practice. It was for this rcason that a
decision was made to redesign the IPS so as to overcome the factors limiting its

effective utilization, and in so doing, gain a better understanding as to its truc
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effcctiveness in dealing with the problems of improvement, accountability,
and gaining of public support for education. The problems of methodology
refinement and implementation had to be dealt with in tandem, not isolation;
thus the two-fold approach of melding conceptual design with action research

was suggested as a mechanism to enhance potential success.

To this end the IPS has been refined and reformed (PEB, BCME, 1988b). A
second field test will be conducted in the spring, fall and winter of 1988-89, in
seven school districts across the province. Three in-depth case studies will

form the substance of this dissertation.

Purpose of the Study
The results of the pilot project created three purposes for this study:

Refi nd criti f IPS _model. By involving the researcher
in the three individual evaluation processes, and by adjusting practice while
"in action,” an effort was made to discover better methodologies and
implementation strategies for the IPS that enhanced its utility and
cffectiveness within each school district. Also, a meta-evaluation of the three
district evaluations, wusing the recorded empirical ob:ervations and
experiences of the action research, was conducted to refine the structure and

process of the IPS model.

A second stage in the achievement of this purpose was a meta-evaluation,
in a summative sense, of the overall effectiveness of the IPS model as a
administrative tool for educational leaders. Effectiveness was measured in the
domains of accountability, teamwork and commitment, decision making, and
public support for education. Estimates of these were qualitatively determined
from information gleaned from interviews and records, specifically relating
to: (1) an increase in short and long range plans, and the quality of such
plans; (2) an increased sense of motivation, teamwork and commonality of
purpose amongst participants, revealed through a greater willingness to
become involved in implementation of these plans; and (3) betier information
flow and understanding of the education system by members of the education

community.




same meta-evaluation was used as an empirical data source from which to
gains insights into the factors that iimited the use of formative ecvaluation as a
tool for school district improvement. In this section the observed limitations
in the three case studies will be interpreted in light of the literature on
evaluation limitations to be conducted in Chapter V. These include the
political nature of evaluation and evaluation utility (Stufflebcam & Welch,
1986; Patton, 1980; Eisner, 1978); and practical limitations to evaluation
effectiveness (Alkin, Daillak and White, 1979).

Insights in ministrative limitations of formative evaluation, and the
leader-substitute construct. A final purpose of the study is to gain f{urther

insight into the contention that formative evaluation secems to hold great
promise as a tool for system improvement, but rarely is as effective as onc
would like it to be. As a naturalistic study, the intent is to realize thc (wo
purposes presented above but also to improve understanding of the link
between evaluation and administration, the leader-substitute construct itsclf,
and the factors that limit the wusefulness of evaluation as an administrative

tool.

Some of the concepts that need to be examined in order to achicve this
purpose are the role of metaphor and vision in evaluation, as applicd to the
educational organization (House, 1983; Morgan, 1987); cvaluation's
relationship to issues of will and ethics (Barnard, 1938); philosophy, values
and decision making (Hodgkinson, 1982); management of mecaning and
communication in educational organizations (Sergiovanni, Burlingamec,
Coombs & Thursion, 1987); the loosely coupled nature of organizations (Wecick,
1085); problem-solving (Liethwood, 16$83; Morgan, 1987); power (Hiley, 1987);
vision (Storey, 1988); and the Ilcader-substitute construct itself (Kerr &
Jermier, 1978).

A more detailed discussion of the design, methodology, and instrumentation
of the study will be presented in Chapter III. Before attempting to do so,
however, the tenns used in the paper need to be defined, and the limitations

and significance of the study laid out.




Definitions:

1. Leadership: the exercise of the capacity to lead; to cause followers,

thrcugh direction or influence, to pursue a goal.

2. Administration: the exercise of leadership within an organizational
context. Administration is a sum of the capacity of both the "status” leader and

leader-substitutes within an organization.
3. Leader: the person from whence the capacity to lead emanates.

4. Adminjistrator: the individual in an organization occupying a "status"

leadership role.

5. Leader-substitutes; The characteristics of subordinates, of task, or of
structu.¢ within an organization that exercise the capacity to lead by utilizing

person based, ideological or discipline based power.

6. Holistic Evaluation: An eclectic process of evaluation that utilizes a
variety of research designs and methodologies to «create a better
understanding of the social dynamics and procedures taking place in large,

complex social systems such as education.

7. Naturalistic Evaluation: An evaluvation methodology that is predicated on
the value-laden nature of reality, and that is devoted to understanding
(hermeneutics), inductive development of theory, in-depth analysis of the
dynamic relationship between variables, and the paramountcy of intuitive

knowledge as opposed to empirical objectivity in research design.

8. Meta-evaluation: The evaluation of evaluation: the summative and
formative judgments across case studies as to the overall success of an

evaluation.

9. The Information Profile System (IPS): 2 holistic evaluation model
designed to assist educational leaders in B.C. to deal with issues of district

decision making, accountability, and gain of public and professional support.
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10. The Four-Goal/Six-Attribute Framework: The Ministry of Education's
mandate statement for the B.C. education system, whereby schools are expected
to provide learmning experiences to enhance student intellectual, social, human
and vocational development; and school organizations arc to exhibit the
attributes of accessibility, relevance, cost effectiveness, quality management

and accountability, professionalism, and public satisfaction.

11. Key Indicators: Measures of educational performance that arc both
qualitative and quantitative in design: qualitative, in that they are reflections
of educator opinions as to how educational success can be mecasurcd;
quantitative in that they are statistical statements of some desirable

educational result.
Limitations

1. A purposeful sampling technique does not allow for transferability of
the findings to any other context unless the reader deems the circumstances of

the case study so described to allow transfer (Lincoln and Guba, 1985).

2. The study operates on a constrained timeline. A longtitudinal study
would be better than a year long research; thi outcomes of success might not

manifest themselves in this short time frame.

3. There was difficulty at times to get full cooperation from district
representatives due to limitations on the ability to provide full confidentiality
to participants; in addition, as Skrtic (1985) warns, the dcgree of trust
established in each district varied. Nor was therc unlimited access to pcople

for reference checks.

4. The possible existence of a "Hawthorne Effect" (Hanson, 1985) that
creates two possible limitations (this is Jiscussed further in Chapter III). The
first is related to the fact that the researcher assisted with the district
evaluations. The second is due to the novelty of the IPS modecl itsclf.
Adherence to the rigors of good naturalistic inquiry control the first; and the
second is managed through awareness and factoring it out during the analysis

stage of the evaluation.
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The Significance of the Study

There are two categories of potential significance for the study: conceptual

significance, and practical significance.
1 ignifi

The concept of leader-substitutes has only recently been examined and
discussed in the literature, beginning with Kerr and Jermier's study in 1973.
Inherent in this concepi is the belief that leadership--the ability to purpose,
to communicate, and to empower subordinates--need not reside in the hands of
the formal leader of the organization. Leader-substitute theory states that
these qualities can also reside in an organizational structure, to the degree

that they actually "neutralize” formal leader behavior (Freeston, 1987).

This study contends that the IPS, structured as a formative evaluation, cen
serve as a leader-substitute for the educational organization. If the IPS
procedures and processes can be designed to create influences so that the
personal evaluative skills of the administrator are enhanced by structures,
subordinate characteristics and tasks inherent in the moedel, then an
argument for the validity of the leader-substitute construci c:iws. This may
lead to a clearer understanding as to the dynamics of effective administration,
and in particular to the coancept of situational leadership theory. If, in fact,
the IPS model accomplishes the purposes of better accountability, gain of
public support, and decision making iur improvement, then an argument

supporting the leader-substitute concept can be mounted.

This is sigrificant because it implies that a way to reduce fluctuations in
administrative ability is through the use of well-designed structures to address
areas of weakness. Tiie "use of evaluation as & iechiiqus to control educational
organizations has not been numbered among :he strongest of administrative
tools" claim McPierson, Crowson & Pitner, (1286, p. 84). If the IPS can
demonstrate a process to improve this circumstance, (albeit one idiosyncratic
to the British Columbia situation), then others may see a similar potential in
other venues. Other conceptual knowledges and practical knowledges may also
be assisted by this study.
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A second source of conceptual value relates to understanding the role of
evaluation in adrministration. Stufflebeam & Welch (1986) state that "meta-
evaluations are of utmost importance in helping to provide direction for
improving evaluaticn services” (p. 166). As idiosyncratic as the case studics
are to the districts they are to serve, the meta-evlauation componcnt of the
study may assist in the development of at least a better understanding of

evalvation as a administrative tooi.
2, Practical Significance

The practical value of this study on the IPS relates to the gencral topics of
leadership and evaluation.  Traditional leadership--as exercised by individuals
in positions c¢i authority in education in British Columbia--has becen scverely
pressed by the public to justify the quality of schocling. If the IPS model can
assist administrators by improving communication, accountability, and
assisting in the development of long range plans for district improvement, it
will help restore a sense of purpose and control to the education system. The
roles of accountability, gain of public support, and decision muking for
improvement, if effectively provided for in thz design of the system, will
serve to augment the personal skills of administrators i.. running their
organization. As Weick (1985) stated, reducing ambiguity helps recstablish
cont:ol over the organization and contributes to a climate for innovation. An
effective IPS model covld be of much practical value to administrators if it can

be applied to their :ndividual circumstance.

A second domain of practical significance relates to the major challenge
facing educational evaluators with respect to measurement of ecducational
performance. Goals such as "human development”, and "social development”,
so dear to tiie educator, have traditionaily been immeasurable. As a resui,
even the most recent publications on educational effectivencss mecasurc
educational success in terms c¢f student academic achievement and cost
effectivencss (U.S. Department of Education, 1987) and tend to ignore thc other
major purposes of schooling. If this study can show that the goals of social and
human development can be measured in a fashion acceptable to the

educational community of the participating districts, then at least the
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potential for this strategy has been established. @ The development of key
indicator measures for human and social development has important
implications for the managemen. of education (Hanushek, 1987; Murnane,
1987).

This dissertation contends that the IPS, structured as a process of formative
evaluation, can serve as a leader-substitute for the educational organization.
It does so by providing a series of steps and processes, embedded in task,
structure and subordinate characicristics that apply evaluation principles to
administrative action. In so doing school district leaders can improve
knowledge about education in the school district, revitalize constituent

commitment, and provide direction for future improvement.
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CHAPTER 11
LITERATURE REVIEW
Part 1. Background

Education Politics in_British Cclumbia and the Information Profile Sysicm

Circumstances in the British Columbia education system today cndow the
issue of an "leader-substitute evaluation system” with particular significance.
Educators find themselves enmeshed in ar educational process that has
become extremely politicized and tu bHulent (Calam & Fleming, 1988). The
resulding ambiguity in goals and purposes for education challerge
administrators by creating z need for new solutions to the problems of
accountability, educational improvement, and motivation of public support.
The Royal Commission orn Education in British Columbia (1988) expressed this
need in the following recommendations:

18. That the Ministry of Education, school districts, and schools take
steps collaboratively to improve their accountability processcs.

Further, that in doing so, the following suggestions made to the
Commission be considered:

(1) the development of outcome measures related to established
educational objeccives;

(2) the establishment of methods for relating outcome data to
financial data and use of resources; and

(3) the initiation of improved and more extensive means of
periodically communicating such data to constituents.

19. That the Ministry of Education support district accountability

initiatives with increased financial resources and expertisc (p. 184,
1988).

The IPS is designed to assist in these regards.




15
T inistrati risis in E

Two historical factors have contributed to a  crisis in administration in
British Columbia's education system. The first relates to the controversy
engendered by the government's policy of financial cutback, or restraint,
during the 1982-87 period, and the subsequent restructuring of funding for
education (Calam & Flemirg, 1988). A second, and contingent rcason, relates to
the negative relationships that exist between the British Columbia Teachers
Federation [BCTF] on one hand, and the Government of British Columbia on the
other.  Relations between the two have been characterized by distrust and
disrespect due to continual and fundamental disagreement about major
educational and economic issues such as school roles and education funding
(Legislaturc Staff, 1987: see Note 1). An ouiward manifestation of this unrest
was the work-to-rule campaign conducted province-wide at the beginning of
the 1987-88 school year (Parsons, 1987).

Another factor is the ongoing debate in the media concerning the quality
of educational programs. While this dialectic has not necessarily been
destructive, it has rarely been conducted in a rational, informed, or
knowledgeable manner. Indeed, it has often been characterized by emotion,
bitterness, and self-interest. As Calam and Fleming (1988) state:

...preoccupation with political conflict has exerted a paralyzing grip on

provincial educational affairs, pitting labour and management,

government and teachers, administrators and their staffs, one against

the other to the detriment of all and especially to the disadvantage of
school children (p. 52).

This has resulted in the success of the system being called into question, by
both politicians and public (Bula, 1987c). They want to know how well students
arc achieving; they want to know how effective special education programs

are; they want to know if things are getting better or worse; they want to

Note 1: Whereas this distrust is not necessarily directed at the Ministry of
Education, as a separate entity from government, much ennui and skepticism
as to Ministry intent does interfere with the development of a :rue
collaborative relationship between the Ministry and the Teachers' union.
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know how B.C. measures up with other educational systems. The responsc of
educational leaders to these concerns has been "fragmented, inconsistent and
often defensive" (Mussio, 1985, p.1).

The resulting public debate on education has affected superintendents,
trustees, and principals in two main ways. The longevity of tenure of scnior
administrators has been drastically reduced (Fleming, 1988; Storey, 1987), and
continuity in administration has suffered. As a result the ABCSS called for "a
climate of stability and co-operation to permit responsible long range
planning” (Calam & Fleming, 1988, p. 51).

In addition, all groups have found their ability to affect change scverely
hampered by the conflict between the BCTF and the government (Bula, 1987a).
Administrators expend a great deal of energy not only learning ncw
responsibilities, but also dealing with unproductive conflict far rcmoved from
the classroom (Bula, 1987b).

At the same time the Ministry of Education has been chastised for
exercising poor leadership of the system. An external consulting tecam
described its management practices as disjointed, lacking in trust, and
suffering from poor communications with practitioners in the field (Mclver,
1985). The same team also stated that the Ministry was bereft of complcte
planning and evaluation functions, and "lacking in leadership and definition
of a total framework” (Mclver, 1985, p. 1).

To alleviate these concerns, superintendents and Ministry officials decided
in 1985 to work together to design an information-evaluation framework that
would assist educators in answering the question, "how well arc schools
performing?" (Mussio, 1985, p. 3). Three goals were cstablished:

1. To define school system expectations and cutcomes;
2. To heighten public awareness of the achicvements of ecducation,
in terms of its cost effectiveness, relevance, professionalism, and

quality management; and

3. To measure school system accomplishments according to kcy
indicators of outcome performance (Mclver, 1985).
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This administrative and evaluation initiative is now known as the
Information Profile System. It was an attempt to reverse the administration
crisis, and res:ore public stability to a "highly volatile and confrontational

environment” (Mclver, 1985, p. 3).

Early in 1987 a third factor--recent legislation (Bill 19 and Bill 20, 1987)--
restructured roles, responsibilities, and relationships between teacher and
principal, teacher and schcol board, and principal and school board. An
unanticipated result has been the revitalization and unionization of the
British Columbia Teacher's Federation, armed, for the first time in its history,
with the legal right to strike (Smith, B., 1988). This has further contributed to
ado_.nistrative uncertainty. Indeed, protracted negotiations between school
boards and teacher unions have been the overwhelming issue facing
superintendents during the first half of the 1988-89 school year (N. Thiessen,
personal communication, December 5, 1988). Educational administrators have
only so much energy to expend, and such controversy takes time and energy
away from improvement of the schools. Thus the rationale for the existence of
the IPS is even more urgent today. Indeed, the recent Royal Commission in
education states as one of its prime objectives the need to enhance productive
collaboration between stakeholders in the educational arena (Royal

Commission Summary Findings, 1988).

The Information Profile System

The  development of the Information Profile System has proceeded

through three stages.

Stage 1

The initial stage was its theoretical conception. The purpose of the project

was described as follows:

1. To develop policies defining roles and responsibilities of schools,

districts, and the Ministry in the cvaluation of school programs.
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2. To identify key indicators that can be used by various levels of the system
to help determine to what extent goals of education (intellectual, social,

human, vocational) are being achieved.

3. To select both "outcome" indicators (i.e., test scores, student attitudes,
postsecondary enrolment patterns) as well as ‘"contextual” or "process”

indicators (retention rates, public attitudes, financial data, etc.).

4. To identify what data should be collected and reported at the school,
district, and provincial levels (Mussio, 1985).

The originator, Dr. Jerry Mussio, summed up the purpose of the project as
follows:

It is our intent that the indicators will be used in the process of
communicating with our elected representatives and to the public on the
state of education. We also believe that the evaluation system of the type
being proposed here should be an integral component of planning and
decision making at all levels and should form the basis of goal based

discussions. Finally, it is our hope that our proposals can be used to help
restructure provincial and local information systems (Mussio, 1985, p. 2).

During this stage the Four-goal/Six-attribute framework was established to
describe a quality education system. Based on the Let's Talk About Schools
(1985) exercise and an indepth analysis of recent literature on cffective
schools, the framework encapsulated the basic values of education for
educational organizations in British Columbia. The four goals are: intellecual,
social, human and vocational development. The six attributes of quality
education systems are: accessibility, relevance, management and
accountability, cost effectiveness, professionalism, and meeting public

expectations. These are described in greater detail in Appendix A.l.
Stage 2,

In the summer of 1986, twelve school districts volunteered to "pilot" the
proposed information-evaluation model (Mussio, 1987). The basic intent was
to produce a report to each school board describing the achievement of the
four goals and six attributes. The report was to include key indicators (from

public surveys and Ministry Information Profiles), a summary of district
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strengiths and weaknesses, and an improvement plan. The project also
included an attempt to identify indicators for various categories of Special

Education (Mussio, 1987). Five of the districts included this as a subprnject.

The project proceeded throughout the 1986-87 school year, with districts
distributing the questionnaire component in the spring of 1987. Some
difficulties were experienced at this time due to the political unrest in the
system. The BCTF, amidst the throes of its ongoing dispute with the B.C.
government, "was active in opposing this project” (Mussio, 1987, p. 2). One
district dropped out of the project altogether (Victoria), and threc others
(Vancouver Island North, West Vancouver, Kimberley) scaled down their
participation, not producing reports. The remainder (The Arrow Lakes,
Armstrong, Campbell River, Nechako, Kamloops, Langley, Surrey, Prince

Rupert and Richmond) fulfilled the expectations to a greater or lesser degree.

A number of lessons were learned from the pilot. The first was that most
participating districts found the exercise useful and valuable (Dickson, 1988a).
A second was that the production of reports for either the professional
educator or the public was extremely problematic, due to difficulties with
interpretation of data, and presentation of information in a readable fashion.
A third was that fear of cvaluation is a powerful deterrent to the completion of
the exercise. This was a product of two factors: (1) the potential use of
evaiuation information as a mechanism for political control (St.fflebeam &
Welch, 1986); and (2) the distrust and fragmentation of relationships between
stakeholders in the B.C. system. The latter concern was not as much of a issue
in most of the pilot districts as it might have been, possibly due to three
reasons: (a) the "multiperspective” nature of the evaluation; (b) the fact that it
was designed to measure the efficacy of the district, and not individual
tcachers or schools; and (c) the participatory nature of the evaluation
(Dickson, 1988). A final message--and an ongoing one--was that the

framework and key indicators cstill need development and refinement.
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Stage 3: The IPS in 1988

The IPS in 1988 was still comprised of the four-goal and six-attribute
framework. It utilizes Ministry Profiles (see Appendix A2) to provide hard data
on the key indicators for each goal, or attribute; and questionnaires to solicit
soft data. Questionnaires were designed for students, parcnts, nonparcnt
taxpayers, employers, ex-graduates, and teachers (see Appendix A3). In
addition, assistance with the interpretation of data and reporting out was also
provided (Dickson, 1988b). To "model" effeciive reporting out mechanisms,
separate samrnle reports, one each for thke school board and the public, were
designed in partnership with the Nechako School District (Nechako, 1987a;
Nechako, 1987b). These, along with samples of the hard data available at the

Ministry, were distributed throughout the province in a "samplc profile”.
The Need for Further Refinement.

At the conclusion of the pilot project, the following suggestions were made

for future directions:

1. that provincial policies on evaiuation and accountability be
clarified for schools, districts, and the Ministry;

2. that all schools and districts prepare and file annual rcports
based on the four-goal and six-attribute framework;

3. that the goals and attributes along with appropriate
amendments be endorsed and made "official" by government;

4. that the Ministry, using feedback from the pilots, refinc the key
indicators and issue easily read and utilitarian information
packages, based on the goals and attributes, to all districts and
schools;

5. that key indicators be designed in collaboration with other
Ministries to provide a common data base;

6. that the questionnaires used in the pilots be revised and made
available to schools and districts in the same way the ciassroom
achievement tests are made available; and

7. that the Ministry continue to provide leadership to districts in the
interpretation and reporting of data to the public and in the
development of improvement plans (Mussio, 1987).




21
The_Spri 1988, Field T

While action on these suggestions was considered, a third stage was then
generated. Seven school districts further field tested the instrument and
provided practical opportunities to address items (4) to (7) above (Dickson,
1988b). Four questions in particular guided the efforts to improve the
methodology of the System.

1. How acceptable is the framework of four goals and six attributes in

characterizing the overall purposes and methods of the education
system?

2. What indicators, other than those currently in use, are appropriate
measures for each goal and attribute?

3. What changes should be made to the questionnaires and reporting
out formats to make the Information Profile System more effective?

4. What processes and procedures were valuable in focusing evaluation
team members on the task of evaluation?

Su!!!mary

Political elements in the British Columbia education system have provided
an impetus for educational administrators to develop a "leader-substitute”
evaluation process. This System, known as the Information Profile System, is
designed to assist administrators in dealing with problems of system
improvement, motivation and gain of employee and public support, and
accountability.  Success in meeting of these goals will be revealed in the
development of more advanced planning processes, greater employee and
public involvement and commitment to education, and an improved
understanding of education within the local community.

However, the IPS cannot yet be considered complete. Improvement of its
methodology, particularly with respect to the development of key indicators of
educational performance, questionnaire data, and report writing is necessary.
In addition efforts must be made to determine its effectiveness in meeting the
"leader-substitute” demands being made upon it. These are the purposes of this
study. The next step in achieving these purposes is to examine both the

literature on administration and evaluation to seek out strategies and
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principles that would enhance the general theoretic and practical framework
of the IPS model.

Part II: The Literature on Administration

The IPS is a holistic evaluation model that is decsigned to assist
administrators to accomplish the goals of improved accountability, gain of
public support, and improvement of school district achicvement. Prior to its
use it may well be considered a holistic evaluation model, but during its usc--
even in action research as employed in this dissertation--it is also a lcadcrship
initiative. The [PS can be implemented only through a series of administrative
acts and behaviors. Thus, as well as providing insight and understanding into
the concept of evaluation, observation and involvement in the use of the IPS
will also provide insight into the concepts of leadership and administration.
Even more important is the development of a better understanding as to how

evaluation can fortify administration, and vice-versa.

The Nature of Knowl nd_Th in E ional  Administration

If one is to lay a knowledge base for a dissertation in educational
administration the first step is to deal with two main questions: (1) what is the
nature of knowledge in general; and (2) how is a knowledge pool for a
particular topic such as educational administration best constructed?

The answers to these two questions have been the source of great dcbatc
during the last twenty years. Two main camps have developed. The camp of
orthodoxy believes in a "science" of administration and has, as major
proponents such writers as Willower, Hills, and Griffiths (Gronn, 1983). The
challenging paradigm, best termed a "subjectivist" viewpoint (Gronn, 1983)
has its main proponent T. B. Greenfield. His main coatention is that therc can
be no single theory of administration due to subjective naturec of reality and of
how one comes to know reality. A more detailed examination of thc salicnt

viewpoints of each perspective will now be presented.
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i i i h in radigm

Paradigms are basic world-views, or belief systems through which one
orders experience to create models or patterns that enhance understanding.
These world-views are fundamentally philosophical, and one can only be
understood in contrast with the other; in a sense one defines the other.

The emerging paradigm, or subjectivist viewpoint, has seven main
assumptions that distinguish it from the more popular scientific one. These
are summarized from Lincoln (1985) :

1. A shift from a belief in a simple and probabilistic world (scientific
paradigm) to a belief in a complex and diverse world (subjectivist paradigm).

2. A shift from a belief in a hierarchically ordered world, i.c., a world with
well-ordered, sequential levels of "correct” theory, leading one to ultimate
truth (scicntific paradigm); to a belief in a heterarchical one, in which there
may be many different knowledges and theories, all of which are correct in
light of the individual context in which they were developed. In the
subjectivist paradigm, there is no truth, only understanding.

3. A shift from a belief in the image of a mechanistic and sequentially
ordered universe (scientific paradigm) to a belief in a holographic one
(subjectivist paradigm). The latter suggests that the components of a whole
can be both independent and interdependent, with each part containing the
essence of the whole within it.

4, A shift from the image of a determinate universe (scientific paradigm) to
an indeterminate one (subjectivist paradigm). Science is predicated on
objectivity leading to definitions of reality and culminating in predictability;
indeed this is the main point, or purpose of scientific methodology. In the
subjectivist paradigm there is no belief that the world can be predicted or
controlled; the future is ambiguous, and indeed is constructed through choice,
cven choice of methodology itself.

5. A shift from an assumption in direct causality (scientific paradigm) to
mutual causality (subjectivist paradigm). In the former case, one is
predisposed to believe ihat the cccurrence of one event is directly attributable
to a preceding one; in the latter case, the belief is that linearity of causality is

not necessarily so. Indeed, the existence of some act can in fact be both the
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cause of as well as the result of another act: they are mutually dcpendent upon
each other for their existence.

6. A shift from a belief in the metaphor of asscmbly--ie., thc whole being
equal to the sum of the added parts (scientific paradigm)--to a belief in
morphogenesis (subjectivist paradigm). Morphogenesis refers to the belicf
that a whole can be more than the sum of its parts; in joining togcther
segments, or units, a whole new compleiely different entity can be created.
Knowledge of that entity can not be gained by analysis of its constitucnt
pieces.

7. a shift from a belief in pure objectivity (scientific paradigm) to onc of
subjectivity (emerging paradigm). In the former case therc is a bclief in
independent reality, and the ability to abstract from knowledge of it to
fundamental truth. In the latter case, knowledge of reality is perspectival--
dependent on one's own interaction through the mind with that object,
independent reality or not.  Multiple realities can then be constructed around
the same phenomenon. Ultimately research becomes the task of collecting,
collating, and understanding these multi-perspectives so one can makc secnsc
of the world.

A belief in the emerging paradigm suggests that the mechanistic view of
organizations, of administration in organizations, and of evaluation be
reconstituted so as to reflect the above principles. The literature review in the
remainder of the chapter presents material apropos to these suggestions. It
also suggests a naturalistic approach to the design of thc study, for rcasons
that will be discussed more at length later in the chapter.

he Im f the Emerging Paradigm on E ional Administration

Most studies in educational administration in the past fifty years have bcen
constructed on the supposition that knowledge of human action in cducational
organizations can be understood through the same methodological approaches
as are applied to gain understanding of the material world in the physical
sciences.  Griffiths (1983) states for example that "virtually all of the rescarch
being done in educational administration can be characterized by what.. .(is
called) "normal science”, that is, research on problems derived from thc now-
accepted paradigm” (p. 119). Implicit in this belief is acceptance of the fact
that human behaviors can be seen as facts, that in observing and gencralizing

»n these facts one can build theories. These theories can then be tested
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deductively and if seen to be true will become "laws" of human behavior. In
the scientific mode of inductive-deductive, rationa! investigation-proof, one is
led towards an immutable truth, and the certitude of predictability.

Willower (1983) vechemently argues that reliance on the scientific
paradigm has served society well both in the physical sciences as well as the
social sciences. He views the debate as a philosophical one (i.e., the
¢t ienomenonologist viewpoint versus the empirical, positivist one) but
indicates that in a pragmatic sense these issues are relatively unimportant.
Whatever one views the nature of reality to be is immaterial because even the
scientist can only deal with that reality as it is revealed to us in our
interactions in the world. Not accepting subjectivist epistemoiogical
arguments, Willower rejects the concept of science as an ideology, claiming it
is in fact simply a commitment to a particular mode of inquiry, not to a wider
set of beliefs or principles. He embraces qualitative methods as appropriate
social science techniques. He also claims that the scientific viewpoint is not
incompatible with understanding, even empathetic understanding, in its
pursuit of knowledge.

Griffiths (1983) provides a slightly different viewpoint. He argues that
much good work has been done using the scientific metliod, stating that the
scientific paradigm need not be abandoned as a source of investigative
inquiry. However, he then goes on to state that the application of scientific
methods to administration is enough in question so as to encourage us to
"develop much more restricted theories” (p. 134). Claiming that transfer of
knowledge from one context to another is the point of research, Griffiths
outlines a set of criteria that enhance the potential for transference of
knowledge from one organizational context to another. His opinion is that
theoretical knowledge developed through the scientific method is acceptable
when the organizations studied are much alike.

The leading proponent of the subjectivist field of thought in educational
administration is T.B. Greenfield (1975, 1979, 1980). In presenting a number of
arguments based upon the emerging paradigm, (see Table 2.1) he makes two
major claims that are of importance here: (1) that no single theory of
administration can exist, because theories as constructed in science are based
on the concepts of reality and objectivity which the subjectivist paradigm
demonstrates are not epistemologically sound; and (2) that knowledge gained
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about organizations, and administrative behavior in organizaticns is best
derived through methodological principles emphasizing the
phenomenological perspective.

In keeping with these two viewpoints, he suggests a number of
prolegomena to be used a guidelines in the study of administrative bchavior in

organizations. The key prepositions are presented below:

Proposition 1: That organizations are accomplished by pecople and
people are responsible for what goes on in them.

Proposition 2: That organizations are expressions of will, intention and
value.

Proposition _4: That facts do not exist except as they are called into
existence by human action and interest.

Proposition 5: That man acts and will judge action.

Proposition _6: That organizations are arbitrary definitions of
reality woven in symbols and expressed in language.

Proposition _7: That organizations expressed as contexts for human
action can be resolved into meaning, moral order, and power.

Proposition 9: There is no way of training administrators other
than by giving them some apocalyptic or transcendental vision of the
universe and of their life on earth (Greenfield, 1975, p. 100-107).

These propositions focus on understanding organizations as human
constructs, «: opposed to legal or technical realities. The study of cducational
administration then becomes a study of human interactions within schools or
school districts. These interactions are better revealed through analysis of
values and emotions than through analysis of the organization's structural
components. Knowledge is a function of individual experience within a
particular context, and is gained through personal engagemcnt as opposed 1o
impartial observation. Knowledge 1is transferable when understanding
derived from one context is applicable in the person's own judgement, to

another context.




Table 2.1: Greenfield's analysis of social reality.

68-9.

Dimensions of
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Taxen from Gronn, (1983), p.

Wkas is social realicy?

A nawral system

Human invertion

Philosophical
basis

The role of
social science

Basic units of social
reality

Method of
understanding

Theory

Research

Methodology

Society

Organizations

Organizational
pathologies

Prescription for
curing organizational

Realism: the world exicts
and is knowable as it
really js. Organizations
are real entities with a
life of their own.

Discovering the unix<vsal
laws of society and human
conduct within it.

The collectivity: society
or organizations.

Identifying conditions or
relationships which permit
the collectivity to exist.
Conceiving what these
conditions and relation-
ships are.

A rational edifice built
by scicatists to explain
human behaviour.

a

Experimental or quasi-
experimental validation
of theory.

Abstraction of reality,
especially through mathe-
matical models and
quantitative analysis.

Ordered. Governed by a
unitorm set of values and
made possible only by
those values.

Goal oriente:. Indepen-
dent of people. Instru-
ments of order in
society serving both
society and the
individual.

Organizations get out of
kilter with social values
and individu:l needs.

Change the structure of
the otganization to meet
social values and
individual needs.

ldealism: the world exists
but differenz people con-
strue it in very different
ways. Organizations are
invented social reality.

Discovering how different
paople interpret the world
in which they live,

Individuals acring singly
or together.

Interpretation of the
subjective meanings which
individuals place upon their
actirn, Discovering the
subjeotive rules for such
action.

Sets of meanings which
people use to make sense
of their world and be-
haviour within it.

The search for meaningful
relationships and the dis-
covery of their
consequences for aciion.

The representation of
reality for purposes of
comparison. Analysis of
language and meanirg.

Conflicted. Governed by
the values of people with
access 10 power.

Dependent upon people
and their goals.
Instruments of power
which some people control
and can use to attain ends
which seem good 10 them.

Given diverse human ends,
there is always conflict
among people acting to
pursue them.

Find out what values are
embodied in organizational
action and whose they are.
Change the people or
change their values if you
can,
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The best training for educational administrators is then 1o ecngage in
experiences that allow them to gain larger and more indepth undcrstandings

of the nature of life im educational organizations.

Applying the Emergent Paradigm to This Dissertation

In designing a dissertation study one must adopt a phr.losophical stance that
reflects one's own philosophical and epistemological views about knowledge,
and about research in ecucational administration. Having been a practising
administrator for thirteen years 1 am persuaded that Greenficld's viecwpoint
describes the approach most conducive to gaining meaningful knowledge for
one's own personal growth. If such knowledge is constructed according to
methodologies related to the subjectivist viewpoint (i.e., through naturalistic
inquiry) there is also the possibility that it can be transferred by others to
their own context if they deem circumstances to be cocmparable.

Action research is a procedare consisteut with this philosophical stance.

For this reason it was employed as a procedure in this study. However,
thirteen years of field practice has also validated other aspccts of
administrative theory. For this reason the next section of the chapter--a

review of literature on leadership/administration--is included, as many of the
concepts so contained recommend themselves to a better understanding of
administration-in-2ction. Part IV of the Iliterature review shows how the
subjectivist paradigm impacts on the second for—s of the inquiry: ecvaluation.
As my knowledge in this area has only been slightly informed through
practice, a broader theoretical overview is provided so that when engaging in
the action research I will be able to Identify those elements apropos to the
real-life situation.

The design of the action research is presented in Chapter III and the
resulting case studies in sut'=quent chapters. The culmination of this activity
will be, of course, the development of a process for district cvaluation that will
be informed by both practice and theory, and that can bec wused if

admiunistrators see it as applicable to thcir personal situational context.
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Part III: Leadership/Administration Theory and Organization Theory

Evaluation can be used as an administrative tool. In order to be most
effectively utilized it must be developed and employed in light of effective
administrative knowledge and action. In order to understand evaluation's rcle
in administration, and its potential as an effective leader-substitute, the
genesis of this theory and related information about effective leadership in

cducation organizations need to be discussed.

The ILeader-substitute Construct

Many studies have been done on the characteristics of successful
administrators.  Yet leaders who function well in one context often do poorly
in another (Doig & Hargrove, 1987). The leader-substitute theory suggests that
leadership (i.e., the capacity to lead) not only lies with the formal leader in the
organization, but also with other characteristics of that organization that exist
independent of and only within his peripheral control (Kerr & Jermier, 1978).
It is the interaction between these characteristics of the organization (often
unknown or consciously perceived even by the organization's own members)
that makes administration (the whole) different from the abilities of the
administrators themselves. The leader-substitute theory provides an
explanation as to why research into leader behaviors, styles, and situational
response yields so fev consistencies (Freeston, 1986).

A fundamental cornerstone of the lecader-substitute construct is that
power--the ability to influence which is key to Ieadership--can lie ouside
people: acting on people, but not attributable to people, in that their
immediate efforts to influence, by dint of personality, character, or behavior,
appear to be counteracted by larger forces that are culture based, or structure
based. In this sense the leader-substitute concept of leadership differs from
classical conceptions, in which personal power, embodied in expertise, reward,
status, or charisma (Etzioni, 1980) is the acknowledged source of influence in

organizations.
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The Role of P r_and Leader- i

Hiley (1987) discusses the role of power in administraiion. He describes
three forms of power that provide the cornerstone of administrative action.
The first--"person-based" power--is the principle upon which most traditional
theories of leadership are based. The second and third--"ideology-based” and
"disciplinary-based" power--provide a basis for justification of the lcader-
substitute theory.

Hiley (1987) suggests that in traditional conceptions of lcadcrship, such as
trait theory, contingency theory, and attribute theory, power--thc ability to
influence and therefore lead--is a feature of the relation between individuals.
Differing levels of "person-power” creates leadership and followership in a
relationship. The trait theory, the attribute theory, and the contingency
theory of leadership are predicated upon this principle.

When scmeone says “That person is a nateral leader”--they are using the
term to describe a quality that person can call upon to produce the conditions
necessary for leadership. This use of the term "lecader” suggests that
leadership is a trait, explainable through a study of the characteristics and
actions of leaders. Indeed, trait theory "dominates the research in educational
administration” (McPherson, Crowson & Pitner, 1986, p. 225).

From trait theory have come various characterizations of Ilcadership.
Three of the best known are Halpin's Leader Behavior Description
Questionnaire (LBDQ), Likert's work at the University of Michigan, and Blake
and Mouton's "Managerial Grid" (McPherson, Crowson, & Pitner, 1986 p. 229-
31). In each case the belief is that the existence of the trait of leadership is
revealed through measurable behavioral actions exhibited by the leader.  All
three approaches concentrate on two bipolar dimensions of leadership: the
idiographic (peop.v oriented dimension), and the nomothetic (institutional
dimension) (Getzels & Guba, 1957). Thus, Halpin talks about the consideration
versus structure-initiating functions of leadership; Likert about thc nced for

"employee-centered” leadership versus "job-centered”; and Blake and Mcuton!

1 Blake and Mouton, in constructing their "managerial” grid, used the tcrm

"administration" to describe the various dimensions of leadership. They
talk about Style 1,1--Caretaker Administration, and Style 1,9--Comfortable
and Pleasant Administration (McPherson et al, p. 230). The scmantic
confusion here is increased because the term "managerial” is identificd
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about the concern for production versus the concern for pecple (McPherson,
Crowson & Pitner, 1986, p. 226-32).

Attribution theory--tbc concept that leadership is a function of followers
granting to leaders the power to lead--also stresses the "person-based

condition" as a fundamental tenet. This theory states that:

Followers grant an individual the obeisance due a leader when it is
possible for them to explain (attribute reasons for) the behavior of that
leader in terms that are consistent with their own preconceptions.
(McPherson, Crowson & Pitner, 71986, p. 245)

In other words, if followers perceive that a person appointed to a position
of formal leadership (i.e., principal of a school) has the right to influence
them in the area of school policy and procedure, then they will "obey" when a
directive concerning attendance procedures is forthcoming. Simon (1976)
calls this the "zone of acceptance”; the degree to which employees will accept
leader authority without questioning the validity of that authority. This is due
to the followers' preconceptions as to his responsibility, or "right to lead". If
on the other hand, a directive is issued, say, defining appropriate dress for
teachers, and appropriate dress is seen to be outside the realm of responsibility
of the principal, it might well not be obeyed: thus, the zone of acceptance has
been breached and leadership is not exercised. Power in this sense is a
function of a dynamic relationship between leader and follower, and remains
person-based.

The situational theory of leadership suggests that leadership effectiveness
is only partly a product of the personal qualities, or behaviors that a formal
leader exhibits. The context within which the leader is operating can either
enhance or mitigate the effect of leader behavior (Doig & Hargrove, 1987). For
example, Fielder's contingency theory of leadership argues that leadership
performance "is dependent upon the interaction of leadership style and the
favorableness of the situation" (McPherson et al, p. 234). He goes on to
describe leadership effectiveness as a function of two kinds of behaviors
(consideration and task-orientation) interacting with environmental

conditions: one style is more preferable in certain circumstances, and the

with both leadership and administration. The relationship between the
three will be clarified later in the paper.
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other in different circumstances. Again, however, the focus is on leader
behavior--as a function of innate leadership ability--and thereforc equates
leadership (the act) with leadership (the quality).

Inherent in contingency theory, as in the "trait" theory, is the belicf that
the leadership quality is inherent within an individual; it is a funclion
exercised solely by the human condition--albeit constrained or enhanced by
the context within which it operates. Therefore it is an act only observable as
manifested through a person. In other words, this theory--as well as the
"trait" theory--does not conceive of the act of leadership existing (by that we
mean the conditions ascribed to leadership being in evidence) without human
initiation: that is, without a person employing that quality also called
"leadership”. As the term is used in classical leadership theory, leadership is a
function o1 the human condition--its existence is dependent upon power being

exchanged between people.

"Ideological” Power and "Disciplinary” Power

Hiley (1987) suggests, however, that there are two alternative sources of
power. The firsi is "ideological power", whereby the ability to influence is
located in a generalized system of beliefs or values. It is this conception of
power that is consistent with the theme found in much leadership literaturc
today; i.e., the writings of Deal & Kennedy (1982), Johnston (1987), Sergiovanni
& Corbally (1984), and Stout (1987), stressing the impact the culturc of the
organization has on leader effectiveness. The myths, rituals and ccremonies of
the culture of the organization "provide a sense of common direction for all
employees and guidelines for their day-to-day behavior" (Deal & Kennedy,
1982, p. 21). This statement implies that the "informal" ideology of an
organization exercises leadership--as much as the style or behavior of the
formal leader does. So deological expectations of task, and cultural
attachments of subordinates will act as surrogate influencers according to this
theory.

Hiley's (1987) third conception of power is "disciplinary power". He
revisits the writings of Michel Foucault, a French philosopher and historian,
who suggests that whereas person-based power can be repressive, disciplinary

power is not:
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...unlike a commodity exchanged between individuals, it is continually
operative throughout a social structure like a field of force...it operates
by organizing our bodies in time and space and its goal is to achieve
maximum utility while simultaneously achieving maximum obedience.
(Hiley, 1987, p. 351).

It is this form of power that is embodied in formalized structure, such as
role descriptions, policies and procedures, and regulations. Hiley (1987) also
gives the example of assembly line speed-ups to coerce workers to be more
productive (p. 352).

These three forms of power--person-based, ideology--based, and structure-
based--support the existence of "substitutes for leadership”. The extent that
subordinates within an organization are influenced by their own innate
abilities and predispositions or by the ideological interactions within that
organization will determine their response as followers; indeed, they
themselves might be the "leadership” component within that organization.
Similarly, structural factors relating to issues of task and procedure exercising
"disciplinary power" can and will act as "leader-substitutes”. So too will those

aspects of task embodied in the "culture" of the organization.

The L I- i n

Some authors (Ford, 1981; McPherson, Crowson & Pitner, 1986) see the
leader-substitute theory as a form of the contingency approach to leadership.
As such, the theory claims to identify those salient aspects of the situation
"that influences the consequences of leader behavior” (Ford, 1981, p. 274).
Kerr and Jermier (1978) identify three main aspects of the formal
organization that act to alter the effectiveness of leader behavior. These are
the characteristics of task, the characteristics of subordinates, and the
characteristics of structure that exist within an organization. Implicit in their
argument is that cultural traits of an organization (i.e., the existing patterns of
human interaction), structural attributes of the organization (i.e., degree of
organizational formalization, in the form of goal statements, policies, etc.,),
and the nature of tasks people must perform within the organization (i.e.,
routine, or methodologica! tasks versus creative, adaptive tasks) determine the
style and behavior requirea of the "status" executive in order to demonstrate
effective leadership. Hodgkinson (1983) l!ecnds support to their empirical
investigation through his treatment of leadership from a philosophical point
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of view; he states that leaders have four responsibilities: (1) know the task; (2)
know the situation (structure); (3) know his followership; and (4) know
himself.

Kerr and Jermier (1978) go so far as to suggest that these lcader-substitutes
can replace or “act in place of a specific leader behavior, and can "render
hierarchical leadership both unnecessary and impossible in terms of the
potential impact of leadership on important subordinate outcomes"” (Howell &
Dorfman, 1981, p. 715). Freeston (1987) extends this argument, claiming that
the qualities of consideration traditionally attributed to "person-lcaders”, such
as guidance and good feelings, can in fact derive from characteristics of the
individual, the task, or the organization--not from leader behaviors:

Called ‘"substitutes for leadership,” this construct holds that somec

characteristics may have a greater effect on subordinate satisfaction

and performance than do leader behaviors. The leader substitutes
construct rejects the assumption that hierarchical leadership is always

important to subordinate outcomes. (Freeston, 1987, p. 45; emphasis
added)

Gamoran and Dreeben (1986) claim, for example, that in  "loosely-coupled”
educational organizations (Weick, 1985; March & Olsen, 1976), the locus of
control--that is, the ability to influence teaching outcomes--lics primarily in
resource allocation. To the extent that teaching time, textbook purchase, and
class-size is determined by formula, they argue that the formula is the
influencing factor; the hierarchical leader is not the meaningful componcent

here in providing leadership.

The L r- i nstr nd Administration
The existence of leader-substitutes suggests an explanation as to why the
terms "administration” and "leadership” are often confused. The following

statements illustrate this:

Administration jis leadership. Leadership is administration. Thesc
identities need surprise no reader who has come this far but still there
is a certain strangeness to these expressions which is a carry-over from
common usage. There is a tendency in the ordinary language to
conceive of leadership, loosely understood, and it is nearly always very
loosely understood, as if it were sort of an increment to the
administrative-management process which might or not be present. An
epiphenomenon.  As if one could administer without leadership or lcad
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without  administration...it somehow does not make good sense to talk of
having at one and the same time good leadership and bad
administration, or conversely. (Hodgkinson, 1983, p. 195; emphasis
added)

and:

Although there seems to be considerable disagreement over the
relationship between leadership and administration, most would agree
that there is nro necessary relationship between these :wo iypes of
activities. It is logically impossible to engage in administration without
exercising leadership... (Coombs, 1988, p. 11; emphasis added).

Coombs (1988) sees the concepts of administration and leadership as
independent because in her mind, leadership is "person-based”, and therefore
only exercised as part of the administration function within a school.

Hodgkinson, on the other hand, sees leadership as more than person-based:

...leadership can be understood as the effeciing of policy, values,
philosophy through collective organizational action....To phrase it
differently, either leadership or administration is the moving of men
towards goals through a system of organization. It can be done well, or
it can be done badly, or it can be done indifferently, but it cannot not be
done at all. (Hodgkinson, 1983, p. 196; emphasis added).

Administration is both "person-based”" and "procedure-based". Thus when the
disciplinary influence of day-to-day routines takes over directing operations
of the organization, administration is still acting, whereas "person-based
leadership” is not. All the necessary and sufficient conditions for leadership
are being met within the organization, but they are being provided by a
nonhuman element. This characteristic explains how administration can be
constant in operation, and "omnipresent”. The quality of leadership is
exercised by the processes and procedures developed as part of administrative
policy (See Figure 2.1).

Dunsire (1971) states that a major component of administration is the
concept of service. Whereby "'leadership’ is usually viewed as unsettling the
status quo, and ‘“management’, as keeping things running smoothly,
‘administration' seesaws in meaning from one to the other of these two terms"”
(Coombs, 1958, p. 10). Organizations and organizational members need the
regular, omnipresent assistance that administrative support staff,

management policies and cultural traditions provide. Service, as well as
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collective

{ "person-based"\
contribution

contribution

ADMINISTRATION

Figure 2.1: The two components of administration.

leadership, is integral to the word "administration". This service is usually
provided by the policies, procedures and support (i.e., clerical) that exist
within that organization, and the "person-leader” is called upon for his

assistance only in circumstances where they do not suffice.

Effective Administration in Loosely Coupled Organiz;tions

Educaticnal organizations do not fit the traditional picture of rational,
specialized, line authority bureaucratic organizations as described by Wcber
(Clarke, 1985). And as the educational organization unit gets larger, i.c., school
district levels of organization as opposed to the classroom level, the fit is even
less justifiable. =~ March calls education systems "organized anarchies"--lightly
controlled, unstable, filled with ambiguity, segmented with a great dcal of
discretion and control within each segment, and little controlled by rules,
policies, and procedures (McPhcrson, Crowson & Pitner, p. 95).

Weick (1985) describes the loosely-coupled organization concecpt as
resulting from "new paradigms of inquiry” (p. 106). He depicts them as less
dependent on rationality than upon tradition, personal value, and informal
operating habits. Such organizations are wusually broken into small
independent segments in which their is relative autonomy of action and order
contained within (i.e., schools, and teacher classrooms within schools). They

are also subject to great ambiguity in terms of goals and purposes. This is duc
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to conflicting interests and desires by different groups (such as professional
teacher's associations, school administrator groups, school boards, etc.); as well
as the individual desires each person brings to the organization

Floden, Porter, Alford, Freeman, Irwin, Schmidt and Schwille (1988)
examined a large number of school districts to see if this image was reflected
in the practice of instructional leadership of math teaching. Evidence
indicated tha* control, (i.e., tight coupling) was a function of three
characteristics: consistency, prescriptiveness, and supporting policies with
authority.  Consistency and prescriptiveness looked at whether teachers were
provided with conflicting expectations re textbooks and required content
within those textbooks. Supporting policies with authority was described as
providing teachers with good reasons based on expertise as to why the
guidelines should be followed. While appearing rather tightly coupled in
terms of consistency and prescriptiveness, most districts did not provide the
leadership in exercise of either authority or power to support educational
policies. As such they retained the loosely coupled characteristic.

Effective leadership is described by Floden et al (1988) as "...persuad(ing)
teachers that there are good reasons for the district policies”, and developing
"trust and belief in the personal or group that has established the policy” (p.
115). This definition of effective leadership is reflective of the new attitude to
administration developing in response to acceptance of the concept of loosely
coupled organizations; it suggests flattening of the hierarchical leadership
practised in traditional bureaucratic organizations.

As long ago as the early 1970's there was intellectual acceptance of the
need for a paradigm shift in leadership, moving away from the traditional,
authoritative, bureaucratic style of leadership to a less traditional, democratic
and shared approach. Yet conversion of the intellectual to the practical

operations of school administration is still a recent phenomenon:

Schooling in America today is characterized by a new politics of
education and a fundamental shift in the basic governance structure
for organizing and administering schools. Much of what has happened
and is now happening is only now being sorted out, and the
implications for administrative practice in the decades ahead are only
now beginning to be understood (Sergiovanni, Burlingame, Coombs &
Thurston, 1987, p. 1).
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Principl Effecti Admini i

This section of the study is devoted to explaining some of the new basic
principles of effective administration, suggesting that they be considered
when developing administrative tasks and structures, and when acting
through subordinate characteristics. If applied to school district
administration, these principles should maximize the likelihood that the IPS
will be an effective administrative tool.

Administration, or "Leadership has two bases: a moral component and a
technical (one)” (Stout, 1986, p. 199). This statement rephrases thc normative
and ideographic dimensions of leadership (Getzels and Guba, 1956), and the
consideration and structure-building dimensions described by Halpin and
Winer (1956).

Effective administration emphasizes the moral component of lecadership.
Bamard (1938) in his seminal book The Functions of the Executive stressed this
point when discussing executive responsibility: The moral component is:

...the aspect of leadership we commonly imply in the word
"responsibility”, the quality which gives dependability and
determination to human conduct, and foresight and ideality to purpose
(Barnard, 1938, p. 260).

In Barnard's estimation the true art of leadership was maintaining a moral
balance between one's responsibility and one's role. With responsibility come
obligations, and as one rises into the upper echelons of the organization the
complexity of both those responsibilities and obligations increases. This
places an increasingly greater strain on the executive's ability to reconcile
conflicting moral viewpoints--for as one shifts from the floor of the factory to
the head office, or from the playground to the school board office, decisions
tend to become more philosophical--and of greater moral import--than they
are practical. Thus the strain of executive life is having to constantly resolve
moral dilemmas., If however, the executive does not have the character, or the
fortitude that these issues require for their successful resolution, then that
executive has responsibility but not commensuratc moral lcadership ability.
Barnard puts it this way:
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...morals are personal forces or propensities of a general and stable
character in individuals which tend to inhibit, control, or modify
inconsistent immediate specific desires, impulses or interests, and to
intensify those which are consistent with such propensities....When the
tendency is strong and stable there exists a condition of responsibility
(p. 261)

Responsibility is a function of two things: (1) the strength of the
individual's personal moral code; and (2) the demands made upon that moral
code. As one moves up the levels of a hierarchy, into positions of greater
responsibility, the demands made upon one's moral code are greater; if one
cannot bring the character and principles of the demanded morality to bear,
then he is not fulfilling those responsibilities for the benefit of the
organization.

Barnard (1938) also makes the point that moral principles are derived from
without the individual rather than solely from introspection. Morality arises
at the interface of the individual and society; it is a set of guiding principles
established to preserve agreed upon values, or rights, that are threatened
through improper interaction.  However, these values are also affected by
organizational context: As C.S. Lewis (1943) states, practical action based on
moral acts is situationally determined. Thus, in public service organizations
such as education "giving dependability and determination to human conduct”
means that the administration must emphasize those values and purposes that

are fundamental to society, and to ecducation (Coombs, C. 1988).

The Role of Values in Moral Administration

The emphasis on morality requires an understanding of the role values

play in administration. Holmes (1986) brings the issue of values and their role

in educational administration into clearer focus. He states that:

The lack of consensus about the purpose of the clementary and secondary
school makes it more important rather than less to have a clear framework of
goals and values. The modern idea that schools can function in a value-free
atmosphere brings the whole educational profession, and particularly
administrators, into disrepute (p. 80).

Weick (1985), in discussing loosely coupled organizations, explains that
greater ambiguity--a quality of education systems--"increases the extent to
which action is guided by values and ideology" (p. 125). He goes on to state that
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people who can resolve negative ambiguity (there is a dynamic tension here;
some ambiguity is necessary and desirable in a professional context) can gain
power. In situations of negative ambiguity administrators and organizations
can scize the opportunity to reshape the vision of the organization and its role
in society. They can do so by altering existing ideologies by the imposition of a

new set of values for the organization. Weick (1985) states:

When new values are introduced into an organization, a new sct of
relevancies and competencies are created that can provide a badly
needed source of innovation...In this way ambviguity can produce
innovation and greater utilization of resources (p. 125).

Sergiovanni, Burlingame, Coombs & Thurston (1986) support this viewpoint
when they discuss the need for administrators to develop a framework of
immutable values within an organization and to ensure that all decisions arc
decided in light of that value framework. Thus the technical components of
leadership, i.e., the policies and procedures of the organization, must be
constructed so as to ensure that relationships can be predicated on principles
of openness, rationality, justice, equal consideration, truthfulness, and
reciprocal obligations (Wright, 1986). In addition, organizational valucs of
quality, efficiency, and effectiveness must also be promoted (Barnard, 1938).
Moral leadership in an organization stresses the maintenance of the
organization's value raison d'etre, while at the same time preserving values of
human dignity.

Administrators operate in a continuum from philosophy--establishing the
basic values of an organization--to practice, as expressed through
management action: Controlling and supervising the day-to-day "use of
resources to achieve intended outcomes” (Wholey, 1983, p. 10). Moral
leadership is administration that maintains a productive tension between
philosophy and action (Zuckert, 1988). Effective leaders employ philcsophy to
curb the natural tendency of organizational members to overemphasize

individual "spiritedness”, or emphasis on self:

Executive responsibility, then, is that capacity of leaders by which,
reflecting attitudes, ideals, hopes, derived largely from without
themselves, thcy are compelled to bind the wills of men to the
accomplishment of purposes beyond their immediate ends, beyond their
times. (Barnard, 1938, p.283; emphasis added).
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Philosophy as expressed in a basic values statement is a counterfoil to
action, as it places immediate events and issues in a larger context. Moral, and
cffective leadership finds the balance between the two, allowing the basic
values pertaining to the organization to direct it (Johnston, 1986) while at the
same time allowing individual discretion and action commensurate with
people's need for self-identity and esteem.

Hodgkinson (1978) suggests that the philosophical challenge of
administration is to sort out value priority in the organization, and for
effective leaders tc emphasize "right” versus "good" values. He defines values
as "concepts of the desirable”, and suggests three levels of value priority (see
Figure 2.2)

Value Grounds of Psychological Philosophical Value RIGHT
Type Value Facility Orientations Level ‘
| PRINCIPLES conation religion I
willing existontlalism
Intultion
cognition utilitarianlsm
IA CONSEQUENCE reason pragmatism
) humanism "
democratic
liberalism
1] CONSENSUS thinking
(B)
fil PREFERENCE affect behaviourism i
smotion positivism
tesling hedonism GOOD

Figure 2.2: The Value Paradigm (taken from Hodgkinson, 1983, p. 38).

The highest level consists of principles derived from a religious calling or
ideological commitment. The middle level is comprised of moral or consensual
values (i.e.., those principles accepted by society as fundamental to its
maintenance, or agreed upon for their desirability). Preferential values--
those of an immediate and compelling naiure that often conflict with higher
level values--are the lowest strata.  Hodgkinson stresses the need for the
administrator to extend philosophy into practice by bringing to the job a
clearly decfined philosophy of education, based on ideological, moral and

consensual values; and then finding ways to balance that pbhilosophy in light
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of the preferential values that drive the orgamization on a daily basis. In this
fashion value priority can be established so as to resolve valuc conflicts.

Evaluation is a process by which this can be achieved.

Developin 1 F

When contemplating action administrators must ensure that the values
fundamental to the organization are preserved, and if possible, enhanced. To
accomplish this administrators must both lead and serve (Dunsire, 1971).
Administrators lead by developing future directions for an organization that
reflect organizaiional vaiues, and binding the wills of men to ihem; they scrve
by designing procedures, structures and tasks that respect the values of
individual workers and clients. Once again, keeping a balance between the
two disparate functions is the moral challenge to leadership.

One way effective administrators achieve this balance is through
management of meaning.  Management of meaning is a process by which
administrators try to focus organizational members on a common language,
common information pool, and common vaiue system for the organization. If
all members of the system see education in the same light, the potential for
acceptance and commitment to improvement plans system-wide is cnhanced.

There are three ways by which adminisirators can manage meaning in
loosely-coupled organizations like schools, or district education systems. Thesc
are: (1) by designing an empirical "vision" of the organization's future; (2) by
developing a sense of teamwork and empowerment through the wusc of
democratic and participative decision-making in leadership activities; and (3)
by controlling and managing information flow by being an information-
broker.

Vision is the ability of the administrator to picture where the organization
should go in the future (Storey, 1988). Implied is a belief that the
administrator has knowledge both of the values he wishes to inculcate in the
organization, and the values held by other constituents (i.c.., tcachers,
parents, students, and community members). Also implied is that the
administrator can build these wvalues into structures, tasks, and procedurcs that
allow for their maintenance in day-to-day activity--somctimes subjugating
immediate, preferential values to longer term, moral or rational values, while

at other times letting immediate concerns hold sway. In this way
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philosophical principles extrapolate into practice--and morality, which
requires differing modes of practice in varying situations to achieve the same
moral principle, is achieved.

Effective visions are not, however, defined solely by the administrator
(Storey, 1988).  Successful vision must be communicated to others in the
cducation system. Once communicated, it must be open to change--to inculcate
other constituent aspirations into a "empirical vision" for the future. It must
be a pragmatic vision, one with an empirical base. A vision that does not
reflect realities of current operations, so people can see how to get from "what
is" to "what should be", is a vision of little substance to most members of the

organization (sce Figure 2.3).
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Figure 2.3: Developing an empirical vision (adapted from Storey, 1988).

A second method by which administrators can manage meaning is to enhance
other organizationai members' lcadership capacity. March (1981) makes the
comment that "Administrators are vital as a class but not as individuals...What

makes an organization function welli is the density of administrative
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competence... (in that organization)" (p. 29). A mechanism to accomplish this

is "transformational leadership” (Burns, 1978):

Transformational leadership is more concerned with gnd-values such as
liberty, justice, equality (p. 426).

That people can be lifted into their better selves is the secret of

transforming leadership and the moral and practical theme of this work
(p. 462).

effective administration employs procedures by which the capacity to lcad is
disseminated throughout the organization, and similar to Barnard's concept of
responsibility, people are empowered (i.e., provided with the understanding or
shared purpose, a sense of responsibility for that purpose, and a fecling of
confidence in their ability to achieve it) to demonstrate lcadership in the
pursuit of their organizational responsibilities. Morality is enhanced when
people are held accountable for achievement of their delecgated
responsibilities.

But how can empowerment be achieved within an organization?  Morgan
(1987) suggests an answer. A first step is to develop a metaphorical image of
the organization, one that reflects the basic qualities or purposes of its raison
d'etre. One such image particularly appropriate to education administration is
the image of "organization as brain." Since loosely coupled organizations arc
systems within systems, one can view that segment of the organization imbucd
with the responsibility of administration as an organization in itsclf; an
organization that should act as the "brain" of the overall system.

Two qualities possessed by this image are (1) its inherent "lcarning”
capacity; and (2) its holographic nature. These two idcas suggest that
educational administrators encourage within each person in that organization
the same problem-solving capacity that one wishes the administration of the
organization itself to adopt; and then devise parallel structures, policics, and
procedures organization-wide.  Morgan (1987) even goes so far as to suggest
that evaluation is, in fact the brain's natural learning process. Devising
evaluation procedures for an organization as a whole should infusec it with a
problem-solving capacity, and if this capacity is mirrored by the individual

actions taken by each member, commensurate with their responsibility in the
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organization, one can assume that empowerment will result (Morgan's
suggested methods are described later in this chapter).

Another suggested method to accomplish empowerment is to democratize
the organization so that each individual should be allowed input into decision
making (Bates, 1985). He suggests that effective administration inculcates four
desirable changes: "The democratization of social relations, the
democratization of knowledge, the democratization of communication, and the
democratization of cultural concerns" (p. 98). Collegial leadership is designed
to overcome traditional bureaucratic impediments leading to fragmentation,
and to develop a sense of team and shared responsibility. Participatory,
democratic leadership rather than authoritative, hierarchical leadership
allows administrators to overcome the tendency of an organization to
fragment in spite of the commonality of purpose, and infuse it with the ability
to unite as a team in spite of the differences dividing the organizational
members.

Bloom (1987) cautions against the abuse of democratic principles, however.
If these principles are conceived from a basic belief in natural rights, and the
proper balance between natural rights and individual action is maintained,
then democratic principles can guide the organization toward a moral focus
and sense of empowerment. If, on the other hand, values of liberty and
equality are overemph:asized, as is the penchant today, then openness and
relativism results and morality is lost. Openness with relativism is denigrating
to the true educational spirit; openness with reason ennobles it. Bloom (1987)
argues, however, that the tendency today is to rely too much on scientific
methodology and not enough on our natural spiritualism. This leads to an
overemphasis on empirical evidence interpreted in a context of "no right and
wrong". In constructing his material world based on scientific principle man
has removed himself so far from nature as to lose contact with natural rights
and values. Thus the productive tension between philosophy and practice has
becen disturbed. In education, at the philosophical end of the continuum are
the natural rights of individuals and of education itself, within an
organizational context; and at the practical end are the immediate needs,
values, and desires of all constituents. True democratic methods are designed

to control the tendency of the latter to destroy the former, maintaining a
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productive tension between the two. Flawed democratic mecthods based on
relativistic consensualism cause the tension to be disturbed.

If one extrapolates Bloom's argumen* into educationai organizations,
improvement must be grounded on moral values, and employ democratic
methods only to discern whether they ure being maintained in the practical
context. It is the administrators fundamental role 1o make changes in that
context when such values are threatened (Holmes, 1987).

Value emphases and priorities determine administrative patterns and
policies, but these expressions of value can differ from context to contexi. The
determining factor as to whether the administrative actions arc appropriate is
whether or not the values that they are intended to serve are in fact promoted,
rather than destroyed.

A third method by which management of meaning is created is through
information brokering. Administrators function as brokers who c¢xchange,
highlight, and interpret informaticn for others (McClintock, 1987). They often
become spokespersons for the perceptions of others and they often try to find
common ground that will facilitate action. This is a function of their unique
role placing them at the confluence of all interest groups.

In education this responsibility entails developing, amongst all sorts of
different interest groups, an accurate picture of the accomplishments and
achievements of the education system. This challenge is complicated by the
reality that schools serve many publics, and sometimes contradictory flows of
images must be communicated ic them in order to create an accurate picturc
(Sergiovanni, Burlingame, Coombs & Thurston, 1987). In addition, public

impressions of education are usually piecemeal and inaccurate, based on:

...a multitude of small, individual experiences acquired pecrsonally
through direct contact with schools, or with children, learncd through
the media, heard from one's neighbors, or gained perhaps from an
acquaintance who walks in the school (Carol & Cunningham, quoted in
Sergiovanni, Burlingame, Coombs & Thurston, 1987, p. 31).

Impressions are also a legacy of one's own school years. Howcever,
impressions are also changeable. The task facing the administrator is to creale
accurate impressions of schooling and related student achicvement. As
McClintock (1987) states:
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...The essence of this process is to use, and govern the use of, language
and other symbols, stimulate action from which information about
reality will be produced, facilitate interactions among stakeholders in
order to share perceptions, and conduct retrospective interpretations of
events. The sum of these activities is the management of meaning
which is a core responsibility of the administrator's information and
communication responsibilities (p. 319).

Management of meaning also tends to minimize organizational
fragmentation by: (1) phrasing programs goals and purpose in a manner
acceptable to all constituencies; (2) providing suggested alternatives for action
that are commensurate with the value positions of affected individuals or
groups; and (3) monitoring the outcomes and process of decided upon
improvement strategies.

Sergiovanni, Burlingame, Coombs & Thurston (1987) emphasize the
importance of this administrative role. They claim that it is a vital task in the

maintenance of public confidence:

...(Administrators) need to communicate a flow of images to important
constituencies to maintain their legitimacy in the eyes of such
constituencies. For example, the public expects schools to operate in a
rational, logical manner, and legitimacy in the eyes of the public
requirecs that such an image be communicated clearly and
decisively....the management of public confidence requires deft
handling of the flow of images communicated to various constituencies
(Sergiovanni et al, p. 32).

Earlier it was stated that developing a communal vision, greater empowerment,
and better information brokering systems in an educational organization are
all forms of this task of "managing meaning". The challenge, is of course, to
design and/or alter the leader behavior and administrative policies and
procedures so as to emphasize values appropriate to the organization, and to
creatc a new ideology that cmpowers and dignifies the purposes of education.
Evaluation, and particularly formative evaluation, is a process in which these
skills are required. A first step in both administration and evaluation is to
develop a metaphoric image that reflects the qualities and values of the

organization that are desired.
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The Role of Metaphor in
Morgan (1987), House (1983) and Eisner (1978) suggest that a mecthod of

ensuring that an organization remain true to its values is for it to be conccived
ot and constructed according to a metaphor embracing its idcal

characteristics. House describes the power of metaphor in the following way:

...Until recently, the employment of metaphor was thought to be merely
ornamental. Metaphor was used to make an expression morc poeiic or (o
emphasize a point rhetorically. However, novel experiences usually arc
structured in terms of more concrete ones, and cultural notions in terms
of physical ones. Metaphor is essential to our most complicated thought
processes and a vital intellectual tool that we use to understand the
world (p. 6).

and:

...social problem solving ic mediated by the stories pcople tcll about
troutlesome situations. The framing of the social problem depends on
the metaphors underlying the stories, and how the problems are framecd
is critical to the solutions that emerge....Therefore, thc underlying
metaphor gives shape and direction to the problem solution (p. 7).

Morgan (1987) in his book Images of Organization supports House's

contention. He claims that:

...our theories and explanations of organizational life are based on
metaphors that lead us to see and understand organizations in
distinctive yet partial ways....the use of metaphor implies a_way

of thinking and a_way of seeing that pervade how we understand our
world generally (p. 12; emphasis in original).

He goes on to present eight different metaphors that can be used to
characterize organizational structure. Of particular interest to the discussion

here are the "organization as machine" and the "organization as brain".

The E ional Organization Machin

Traditionally organizations, even school organizations, arc imaged by most
theorists as mechanistic systems (McPherson, Crowson & Pitner, 1987). Indced,
the traditional bureaucracy constructed according to the principles of
specialization, hierarchical authority, rule-oriented procedurcs, rationality,

formalization, and the separation of role responsibility from pecrsonal
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responsibility (Etzioni, 1964), is epitomized in the assembly line approach in
mass production factories: employees are expected to act as machines, and
behave as if they were parts of machines.

This mechanistic model is the predominant image used to characterize

processes of schooling. Eisner (1979) claims that:

The dominant image of schooling in America has been the factory and
the dominant image of teaching and learning the assembly line. These
images underestimate the complexities of teaching and neglect the
difference between education and training (p. 262).

He goes on to argue, as did Morgan, that "The metaphors... of schooling...that
we acquire have profound consequences for our educational values” (p. 261).
He strongly suggests that the image we hold to characterize the processes and
functions of an organization can describe the qualities found in that
organization, but at the same time, they also begin to change the organization:
in a sense, they become self-fulfilling prophecies. Eisner (1979) claims, for
example, that the industrial model as applied to education has emphasized
rationality and scientific methodology to the detriment of many other
important qualities of learning. He goes on to argue that these two principles
lead to an emphasis on measurement in traditional evaluation methods, and
these have "profound effects on the content and form of schooling” (p. 267).
Effects, which he adds, are quite negative: "the quality of the student's
experience has been generally ignored or seriously neglected” (Eisner, 1979,
p. 268).

The E ional nization Brain

What are the implications if one views, and attempts to design, the
educational organization as a brain? What influence might this metaphor
have on administrative procedures, considering that one might consider the
administration in fact the "brain" of the educational organization?

This vision emphasizes the importance of information processing,

learning, and intelligence, and provides "a frame of reference for
understanding and assessing modern organizations in these terms" (Morgan,
1987, p. 14). Of particular interest to this paper are two main qualities the

image of the brain suggests for organizations: (1) "Learning to learn", the
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necessity for building in a capacity for quality learning in an ongoing way;
and (2) designing this capacity as holographic learning--whereby cach picce
of the whole is infused with the capacity of learning, and the qualitics of
flexibility and innovation are espoused. These qualities scem particularly
appropriate for "loosely-coupled” organizations such as schools and school
districts.  In addition, the whole concept of viewing an organization as a
holographic entity is one of the fundamental cornerstones that underlics the
subjectivist paradigm.

"Learning to learn" refers to the concept that a system should constantly
assess, reassess, and adjust its processes almost intuitively so as to be
instinctively responsive to new demands from the environment. It implies a
flexibility and openness to change and creative thinking that traditional
bureaucratic organizations are not noted for. Freedom to analyze cxisting
conditions, judge their suitability, and suggest improvements arc
characteristics that must be deliberately fostered within an organizational
context; it is consistent with the problem-solving role of administration
suggested by Liethwood (1986).

The learning capacity of an organization refers to its ability to establish
systems io review and analyze its effectiveness and then adjust operations to
keep pace with changes in its environment (see Figure 2.4). The diagram in

Figure 2.4 refers to the combination of both evaluation and leadcrship as

Step 1 = the process of sensing, scanning,
and monitoring the environment

Step 2 = the comparison of this information
against operating norms

Step 2a = the process of questioning whether
operating norms are appropriate

Step 3 =the process of initiating appropriate

Figure 2.4: The "Double-loop" learning capacity of the brain (from Morgan,
1987, p. 88).
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intuitively exercised by the brain. Steps 1, 2 and 2a are, in fact the stages
associated with evaluation (Alkin, Daillak & White, 1979; Cronbach, 1982;
Scriven, 1983a; Stake, 1982); step 3 is the manifestation of the leadership role
of decision making (McPherson, Crowscn & Pitner, 1987). Morgan (1987)
argues that the traditional bureaucratic structure delimits the efficacy of
these two important organizational functions, otherwise known in systems
theory as maintaining "dynamic equilibrium”  (McPherson, Crowson & Pitner,
1987).

In contrast, the brain accomplishes this two step learning process
naturally,  Organizations that develop openness, reason, and reflectivity; that
encourage an approach to the analysis and solution of complex problems
through the exploring of different viewpoints; and that devise means where
intelligence and direction can emerge from ongoing processes, closely
approximate the higher learning process of the brain. This makes it
incumbent on such organizations to "...make interventions and create
organizational structures and processes that help implement the above
principles” (Morgan, 1987, p. 95).

In other words, effective educational administration will encourage and
employ personal leadership and leader-substitute processes that develop a
problem-solving capacity within that organization: the ability to intuitively
adjust, monitor, and adapt the organization's processes instinctively when
faced by new challenges either from the internal or external environments.

The brain learns both intuitively through naturally occurring experience,
but also through artificially created learning experiences. Indeed, the whole
existence of a school is predicated on the concept that learning can be
enhanced by putting pcople through carefully constructed exercises that
provide the qualities associated with effective learning. Hodges (1982)
provides an example of a model of effective teaching constructed to maximize
the potential for learning in the classroom. She capitalizes on the basic
premise that teaching for learning, as constructed in the classroom, goes
through four main stages (see Figure 2.5).

Stage 5 and Stage 1 of Figure 2.5, and the link between them, relates to the
natural "double loop" learning process employed by the brain. The degree to

which education systems employ effective evaluation methods and utilize those




52

Goal
] setting
Design
of learning
experiences

/

Outputs % De|ivefy
of service

Figure 2.5 Artificially constructed learning loops, adapted from Hodges, 1982,
p. 29.

methods for directing leadership action is to a great extent a rmecasurc of the
degree to which their problem-solving capacity is enhanced. Effcctive
organizations must establish policies and procedures for evaluation that
ensconce these stages of artificial learning into day-to-day practice, just as
they are fundamental to classroom learning. It is the function of
administration--that part of the organization charged with the responsibility
for leadership and service--to construct a strong problem-solving capacity
within all components and members of that organization.

The greater the consistency of process and procedure from the smallest
organizational unit to the largest, the greater the likelihood that the
organization will act in active-adaptive fashion, maintaining a symbiosis with
its environment. Thus organizations must have evaluation and lcadership
policies and procedures at all levels--built into habitual use--in order to be
effective. These structures will act as leader-substitutes in cnhancing

administrative effectiveness.

An Educational Organization as_a Holographic System.

Holographic systems are constructed so that the smallest unit of the whole
has the capacity to assume the qualities desired of the whole itselfl (Morgan,
1987; Lincoln & Guba, 1985). Just as a piece of a holographic picturc print can
create the whole picture by shining light through it (and a thrce dimcnsional
picture at that) so is it desirable that each section--piece--of an organization

can create, upon demand, the problem-solving, or active learning capacity
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described earlier. There are four main things that have to be done to create

holographic organization:

1. Get the whole into parts.

2. Create connectivity and redundancy.

3. Create simultaneous specialization and generalization.
4

. Create a capacity to self-organize (Morgan, 1987, p. 97-8).

Morgan suggests that there are four means that can be employed to build
these characteristics into an organization. They are (1) redundancy of
functions; (2) learning to learn (discussed earlier); (3) requisite variety; and
(4) minimum critical specification. They are summarized in Figure 2.6.

1. Redundan f functions. In mechanistic systems each part has a
specific function and each new function requires an additional part. In a

holographic system extra functions are added to each of the operating parts--

Holographic design rests on implementing four interrelated principles:

Learning to
learn

Requisite
: Holographic § variety
Redundancy RS

of functions _ Organization

B8

Minimum critical
specification

Figur : Principles of holographic design (Morgan, 1987 p. 99).

so that each part is able to engage in a variety of functions. Capacities
rclevant for the functioning of the whole are built into the parts. This implies
that each organizational member has multiple skills and abilities; that in
addition to their specialized function (i.e., teacher, or trustee) they are able to

participate in any and all other activities of the organization when required.
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If that octivity is evaluation--then the responsibility for assuming that role is
undertaken by all constituents involved in the educationa! process. This
concept is encapsulated in the  principle of "stakeholder involvement” in
evaluation (Ayers, 1987); and participative decision making in lcadership
theory (McPherson Crowson & Pitner, 1987).

2. Requisite variety. It is, however, implausible to assume that everyonec is
skilled in all required areas. This is where the principle of requisitc varicty
provides guidance. The basis of this concept is that particular roles within
organizations face differing demands according to their relatiorship both to
one another and the environment. Thus individuals must only posscss
enough--a requisite amount--of the needed skills to meet the demands their
particular position places on that skill. This can be "built in" (o the system by
hiring individuals with a great multiplicity of abilities, or by structuring work
groups so that a variety of skills are found in autonomous working units. In
building this priaciple into evaluation, one would structurc cvaluation
processes so that all constituents were involved, according to the idea of
"stakeholder involvement"; and create tasks for individuals and design work
teams so that their involvement was commensurate with their skill and
perspective (Ayers, 1987). This component, combined with the principle
mentioned earlier, redundancy of functions, is what is sometimes tcrmed
transformational leadership: empowering people to assume responsibility
commensurate with their role in the organization.

3. Minimum critical specification. This principle reverses the burcaucratic
principle that organizational structures need to be defined so that cach
hierarchical role has precisely and uniquely +efined responsibilitics.
Organizations so constructed lose the capacity for self-organization. Minimum
critical specification is consistent with the leadership concept of "purposing”
(Barnard, 1938; Stout, 1987) by which guidelines structuring cmployce
participation are loose enough to encourage self-initiation and ingenuity on
behalf of the organizational member, but not so loose as to divert the thrust of
such behavior away from the general goals of the organization. This
principle means that hierarchical leaders strive to delegate “traditional”
leadership functions to other members of the organization. Evaluation,
instead of being conducted by the hierarchical administrator, should bec

structured to involve other members of the organization.
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To this point in the chapter the literature in the area of background to the
IPS, administrative philosophy, organizations, leadership and administration,
and cffective administration--consistent with the principles of the emerging
paradigm--have been discussed. It suggests that the leader-substitute
construct is a concept that expresses these principles. it also suggests that an
appropriate metaphor for the educationai organization is that of a learning
organization, and that administration within that organization be considered
to be the "brain" entrusted with the responsibility of building in the capacity
of problem-solving. The administrator is responsible for establishing
processes that encourage morality, vision-sharing, empow:rment and
effective management of meaning through emphasis on values and values
resolution. A key process in achieving these goals is formative evaluation.
Formative evaluation, constructed according to the principles of a holographic
organization, is seen to be an effective mechanism for influencing
organization members to become better problem-solvers.

Entrusted with the responsibility to initiate such influence, the
administrator is encouraged to design a conceptual system in which tasks,
structures, and characteristics of subordinates must be utilized to augment the
administrator's own influence. Of particular interest to this dissertation is, of
course, applying these principles to evaluation of school district operations.
In order to accomplish this, it v.ould be appropriate at this time to examine
more closely the whole concept of evaluation, and what is meant by thc terms

"holistic”, and "naturalistic".
Part {V: The Evaluation Function of the Information Profile System

To be an efficient and practical evaluation tcol at the school district level
the IPS mus* be designed to achieve the goals of effective administration:
vision-setting, empowerment, and management of meaning. However, there
arc many possible evaluation strategies, each with its own philosophical base
and purpose. In the remainder of this chapter a variety of evaluation
approaches will be examined, with particular emphasis on holistic and
naturalistic evaluation.  Their methodologies suggest innovative ways to
conduct school district evaluations, consisient with the principles discussed

carlier. In addition, the naturalistic methodology is employed as the basic
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research methodology for the overall study. A second part of the chapier will

deal with limitaiions to evalvuation effectiveness.

Evaluation is a term that has many definitions and understandings. The
Webster's Dictionary (1977) describes it as a “determination of, or fixing the
value of an object’; “or the determination of the significance or worth of an
object by careful appraisal and study'.

The Difference Between Evaluation and Measurement

Green (1970) describes evaluation as "the process of subjective appraisal
with specific purposes or aims in mind" (p. 4). In most cases this appraisal is
based on information or data which has been collected through measurcment,
which he describes as "the application of an instrument or instrumcms 1o
collect data for some specific purpose” (ibid, p. 4). Evaluation is the morc
sophisticated process of the two; unless intuitively done, it requires some form
of measurement. Evaluation always employs personal judgment and thercfore
is subjective in nature; on the other hand measurement tends to be as
objective as the accuracy of the instrument and the skill of the user will allow.
Green also states that evaluation "may lead to conclusions and applications
which ultimately change that which is evaluated"” (p. 13).

The difference between measurement and evaluation is an important onc.
Measurement is an objective, standard driven task; it is concerncd with how
much of a quality or characteristic an individual or object possesses. In this
sense it appears to be nonevaluative, in that when something is mcasurcd, an
indication i, sought only as to how much of the characteristic is present. The
measurement process puts no value on the amount. Ii is only through the
process of evaluation that value "is =zuded by the person interpreting the
score” (Brown, 1971; p. 9). Measurement is thercfore very seclective and
theory-bound; and it is only the beginning stage of cvaluation, as
determinations of value (merit or worth) are its essence.

In the book Standards for Evaluaiions of Educational Programs, Projects and
Materials, developed by the Joint Committee on Standards for Education

Evaluation (1981) this distinction is maintained. Evaluation is dcfined as "the
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systematic invcstigation of the worth or merit of an object, i.e., a program,
project, or instructional material” (p. 152). Measurement, in contrast, is
described as the gathering of "quantitative information consisting of facts and
claims that are represented as numbers” (p. 127). Adams (1964) restates this
dichotomy in thinking when she states that "evaluation goes beyond
mecasurement in that valuc judgements are involved” (p. 5).

Measurement implies knowing exactly what one is looking for, an ability to

quantify it, and a comparison between a known amount {an accepted standard)

and an observed reality. At this point measurement stops, and evaluation
begins. Evaluation includes the measurement stage, but then adds a
determination of the worth or value of the performance. It answers Lhe

question, "How well did we do" in termas of a person's satisfaction, as opposed to
the discrepancy in performance itself. Measurement is clearly the process
that applies when one has a clear definition of the objectives of an educational
system, (i.e., specific test questions) and employs instruments to determine
whether they have been achieved or not. Evaluation goes one step further.
Using some internal or external ideal performance standard, one then
determines the worth or merit of the achieved score. In so doing evaluation
becomes a bridge between philosophy and practice, for measurement (the first
stage of the evaluation process) captures performance in light of the world of
practice, and then the data so collected is then compared to the ideal as

articulated at the philosophy end of the administrative continuum.

Evaluation Rescarch as an Administrative Tool.

Cooley and Lohnes (1976) add to the debate on evaluation by identifying
evaluation as a tool for administrative purposes. In stating that educational
procedures are never completely, finally evaluated, they imply that the
fundamental purpose of evaluation in education is formative: dedicated to

improvement of the educational program. They state:

An evaluation is a process by which relevant data are collected and
trans{formed into information for decision making. Evaluation is
defincd as a process rather than a product... Evaluation is successful
insofar as the information it generates becomes part of the dccision
making processes in education (p. 3).
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Although they have a bias toward evaluaiion as conducted by official
"evaluative researchers”, as opposed to by administrators themsclves, they
make a number of points that are valuable to repeat here. The first is that "the
omnipresent client of evaluators is society, and all evaluations which arc
intendea to affect education policy should be reported to the public in suitablc
fashion and suitable media” (p. 4). A second is that evaluators must lcam from
their clients as well as informing them. Third, they focus on ecvaluation of
student outcomes as the source of information from which evaluations of
education should be determined. A fourth point is that evaluation provides a
mechanism whereby assumed means-end relationships (i.e.., proccdurcs and
policies derived to accomplish educational purposes) can be brought into the
open and their validity examined.
Stufflebeam and Webster (1988) lend credence to this point of view when

they define evaluation as follows:

Evaluation is the process of delineating, obtaining, and applying
descriptive and judgmental information about the worth or mecrit of
some object's goals, plans, operations, and results in order to guide
decision making, maintain accountability, and/or foster undcrstandings
(p. 571).

In doing so they emphasize that evaluation employs judgement (i.c.,
determinations of worth and merit); it involves the gathering of data on a
large number of variables; it has many purposes; and it is an intcractive

process involving complex communication and technical skills.

Val nd Evaluation.

Stufflebeam & Webster (1988) also make the point that "evaluation is an
assessment of value" (p. 571). Cooley and Lohnes discuss this topic at length,
suggesting a "theory of valuation” (p. 9). They state that attempts "to arrive at
information useful to others in considering the value of educational programs
require some framework in which to think about the valuing process” (p. 9).
They lock closely at John Dewey's work to establish such a framework.

Cooley and Lohnes go on to make the statement that "it is high time for
evaluators to recognize and assert that value statements can bc analyzed into a

set of propositions subjectable to empirical investigation" (p. 10). They also
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claim that "failure to perform such analyses in evaluation studies is
incxcusable" (p. 10).

Cooley and Lohnes' argument is as follows. First, the values driving
cducational practice must be revealed. Second, they make the assumption that
in doing so some controversy over values will result; as a consequence they
suggest that rational empirical inquiry should be utilized to settle such
disputes; the "alternative...is the settling of value disputes by power alone" (p.
10). A third postulate of their argument is that values statemcnts are
propositions about matters of fact, and therefore drive both the means and the
cnds of educational endeavour. They state that the "primary task of the
evaluator is to do research which generates information about the validity of
propositions relating educational means and ends" (p. 11).

Evaluation, then, is a value-infused process. First, values determine which
cvidence is gathered so as to make determinations as how to describe the
current state of educational programs. Second, one compares the state of
cducational programs in light of their ability to achieve the values of socicty
that are "prized, held dear, viewed as invaluable ends" (Cooley & Lohnes, 1976,
p. 14). In doing so one is then led into a third set of value judgements: making
determinations as to what means can be wused to alleviate undesirable
conditions so found.

Cooley & Lohnes (1976) go even further: they make the claim that
evaluations "are examples of moral behaviors" because they "seek to provide
information germane to decisions about what is best for children, or for
students of any age” (p. 16). In doing so they introduce two key elements of an
effective evaluation exercise: first, an emphasis on students, both in light of
the means and ends desired; and second, the use of a values framework that
reflects society's moral principles, as these are the "invaluable ends" of
cducational action that must be converted into means and ends according to

community need.
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The Epistemological Debate in Evaluation

The epistemological debate in evaluation is a function of thc ongoing
philosophical debate with regards to the nature of reality, and truth. Three
issies are of particular interest to this dissertation: the controversics
surrounding independent reality versus dependent reality, qualitative versus

quantitative inquiry, and positivist versus phenomenological rescarch design.

Independent versus dependent reality

Two questions in particular need to be addressed in order to deal with this
debate. Tkey are: (1) What is the relationship between facts and values? and
(2) What is the relationship between investigator and investigated? (Smith,
1983). The substance of the two questions as ilicy relate to the issuc of the
educational evaluation is this: Can education be described as a valucless, free-
standing entity, existing totally independent of the knower, or is it mind-
dependent, and grounded in the individual observer's intercsts, values, and

situation (see Fig. 2..7)?

Value
"value-laden” ,

: erception
observation percep
object

"value-free "value-free" reality
observation
Figure 2.7: "Value-free" reality versus "value-laden” perceptions.

If one accepts the value-free position, then judgements can be performed,
during evaluation, by comparing the educational system against somc
independent standard that exists on its own. Judgement then becomes
objective, and substantial agreement among cvaluators is he goal If

educational truths are mind-dependent, however, then judgements become a
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function of comparing individual perceptions against a personally value-
determined, ideal standard. Unanimity, in the latter case, is very unlikely.
Implicit in the value-free argument is an acceptance of quantitative, objective
truth, which is the basis of traditional scientific inquiry. It is founded on the
positivist view that knowledge of an entity--say the educational process--is
gained by breaking thc complex into its component parts, and continuing in
this division until its true nature is revealed. Understanding of the parts can
lead to an understanding of the whole.

The value-laden approach--the qualitative, subjective viewpoint--
presupposes, on the other hand, that knowledge of a complex form can best be
attained by seeing it from a variety of viewpoints. In piecemealing it down,
the essence of the object may well be lost, and its true nature elide the
observer.  If educationaj systems are realities, experts trained in scientific
method and observation will be the best evaluators, as worth will become
measurable and quantitative; if educational knowledge is perceptions, best
determined by careful observation, anyone in the position of observing the
evaluand can evaluate, using their own internal standard of worth,
intrinsically or extrinsically determined.

There are many qualitative evaluators who do not accept the positivist view
that even science--supposedly the most objective of all inquiry--is value free.
Michael Scriven (1983a), for example, states that "science is about as value-
free as buying hogs or playing chess" (p. 79). He argues that the scientist
must judge between sound and unscund observations, valid and invalid
generalizations; distinctions that demand value judgements that cannot be
reduced to mere observations.

Scriven's value-laden characterization of science, when combined with the
arguments ¢f Lincoln and Guba (1985), are convincing. The latter state that
positivism rests upon at least five assumptions that arc difficult to maintain,
They demonstrate cogently that the positivist belief in single, tangible reality,
scparation of knower from known, the temporal and contextual indepcndence
of observations (i.e.., what is true at one time and place may also be true at
another time and place), linear causality, and value-free inquiry are
impossible to sustain in light of modern scientific evidence itself! They quote
Hesse, who states that "all attempts to find demarcating criteria, that is,

nccessary and sufficient conditions for a belief system to be science have
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failed" (Lincoln & Guba, p. 25). Ultimately one cannot define conceptual
models in dissertations, and deal with topics such as cvaluation without coming
to a decision as to whether one adopts the concept of value-free inquiry or onc
does not. In the arena of evaluation, which is so substantively dependent on
value judgements, this decision is not so difficult to inake: however, an
assumption throughout the remainder of the paper is that even the most basic
of supposed "facts” in evaluation can only be considered, at best, subjective
perceptions.

A further point. Adoption of the solipsist viewpoint does not mecan that that
one must retreat from the world and not know it. Such a viecwpoint can
equally argue for empiricism as against it (Barber, 1988). Indced, empiricism
can be construed as affecting "to know the world by reducing it to a mecasurc
of the self even narrower than a priori ideas, namcly sensations or precepts”
(Barber, 1988, p. 37). Independent reality or dependent rcality
notwithstanding, the only way one comes toc know the world is through
engagement with it. Even though certitude may not be possible, empiricism is
a mechanism by which one can at least be led closer to an ajproximation of
the truth, and a process whereby individuals seck to re’uc: perceptual
differences through comparing observations and perspectives. Inductive
empiricism is equally as important to non-science as science, for it leads us to
a clearer picture with the non-realities we are dealing with (Barber, 1988). In
a value-laden inquiry such as evaluation, this simply leads to thc support of a
variety of mechanisms for data collection, data interprctation, and
construction of meaning that is based on a paradigm of inquiry constructed
from the "non-independent reality” ontology, namely, naturalistic inquiry.

Schwartz and Ogilvie, quoted in Lincoln and Guba, (1985) ecxplain how

values do not necessarily mitigate against objectivity. They state:

There may, indeed, be an ultimate reality. However, cvery time we try
to discover what it is, our efforts will be partial. Thus we scc a shift
from the "absolute" truth discovered by the "right" mcthod toward a
plurality of kinds of knowledge explored by a multiplicity of mecthods”
(pp. 56-7)

Objectivity is gained by allowing many individuals to contributc to the
characterization and expression of the the educational system. Truth s

approximated by overlapping multiperspectives. This process brings samcncss
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and similarity to the fore, while at the same time dignifying individual
viewpoints. These principles, in combination with a "value-laden”
philosophy, and the principles mentioned earlier--constituent empowerment
and participation--are the underlying concepts upon which the qualitative

methodology and naturalistic inquiry are based.

Qualitative strategy is an approach that has its ultimate expression in a
mecthodology called naturalistic inquiry. Investigations in evaluation can
range from the fully reproducible, fully controlled artificial study
(i.e., an experimental design, with its attendant emphasis on validity and
rcliability) "to the essentially opportunistic naturalistic study” (Cronbach,
1982, p. 43). The latter is more suited to evaluands of complexity, in which
human interactions and subjectivity is necessary for an understanding of the
entity being studied.

There are various levels of decision making in an evaluation study, and the
choice of the method of data collection, either quantitative or qualitative,

becomes the choice of strategy. Patton (1980) defines evaluation strategy as:

...a plan of action. A strategy provides basic direction. It permits
scemingly isolated activities to fit together; as it moves separate efforts
toward a common, integrated purpose. An evaluation research strategy,
then, provides basic direction for the evaluator; it provides guidance in
selecting particular techniques or methodological practices for specific
scttings (p. 40-41).

Patton (1980) describes the roots of the qualitative strategy. It employs an
inductive versus a deductive approach, whereby one is not constrained by
predetermined hypotheses, but allows understanding to develop as patterns
and relationships reveal themselves. Research is an event in which the
rcscarcher makes no attempt to manipulate the research setting, but allows
the phenomenon being investigated to evolve in its naturally occurring

context.
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The naturalistic research strategy is applied in the ficld where the
program is dynamic, changing, and not subject to the tidy control of

experimental design. As Patton (1980) states:

The evaluator makes no attempt to manipulate, control, or e¢liminate
situational variables or program developments, but accepts the
complexity of a changing program reality. The data of the cvaluation
include outcomes, changes in treatments, and paticrns of action,
reaction, and interaction (p. 42-3).

In naturalistic inquiry the researcher must get close to thc program rather
than remain aloof from it. Methods such as interviews, guecstionnaires, and
observations are utilized to discover what is happening, and then verify what
has been discovered. This means moving back and forth between induction
and deduction, between experience and reflection on experienr . and between
lesser and greater degrees of naturalistic inquiry (Patton, 1980). This mcthod
is diametrically opposed to the traditional deductive, cxpcrimental, aloof and
objective quantitative approach traditionally associated with scientific
methodology. As such, it is suitable for some evaluation models but not others;
one approach it is particularly suited for is naturalistic cvaluation.

The underlying philosophy of naturalistic evaluation is based on thc anti-
positivist arguments of Lincoln and Guba (1985). A first premise is that therc
are multiple, intangible realities which can be studied only holistically. A
second point is that the inquirer and the object of inquiry interact to
influence one another; this is particularly so when the object being cvaluated
is another human being. A third postulate is that the purposc of cvaluative
inquiry is to develop understanding; therefore, differences are as inhcrently
interesting as similarities.

A comerstone of the naturalistic viewpoint is the "value-laden” naturc of
evaluation.  Naturalistic evaluation claims that inquiry is valuc-bound, in at
least five ways:

1. Inquiries are influenced by inquirer values as expresscd in the choice of
a problem, and in the framing, bounding and focussing of that problem.

2. Inquiry is influenced by the choice of paradigm which guides the
investigation into the problem.
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3. Inquiry is influenced by the values which inhere in the context.

4. Inquiry is influenced by the ~hoice of substantive theory utilized to
guide the collection and analysis o! data and in the interpretation of findings.

5. Inquiry is ecither value-resonant (reinforcing or congruent) or value-
dissonant (conflicting). Problem, paradigm, theory, and context :nust exhibit
congruence (valuc-resonance) in order to produce meaningful results
(Lincoln & Guba, 1985, p. 38).

As such, naturalistic evaluation, in its conceptualization, wishes to consider
the value positions of all the members of an educational organization, while at
the same time assuming that some are going to conflict with others, and some
are going to be better than others. Resonance of congruent values, and

resolution of value conflicts, is the purpose of the naturalistic design.

The Naturalistic Approach Evaluation,

Because of its value emphasis, naturalistic evaluation is a process suited to
the evaluation of complex social entities such as education (House, 1983;
Lincoln and Guba, 1985), because it hones in on social processes. Indeed,
Alkin, Daillak and White (1979) state that:

This sensitivity of naturalistic research to social process is precisely
what is called for in research on evaluation utilization. In addition, the
focus of naturalistic research on the social actors' points of view and
understandings will allow us to uncover the various subtle forms of
utilization, forms which might escape the attention of the outsider but
which are readily apparent to the inside actor. The participant in an
cvaluation situation, who spends all or a part of each working day
dealing with an educational program or its evaluation, can help identify
the long and short term effects of the evaluation, including effects
which the "detached" researcher might not anticipate and might well
overlook (p. 33-4).

The purpose of naturalistic evaluation is formative in nature, aiming at
understanding, in a "hermeneutics" sense (Smith, 1983). Naturalistic
cvaluation stresses multiperspectives (Farley, 1987), participation of
stakeholders (Ayers, 1987; Greene, 1988; Greene, 1987a), and value-pluralism
(Greene, 1987b).

Naturalistic principles can be conflated to provide a picture of an
educational evaluation process that is constructed in the following manner.

The naturalist admits the role that values play in shaping the inquiry and
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seeks out a variety of viewpoints (multiperspectives). These viewpoints arc
gained through the use of qualitative methods of inquiry: interview,
observation, discussion, logs, content analysis of meecting minutes, etc.). The
research is conducted by an individual evaluator (who Lincoln and Guba call
the human instrument) who subjects him/herself constantly to reference
checks (i.e., one goes back to the person and checks the adequacy of
transcription of the person's viewpoint, and valuc-statements), pecer
debriefing, audit checks of data and process, and triangulation (multiple data
sources). In this way the theory guiding the evaluation is constructed, and
value dissonance minimized, since the subjects' constructions and the
substantive theory are "both extracted from the data rather than laid upon
them" (Guba & Lincoln, 1983, p. 323).

Inherent in naturalistic evaluation is the belicf that the human
instrument has great stores of tacit knowledge (i.e. the grand total ol one's
professional experience and knowledge) that qualifies him, in a value-laden
environment, to be the ideal evaluator. This is because the human instrument
can react to data immediately, explore atypical or idiosyncratic responscs
when they arise, clarify, adapt, respond and summarize on the spot, and grasp

phenomena "all of a piece” (Lincoln & Guba, 1985).

Trustworthiness in Naturalisti i

Trustworthiness refers to the qualities of credibility (internal validity),
transferability (external wvalidity), dependability (reliability) and
confirmability (objectivity) (Lincoln and Guba, 1985). These must be
established for each case study to ensare the academic integrity of the study.
Table 2.2 indicates the measures that should be taken in this regard.

The purpose of a naturalistic study is not to necessarily provide
generalizations to an outside audience, but to gather insight into the uniquc
happenings within the context being evaluated. Generalization to other
contexts is only possible if in the eye of the outside reader some aspects of the
naturalistic study make such generalizations obtain to their particular
circumstance. In multiple case studies, further generalizability may be
possible; as Alkin, Daillak and White (1979) state, "One indicator of
generalizability may be the extent to which recurrent issucs and patterns may
be identified across the settings combined with the reader's critical assessment
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of whether these issues and patterns are recognizable and common" (p. 35)
within his domain.

Joanne Farley (1987) claims that conclusions in naturalistic evaluations are
justifiable when they meet three types of acceptability criteria. First,
empirical claims must be empirically accurate; that is events did transpire as
they are described in the study. Second, the description of events must reflect
an accurate reconstruction of not only events, but the meaningfulness of the
cvents. Finally, she states that "the interpretive explanation and related
conclusions must be normatively adequate (p. 350). In other words, the
explanations given of various decision making processes conducted by
participants in the evaluation must encapsulate the essence of the value

choices inherent in those decisions.

Table 2.2: Procedures for ensuring trustworthiness (adapted from Lincoln &
Guba, 1985, p. 328).

Criterion Area Technique
Credibility: 1. Field activities:
a. prolonged engagement.
b. persistent observation (mectings,

workshops, visitations).
¢. triangulation (interviews, juries content
analysis, logs, multiple investigators).

2. peer debriefing

3. negative case analysis (refining the evaluation
conclusions until agreed upon by participants).

4. referential adequacy; and

5. member checks (checking data with par-

ticipants, both during process and at end).
Tran-ferability 6. "thick" case study description

Dependability 7. a dependability audit trail (putting data
away for analysis, spot checks by debriefers).

Confirmability 8. a confirmability audit (terminal; similar to
above).

All of the above: 9. the reflexive journal (kept by the
researcher).
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Stakeholder Participation in Naturalistic Evaluation,
Just as stakeholder participation is suggested for holistic evaluation, i is

suggested for naturalistic evaluaw.on. Greene (1987b) argues that:

...a successful practical naturalistic evaluation is contingent upon
meaningful participation of significant user groups in the cvaluation
process and on the open expression and legitimation of the multiple
value claims held by members of such groups (p. 329).

In addition, naturalistic evaluators must make conscientious attempts 1o
synthesize data and implicit or explicit value claims that will lead to justifiable
evaluative conclusions. The integrity 2ad accuracy of this meaning must be

maintained (Pearsol, 1987).

Evaluation Models and Qualitative Strategies

Evaluation strategies suggest methods of data collection and design.
Evaluation models are derived from a particular epistemological base and arc
larger constructs based on combinations of different data collection methods
and design. Evaluation purposes are the goals that evaluation in one or other
of its different forms can accomplish. Naturalistic inquiry is more akin to a
strategy, as opposed to a model, and as such can be employed within models

that are receptive to its epistemological base.

Evaluation Model

House (1978) identifies eight evaluation models, depending on (1)
epistemological background (i.e.., subjectivist versus objectivist); (2) whcther
they are inductive (goal-free) or deductive (goal-based); and (3) their inten-
ded audiences, suggested methodologies, and anticipated outcomes. Thesc arc
shown in Figure 2.8, and Table 2.3. House's work is helpful in that it provides a
clean, conceptual picture of almost all the accepted evaluation modcls and

their progenitors, but also stresses the difficulty of designing cvaluations that
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] we 2.8: The epistemological base of evaluation models (From House, 1978, p.

50).

are not basically subjective in nature. He claims that all the major evaluation
models are subjectivist in ethics; that is, the "ultimate criteria of what is good
and right are individual feelings or appreheusions" (p. 50). This implies that
judgements as to what is good or right are left to individuals, according to their
own intnitive criteria, as opposed to being measured against an invariant
outside standard, that somehow exists independent of people's value
judgements. Even in sophisticated models such as the transaction model, in
which pluralistic criteria are introduced by soliciting the judgments of
various people in the program, data are weighted intuitively by the evaluator
and the audience of the evaluation.

House even claims that systems analysis, behavioral objective and decision
making cvaluation models are also subjectivist. He argues that they arc

predicated on judgements based on utilitarian considerations; i.e., the choice of




Table 2.3: Evaluation models.

Adapted from House, (1978), p. 49.

Major Assumrs Typical
Model Proponents Audiences Consensus on Mehndology Outcome 0 u?mom
Systems Riviin Ecopomists, Goals; known PPBS; iinear Efficiency Are the
Anazlysis rianagers cause & programming; expected
effect; planned effects
quantified variation; cost achieved? Can
variables. benefit the effects be
economically?
What are the
most ¢fficiens
programs?
Behavioral  Tyler, Managers, Prespecified Behaviod  Producti- Aretie
Objectives  Popham psychologists objectives;  Objectives:  vity; studeats
quantified  achievemsnt accounta- achieving the
outcome tests bility objectives? Is
variables the teacher
producing?
Decision Swfficbeam, Decision- General goals; Surveys, Effective- Is the program
Making Alkin makers, esp. criteria question- Dess; effective?
administrators naires, inter- quality  What pars
views; natural contol.  are effective?
variation
Goal Free Scriven Consumners  Conse- Bias control;  Consumner What are aif
quenczs; logical ana-  choice; so- the effects?
critcria iysis; modus  cial uiilizy.
operandi
An Cridcism Eisner, Kelly Connoisseurs, Critics, Critical Improved Would a cri-
Consumers  standards,  review Standards tic approve
this program?
, seditation *.orth Central Teachers, Criteria, Reviewby  Profes- How would
Associstion  public panel, panel; self-  xiomal professionals
proccdures  study accepunce rate this
program?
Adversary  Owens, Jury Procedures  Quasi-legal  Resolution What ase the
Levine, Wolf and judges  procodures arguments for
and against the
program?
Transaction Stake, Smith, Clieat, Negotiations; Case studies, Under-  What does the
7MacDonald, Practitioners activities isierviews,  standing; program look
Parlenr- observations  diversity  like to dif-
Hamilon ferent people?
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a mecasure, such as gross national product, or higher unemployment as a
measure of success is still a measure of a positive choice on behalf of the
cvaluator. House argues that it is difficult to remove oneself from subjectivism
in evaluation, regardless of the model or strategy one is using.

1. Th IPP_model. Stufflebeain & Webster (1988) also review cvaluation
models, particularly within the context of evaluation as an administrative
function in education. They discuss the CIPP model which consists of four
levels of evaluation. Tro first is contex! evaluation, which assesses needs,
problems, challenges or goals at each level of scheoi district operations. The
sccond ‘is input evaluation, which secks out alternatives and assess whether
their application would accomplish the needs identified in stage onc. The
third level is process evaluation, which is a monitoring stage, in which
implementation is guided and determinations made as to whether it was
successful according to its design. The fourth stage is product evaluation--an
attempt to examine the outcomes of a program and the extent to which they
satisfy client needs.

Variations on this model are being employed in a number of schoo! districts
in the United States. Its strengths are its consistency from inputs to outputs
and emphasis on context, which allows each disirict to deal with its own
unique circumstances. lts challenges lie with the implicit assumption that one
can define contexts, inputs, processes and products; and secondly, with the fact
that it leads to idiosyncratic evaluation procedures that are oriy reflective of
cach individual district's situation--not allowing, therefore, for cifective
comparison district to district.

2, Formative and summative evaluation. Another model identified by

Swufflebcam & Webster (1988) is the formative and summative madel of
Scriven, (1983b). Formative evaluation refers to evaluation directed at
improvement, based on the assumption that education is an ongoing process.
Summative evaluation is undertaken after a program's conclusion ( i.e., to
determine its merit or worth after the fact). Whereas summative evaluation
can be applied to programs with finite duration, it is a difficult concept to
apply to ongoing public education systems such as school districts and schools;
and "evaluators who do an intelligent formative evaluation and retain the
information are in a good position to summarize the information (and) provide

program dccountability reports” (p. 579) as well as give advice on decision-
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making. Both the CIPP model and the formative cvaluation medel can be

considered to be decisionistic models, one of the cight types defined by House
(1978).

Evaluation Model mpatible with litati I

Patton (1980) uses House's models to analyze the applicability of qualitative
methods such as observation, questionnaires, and intervicws to cvaluation
design. He claims that the models of systems analysis and bchavioral
objectives are incompatible with qualitative methodology: "Qualitative mecthods
derive from a different and conflicting paradigm" (p. 50). Art criticism,
accreditation, and the adversary approach, being professional review models,
are sometime compatible. And the transaction model, goal-free cvaluation, and
the decision making model are bhighly compatible with a comprehensive
qualitative methods strategy. These models need to be considercd in greater
detail.

1, The transaction model. The transaction model of cvaluation focuscs on
events occurring in and around the actual system or program being cvaluated.
It is based on perception and knowing as a transactional process, whercby
meaning and creation of meaning 1is constantly being altcred and

reconstructed. It is predicated on three main principles (House, 1978):

(1) the facts of perception are always presented through concretc
individuals dealing with concrete situations;

(2) perceiving by each person is always done from his own
unique position, experiences, and needs, including the
scientist-observer; and

(3) each person creates his own psychological environmcnt by
attributing aspects of his experience to his environment.

In this model, a value-free reality is impossible, as knowing is a function of
the interchange between individual and environment, gained through active
participation in that environment.

2, The goal-free model. The goal-free model of evaluation is the product of
Michael Scriven (1974). He warns about evaluations being so concerncd with

determining the success or failure of goals that they fail to takec account of
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unanticipated outcomes that might be as equally important to the enterprise.

As hc himself states:

...]1 became increasingly uneasy about the separation of goals and side-
cffects. After all, we weren't there io evaluate goals as such--that would
bec an important part of an evaluation of a proposal, but not..of a
product. All that should be concerning us, surely, was determining
exactly what effects this product had (or most likely had), and
cvaluating those, whether or not they were intended (p. 35).

Scriven claims that goal-free evaluation is best employed in the formative
stage of evaluation, looking for the actual effects, rather than checking on
allecged affects. In doing so he claims that evaluator bias is minimized, real
cffects can be disentangled from “anticipated” real effects, and rigidity of
thinking minimized. @ He discounts skeptics who claim that adoption of this
approach does not allow focused evaluation, leads to poor planning, is too
broad to employ, and is a threat to many producers because it involves all
pcople affected by the p:ogram in its determination. He does so by simply
claiming that goal-free evaluation should in fact provide better information,
in that it includes unanticipated effecis, and should thcrefore lead to better
planrning, and improvement. In the long run, then, it should be less of a
threat than an advantage to the administrator of an organization.

3, The decisionistic _model. Floden and Weiner (1978) wuse the term

decisionistic model to refer to cvaluations designed for one specific purpose: 1o
improve decision making. They state that conventional wisdom “concerning
the relationship between evaluation and governmental processes cmphasizes
the impact of evaluation upon discreet decisions made by public managers" (p.
178).  This model contains three fundamental assumptions: (1) that programs
function to achieve clearly defined goals; (2) that evaluations serve to collect
information relating to increasing knowledge about the effectiveness of
programs in light of these goals; and (3) that this information will be used by
decision makers to make discrete, identifiable decisions intended to improve
programs, because of an inherent desire for improvement.

Both Floden and Weiner (1978) and Patton (1980) argue, however, that the
dccisionistic model need not be narrowly construed as to relate to only very
specific goals, but can also be designed to gather information about a very

brcad future context within which decisions must be framed. As this
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informmation can consist of aspirations, needs, or values of a varicty of
constituents in education, it is open to a’'l kinds of methodclogy. The mcthods
used depend on "what evaluative information is nccessary to help make
specified decisions"” (Patton, 1980, p. 58). Qualitative methods thercfore are

appropriately empioyed in the use of this model.

Purposes for E ional Evaluation
In addition to the purpose of decision making for system improvement,
evaluation can serve others functions equally well, particularly when apptlicd
to school district operations. Evaluation can be used to: (1) reduce conflict and
overcome complacency (Floden & Weiner, 1978); (2) assist with accountability
(Glasmar, 1986; Stufflecbeam & Webster, 1988); (3) cnhance knowledge, i.c., be
uscd as an educative tool (Cronbach, 1982); and (4) help with motivation and

gain of public support (Glasman, 1986).

Conflict Reduction and Complacen Reduction

Evaluation can be viewed as a method for managing conflict so as 1o
promote a "teamwork" approach to change. [Evaluation is a signal that the
program under study is subject to discussion, negotiation, and compromise. |If
conflicting groups agree to participate and contribute to an cvaluation, then
the likelihood of issues of conflict being replaced by a reaffirmation of a
common purpose is enhanced. At the least, a shift in the debate from issucs of
disagreement to "evaluation strategies indicates that both sides of thc dcbaic
have tacitly agreed to investigate at least one new program” (Floden and
Weiner, 1983, p. 182).

Evaluation can also reduce complacency. Complacency rcfers to unhcalthy
self-satisfaction and unwillingness to change (Havclock, 1973). For change 1o
take place complacency must be reduced, so improvement can bcgin. "The
very act of participating in an evaluation may spur the consideration of ncw
practices by practitioners...managers, [and] teachers” (Floden and Weciner,
1983, p. 182). Participation in evaluative ecfforts can prompt both the
clarificaiion of standard operating procedures and their rcvision, lecading to
greater clarity and more alternatives. This, in turn, leads to bctter decisions

and an improved quality of life in the organization.
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Evaluation for Accountability
A major theme of this paper is that political dynamics resulting from value
conflicts over education have produced demands for accountability in the B.C.
cducation system., Accountability is meant to ensure that those who design and
operatc cducational programs carry out their duties responsibly, and provide
learning experiences to students of a high quality. Coombs (cited in Calam and
Fleming, 1988) describes accountability as a process by which the public
rctains contrel and authority over educational programs that they have

dclegated as a responsibility to educational professionals. The electorate must:

...impose on their agents an obligation to be accountable to them,
i.e., to provide them with evidence for judging that the agents are
acting responsibly in designing and operating educational pro-

grams. Accountability obtains to the extent that the agents
accent and fulfill their obligations to provide such evidence (p.
69).

Stufflebeam and Webster (1988) explain how evaluation can be used to
assist with accountability.  Evaluation can give an accouniing of what has
been accomplished, why it was accomplished, and at what expense. They state
that "a school system's staff could hardly address such issues to the satisfaction
of...the public if they could not back their claims with a record of pertinent
and credible information” (p. 571). Evaluation activities can provide valuable
documentation that will serve the demands of accountability that schools and
school districts must meet.

Glasman (1986) states that accountability demands arise from value
conflicts in education. In British Columbia the multi-cultural nature of
socicty, demographic and economic trends, and family structure alternations
have created conflicting demands for education, and a multiplicity of values
that must be sorted through if the system is to have a consistent direction
{Calam & Fleming, 1988). As education is a process by which societal values arc
passcd on to the younger generation, these demands have been transformed
through the political system into educational policies. Calls for greater
accountability (Royal Commission on Education, Summary Findings, 1988; p.
184) are a result of these tensions in society.

Glasman (1986) identifies three criteria for educational accountability.

These are cfficiency, equality, and quality. The efficiency criterion reflects a
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need to relate outcomes, in terms of student achievement, to financial
expenditures incurred in developing this achievement. The ecquality criterion
reflects the deeply held premise in western society that members of
disadvantaged populations must be provided with equal access to ecducational
opportunity. The quality criterion arises from recent disaffection with the job
schools are doing, and is grounded in the need for cvidence of sound,
systematic and objective proofs as to what the achievements produced by our
expenditures are.

Efficiency, equality, and quality are, however, values in themseives: valucs
reflective of society's expectations for education.  Accountabiiity directed at
providing evidence relating solely to these will not, however, assuage the
value conflict surrounding educational purposes. To this end valucs inhcrem
in the conception of education must be championed and mcasured; as well as
those values fundamental to a democratic society (Coombs, 1988). These valucs
should become the "ideal"” drivers of the educational evalzation modecl, and the
source of comparison against which evidence indicating success should be

gathe.ed.

Evaluation for Understandin

Stufflebeam and Webster (1988) also make the point that cvaluation can be
used to promote understanding of cducational programs.  This goal is also
appropriate to the circumstances existing today in education in British
Columbia, because there is a perception amongst the educational community
that a lack of awareness as to the true purposes and accomplishments of ihe
system are responsible for the poor public perception of cducation,
particularly amongst citizens who do not have children in school (Mclver,
1985). Evaluation provides a tool to increase understanding, and is, indccd,

itself an educative act. Cronbach (1982) makes this point succinctly:

...The evaluator...is an educator. His success is to be judged in his succcss
in communication; that is, by what he leads others to understand and to
believe. Payoff comes from the insight that the cvaluator's work
generates in others (p. 8).

Cronbach goes on to say that good evaluation cantiot be defined to a singular
audience in a political enterprise such as education. A varicty of audicnces

must be considered both in determining what questions should be asked, as
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well as how to report results. Stufflebeam and Webster (1988) agree, stating
that “school system evaluators need to differentiate their audiences; determine
their unique and common information needs; and design conduct, and report
their findings accordingly” (p. 574).

As educational systems get more and more complex, in moving from the
classroom to larger units of analysis such as school districts, "understanding"”
becomes a more and more important goal of evaluation. One version of
understanding is hermeneutics (Smith, 1983). This term refers to an attempt to
understand others through an interpretive study, by bringing one close to the
expericnce and trying to re-create it in oneself. It refers to a knowledge of
context or background that is necessary for the interpretation of events.
Hermencutics is a circular process in that every part of a whole requires the
rest of the whole to make it sensible; yet the whole cannot be understood
cxcept in terms of its parts. Therefore understanding is accomplished by
moving back and forth between the whole and the parts, and constantly
directing oneself towards understanding of the dynamic relationships that
define and delimit the object in quericn, in terms of their synergy with one
another.

This form of understanding is reflected once again in the naturalistic form
of inquiry. As one moves from the small, finite world of experimental science
whercby all variables can be controlled and manipulated, to the complex
domain of district educational systems, one is tempted to move (o the
naturalistic methodology. This is because it stresses: (1) not knowing, in
advance, what is important to observe; (2) respect for ecach person's values
from their own perspective; and (3) recognition that it is interpretations by

program staff and clients that determine the outcomes (Cronbach, 1982).

Evaluation for Gain of Publi

Earlier it was stated that evaluation can reduce complacency and
dysfunctional conflict within an organization.  This same principle can be
applied to the voting public, if one defines the organization as consisting also
of parents, community members, and the local electorate. In this sense
cvaluation attempts to gain public support for education.

Evaluation for public support is achieved by creating a new meaning and

purpose for the education system amongst the electorate. By extending the
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educative role of evaluation to the larger constituency, one creates a nced for
support and motivates this support by providing the public with more
accurate, meaningful images of education: images that identify nceds and
strategies for achieving these needs that requirc public support for them 1o be
successful.  "Evaluation implies change"” (Glasman, 1986) and thercforc both a
need for change and a direction for change can be created through the
provision of evaluation information.

Sergiovanni, Burlingame, Coombs and Thurston (1986) stress that creation
of new meaning and purpose is not an easy task. The challenge facing the
administrator is to create accurate impressions of schooling, and related
student achievement; but this challenge is complicated by the rcality that
schools serve many publics, and sometime contradictory flows of images must
be communicated to them in order to create an accurate picture. This implics a
variety of evaluation reports and communications strategies, all that take time

and resources to develop.

ilization-f Evaluation

This approach to evaluation reflects a focus on utility for cvaluation
design--suggesting that epistemological consistency (i.c., adherence to a
particular methodology or strategy for epistemological rcasons) can limit
effectiveness. The utilization-focused approach to ecvaluaiion (Patton, 1978)
represerts an attempt to move beyond theoretical models to the practice of
evaluation. It is an attempt to apply problem-solving skills, (what Pation calls
active-reactive-adaptive thinking) to evaluation challenges (Patton, 1980).
Utilization-focused evaluation is an orientation to cvaluation, not a model or

methodological strategy.

P n' ilization idelin

The main caveats of tis approach are described by Patton (1978) as follows:

There are only two fundamental requircments in this approach:
everything else is a matter for negotiation, adaptation, sclection, and
matching.  First, relevant decision makers and information usecrs must
be identified and organized--real, visible, specific, and caring human
beings, not ephemcral, general, and abstract "audicnces”, organizations,
or agencies. Second, evaluators must work actively, reactively, and
adaptively with these identified decision makers and information users
to make all other decisions about the evaluation--decisions about
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research focus, design, methods, analysis, interpretation, and
dissemination (p. 24).

The various steps suggested by Patton as the procedures in utilization-focused

evaluation are summarized in Table 2.4.

Table 2.4: An outline of the Utilization-Focused Approach to Evaluation
(adapted from Patton, 1978, pp. 284-88).

I - Identification and organization of relevant decisionmakers and
information users.

Il - The relevant evaluation questions are identified and focussed.

II1- Evaluation methods are selected that generate useful information for
identified and organized decisionmakers and information seekers.

1V - Decisionmakers and information users participate with evaluators in
data analysis and data interpretation.

V - Evaluators and decisionmakers negotiate and cooperate in
dissemination efforts.

Patton also argues that developing evaluation strategies and models with a
utilization focus depends on the use of any and all data that will help shed light
on evaluation questions. The issue is not which ontological paradigm is the
correct one, so much as which method will produce the information needed to
achieve the result. He states that "the debate and competition between
paradigms is being replaced by a new paradigm--g paradigm of choices" (p.
20). Utilization-focussed evaluation uses both qualitative and quantitative data

when necessary to achieve its purposes.

E A ffecti Utilizati

Alkin, Dalliak and White (1979) identify eight factors that influence the
potentiality that evaluation will be effectively utilized by an educational
organization. The first factor is pre-existing evaluation bounds.  Variables
such as school and community conditions, the mandated bounds of an
evaluation, and fiscal constraints all have a say in the success of the
evaluation. A second factor is the orientation of the users. Tlieéir expectations

for the evaluation, their pre-existing concerns about the program, and their
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preferred forms of information affect the evaluation process. If cvaluation is
a learning process, then the mechanism used to impart knowledge will be a
function of the learner's best learning style.

A third factor is the evaluator’s approach. Both the model and the
methodology employed alters the evaluation's utility. The role the cvaluator
chooses for himself also affects the results, as it decfines also the role of
stakeholder participation. So too do his choices within the bounds cstablished
for the evaluation, and his manner in carrying out the mandated tasks of the
evaluation; i.e., rapport with other participants. This is particularly important
for evaluators who seek to "facilitate and stimulate the use of information”
(Alkin et al, p. 244),

A fourth factor is evaluator credibility. For evaluations to have impact, the
trust and expertise of the evaluator must be established. Credibility in
evaluating education, for example requires knowledge of the system,
sensitivity to different audiences and their reeds (i.e., tcacher, community,
administrator and trustee), and a demonstrated expertise in cvaluation.

A fifth category were organizational factors. Relationships bctween  the
central office and schools; between management and teachers; and cstablished
policies and procedures, both formal and informal, affects the kind and
availability of information for the evaluation. So too the expectations and
aspirations for the evaluation held by the individuals commissioning it; this is
reflected in their openness, their financial support, and their receptivity to
the results.

Extraorganizational factors are the sixth category of factors.  This refers to
influences outside the school organization. Community influence in terms of
interest and support, and the influence of other governmental agencies can
alter the utilization of an evaluation.

A seventh set of factors are information content and reporting. The
amount, kind, and method of presentation of cvaluation information can
influence its utility. Whether one uses a variety of different reports for
various audiences our not may be u factor. Whether an ongoing or terminal
dialogue is established can have an impact; "information dialoguc results in a
more profound and shared perspective on the uses of evaluation” (Alkin ct al,
p. 254; emphasis in original). Patton (1986) emphasizes this viewpoint, making

the case that creative evaluation reporting can help capturc the csscnce of an
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cducational program. The use of pictures, visual aids, etc. in a report can help
crecate an  empathetic response that captures the essence of the program being
cvaluated.

Administrative style is the final factor identified by Alkin, Dalliak and
White (1979) as affecting evaluation utilization. Administrative and
organizational skills and adminisirative initiative (i.e., a willingness to take
charge and act) are two factors in this domain. In making the comment that
"the ‘night' combination of administrator skill and initiative can be the
primary factor in keeping an evaluation targeted toward useful tasks and
appears to have enhanced the possibility of utilization” (p. 256) Alkin et al
lend credence to the concept that an evaluation model designed according to
the concept of leader-substitutes and the dynamic relationship between them

and the formal leader may enhance its potential for success.

E rs Limiting Evaluation ili nd Influence

A number of writers give reasons why evaluation has not achieved its
theoretical promise in practical use. Indeed, this was the purpose of thc Alkin
¢t al study: to determine whether in fact evaluation made a difference, and
what factors determined its ability to make a difference. Citing a number of
authors who state, as do Worthen and Sanders (1973) that: "Evaluation is one of
the most widely discussed but little used processes in today's educational
systems”, (p. 1) they summarize the literature until 1979 on this topic. They
come to the conclusion that evaluation does, at times, come close to fulfilling
its promise, and suggest a number of factors that delimit this potential.

A first point Alkin et al (1979) make is that sometimes evaluation doesn't
appear to be utilized because those who are making these judgements employ
too narrow a viewpoint as to what constitutes effective utilization. Too often
utilization judgements are based simply on a judgement as to whether
cvaluation significantly influenced decision making. They suggest that the
dcfinition of utilization be expanded to include "influence on administrator
perceptions of the evaluated program, which, in concert with other forces,
may slowly change the course of program decision-making” (p. 25). This
perspective on utilization emphasizes interpersonal interactions of people and
situations in the evaluation process, and identifying the full range of potential

influence on the future of the educational organization.
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Alkin et al (1979) quote Weiss (1966) who summarizes a number of the
practical reasons why evaluation does not necessarily have the influence on
program decision making that it should. She cites methodological reasons,
inadequate academic preparation, practitioner suspicion and resistance,
problems with data access, design difficulty, inadequate time for follow-up,
inadequacies of money and staffing, control on publications, and political
machinations by senior administraters as possible constraints on c¢valuation
usage.

Floden and Weiner (1979) agree with Weiss, suggesting that the problem is
that evaluation has tied itself primarily to being a process of information
gathering for the purpose of decision making, and has missed somec of its
potential functions, such as complacency reduction and conflict resolution.
Stufflebeam & Webster (1580) claim that most evaluations are not, in fact,
evaluations. They are pseudoevaluations; they have not been designed to be
consistent with proper evaluation theory.

Scriven (1983b) indicates that the problem is attributable to
overconcentration on goal achievement, leading one to ignore the
"unanticipated” products of educational endeavor (the basis for the goal-frce
model discussed earlier). This leads to an incomplete understanding of the
holistic nature of an educational program. It also leads to an overcmphasis on
proc.ss rather than outcomes, meaning that the true naturc of the program's
accomplishments (or lack of) is not understood. He also suggests that
evaluations are too often designed to meet the needs of management, and arc
not consumer-oriented. He coined the term "valuephobia"--fear of cvaluation-
-to describe the antipathy to evaluation that often limits the openncess and
honesty of participants (Scriven, 1983b; p. 230).

Politics are a final factor that contributes to the fact that cvaluations oficn
do not realize their intended goals. Stake (1983), for example, talks about co-
option, caused when "the rewards to an evalvator for producing a favorablc
evaluation report often greatly outweigh the rcwards for producing an
unfavorable report” (p. 289). Another form of political influence reflects
political necessity. For educational organizations, satisfaction ordinarily
disappears only when external pressure cause substantial discomfort within
the organization. Educators are content to maintain busincss as usual unti

public pressure focuses on problems in its domain. Then evaluation becomes a
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siggested mechanism upon which to base improvement. However, the public
is extremely fickle in its concerns. Once public excitement passcs, the
stimulus to improve scivices fades as well. Evaluations conducted in times of
great controversy can be of little interest whea compieted (Floden & Weiner,
1983).

Stufflebecam and Welch (1986) condrcted a mecta-analysis of over 150
evaluations carried out in the past twenty years in the United States. The
purpose of ‘heir study was to "provide information that could be used to asscss
and improve evaluation studies and evaluation systems" (p. 152). Their study is
best termed a meta-evaluation (Nilsson and Hogben, 1983); an evaluation of
evaluations.  Meta-evaluations concern themselves with analysis of both the
process and results of evaluations; in so doing they make judgements of an
alread: highly judgmental process. Ultimately these judgements rclate to the
issue of utilization and influence, or overall evaluation effectiveness.

Stuffiebeam and Welch (1986) found that there was very litile conceptual
pattern amongst the evaluations they studied. Most evaluations arc
"idiosyncratic and of local interest and not presented in a form for many" (p.
166). No report is given, for example of the use of a district-wide holistic
evaluation model (i.c., one that encompasses all programs and procedures).

A major factor determining an evaluation's success is not so much the
integrity of its design but its utility. "Regardless of the soundncss of the
methodology used, if the findings are not relevant to the problems of
practitioners and used by practitioners, then the study may bc judged to be a
failure..." (Stufflebeam & Welch, 1985, p. 162). A major factor deternining an
evaluation project's utility is its efficacy in the eyes of the political masters
who have commissioned it.

Oihier factors influencing utility are the commitment of the chicf
administrators, the invoivement of the audience for the evaluation, the usc of
multiple measures, the use of a flexible and responsive approach to study,
simplicity of reports, and externally mandated requirements for the
evaluation (Stufflebecam & Welch, 1986, p. 162).

For any emerging evaluation system, then, two kinds of problems stand in
the way of realizing its maximum return. The first relates to concerns that
can be termed, "methodological concemns”. These relate to the design of the

evaluation structure: whether its scope is wide, to go beyend purc formative
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evaluation and address unintended as weli as intended outcomes, and issucs
such as conflict resolution and complacency reduction; whether it is outcome
or process based; whether it is client or management centred; whether it is
constructed to address immediate political whims or longstanding public
concern.

The second set of factors affecting evaluation use and influence are
political fa~tors. Overcoming the limitations raised by these concerns is the
leadership role inherent in evaluation. Clearly a major issue that will impact
on the the ability of the Infcrmation Profile System to accomplish its
evaluative tasks is the leadership skill of the administrators given the
responsibility to carry ouat the process. Can educationai leaders escape "co-
option”, overcome "valuephobia", and accept the need to consider ciienis--not
only in relation to themselves, but for all other participants in the vrocess
(i.e., teachers, school board members and administrative officers, all of who 1
who may be affected by an adverse, or unflatiering evaluation)? Does
evaluation have a role beyond being a response to issues of controversy, i.e., as
a systematic, regular exercise in school district administration? These
questions will be considered during the "action research” being done in this

dissertation.

Holistic Evaluation as a "Utilization-focused" Strategy
for hool District Evaluation,

Holistic-inductive evaluation through wraturalistic inquiry is a strategic
approach employed to enhance evaluation utilization by school district
administrators. It has been stated that holistic evaluation, employ ng wholly
or partially naturalistic principles, could assist with the leadership functiong
of improvement, accountability, understanding, motivation and gain of
employee and public support at the school district level of operations. An
analysis of evaluation effectiveness has also suggested methods to enhance its
use, as wel! pointing out limitations to its iniluence. It is appropriate ai this
time to explain how the holistic strategy is designed to overcome the
constraints and maximize evaluation's usefulness for school district

administrators.




What _is Holistic Evaluation?

Holistic evaluation applies the principles of utilization-focuscd cvaluation
to large and complex objects such as district education systems. It stresses
understanding thke program as a whole, by seeking out subjective knowledge,
such as constituen: attitudes and values, as well objective knowledge of
educaticnal achicvement such as test sccres. Holistic evaluation cemploys an
inductive approach, looking for actua! effects of an educational program and
making generalizations upon observed cutcomes, rather than a deductive,
goal-bound approach. The process stresses practical utility--by identifying
the specific decision makers and information wusers, and constructing a
process that involves all affected persons. In its truest scnse, holistic
evaluation  educates all system constituents about other group priorities and

interests for education. As Moran (1987) siates:

This holistic model is designed to provide maragers wita information
on how policy choices can affect the efficiency or effectiveness of their
programs...The utility of this approach lies in the comprehensiveness of
the research design, which provides policymakers with sets of data on
how well a program is doing from bureaucratic, political, and sociectal
perspectives (p. 613).

The Holistic Evaluation Process

Holistic evaluation, in theory, is a three stage process that is a compositc of
a variety of models (see Figure 2.9). The first stage has two steps. The first stcp
is the articulation of a values framework around which data is to bc collected.
This framework is traditionally an educational philosophy, or
mission statement produced by the agency governing the educational system
under scrutiny: it is an educational ideal. The second is the collection of
knowledge (data) about the object being evaluated. In holistic evaluation of
large education systems, this knowledge is a composite of facts, attitudes,
opinions, values and observations possessed by many pcople within the
educational arena. This knowledge--quantitatively or qualitatively
determined, through a variety of techniques--can be considered empirical in

that it is the observable cutcomes of the operationalization of an cducation
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Stege 1: Stage 2:Comparison Stage 3:
Information Collection (judgement stage) Determinations of worth

Step onae data colection
(what is")

5 AN,

Figure 2.9: The three stages of holistic evaluation

system. Such knowledge serves as the data upon which the next stage of
evaluation will be constructed. As Patton (1980) states:

...the holistic approach to research design is open to gathering data on
any number of aspects of the setting under study in order to put
together a complete picture of the social dynamic of a particular
situation or program (p. 40).

The second stage of evaluation is to judge whether the information one has
about the education system reflects a desirable state of affairs or not. In order
to make such a judgement, one must compare what is (ie., the knowledge one
possesses about the educational system) against the already articulated ideal

standard. Coinparisons against an ideal standard reveals discrepancies
hetween what is and what should be. Evaluation then enters a third stage, also
a stage exercising the quality of judgement. This is the making of

determinations of worth--i.e., deciding which discrepancies are of greatest
importance, and which values or issues need to receive priority attention. In
keeping with the emphasis on the importance for administrators to translate
the philosophy and values of an organization into practice, this implies the
focus of holistic evaluation in a school district should be on detemiining the
strength and weakness--the viability--of the district mission statement.
Wholey (1983) suggests an administrative approach called "results-oriented
management” that captures an important focus of the holistic method bui that
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does not provide the philosophical emphasis required for effective
administration. = He states that "results oriented management"” is a product of
public demand for improved social service administration, particularly in
light of spiraling tax demands. It is an attempt to utilizc a number of
procedures, procedures involving evaluation, to demonstratc to the public the
accomplishments and achievements of the organization--and to provide a
mechanism by which the organization can, through monitoring these
outcomes, improve overall performance.

A strength in Wholey's (1983) approach is his emphasis on outcomes. Hc

describes the process as:

(1) agreement on a set of program outcome objectives and outcome
indicators in terms of which the program will be <ssessed and
managed;

) development of systems for assessing procram performance in
terms of those outcome objectives;

(3} use of program outcome information to achieve improved
program performance; and

4) communication of program performance and results to policy
levels and to the public (p. 7-8).

Defining management as distinct from administration, Wholey (1983)
suggests this prccess as exclusively related to the practice end of the
administrative continuum. As such the outcome indicators are a function of
the behavioral objectives, or specific goals of the organization. In other
words, outcome performance is used in this process of management to ecvaluate
the suitability of the specific goals established for the organization; as such
they are deductively sought out, and goal-based, versus goal-free. In addition,
feedback to the ultimate philosophy of the organization does not nccessarily
take place. Wholey's model appears to be a reductionist model, whereby the
whole is considered to be the sum of its constituent parts, and "mecchanistic” in
operation. On the other hand, holistic evaluation implies taking information
about key components and reconstructing a clearer picture of the whole--
which may be greater than the sum of its parts. Although the basic precepts
of Wholey's theory relate closely to the IPS model, these differences conflict
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with the basic principles Jdescribing effective administration and holistic
evaluation as found in this paper.

Moran (1987) describes holistic evaluation as a process that "integrates
program evaluation into the decision making of a public agency" (p. 613). The
goal, he states, is to derive usable and comprehensible information about the
achievements of a program through a variety of research methods that will
relate well to the managerial issues the administrator faces. This paper
suggests that a similar approach can be used to sort out the philosophical
issues the school district administrator faces. Holistic evaluation can be
constructed to help sort out decisions of philosophy, purpose, and value
priority by gathering information about the achievements of the district's
mission statement. In addition, it is suggested that it can be used to achieve the
additional goals of improved accountability and the maintenance and gain of
public support for education. A number of points relating the holistic
cvaluation concept to the literature review and to the existing TIPS model need
to be made at this point.

1, Values., administration, and holistic _evaluation, A first point is to
remember that holistic evaiuation, like evaluation cf any kind, is a value-
laden oprocess. Values, or concepts of the desirable, are the fundament of a
district's "ideal” mission statement. They are the source of constituent
opinions as to the success of educational programs. They become the source of
criteria used to establish standards of acceptable performance. It is precisely
this value-laden nature of evaluation that makes it such a valuable tool for
administrators who are charged with the responsibility of maximizing
rationality in an organization (Simon, 1971). Disparate values are a major
impediment to rational decision making. Disparate values are why vision.
setting, management of meaning, and empowerment are skills in high demand
for today's administrators.

2. Qualijtative and quantitative data collection. Patton (1980) stresses that
multiple methods of data collection is fundamental to the holistic design. This
includes analyses of quantitative data, questionnaire results, standardized tests,
interviewing, and innovative methods such as indicators of performance.
"Multiple methods and triangulation of observations contributes to
methodological rigor" (Patton, 1980., p. 18). Multiple methods and

triangulation refers to the process by which the same object is seen from a
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variety of different points of view, based on the assumption that its naturc will
be better defined and communicated through this process. There arc arc four
types: (1) data triangulation--the use of a varicty of data sources in an
evaluation; (2) investigator triangulation--the use of scveral different pcople
as the source of information; (3) theory triangulation--the use of multiple
perspectives to provide interpretations cn the same set of data; and (4)
methodological triangulation--the use of a variety of methods to ecxamine a
single object, or program (Patton, 1980).

Moran (1987) also suggests a mix of methods. He suggests qualitative
evaluation to provide managers with data on constitucnt perceptions and
opinions on the efficacy of procedures and outcomes within the education
system.  This suggestion counteracts the potential that goals for educational
programs are insufficiently designed, or that unanticipated outcomes might
arise through too close an adherence to staied objectives. Moran (1987) also
suggests the collection of quantitative data for the evaluation. Data established
through these procedures are used to check on the degrec to which the
program is affecting clientele perspective. The result is the devclopment of a
process that draws on the strengths of both qualitative and quantitative
methodulogies.

3, _The holistic design versus evaluation research, Holistic evaluation must
be distinguished from evaluation research. In true rescarch, a particular
ontological belief must guide the study; indeed, much debate rages over which
of two methodologies, the qualitative and quantitative, is the correct source of
knowledge (Smith and Hesushius, 1987). In holistic cvaluvation, ontological
integrity nced not be paramount; what is paramount is gathering the
information of necessity to the evaluation-users.  Another distinction relatcs
to the issues of internal and external validity (Stufflebecam & Webster, 1988).
Research stresses the importance of external validity in a study, so new
knowledge--knowledge that can be transferred to other scttings--can be
developed within the larger educational community. Holistic cvaluation
stresses interna! validity; that is, they are "short term, concerned with
extending and generalizing basic understandings about educational processes”
(p. 572) within a vnique context. They are constructed to mect the nceds of the

immediate audience, not the larger academic community.




90

4, Holistic design and stakeholder participation. Cronbach (1980), Moran
(1987), Stake (1976), and Stufflebeam and Webster (1988) argue convincingly
that involving those affected by the evaluation in the process itself can assist
in creating a more effective evaluation. The last state that recent
"developments labeled ‘respoxisive evaluation'...are leading in the direction of
evaluations that promote ongoing communication and collaboration between
evaluators and clients" (p. 573). Such an approach was also suggested as
preferential in conducting naturalistic evaluations, and is certainly consistent
with the concept of participatory decision making in administration.

Ayers (1987) describes two such approaches as stakeholder based
evaluation, and stakeholder collaborative evaluation. The “stakeholder
collaborative” (SCE) apgroach differs from the "stakeholder based approach”
(SBE), in that in the SBE the stakeholders provide input to an evaluation which
is essentially the responsibility of the evaluator. In SCE, the evaluator and a
single group of stakeholders share joint responsibility for the study and
resulting reports, and it is the team of participants that is primarily
accountable for the report's contents. A ccmparison of the two approaches is
found in Table 2.5.

Stakehelder-Collaborative Stakeholder-Based
Evaluator and concerned group representatives Concerred groups provide evaluation
jointly plan, administrer and report results of planning and report review input
an evaluation, for which the stakeholder group to an evaluation study, for which an
is viewsd as being primarily responsible. evaluation professional is responsible

Characteristics

stakeholder control vs. stakeholder influence

evaluator influence vs. evaluator control

evaluation study Vs, cvaluation research

primarily formative vs. attempt at summative

small-to-midscale vs. larger scale

internal vs. external

Predicted Results

higher acceptance vs. lower acceptance

greater stakeholder skilis esult  vs. fewer stakeholder skills result
greater utilization vs. lower level of use

political pressures on stakeholders vs. potentially fewer political pressures

Table 2.5: Comparison of "Typcial" SBE and SCE approaches (Taken from Ayers,
1987, p. 266).




Table 2.6 delincates the positive and negative features of the SCE approach:

POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE FEATURES OF THE SCE APPROACH

POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE FEATURES OF THE SCE APPROACH
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Table 2.5: Positive and negative features of the SCE approach (taken from
Ayers, 1987, p. 227).

Holi Wholey (1983)

suggested the use of indicators of performance for improved management.

indi

This has become a recent occurrence in the administration of public service
institutions such as education (Rossi & Gilmarntin, 1980; Johnstone, 1987).

Key indicators (David, 1988; Hanushek, 1986; Murnane, 1987; Mumane &
Pauly 1988; Porter, 1988; Richards, 1988; Smith, M. S., 1988; Sclden, 1988) are
subjective measures of system performance converted into quantifiable units.
For example, if one makes the subjective determination that graduation rates

ther this success measure,

are a measure of the system's achievement,
although subjective, can be quantified and used as a performance measure.

A fair degree of controversy surrounds the use of key indicators to monitor
the performance of education systems. The first source relates to the choice of

How can education performance, particularly with

indicators themselves.
respect to development of a student's character, or self-esteem, be converted
into measurable units? As David (1988) states, "Their potential to play a
constructive role depends on what they measure and how they are used” (p.
499). Two questions

are important here:

Similarly, questions as to indicator design are important.

(1) what are the characteristics of a good indicator
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(Richards, 1988); and (2) who should design them (Porter, 1988): will it be the
politicians, who have a tendency to respond to public pressure and only
address thosc issucs of public concern, or educators themscives who know
intimately the naturc of the system?

A third argument centers around their use: will they be used as a
mcchanism of control, or as a sourcc of information upon which logical
rational planning for the futurc can be based (Porter, 1988)? And, [inally. a
fourth issue: can we guarantee that we, as ecducators, who may now be held
accountable for the level of these indicators, actually possess the ability to
influcnce scercs?  Murnanc and Pauly (1988) strcss, for example, that thesc
mcasurable indicators of educational performance can have a great influcnce
on policy, and not necessarily a positive one. They state that cxpcrience with
indicators in cconomics suggests three lessons for educators: (1) it is important
to decvelop multiple indicators; (2) good indicators make us aware of ncw and
puzzling questions; and (3) it is important to become knowlcdgeable uscrs of
indicators--learn how to design them, measure them, track them, and utilize
them for system improvcment.

Despite these arguments, a concentrated cffort is being made to develop key
indicators for cducation systems. The IPS was originally designed to include
key indicators as measurcs of system performance. A methodological goal of
the study is to design a process by which credible key indicators can be
developed to characterize the success of the district's mission statement, and

that arc acceptable to both the educators and the public.

—

ractors Limiting the Use of Holistic Evaluation Methods
Holistic evaluation 1is a process that is designed to assist scnior
administrators to formatively evaluate the needs of their education

organization. Yet few school districts have adopted this methodology:

..This lack of interest in holistic evaluation research has less 1o do with
mcthodological concerns than with the demands these methodologies
place on the resonrces of the organization. These projects involve a
comprehensive cvaluation of the organization and the social and
political environment in which the organization opcrates. This
generally involves significant expenditures of time, effort, and money
that few organizations arc willing or able to make. Additionally, few
public officials have the requisite research background to appreciate
and meaningfully participate in this type of endecavour. Furthermore,
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many researchers do not possess the requisitc management background
to define appropriate research questions for this type of activity
(Moran, p. 613).

For holistic evaluation to be employed on a systematic basis, a massive
introductory training program, suppcrted by significant rcsource allocations
to assist in its implementation, must be forthcoming. Stufflebcam and Webster
(1988) makc a number of recommendations in this regard. A first suggestion
is that administrator pre-training programs should institutc courscs in
program evaluation--or provide them with field experiences in e¢valuation. A
second suggestion is to establish in-service training for existing
administrators. Thirdly, they suggest most districts do not have a
comprehensive evaluation policy, and therefore have not developed their
evaluation capacities; they should do so. And finally, they suggest that

evaluations that are being done shoula meet zccepted standards of cvaluation

practice.
Siandards of Practice for Program Evaluations

The Joint Committee on Standards for Educationul Evaluation outlines the
standards established for program evaluations in the United States
(Stufflebeam, 1989). They are apropos to holistic evaluation because it is an
evaluation process of a compilation of programs; also, they parallel to a great
extent some of the qualities expected of effective administration. The four
standards are:

1. Utility: Sound evalvations deliver information that is uscful

to the zudience it is intended to serve (suggests a stakcholder
approach for holistic evaluations of districts).

2. Feasibility: F-asible evaluation procedures are oncs that can
be carried out in the real world (the reason for the action
esearch component of the study, and the reliance on
stakeholder opinions as to its effectiveness).

3. Propriety: Proper evaluations are ethical (consistent with the
expectations of effective administration).

4. Accuracy: Sound evaluations produce accurate information.

Each of th¢ standards has criteria that more clearly articulate cxpcctations fer

program evaluations. These are described in Table 2.7. Many of the specific
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expectations have have been discussed at length in this chapter, suffice it to
say that efforts were made during the action research component of the study

to adhere as much as possible to these standards..

Table 2.7; Standards of good practice for Program Evaluation (Stufflebeam,
1989).

1. Utility:

a. identify audience and consult with members to determine
questions to be asked;

b. Staff the evaluation with persons qualified and acceptable to the
audience.

c. collect an appropriate range of information; be selective so as to
address the most importarnt questions.

d. describe the perspectives procedures, and raticnale used t>
interpret findings. so that the valuational interpretations are
clear and well documented.

¢. Clearly report the object of the evaluation, its context, the
findings and the evaluation procedures.

f. Make sure that evaluation reports are disseminated to all the
relevant  audiences.

g. Schedule data collecting and reporting activitics so that reports
are delivered when needed.

h. Help with follow-up work and promote utilization of the findings.
2. Feasibility:

a. Chcose and implement practical procedures that minimize
disruption to the educational processes being evaluated and that
arc feasible and reasonable given the constraints of time, budget,
staff, and data availability.

b. Obtain the cooperation and support of the interested parties:
sometimes political viability of an evaluation can be aided by
organizing and invoiving a representative advisory group.

c. Be efficient in the use of money and people's time; do all you can
to make the evaluation cost effective.




Tabie 2,7: (cont.) Standards ~f good practice for Program Evaluation
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3. Propriety:

a. Negotiate a clear written contract or memorandum of agreement
to govern th: evaluation,

b. Identify potential conflicts of interest and deal with them openly
and houestly.

c. Exercise full and frank disclosure of findings and limitations of
the evalnation.

d. Release the findings to all partizs viao have a legal and ethical
right to know them.

e. Protect the individual rights of parties to the evaluation,

f. Exercise appropriate human interaciions by being respzctful and
considerate of the parties to the evaluation.

g. Give a balanced report of the program's strengihs and weaknesses.

h. Exercise fiscal responsibility in using and accounting for resources.
Accuracy:

a. Carefully describe the object of the evaluation.

b. Examine and report the context of the program in enough dctail.

c. Describe both the planned and the actual purposes and procedurcs of
the evaluation.

d. Describe information sources in enough detail, so that the adequacy
of the information can be assessed.

e. Choose or decvelop evaluaticn instruments and procedures so tiat
the interpretations arrived at are valid for the given usc.

f. Establish and document measurement reliability, so that findings
are consistent and dependable for the intended use.

g. Exercise systematic data control.

h. Appropriately and systematically analyze quantitative information
to ensure supportable interpretations.
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This chapter has concentrated on outlining the processes of administration
and evaluation; their purposes, various models and strategies, the factors both
enhancing and limiting their effectiveness; and the appropriateness of
holistic and naturalistic evaluation as an administrative tool for school district
evaluation. From these deliberations directicn for the overall design of the
study, suggestions for improvement of the IPS model itself, and criteria for
determining effectiveness of the Syst:ra can be drawn.

The suggestions were employed as much as possible during the action
research part of the siudy in nrder to improve the IPS's methodological
integrity. In addition, there appears to be threc main groups of factors that
affect the effectiveness of evaluation as a leadership substitute: (1)
methodological procedures; (2) administrative acceptance and actions during
its implementation; and (3) resource allocation and expertise of administrators.
Insights into how these factors intciact so as to limit the effectiveness of the
IPS will form a major part of the findings in the study. Finally, what
implications these findings have for the validity of the leader-substitute
construct of leadership itself will coiiclude the investigation. Details f the

study's design are presented in the next chapter.




97

CHAPTER III

Design and Methodology

Action Research and Naturalistic Inquiry

It was suggested in Chapter II that the TIPS model used in 12 school districts
in the 1986-87 school year needed significani refinement in order to meet its
objectives. In order to achieve this refinement, it was decided to run a second
series of pilots and incorporate these as action research. A naturalistic
evaluation of the action research was then done to achieve the remainder of
the swdy's purposes. To ¢:sure the action rcsearch and  naturalistic
evaluation was properly grounded in previous research the literature scarch
chronic ‘d in Chapter II was conducted and then taken into account.

Kemmis & McTaggart (1988) describe action rescarch as:

...a form of coliactive self-reflective enquiry undertaken by
participants in social situations in order to improve the rationality and
justice of their own social or educational practices, as well as their
understanding of these practices and situations in which these
practices are cerried out. Groups of participants can be teachers,
students, principals, parents and other community ni>mbers,--any
group with a shared concern. The approach is only action rescarch
when it is collaborative, though it is important to realise that the action
research of the group is achieved through the critical.y examined
action of individual group members. In education, action research has
been employed in....school improvement programs and systems
planning and policy development...(p. 5)

The action research was conducted according to the methodology and form
of a naturalistic evaluation (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). Such an approach is
consistent with action research and the emergent dcsign of the IPS modcl, and
is suggested when in-depth understanding of a concept is the intent of a study.
In the particular instance of the IPS evaluation model the nature of the
problem studied (i.e., determining limitations of the IPS while at thc samc time
attempting to overcome them) was not fully determined at the outset. As such,
the change in the problem was anticipated as the inquiry proceecded.
Therefore, the design could not be fully specified in advance but was expected

to emerge over time, even though sufficient grounding (i.e., a pilot project
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that was a partial success, and theoreticai support for the IPS) was in place for
the rescarch Jescribed below. Figure 3.1 provides a summary of the flow of
naturalistic inquiry as planned for this study.

Data collection and data analysis went on contingently and.virtually
simultaneously.  Data collection methods were altered and adjusied according
to individual circumstances in each case study. Data interpretation was a
function of the natural setting of each schoo! district.  Preseniation of this
inforn.ation is in the form of a “ihick" case study. These principles are
commensurate with the requirements for a naturalistic study as presented in
Chapter II. The study concentrates on use of the IPS model in three school
districts. Some potential procedural concerns attendant to the naturalistic
design will be discussed before outlining the procedures themselves.

Action research employing the IPS evaluation model was conducted in
seven school districts during the 1987-88 school year. A naturalistic mcts-
evaluation of its results took place during and after completion of the district
evaluations. Three of the seven districts were chosen as the focus for the
niecta-evaluation. The action research then became a source of data to seek out

answers to the central problem of this study, and its three subsidiary purposes.

The Problem

The central problem was to ascertain whether the specific IPS evaluation
model could be refined and reformatted to act as an effective leader-substitute
for educational administrators in British Columbia. Examination of
documentation of the first pilot and of literature on administration and the
leader-substitute construct (Chapter II) suggested (1) that administrative style,
ability and skill is enhanced or neutralized by its in‘eraction within a context;
and (2) that organizational evaluation is a itrategy that can, theoretically at
least, lead to achievement of administrative purposes such as vision,
management of meaning, and empowerment. However, examination of the
literature on evaluation indicated tnat evaluation has only had limited success
as an administrative tool. If one relates the two literatures, it appeared that a
possible reason might be due to the fact that evaluation procedures and
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Table 3.1: The Naturalistic Design Applied to the Meta-evaluation Study (Notc:
adapted from the book Naturalistic Inquiry by Y. Lincoln & E. Guka (1985), p.
188.)

PROBLEM:
(A) To refine and critique IPS

(B) To understand the limitations of formative evaluation in sciiool districts

(C) To gain insights into formative evaluation, administration,
and the leader-substitute construct

Natural setting: Districts of Inlet, South Coast and Interior.

Researchers, district evaluation team

=
i
. ;.-.“-"":&

Building on tacit knowledge using qualitative measures: logs, interviews, etc.

ErT,
WMW#:K\;%:.&% o

i, @NQaging in e
3

w
\%?.
S purposive sampling of district constituents
e
g
revision of design inductive data collection and analysis (Chap. lll).
P e

v'\‘%"
% { evaluation questions; issues of methodology, improvement,
accountability, motivation and gain of public support

:
¢

involving negotiated outcomes

%3

three case reports

META-EVALUATION
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processes need to complement the nature of administration in a holistic
organization. This in turn suggested that the IPS model should be a holistic
cvaluation process in which  tasks, structures and subordinate characteristics
(i.e., leadership skills, value commitments, etc.) were used to enhance the
administrative capability. The central problem of the study became, therefore,
to develop a system that enhanced the leadership skills of vision,
cmpowerment, and management of meaning so as to achieve the IPS model's
original purposes: improved accountability, professional teamwork and
commitment, improved decision making, and public support for education.

The central problem was ultimarely resolved into three sub-problems:

1. Refinement and Critiqgue of the IPS.

A first aim was to discover better methodnlogies and implementation
strategies for the IPS model in each school district. This was the focus of the
action research, in which the researcher attempted to adjust practice while
assisting with the tkree individual evaluation processes. Also, a critique of the
procedures and processes used in each district evaluation, using the recorded
empirical observations and experiences of stakeholders, was conducted to
refine the structure and process of the IPS. A meta-evaluation of the
experiences of the three cases was the final source of information for the
System's refinement.

A meta-evaluation, in a summative sense, of the overall effectiveness of the
IPS model as a administrative tool for educational leaders was also conducted.
Effectiveness was measured in the domains of accountability, teamwork and

commitment, decision making, and public support for education.

2, _To Understand the Limitations of ti- _Evaluation in School Districts

A second aim was to gain further insight into the contention that while
formative evaluation seems to hold grcat promise as a tool for system
improvement, it rarely is as effective as might be supposed. The same meta-
evaluation was to be used as an empirical data source from which tc ,uin
insights into the factors that limited the use of formative evaluation as a tool

for school district improvement.
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3__Formative Evaluation, Administration, and the Leader-substitute Construct.
A final aim was to examine more closely the interaction between formative
evaluation and administration, in order to understand the truc potential of
formative c¢valuation in administration. In addition, the data and findings of
the research  was also studied so as to gain a better understanding of the

leader-substitute construct.

rat nd Pr r

The study was conducted in a series of four stages, or steps. The first stage
was to conduct action research in each of the three districts and to chronicle
the efforts made to expand, refine, and improve the evaluative and
adminisirative procedures of the IPS. The second stage was to observe,
document, and evaluate the overall success of the district cvaluations, with
respect to the goals established for the system by its originators: better
accountability, improved professional teamwork and commitment, improved
deciston making, and maintenance and gain of support from both the public
in the district. The third stage was to examine the factors that limited the
achievewicit of these goals, and to relate them to what is known about
formative evaiuation and administration. The final stage was to c¢xamine the
implications of these findings with regard to the leader-substitute construct of
leadership.

1, Refining the IP
Action resecarch was the first strategy employed to achieve the purposc of
improving the IPS model. Kemmis &McTaggart (1988) explain the reasons why

this approach was deemed suitable in the circumstances surrounding usc of
the IPS :

Action research can be seen as an approach for groups of
educational practitioners, students' parents’ and others to live with the
complexity of real experience while at the same time, striving for
concrete improvement. It is a way of managing complex situations
critically and practically (p. 7).

Each of the districts wishing to employ the IPS in the 1987-88 school ycar also
wanted the opportunity to adapt it to their unique needs and circumstances.

This was done by an evaluation team composed of educational leaders in cach
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district.  Therefore, the action research strategy provided a process whereby
improvement of the model could be collaboratively pursued.

To adjust the overall counceptual model of the IPS a meta-evaluation of the

experiences of its use in all three districts was also conducted. Four questions

derived from the previous pilot {(cutlined in Chapter II) guided this section of

the study. They are:

1. How acceptable is the Four-goal Six-attribute framework in
characterizing the overall purposes and methods of the education
system?

2. What indicators, other than those currently in use, are appropriate
measures for each goal and attribute?

3. What changes should be made to the questionnaires and reporting-
out formats to make the IPS more effectiv.? and

4. What processes and procedures were valuable in focusing evaluation
team members on the task of evaluatiorn?

To answer these questions, stakeholder collaborative evaluation teams were
established in each pilot district. These teams were charged with the
responsibility to seek out and define appropriate key indicaiors for each goal
and attribute, to analyse and refine the four-goal and six-aitribute framework,
and to create and publish an evaluation report. A final task for this group was
to comment, in a critical fashion, on the efficacy of the IPS model's proceuures
and processes. Stakeholder team members were interviewed and their
comments used to help refine the process and procedures of the IPS model.

The interview protocol asked stakeholders about the four questions shown
above (see Appendix B1). Of particular interest were queries relating to: (1)
the suitability of the process for determining key indicators; (2) the success of
different survey/qu’el_stionnairc techniques, (3) the efficacy of data collection,
interpretation, and analysis techniques; (4) the appropriaieness of the values
framework; (5) the efficacy and integrity of the evaluation report, and (6) the
overall efficiency and effectiveness oi the IPS model.

Minutes of team meetings and records of the deliberations and decisions
were kept either by an official recorder or the researcher. A comprehensive
list of indicators was compiled and subjected to reference checks by other

members of the educational community. Qualitative decisions as to their




103
credibility were made accordingly. A further data source was the
documentation undertaken by individuals involved in the evaluation in the
three districts. Stakeholders were asked to submit suggestions for
improvement of the process, and senior administrators provided letters and
information files that they compiled while undertaking the process. This data

was analysed for suggestions for improvement io the IPS.

2, Determining the Effectiveness of the IPS

To estimate the degree of the IPS 's effectiveness, measures of the fcur goals
established for it by its progenitors was undertaken. These are: (a) improved
accountability; (b) improved sense of teamwork amongst educational lcaders;
(c) improved decision making; and (d) maintenance 2nd gain of public support
for education.

(a)__accountability. A first determination of accountability was to measurc
the effort made on behalf of the district to gather evaluation information, and
to distribute results to the various constituents. Procedures to accomplish the
first of these two goals were built into the evaluation, and a district that
completes the evaluation is therefore deemed to be partially successful in this
regard.

A second indicator of accountability was to measure the effect of efforts
made by the district to distribute evalvation information, and to ecngage in
follow up discussion to the evaluation activity. Greater accountability leads to
greater understanding about ecucation; people feel knowledgeable about the
nature of the education system they are working in. Therefore, stakcholders
were asked about the educative quality of the IPS. Efforts made by the district
in the first three months following the publication of the evaluation rcport to
distribute it and 0 create discussion of its contents were also analysed. In
addition questions as to its effectiveness were asked of cvaluation tecam
members and parents, other district people, and teachers.

(b) Teamwork and commitment. Evaluation can accomplish both
complacency reduction and conflict resolution, and it can be carried out in
such a way as to create a greater sense of teamwork and commitment from
various groups within ihe educational community. The literature review
suggested that evaluation processes that are perceived to be cthical, that arc

empowering, and that are participatory contribute to the creation of tcamwork
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and commitmeni. How judgments were made as to the success of the IPS in
achieving these characteristics is explained below.

(1) Questions relating to these characteristics were asked in the interview
protocol. They are adapted from a questionnaire developed by Ayers, (1987).
Stakeholders were asked whether it was a rational, honest, open, and just
process with integrity; they were also asked whether "authority
commensurate with responsibility” was created in the evaluation. Other
questions asked were: "were politics conducted responsibly”, "was the
evaluation dignifying of constituent opinions", and "was excessive executive
authority used?"  These questions were adapted from an instrument designed
by McPherson (1988).

(2) In the same interviews role descriptions of each stakeholder were
examined for evidence as to whether the process engendered greater feelings
of personal control, willingness to work, and a sense of accomplishment. This
was done through the process of semantic differentiation, a process adapted
from an interview protocol designed by Ayers (1987). Responses to other
questicns were content-analyzed to seek out further evidence.

(3) Stakeholders were asked to comment on the extent to which they
themselves, and their constituencies, were willing to participate in future
district improvement activities (i.e.. attending meetings, assuming responsible
roles, initiating new projects).

4) A number of community and parent meetings were attended and
participants interviewed to find out whether they perceived themselves to be
more informed or more committed as a result of participating in the follow-up
to evaluation. Observations were documented and analyzed.

(5) If conflict was manifest in "group" disagreement-- i.e., between the
teachers and school trustees--assessments of cooperation before and after the
evaluation were made. Estimates as to the strength and degree of conflict,
based on the conduct of group representatives were also determined.

(6) An assessment of the ability of the evaluation process to accomplish
administrative goals such as vision-setting and information management was
done during the interviews of evaiuation team members (see Appendix B.1 for
this instrument). The purpose of the interview was to see if those aspects of
leader behavior leading to better conflict management have improved as a
result of the use of the IPS.
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(7) A review of the ncwspaper articles on education--for the threc months
after the use of the IPS--was done. Stories were analyzed for insight into the
contribution of the IPS towards either greater cooperation or greater conflict
within the district.

(c) Degcision making. Judgments as to whether dccision making had
improved or not was based on the following criteria:

(1) Stakeholder perceptions as to whether a clearer direction for (he
district, or a clearer focus as to the paramcters surrounding decision making
resulted from the evaluation.

(2) Whether or not a long range plan was developed, as a conscquence of
the IPS's application. Did the adminisiration utilize the report in a
consultative nature to develop decisions, or did it not?

To make these determinations, three procedures were followed.  First, the
resecarcher or his assistants attended as many planning mecetings as possible,
and recorded observations as to the progress towards planning. Second,
examinations of district reports to both the school board and public werc
conducted. They were examined for statements indicative of planning. Third,
stakeholders were asked for knowledge of where evaluation information
resulting from the use of the IPS model was used in decision making. A district
that developed a long rarge plan as a result of the evaluation was deemed to
have demonstrated improved decision making; a district that uscd the
evaluation information either formally or informally to inform deccisions only
partially improved decision making.

To assist in data collection, the researcher or assistant kept a log of all
mectings and deliberations connected with the evaluation. The logs will be
used to present the context within which these decisions werc made, and to
provide the "thick" nature of the case study explanation so that the dynamics
of the decision making process can be understood.

(d) __Public support. Success in achievement of this goal will bec mcasurcd
indirectly. First, the district strategy for applications of the cvaluation
information was exam:ned in terms of its comprehensivencss and potential
effect on public support. Second, the Stakeholder Team
members were asked 10 evaluate the actual and notential cffectiveness of the
strategy on public supvoort.
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A third method was to attend representative meetings of parent groups to
observe the cffect of the process, and to gauge the degree of support for
education as a result of the evaluation process. Observations and

questionnaires used at parent meetings will also be analyzed for information

rclating to this goal.

The ultimate result of all the efforts made in each case strdy to determine
evaluation methodology and effectiveness was to provide the researcher with
experiences and empirical evidence that could lead to better understanding of
how formative evaluation, at the school district level, functioned as an
administrative tool. In addition, insights into the leader-substitute construct
of lecadership were sought.

Observations of stakeholder conduct during the action research were a
fundamental data source for these two topics. Further insights were derived
from analysis of both formal and informal interviews with stakeholders. Two
separate debriefing seesions were held with district coordinators for the IPS
project in order to get a complete picture as to what was done as a result of the
evaluation and to deterraine the "limitations” as to its success. During the last
case study interviewees were asked to priorize factors that influenced them
the most during the evaluation, factors that reflected the concepts inherent in
the leader-substitute construct. Judgments as to the realistic potential for the
use of formative evaluation by administrators for improvement of the
cducational organization were made on the basis of analysis of all this
information.

Sample

The decision to delimit the study to only three of seven districts, as opposed
to a larger sample, was made to enhance the contact between the Ministry
participants and the districts being evaluated (Dickson, 1988b). A smaller
sample was recommended becausc this allowed the researcher to spend more
time in each district and therefore to experience firsthand the problems with
the cvaluation model. Fine tuning is only possible when an analysis of district
needs and purposes is done in a detailed and in-depth fashion. The assumption
here (as in all naturalistic studies) is that the complexity and individuality of

ecach context is so unique that only through true in-depth analysis can an
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understanding of the dynamics =affecting administrative action be understood.
The districts chosen to be in the study were taken from a potential sample of
seven that volunteered to use the IPS model to evaluate their cducational
programs in the 1987-88 scheool year. These seven districts were
representative of six of the eight different categories into which the 75 school
districts are placed by the Ministry of Education for comparative purposes
(Cameron, 1987). The three that were selected were chosen for the following
reasons:

1. Each district was similar to a significant number of other
districts, so as to maximize the potential for transferability;

2. Each district was reasonably accessible so as to ensure prolonged
engagement and the opportunity for regular contact; and

3. Each district was prepared to commit the resources and
manpower to the action component part of the research, and
was prepared to allow its efforts to be meta-evaluated and
subsequently published.

Participating districts in the sample, from smallest to largest, were School
District #1 (Inlet), School District #2 (South Coast), and School District #3
(Interior). The demographic characteristics for each district are ontlined in
Table 3.2. The districts range in size from approximately 15000 students
(Interior), to approximately 6500 (South Coast). Interior can be described as a
fairly large mixed urban and rural district with a mix of large and medium-
sized schools. Inlet is a medium-sized district with an urban center, but
removed from the province's main population centres; it also has sccondary
population areas that are distinct from the urban center. It has a mix of large
and small schools. South Coast is also a medium-sized district, but is dominated
by its suburban area. It has a large range of school size as well, with two
community secondary schools. Further details will be provided in cach casc
study.

lecti hni

Data utilized in the study were gathered in a variety of ways, principally by
means of interview. The interview's design and administration was guided by
requirements outlined by Spradley (1979). Each stakeholder was deemed to be

a key informant (LeCompte & Goetz, 1980). Interview questions were derived




Table 3.2: Demographic characteristics of Inlet,

South Coast,
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and Interior

School Districts (District Infermation Sheets, 1988: PGE & R, BCME).

Inlet School South Coast Interior
District Schoo! District School
District ‘

F.T.E. enrolment 6,043 7,454 14,965
Assessed Value/
Pupil as represented
by property tax base $82, 815 $128,628 $159,200
Average Income
of Household $32,352 $25,726 $29,493
1988 Tax paid by half of
home owners after
application of B.C.
Home owner grant* $-30.00 $219.00 $56.00
Native Peoples as
% of total pop. 7.8 1.1 0.9
Non-English
Home Language
as % of total pop. 6.2 1.8 5.6
Children of
Lone Parent
Families as %
of all children 159 15.0 18.2
High school
graduation or
better as % of
total pop. 459 439 44 .8

* Government subsidy provided to home-owiers to reduce actual property tax

paid for schools.
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from the expressed purposes of the study and were chosen to reflect the

pertinent concepts suggested by the literaiure review. In most instances the
questions or procedures were adapted from interview protocols used
previously in evaluation studies by Ayers (1987) and McPherson (1988). Closcd
and open interview questions were asked; and both quantitative and
qualitative responses requested. Interview times varied between one hour and
an hour and a half.

Interviewees were contacted well in advance of ihe interview, and
intervi~ws were held in school board offices in the district.  All but two
interviews t(.ok place in a quiet, private setting. In the case of ihe iwo
excepticns, the ione of the inierview was slightly altered due to the
interrupticns. In most instances the int:rviewees werz described as relaxed or
positive; on one occasion (with the parent in Interior), the intervieweec was
described as nervous and shy; on a =econd (the Director in South Coast) the
interviewee was described as distracted, and somewhat inattentive.

To establish & climate of trust, and to get to know intervicwees, an informal
interview with most siakeholders was done early on during the action
research component in both the Inlet and South Coast districts. These notes
were also deemed to be part of the data for the natwuralistic evaluation. A
similar interview was not conducted in the case of the Interior cvaluation
because it was not deemed wnecessary.

Interviews were held (in he case of the Inlet and South Coast districts)
three months after publication of the evaiuaticn report. Due to feedback ‘hat
this was too long a period to wait, interviews in the Interior District  were
conducted two months after the completion of the report. Whereas this was
helpful in getting feedback on the evaluation process itself, it required a
follcw-up contact to gather accurate answers to questions on applications of
the evaluation information.

Interviews were taped and rough notes were taken. The researcher
transcribed each interview and placed each individual qustion/response on a
card. These cards were then coi.tent analysed and color-coded so as to be
categorized according to which purpose of the study they related to. They
were then grouped by color, and re-analyzed.

Other data were compiled from the logs compiled for cach district

evaluation by the researcher or his assistant.  These consisted of meceting
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minutes, observations, critiques, and reference checks with one another. Data
within these logs were itemized, piaced on cards, color-coded, and added to the
daia from the interviews. So was any pertinent information derived from
analysis of rough notes from the meetings, district documents, or informal
interviews.  Patterns within the data characterizing each district's evaluation
were then sought out.

From these patierns the conceptual framework for the case studies
themselves was developed, and answers for questions relating to the meta-
evaluation were created. When seeking patterns across all three districts for
the meta-cvaluation component of the study, a similar process was used. In
addition, the quantitative ratings on questions were compiled for each district
and for comparisons across districts (these are found in Appendices F1-F12).

As a result of all these activities, the researcher analyzed the expericnces
and data so recorded to "meta-evaluate" the effectiveness of the IPS in light of
its intended objectives. This analysis attempted to adhere
to the processes described below, in which methods as tc how to generalize

from multiple case studies is discussed.

Th Approach

Lincoln and Guba (1985), and Alkin, Daillak and White (1979) suggest that
the case study is an idezl method fo: the presentation of data in a naturalistic
evaluation. Lincoln and Guba (1585) define it as ""a slice of life' or a “depth
cxamination of an instance’™ (p. 360), or as they quote Denny (1978), an
"intensive or comnplete examination of a facet, an issue, or perhaps the events
of a geographic setting over time" (p. 360). Case studies will vary (1) from
setting to setting; (2) in purpose; (3) in level of specificity, and (4) in level of
analysis--i.e., from factua: to interpretive to evaluative.

Case studies are suitable to naturalistic evaluations for a variety of reasons.
Case studies contribute to the development of understanding, from both the
point of view of writer and reader. From the writer's viewpoint, case studies
can be produced in hzarmony with the evaluator himself, flowing from his
tacit knowledge and understanding of the situation. Secondly, they uallow for
in depth or "thick" analysis; not just a chronology of events, but also the
meanings and interpretations of events--thus the essence, or chemistry of the

event--its true meaning, can be characterized. Thirdly, the case study is an
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ouigrowth of the inductive and continuous nature of naturalistic inquiry--
whereby grounded theory is derived out of constantly interpreted expericnce.
Case studies also allow for reader interpretation, building on the rcader's tacit
knowledge for understanding. It also provides the reader with context
information, so iransferability can be judged.

Case studies should contain the following elements (Lincoln & Guba, 1985):

1. an explanation of the evaluand (i.e., the object being cvaluated); in
this case, the school district and its evaluation program;

2. a thorough description of the context or setting wiwin which the
evaluation took place and with which the study was concerned;

3. a thorough description of the transactions or processes obscrved in
context that are relevant to the evaluation; that is, those clements
identified as important are studied indepth;

4. an explanation of the outcomes of the study, that is, the results of the
evaluation.

5. a discussion of the important factors identified at the sit: as salient to
the outcomes of the study: i.e., why the evaluation was effective or
not effective (that is, methodologically and circumstantialiy
speaking).

Substantive considerations (i.e., those mentioned above) and
methodological considerations--that is, the steps taken in terms of method,
investigating, and establishing trustworthiness--must both be part of the
case-study report.

1, Generalizing from multiple case studies. Greene and David (1984) suggest
a design for generalizing to a target population of cases {rom the results of a
purposefully selected sample of cases. The four main features of such as

design are:

(a) a conceptual framework that provides the superordinate structure;
(b) a samplipg plan that ensures representativeness of the target
population ia the sample of cases; (c) procedures for the conduct of
individual casc studies that insure sufficient comparability across cases;
and {d) a cross-site analysis strategy that tests the limiting conditions of
the findings (p. 75).

The conceptual framework should limit and focus the scope of the study, by

identifyirg the main elements and events of interest, and the main features of




112
the context in which these factors are operating. In this study a conceptual
framework was established that travelled to each venue: i.e.., the use of a
"values" iframework; the use of key indicators; the use of a stakeholder
collaborative team; general methodology; and reporting out procedures. In
addition, a design has “een developed that focuses questions on two main areas
of interest: methodological improvement, and overall effectiveness (i.e.., in
terms of utilization and influence). Within this general framework
naturalistic inquiry was taking place.

The sampling for this project was described earlier in this chapter; suffice
it to say that no efforts to generalize beyond the representativeness of the
purposeful sample can be attempted; and no presumption of applicability
except as peiceived by the interpreter should be made, in keeping
with naturalistic precepts re transferability and generalization.

To implement a multiple case study design to allow for generalizability of
findings one must also ensure that data collectors think and act more or less
alike. In this circumstance the three interviiwers were trained to accomplish
this objective.  Interview guides were used, interview practice was initiated,
and interviewers visited the sites and participated in all other related activities
associated with data collection. Debriefing and cross-referencing was also

utilized.

Validity and Reliability

Irustworthiness

Trustworthiness refers to the qualities of credibility (internal validity),
transferability  (external validity), dependability (reliability) and
confirmability (objectivity) (Lincoln and Guba, 1985). These must be
established for each case study to ensure the academic integrity of the study.
Some of these requirements were described in Chapter IV. A first requirement
is to establish an audit trail. Appendix B.2 outlines the audit trail for this study.

A number of writers have indicated that certain practices, undertaken
during a naturalistic evaluation (as the meta-evaluation is in this case),
maximize its potential to support the quality of trustworthiness. Greene
(1987a) suggests that "a successful practical naturalistic evaluation is
contingent upon meaningful participation of significant user groups in the

evaluaticn process and on the open expression and legitimation of the multiple
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value claims held by members of such groups" (p. 329). The procedures

outlined in this study are intended to ensure multi-participation of clients.

Pearsol (1987) suggests that a key to successful evaluation is "not the
meeting of trustworthiness criteria that satisfy the dependability of a sct of
evaluation conclusions” (p. 340). Rather, it is the evaluator's
conscientious attempts to synthesize data and implicit or explicit value claims
that will lead to justifiable evaluative conclusions. This approach is built into
the methodology of this study.

Joanne Farley (1987) claims that conclusions in naturalistic evaluations are
justifiable when they meet three types of acceptability criteria. First,
empirical claims must be empirically accurate; that is cvents did transpire as
they are described in the study. Second, the description of cvents must reflect

an accurate reconstruction not only of events, but the meaningfulness of the

events. Finally, she states that "the interpretive explanation and rclated
conclusions must be normatively adequate” (Farley, 1987, p. 350). In other

words, the explanations given of various decision making processes conducted
by participants in the evaluation must encapsulate the essence of the value
choices inherent in those decisions.

The suggestions made by Pearsol, Greene, and Farley are partially cnsured
through employment of a number of techniques suggested by Lincoln and
Guba (1985) to ensure credibility. @ The methods themselves and the cfforts
made to achieve them in this study are listed below.

(a) __prolonged engagement: This means being in contact with the project
long enough to take into account distortions that might creep into the data, but
not so long to go "native". This was ensured by establishing and maintaining
contact with district representatives over a 10 month period, during which
time at least six visits to each district were made.

(b)_persistent observation: This refers to identifying those characteristics
and clements in the sitoation that are most relevant to the problem or issuc
being pursued and focussing on them in detail. This was achicved through
informal interviews as the project progrcssed.

(c)__iriangulation; Triangulation means using multipic and diffcrent
sources, inethods, and investigators (different modes of data collection). In
this instance a variety of data sources were used, and two rescarch assistants

were employed to assist with investigations.
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(d)_peer debriefing: This means employing the process of exposing
oneself to a disinterested peer in a manner paralleling an analytic session and
for the purpose of exploring aspects of the inquiry that might otherwise
rcmain only implicit within the inquirer's mind. This was done regularly
through regular contacts between the researcher and his assistants.

(e)_negative case analysis: Negative case analysis means continuously
refining a hypoihesis until it accounts for all known cases without exception;
the search for patterns as discussed by Greene and David (1984). Attempts in
this regard are revealed by the logic of analysis extending through Chapters
IV - VIII of the study, and the data interpretation procedures described earlier.

(f) referential adequacy: This concept refers to the recording of materials
so that they provide a benchmark against which later data analyses aad
interpretations could be iested for adequacy. It means surrendering some of
the hard-won data to an archive, for later reference. The material so selected
must be representative. Samples of such data are included in the appendices of
the study.

(g) _member checks: This refers to testing data, analytic categories, and
interpretations and conclusions with members of those stakeholding groups
from which the data were originally collected. This was done during
stakeholder meetings--however, for confidentiality reasons stakeholders were
not asked to read over the final case study reports, as quotations contained
within could be easily identified with the person making them.

To ensure transferability, detailed descriptions of each pilot context and

activity are provided in each case study.

Limitations and Declimitations

Limitations

A first potential design concern is the issue of the Hawthorne Effect
(Hanson, 1985). The first of two potential problems here is that the researcher
injected himself as facilitator into each district evaluation, and therefore may
have influenced the results of the evaluation in either of two ways: (1) as a
surrogate administrator, influencing the dynamics of the district context; and
(2) as a novelty, creating a positive reaction according to the findings of the
Hawthorne group in the classic study (Roethlisberger & Dickson, 1939).
Invoivement of the rescarcher was necessery to facilitate tiie action research




115
component of the design. The fact that the same factor was found in cach casc
should minimize the etiect on the results.

The Hawthorne effect also suggests that an innovation can be successfully
employed as a single event because of attention being paid to the individuals
participating in it; then the impact tends to wear off as the control of the
informal group reasserts itself on people's behavior. Leadership initiatives
become “"subverted" by the informal relationships in an organization.
Successful leadership initiatives should be longlasting; therefore, they should
either restructure the informal organizaiion or take advantage of it to
embellish the performance of all concerned. The timeline in this study did not
allow for measurement of the effect long term use of the IPS would have on
school districts, and evidence exists to show that the informal group did
reassert itself on people's behavior even within the timeframe of the
research.

A factor mitigating the potential confusion of the Hawthorne effect is the
naturalistic design itself. It could itself be considered a mecthodology for
creating an understanding of the dynamics of such variables. If the
Hawthormme Effect is an inevitable component of any innovation, then it is a
factor that all administrators must deal with when using the IPS modecl.
Novelty is also an important component of effective teaching; it is a process by
which interest and motivation is encouraged. So if the administrator's purposc
is to develop a "learning" organization through formative evaluation, ncw
experiences may in fact be required to engender growth. Since onc of the
purposes of the study was to refine the system to make it more effective, then
this factor is implicit in its reconstruction. Concerns about the potential
limitations of the Hawthome cffect can only be minimized through raising it
to awareness; it is up to the naturalistic evaluator to make judgements by
"factoring out" its apparent effect. To assist in this regard "novelty" was listed
as a potential reason for the evaluation's success when asking interviewces in
the Interior district the factors that contributed most to its achievements.

A second potential limitation--this time to credibility--is thec potential for
"evaluphobia." This antipathy to evaluation limits the openness and honcsty
of participants in the process (Scriven, 1983b). Although it might be assumed
that the administrators who volunteered for the evaluation may be relatively

free of evaluphobia, the same cannot be said for other members of their
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constituencies. To deal with this concern each evaluator will prepare
participants prior to participating in tae evaluation. Even so, it must be
realized that they will differ significantly in their success. Evaluphobia

cannot be eliminated, it can only be brought within awareness; and then
countered as effectively as possible throu.gh the proper use of good interview
techniques and through careful discounting and consideration in the

evaluation itself.

Delimitations are those factors that deliberately or by happenstance place
bounds around the study. In this instance there are three: (1) its timeline; (2)
limitations of the IPS itself; and (3) the sample (q.v. supra).

The timeline for the study did not extend beyond the first implementation
of the IPS. It was originally anticipated that a year and a half timeline would
provide all the data necessary to understand the needs and limitations of the
IPS model. However, it becomes apparent (see Chapter VIII) that a three year
time period, extending into a second use of the model, would be preferable.

It was also discovered throughout the research that the IPS model itself was
not really designed .s 2 formative evaluation model, but as an event evaluation
(see page 236). Its use for formative evaluation must be therefore be viewed

with caution.
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CHAPTER IV:
CASE STUDY NUMBER ONE:

The Inlet School District Evaluation

Inlet school district is located on the southwest coast of British Coiumbia. It
contains 6200 students and covers approximately 5000 square km. Inlet is
considered a medium sized school district in B.C.!

Economic livelihood is supported by traditional staples of the B.C. ecconomy:
forestry, fishing, and tourism. Four main communities predominatc. All arc
distinct in their economic and cultural identity. Linked by an cast-west
highway, they are within two hours of each other and accessible in three to
five hours from Vancouver (the largest city in B.C.) and Victoria, the
provincial capital.

in the eyes of its educators, students, and public, Inlet school district is
unique--in both its accomplishments and problems. This case study attempts to
capture the individuality of Inlet through both the eyes and cars of
researchers and participants in the district evaluation. As a conceptual base to
this and the other case reports, the efforts made to expand, refine and improve
the evaluative and administrative procedures of the IPS will be prescented
under a series of headings that describe the procedures followed. Each
procedure is subsequently described and then critiqued. Information, analysis

and discussion will be treated under the following headings:

The Context and Background to the Evaluation.
2. Description and Critique of the Procedure and Processes
Followed in the Evaluation.

4. Description and Critique of Applications of the Inlet District Evaluation.

Evaluation and meta-evaluation of this and the other district cvaluations will
be dealt with in Chapter VII.

1 British Columbia has 75 school districts ranging from 200 squarc milcs to
33,000 square miles, and from 400 to 50,000 students.
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luation

Inlet's major city, Cape George--on the eastern extremity of the district--
presents two poles of vivid contrast. One is first struck by the immense
natural beauty of its setting, a setting soiled and made tawdry by the stench of
pulp mills. The smell dominates the environment as does the paper company
the cconomics of Cape George. The pulp and paper industry is a stabilizing
force in that its presence assures the town's livelihood; yet being so intimately
tied to the forestry industry, it is subject to the vicissitudes of a natural
resource economy. Until 1982 Cape George had the second highest per capita
income in Canada, but since the 1982 recession, times--and incomes--have
suffered.  With less wealth, however, has come less transience and stronger
roots. Comments about the quality of life--"Its a great place to bring up kids"--
were made in many of the interviews. Cape George is a tight-knit community
with modern recreational and cultural facilities. @ New inhabitants are quickly
seduced into permanent residence.

Driving through Cape George one is struck by the obvious dependence of
the economy on resources. Fish boats and guide-boats cluster in the harbor.
Almost all the men observed were in the attire of mill worker, fishermen or
logger. On the walls of the Blue Bistro the fifty year legacy of sport fishing
and logging was portrayed in historical photographs and artifacts.

Leaving the town harbor and driving west, one is quickly sealed from the
influence of the sea. For a short while tourist homes dot large lakes and
campgrounds abound. This quickly gives way to a terrain in which huge
swathes of trees have been laid waste on whole mountainsides; slash and
tangle replace once verdant monsters. Whercas some farming--of an
orcharding ariety--could be found around Cape George, further west the
terrain is more mountainous. There is scant evidence of human habitation
until one reaches Haidlik, a small fishing community on the west coast. Here
there are also great contrasts: in the harbour, gleaming tourist yachts tower
over small, hardy fishing boats. On the day in question wind blew from the
open racific in a steady gale. Temperatures were at least ten degrees colder
than in Cape George, and as a dense chilling fog moved in from the ocean the
warmth of what had been a hot day was quickly dissipated. @ One had a sense of
how unforgiving nature can be, and how close the town's inhabitants were

tied to it through their occupations. Haidlik is a compact, robust, somewhat
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parochial and down-to-earth community: the children unprepossessing and
disingenuous.  These qualities extend to two communities further down the
road; Todrow and Canforth. However, each town has its own sense of idcntity,
and as is so often the case in rural B.C. this rivalry has been expressed in
competition for the right to house government offices and schools. Haidlik is
privileged to contain the district's only grade 8-12 school.

A high percentage of native peoples live in the coastal arca. They arc an
important part of the cultural life in all communities--making up 7% of the
total population. Although relationships tetween groups was considered
cordial, in the words of the superintendent of schools, the native situation in
education is "very sensitive".

Approximately 6% of the population from a variety of cthnic groups specak
a language other than English as their first language. Only 44% of the pcople
(compared to a provincial average of 55%) have attained high school
graduation. One teacher claimed that people in Cape George, for example, tend

to have a "mill-town mentality".

The E ional ntex

Educational organizations are shaped by, and in turn ecffect the larger
community. Members of the Stakeholder Evaluation Team iusisted that any
educational evaluation recognize this concept. Any comparative data was to bc
interpreted in the light of the socio-economic context. In addition, all
mewnbers reacted strongly when the superintendent described the district as
"average". Indeed there was much evidence to show that the district had many
characteristics that gave it a unique identity.

Two examples will demonstrate Inlet's individuality. In Cape George, cach
year approximately 35 students travel on exchange to a sister city in Abishiri,
Japan. In addition students or teachers from this district werc involved in
educational projects with six countries in Europe and Asia. Student
accomplishments were also impressive. Students from Inlet placed first onc
year and second the next in a national science fair. Onec student's projcct
consisted of adapting the dimples on a golf ball to wind-sails on boats. Hc has
since patented the concept. Yet the district certainly has its challenges and
weaknesses; it was the purpose of the district evaluation to identify these.
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Leadership style and impact in the Inlet School District is also multi-
faceted.  Senior district staff and teachers respect each other as progressive
leaders, but see school administrators as traditional. One of the teacher
representatives stated, for example, that all instructional leadership either
comes from the teachers or district office. Over half the teaching staff was
taking part in a summer workshop on cooperative learning that a director of
instruction had organized.

Stakeholder Team members characterized the administration as
"humanistic and progressive," and described the superintendent (Bob MNey) as
"the hub of the district”. Indeed, the teachers wanted him to sit in on all
negotiation sessions, so the committee struck to deal with bargaining was
reconstructed. Bob Ney is viewed as being "concerned with educational issues,
provided they are done his way", and has "good working relationships" with
all groups. He is given credit for the establishment of school parent advisory
groups, and holds executive council meetings weekly, at which
representatives from the IDTA, CUPE, (the Canadian Union of Public
Employees), the Secretary-Treasurer, and Directors attend. The executive
council serves a communications and management function, rather than a
planning one, for as Sandra Johnson, president of the Inlet District Teachers'
Association (IDTA) stated, "teachers have no input into goals, or district
philosophy statements--especially on an ongoing basis". Teachers are
desirous of input into the purposes of the district.

Attempts are being made to shift responsibility for instructional leadership
to the school, and thus to the administrative group. One district administrator
characterized it as an "old boys group, characterized by sluggishness;...(they
are)...difficult to move". A progressive thrust for change is coming from the
teachers, but principals are not viewed as instructional innovators.

Prior to the evaluation, leadership within the Inlet District could have been
termed moderately progressive.  Relationships between interest groups seemed
cordial, even though not all groups are moving in the same direction. Yet,
there was ample room for improvement. The teachers' association still felt
isolated from the planning process, and the administrative group moved at a
different pace and only peripherally in the direction of the other groups. In
addition, there were indications that trustees were beginning to become too

involved in management activities; wanting to "play with trains", as one
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interviewee called it. Into these dynamics were then placed the "morc

difficult, more hard-line” first round of negotiations under the union-
management model created by Bill 20; the Sullivan Royal Commission of 1987-
&8, and the IPS project itself.

In late December, 1987, the researcher received a letter from the
superintendent of the Inlet School District stating that "Our district is scriously
intending to undertake the Ministry of Education developed Evaluation
Project”. In mid-January the researcher and Mr. Ney met for two hours at the
Ministry, and reviewed aspects of the project: the questionnaires from the
first pilot, the data elements contained within the district's Information
Profile, and the Nechako report (see Appendices A2, A3, & AS). Tentative plans
for the school board and the IDTA to review the revised questionnaires were
made. This was to be done as soon as Bob Ney received the revised survey
instruments. Mr. Ney stated he would contact the rescarcher upon complction
of this task.

Over the next two months Mr. Ney reviewed possible evaluation proccsses
with the school board (more than one model was considered), including the
original and the new drafts of the Ministry's questionnaire. The IDTA reaction
was as expected. They claimed that questionnaire wording was vaguc and
indeterminate; and expressed some apprehension as to "how it might affect
them"--i.e., how was the information to be interpreted and used? Bob Necy
pressed on, however, quite confident that the teachers would ultimately go
along with the survey. On March 18 a letter delineating responsibilitics for
both the Ministry and the school board was sent to the school district (sce
appendix C1). It was returned--signed--on April 8, 1988.

But what were the purposes of the project? In the Director of Instruction
(Frank Ford)'s opinicn it was "a local concern to improve the quality of our
education .. Public education has become a bit of a whipping boy, and we

wanted to find out if it was that bad.." Bob Ney's stated purpose was that:

I wanted a measuring stick in place in the district. I wcent about and
convinced the Board and the teachers that wec needed onec, and got a
process with integrity that ultimately worked.... really wanted somec
data from which to make decisions.

Others perceived that the management team and the school board wanted to

improve public relations for the district. As onc of the tcacher
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rcpresentatives on the Stakeholder Team stated, "the trustees thought it was a
good idea. I'm sure the public relations value was in the back of their heads".

Another stated,

In the first place I was quite suspicious, because it sounded like “Oh,
great, we're going to take in all this information, whitewash it, and tell
everyone how wonderful we are...that it was a PR kind of toy'...Now I
don't think that..even if that was the reason, its changed now...its an
honest attempt to discover the weaknesses in our district.

Management's belief that an evaluation could be used to convince the
public of the positive quality of education in the Inlet School District gave
exactly the opposite message to the teaching staff. To them it implied what
teachers weren't doing a good enough job, precisely because the public had to
be convinced. This, combined with apprehension about potential misuse of
survey information and the "addition of one more thing to their job" caused
teachers to be less than enthusiastic about the evaluation project. Some
teacher apprehension resulted from the fact that the questionnaires were
developed outside the district as part of a province-wide Ministry evaluation
project. For purposes of expediency Bob Ney decided to use the questionnaires
as they were--rather than accede to teacher wishes to reword them. He did not
want to engage in lengthy, semantic discussions resulting in little substantive
change to the survey's intent. To alleviate some of the teachers' fears, and to
"officially" bring the teachers on side, Mr. Ney arranged a meeting to take
place on April 20--a luncheon meeting--at which time three representatives
from the IDTA executive would meet with the researcher, Mr. Ney himself, and
Frank Ford, the Director of Instruction.

In preliminary discussions to the meeting the researcher suggested a
stakeholder collaborative team approach to data collection, interpretation, and
report writing.  Also, it was decided to do the work during the summer so that
teachers would not feel the push of time and additional responsibility. A small
stipend was to be paid to participants. The IDTA was also to have the right to
choose its own representatives for the committee.

Mr. Ney structured the luncheon meeting in an attempt to accomplish two
things: first, to allay fears and engender support for the project; and second, to
gain commitment to a plan of action with specific timelines. He did this by

clearly having his agenda laid out; by taking an informal, conversational
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approach to a very formalized agenda; and by having the follow-up plan
developed prior to the meeting. He also coached the researcher with respect to
what he should say to the group.

In a suprisingly cordial and certainly non-confrontational meeting, both
purposes apparently were achieved by the ead of the hour. Teacher
acceptance of the stakeholder plan (which included a trustee, a parent, and
and the director as well as teachers) seemed tv mollify fears about survey
interpretation and wording.

The tasks that were agreed to at that time and the timeline that was followed
is shown in Appendix C2. Initial meetings of the stakeholder te-.a werc
scheduled for June; however, difficulty with the timeline on the questionnaire
(i.e.., format time--the district had added two questions to the generic
questionnaire--distribution/ collection time, and analysis time were all longer
than anticipated) meant that initial and subsequent meetings of the group
were not until July. The remainder of the proposed timeline was substantially
followed.

During the afternoon following the luncheon meeting of April 20, and
during  preliminary discussions on July 4, the role of the rescarcher was
discussed and clarified. He was to be a guide-facilitator; chairing the mectings
with prior approval of the process from the superintendent. A plan of action
was designed beforehand; it was the researcher's responsibility to supcrvisc
the process through to the end. In keeping with the concept of local control,
however, decision making as to thr nature of key indicators, the form of
measurement, the interpretation of the data, and the fina! form of the book
was to be left to the Stakeholder Team. It was also agreed that the rcscarcher
could make notes on the process for the purpose of his dissertation study, and

would be "evaluating the evaluation”.
Description and Critique of the Evaluation

Procedures and Processes

The procedures and processes followed in the Inlet District holistic
evaluation differ significantly from those employed by districts involved in
the previous pilot. Although the general strategy of surveying the
community and using key indicators of performance rclated to the Ministry
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values framework was retained, the manner by which each was accomplished
and then converted into a final report was quite different.

A number of wecaknesses in the IPS's methodology had been identified in
the pilot. One of these--experienced in Inlet--was teacher resistance to the
questionnaires. There were also difficulties with data interpretation,
workload, the lack of substantive indicators for some goals or attributes,
guestions about the framework's accuracy, and difficulties in producing
meaningful follow-up reports.

The four questions presented in Chapter III on the methodology of the IPS
are answered as part of the meta-evaluation component of the study (Chapter
ViI). In this case report and in the remaining two cases, however,
information and analysis relating to a specific district's procedures and
processes will be presented under hecadings appropriate to their experience.
In the Inlet case study they are:

1. Laying the Grovadwork.

2. The Stakeholder Collaborative Approach.

3. The Four-Goal Six Attribute Framework.

4. Key Indicator Development.

5. Questionnaire/Survcy Information.

6. Data Collection, Analysis, and Interpretation Procedures.
7. The Evaluation Repori(s).

The information in each of these sections is drawn from content analysis of
interviews, mecting records, observations by the researcher during visits to
the district, and from numerous formal and informal conversations.
Evaluating the processes and procedures from the point of view of improving
the evaluation system will be done in Chapter VII.

1 roundwork

a. _ Description. Much of the information relating to this topic has already
been presented in the section entitled "Context and Background". It is clear
that most of the groundwork--ie., in terms of meetings and discussions devoted
to understanding of the ramifications of the evaluation project--were between
the superintendent and the school board, and between the superintendent and
the IDTA. Little effeort was made to gain support from the administrator's

group, or to introduce the project to the public of the district. Even the district
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staff had limited knowledge of the project. The 1PS ecvaluation project

appeared to be the superintendent's initiative, and groundwork efforts werc
direct=2 a those groups perceived to be possibly problematic, or vital for its
support.

b, Critigu¢. Ia the Inlet School District evaluation, most stakeholders felt
the groundwork procedures were inadequate. Of particular concern was the
lack of public awareness of the intents and nature of the evaluation. One
interviewee st ted that "better community involvement is needed”; another
that it would have assisted the ultimate impact of the evaluation if someonc had
"let them know the process was going on: the public was not necessarily
aware”". A third stated that the evaluation could assist with the gain of public
support for education, "but that would involve more than just putting out a
questionnaire".

Teachers, administrators, the school board and district staff could have
been better prepared. The IDTA president stated that it would have helped if
the project was "more clearly explained to various stakeholders”, and there
was "a better understanC’ng as to how it is io be used". Teacher suspicion of
the process was still in evidence in the first July 5 meeting. Doubts abcut the
survey intents and the procedures used in the collection of survey data were
expressed. Frank Ford stated that it would have helped to inform "the in-
school people more thoroughly”. Administrators were not represented on the
stakeholder committec, and appeared involved only in the distribution and
collection of survey instruments to teachers and students. Bob Ncy himselfl
stated that if he had to do it again he would "the next time, try to gect a larger

group's commitment”,

2, _The Stakeholder Collaborative Approach

a.__ Description. At the April 20 meeting it was decided to formulate a pancl
of teachers and others--stakeholders acting as partners to district
administrators--to design key indicators, collect and interpret data, and writc
the final evaluation report. The Team was to bc compoesed of the director of
instruction, the superintendent, and four teachers: one primary, onc
intermediate, one junior secondary, and one senior sccondary. In follow-up
discussions suggestions to broaden the committee were made by the

researcher.  Bectween April and June, the superintendent decided to broaden
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the tcam to include a parent representative and a trustee. He issued invitations
of two different kinds. For the ieachers, representation was to be voluntary;
i.e.., the IDTA was to choose their own representatives to send to the committee.
The same opportunity was given to the school board. However, the parent
invited to take part was identified through informal conversation between the
superintendent and trustees. No administraiors, students, CUPE members, non-
parents, or employers were asked io sit on the committee. The committee,

hercafter referred to as the Stakeholder Team, was as follows:

Superintendent Mr. Bob Ney
Director of Insiruction Mr. Frank Ford
President, [DTA Ms. Sandra Page
Junior secondary teacher Mr. Don Gordon
Vice-President, IDTA and

primary teacher Ms. Joan Holmes
Junior secondary teacher Ms. Eva Moran
Trustee representative Ms. Helma McLeod
Parent representative Ms. Sarah Johanssen

To offset the fact that the teachers would be working during their vacation
months, Mr. Ney offered to pay them ($2500.00 was budgeted for teacher
remuneration). The monrey was motivation enough for one tecacher to take
part in the project. Two others (the IDTA executive members) were there as
"watchdogs"--to protect teacher interests. Otherwise the process would have
been seen as "another example of trying to get teachers, to trip them up",
stated the IDTA president. The fourth teacher, Eva Moran, stated that her
motivation was to learn more about education in the district.

The parent representative, Sarah Johanssen, was both surprised and
pleased to be asked to be on the committee. She was unaware of the reasons for
her choice, other than her involvement in various school activities.  Helma
McLeod, the trustee, was bemused at her choice. She felt that it would have
been more appropriate to have chosen a more knowledgeable trustee--after all
she was new on the board. The words she chose to describe her role in the

process were "insignificant, shy observer".
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The Stakeholder Team was introduced to its task in early July 1988. Bobt Ney
began by explaining the background to the evaluation projeci. The researcher
then gave an overview of the lessons learned from the first pilot.  Teacher
interest appeared to be aroused on three points: first, when it was made clear
that the Stakehclder Team would write the report itself; second, when it was
acknowledged that the uniqueness of the local district would be respected; and
third, when the objective to find key indicators of performance for the social,
human, and vocational goals of the Ministry framework was introduced. The
latter was particularly surprising because a negative reaction to any kind of
measurement was anticipated. However, when the project was explained as
expanding measures of performance beyond simple test scores, teachers saw
that the project as dignifying the teacher's role in meeting thec needs of the
whole chilc. Don Gordon expressed it this way: "I'm learning a lot more about
education... this is helping me be less confrontational, less strident in my
emphasis on intellectual development...I must use opportunitics to decal with
the other goals when they arise".

Stakeholder participation continued throughout the four meetings for key
indicator collection, data collection and analysis, and final approval of the
report.

ritique. There were a number of strengths associated with the
stakeholder collaborative approach as implemented in the Inlet District
Evaluation. A first is that it encourages individuals to divest themselves of
traditional roles and become more system-oriented. Three of the four teachers
on the committee felt that the superintendent's motives were altered by
stakeholder desire to use the evaluation process for system improvement. Eva
Moran stated:

There was a tendency at the beginning on behalf of Mr. Ney for this to
be a whitewash kind of paper. But I don't believe he ielt that way at the
end... I think he saw it as everybody else did, as an instrument for
change...I think he resisted that at first.

So too the superintendent and director saw the stakeholder process as a mecthod
to alter teacher resistance to the evaluation initiative.

A second strength revealed in the Inlet District Evaluation was the
educative nature of the process (see Appendix F5). People learned from cach

other and about each other. For example, Eva stated that "...it was good to have
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the boss there, he didn't know about the E.S.L. (English as a Second Language)
problem”. The trustee and the parent both remarked on how much they had
learned through the process.

It must be emphasized that while much of what was learned was factual
(i.e.., about the nature of the school system in Inlet) there was also much
learned about the motives, style of operation, and dedication of ecach of the
members of the Stakeholder Team. Respect amongst the group grew. Bob Ney
wished, for example, that he could tape record the discussions in the meetings
and play them back to the public; and Sarah Johanssen stated that "they were
the kind of teachers you would like to have your son ur daughter work with".

As a result of the positive interactions within the In:st Stakeholder Team
resistance to the evaluation prcject--and concern, for example, on behalf of
the teacher representatives ‘o safeguard their interests--slowly evaporated.
In this sense the stakeholder method controlled the potential for the
evaluation information to be used for pariicular political agendas. In addition,
getting data interpretations from a variety of different perspectives--ie., male,
female, teacher, parent, district staff--helped gain agreement on what the
"truth" of a particular piece of data or situation was. And finally, having a
variety of perspectives a'lowed for a rich source of ideas and methods for the
development and measurement of educational performance (29 suggestions for
social development alone).

The stakeholder approach as practiced in the Inlet study also contained a
number or weaknesses. It is impossible for individusis to simply put aside

roles altogether. Joan Holmes put it this way:

Even if you have a committee that is taken from a hierarchy, the boss is
still the boss, and there is not the kind of equality one would like to
have...because you come in to it knowing that this person has more
power than you. Even though we believe that what is said there won't
be held against you..you have that feeling and take it

with you.

And as much as revealing individual strengths, the stakeholder process can
also reveal other qualities. Bob Ney, for example, was noticed as a "take charge

kind of guy"--a little pushy and directive.




129
Absence of stakeholder representation from all groups affected by the

evaluation in the Inlet district appeared to be a drawback. The absence of a
high school teacher created data interpretation problems, particularly with

student survey results. And, as Eva stated "possibly if the administrators had
been represented as one of the members of the team, then they would feel a
bigger commitment to the audit". On one occasion, when interpreting student
attitudes toward administrators, decisions were made to excise the information
from the final report because committee members were clearly discomfited in
interpreting potentially damaging statistics. Other committec members
suggested enlarging the team to include graduates, employers, and non-
parents. Frank Ford and the IDTA vice-president also expressed concerns
about lack of official representation from the west coast of the district. A final
comment about the team: without strong people involved, i.c.., without high
levels of knowledge, skills and abilities in individual stakeholders, it is likely

that the accomplishments would hav: been curtailed.

The Four-Goal, Six-Attri Framework
a.__Description. Acceptance and use of the values framework as defined by
the Ministry of Educaticn in the pilot project was never a contentious issue in
Inlet. Time for discussion and alteration of the framework was provided at the
July 5 meeting. Mosi committee members found the framework enlightening
and meaningful. Ultimately it was agreed to go with the Ministry titles and
definitions, with two main exceptions. Instead of using the term "human
development” they used "individual development"--arguing that the latier
term expresses the intent to develop qualities relating to an individual's
physical and mental health and as such is distinct from social development,
whereas the term "human development” encompasses both forms of growth.
Also, instead of the attribute of "cost-effectiveness”, the group chosec the term
"fiscal responsibility”. This decision reflected the Stakeholder Team's belicf
that ascribing costs to measures of student performance is presently
impossible.
ritigque.  The Ministry Framework cf outcome values was strongly
endorsed by the Inlet Stakeholder Team (sece Appendix F1). One of the tcachers
in the Inlet District indicated her support for the framework, stating that "it is

wonderful that we help children grow in more than one way". One apologist
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however was Bob Ney, the superintendent. He stated his support in somewhat
cquivocal tcrms: "They are better than anything else we've got because we
have nothing else". Terming them "jargoaistic”", he did state that "there would
be no way we could have gotten sense out of the data" withcut them, and "they
were fairly accuiate but didn't give the total picture...". On the other hand,
when pressed for alternatives, Mr. Ney had none forthcoming.

Another advantage--noted by the IDTA president, Sally Page--was that the
values lend themselves to local interpretation. She stated that the framework
elements-- i.e.., values--are the same everywhere, "but are actualized
differently gistrict to district". She went on to state that "education has
provincial implications, and I guess the province as a whole has to know what
is available to students on a province-wide basis". The Four-goal and Six-
aitribute provincial mandate statement did not restrict local autonomy in the
Inlet district.

One difficulty in coping with the framework was distinguishing between
the meanings of social and human development. Although the former clearly
focussed on student needs in relationship to society, many of the qualities that
are a precursor to the development of social skills--ie., positive seclf-esteem,
confidence, pursuit of quality--are the prerogative of human development.

Finding discreet measures of each was difficult.

4 Indi r D men

a,  Description. Much of the time spent in committee meetings was devoted
to key indicator development. This was a task that blended a variety of
different processes. They were:

1. Gaining acceptance of a definition of key indicators.

2. Brainstorming a list of potential indicators (through inductive

analysis).

3. Defining the indicator in a fashion amenable to reporting; and

4. Winnowing, reducing, and gaining agreement on"key" indicators.

Most of two days was devoted to key indicator development. The researcher
facilitated the development process, recording suggestions and moderating
discussions. The definition of "indicator" used for the process derived from the
literature review and the practical necessities of the project. It was accepted

by the group with little discursion. The criteria were:
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Key Indicators should:

be measurable and have a good range of scores.

2. substantially characterize one of the values, or goals of thc Four-
Goal Six-Attribute Framework.

3. add to the existing information pool.
be independent of each other; in other words, they should not
measure the same quality.

5. be something we can alter through changing our practices; i.c.,

through positive action;

6. be in existence; i.e., the information should be available to us at

this time.

Committee members were asked, during a brainstorming session, to suggest
measures that were a function of their own intuitive judgment, based on their
role in the system. Then, with reference to the criteria of a key indicator, the
list of 29 was culled to nine--and decisions made to gather information to
characterize them. Indicators were defined through discussion and implicit
agreement. Some were discarded or left vague because of the difficulty of
operationalizing a concept (for example, the health of multi-cultural
relationships). Shorter time periods were spent on the other goals or
attributes, but the same process was followed. At the end a list of key
indicators for each goal or attribute was compiled.

ritique. Stakeholder Team wuiembers in the Inlet District rated the key
indicators they designed as highly positive, but they did not feel that they
were as accurate as positive (see Appendix F2). Part of the reason was not so
much the key indicators themselves, but the problems experienced gathering
the data to actualize them. The brainstorming process itself was accepted with
little complaint; for example, Bob Ney stated "I don't know any other way it can
be done".

The strengths of the process as implemented in the Inlet District was three
fold: (1) teachers accepted the key indicator measurements, even in arcas of
education that were "immeasurable” in the first pilot; (2) "in-housc"
development allowed for a sense of local control of the project; and (3)
ownership of the results was created amongst the Stakeholder Team, and
within the district as well. Frank Ford expressed the latter strength when he

stated that "it's an excelleat process...it gave control to the district--albcit we
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came up with the same indicators other districts had, we had selected them...we
are more likely to act on these indicators, because they are our own choices".
Stakeholder Team members in the Inlet District felt that the brainstorming
process itself encouraged creativity and a sense of teamwork. As Sarah

Johanssen said, "...one person would say something, and that would trigger
another...and before we knew it we had all kinds of neat ideas. There was no
feeling that if your idea wasn't used, that you weren't part of the process”.
Weaknesses were also noted. Some found the process rushed. For others
the concept of key indicators was hard to absorb. At other times, because the
process for culling the list of key indicators was left to implicit consensus,
there was, as Sam Gordon stated, the possibility that decision making was
"swayed one way or the other by a few people in the group..I'm not sure
whose opinion was the most influential". Others felt that the timeframe and
the fact that they were dependent on information currently in place was a
problem. Others felt more effort should have been made to develop indicators
acrcss the total spectrum of student ability. Most measures focussed primarily
on achievements of above average students, rather than accomplishments of
the population as a whole. Finally, it was suggested that the process did not
result in a proper range of indicators (i.e., to express the many facets of a2 goal

or attribute).

ionnair

a, Description. Earlier it was stated that the questionnaire used in the Inlet
evaluation was a revised version of the one employed in the Ministry's first
pilot study. The IDTA found the wording in the questions objectionable, and
were not provided with an opportunity to alter them. This was the motivation
for the formation of the stakeholder panel. Two questions were added by the
superintendent to the pilot surveys. These related to support for school taxes
and public perception of district leadership. All seven  versions of the
questionnaire were used (see Appendix C3 for details of the administration
procedures).

Some problems with the surveys did arise, however. Teachers were not
instructed to return the surveys to administrators in sealed envelopes, so fears
as to confidentiality developed. Tracking graduates was a very difficult and

time-consuming task (they had the lowest rate of return), and as a result a
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rather unrepresentative sample was obtained. Turn around time for the

scoring and interpretation by EMRG (Educational Measurement Rescarch
Group) was slow, and the format of analysis was very basic (i.e., frequency
scores per question).

b. Critique. This was the least liked of all the procedures employed in the
district evaluation in the Inlet district (see Appendix F3). Even though most
people thought it was important to gain insights into the attitudes of the school
community, they had many suggestions for improvement of the processes
employed in questionnaire use.

Inlet Stakeholder members felt that a major strength of the process is the
opportunity to gain input of a verifiable nature from various educational
constituents. As the parent representative stated, "the questionnaire gives
responsibility for the evaluation to the community,” rather than just the
Stakeholder Team. Secondly, even if the data are not statistically significant,
surveys allow for identification of major discrepancies between groups, such
as the consistently lower ratings (by at least 10%) scored by employers on
almost all questions.

There were many drawbacks to the survey process employed in the Inlet
study. First, the wording of the questionnaire was not acceptable to all groups
potentially affected by the results; teachers were against it from the
beginning, and although they acquiesced to use of the results, they necver felt
comfortable with the process. Second, sampling procedures and collection
procedures were suspect. In addition, it was difficult to compare different
constituent attitudes on the same concept because the questions were not the
same on each survey. A fourth problem arose when the committec wished to
see if there were age differences: no respondent profile was included.

A fifth problem experienced in the Inlet District's survey process arosc
upon return of the results. The questions had to be sorted and associated with
the values framework; this took a lot of time and debaie. And finally, because
the questionnaire had preceded the development of key indicators, a number
of issues that might have been properly measurcd through a perception check
elided analysis.




134

ion i nd_Interpretation Pr r

a. Description. Data collection took place over a three week period in July.
After key indicators were designed, each stakeholder was assigned collection
responsibilities by the researcher/facilitator. Collection assignments were
determined by the individual's willingness and access to data. There was an
intent to spread responsibilities equally around the group. Part of the process
was to redefine the key indicators to correspond to the quality of data, on the
assumption that at the next meeting those indicators that were not correctly
operationalized would be removed from the total list.

Individuals experienced varying degrees of difficulty in accomplishing
their responsibilities. Most of the problems related to data access: almost none
of the data elements were available in the form desired, or they had to be
collected through contact with school personnel. In some cases the
information was not available: eg., the key indicator dealing with multi-
cultural participation in sports eluded measurement. The time frame for
collection did not allow for adjustment if difficulties were faced; for example,
gathering information on student citizenship from elementary report cards
was more time-consuming than anticipated.

The data that was collected was analyzed, culled, and interpreted over a two
day period. The process is described in Appendix C4. When the interpretation
analysis session was complete the Stakeholder Team then chose two members--
volunteers, actually--to take on the responsibility of report writing.  These
were Bob Ney and Eva Moran. Eva volunteered for two reasons: first, she was
an English teacher and felt she could contribute productively to the report;
and second, she would keep the superintendent honest--ensuring that
decisions made in the stakeholder group were maintained throughout the
report.

ritique. With the state of the data base found in the Inlet school
district, and in keeping with the timeline established for the project, the main
strength of the process used was that it did gather information--albeit
information often flawed--that was acceptable to the stakeholder group. It
also provided for the conversion of that information into a series of indicator

measurements that reflected the value judgments of the stakeholder group as
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to what was important to report about the quality of education in the Inlet
School District.

Yet Inlet Stakeholder Team members found the process very time-
consuming and somewhat inefficient. Information was difficult to come by as
most individuals who possessed the knowledge had left schools for the summer.

Eva Moran stated:

I didn't realize how much I had volunteered for...three or four days of
phone calls...the information in the school system is inadequate; if the
goal is to measure the four goals of education, then there is other morc
important information we have to collect.

In some instances in-school personnel resented having to gather the data.
Others were not available. In terms of data interpretation, peoplec found
decisions as to significance difficult, as they were often faced with raw
numbers reflecting a single year's performance. Color-coding appeared to
assist in interpretation, but without standards of acceptable performance
decisions did not sit comfortably with some committee members. Finding
patterns amongst survey responses without common questions was also
difficult. The timeline for collection did not allow for refinecment or
reformatting of indicators. And the absence of a high school tcacher or
administrator meant that significance of survey data from the high school

population was hard to determine.

The Evaluation R

a. _ Description, The Inlet evaluation report was written during thc months
of August and September, 1988. Responsibility for the conversion of data to
prose, graphs, or tables was assumed by Eva Moran and Bob Ney. Guidance for
the layout, length, and design of the report was provided by the rescarcher.
Tables and graphs were designed by a contract graphic artist. A decision 1o
use pictures as "demonstration indicators”, to bring statistical information to
life, was made by the stakeholder committee, in keeping with what thcy had
observed in the Nechako report. Choice of pictures was made by an employcc
of the Ministry.

Mr. Ney and Eva spent two full days in Victoria roughing out the language
and tables for the report. The rough pages were then given to the computer

specialist who inputted them in typed prose, visuals, graphs, or tablcs. A
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deliberate decision to present information in more than one way--ie., visually
as well as in terms of the written word--led to a great deal of experimentation.
As each section of the report was designed in rough, they were faxed to Inlet
for approval and proof-reading. On two other occasions Mr. Ney returned to
the Ministry to refine and improve the report. Presentation of information
became a majcc issue in the project.

In late September a final rough draft of the Inlet Education Audit was sent
to the district. The stakeholder committee was reconvened to proofread and
ultimately approve the report for publication. On October 4 twenty advance
copies of the report were delivered to Mr. Ney so the school board could go
over them on their meeting of October 6. After showing the report to his wife,
and asking trustees to do the same with friends, Mr. Ney also made the decision
to produce 3000 more copies for public consumption. This was a departure
from the expected, in that the report had been written as an internal planning
document--for educators, trustees, and the management team. A shorter, more
simple report had been planned for public consumption, but with this

decision, that project was curtailed.

Applications of the Inlet District Evaluation

Once the evaluation report was complete, the researcher ceased to be a
facilitator in the exercise and assumed the role of observer. In previous
discussions the researcher and Bob Ney had discussed follow-up strategies to
apply the evaluation's findings for decision-making, maintenance and gain of
public and professional support, and accountability. However, no written,
formal plan of follow-up had been agreed to.

In this section of the case report the events that took place in the six
months following the report's publication will bhe described. A critique of the

impact and effectiveness of these processes will then be conducted.

Description

Follow-up activities include newspaper reports, district-wide distribution of
the report, public meetings, and a variety of other creative activities. Each
will be discussed in chronological order.

The school board initially intended to go on its annual fall retreat and

conduct an in-depth analysis of the evaluation's findings--leading to
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development of district's goals for the coming year. However, the retrecat was

cancelled due to an illness to the board chairperson's mother. As an
alternative, a special board meeting was scheduled between 4:00 to 7:00 on
October 6. It was solely devoted to analysis of the evaluation report.

In attendance at the board meeting were six trustees, the superintendent, the
secretary-treasurer, the special education coordinator, and two directors of
instruction.  Also in attendance were the researcher and an assistant obscrver.
Mr. Ney conducted the meeting. He had prepared a comprenensive responsc
sheet for each board member, and related documents (i.e.., the district's
philosophy).  The plan was to systematically take the trustees through the
book and design an action plan for improvement to the disirict.

Timing quickly became a problem. Sonie trustees became confused by the
socio-economic information provided at the beginning of the booklet. Onc
even became angry because the saperintendent's explanation as to how the
educational level of adults in the district--only 44% or the population had high
school graduation, compared to 55% in the province--was interpreted as
labelling the district as "all dummies". Although this confusion was quickly
remedied, it reflected a problem that was experienced throughout the cvening.
Trustee understanding, knowledge, and perspective varied greatly. As a result,
Mr. Ney was not able to move at the pace he anticipated. If the purpose of the
report was to generate debate on educational issues, however, it certainly
succeeded in the school board meeting.

The section of the book relating to the four goals of education was decalt
with in a reasonably comprehensive fashion. However, as seven o'clock
approached discussion of the attributes was rushed, as the superintendent was
speaking at a Rotary meeting on the same topic. Thus much information did
not get a proper airing; neither was there time to construct any kind of an
overall action plan for improvement.

Many meaningful issues were identified and discussed. For cxample,
trustees expressed dissatisfaction with student performance in recading and
writing, and problem solving, based on 1988 reading assessment results. They
identified employer perceptions of education as a definite concern; and
indicated dissatisfaction with student perception of their own sclf-esteem, and
of staff caring and school leadership. Debates ensued as to whether

perceptions should be the focus of change, or whether  district practices
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should be altered. Awareness of lukewarm public support for increased taxes
(asked as a questionnaire item) made one trustee state that "if we gc into a
referendum, boy, we had beiter do a good job of public relations". At one point
it was suggested that a goal of 5% improvement in the public satisfaction
rating should be established for the district. At the conclusion of the meeting,
the superintendeni challenged both the trustees and the management team to
independently design action plaus to improve areas of identified concern.
Other formal follow-up activities included school visits by District Staff. All
schools devoted time at a staff meeting for distribution and discussion of the
report. In all instances the superintendent or an alternate district staff
member visited the school. [Each staff member was given a personal copy of
the report. No structured response process was employed; staff were simply
invited to send their reactions to the school board office. No formal follow-up
to these meetings has taken place.

Some informal follow-up activities did take place. After conducting
nterviews on December 5, the researcher visited a parent advisory committee
meeting beld at one of two junior secondaries in Cape George. The main topic
on the evening's agenda was the district evaluation.

Ten people were present at the meeting. After a short introduction by the
principal, small groups were formed and individuals were provided with both
a copy of the Inlet report, and a response form. [Each group was asked to
discuss outlined questions and make a report back to the larger group. A final
report to the school board was compiled from a summary of the various
submissions.

An interesting aspect of the parent group's report was the similarity of the
problems they identified compared to those of the school board. They were
markedly alike.

At least one other parent advisory committce devoted a meeting to a
discussion of the Inlet evaluaiion. This took place ai the senior secondary
school prior to the December 5 mueting; indeed, it was cited as the reascn that
the turnout at the junior high meeting was so low,

The superintendent did four other things in terms of follow-up that were
particularly significant. A first was to distribute the booklets to schools and

the city hall for public distribution--"a box disappears about every three



139
weeks or so". He also took them to all-candidate meetings, and to the Rotary
club for discussion.

Secondly, the superintendent provided class sets to each secondary English
department and asked the teachers to stracture a cooperative learning unit to
look at the report from a student's viewpoint, and to write a paper commenting
on it. After being graded the papers were turned into the superintendent.

A third follow-up activity involved the media. Bob Ney took the rcport to
the editor of the newspaper, and shared the results with him.  Expressing
distrust of the examination results, the newspaper editor stated that on a tcst of
common knowledge, he was sure that the students would score at least 15%
lower than their parents. The result was a public wager. A 50 question test,
designed by the editor, was given to four parent advisory groups and four
randomly selected grade 12 classes. The results showed a 1.2% differcntial in
average score. The newspaper editor, in a public editorial, admitied he was
wrong in his judgement of student performance. Both he and the
superintendent also agreed to "do something more like that, in order...to get
reople to start considering education”.

A fourth overture was made to the business community. Mr. Necy scnt
copies of the Inlet report to all employers, giving them three cvenings
whereby they might come to a discussion group to "talk about what your
concerns are about the graduates we provide". Only two affirmative responscs

were received, however, and so the meetings have not been held.

ritique

One strength exhibited by the Inlet evaluation follow-up was the ability of
the district managemest team to use the report as an educative tool.
Experience with the evaluation report showed that when meetings arc
structured to request identification of problems and suggestions for district
improvement, they can be gleaned from analysis of the report. Such
suggestions can point towards productive change within the district--witness
the need for improvement of the ESL program, and for improvement of
reading and writing skills. Clearly the evaluation report can serve as a
common knowledge base for decision making, for many of the suggestions
made at the school board meeting were also suggested by parents at the junior

secondary parent advisory meeting.
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A second educative use revealed by the Inlet District’s follow-up strategy
was revealed by the newspaper stories and editorials surrounding the
challenge between the newspaper editor and the superintendent. Information
in the report provides a basis for public dialogue on the quality of education,
dialogue based on substantive information rather than pure intuition or
emotion. And when the information iiself is doubted (as were the exam results
in the Inlet report) the existence of such information can as Bob Ney stated,
"lead to other interesting studies"--witness the contest between parents and
students, and the English assignments in secondary classrooms, asking for
student input on the education system.

The educative function of the evaluation process lead Stakeholder Team

members in the Inlet Disirict to recognize the need to change people's
impressions about education. One of the Inlet trustees commented that
employer and non-parent perceptions of reading and writing skills are
"possibly a legacy of their memory of school”. She also stated that modern life
does not support the practice of these skills; so it is incumbent on the board io
"let the employers and non-parents know that priorities have changed".
Whether the last statement is true or not is immaterisi; the fact is that
administration has a responsibility to direct action at the changing
constituent perception as well as actually changing educational practice.
The Inlet report clearly is a vehicle through which to improve accountability.
It presents, in one place, an overall synopsis of the district's performance in
education to both employees and the public. Parenis have taken the report;
parents have read the report; and parents have made suggestions for
improvement to the system based on the report. The opportunity to do the
same was also provided to the business community.

What were some of the weaknesses of the Inlet district's follow-up strategy?
The major limitaticn was the superintendent's tendency to rely solely upon
himself to initiate follow-up action. Some of the the stakeholder group did not
question this approach; Eva, for example, stated that its "future use depends on
Mr. Ney". Don Gordon stated that "I've heard that Mr. Ney has approached the
business people, so maybe he, or the management, will take the responsibility
to do something with it". Others, however, felt it limited follow-up

effectiveness. Joan Holmes, for example, stated that the evaluation report was:
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...never presented in such a way to give it the buildup that it could
have....in our school someone came in not knowing very much about it
at all, and noticed I was sitting in the group and turned around and gave
it to me. It was done like, “Here's the report, have a look at it, 1 don't
know much about it', instead of “let's have a look at it, point out a few
things'.

Sandra Page the president of the IDTA, also expressed some frustration

about not being included in the follow-up process:

..when we were doing the report we talked about the evaluation tcam
playing a role in how the report would be used with the public, and
we've not met since we looked at the original report....

She also stated that:

...whenever people have input and ownership of processes, then you
increase their commitment and purpose...the professional staff in this
district really want a good education system, this could point out
strengths and weaknesses to work upon but they must have mecaningful
input.

She concluded by stating:

Goals cannot be a piece of paper that someone trots out when you're
being evaluated, but are some things that are a living, breathing part of
a school--that someone coming in almost should be able to state for you
after a day in the school. This is only true if they are developed by the
people involved.

These comments might go a long way to explain Bob Ney's greatest frustration:
why teachers "did not show the same interest as members of the public" in the
follow-up to the evaluation report.

A third limitation found in the Inlet District was imposcd by circumstance.
As this is the first attempt at a district evaluation, everyone was ncw to the
whole process. The first evaluation is an event, not a stage in a systcmatic
process. As a result all activities, all uses are creative, but comfort disturbing
acts. Without a clearly defined plan for follow-up (such as followed for the
evaluation process itself) that can, through formal commitment to it overcomc
existing habits, there is a tendency for individuals to fall back on old habits
(witness Bob Ney's tendency to follow his traditional leadership style, and the
acceptance of this by two members of the stakeholder team). This has the
potential for alienating those who want a new approach (i.e.., the¢ IDTA
cxecutive) and curtailing the intent of the whole enterprise, which is the

maintenance and gain of professional support for improvement.
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A fourth limiting factor to follow-up in the Inlet District was the press of
immediate events. The first round of negotiations between the school board
and a newly unionized IDTA did not provide a climate of warmth and trust
within which to engender spontancous acts of cooperative planning. It also
robbed inordinate amounts of time from educational leaders' educational
agenda. In addition, the stress of change imposed by this circumsiance and
also emanating from the Royal Commission has not diminished turbulence in
the system, although some aspects of anticipated change are very positive. It
is difficult for teachers and others to respond to an evaluation report in any
kind of sophisticated manner when so many new ideas are coming at them
from many different directions. Without an organized response strategy,
including time off for deliberation and reflection, teachers would not give the
audit the attention it deserves. This was not provided by the district
leadership; nor was ii formally requested by the IDTA.

A final contributing factor limiting the follow-up strategy in the Inlet
District was the report itself. Relying on individual interpretation for
significance, it required guidance to make sense of it. No response form was
attached or built into it. As a result a structured response process was required
for effective results. This factor, combined with the poor groundwork laid for
the process, contributed to a lack of spontaneous responses. Another possible
explanation for the lack of spontaneous reaction from the public is possibly
due--as Bob Ney stated--to their certitude that the education system in this
district is in good hands. It may just well be that in doing the evaluation and
in distributing the report, people were convinced that the administration
knew what it was doing, and was in possession of all the evidence it needed to

construct a plan for future improvement.

Summary

The Inlet district evaluation was a partial success. Many of the added
procedures and processes appeared to enhance the model's effectiveness,
particularly the stakeholder collaborative approach and the local development
of key indicators. Questionnaire/survey processes remained problematic, as
did the collection of "objective” data by which to judge the district's
educational performance. In terms of achieving its anticipated goals the
model performed marginally. It also was clear that this first attempt at
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employment of the IPS in a school district to develop a learning process that is
ongoing was little more than an event; habitual use is a different matier and

an acministrative challenge that the fuiure poses.
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CHAPTER V
CASE STUDY NUMBER TWO:

The South Coast School District Evaluation

South Coast School District is located on the south west coast of British
“olumbia, next to one of the province's major cities. Containing 7500 students,
it covers approximately 172,000 hectares.

South Coast is considered to be a medium sized school district in B.C. Five
main communities predominate. @ Most people live within the two suburban
areas of Cochrane and Mountbatten. As one travels west the communities of
Mariposa, Tunglat, Johnson Lake and Fort Randall are progressively more
isolated and resource based. Fort Randall, at the extreme western boundary, is
approximately two hours by road from the schoo! board office in Cochrane.

The South Coast School District considers its problems and accomplishments
distinct from those of other districts. Its socio-economic context, geography,
and educational dynamics give a unique flavor to even the most general of
issues. This case study seeks to capture the individuality of the South Coast
District. A reader can then compare his own situation and determine the

transferability of the study to his own venue.

ntext and Backgroun he Evygluation;

South Coast's major centers--Cochrane and Mountbatten, on the eastern
extremity of the district--contain the great majority of the district's
population. Of the total population of 35,574 people, over 80% are within
seven kilometers of the school board office in Cochrane. These two
communities are bedroom communities for the province's capital city and are
predominantly residential. The majority of inhabitants are employed in
service industries, or in white collar work within the neighboring city. The
number of local small businesses and services industries are growing in the
area. A unique factor in the local economy is the military college located
there.

Economic life in the main centres is in direct contrast to thz circumsiance

in the District's smaller communities. They depend, as do most areas of rural
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B.C., on the industries of logging, tourism, farming and fishing for thcir
livelihood.

Driving through South Coast one is struck by the urban-rural diffcrences
that must be accommodated within a single district. The areas of Cochranc and
Mountbatten are more closely linked in character and outlook 1o the
neighboring city district than to the western communities. They also
demonstrate the characteristics of modern urbanity: car lots, MacDonald's,
modern subdivisions, and commuter traffic jams. Yet Mariposa (30 minutes
drive) and Tunglat (45 minutes drive from the board office) are much more
sedate. The pepulace follows occupations and enjoys lifestyles almost in
opposition to those found in the eastern communities. Johnson Lakec and Fort
Randall are little more than logging camps on the open ocean, although the
tourist season brings a constant influx of visitors.  Throughout the district
habitation is confined to a narrow coastal strip along the main highway. As a
result the area does not give the impression of being particularly remotc, as
dotted along its length are farms, summer cabins, fishing lodges, and
numerous campgrounds and tourist attractions. The great diversity in the
district is reflected in the variety of ages, occupation, and education found
amongst the school board trustees.

In the South Coast District most of the homes and businesses are modest.
The average assessed value of residential property per pupil is $40,000 lcss
than the provincial average of $169,000. The greatest concentration of
property wealth is found in the eastern communities. Educational
background of the general populace is slightly less than that of the province
as a whole. Unemployment Insurance claimants and the number of lonc
parent families are slightly lower as well.

In terms of other socio-economic factors the district is quite uniform.
Ethnically, the district is primarily English speaking. 1.8% of the population
speaks a language other than English at home, well below the provincial
average of 8.3%. Of the school population, 1.1% is Native-Indian compared to
the provincial average of 2.3%. Native Indian education is not a majer issuc in
the district, but the neced to serve this population docs crcatc challenges for
the educational staff.

Eighteen elementary schools are found in the district. There arc two

junior high schools, a senior secondary school in Cochrane, a grade 8-12
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community school in Tunglat, and three alternative schools. The different
character of communities within the district is exemplified by the schools.

There is some tension between the two secondary schools. The secondary
school in Cochrane has a greater economy of scale and therefore has better
flexibility of course offerings and timetabling options. Its students do
cxtremely well in terms of earning local, provincial, and international
scholarships. It is often referred to as the "lighthouse" school in the district.
Its high profilc tends to draw students from the Tunglat area. Yet it appears
that the latter, a grade 8-12 school, seems perfectly capable of providing
siudents with an education equal to that found within many schools in the
province.

Leadership style and influence in the South Coast School District is
characterized by a series of contradictions and cannot be uniformly described.
The superintendent (Bill Wilson) describes the district's style as participatory
and democratic. He has established four district committees to operationalize
these traits. For example, the new Ministry primary program was steered
through the formation of a working committee of teachers! . The use of a
stakeholder collaborative team during the district evaluation project
demonstrated the same commitment. A strong district-wide parent association
also is in place.

Despite these formal structures some others in the district feel the
management style tends toward the more bureaucratic, traditional end of the
scale. Some district staff and board members operate in an authoritative
fashion. Who the main player is and what the issue on the table is often
determined the administrative style used. Bill Wilson is a low profile leader
who is more comfortable working behind the scenes than in the public eye;
his influence on district management may not be enough to ensure that major
decisions are in fact decided in a participatory way. Although relations
between teachers, district administrators, school administrators and trustees
appear cordial, one does not get a sense of unanimity and purpose within the

district--partly because of its diversity, partly due to the problems of

1 This is the first initiative that directly affects the schools as a result of
the Sullivan Royal Commission. Dual entry to Kindergarten and a
new “non-graded" primary program were implemented in September,
1989.
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negotiations during the year of the study, and partly due to the inability to
create a district ethos that embraces everyone within it.

This state of affairs may also be, in part, attributable 1o ongoing problcms
with regard to budget and public support for education. In the last two ycars
there has been a great deal of public debate with regards to education funding.
At the time of the evaluation, South Coast was in the midst of a minor taxpayer
revolt.  Inhabitants were finding the tax burden great.  Assessments were
lower than in the nearby city, but the same quality of cducation was cxpected.
This condition was exacerbated by the fact that a third local district
implemented a very successful public relaticns program that has cnhanced its
public image. The teacher representative on the stakeholder evaluation team
alluded to this situation when he stated that "we have morc computers than
Tsawaan'en, but you'd never know it from the press.”

These dynamics provided the impetus for conmsideration of the IPS project.
District leaders were of the opinion that parents were knowledgecable and
appreciative of the school system's successes, but felt that few non-parenis
understood the accomplishments of the educational system. The cvaluation
was envisaged as a mechanism to gather accurate information about "whai
people out there really think,” and as a way to gain support for education
through improved communications with the non-parent population. To quotc
the teacher representative once more, an evaluation is "more credible than
straight public relations.”

In late January the researcher received a phone call from the
superiniendent of the South Coast District requesting that the two meet 10
discuss participation of his district in the second round of pilots. The meecting
was held in the school district board office in early February (for a full
chronology of events, see Appendix D1). A trustee had attended a presentation
on the results of the first pilot and had recommended the concept to the board
and the superintendent.

During the inaugural meeting the superintendent was concerned about two
main issues. The first was whether the district could retain control over the
evaluation process, or whether it would be Ministry controlled; and sccond,
what costs and disruptions to the district would occur. He concurred in a
general sense with the stated purposes (planning, accountability,

maintenance and gain of public support for ecducation), but stressed its
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applicapbility to the tax issue. Bill accepted assurances that the district would
retain control of the evaluation: all decisions with regards to indicators, to
choice of framework, to data collection and to the actual format and wording of
the reports would be left up to the district stakeholder committee. He glanced
at the survey instiuments and appeared generally satisfied. He also was
prepared to commit the district to the resources required in the suggested
contractual arrangement with the Ministry, once  approval from the school
board for the project was forthcoming. This was achieved in its March
meeting. Upon receiving the go-ahead the superintendent delegated the
project to John Lee, the Director of Instruction. The researcher met with Mr.
Lee in mid-April. The two were already known to one another because of
collaboration in another Ministry project.

At the initial meeting Mr. Lee appeared somewhat harried. Although he
was cooperative, and in favor of the project in principle, he was somewhat
resentful of the additional workload. The duties associated with this project
were laid on in addition to his normal responsibilities. He also exhibited a
tendency to want direction from the researcher, as opposed to assuming a
lcadership role himself. There appeared to be three reasons for this. The first
was the imposed responsibility. A second was his own interpretation of his
role; he saw himself as the "district manager” of an process agreed upon by
the Board and the Ministry--not as an equal partner in its development. The
third was his own lack of understanding as to the true meaning and purpose of

the project. All three reasons he expressed in his own words:

I was the district person, therefore I arranged the meetings...I was
supposed to know where I was going but I really didn't...the first pilot
didn't make much sense to me. This was just an add on job for me..My
job was...to work with (the researcher); whatever he wanted us to do, we
did what he asked us to do.

Durirg the first meeting discussions were held about the format of the
stakeholder collaborative committee, the questionnaire process, and the
timeline for the project. The committee was to represent a variety of interest
groups--teachers, parents, administrators, the school board and district staff.
It was agreed that the revised questionnaires from the first pilot would be
used, but they would be analyzed by the Stakeholder committee so as to gain

support from the teacher and other groups. Yet substantive changes to the




149
questionnaire were to be discouraged so as to facilitate the project timeline.
The survey was to be administered by the committee (see appendix D2 for a
sample of committee responsibiliiies). In addition, the project would aim for
completion at September-October, 1988, at which time an evaluation booklct
would be produced. Tentative dates for committee meetings were cstablished,
extending throughout the summer months.

Role responsibilities of the researcher and the district project coordinator
were discussed in a general sense. The former left the meeting with the belicf
that he was to be guide-facilitator, but that the Director would assist with the
design of the project as it evolved. It was the researcher's responsibility to
design the major componeats of the evaluation, but in keeping with the
concept of local control, the plan was to encourage stakeholder team decision-
making with regards to the choice of key indicators, the form of measurement,
interpretation of the data, and the final evaluation report format. Stakcholder
team members were also to cooperate in the researcher's plans for mecta-
evaluation of the project. It was agreed that the meetings would be run by the
researcher, but with prior approval of the agenda from the Director of

Instruction.

The general format of the South Coast District holistic evaluation were
similar to those employed in the Inlet School District. The two projects took

place concurrently. The case study will follow a similar format.

1. Groundwork:

a. Description:. Much of the information relating to this topic has alrcady
been presented above. Very little groundwork was done, outside of gaining
permission from the Board of Trustees to take part in the pilot. No formal
meetings with the teacher's association were held. School administrators were
informed by letter as to their responsibilities concerning survcy
administration, but no formal meeting was held to give them an in-depth
understanding of the project. The IPS project seemed to bec of low priority, for
reasons the superintendent himself indicated: it was "one of many initiatives
coming down the pikc from the Ministry--it may be very important to them,

but to us it was just another of many new concepts." Also, bccausc the district
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was looking for ways to improve public support for education it was "an
opportunity for the district to get some extra money and assistance from
somewhere else,” and the offer seemed a little too tempting to ignore. The
superintendent later expressed regret at not involving himself personally in
the project "but the responsibilities and pressures of negotiations superseded
the priority of all else." For these reasons the project's profile was not as high
as it might have been.

b. Critigue.; In the case of the South Coast evaluation there is ample
evidence to show that groundwork was insufficient. Events reveal the low
level of knowledge possessed by individuals as the project progressed. The key
players in the ultimate use of the information--the superintendent, the
director, trustees, and even Stakeholder Team members--were only slightly
prepared to either conduct the evaluation or utilize its results.

Dan Roebottom, the teacher representative, commented on the lack of
teacher preparation. He felt that there needed to be "more involvement at the
school level, maybe one visit per school so people know (about the proiect)
...the teachers in our district don't understand what this is all about." He also
stated that "...parents who have read the document don't even really
understand what an educational profile is...it is an abstract concept to most
people who aren't involved in it."

One possible reason for the inadequate groundwork was the lack of
personal involvement by the superintendent. He himself stated that "he did
not feel a sense of ownership” in the project, and that "a sense of ownership is
key to utilizing the results.” A second reason is attributable to the difficulties
experienced by the Director, John Lee, in understanding the goals of the
project.  His adinitted lack of vision with respect to its goals and potential
purposes meant that neither the scope of preparation nor potential use was
perceived. Groundwork efforts are required to begin the process of ownership
amongst all who may be affected by the evaluation's results; therefore, an
understanding as to the evaluation's potential is vitally necessary for its
success.

A third reason for the poor preparation was attributable to the fact that the
groundwork was required at the year's end, a time when every one is very
busy. Certainly John Lee experienced this problem. A f{ourth possibility is
that the natural communication processes in the district (both formal and
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informal) are not as democratic and oarticipatory as the superintendent might
have perceived. The project was "delegated"; the choice and role of the
Stakeholder Team determined more by administrative fiat than through shared
decision making; and formal, rather than informal communications processcs
seemed to be the only mechanism by which information about the project was
disseminated.

In conclusion it appears that the South Coast District's efforts with respect
to groundwork reflected one, some, or all of the following: (1) a reluctance to
share decision making; (2) a lack of understanding how such processes arc
developed; (3) an inability to develop participatory mechanisms, or (4) a lack
of commitment to the project resulting in time constraints and limited vision

as to its potential.

2, _Th keholder llaborative Approach;

Description;. At the April 19 meeting it was decided to formulate a
stakeholder group representing teachers, administrators, parents, district
staff and trustees. The process of choice was left to the director of instruction.
Further membership in the group was to be at the district's discretion. No
additions were made.

Committee members were chosen in a variety of different ways.  The
teacher representative was selected by the local teacher's association, after a
phone call to the local association office.  Ken Franks, the administrator
representative, was personally picked by the Director.  The District parent's
association--South Coast Parent Education Ad»isory Committece--chose its
representative when requested to do so by the Director. Similarly, the trustecs
designated Jane Holden to represent them.

The full slate of committee members was as follows:

1. Director of Instruction John Lec

2. Teacher Representative Dan Rocbottom
3. Administrator Representative Ken Franks

4. Trustee Representative Jane Holden

5. Parent Representative Shirley Eastwood
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The Stakeholder Team met in early May to sort out its task. The agenda for
the meeting was established jointly by the researcher and John Lee.
Committee members did not come to the meeting with an understanding of the
project. Reasons for the district taking part ranged from "being chosen to be
part of a Ministry initiative”, to the researcher "..had to complete his PhD
(sigc)." Thus, the introductory portion of the meeting was longer than
originally anticipated.

Much of the time at the first meeting was spent debating the purposes of
the project. Attitudes toward the goal of building public support for education
varicd amongst members of the stakeholder evaluation team. John Lee viewed
the project as a way of "verifying" the good things being done in the district.
He also gave the impression that few such weaknesses would or could be found.
Shirtey Eastwood agreed that ihe evaluation could communicate strengths, but
also saw the neced tc single out weaknesses and develop a plan to overcome
them. Jane Holden informed the group that the district was just in the process
of publishing a series of goal statements for the coming year. She was
concerned that the evaluation project might contradict the work already done,
and give the public conflicting messages. However, the group generally
agreed that the way to gain public support was to identify district strengths
and weaknesses, and to provide the public with a plan to maintain strengths
and to overcome problem areas. It was agreed that the evaluation could be a
source of wverification for the existing goals, and that it would provide
credibility for increased resource needs. In a sense the public ielations goal
and the planning goal became rolled into one.

The Stakcholder Team in South Coast was able to discuss, but not decide how
the evaluation would ultimately be used. The final decision was to be made by
the school board. Jane Holden and John Lee in particular were reluctant to
allow the committee to assume any ¢ cision making power that was the
prcrogative of the trustees.

The stakcholder group continued to meet throughout the duration of the
project (May to September) and assisted with questionnaire administration,
key indicator development, data collection and analysis, and report writing.

b, Critique:. Use of the Stakeholder Collaborative approach in the South
Coast evaluation revealed some similar patterns of strength and weakness. One

strength was how it encouraged individuals to divest themselves of their
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traditional roles; as Ken Franks said, "everybody on the tcam put personal

pushes aside," and created a “"group dynamic." This group dynamic secmed to
contribute to a sense of ownership amongst the Siakcholder Team members.
Shirley Eastwood thought the group was "committed to it, very committed to it,"
and John Lee commented that "there was discussion, and it was our--the
committee's report--when it was finished."

South Coast Stakeholder Team members also found the orocess a lcarning
experience. As Dan Roebottom said, "My interest was 1o get a fcel for what the
district is all about."  All stakeholder representatives raied the process as
highly educative (see Appendix FS5).

A weakness of the Stakeholder Collaborative Approach in the South Coast
School District was that it created role conflicis amongst some members of the
team. John Lee, for example, agreed with other stakeholder members that the
process should be part of a larger planning scheme; bui at the samc timec he
was unable to divorce his role responsibilities as public relations spokesperson
for the district from his responsibilities as Stakeholder Team member. Because
he was one of the two authors of the report, it tended to bec morc public
relations oriented than planning oriented.

A second weakness of the Stakeholder Collaborative Team in South Coast was
the failure to include the superintendent of schools. This weakened the
profile of the project, deprived the group of vital information, and reduced the
sense of district ownership. A likely consequence was that the commitice
seemed very reluctant to direct the project, being quite content to follow
directions themselves--either from the School Board or the rescarcher. Two
Stakeholder Team members (Jane Holden and Ken Franks) felt the group had
been too compliant; they felt the questionnaire's imposition, the timeline and
the imposed structures of the evaluation were too constricting. These
comments were made during post hoc interviews, however, and the concerns
were not apparent as the evaluation proceeded.

A third weakness associated with the stakenolder collaborative approach
established in the South Coast District was the limited decision making power
the Team possessed. Because the project had to progress through a  hicrarchy
for important decision making, and because some mcmbers of the hicrarchy
were not aware of the dynamics of the cvaluation process, dccisions as 1o

eventual follow-up procedures and mechanisms for implementation of thosc
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procedures were given little importance and were inconsistent with the
purposes of the project.

A fourth weakness was noticed in the selection of Stakeholder Team
mcmbers, The process did not attract formal constituent group lecaders; nor was
there a process developed o ensure that those interest groups were kept
informed as the evaluation progressed. As a result ownership of the
cvaluation product (the report) was confined to the members of the evaluation
tcam, and it was not transferred to members of the their respective
constituencies.

A fifth possible arca of improvement is in the number and variety of
Stakeholder Team members. John Lee  suggested that the group could have
been expanded to include a CUPE representative, or possibly a student
representative. Shirley Eastwood commented, however, that "the nuniber of
people involved was a fine number as long as they were representative of
their group..more people would just muddy the water.” The requirements of
the IPS are comprehensive enough to suggest otherwise, however; a larger
tecam would likely be preferable.

Finally, the South Coast Stakeholder Team demonstraied ihat the knowledge,
commitment, and skills the Stakeholder individuals bring to the table
determine, 10 a great degree, iis potential success. The more understanding
they have of the purposes of the project, the more likely their role will expand
to meet the concomitant expectations. Certainly a major factor delimiting the
project's successful completion was the time each member had to devotc to the
project. This was a complex function of energy level and the value each

individual placed on other competing responsibilities.

3. The Four-Goal. Six-Attribute Framework;

a. Description.; Time for discussion and alteration of the Ministry's values
framcwork was provided ir an early Stakeholder Team meeting. The four
goals and six attributes were accepted by the Stakeholder Team as appropriate
eginning point for analysing the district's educational performance.

Little discussion took place with regard to the Four-goal Six-Attribute
framework's appropriateness. One reason for this was that John Lee had been
involved in another Ministry project that used the same framework for

analysis; he spoke in its favour. A second reason was that the district did not
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have a mission statement of its own that could be either substituted for the
Ministry value framework, or that could engender debate of a contradictory or
supportive nature.

The South Coast stakeholder group expressed some confusion with respect
to the possibility of clearly distinguishing between human and social
development, and the ability to measure these values. Ultimately the group
accepted the Ministry definitions for these goals, changing only a title. Onc
attribute was substantively changed, however. This was cost cffectiveness. It
was renamed fiscal responsibility. The concern with this term was likely
caused by the high level of anxiety with respect to the tax sitvation in the
district.  The group chose the term fiscal responsibility because they agreed
that while it was possible to get measures of the quality of financial
management in the district, determinations of the relationship betwecen costs
and quality of performance in education was virtually impossible, and
potentially inflammatory in the existing circumstance.

ritique;. In the South Coast evaluation, the Ministry framework was
heartily endorsed. This was likely attriputable to two factors: (1) the district
did not have a competing mission statement; and (2) the Director, John Lec,
was cognizant of the framework, and strongly supportive of it. Little dcbate
was required to gain their acceptance for the evaluation project.

John Lee expressed his support for the Four-Goal and Six-Auribute
Framework when he commented, "Those are good goals..Where clsc can you
go?" Don Roebottom agreed, stating that the "goals and attributcs arc a good
framework to work within."

The committee saw the titles of "human development” as problcmatic,
however. They used the term "individual development” instead of "human
development”, but accepted the existing definition. The group's problem with
the term "human development” was occasioned by the apparcnt overlap with
"social development”--and the title change diffused that difficulty for them.
Concerns with the attribute of cost-effectiveness and its conversion to fiscal

responsibility was the other main change.

4, K Indi r Development;
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3. Description. Key indicator development consumed most of the time spent
in stakcholder tcam meetings. The group discussed characteristics of a good
key indicator and a number of criteria were agreed upon. They wers:
1. each indicator should clearly reflect the goal it is intended to
represent.

2. each indicator should be independent as much as possible irom
other indicators.

3. each indicator should reflect what the public wants from a
quality education system.

4. cach indicator should be alterable through positive educational

action, and the indicator should reflect these efforts;

5. each indicator should reflect issues of importance and or significance

in characterizing educational quality;

6. each indicator should be an outcome measure of goal performance.

The second stage in the development of indicators was to brainstorm
potential "outcome measures” for each goal. The rules guiding the
brainstorming process were few, but important to adhere to. The first was that
each person was to make suggestions that derived from their own intuition--
that is, criteria that one employs regularly to make personal judgments about
the quality of the system. Related to the first rule is the second: each person
was to rely on those judgments that are a function of their own role in the
system. Team members were not to anticipate others, or stifle ‘uggestions out
of fear that they reflected, for example, "only a parent's point of view". A
third rule was that any and all suggestions would be accepted--no criticism or
discussion regarding the legitimacy of statements which were generated
during the session was to be allowed. People were 10 call out suggestions as fast
as the researcher could write them on large flip charts. When the frequency
of suggestions slowed significantly, a halt was called to this stage of the
process.

Once the set of potential indicators was generated, the group examined and
cdited the statements to ensure clarity of definition and expression.  Group
judgments as to indicator quality were created in two stages. First, suggested
indicators were examined according to the criteria established earlier. Second,
the practicality of finding appropriate information to operationalize the

concept was discussed.
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Debate around the choice of indicators for social development demonstrates
some of the issues related to the two stages of indicator judgment. for cxample,
the "teen suicide rate” was suggested as a possible mcasure of human
development, and "suspension rates” as a poten..al indicator of social
development. The former was rejected, the latter accepted, according to the
following arguments.

The suggestion of teen suicide rates was made because somc stakcholders
assumed that the number of students who take such drastic action indircctly
reflect the system's ability or inability io enhance student emotional and
psychological development. Others countered by saying that although this is
true, one must question whether the suicide rate would (1) fluctuatc enough
from year to vear so as to properly reflect whatever efforts the school district
would make in the area of human development, particularly in a district this
size; and (2) rzally be affected by positive educational action on behalf of the
schools. The disagreement did not resolve itself through amicable discussion.
As a result the researcher had to impose closure on the debate. When the Q-
sort (see Appendix D3) was employed io priorize indicators the teen suicide rate
was not chosen as a siganificant indicator.

Debate on the issue of suspensions as a measure of social development also
demonstrated some important issues surrounding the devclopment of key
indicators. Some Stakeholder Team members hypothesized that dismissals and
suspensions are a result of students exhibiting cither poor citizenship or a
lack of respect for their school community. A high suspension rate thercfore
reflects deteriorating student respect; a low suspension rale mirrors
improving conditions. In the end, the group agreed that suspension rales arc
an appropriate statistic to use as a key indicator of social dcvelopment.

But agreement on suspersions was not achieved without vigorous dcbaic.
Ken Franks argued, for example, that if one uses this as a mecasurc of systcm
quality educators will simply react by trying to crcate no suspcnsions--
possibly through lowering standards, or changing policy.

To overcome the problem of improper action to improve suspcnsion rates,
three suggestions were forthcoming from the group.  First, it was suggested
that this indicator be compared to the survey questions re respeet and
cilizenship asked of students, parents and teachers. Suspcnsion rates wecre

deemed to be a quantitative measure of social development; satisfaction ratings
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a qualitative measure. Together they provide a clearer picture as to the state
of social development, and also help to minimize abuse of statistics. For
cxample, if suspension rates drop, and the qualitative satisfaction rating of
constituents also goes down, then two conclusions are possible: (1) respect and
tolerance is not necessarily improving; and (2) whatever caused the reduction
of suspension rates was not effective in improving social development.

Second, it was suggested that suspension statistics are only meaningful
viewed in terms of trends over time. The long term provides a context in
which to view statistics for any given year. Unavoidable variances in
performance would soon be identified as a band of insignificant variance, and
significant alternations in performance could be much more easily identified.
With regard to suspension rates, these statistics were available for three years
(whereas most other indicators werc not), and the availability of the data
helped characterize the indicator as a time trend, which was more meaningful.

Finally, another stakeholder suggested that the most effective suspension
statistic would be one that did not encourage a self-fulfilling state of affairs.
For exampie, a year of many expulsions would create an automatic
improvement of the statistic in the coming year because most of those students
would no longer be in the system. Therefore a statistic reflecting
relationships amongst the captive population--i.e., school-monitored
suspension rates--was deemed to be a more realistic measure of social
development.

The two examples--teen suicide rates and suspension rates--illustrate the
kind of judgment and decision making required of the group during the
devclopment and choice of "measurable" key indicators. At times the
researcher had to be quite directive in bringing the sessions to closure. The Q-
sort was helpful in this regard. The Q-sort was also used to give ecach
individual equal input into the final assignment of priority. This allowed
"key" indicators to be identified; and since publication of the final report
rcquired a limit to the number of indicators, priorized ratings helped
determine which indicators would be published and which would not.

On other occasions the group struggled with concepts that they could not
put into measurable terms. In these cases a decision was made to include
"demonstration” indicators; pictures or descriptive comment on the value

being measured. Examples of these indicators included photography showing




159
the quality of student-teacher interaction; and lists of scholarship
achievements.

Time constraints affected indicator development. Mectings had bcen
originally scheduled for mid-July to complete all goals and attributes. The data
was to be collected before the group met in August. Late scoring of the
questionnaire and vacation plans disrupted the timeframe. Key indicators for
intellectual development and the six attributes were not discussed until the late
August meeting and were completed in a rushed fashion.

ritique;.  Support for the key indicator development process as it was
employed in the South Coast evaluation was mixed. Two individuals felt quite
positive about the process, and three felt compietely ambivalent (sec Appendix
F2).

South Coast participants felt that the brainstorming component of the
indicator development process was a positive one. Ken Franks stated, for
example, that "I liked the brainstorming method to ge' the key indicators 1o
start with." Jane Holden commented that "I like the idea of the

"

brainstorming...," and Dar Roebottom said "...the brainstorming and the other
processes to tie the indicawors io your school district worked quite well.”

There were a number of criticisms directed at the kecy indicator process by
the South Coast Team. The first related to time constraints. Shirley Eastwood

argued that "it was very slow...necessarily so, however, I think, if you want to

do a good job." John Lee stated that key indicators "arc useful,” but "time-
consuming." He also suggested that to streamline the process "maybe the
Ministry should tell us which ones to choose". Timc constraints--and the

perception that the Team could not alter the overall timeline of the project--
caused Ken Franks and Jane Holden to feel that the key indicator process was
"too directed". "We didn't have enough leeway"”, Ken stated, "I really fecl that a
lot got glossed over...". Yet he did go on to say that if this problem was solved,
and "you are looking at the method, then the method would have worked finc”.

Two other areas for improvement of the key indicator process were noted
by South Coast Stakeholder Team. Jane Holden felt that not cnough attention
was given to designing indicators of student performance that reficcted the
achievements of the whole range of students: "the list of indicators sccms to
target academic students only”. Dan Roebottom had difficulty "trying to rclatc

the information in the survey to the indicators...there scemed 10 be some kind




160
of incongrucncy there". The former comment may reflect the fact that no-
onec on the Stakeholder Team, as an educator, represented the special needs
population of the district. The latter comment is directed at the methodology of

the evaluation project itself.

ionnai r Information;
a.  Description;. A major task taken on by the Stakeholder Team was
questionnaire distribution and collection. A decision to utilize the revised

questionnaires from the first pilot had been made by the Director of
Instruction and the researcher in their first meeting. The Stakeholder
Evaluation Team assumed responsibility for distribution, collection, and
interpretation of these surveys.

Much of the time in the Stakeholder Team's first meeting was devoted to
laying out the procedures and timeline for the surveys. The questionnaires
were to be self-administered. Sample sizes, collection procedures, and
integrity of results were discussed and procedures designed accordingly (see
Appendix D2 for details). It was agreed that the timeline did not allow for
significant aiteration of the questionraires. Therefore, little time was devoted
to the wording of the questionnaires, even though some concern as to the
validity of the questions was expressed. However, the group did add two
questions to the survey. One dealt with the tax issue and another the quality of
district leadership.

Stakeholder members devised processes to distribute questionnaires
through the schools to parents and students (elementary students were not to
be surveyed). The district parent association took a leading role in this
exercisz. The Director was to assume responsibility for surveying graduates;
Jane Holden, the trustee, took responsibility for the employer surveys.

Work began when the blank survey forms were received from the
contract .. The process was delayed due to tardiness on behalf of the supplier.
Responsibilities were verified in letters from the Director to the stakeholder
tcam and to others in the district assisting with the process (i.e., principals and
teachers).  Administration of the survey took place in the latter part of May
and the first half of June. Scoring and analysis of the survey results was
carried out by a contractor. Analysis of the results was postponed until the
August meeting of the Stakeholder Team.
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b. Critique.; A post-mortem as to the success of the South Coast survey
process was carried out upon its completion. Almost all sample groups had
reached the required respondent size. Two exceptions were the graduates and
the cmployers. Concern was alsoc expressed that these two groups were
somewhat non-representative in that only local graduates were available and
only small business employers were surveyed.
A strength in the South Coast survey process was, as Jane Holden stated,
that "it gave a real good insight into what the feelings (of the community)

are", John Lee supported her but expressed the general viewpoint of the
group when he argued that "the idea of using surveys is excellent; but the
surveys themselves must be better. We could have got another 30-40% out of
it."

Aspects of the questionnaire process that could be improved in the South
Coast evaluation relate to groundwork, timing, questionnaire development,
questionnaire administration, and linkage of the questionnairc process to the
other procedures of the evaluation. June was a poor time for administration of
the questionnaire--January cor February was suggested as a better time.
Stakeholder Team members reserted not having enough input into
questionnaire development: Shirley Eastwood stated, for example, that wc were
"not allowed to change a word on the questionnaire..we were told not to."

A second problem with the wording and structure of the questionnaires
employed in the South Coast evaluation was the lack of paraliclism between
questions on the various constituent surveys. For example, Shirley Eastwood
commented that "converting survey data was extremely difficult because of
the survey that was used...so much of it had no application at all, so much had
application to one group and not others." John Lee stated that this problem
created "an attitude change from beginning to end...as we went along we saw
that it wasn't going to be as useful as it could have been.”

Third, although the South Coast Stakeholder Team was satisficd with the
questionnaire administration process, it placed a large burden upon them.
Representativeness of the survey results are suspcct because of the corners
cut to get the job completed in a reasonable time. The nccessity to rely on
voluntary labor severely limits the potential fo. a quality result.

A final weakness of the questionnaire process as cmployed in the South

Coast evaluation has been alluded to already. In the case study scction on key
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indicator developrient it was noted that the group came to an awareness that
the survey was in fact the source of "qualitative" indicators of performance,
based on constituent perception. These were seen as distinct from
quantitative indicators, and important for proper understanding of the goal
being measured. These observations suggest that survey questions needed to
be designed in the same manner that the key indicators themselves were
designed.

The whole concept of taking an externally developed questionnaire and
applying it to a particular district's holistic evaluation should bec challenged.
Ken Franks stated, for example, that a negative aspect of the evaluation
process was "trying to standardize a survey form when districts vary so much,
physically and economically;" while Shirley Eastwood described the evaluation

as irrational--"because of the questionnaire.”

D: llection. Analysi nd Interpretation Pr ur
ription;. Data collection for social and human development
indicators teok place during July and August. responsibilities were agreed

upon in the final meeting before summer break. Collection assignments were
guided by each person's willingness to work and ease of access to information.
An attempt was made to distribute responsibilitics equally amongst the group.
Individuals were directed to try to gather information to actualize the chosen
indicator. However, if some judgment was required on their part to alter the
chosen indicator but retain its intent, they were free to do so.

Data with respect to intellectual development, vocational development and
the attributes was collected following the August meetings of the stakeholder
team. Only iwo weeks were available for this data collection stage. The
project's timeline limited flexibility.

Stakeholder Team members commented on the difficulty of acquiring data
during both timeframes. Few administrators were available for consultation
during the months of July and August: and when they were they did not
always react cooperatively. Some members of the Stakeholder Team went on
vacation and had limited time for data collection. On many occasions the
desired information was not found in a format that was useful.

Survey results and key indicator data relating to social and human

development was interpreted and analysed by the stakeholder group during a
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late August meeting. A significant amount of discussion revolved around the
process of making and communicating judgments. With respect to the survey
results, the group finally agreed that an 80% “strongly agree," or "agree"
satisfaction rating, would be used as standard for delimiting a strength,
However the percent level for designation as a weakness was left to the
discretion of the individual doing the interpretation, 10 be verified during a
round-table session later.

Each person was assigned two framework elements and large papers were
placed around the room for pasting and collating data. Stakcholder tcam
members were asked to affix data elements under the framework hecadings.
Stakeholders cut and paste questions from the surveys, placing them under
appropriate framework headings. Comparable questions from cach
constituent group were placed side by side. Stakeholder team members werc
asked to color code the information according to the scheme outlined in
Appendix DS. Each individual then reviewed their judgments with the
remainder of the group. Disagreements were aired and final decisions on
coding were made.

District-designed indicators for which data was available were also
analysed. If the information did not seem to do justice to the agreed upon
concept, the indicator was rejected.

On the suspension issue a vigorous discussion ensued about the appropriate
way to express the information. Should "suspension rates” be gross numbers
of suspensions per year, numbers of student hours lost to suspensions per
year, or percent of total possible student hours lost to suspensions pcr ycar?
Should the unit of time lost be hours or days? Should all suspensions bc
lumped together, or should only certain categories of suspensions bc uscd--ic.,
students suspended to the School Board versus school sponsored suspensions,
in-school versus out-of-school suspensions?  Should statistics be reported per
school or for the district as a whole? What form should the graph take?

This discussion revealed an awareness that the form of the statistic and the
visual representation of that statistic alters its meaning. Objectivity--ic., a
singular representation of data that was correct, or fair--sccmcd almost
impossible to achieve. In this particular instance truth was relative to the
intent and perspective of the individual designing the information's format.

As soon as one has to collate any raw data into a more gencralized form, its
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iniegrity is almost inevitably altered and its meaning open to new
interpretation. In these circumstances a group compromise was required. The
distinguishing line between information of fact and information of value
seemed to be truly a negotiated line, irrefutable truth seemed hard to find.

At the end of the August meetings the group chose two members to assume
the responsibility to gather the remaining data and to write the report. They
were John Lee and Shirley Eastwood. They were to work with Ministry writers
and designers to convert the information into an evaluation report. Meetings
to begin this process were scheduled to begin in early September. The
stakeholder group was to meet to approve and edit the rough draft of the
report as soon as il was available.

It quickly became clear at the September meetings that information
required to actualize a number of the key indicators was not going to be
available.  Stakeholder Team members and school administrators were too busy
with school start-up procedures. Some key indicators were therefore lost in
the production of the evaluation report.

ritigue; In the South Coast District evaluation a pattern similar to that
of the Inlet evaluation was noted. The process's main streagth is that it
succeeded in reducing huge amounts of information into a manageabie
format for the production of a final report. Its main weakness was that the
quality of that information was questionable as to its integritv, and therefore
significance,.

How did the data collection, analysis, and interpretation procedures
employed in the South Coast District succeed in converting masses of
information into a report format? First, the data collection procedures
provided the raw data to determine each indicator. Second, the analytical
process provided criteria for examining the ultimate significance of the
information. Finally, the interpictation process provided a mechanism
through which each individual in the Stakeholder Team had input into the
final decision as to how the data should be presented, and which data should be

presented--thus, the report in its final format was endorsed by all2 .

2 It should be noted that the endorsement precludes any endorsement of
the report's objective validity or merit, due to the nature of the
process.
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A number of factors contributed to the poor quality of data in the South

Coast evaluation. These factors were due to an interaction between the chosen
implementation process and aspects of the strategic «~sign. For example,
timing problems were created through design flaws (i.e., scheduling the
evaluation in the summer months); and implementation gaffes (allowing
meetings to be rescheduled and data collection to take place at the wrong time).
A second cause of poor data quality was the process for the questionnaire. A
third source of weakness was the nature of the data found within the district:
this was .czither a design nor an implementation flaw, but a condition of
circumstance uttributable in part to the novelty of the project.

The first weakness--timing--created a number of problems. As Joh: Lee
stated, "you don't want to have to ask administrators and others to gather data
during the last or first week of school". This was, of course, not the original
intent, but the complication was as result of two reasons: (1) the excessive time
taken by the contractor in preparing and scoring the questionnaires; and (2)
Stakeholder Team summer vacations that caused the cancellation of two
scheduled July meetings. This led to a need to gather almost all the data in the
last week of August, during a time when all the Stakeholder Teamn members
were themselves very busy with school opening procedures. A final problem
connected with timing was that sufficient time to resolve data presentation
concerns (typified by the debate on how to report suspension data) was not
available.

In the South Coast district aimost no existing data--extending over timc--
were readily accessible (an exception was suspension information). Most of
the information needed for key indicator measurement had to be obtaincd
from individuals in the schools. Much was not available in an useful form. In
addition, some material that was collected and aggregated "disappcarcd”
between two meetings, and the quality of the data available for report writing
was lowered.

A final problem--and one that may be insolvable--relates to the conversion
factor, or generalizability factor in information management. Taking data
from its rawest stage into ever-increasing levels of gencrality, and presenting
it in graphs and/or tables and/or prose, seems to alter its mecaning. Can data

integrity be maintained in this instance?
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Most Stakeholder Team members in the South Coast District wished the data
basc to be improved. Jane Holden stated that a major weakness in the study was
the nced for "better, more accurate information", and that the evaluation
project was a "basis to work from for improvement" in the establishment of

such an improved data base.

1. The_Evaluation Reports;

a, Description;. Ten mec:ings took place over a three month period to bring
the reports into production. The South Coast team members wanted to create
iwo reports: the first, a public document (similar to one produced earlier in the
first pilot) to be distributed to all homes; and the second an internal one along
the lires of the Inlet report. The internal document was written first, during
the months of Septemher to November, 1988. Coordination of responsibilities
amongst members of the Ministry team and painstaking attention to detail by
the district representatives slowed the process down and created some
production problems. Suggestions for improvement were forthcoming from
the district representatives, but mainly in the area of detail--i.e., editing,
picture selection, and appropr : prose. The full Stakeholder Team met
during *“e last week in Septenib.r to make a number of final suggestions !0
the general layout of the report.

Final decisions as t¢c the number of copies of each report and to whom they
would be distributed was made at a school board meeting in early October.
Trustees were introduced to the rough draft of the internal docwnent.  Only
two wor three trustees appeare¢ knowledgeavie about the project at all, and it
quickly became apparent that the issue was not how many documents to
publish, but whether to publish one at all. After some debaie that involved a
great de2l of clarification and information-giving, a decision tc print 500
inteinal documents was made, with the distribution to be decided by the school
board upen their delivery.

Although the researcher attended the meeting as an observer, the Dircector
often relied upon him to explain various aspects of the project to the school
board.  Bilt Nelson, the superintendent, later stated that he realized at that
mecting that the project had not received encugh of his own personal
attention. This factor may have contributed w0 some of the confusion

cxpericnced by the trustees, and to the lack of direction with regard 10 the
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report's publication.

The internal document was published in late November, 1988. The South
Coast School Board made the additional decision to publish a newspaper inscri
for the public in early :989 . Both district representatives and Ministry staff
produced that document between November and January: it was published in
February, 1989.

b. Critique;. In development of the South Coast Reports some strengths
noted in the Inlet case study were enhanced, some were maintained, and somec
were lost. Some weaknesses were corrected. Few new weaknesses were
discovered. There are two main reasons for this. The first is that diffcrent
reports were produced for different audiences. The second is that mistakes
learned in the production of the Inlet report were able to be corrected (to some
degree) in the production of the South Coast booklet and newspaper inscrt.

Strengths that were enhanced were the attractiveness of format and case of
reading (but at some expense to the overall integrity of the data). Strengths
maintained were: (1) the appeal to lifferent learning swyles; and (2) tie
function of being a good information summary. An additional strength was
the fact that the report publisked a values statement for the district, where no
mission statement had previously been agreed upon. Dan Rocbottom
commented for example that "the one strength that sticks in my mind is that i
gives every interest group an opportunity to see the whole picture...rather
than teachers being involved in their 1ndividual school or individual
concerns...it gives them an opportunity to look at the whole district.”

A third factor--deemed a strength by some, and a wecakness by others--
revolved around the decision to not build recommendations for improvement
into both reports. The purpose was to encourage readers to use their own
judgment and develop their ¢ sugg.~tions for improvement. Dan
Koebottom, for example, agreed with this strategy: "I think its cffective to the
degree that everybody that reads it is going to put their own interpretation on
the data.” The reports still "tell you what's wrong...(thcy) certainly suggests
some areas where we could improve,” Dan Roebottom stated. In so doing hc was
in agreement with the majority of the other Team members. However, such a
strategy depends for its success on the development of a process that
encourages analysis of the recport and eiicits suggestions for improvcinent,

This was not carriecd out in the South Coast district.
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Ken Franks differed with the remainder of the South Coast Team when it
came to judging the integrity of the information contained within the reports.
He felt that "the report(s) did not express the evaluation of the committee,” and
as "far as capturing the essence...that's God-like...you aren't going to do that,
even in 3000 pages." Jane Holden staied that they "came out terrific” in ierms
of integrity; others generally agreed with her.

The South Coast District's sirategy of creating two reports went a long way
toward solving the problem of multiple audience appeal. The product given to
the public was shortened and written in a language that was more palatable to
the  public. This allowed the internal report (o b= structured more for
cducators, and seemed to contribute to its use. The timeline and the attention to
detail exhibited by Joha Lee, meant, however, that the changes to the format
of the document were not extensive--although it was much less clutterzd than

the Inlet production.

Application f the Evaluation Information;
De¢scription;

Once the evaluation report was complete, the researcher ceased to be a
facilitator in the exercise and assumed the role of formal observer. A number
of discussions with respect to foliow-up - strategies had been discussed in
st.keholder team meetings, but decisions with regard to report use remained
the prerogative of the district and particularly the schoo! board.

In the wnrds of the superintendent, the evaluation report was basically
"tucked away on the shelf". He qualified this statement, however, by
acknowledging that the report had contained information that was a catalys!
to decisive action on part of the district. In onc instance a trustee commitiee
was struck to look at developing a strategy to improve relationships between
the school district, and its non-parent and employer constituents. In a second
instance Shirley Eastwood, the pcrent representative on the stakeholder team,
was later employed to develop a public relations package for the district--
utilizing, as a base, some of the indicator information contained within the
cvaluation report.

The rcports were used primarily for accountability purposes. Each teacher
in the district was given a copy, and the public version was delivered to each

home as an insert in the local paper. Visitors to the scnool beard office were
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able to get copies of the public report in the waiting room. No formal process
was developed to use the report to gather either reactions or suggestions from
various district consiituents for the purpose of district improvement; nor was
the report discussed in a formal sense by the school board in a meeting for
that purpose.

Criti

What were the strengths and weaknesses of the South Coast Evaluation
follow-up activities? One strength was the effort made (0 cnhance
accountability through the district. The production of a necwspaper inscrt
summarizing the evaluation report--and delivering copics of the internal
document to teachers, the district parent organization, and onc copy to cach of
each home-schcol organization--were positive steps. John Lec  stated,
however, that if he was to do it again he would just provide cach staff with a
report, rather than give each teacher a copy.

A major weakness of the South Coast District's follow-up strategy was the
overwhelming neglect it reccived. Decision-making with respect to the use of
the evaluation information lay with the school board, and despite the
Stakeholder Team's suggestions to deveiop follow-up straicgics in the domains
of building public support for education and long range planning, nonc were
formulated3 . Contributing factors were (1) the senior management tcam's
lack of vision as to the project's potential; (2) their reliance on a somcwhat
traditional administrative approach; and (3) the lack of involvement in the
project on behalf of the superintendent. This created an ownership problem
for both he and the school board members which was never surmounted.

T vo other factors contributed to the inadequacy of follow-up stratcgics in

the South Coast District. The first, strongly noted by the supcrintendent, was

the work demands created for senior management by the new structurc of

local contract negotiations. Second, reactions to the cvaluation repori--so
important to the Inlet District superintendent--were never really valucd in

the South Coast District. This lack of interest in getting a response to the

3 Some decisions were made after the fact, however, to deal with these issues.
The point here is that mo follow-up was planned in advance, so any dccisions
that were made were done in an ad hoc fashion.
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repoit--represented by John Lee's desire to minimize any controversial issues,
and the superintendent's lack of interest--is representative of a traditional
approach to adminisuition. Rather than seek out information, and share
analysis of the results in a participatory way, the district leaders chose to "tell

it", in a one-way, "down the hierarchy" fashion.

Summary:

In light of the circumstances described in this case study, the South Coast
cvaluation can be described as a "qualified failure”. The word failure is used
for two reasons. First, there were many methodological factors that could and
should have been more carefully implemented and that would have increased
its impact significantly. A second reason is the simple fact that, in a formal
sense at least, application of the evaluation's information was left to
happenstance.  This was in part due to what Hodgkinson (1978) calls the
pathology of superficiality: senior leaders created the semblance of treating
the evaluation seriously, but in reality treated the results in a superficial way.
The failure is qualified, however, also for two reasons. First, the project was
completed; accountability was certainly enhanced, and some informal spin-
offs from the ev-luation did affect the district's operation. Second, evaluation
of the project clearly reveals a potential that was not realized, but that could
have been achieved with minor modifications in attitude and approach. As a

pilot study, it was marginally successful operation.
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CHAPTER VI
CASE STUDY NUMBER THREE:

The Interior Sckool District Evaluation

The Interior School District is located in the central part of British
Columbia, about 500 kilometres from Vancouver, B.C.. It spans approximaltcly
5000 square kilometers, has a populace of 90,000 and a school enrolment of
15,900. It is considered to be a medium to large district in British Columbia.
Most of the employment in the area is associated with small business and
tourism. The major community (Appleton) is the focal point of cconomic and
social activity. A major highway links it with the four outlying population
centers, which are little more than satellite communities--nonc is morc than
25 kilometres from the city center. It is little more than an hours drive from
the northern district boundary to the southern extremity.

The Interior school district is in the midst of going through a wmajor
transition: f-om being somewhat of a traditional, inward-looking educational
organization to more of an innovative, community-centercd onc. The
evaluation projecct was enthusiastically endorsed as a process that would
enhance this general thrust, a thrust that has, according to authoritics in the
district, made some strides toward improving relationships within the
educational community. Central to the new administrative style is its slogan,
"Together We Learn”. In the opinion of the district leadership, it was a
concept consistent with the intent of the district evaluation process.

The evaluation project in the Interior School District was initiated in July,
1988 and completed (in terms of the Ministry of Education's involvemecnt) in
March, 1989. The general strategy followed in this cvaluaiion was similar to
that of the previous two case studies. Some major tactical changes werc
attempted, however. For example, the decision was made to alter thc obviously
flawed questionnaire process by engaging a professional resecarch company o
conduct a public poll on education. Conceptually, however, the events and
analysis of those events can be presented under the same conceptual
framework found in the two previous case studies. This will facilitatc the

£

formation of patterns and insights amongst case study ecxpericnces.
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The Context and Background to the Evaluation

The main center in the Interior school district--Appleton--has a population
of approximately 65,000. It is a modern, recreation-oriented community that
has an urban/rural blend; the latter derives from the orcharding that takes
place in the surrounding countryside. Appleton is located along one shore of a
large Lake, and as such has a large appeal to summer tourists. The area's
climate is dry all year round, and hot in the summer and cold in the winter; it
allows for a variety of recreational pursuits. Appleton's satellite communities-
-Glendale and Orchard to the north; Vineyard and Fruitville 1o the south--all
benefit from the agricultural and tourist industries.

Economically speaking, Interior could not be characterized as a wealthy
community. Most income is generated through service rather than industry;
average incomes are approximately $6,000 below the provincial average of
$26,1801, Unem, 'oyment rates arc higher than the provincial average,
probably due to the large amount of seasonal employment. Residential
property values are only slightly below the provincial average however.

The social fabric of the district is also distinct. Although it has about the
same ratio of students to total population as does the rest of B.C., thc proportion
of senior citizens is much higher (this helps explain the low per-capita
income but average property value). So is the proportion of single parent
families. Ethnically speaking, the district is quite homogencous. It has a small
native population, and English predominates as the first language in the
home. The largest ethnic minority groups found in the district are German,
Ukrainian, and French in origin.

To many British Columbians, Interior is a desirable place in which to live.
Driving through the district one can understand why--the climate and
environment are clean and hospitable; outdoor activities thrive; and there is
the distinct sense of comn.unity identity, probably because many familics
have lived in the area for many generations. The area always seems to be

bustling--partly because many of the main centers are on a major

1 It is interesting to note that the Interior School District is the single
largest employer in the area. It employs 1400 people with almost 900 of
those being teachers.
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transportation route, and partly because business is growing in the local arca.
There is evidence of progressive entrepreneurial growth--throughout the
researcher's prolonged association with the district, growth continued apacc.
It is clearly an area that thrives on service to locals and to tourists.

The satellite communities to Appleton tend to be miniature copics of the
main center. They all have the same economic base, and tend to grow at a
commensurate rate. One hesitates to cail them suburbs because they tend 10
provide services to the tourists and orchardists who are at a rcasonable rcmove
from Appleton, but they are suburbs in that a significant number of pcople
working in Appleton commute from outside. One does not get the scnsc that
the district is comprised of disparate centers of local interest--on thc contrary,

it seems quite homogenecous.

The E ional ntex

The Interior school district has nine secondary schools, 35 clementary
schools, and one alternative school. While all of the satellite communitics have
elementary schools, only Vineyard and Glendale are served by local sccondary
schools. In such a large distr.ct the district office is a large entity quite
removed from the schools, and the term "loosely-coupled organization”
appears an apt descriptirn of the district. In many ways Interior is a
composite of sub-organizations more than it is a single entity. This is reflected
in the dynamics of district administration. Senior administrators arc
constantly called on to deal with organizational leaders who themselves are
capable and committed to their own subsystem's goals.

Earlier it was stated that the Interior School District is going through a
transitional stage in its development. Two years previously the district and
district management had been described as traditional, burcaucratic, and
2lmost anti-education.  Class-sizes, teacher salaries, and attitudes to tcachers
were extremely poor. Morale was at rock-bottom. To overcome this, the district
evaluated its internal management structure and the dccision was made to hirce
a new chief executive officer. He was chosen for his vision and his
enthusiastic and energetic attitude to education. Sincc his appointment a
number of new initiatives have begun, all directed at improving thosc aspeccts

that the evaluation revealed as contributing to the district’s malaisc.




174

There were !wo major strategies employed to improve the district's
leadership style. The first was to develop a structure of participatory
management, including the development of a district mission statement and
yearly goals. These structures were developed within the first y=~ar. A second
was o improve (wo-way communications, not only internally, but also with
the public. A cornerstone of the latter was to create a district annual report
that would highlight those aspects of education that stressed the progressive,
pcople-oriented thrust of the district's programs. A “district video", profiling
tcachers, students and staff was produced to carry the message to employees
and populace alike.

It was into this context the district evaluation project was injected. In July
of 1988 the senior management team in the district contacted the Ministry of
Education and requested information about the Nechako report model, hoping
to improve their annual reporting procedures. In the process of discussions a
decision was made to work on a cooperative evaluation project that would (1)
assist in the planning process, and (2) utilize both a district video and a booklet
as two versions of a district annual report. Details as t. the working
arrangements were ironed out in the months of August and ecarly Sepicmber.
Contractual arrangements were finalised in mid-August. The evaluation was to
take place between September and December, 1988, with the final reports
completed by early March.

Throughout the duration of the evaluation the new dynamics of contract
bargaining came into play. They gave the district management team its first
rcal test as to how effective its previous measures had been; as one teacher put
it, "the bloom is off the rose". Questions were asked as to whether the new
management style was "lots of words, but no action”. The Central Interior
District Teachers' Association (CIDTA) exercised its militancy, and throughout
the latter stages of the evaluation project orchestrated a work-to-rule
campaign and conducted a strike. An additional complicating factor was the
Royal Commission Implementation Plan, which introduced a naumber of
immediate changes to the B.C. education system. The ability of the new
administrative style was (and still is) being severely put to test.

Yet through all of these disruptions the IPS project was brought to
conclusion.  The disruptions both strengthencd and weakened its potential for

cnhancing leadership in the district. 1In some ways the context in which the
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IPS was used was the context for which it was designed; much of the situation
described above reflects many of the qualities that gave risec to its gencration
back in 19852 .

in_the Interior hool District Evaluati

The general format of the Interior District evaluation was similar to tha
employed in the other case studies. However, as the evaluation took place
during and after the others, some evolutionary changes were incorporated
into its design. This particular case provided the opportunity (o try to
implement some of the suggestions for improvement mecntioned by

Stakeholder Team members in the other school districts.

1 roundwork

Description. From the beginning the IPS project was a high priority
within the district (see Appendix El for the chronology of cvents). Both the
superintendent and the District's communications dircctor shared
responsibility for its completion. Both were in regular communication with
the resecarcher throughout the two months prior to the first stakeholder Tcam
meeting.  Jason Stone (the superintendent) took great carc to understand the
project's purposes, and to ensure that it was consistent with the style and
directions envisaged for district leadership. For cxample, he stated in his
interview: "...some of the questions presuppose that we hadn't considered this

before...This is one of the thrusts that we (had)." He went on to say that:

1 found it complementary with the planning process, that we had
already initiated here with the statement of mission, yearly goals,
etc. and the feedback loop that this would help us provide. So it was
something that would allow the ministry to meet its needs, allow us to

2 At the time of writing (eight r:onths after tie evaluation) ncgative
feelings between teachers and the senior management duc to the highly
emotional contract negotiations have not improved. In th.s scnsc the IPS
did not succeed in reducing di<trict conflict; however, there is the
possibility that its use has minimized the extent of the current
disaffection between district leadership and the teachers. The district
leadership continues to use the ecvaluation information and "key
indicators” as a fundamental part of district administration (Damon
Korchuk, personal communication, October 3, 1989).
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mcet our annual report needs, and dovetail with the planning
process.

A first step in his groundwork activities was to iake the project to the
School Board--not so much so as to request permission to participate as to
inform them that he would like a trustee to participate in the district
Stakeholder Team. In addition all the major interest groups in the district--
students, CIDTA, parents, administrators, Canadian Union of Public Employees
(CUPE), and district staff--were notified about the project and asked to send
rcpresentatives to the first Stakeholder Team meeting.  The intent was to
introduce the concept to them, and ask them to carry the appropriate mecssages
to their constituents.

The researcher and the director carefully constructed an information
package and presentation format to explain the nature of the project. A full
day was put aside for presentation and discussion of appropriate roncerns.
Topics included (1) the necessity for team leadership in the district; (2) goals
of the project--from both the Ministry and District point of view; (3) the
nature of the evaluation process, including the use of key indicators of
performance (survey and quantitative) and the use of a values framework as
the basis of evaluation; and (4) the potential role and tasks of the district
Stakeholder Team. Sample evaluation reports from other districts were handed
out along with other explanatory material.

In this same meeting it was decided that the various constituent
representatives would disseminate information to their respective publics. In
addition the district assumed the responsibility to publish an article outlining
significant details of the project in the main Appleton newspaper . The article
accurately expressed the purpose of the project, the steps taken to characterize
the district evaluation, and the timeframe of the project. Other
groundwork efforts (or what might be better termed, "motivational
techniques”) were employed by district staff throughout the duration of the
project.  They made themselves accessible, provided resources, and propared
staff for the inevitable disruptions created as the project progressed. Jason
Stone, for example, concentrated on developing a ‘"positive working
rclationship among the people and a positive feeling about being there."

"

Things like "a .+~ call," "..(sending).. a book to a person part way through,

who was interc . a particular idea,” "the lunches we had, talking to pcople
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about where they are going, what they are doing," were all attempts to creatc
an "understanding as to what everybody's agenda was". Damon Korchuk (the
Director) also was sensitive to that and "was sending the letters and the follow-
up and the thank you and the phone call." In Jason's mind the administration
of the project had to "really work out the “together we learn' motto."

riti . Groundwork efforts in the Interior School District werce
moderately successful. Where they were particularly effective was in
creating a good understanding within the Stakeholder Team as to the project's
purpose and their role in it, and in engendering a positive attitude to the
evaluation. Less effective were (1) the follow-up ecfforts on behalf of the
various constituent group leaders, and (2) the attempts to creaic a community-
wide understanding . . commitment to the exercise. )
A key element in the groundwork success was thc\cfforts of the
superintcndent to establish a high profile for the project. He stated, for

example, that:

I think if the CEO (Chief Executive Officer) isn't involved in
something like this it sends a message...the message | wanted to
portray o all participants was that this was an cxcecedingly
important activity, and I would therefore commit myself to being
there and being involved.

His efforts in morale building supported this intent. Is it pure coincidence
that all Team members described their role as either importani or somcwhat
important, and seven of the nine chose the term "positive" as a word that
described their role well?3 Bill Blair, the school administrator's

representative, supported this contention when he stated that:

...the members of the committee expressed, just through actions and
commitment a definitive partnership in developing something that
was worthwhile and positive for our entire district.

3 A second possible interpretation can be placed on the efforts of district
staff to "motivate" Stakeholder Team members. Were there ulterior
motives? One might question to what extent the phonc calls and lunches
were truly sincere efforts at creating ownership, or were subtle
manipulations directed at seducing stakeholders to view the project in a
positive light. Although one was left with the feeling that they werc
sincere, the possibility of careerist manipulation does exist.
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A second possible contributing factor to the groundwork success was the
clear link between the needs of the district and the purposes of the project.
This link was enhanced in that the participatory "shared" leadership style of
the district leaders was complementary to that employed by the general
structure of the district evaluation model. The Director, Damon Korchuk,

emphasized this link when he stated that:

We had heard that there was a process for evaluating the district
that used a broad-based committee and that held a certain level of
integrity...the key to this whole thing is involvement...it really
formed a partnership, it was a team of people, and we were
cooperating...I really like that.

Bill Blair gave further evidence of this link when he stated that "there was
ownership for the development of this thing as it related directly as to what we
are attempting to do in the district, and that ownership helped bring about a
very positive attitude.”

A third possible contributing factor to groundwork success was the careful
cffort put into preparing the introductory meeting to the project. Louise
Loewen, the student on the committee, commented that "the groundwork in
this case was generally well done. Everyone who came here ...(for)...the first
meeting...were told what was expected.” They "were fine.” Norma Rivette, the
CUPE representative, stated "I don't think we could have done any better than
we did." On the other hand, Sonja Kocan, the parent representative
commented that "I really felt disadvantaged the first couple of times...half the
stuff they were talking about was eduspeak, or educationalese, or something...”
Groundwork efforts may have been appropriate for committee members who
live in the system each day, but inappropriate for those somewhat distant from
the schools.

Groundwork strategies were not as successful in transfer to various
interest groups or to the community at large. Damon Korchuk stated that "not
all the players. in our system knew what was going on." Evidence existed to
show that Stakeholder members had attempted to inform their constituent
groups, but were not as successful as they would have liked. Norma Rivette
stated for cxample that individuals who had not attended union meectings
"weren't informed.” Colin Scott, the trustee, did not feel the trustees were as

well-prepared as they might have been:
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...the very issue of evaluation should have debated in an in-camecra
meeting or something, or a retreat; so it should come out of a
thorough think-tank session...I don't think the board was
thoroughly committed to the process.

James Oord, the CIDTA representative stated that he wanted to improve "the
forewarning of school staffs in my particular case". He also wanted to work
out a better way of "getting input from our constituent groups." And although
the community newspaper article was available for all to read, the single story

had limited impact.

2,___The Stakeholder Collaborative Approach
a. Description. The Interior District Stakeholder Team was formulated in

the first month of the project. The complete list of Stakeholder Tecam mcmbers

is shown below:

1. Chief Executive Officer Jason Stone

2. Director of Communications Damon Korchuk

3. Parent Representative Sonja Kocan

4. District Administrators’ Representative Bill Blair

5. CIDTA Representative James Oord

6. Student Representatives Louise Loewen

Chuck Morgan

7. CUPE Representative Norma Rivetic
Interior School Board Representative Colin Scott

9. Teacher Representative Sid Pollack

Selection methods for the Stakeholder Team were partially described
earlier. Each formal sub-organization was asked to send a senior
representative: in most cases, the president of the organization attended; the
exception was the school board representative, who voluntcered. Student
Representatives were chosen by the Teachers' Association, and did not comc as
clected delegates from the student population, Sid Pollack, thc second tcacher
on the committee, was asked to participate because he had the responsibility to
produce the Distiict annual report video.

The Interior Stakeholder Team met on six occasions over five months, The

Team's role was to identify key indicators, collect information on thosc kcy
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indicators, and convert that information into an appropriate rcpresentation of

the key indicator's rature and cignificance. A related responsibility was to
decide the values framework that would guide key indicator sclection. A third
responsibilicy was to assist in the development of a public survey; and a fourth
was to help write and edit the evaluation report. Sid Pollack's responsibility
was to develop a district video that would capture the evaluation resuits and
that could be used to engender public discussion about the quality of educaticn
in the Interior School District. Although it was clear that the follow-up
strategy (and it was discussed on occasion) was to be determined by District
Management, the key players in district decision making (i.c., the
superintendent, the trustee representative, and the Direcior of
Communications) were prepared to accept direction from the committce ir
terms of report production and usaz.

Working relationships within the Stakeholder Team improved as the
project developed. Bill Blair, the Interior District Administrators'’
representative put it this way: "The overall leadership shown by the many
committee r:embers...grew from somewhat hesitant to being very productive
and sincere.” Engendering discussion on issues was never a difficulty with
this group. Keep:ng the meetings on track was taxing at times as many
individuals were opinionated and wished to contribute on each issue. At times
the student and parent representatives felt the discussions were lengthy and
turgid. Without the Q-sort (for decision-making purposes), and without
structured timelines and criteria to focus the discussion, the meetings could
easily have gone more off track than they did.

A variety of procedures were followed to kezp people involved and
r:otivated to work. Strategies included: brainstorming; structuring small
group sessions with reports back 1o the main group; ensuring that cach
individual was given the opportunity to give their opinion on important
issues; ensuring that at times each person took the role of spokesperson Jor a
small group; and assigning clearly defined tasks within a short time period. In

almost all instances these tasks were evaluative in nature--they required the
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stakcholder 1o use his judgment, based on the application of critetia to specific
situations4 , tc make decisions as to priority rankings of alternatives.

b, Critigue. Stakeholder Team members generally found the <“eam
meeiings to be productive and stimulating. There was one notable exception,
however: Chuck Morgan, one of the student representatives seemed
overwhelmed by the process and withdrew from the Team after the third
meeting. He claimed pressures from outside activities were responsible for his
decision. This may very well be the case; however, it is also true that the
meetings wers, at times, turgid, wordy, and suffused in "educationalese". This
made i: difficult for the non-educators (i.c., the parent, students, and the CUPE
representative). Even educators found the meetings “taxing"; Bill Blair siated
for example that "I left each meeting feeling wormn to a frazzle” But, he also
stated, "It was a good feeling, always a good feeling".

The Stakeholder Collaborative interactions were such that the words most
predominantly chosen to describe the group were a "positive, involved active.
cooperating partnership” (see Appendix F6). Louisc (a student) commented
that "everybody managed to pull off two goals at once...kept the integrity of it,
but at the same time had what they wanted from their viewpoint." The trustec,
administrators’ representative, and CUPE representative commenied on how
they were able ‘o give productive input into final decision mrking. Sonja
Kocan, the parent representative stated that "I liked how ali the ideas came
together, and how everyone helped decide...it was important.” This is
significant in that she felt lost during the first tvio meetings discussions, and
described her role in the process as that of - "shy, cooperating participant.”

Stakeholder Team members were not as positive about the process of
representation, nor of the opportunity for them to communicate with their
constituent groups and truly represent their viewpoint. Both district staff
members questioned the ability of the students to adequately represent their
constituency. They implied that the exercise may have been beycnd their
maturity.  Others mentioned that representation from "retirees”, "the Chamber

of Commerce”, or "employers”" would have becn valuable. Colin Scott, the

4 An example was when the group used the criteria of an effective key
indicator to reduce the number of potential key indicators from the
original brainstormed list.
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trustee, was concerned that because he was a volunteer, he did not officially

represent the trustec viewpoint. James Oord wanted "a better opportunity (o
receive dJirect input from members" as the project progressed; Bill Blair agreed
with him.

Stakcholder Team members were also more comfortable when the meecting
was being run by the rescarcher than by the suverintendent. Colin  Scott
commented, for example, that "when the superintendent was in charge of the
meeting, I felt a bit irritated...I don't know why...I felt more manipulated, that

one meeting". The superintendent himself agreed, stating that:

...to a certain cxtent it was really helpful to have an outside person.
If you are the CEO of a large organization and you're going to
evaluate it, it almost looks incestuous unless someone else is there
involved in it

It seemed =almost as if it was perfectly acceptable to all that cach
representative was entitled, as Jason Stone stated, to "represent its interest
group's point of view,” but if one--say, the superintendent--was put in a
position of authority, whereby his influence might be heightenzd over that of
the others, then it appeared to disturb the cooperative dynamics of the
operation. The trustee even stated that within the Stakeholder Tecam “there
was a dynamic--and it was more important than the conclusion”. The dynamic
seemed to evolve towards a sense of group trust, shared involvemcat, and

group decision making.

3. __The Four-Goal, Six Attribute Framework

a.Description. A task during the first Stakeholder Team mecting was to
gxamine the Ministry values framework and determine whether it was
appropriate as the "ideal" for the Interior District's evaluation.  Three sub-
groups were formed to independently examine its congruency with the
District's existing mission statement. The latter had been decveloped during the
previous year and had been one of the first initiatives of the ncw management
team.

The sub-groups struggled with the task of choosing which of the two
frameworks best expressed the values of education in the Interior District.
Alithough the Ministry framework was not particularly contentious in that

peopic viciently disagreed with its main thrust, discussions quickly bccame
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centered on semantics, and reading between the lines. Ministry intents were
suspect.

During the discussion some differences between the two value statements
were noted, The Ministry's was seen to be more categorical, and less holistic
than the district's; it seemed to want to compartmentalize learning, as the
trustee put it. On the other hand, the District's statement did not clearly
distinguish between outcomes (ends, in terms of student Ilearning), and
instrumental processes (desired means to contribute to effective learning) like
the Ministry statement did. In the end the committee made the tentative
decision that "we are...doing what is in the Ministry framework", and that
therefore an at 2mpt should be made to use the district's own statement of
mission as the values framework guiding the key indicator selection and
report writing. This decision was to be revisited as the project progressed.

On two other occasions the decision was debated. In one instance it was
noted that the District's mission had little to say about management and
accountability, cost-effectiveness, and vocational development., It was also
noted that a number of the values in the statement of mission seemed to attract
similar indicators; the items did not seem to be quite discreet enough.
However, rather than abandon the use of the district statement, Team members
made the decision to build indicators of thesc qualities into to the meaning of
the district statements of value. For example, to deal with the concept of
vocational development, the district value "to educate students to...experience
success” was interpreted as referring, at least in part, to student career
development. In this way the intent of the Ministry mandate was maintained,
but the ownership the district had built into the development of its own
mission statement was preserved.

The topic was again debated during discussions on evaluation report
production. To acknowicdge the right of the Ministry to guide local education,
a decision was made to place at the beginning of the report, a page showing
how the District Mission Statement is compatible with the Ministry Four-Goal
and Six-Attribute framework (see Appendix E2). Delegation of educational
responsibility from the Ministry to the district is thus acknowledged; so too
fealty of the district to the Ministry's overall mandate.

b. Critique.  Circumstances in the Interior evaluation indicate that the

Ministry's framework is viable as a statement of intent. It clarifies the values
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that a district must espouse, in their own language and rcsults, in the
planning and implementation of educational programs. However, to insist
upon its use as the only appropriatc wording of those values was, in this casec,
in the words of the trustee, "a bil negative.”

Stakeholder Team members in the Interior District felt obligated to adhere
to the Ministry's mandate statement, but wanted the opportunity to cxpress
those intents in a way that reflected the priorities and culture of their own
local community. Colin Scott, the trustee, commented that "we have 10 be
operating within the Ministry," but sometimes there can "be too much
emphasis on that standardization...I think the critical thing that was uscful
was using our mission statement as opposed to the Ministry framework.” Sonja
Kocan echoed that comment, stating that: "I thought it was a great idea to use
the mission statement. It was something that had been developed in the
district for this district." Ownership--i.e., commitment to a concept because
one has developed it commensurate with one's own needs and aspirations--was

a determining factor in the choice of values framework for the evaluation.

4, Key Indicaior Developmen

a._Description. Much of the Stakeholder Team's time and encrgy was
devoted to the creation, selection, and measurement of key indicators of
performance for the Iaterior School District. Procedures were similar to those
employed in the other two districts. Some changes were, however, imposed
both by circumstance and design to enhance their development.

A first change was to spend more time educating committece members as 1o
the nature of key indicators and criteria for their development.  Stakcholder
Team members were given articles to read "as homework"”; also, the criteria
established for key indicator development as a result of the cxperience in
other districts were discussed at length.

A second change--this a matter of circumstance--was that the two district
officers drew up a tentative list of indicators to be presented as the starting
point for discussion. This list they developed with the help of the District
administrators’ group. It was presented to the committcec as a scrics of
concepts grouped according to value statements derived from the district
mission statement. They (the value statements) were grouped under iwo

headings: ‘"product”, referring to all statements that referred to desirable
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student development; and ‘"process”, referring to the instrumental goals
needed to achieve positive studcni outcomes.  During this meeting (which was
the one chaired by the superintendent) discussion was open-ended; the group
was directed to react to the whole package--and they tended to jump around in
concentration and focus. Some group members tended to get frustrated, and
solicitation of additional indicators was not too successful.

On the group's next occasion of meeting the process was altered once again.
Each framework element was discussed one at a time, and using the
brainstorming rules described in the Souih Coast case study (see above, p. 156;
and Appendix E3), additional indicators were induced from the group. Care was
taken to enforce the rules and focus the discussion, and not to allow some
individuals to dominate. Two conditions were set: first, indicators were broken
into two main categories--(1) survey, (qualitative); and (2) non-survey
(quantitative and demonstrative). Second, a formal Q-sort was employed 0
priorize each and every set of indicators within the two categories of survey
and non-survey. Priority judgment was to be based on two things: first, the
criteria established for quality key indicators; and second, personal
preference.  These scores were then tabulated and lists of indicators were
circulated to committece members so as to allow them to get reactions from their
constituencies (see Appendix E4). "Product” indicators were developed by the
group as a whole; "Process" indicators by pairs, reporting back to the main
group for feedback.

A third major changs in the process was the time spent by the group
refining and defining indicators. A full meeting was devoted 1o this.
Quantitative indicators were defined and put in measurable terms. The survey
indicators were explained and defined in the presence of the survey
contractor 30 the integrity of intent would be maintained. Demonstration
indicators were operationalized as examples, photographs, or samples. In
keeping with what had taken place in other districts, there were many
different viewpoints as to the appropriate form of data collection,
interpretation, and presentation. All in all, four full-day meetings were
devoted to key indicator development.

b. _Critique. Generally speaking the key indicator development process met
witn approval from the Stakeholder Team members (see appendix F2). Many of
the comments made with regards to dynamics of the committee work describe
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the effect of the procedures and processes used. People appreciated input
though brainstorming; timelines kept the activity moving forward; and the Q-
sort allowed equal input into a final decision. Alihough sometimes pcople
found the timeline a little rushed, and the Q-sort "constricting", in that pcople
"had" to choose priorities, these procedures generally received a positive
rating from the individuals involved.

An improvement in the process was ihe groundwork done to prepars
committee members in terms of understanding. Of ambivalent success was the
effort to "pre-develop” indicators--it helped in that examples wecre provided
and groundwork laid, but hindered in that pecople's creativity was stifled.
However, spending time categorizing indicators, refining indicators, and
developing the survey in tandem with the key indicator process was scen to be
a positive addition to the process. Also, the opportunity to deliberately decide
what pictures, or examples would be placed in the evaluation report as
"demonstration indicators” met with approval from the group.

One drawback noticed was that the size of the Interior district secmed 1o
make it more difficult to develop indicators that were directly linked to the

learning of students. Almost all the measurements were donc at a

generalizability level that would have to be interpreted at a varicty of

removes--amongst over thirty schools, and by individuals in district office. In
aoing so the information has to travel through many levels of the cducational
hierarchy, and has to be interpreted by many actors in the process. This
leaves its direct applicability in terms of improving classroom instruction

very suspect.

ionnair r Informati

a. Description. In preliminary discussions regarding the Interior District's
participation in the IPS project the process of public surveying was discussed
extensively. The experiences of questionnaire use in both the Inlet and South
Coast district evaluations indicated the need to develop (1) a sct of questions
that are comparable across constituencies when necessary, but specific
otherwise; {2) a set of questions meaningful to the goals of the cvaluation, and
in the opinicn of the Stakeholder Team members impertant to ask; and (3) an
administrative process that was not dependent for its success on the

vicissitudes of volunteer expertise and time commitment. Better data
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presentation and interpretation capabilities were also desirable. "Ownership"
of the process was the desired goal.

Project managers (the researcher, district superintendent, and dircctor)
agreed that the best way to ensure these changes was to engage a professional
researcher to conduct a poll for the Interior district. This concept was
presented to the Stakeholder Team and it agreed, seemingly pleased
(particularly the CIDTA president) that conirol of both the questions and the
interpretation of the results would be solely in the hands of the Team

A contract was then let to Windsor Research to conduct a telephone survey
of representative samples of the constituents in the Interior School District.
Sample sizes were to be determined according to accuracy needs and
questionnaire development was to continue apace with key indicator
development.  Representatives from the company met on two occasions with
the committee and submitted the final format of questions to the Team. To
ensure some compatibility with the intents of the original Ministry surveys,
those documents were used as a guide to assist in wording and intent.

Three surveys were ultimately constructed for the projeci. One was for
parents/non-parents/employers, a telephone survey that identified cluster
samples of each group. A second was for secondary school students, to be
administered to a sample population drawn from the district as a whole. The
third was directed at teachers and non-instruciional employees, and was again,
a telephone survey (see Appendix ES for particuiars re sample size and
administration). The Stakeholder Team had m~aning{ul input into the form
and content of the surveys, and on occasion changed the wording and intent
of questions, as well as adding/deleting questions accerding to their priority.

Implementation of the survey was set for January. This created some
difficulty as negotiations were in full swing, and emotions were running
high. Just prior to its implementation, the superimendent had second
thoughts about the potential validity of teacher upinions at this time. He was
persuaded to go ahead. Some teachers did, in fact, refuse to answer questions.
However, to preserve the integrity of the precess, James Oord sent a letter to all
teachers asking them to participate in the exercise. He also gave pcrmission
for the pollsiers to inform teachers of his support.  Accordingly, the survey
was successfuliy completed. Results were provided to the committee in late

January.
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b, Critique. Stakeholder Team members in the Interior Schoo! District were

quite positive about the success of the survey process. Even the tecacher
representative commented that the survey was a “positive aspect of the
process”, in that "one gets a variety of sources of information." Indecd, in the
ratings of components of the evaluation process, the accuracy of the Intcrior
district survey was highly rated, completely reversing the trend established in
the previous two districts (see Appendix F3).

A key eclement in the positive response 1o the questionnaire process was the
goal of ownership. For example, Norma Rivette (CUPE) stated that:

...one of the most positive aspects was Frank (contractor)...the

knowledge he brought to the committee, and how the surveys were

developed to get the answers the committee was looking for for the
profile booklet.

There were some criticisms of the survey process, however. The telephone
survey was deemed to be too long; Damon Korchuk stated "there nceds :0 be
some refinement there.” The superintendent would like to have had the
results compared to a provincial sample, so they had more meaning. And
finally, the results were somewhat tainted by the negotiation issuc: as James
Oord stated:

I think that the time and political situation took a lot of attention,
effort and energy...and 1 think did skew people’s attitudes,
specifically teachers...but I think probably also to a certain
extent students....

Finally, it should be noted that the survey results werec used in the
planning process as well as being analysed for inclusion into the public
report.  An executive summary was presenied to the sckool board and an

analysis of potential significance was carried out.

D llection, Analysi I j T

a. Description. The Interior evaluation project took place during the school
year and this affected data collection--moreso than analysis and
interpretation--significantly. = Data collection assignments wecre madec prior to
the carly January meeting of the Stakeholder Team. Each person was assigned
responsibilities ihat seemed appropriate to their role. These assignments were

then discussed in the committee setting and adjustments were made according
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to preference or convenience. Potential data sources were discussed and
refinements to the potential measures were made if it was anticipated that only
a certain kind of data would be availabled . Individuals were asked to have
their information available for a meeting three weeks later.

Data Analysis and interpretation was done over a two day period in late
January. Committee members brought information on quantitative indicators
to the session and it was pasted up on the wall, under the appropriate District
mission value statement. f[o ensure significance and meaning, Team members
circulated in pairs and evaluated the information according to agreed upon
criteria (see Appendix E4). Photos and dJemonstration indicators were also
judged.

As part of the process the survey contractor suminarised the main findings
of the questionnaires and disseminated the overall results. In order to convert
this information into qualitative indicators a small team of two ministry
researchers and two Stakeholder Team members analysed the results for
significance. They looked for meaningful constituent differences and
requested cross-tabular analyses to enhance the information's meaning and
understanding.

A second day was spent converting information into prose and visual
representations. Once again a small team of Ministry researchers and district
staff took on this responsibility, working directly from the raw data created a
day earlier.

ritigue. Thiz component was clearly the least satisfying step of the
evaluation project for most Stakeholders. Scnja Kocan "thought it was kind of
unwieldy--1 phone people who had already been phoned a couple of times on
other matters”. Bill Blair felt that the data gathering could have been better
directed by an authority from the central office, who could have accessed the
data in a more organized fashion. He even suggested a mini-committee of
different individuals charged with this responsibility, and working
throughout the duration of the project. And Colin Scott questioned the

51In recviewing the potenual data sources it was quickly recognized that a
significant amount of information was required with respect to special
education programs in the district. It was suggested that it might have
been appropriate to have had the Director of Special Services on the
Stakcholder Team.
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accuracy of the data due to the collection procedures: “"When you had
stakeholders like myself who are not in the system collecting information,
there's going to be a lot of inaccuracy." Damon Korchuk suggested that data
collection could have been improved by "making the system more awarc of
what we are doing, so that when we asked them for information they kncw for
what purpose the information is going to be used." Scme of the principals
were reticent to give information, and saw it as a low priority task.

Other comments related to interpretation and significance. Bill Blair once
again suggested that it would have been much better to have had the data in
advance of the interpretation meeting, "to digest the materials and bc able
to...have some time for thought." Colin Scott felt that the quality of the data
was inevitably weak, because it was culled from a disorganized, disjointcd, and
never heretofore developed data system. He also recognized that the

information was less than satisfactory because it was benchmark data only:

...the whole design was to set something up to build upon...now that
we have the categories of information established, we should set our
systems for the accurate retention and retrieval of information.

Jason Stone, the superintendent, agreed, although in a somewhat qualified
sense. He stated that there should be better data collection procedures "if we're

going to use it"; if the evnluation is not a "one-shot" event.

The Evaluation

a. Description. Before the project began it was agreed that the Interior
District evaluation report would take two forms: (1) a video outlining the
current state of =ducaticn, in the form of key indicators--containing footage
that brouvght the district vision and its related statistics alive; and (2) an
evaluation booklet, modeled after the Iniet and South Coast versions, that would
be used to summarise the state of all key indicators chosen to characterize the
district's mission statement.

The Interior District administration team had been motivated to takc part in
the District evaluation because they saw potential for enhancing the
effectiveness of their "video" annual report. The previous year's attempt had
been criticized for being too positive. The superintendent was taken by the

idea that a video reporting both the strengths and weaknesses of the district as
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rcvealed from an evaluation, could be used to engender public support for
improvement cf the system. The rescarcher was intrigued by the concept
because it gave tne opportunity of communicating evaluation results in a
format that would appeal to a second leaming style.

A second virtue of the video was that it allowed a fundamental component
of effective education--the quzlity of human interaction--to be communicated
at the same time one was providing quantitative data attesting to its
accomplishments (or lack of them). In this way the vision of a system
constructed to serve the needs of students could be properly communicated.

Even though thc formation of a video aud the creation of a printed
evaluation bcoklet was decided at the outset, details as to intended audience,
length, format, and purpose had to be worked out through discussion at the
committee level.  Sid Pollack’'s responsibility was to convert the evaluation
information into a video: he was given artistic licence here, receiving very
little guidance from either the Team or the researcher. However, the
committee had much io say about the format of the printed report. There was
significant discussion about whether there should be "two separat:
booklets...one for employees, one for the community"®. The researcher
suggested that the purpose of the evaluation exercise should determine the
nature of the regort; i.e.. if one wishes 10 use the evaluation information for
internal planning, then a report should be written accordingly--in the
language and style that appealed to educators. The same argument applied to a
report for the purpose of engendering public support for education.

The committee finally made the decision to produce a report in the form of
4 public document. It was to complement the video--in other words, the vidzo
would be used to introduce the concept of evaluation and give a sample of its
intended use, and the report was to serve as a vehicle for detailed discussion oi
the state of education in the district. Ministry researchers spent two days in
the district establishing the general formar and content of the report, and
then returned to home base to steer the production of the booklet towards the

intended deadline.

6 Damon Korchuk, Director of Instruction--Communications and
Administration.
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Report production for both tre video and the booklet took five weeks
Commiitee approval was .orthccming on the general readability level of the
document, and each page--prose 2nd graphs--were raxed to district for editing,
com:zients for improvement, and final approval. Professional attention was
given to graphics, layout, and the use of color ic enhance informatior
presentation.  Pictures were included as demonstration indicators. Rescarch
quotations were used to characterize desired goais or ouicomes. Most of the
work was completed by the Ministry team, but the district gave final approval
to each and cvery entry in the booklet (even though ot times this created time
problems for production).

Video production was more problematic than the printed publication. A
first version was produced that was not successful in capturing the message
envisaged by either the superintenccnt or the rcsearcher. At this peint a
professional script writer and producer was hired. The final product
expressed the role evaluation would wnlay in dicirict improvement more
cffectively and was, therefore, commensurate with the intent of the project.
Video cost was approximately $15,000 and printed report production about
$8000. Half the costs of each were assumed by the Ministry of Education, half
by the district.

ritique.  Stakeholdser Team members provided a variety of perspectives
on the success of the procedures and processes used to develop the ecvaluation
report.  Streugths relate to the efficiency of the process, the objectivity of the
report(sd and the ability of the report(s) to represent the uniqueness of the
district. Weaknesses are in the areas of resource utilization, information
presentation, size Ilimitaticns, audience specificity, and expertisc
requirements.

The superintendent spoke highly of the willingness of Ministry personncl
to work in a "partnership effort together" during the production of the report.
The Ministry took omn the role of providing expertise in information
presentation--i.e., graphing, prose and layout--while district personnel proof
read and examined the presentation to ensure the integrity of the information.
This assignmeat of responsibility ensured district contro! of the result, but
provided expertise that would otherwise have been inaccessible to them. The
written report was completed quickly and efficiently on schedule. The result

was a report that Jason Stone called a quality product:
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..I'm proud to have that out there in offices...regardless that its got
some negative siuff in it..its done with class, and it looks like it
represents a $70 million operation.

It also preserved the uniqueness of the school district. All Stakeholder Team
mcmbers agreed, and Bill Biair expressed it vigourously when he stated that
"the process ullowed for the uniqueness of the districi to be posted up front...in
the final report, some sections...really delineated that." Even though video
production was more problematic, the final result expressed the
characteristics unique to the district.

Accuracy of reporting was a second strength of the 1wo reports.
Stakeholder Team members were pleased that the reports contained both
positive aud negative information, and tended to give a "fair" treatment of it:
not only both positive and negative inform on, but also a report that
"evaluates all facets and aspscts of the school system, from the point of view of
the groups that are immediately or indirectly affecied."’ In so doing the
report gave "a clear view oI future directions,” and Bill Blair stated, it "is a
practical tool both at the school iavel, and for school district management." In
spite of these strengths there were s number of areas for potential
improvement. Bill Blair thought a number of "the graphics were far too
complex in design..we need toc be as simplistic as possible.” The pictures were
a positive component of the reports, but "they could be more pointed as they
relate to each of the key indicators." He suggested that more time should have
been provided for their taking.

Some teachers felt t'.at despiic the reports' quality, they "left out a number
of important components relating to the classroom". They also established
"some predetermined ideas." The former was inevitable in a finite document,
and was also alluded to as a problem in forming key indicators in a large
district.  The latter was deliberate, as the point of the exercise was for the
district to create a series of key indicators of performance that are
"predetermined” in that they are agreed upon measures that will be used to

monitor the quality of educational performance in the near future. This

7 James QOord, President of CIDTA.
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comment actually reveals misunderstanding on behalf of some tcachers as to
the purposes of the project.

A third potential weakness was the attempt to appeal to more than onc
audience through the production of reports primarily targeted at the public
audience. As Damon Korchuk stated, "at one time we were looking at doing two
separate booklets...onc for employees, one for the community. The next thing
you knew we tried to do both in one.” Although the decision was bolstered by
the production of a video, there is some doubt as to wheiher the level of
generalizability of information required for public consumption s
meaningful at the professional level. The Stukeholder Team itself had split
opinions on this, characterizing the report actually as more effective for
management purposes than public infermation purposes.

A final criticism of the rec_ort production process relates to resource use
and accessible expertise.  The Interior District had very limited funds to
facilit ‘e the production of the reports. In addition, they could not have donc
it without "some technical expertise” from the Ministry, Jasen Stone
commented, for example, that "we really appreciated having somebody who
could do graphics and that kind of..(work)." The District could not have
accomplished the project on their own; in this sense the process and

procedures are not immediately transfzrable to the District setting.

Application he Interior District Evaiuation

Description

There were a number of different strategies developed within the Interior
School District to use the evaluation's information. These strategies revcaled a
two-prong thrust: one directed at accountability and gain of professional and
public support for education (i.e.. public relations); and the sccond at the usc
of the evaluation information for planning purposes (i.e., policy making).

The Interior District took advantage of the opportunity to examinc
strategies for the use of evaluation information employed in other districts.
They did the following activities in the area of accountability and gain of

public and professional support for education:

1. During education week, the video was run continuously in a
number of shopping malls, and a manned booth was located
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nearby; individuals were encouvraged to take an evaluation report
for personal reading.

2. Evaluation Booklets were placed in the waiting rooms of dentists
and do.tors throughout the school district.

3. Members of the management team took the video and bocklets to
service club meetings, using the video as a lead in io analysis of
the book, fillowed by discussion of the District's cducational
performance;

4. The superintendent presented the video and booklet at a Chamber
2f Commerce meecting in Appleton.

5. Cupies of the booklet were sent to each school in the district and
the superintendent "talked to principals about what they should
be doing with parent groups and the staff...Every school will
be using it".

6. Parents groups in each school used the video and booklet as the
topic of a parent meeting.

7. Media contacts were made, including a television program using
clips from the video and interviews with the Dircctor of
Communications.

8. The video has been placed in the foyer of the District office and is
played for visitors while they are waiting.

9. Evaluation reports have been disseminated to real estate
companies so they can be distributed to individuals moving into
the Interior area.

Use of the evaluation report for these purposes was not restricted to district
office staff. Principals and the parent representative on the Stakeholder Team
were involved in chairing meetings to discuss the prcject.

The evaluation information--both that contained in the formal reports, and
the more dctailed information gathered through the survey--was used to
improve planning in the district. This happened both formally and
informally. Onc formal application was to supply the District planning
committee that had already been cstablished as part of the District’'s goal
setiing process with evaluation reporis. The evaluation was seen as providing
additional informatioa to assist with that goal.

A second forinal application was use of the evaluation information in

budget planning. Colin Scott commented, for example, that:
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...the increases that we approved above the sort of maintenance
areas were really related...to the evaluation...the whole (budget)
section on communications was a result of this evaluation.

Informal evaluation information applications derived from reliance on the
strategy to aliow each individual to determine the significance of the
information, and act accordingly. Louise Loewen, for cxample. commented
that:

...teachers have been reading it....I1 think that what is going 1o
happen with the teachers is that they are going to look at fixing
physics, but at the same time they are going to go and fix things up
that weren't caught this time so the next time they are not around to
get caught.

Although some teachers criticized the report as a bit of a "whitewash", the
very fact that information was collected and reporied and might be again
could well spur improvement.

A second informal application of the evaluation information was with
respect to Stakeholder Team understanding and commitment to district
improvement. Many commented that the process identified “obvious"
improvement steps; as Bill Blair stated, "there are some perceptions from the
student or public view that really indicate that we have some work to do, and
its our responsibility now to take that information and begin work on it." Each
one stated they he was more committed to district improvement after rather
than before the project. The student representative stated how "she learned a
lot", mostly in terms of broadening her understanding both of district
operations and the needs of her fellow students district-wide. Jason Stone
commented on how other members of the stakeholder team werc led to a
clearer picture of the district, and to a greater appreciation of both the

complexity and size of its operation.

riti

Stakeholder Team members provided a great deal of insight into the
efectiveness of the evaluation follow-up procedures in the Interior School
district. To a great extent they considered the evaluation to have had a
significant effect on district direction. There was enough ecvidence to show,

for example, that its formal use enhanced the planning process in the district.
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Evidence also exists to demonstrate that its informal use by Staksholder Team
members, teachers, and parent groups (1) improved their sense of district
direction; (2) identified areas of improvement they themselves could affect;
and (3) motivated them to commit themselves to district improvement.
However, a number of suggestions as to how to improve follow-up procedures
were also suggested.

A strength of the evaluation application process was its affect on the
budget and planning processes. The trustee stated that it "was very useful in
our budget process." He also stated that "it affects decisions that I'm making...in
terms of trying to keep the issues in front of the board...": "the whole
cvaluation has provided a frame of reference for me." The evaluation
provided a means to enable trustees to identify important issues of policy-
making8; prior to its use "they...(the trustees)..were quite detached from that,
not by design but by defaunlt."

A second strength of the application procedures--probably due as much to
the structure of the whole evaluation process as much as follow-up itself--was
its ability to enhance understanding and acceptance of the District's mission.
This was seen by many Stzksholder Team members as fundamental to effective
planning.  Bill Blair, for example, was of the opinion that the evaluation
process "gives us some baseline information from which to develop and plan
for the long term."  Arguing that knowledge of the districi's strengths and
weaknesses will be the goad to improvement, he stated that the report
"definitely” gave a "clear view as to what they are” in terms of "a total district
picture.” He was of the opinion that the evaluation gave substance to the
efforts the district had made to develop a vision, or mission, by providing "data
that will allow you to grow and develop an appreciation of the professional
statements that have been made about the educational system." Damon
Korchuk agreed, stating that:

..whkat this will do is give us some data as to how well we are
achieving the mission statement, and n:aybe what it will do is
rekindle and bring forward the whole concept of having a mission...
its been excellent for us that way.

8 Colin Scott, the trustee, commented for example how the evaluation
project had "made him aware" of the district's drop-out rates. This
became an important issue to be dealt with in planning.
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A third strength also relates to the effect the follow-up strategy had on the
planning process. It was alluded to in the discussion of budgei. The cvaluation
was helpful in establishing what the superintendent would call "growth
goals". A potential role in helping express "maintenance goals"--i.c., goals
that reflect the base-line expenditures of the district--in terms of measurable
outcomes, was seen as a desirable, but as yet unable to be rcalized. This
limitation will be overcome if the process becomes systematic, and is built into
the administrative fabric of the district. This points out that the IPS is a
very fledgling process, and its true promise--in the eyes of the Stakcholder
Team at least--can only be realized through ongoing, systematic use.

James Oord suggested that the planning process could be enhanced by
building a cooperative responsc strategy to the evaluation reports. The
current strategy involved issuing each teacher in the district with a copy of
the report. Therefore, "each person look(ed) at the report from his or her own
perspective and look{(ed) for certain things; they want(ed) to see work that
they have been involved in reflected in the report." The teacher is, in other
words, looking for ownership. Without it, personal interest wanes. A
cooperative response strategy is a mechanism to create ownership, at the
"staff level, teaching level,...(and in)...local specialist associations groups,...and
parent groups.”

Finally, one particularly insightful comment about the evaluation's
application--as a process ratier than just as a source of information--camc
from Colin Scott, the trustee. He described, in a sense, a control versus a
treatment experimental situation. He compared this evaluation with the
previous one conducted in 1986, after which time the management of the

district went through turmoil:

Our district had gone through, with the other superintendent, a very
stressful time...we ended up doing an internal evaluation, and I had
extreme difficulty with that because it became very personality
oriented.

Big systems like this, no matter who is in the key position, will
always have stresses and strains. This process allows ventilation and
expression of meaningful information. If peoplec had wanted to they
could have expressed any concern, but they would have been forced to
express it in a constructive way, in terms of results...For cxample, if
caring staff is being impeded because of policies, or structures, it
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would have been possible to have aired that, in a way that would have
brought informal pressure...so the reason I think it should be used
systematically is that it supports the informal communications system--
gives it legitimacy--by focusing it on constructive results.

This comment implies that informal applications of evaluation information
arc possibly as important as the formal. In some ways Colin Scott suggests they
may redress potential ethical problems that cannot be sorted out through a
formal process, or that might requirec the construction of a very cumbersome
formal process. This insight will be considered further in the final chapter of
the dissertation.

In conclusion it must be noted that efforts to apply evaluation information
in the Interior School District were quite iniensive. It should also be noted
that the process allowed for the disseminaiion of boith formal and informal
information, and that both forms seemed to have a role to play in reaching the
evaluation's objectives.  Finally, it should be com:nented ihat the evaluation
process seemed to create ownership of the results, and this appeared to be a

factor enhancing its use.

mmar

The Interior School District Evaluation can, in light of the evidence, be
cautiously termed a success. There is ample evidence to show that it did uuve
some success with respect to its anticipated goals of improved accountability,
gain of public support for education, and enhancing long range planning.
Yet most of its potential seems to be still in the future.  Without ongoing
processes--including a better groundwork process, improved school based data
systems, more effective follow-up procedures (particularly wiih regards to
receiving reactions to the evaluation), and solutions to the resource problem
and expertise problems--its future potential is almost nil. The true test of its
valus--whether or not it is actually built into the administrative structures of

the district as a systematic process remains to be seen.
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CHAPTER VII
Meta-Evaiuation of the Information Profile System

In keeping with the design presented in Chapter III, the IPS will bec mecta-
evaluated (i.e., across case studies) in two main areas: mecthodology; and
effectiveness. The design outlined in Chapter III determined the data and

analytical processes employed to conduct the meta-evaluation.

Meta-Evaluation of the IPS Methodology
Four questions, derived from the IPS's initial pilot study, were created to

guide this stage of the meta-evaluation. They are:

1. How acceptable is the Four-goal Six-attribute framework in
representing the overall purposes and methods of the cducation
system?

2. What indicators, other than those currently in use, are
appropriate measures for each goal and attribute?

3. What changes should be made to the questionnaires and
reporting-out formats to makc the IPS more effective? and

4. What processes and procedures were valuable in focussing
evaluation team members on the task of evaluation?

1. _The Four-Goal, Six-Attri Framework

In each district evaluation stakeholders were encouraged to usc the
Ministry values framework. During the first pilot the four goals and six
attributes were used as descriptors of the qualities of an ideal education systcm.
Reaciions were almost blase.  Educators seemed to take the framcwork for
granted; few suggestions were forthcoming for improvement. Yrt somc
dissatisfaction was expressed, particularly with regard to the atributes. A
purpose of this study was to critically examine its acceptance and applicability
from two viewpoints: (1) What role did a values structurc play in the
evaluation; and (2) Were the values embedded in this particular framcwork

representative of the three districts participating in the pilot?
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Patterns revealed in the analysis of the three case studies show that the 4-
Goal 6-Attribute framework appeared to play two practical roles during the
cvaluation process. First, it was accepted by all three districts as a statcment of
“ideal" values deemed fundamental to a public education system. Therefore, it
provided a frame of reference, or set of philosophical criteria against which
cach district could determine its performance level. Two of the three districts
(Inlet and South Coast) used the 4-Goal and 6-Attribute framework with
minimal modification, and the third (Interior) was quite content to defer to it
as a "statement of provincial intent" to which the district was obligated. In the
last case the Stakeholder Team utilized their own mission statement in
conducting the evaluation, but not because of disagreement with the content
of the Ministry framework: they felt that the district's own mission statement
expressed the same values. But, because it had been developed locally, its use
ensured district autonomy and ownership of the evaluation process.

A second role the framework played in the evaluation process was to focus
cvaluators on student outcomes. Cooley and Lohnes (1976) emphasized the
imporiance of this quality in formative evaluations employed by educational
administrators. The four goals encouraged the development of key indicators
that measured system effectiveness in terms of student performance. The

student representative on the Interior Stakeholder Team expressed it this way:

The most important thing in this whole process was to find out how
our students were doing. Not how schools are doing compared to one
another, but how students are doing, and learning, and
functioning...that I definitely felt was the whole overall goal and 1 felt
we were successful in that.

Stakeholders in the Inlet evaluation agreed, commenting how the framework
had dignified the efforts teachers were making to assist student social and
personal development, and how it personally focused them on meeting these
needs. In the case of the Interior district, the role was complicated a little
when the District chose to use its own mission statement. However, a focus on
student outcomes was achieved by extracting statements from the mission that
were similar in intent to ihe Ministry's four goals (see Appendix FI11 for
stakeholder opinions with regard to the focus on student outcomes). There is

also evidence to show that the information on student performance so
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gathered also became the focus of planning in at least two of the threce
districts!,

But how about the wording and substance of the 4-Goal 6-Attribute
Framework?  Analysis of District reactions indicate that stakeholders found it
reasonably accurate (See Appendix F1). Almost all the concepts inhcrent in
framewocrk definitions were acceptable in each district. What did become a
source of debate were whether titles were appropriatc, and whether
separation of some of these intents into discreet packages was appropriatcly
done, or even academically defensible. People in both the Inlet and South
Coast Districts found the distinction between social and human development
somewhat artificial. Stakeholders in the Interior district found the attempt 10
compartmentalizec these goals a little restricting--and contrary to the holistic
nature of student development.

Stakeholders in the Interior District were the only individuals to truly
debate both the wording and substance of the values framework. ‘Wording
only became an issue because ownership of the District's mission statement
was important to Stakeholder Team members. When discrepancies were noted
in substance, i.e., when analysis of the District mission statement revealed that
it had no overt statement relating to a goal or attribute, Stakechoider Tecam
members compensated by developing indicators of student performance that
measured this value, and placed them under a related mission statcment
phrase. This was the case with regard to the issue of vocational development:
Stakeholder Team members developed indicators of student performance and
placed them under the rubric of "developing students to meet the challenge of
change." Similar measures were taken to ensure aspects of cost-effectiveness
and management and accountability.

The three case studies suggest a number of possible changes to improve the
wording and substance of the 4-goz: and 6-attribute framework. A first is 10
reexamine the validity of the human and social developmert distinction.

Confusion arises over the categorics (i.e., whether it should be human

1 In the Inlet District, efforts were made to address English as a Sccond
Language (ESL) needs, and to find out why students did not perceive the
schools to be as caring as District c¢f cials hoped; in the Interior District,
drop-out rates became an issue for the trustee representative on the
Stakeholder Team. The level of teacher caring revealed by the student
survey was also identified as an area of improvement in the district vidco.
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development, or individual development) and difficulty in distinguishing
between measures of each needs to be resolved?. Secondly, the
appropriateness of the term "cost-effectiveness” and its definition needs to be
reconsidered. Two of the three districts agreed that the value of "fiscal
responsibility” is a more realistic expectation for the education system; the
other adopted key indicators reflecting fiscal responsibility rather than cost-
cffectiveness.  Third, if the framework is intended to be a vaiues statement
expressing ideal "product” and "process” values for the education system, then
the terms "management and accountability” and "public satisfaction” need to
be renamed and redefined consistent with this intent. The terms "rationality"-
-to indicate a quality desired in all organizational decision making, aad
certainly a meta-value in education--"quality management”, and
accountability are suggested.

In conclusion it is recommended that the 4-goal and 6-attribute framework
(in a revised format) remain as the recommended values statement for the IPS.
It focuses on student performance, it represents ideal values against which
key indicatcrs can be measured, and it expresses these values in a language
that will encourage 1ruitful educational discussion. In terms of wording and
substance the 4-Goal and 6-Attribute Framework is general enough to adapt to
individual situations (e.g. by allowing for each district to choose its own key
indicators to express the goal or attribute). In cases where the district has
developed its own mission statement, it provides a framework against which it
can be critically examined and compared. Within the loosely-coupled nature
of the B.C. education system the values framework can act as a unifying force

between school districts without confining creativity or local expression.

2. _Key Indicator Measurements of the Goals and Attributes

Experience with the first Ministry pilot indicated that districts used
information from the Ministry's central data file and from the surveys as key
indicators of perforinance. The Ministry's data files contained no quantitative

data on a number of the goals and attributes, and survey questions were nol

2 The Government of British Columbia, in responding to the Royal Commission
on Education, resolved these issues through the creation of a new Mandate
Statement for Education in February, 1989. In this statement the goals of
social and human development are combined (see Appendix F14).
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constructed so as to be neccssarily consistent with the goal and attribute

framework. Two purposes of each case study were, therefore, to see if: (1)
quantitative measures of each goal or attribute could be developed: and (2)
there were qualitative measures that could be expressed as specific survey
questions for each goal or attribuie.

To answer these questions the IP5 was redesigned so as to give stakeholders
within districts the opportunity to design such measures. The intent was
twofold: first, to see if efforts to develop measures of educational performance
in the area of social and human development of students would, in fact, be
acceptable to stakeholders; and second, to see if the measures so choscn--in
these goal areas and others--would possibly be amenable to standardization.

Somewhat surprisingly there was little reluctance on bchall of
stakeholders in any of the three districts to develop measures of cducational
performance. Indeed, stakeholders responded in a manner that could be
termed "moderately entnusiastic.”  Patterns of response in the three districts
showed that in the Inlet and Interior districts Stakeholder Team members were
more positive about key indicator use than stakeholders in the South Coasl
district; and whereas the concept of key indicator use reccived a rcasonable
endorsement, the consensual perception of the accuracy of the resulting key
indicators was supported to a lesser degree (see Appendix F2). This is likely
due to the fact that the quality of data, the process of data interpretation, and
compromises made to report it made it difficult to realize the potential of a
number of the indicators.

It is also interesting to note that this same pattern was repcated with regard
to examination data and other indicator information provided by thc Ministry.
The district that was least supportive of this information was the Inlet aistrict;
both South Coast and Interior districts reacted in a very positive way (sce
Appendix F2). Possible reasons for this state of affairs are threcfold. First, the
Stakeholder Team in the Inlet district had three ieachers on it; in thc other two
districts only one teacher representative was present. Second, thc data for
these key indicators were credible, whereas the data for thc district-developed
indicators were somewhat suspect. Third, districts were allowed to interpret
and represent this information as they saw fit, and thereforc ownership of the
results was created. This was the case in all districts.
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A third pattern noted was that teachers, as a group, tended .0 be less
enthusiastic about key indicator measures than did other stakeholders.
Surprisingly enough the district indicators were no more popular with
educators than were the Ministry indicators. This condition seems to belic the
enthusiasm teachers evinced at the beginning of each of the projects with
respect to expanding measures of performance into the social and personal
development areas. However, this is possibly due tc the quality of the data
available for these indicators rather than the concept itself; district indicators
were not anywhere near as statistically sound as were the Ministry ones.
Another possible explanation is that it may reflect discomfort with the whole
exercise, as a reaction to BCTF rumblings re accountability efforts.

Another pattern relates to the effect of the processes used to develop key
indicators.  Brainstorming, reliance on intuitive judgement, the use of the Q-
sort for priority setting, etc.--helped create a sense of ownership and
originality for each district's set of indicators. The result is a list of indicators
that is important to each individual district. And although a number of thesc
indicators--eg. suspension rates--were used by all three districts, the piocess
that resulted in ownership also resulted in each being characterized in a
manner unique (o that district.

Experience with brainstorming, the associated debate, and then the
processes of data collection, analysis and interpretation, demonstrates that
standardization may not in fact be either desirable or possible. Each district
emphasized the necessity for its key indicators to express its unique context.
Each district wished to surround the statistical cdata with pictures and
information that expressed thai context. Each district gathered the statistical
information then expressed it i prose and visual ways that gave it different
meaning3. Each district tended t. react to the othei districts' evaluation
reports and key indicator representations as “incorrect”, or "not how we would
do it"; each district strove to improve the quality of information so to make its
meaning clearer, fairer, and self-evident. And finally, each district wa.ie

control of the questions in the questionn-.ire, wanted to choose ¢he sub-

3 Even “given" indicators, such as provincial examination scores and reading
asscssment tests (as measures of intellectual development) were expressed
differenily from district to district. Efforts to improve the quality of
cxpression demonstrated dissatisfaction with the "fairness” of the message
contained within the evaluation booklet.
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samples that were important to them, and wanted to analyse the data according
to their own needs. All of these wishes suggest standardization is not desirable;
the proviems of information management suggest that it may not be possible.

However, at times a countervailing wish was also present. Stakeholder
Team members used comparison to create perspective. The Interior
superintendent, for example, wanted to compare his district's survey rasults to
a provincial sample; and South Coast stakeholders were extremely frustrated at
the inability to compare resulis on the questionnaire from one constituent
group to another. These observations suggest that if the goal of
standardi.ation and the goal of ownership are both to be =zchicved, a
provincial process of indicator development should be attempted. If a
provincial stakehoider group, representing all major education interests was
formed, their a set of standardized indi~ators, "owned" by all constituents,
might be acceptable to districts. Each district could then be free to augment
this standard set of indicators with those of their own choosing.

Patterns revealed through analysis of the key indicator development
process in each disurict suggest the following criteria to describe effective key
indicators:

Key indicators should:

1. be representations of education performance, either q antitative
(i.e., hard data, such as test scores, student participation rates);
qualitative (perception data through surveys); or through
demonstration (pictures, s.mple work, sample expectations).

2. be significant, meaningful outcome representations of a goal or
atiribute to the respective stakeholders.

3. focus on student performance wherever possible.
4. reflect changes in educational action through fluctuation in
score; or by demonstrating agreed upon standards of quality

represented by a score, or accepted practice.

5. represent, either singly or in concert, the performance of the
whole range of students.

6. be such that changes in score can be clearly attributed to
changes in educational action.

The experiences of this research suggest also that key indicator sclections

for each goal and attribute are wost powerful when a quantitative, a
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qualitative, and a demonstration indicator are used to express them. Examples
cen be found in the evaluation reports of all the districts studied. Key
indicators are relatively meaningless as single year statistics; they are much
more meaningful expressed as trends over time.

Two other factors rclated to key indicators should be mentioned. Districts
siruggled with interpretation of key indicator definition and information.
However, the opportunity does exist to define a meaningful data basc upon
which measurements of educational performance can be made. It is also
suggested that a further stage of development would be to determine
expectations of performance for each indicator® so that performance
judgments could be based on clearly defined criteria.

Finally, it should be noted that the same situational difference that gives
rise to "unique" indicators for eack district could be as much a function of time
as context. The goal of the IPS model is to evaluate the district's effectiveness
in terms o. realizing its ideal values, not the specific indicators themselves,
Therefore the inevitable trend to institutionalization of indicators must be
resisted. Indicators are time and situation specific. Their lifespan as
meaningful extrapolations of the framework values is limited accordingly.
Intellectual development measures that are appropriate today may not bte
tomorrow; at the very least the expectations of performance may alter. It is
vital, therefore, that the key indicator development process be made
systematic, and that the jrocess remuin inductive and goal-free (Scriven,
1974). In this way the indicator pool can grow and fluctuate. Indicators that
are consistently chosen through such a process can become--as long as they
are durable--measures of system performance. In this instance the measure
will not drive action; rather, educators will be motivated to improve the
origiral educational value, as no one will be able to predict, except for the
very short term, what inaicators will be chosen to measure the value's

presence.

4 Note the term “expectations” is used here, and not "standards". Conley (1988)
points out that standards create practical difficulties because they require--
demand--consequential action if they are not met. In a "public" education
system, these consequences may not be politically possible or desir ble;
therefore the word expectations is both safer and more appropriate to the
rcaiities of education politics.
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Survey procedures and the methods used to report evaluation information

varied significantly district to district. Patterns reveal potential arcas for
improvemen?.

a.__Questionnajres. The biggest variation in stakeholder reaction to the IPS's
procedures and processes occurred with regard to surveys of constituents. In

the Inlet and South Coast evaluations, the survey procedures and processes
occasioned the greatest criticism and the lowest ratings in terms of accuracy;
in the Interior evaluation, the trend was reversed (see Appendix F3). Why
such a difference?

The developers of the Interior cvaluation had the opporturity of learning

from the other two projects. Those experiences suggested two arecas for
consiceration.  First, surveys of public opinion of education were complex,
timc-consuming, and demanding of specific knowledge and skills. Sccond,

survey questions that do not reflect the needs, aspirations, or interests of
district stakeholders are mnot treated with the same interest or «cr usncss as
those that do. "Imposed” questionnaires from the Ministry are suspect as to
intent and meaning, Thus managers of the Interior evaluation had (wo
choices: they could (1) manage the survey process themselves, which would
requ.re significant amounts of time both for training and administration; or,
(2) hire a contractor to manage this component of the evaluation.

In choosing the latter option, Interior District evaluators were able 1o
correct many of the weaknesses pointed out by the s.akeholders in the Inlet
and South Coast evaluations. Analysis of the three experiences leads to the

following suggestions:

1. Survey questions should be developed as part of the overall
indicator development process.

2. Sampling of the overall population should be done, rather than
surveying indiscriminately.

3. Cluster, or stratified sampling should be a function of the
dynamics within the district--i.e.,dependent on which sub-
group's opinions are vital to understanding.

4. Survey questions should reflect, as much as possible, the critcria
of a good indicator.
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5. Efforts should be taken to ensure that each sub-sample is asked a
parallel version of a  question that is best understood through
comparison of response patterns.

6. The method of administration (i.e., telephone survey, self-
administered, etc.; sample size) should be determined by
predictions of success and desired accuracy of results.

The scope of the survey will of course be determined by the resources
available to the district. Issues such as survey length, wording, etc. are best
worked out in partnership between the contractor and the district stakeholder
group. If the link between the survey questions and the values framework is
dciermined in advance, analysis and interpretation activities are facilitated.
In terms of timing, it is clear that administering surveys at year-end or year-
beginning is not a good idea; neither is administering the survey during
negotiation time. The survey is probably best administered during the months
of April and May. A final suggestion is that the survey ask respondents to rate
the imporiance of a question and its inherent value, as well as rating the
district's performance on that value. This allows the district to do a cross-
break analysis whick quickly distinguishes between high and low priority
issues (Alberty & Mihalik, 1989).

b. Reports. Analysis of the patterns revealed with respect to report writing
and information use suggests a number of strengths and weaknesses with this
component of the IPS. Experiences suggest that one report aimed at all
audiences may be efficient but its impact is limited. In the Inlet and the
Interior evaluation the decision was made to pitch a single report at the level
of both the public and the teaching audiences. The result was that the
teaching audience perceived the document to contain elements of a
"whitewash" (i.e., a public relations exercise); and the public found it too
detailed and lengthy to read without some guidance or structure to encourage
understanding and response. The South Coast newspaper insert received much
wider circulation and was easier to digest. In the Interior case study the
combination of video and booklet enhanced the qualiiy of communication to
teachers, businessmen, and parent groups. Further investigation about the
utility of video as a meaningful evaluation reporting mechanism should take

place.
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Suggested technical changes in the reporting of evaluation results should
continue with respect to graphics, layout, and prose variations (i.c.,
readability level and comprehensiveness).  Stakeholder reaction to the reports
indicated that progress was made as each report was developed, but that many
visuals still ended up being difficult to understand or interpret. Clearer, more
insightful visual representations of data (including the use of color) arc to be
desired. The impact these technical changes have on the integrity and
meaning of data must also be investigated further. The strong possibility
exists that in the process of generalizing information, it becomes impossible to
convey the integrity of the specific meaning of the data. It is also possible, as
pointed out in the South Coast case study, that there is no inherent truth, or
intrinsic integrity to data--it may simply be a reflection of perspective,
individual or shared. This assertion is particularly important in light of the
comment made earlier about how important the management of meaning is to
the administrator. There is evidence in this study that shows that
administrative expertise in these areas is lacking, both in a technical as wecll
as an ethical sense. Indeed, part of the problem may be in that administraiors
see information management as a technical matter, and not an ecthical one.
Finally, evidence in the three case studies indicates that when the purposc
of the report is predetermined and specified, there is a clearer likelihood of
that use being realized. In each district the project's prime goal (cither
explicitly stated or implicit in action) was to assist the district with the
maintenance and gain of public support for education. A planning rolec was
also acknowledged, but it was not understood or articulated strongly cnough 1o
be distinguished from the other. As a result the reports reflected the first
purpose more than the second. And, without a strategy developed in advance
for the planning use, the public relations role for the report took precedence.
Further studies should examine the impact of evaluation reports
specifically aimed at the planning purpose. In none of the three districts was
an attempt made to produce an evaluation report that was more than an a
"balance sheet" report--i.e., a "picture" of the system in a point of timec. An
alternative reporting process, of a profit and loss nature, whercby monthly
updates of certain indicators are disseminated and collected in a "master
planning booklet" might allow for more immediate and mcaningful

application in the planning process.
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4 in keh n the T f Evaluation

Evaluation is a process whereby individuals or groups make judgments as to
the value of an object--or opinion--as measured against an ideal {the three
stages of holistic evaluation are described on page 8%). Evaluation can either
be internal (i.e., intuitive, according to one's own idea!s and perspectives) or
external (i.e., consensual or arbitrated, comparing agreed upon ideals with
cooperatively or combatively resolved multiperspectives}. The purpose of the
IPS evaluation model was to develop an explicit, consensual evaluation model
for schooi districts that would be based on the intuitive evaluation skills of
stakeholders. In so doing it was hoped that the use of evaluation information
would be enhanced, and administrative goals achieved. -

As such, it can be argued that all the processes and procedures employed in
the model focused stakeholders on the task of evaluation. All major tasks were
constructed so as to employ the comparison of evidence against some ideal
criteria, and then to use individual intuitive judgments (multiperspectives) to
cieate negotiated group judgments. In key indicator development, for
example, personal evidence was the source of the initial measures of
performance. Evaluation skills were again employed in measuring each
suggested indicator against the criteria for an effective indicator; and again in
resolution of differences of opinion through the use of the Q-sort. In
interpreting data, intuitive judgments were used further in conjunction with
color-coding criteria (see Appendix C4 for an example). Even report
production was nothing more than a series of orchestrated steps in judgment;
stakeholder members chose appropriate visual and prose representations of
information, and relied on either consensual or intuitive judgement ai the
various stage: of editing and proofing.

Devices such as brainstorming rules, key indicator criteria, the Q-sort, data
analysis criteria--used in concert with the Stakeholder Collaborative concept--
were deliberate attempts to foster team evaluation skills. The public surveys
required that resvondents used evaluation expertise, and interpretation of the
results required that stakeholders used the same skills.

Interpretation of the written reports relied on the reader's evaluation
skills. They were designed to provide people with: (1) a definition of the

values framework; (2) information re key indicator perfcrmance, including
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pictures and examples; and (3) quotations from rescarch to link the idcals with
key indicator choice. In so doing thev encouraged the reader to make his own
judgments as to how well a particular value is characterized in the school
district (this was noted in the comments of Dan Roebottom in South Coast, and
James QOord in the Interior district).

Stakeholder members in all three districts generally found the procedures
and processes in the evaluaticn functional and efficient (see Appendix F4),
They also felt the process was not overly rule-bound (less so in the South Coast
and Inlet Districts, likely because of the imposition of Ministry questionnaircs
on the process). However, the one component of the evaluation project that all
districts found cumbersome and inefficient was the data gathering process.
This was duve to the paucity of data available at either the school or district
level, and the fact that no system was in place in any of the districts to collect
important information.  This was exacerbated in the Inlet and South Coast
districts because of the project's timing.

Further activities that would enhance the use of evaluation skills would be
to develop follow-up strategies that encourage individuals to develop and sharc
their suggestions for district improvement with onc¢ another. If the whole
process was then employed systematically, i.e., every two or threc yecars in a
cyclical fashion, the District administration could be constanily informed
through a structured, consensual evaluation process. Determinations as to the
effectiveness of such a process are beyond the scope of this study and arc

subject to further investigation.

Th keholder llaborati Approach

A major change to the IPS methodology was not properly decalt with in
answering the four questions posed on p. 200. It has to do with the use of the
stakeholder collaborative team to conduct the evaluations. This change should
be maintained. The case studies have suggested a number of guidclines to
follow when building such a team.

First there should be clear identification of the main interest groups that
will facilitate overall achievement of the evaluation's goals, or that will be
affected by its outcomes. Each group could then be given the opportunity to
determine their own representation. In future evaluations it is suggested that

the superintendent, an administrator, a student, geographical representatives
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from major centrss, teachers from both elementary and high school,
parent(s), and representatives from the support union be placed on the
stakeholder committee. In addition, age and gender should be a factor in
selection, and consideration should be given to adding a non-parent and/or
employer to the committee. However, the question must be asked, "How does
one decide which groups to include, how muny, and who chooses"? There is, of
course, no external reference point for answering these questions. The
research indicates that a committee of eight to 15 people is a manageable
group to work with, and composition of that committee ultimately shouid
reflect the major political interest groups that the administrator must deal
with. The creation of a stakeholder group provides input from various inierest
groups, but also demands that administrators possess very high levels of group
management skills.

Prior 1o selection each group should insist that proper groundwork be done
so the purposes of the evaluation are clearly defined. Individuals chosen
should be knowledgeable, have good interpersonal skills, be creative and
flexible, and be possessed of a positive nature. They should come as a
representative, not as a delegate; in other words, they must be free to make
decisions in a group sctting without being hLamstrung by i1he need to report
back on all contentiou- issues before being allowed to make decisions.
Mechanisms should be constructed to allow stakeholders to report back to their
parent grovps while the evaluation is in progress. In addition, a role
explaining the ev. ation results and gathering reactions to the evaluation
report might also fe considered.

Finally, it is suggested that the group's activities be facilitated by an outside
evaluator. Credivility is provided for the evaluation, and role-equality is
maintained within the stakeholder group.

In conclusion, these concepts and ideas have led to the model and timeline

for the cvaluation process ouilined in Appendix F13.
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-Evaluati PS's E iven
The project's effectiveness will be meta-evaluated according to its
anticipated purposes. These are: (1) improved accountability; (2) incrcased
sense of teamwork and commitment amongst professional staff; (3) improved

decision-making; and (4) gain of public support for education.

1, A ntabili

Three indicators of improved accountability are (1) the success of the
evaluation model in information sharing and productive discussion of
educational issues amongst those participating in the evaluation; (2) the
efforts made by districts to distribute evaluation results to thosc not
participating in the evaluation; and (3) the degree to which parents, teachers,
administrators and/or trustees not involved in the evaluation subscquently
engage in meaningful discussion.

Significant efforts were made by the districts t5 collect and discuss
evaluation information. Public surveys, Stakeholder Team analysis, the
production of detailed evaluation reports, and a number of follow-up activitics
demonstrate this quality. Stakeholder members described the process as
"open”, "educative”, "rational” ‘“interesting" and "meaningful” in terms of
information sharing within the Team itself (see Appendix F5). With regard to
this measure the IPS succeeded in its intent.

A second measure of the evaluation's success in accountability arc the
efforts made by the district to distribute the evaluation information. These
efforts were moderately successful. The greatest effort was made in the
Interior district; more individuals shared in the responsibility of promoting
more events. In the Inlet district almost the whole burden for this task fell on
the shoulders of the superintendent. He also developed the most creative
accountability exercises; these were created almost out of desperation--
because no one else stepped forward to assist, and because he himself was so
committed to the concept. In the South Coast District thc fewest accountability
efforts were made. Yet the decision to produce a public newspaper inscrt
ensured that the evaluation information was more widely distributed there

than in either of the other two districts.
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Factors that seemed to influence the information dissemination effect were:
(1) the form of report decided upon; (2) the number of Ieaders who
participated in  accountability measures; (3) the initial efforts made to raise
the profile of the project; and (4) the follow-up strategies devised by the
district leadership. Efforts can be described as moderately effective.
Subsequent attempts might be much more productive in impact because of the
lessons learned in the first such venture.

The project was less successful in the third measure of accountability:
engendering discussion of educational issues amongst those not involved in
the evaluation. There is little evidence to show, for example, that the public in
the South Coast District entered into any substantive discussion of educational
issues as a result of the newspaper insert. No letters to the editor resulted.
Stakeholder Team members indicated the level of use of the evaluation reports
by both teachers and the public as "little". Some discussion of the issues took
place informally, both at the district office and in schools, but the lack of a
structured response mechanism meant that informal discussion was the only
vehicle for debate. Little spontaneous reaction was forthcoming.

In the Inlet and Interior districts public and professional debate happened
when it was structured to happen. The evaluation reports have the potential
for creating meaningful debate on education, but processes and procedures
must be employed to facilitate discussion. Efforts by the administrative team in
the Interior district and by the superintendent in the Inlet district to
accomplish this objective were termed "extensive” by most stakeholder
members.

In summary, then, use of the evaluation model in the three districts has
resulted in partial success with respect to the goal of improved accountability.
Within the stakeholder group and those taking part in the evaluation,
improved accountability did result. The effect in terms of spreading
information and creating discussion amongst non-evaluators was minimal.
This is so even with respect to the professional staff in the district . There is
potential for improved accountability. But success is a function of the

administrative commitment and skill of the district leaders, a commitment that

5 Witness the fact that in two districts (Inlet and Interior) discussions took
place at the staff level when encouraged by the central district staff, and did
not, in the South Coast district, without such encouragement.
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must extend beyond a single event. Systematic use of the IPS over at least

three years could provide a more reliable determination as to whether its

accountability goal has been achieved.

T rk

A pattern of results similar to that in the accountability scction was
discovered when gauging whether the IPS created an increased scnsc of
teamwork and commitment amongst professional staff in the districts. Much
evidence exists to support an affirmative answer for Stakecholder Team
members, but not so for the remainder of the district's employecs, particularly
teachers.

Two methods were employed to measure the System's success with regard to
stakeholder teamwork and commitment. The first was through scmantic
differential analysis of words chosen to describe their role in the cvaluation
process. Each interviewee was first asked to place 36 word cards into onc of
three categories: describes role well, describes role somewhat, and decscribes
role not at all. Then they were asked to choose three words that best described
their role (the list of words chosen to describe stakeholder roles as individuals
and as Teams is in Appendix F7). Secondly, interview responses were content
analysed for evidence of teamwork and commitment.

Analysis of the word selections reveals the following trends. With regard
to the three most popular words to describe the Team's role, Inlet stakcholders
chose the terms cooperating, positive, involved, and partnership most often.
South Coast representatives chose the same four words; and Intcrior
stakeholders described their efforts as a positive, active, partnership. For the
group of 21 stakeholders the words most often selected as the thrce most
desirable descriptors of individual roles were cooperating, involved, and
partnership; and cooperating, positive, and partnership were selected for the
Team roles. A major difference between the three districts was the choice of
the term "compliant” on two occasions in the South Coast district. This term
reflected the belief of two team members who felt the process and the
facilitator was too directive at times.

The words most frequently chosen to describe individual perceptions of
roles are shown in Table 7.1: (see Appendix F7 for the complete list and

frequency of choice). These same descriptors were identical for cach district
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and the districts combined, save one: In the South Coast district, the word
managing was chosen rather than strong. Other comments such as: "no one
did it all," it was "a shared responsibility,” "there was no one who didn't take
part" and they "really participated--every one of them," give credence to the
assertion that the process developed teamwork and commitment.

The role descriptors contained within Table 7.1 bespeak of roles invested
with a sense of productive, positive accomplishment--or for want of a better

term, "empowerment.” Jean Holmes commented, for example that:

...people listened to each other...I was really impressed with how
people spoke up, even the parent representative...in a group of
professionals a person like that could be intimidated.

Table 7.1; The 12 words most frequently chosen as describing individual
stakeholder roles in the three district evaluations: by district and overall
(words are arranged in descending order of importance; words with
similar ratings are grouped together).

Inlet South Coast Interior Overall
District District District
cooperating cooperating cooperating cooperating
positive involved involved
partnership participant involved
involved participant participant
participant trusted collaborator
collaborator partnership positive
active positive collaborator
active active partnership
partnership collaborator positive
trusted active
managing trusted
knowledgeable important tiusted
decisionmaker
important knowledgeable important
strong knowledgeable strong
important decisionmaker knowledgeable
decisionmaker
strong
decisionmaker

This same parent Jdescribed her own role as "cooperating, trusted, and

powerful," and stated that there was "an underlying feeling that this was
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important stuff, that it was empowering to be part of it." All but four relcgated

the term "powerless” and all but one the term "weak" to the catcgory "does not
describe role well." One Stakeholder Team member stated that "we werc all
made to feel we were important, and...(that we)...had a stake in it (the
evaluation)."6 A\ second commented that the process "actually incrcascd my
level of expertise in terms of dealing with other peopie, as a result of that
involvement,"7 and a third that he felt "powerful, opinionated...when 1 usc
words...(like that)...I'm trying to emphasize that I was not minimized, or my
role as a trustee minimized."$ The groups were task-oriented and complcted
all responsibilities within given timelines; they "made deccisions."

Contributing to the sense of "empowerment” was a feeling that the
evaluation was done in an ethical manner. In two of the three districts there
was strong stakeholder endorsement of the terms "honest”, "just”, "has
integrity”, and "open" as descriptors of the process; in the third district (South
Coast) stakeholder reaction was less supportive but still significanuly skewed to
the positive side (see Appendix F8). Stakeholders in the Inlet and Interior
evaluations felt that the project's processes and procedures dignificd
constituent opinions, that politics were conducted responsibly, and there was
ample freedom within guidelines (see Appendix F9). Howecver, South Coaslt
stakeholders did not share the same views: three of the five felt the process
was too rule-bound. This is likely due to the frustration they feclt towards the
Ministry questionnaire, and the timeline, which they also felt was "imposed”
upon them.

A second ethical aspect relates to the issues of trust and control. No-one felt
threatened; on the other hand, not all agreed that therc was minimal usc of

executive authority (see Appendizx F9). In the Inlet evaluation, for example:

..there was a lot more control by the superintendent than I would
like to have seen...it is very difficuit to be honest and open about it

6 Sam Gordon, Inlet School District.

7 Bill Blair, Interior School District.

8 Colin Scott, Interior School District.
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all when you've got the head of it all..and they take it a!! very

personally.?

In the South Coast evaluation it was the facilitator and the evaluation model
that seemed somewhat authoritative. 'n the case of the Interior district the
superintendent’s attempt to ren a meeting met with some resistance. One
rcspondent who rated executive authority as too high was the teacher
rcpreseniative: this is the only indication that executive authority may not
have been properly applied.!0

A third ethical factor contributing to empowerment was "authority
commensurate with responsibility”. At issue here is whether a provincially
sponsored evaluation process usurps local autonomy in decision-making.  This
was important to stakeholder members at the beginning of the exercise, and
indications are that in the case of the Inlet and Interior district evaluations
local autonomy was achieved. All Interior stakeholders, for example, answered
in the affirmative when asked this question. And one Inlet stakeholder stated,
"Right from the beginning the uniqueness of the local district was taken into
account."!l  This was primarily due to granting the school district total control
of all stages of the evaluation throughout the process.

Stakeholders in the South Coast district were not as positive about the
ability of the evaluation to preserve local authority. Although they all felt the
report reflected the uniqueness of the district, at least two were of the opinion
that the process and procedures of the evaluation (i.e., the questionnaire, the
timeline, and their inability to change them) hampered their ability 1o gather
accurate and meaningful information. @ Whether this was truly a function of
the process, or their ability to take advantage of the freedom granted them is
immaterial: they did not feel the process provided for their districi's

uniqueness as much as it should.

9 Joan Holmes, Inlet District.

10 The director, Damon Korchuk, gave a 5 rating and the suzerintendent a 4
rating to this characteristicc. However, the superintendeni was of the
opinion that this was the best rating; assuming the two extremes were
undesirable.

11 Don Gordon, Inlet District.
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In contrast to the ability of the evaluation to create a sense of ethics,

teamwork, and empowerment within the stakeholder team, thers is little
evidence that these qualities were transferred from stakeholder
representatives to their interest groups. Teacher use of the reporis was
consistently described as minimal. Each teacher represcutative indicated that
he was dissatisfied with both the groundwork and follow-up procedures.
Indeed, the most common remark was that few people other than those
invelved in the evaluation even knew what was going on.

"Empowerment” influence secmed basically confined to the Stakeholder
Teams themselves. It was expected that respect and team vork that was created
within a stakeholder committee would lead to greater cooperation between the
district office and teachers. But this did not happen. In the Inlet case study,
for example, teacher executives did little to assist with the use of the evaluation
report. In the Interior district the teacher representative suggested that
stakeholder groups should have input into planning, yet he took no initiatives
to bring this about. And in the South Coast district, there was no official
reaction from the Teachers' Asscciation at all.

A possible explanation for the lack of transferred empowerment relates to
the dynamics of teacher-management relations in B.C. A great deal of distrust
still prevails. In the midst of these projects the BCTF actually issued a
statement urging its members not to cooperate with Ministry accountability
initiatives.12  Although this political stance never became operaticnal in any
of the three evaluation projects, it is not surprising that voluntary teacher
assistance with follow-up to this project--at least, initiated by themseclves--has
not been forthcoming.

In conclusion it must be stated that whereas the evaluation project
succeeded in creating teamwork and commitment amongst stakecholder tcam
members, it had little impact beyond the committee itself. Two contributing
factors to this success appear to be its ethics and its success in fostering
"ownership” of the results (achieved to varying degrees in the districts, as

described in each case study). Until the sense of ownership can be

12 Royal Commission Recommendation 7.18, in which districts arc encouraged
to develop accountability mechanisms in partnership with the Ministry, was
listed as a recommendation "opposed” by the BCTF in the position paper

entitled, Discussion Guide on the Royal Commission on Education, 1988.
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transferred to all educators in the district, however, the project cannot be
termed a success. This will not come about through a single ecvaluation event,
nor without the process being built directly into the administrative fabric of

the district.

3, Decision Making

Compared to its potential, the use of the IPS in the three districts had
minimal impact on decision making. Only one of the three districts (Interior)
actually built the information formally into its planning process and in this
instance the process was already in place. In the instance of Inlet no formal
planning structure was implemented; and in South Coast the evaluation
information was informally referred to in the district's yearly goal setting
process. No district committed itself to a long term planning cycle nor
unequivocably to a repeat of the evaleation process, (although all three
indicated informally that they will do so).

Stakeholder responses inaicate that the evaluation model appears to have
potentiai to contribute to the development of long term plans. It served to
provide a focus for decision making, in that it provided a consisient knowledge
base for members of the management team to make better decisions. It also
helped to provide a clear vision of where ihe education system is and should go
in the future, while considering immediate values needs and concerns as well
as the more "long term” values of education. These were identified by
stakeholder team members in two of the three districts as important
achievements of the process (South Coast stakeholders questioned iis abilities
in these areas; see Appendix F10). In addition, stakeholder members saw the
process as a practical tool for leadership, with only one person in 21
disagreeing. Damon Korchuk summed up the prevailing attitude with respect
to the IPS's potential when he stated:

...I think we are¢ only at stage cne of possibly a three and maybe a
four stage process now..I feel that there’'s more to come and I still
can't see where the big picture is...

The evaluation process did provide an impetus for short term planning.

The superintendent of Inlet supported this when he stated that the process
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"does do a good job of establishing and communicating goals of a district...in
long term planning we have obviously to get it together."

Stakeholder members in all districts agrred that long term planning would
not happen unless two things took place. The first is that the evaluation and
follow-up must become svstematic. A second is to have, as Jean Holmes put it,
"a structured process for follow-up...If its going to have use within the
educational community or the public in the valley, then there has (0o be some
kind of process.” James Oord, the CIDTA representative in the Interior District
agreed, stressing effective planning is possible "...if leadership is looked at in
a cooperative sense.”

A second measure of the evaluation's effectiveness in decision making
relates to its impact on students. Since it is designed us an administrative tool,
it is expected to have an indirect rather than a direct effect in this domain.
However, if the advantages it provides for planning, for information flow, ecic.
do not ultimately improve student learning, then the evaluation cannot be
termed a success. Stakeholder members did not see the process as having a
meaningful impact in this regard (see Appendix F11). However, the IPS is
intended to have its ir pact on students over a much longer term than is
represented by this study. A longtitudinal study using the measures of student
improvement identified through key indicators would be a more effective
measure of the evaluation's success. And since the IPS was designed to be used
systematically, only when it has been systematically employed would a truc
measure of its decision making effectiveness be known.

There appears to be three major reasons for tae failure to apply the
evaluations to decision making. First, district leaders had difficulty
envisioning the nature and structure of the potential planning process. Non
of them appeared willing to consider any administrative reconstruction to
accomplish this: indeed, it is not sure that the possibiliiy was cver rcally
entertained.  Those¢ districts that had existing planning processes--sucn as the
Interior District--simply adapted the evaluation iaformation to suit it

A second reason--and probably a consequence of the first--is that the goal

of "public relations” seemed to dominate decision ma“ing throughout the

evaluation project. Even when stakeholders saw the public relations valuc of

"selling" a commitment to long range planning, they seemed cithcr unwilling

or unable to go beyond the production of an attractive annual report. In no
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district was the concept of a planning report seriously considered. Public
reaction tc information always seemed in the forefront of people's minds. For
this reason (in at least two of the three districts) truly controversial
information (i.e., in Inlet, student reaction to school administrators; in South
Coast, the issue of student transfer amongst sccondary schools) was either not
collecied or omitted from the report. A deccision to deal with the issue
internally, or to ignore it altogether was a function of overemphasis on the
public relations aspect of the evaluation process. This is further evidence of
the "pathology of superficiality” described by Hodgkinson (1978); in which
administrators give the appearance of meaningful endeavor, but truly only
give superficial attention {0 a process.

A third rcason--and one that will be discussed further later (Chapter VIII)-
-is that long term planning based on information requires a particular blend
of administratv... skills that probabiy few educational administrators possess.
This appecars to be a function of two qualities: (1) the ability to develop a long
term perspective; and (2) training and experience as related to ethical and
technical expertise in the area of information retrieval and management. The
IPS model was a powerful tool in information retrieval--but skills in
conversion of this information, fairly and meaningfully, into a plan of action-
-were not skills demonstrated by the educational leaders in any but the
Interior district, and there only in & pure public relations fashion.

Despite its failure to spur the development of long term planning, the
evaluation model certainly succeeded in identifying immediate district needs
and bringing them to the awareness of decision makers. In the South Coast
and Interior Districts existing goal-setting processes took advantage of the
evaluation's information, probably with more effect in the latter district (in
that it influenced budget decisions). In addition, there were indications in
each case study whereby stakeholders became more knowledgeable about the
district and pursued actions to improve it. This was the case both with
information contained within the formal reports, and from informal
knowledge gained through the process--information relating to people's style,
district perspective and constituent opinion gleaned from the questionnaire.
Thnis Jcmonstrates an educative use for the evaluation project (see Appendix
F5). But without a holistic plan of action in which priorities are established,

responsibilities clarified, and timelines set, the press of immediate events will
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soon muddy thesc perspectives, and blunt the evaluation's effectiveness. The
potential for political pressure and emotion to dictate action becomes
heightened. = Without an overall plan, the evaluation has become a singular

event, rather than a siage in a systematic renewal process.

4, Public S

There is mixed evidence that the Inlet study succeeded in accomplishing
the objective of gaining public suppert for education. Stakeholder team
members did think that the evaluation report provides a consistent knowledge
base for the general public so they could gain a better understanding of the
pricrities and achievements of the local education system, but they did not
agree that . would lead to a higher degree of shared commitment and purposc
amongst the parents and the general public (see Appendix F12). This could be
due to the fact that the evaluation was new, or that the report was not as
readable as it might have been, or that follow-up procedures were not well laid
out in advance.

The commurity response in Inlet did not indicate a groundswell of
increased support. Employers did not show an interest in discussirg the
evaluation report with the superintendent. Reactions to the report (in terms
of written reactions sent to the school board) were almost nonexistent. And
employers did not respond in any but the most passive way to the overturcs
made in their direction. This was the superintendent's biggest
disappointment: "I can't seem to arouse as much school or community reaction
as I want..I'm having a real trouble finding people who care." South Coast
administrators employed no stratagems to create community commitment or
response, and therefore none was forthcoming. Interior administrators, on
the other hand, carried out a well-defined plan of action that certainly could
not avoid creating some public awareness as to the state of conditions in the
school district. The video played a major role in this strategy. A follow-up
study would be required to measure the ultimate impact of this upon pecople's
attitudes.

It should also be pointed out that the superintendent of the Interior District
was only one of the ihree to formally employ others (i.c., district staff, parcnts,
and adiinistrators) as disseminators of the evaluation's information. By

asking them to discuss the report at public meetings; by providing them with a
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video; and by distributing the booklets to staff and the community, he
delegated the responsibility of follow-up and assisted its implementation. In
contrast, all activities in the Inlet district were initiatives by the
superintendent--even the novel and interesting debate in the newspaper.
With only one individual trying to raise awareness the effect is going to be
minimal.

In summary, it should be clear that motivation and gain of public support is
a function of two things: (1) whether or not a follow-up strategy to address
this need exists; and (2) whether sufficient creativity, resources, personnel,
and expertise is available so as to be able to structure a comprechensive district
dialogue (even with both of these factors in place, the administrator must still
ensure that the discussions take place ethically, and are not used purely for
political manipulation: i.e., to countrol people's opinions, rather than sincerely
seek out improvement suggestions). Evidence exists to show that when a
response process was structured--like at the junior and senior secondary
school parent meetings in Inlet, or the Chamber of Commerce in Interior--
pecple reacted positively. Individuals at the junior high meeting, for example,
did indicate in their summary that they were more willing to participate in
educational improvement than they were Defore the evaluaticn. These pockets
of support will likely remain isolated until attitudes, behaviors, and habits are
changed through systematic use of the IPS; or until an overall planning

process, involving the community, is built-in to the structure.

Summary

There appeared to be six factors delimiting success with regards to the
effectiveness of the IPS in achieving its goals of accountability, improved
professional teamwork and commitment, better decision making and the gain
of public support for education. These are: (1) the political/administrative
importance the project assumes in the district; (2) the existing patterns of
leadership and style in the district; (3) the personal ability and style of each
actor in the process; (4) the interaction between these qualities and the styles
and skills required by the evaluation project; (5) the follow-up plan developed
in the district; and (6) resources and situational elements found in the context
of each district. A closer look at the limitations to evaluation use, and its role
in administration will be examined at greater length in the next chapter.
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CHAPTER VIII

General Discussion and Commentary cn

Evaluation and Leader-substitute Theory

A major goal of the study was to observe and gain further understanding as
to why formative evaluation has not been used effectively for improvement of
educational organizations.  Analysis of the three case studics provides some
insights into this theme. In addition, the dynamics of administration revealed
throughout the study provide opportunities for insights into the naturc of

administration and the leader-substitute construct of leadership.

Evaluation
Discussion will take place in two stages: (1) Observed Limitations to
Evaluation Effectiveness; and (2) Insights into Formative Evaluation in

Educational Administraticn.

1 b d Limitation

Evidence exists to show that some of the traditional reasons given in the
literature for the failure of evaluation were operational in the three
evaluation projects. In some cases the processes and procedures overcamc
them; in others, the effectiveness of the process was curbed by them. A
number of other possible explanations for the limited success of the evaluation
also suggest themselves.

Traditional limitations. The literature suggests two main categorics of
reasons as to why evaluation effectiveness is limited. The first category is
entitled "political reasons”, and the second "technical reasons".

Political reasons refer to antipathy towards evaluation because it might be
used to manipulate people or groups. Evaluation is threatening because it can
"point the finger" at individuals for the poor performance of a program. For
example Inlet superintendent Bob Ney "was a little defensive at times...it's
understandable...its the superintendent's district, he'll take the flak if

everything isn't ok"! . The director in South Coast experienced the same

1 Eva Moran, Inlet School District.
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circumstance with individual teachers: some of the information (exam scores,
for example) identified individuals and they became quite defensive and he
had to spend a good deal of time settling them down.

Groups perceive evaluation as potentially open to abuse in that information
may be used to further the political purposes of omne group at the expense of
another. Fears by the three teacher's associations that the questionnaire
process would be used to further the political interests of the school board was
a factor in gaining initial acceptance of the pruject. Frank Ford, of Inlet, for
example stated that "we have a good relationship with the teachers, and 1 was
afraid we wonld jeopardize it." And Bob Ney said, about the stakeholder

meetings,

...if at any time...the discussion swung to giving information that
served a political purpose, then...(cooperation)...would have
collapsed.

In South Coast stakeholder members were only partly satisfied by being given
an equal role in interpretation of an 'imposed” survey's findings. Yet,
teachers in the Interior district expressed satisfaction because they were
involved in all aspects of survey development.  While political fears were
assuaged to some extent by the stakeholder collaborative process, they
resurfaced during evaluation follow-up, and are likely a reason why teacher
participation was so limited. Sally Page stated, for example, that "I've had some
indications from teachers that their concerns that the report would be used in
a negative way is perhaps coming true." Would this have been the case if a
collaborative planning process followed the evaluation? And to what extent
would this be attributable to a newly unionized Teachers' organization that is
dedicated to subsystem values at odds with those of the organization as a whole?

Technical reasons for evaluation limitation relate to methodology, resource
allocation, and expertise. Limitations with respect to all but the latter have
been discussed at length (i.e.., timing, methods, etc.) in the case studies and
meta-evaluation chapter. However, a few words need to be said concerning
the topic of expertise. Administrators would require specific training or
professional assistance in the technical aspects of evaluation--surveying, data

analysis, interpretation, report-writing, consensus building, etc.--before the
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IPS could be wused regularly for educational improvement. This will be
discussed at length later.

b. Other limitations. Experiences in the three case studies suggest other,
less traditional reasons for the limited effectiveness of the evaluations. One
such reason is the lack of awareness as to the true complexity of the act of
cvaluation itself. Earlier in the paper it was described as a three stage proccss,
in which an object is measured, compared to an ideal, and then discrepancy
decisions as to merit and worth are made. When an object is complcx, like a
school system, there are ever-increasing levels of value generalizations
created as one moves through these three stages. Each level is composed of
layer upon layer of value judgment, and progress through them is dependent
on rational generalization from one level to the next. Unless thc process is
carefully structured and managed, individuals who represent different
organizational and personal interests are prone to make large lcaps of
judgement, leading them off in different directions. To illustrate this
complexity, a list of the value judgments required in just the first stage of the
Inlet evaluation are shown in Appendix Gl.

The limitation due to complexity is exacerbated by traditional role
responsibilities in school districts. Traditional bureaucratic evaluation
encourages individuals to conduct evaluation at their level of responsibility
only. This leads, deliberately, to a reliance on personal judgment, knowledge
and intuition--rather than organizational, or shared, judgment, knowledge
and intuition. In the former case evaluation can quickly be identified as self-
serving and "unfair"--a form of control in a hierarchical structure, rather
than a natural process of organizational growth. Without any formalized
structure to share, analyze, and synthesize evaluative decisions the
organization has to depend on individual rationality, knowledge, and ability
for bproblem-solving. The many layers of value judgment inherent in
organizational evaluation, if not managed carefully, rationally, and
holistically will likely act as a major limitation on its acceptance as a valued
process in organizational development. In this study the districts that
appeared to rely most on bureaucratic management techniques werc the ones
that realized the least return from the project.

Another limitation to evaluation effectiveness was the need for organized

follow-up. The extent to which this was planned seemed to influence its
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success. Evaluation is often perceived as the last activity in a program, or
plan. As such its power to provide the knowledge, vision, and focus required to
face future challenges is often not automatically translated into the practice of
leadership. An evaluation process in and of itself can provide direction and
focus, but if this direction and focus is not channeled through a commitment
to an organized decision making process, the impetus for long term decision
making soon is overcome by immediate events. Like follow-through on a golf
swing, or organizing and planning a diet, evaluation will quickly go awry if
effective follow-up procedures are not developed in advance. How evaluation
information will be used, by whom., for what purposes, and for what term,
should be decided prior to the evaluation, and adhered to regardless of
circumstantial pressures.

A fourth observed limitation to evaluation effectiveness was the level of
trust that existed between individuals and groups in the school districts. The
intent of formative evaluation is to pinpoint directions for improvement.
Because improvement tends to suggest weakness, or a lack of competence on
behalf of someone or some program, individeals or groups must trust the
motives of the other people they are working with. Distrust of Ministry
intents (South Coast); of how each group within the districts would use the
evaluation (Inlet); and of the motives of the superintendent (Inlet & Interior);
led to a great deal of apprehension at the beginning of each case study. The
stakeholder interactions secmed to overcome this limitation, at least as far as
internal trust was concerned, only to have it resurface when the committee
ceased to meet and follow-up was required. This was particularly true in South
Coast and Inlet, and less so in the Interior district.

For reasons of trust it is also fundamental that organizational evaluations--
such as the Inlet study--be clearly separated in function from personnel
evaiuations. One should conduct an organizational evaluation with the idea
that roles are being examined, and not individual competence. It should also
be noted that if personnel evaluation is practiced poorly in the district, or is
hamstrung in its effectiveness by legal constraints, the temptation to use
system evaluation as a surrogate is great. Succumbing to such temptation will
destroy trust immediately, and curtail the evaluation's effectiveness.

A fifth possible limitation relates to the issue of peonle's motivations.

During each evaluation, and particularly at the time when the survey results
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were being analyzed, one got the sense that there was a tremendous sense¢ of
relief that the statistics did not seem to point to major problems in the district.
This satisfaction with their own achievement seemed to diminish the thrust
for improvement. Individuals seemed impelled to make summative judgments
as to the district's worth, and if that judgment was "OK" then thrust for
improvement in specific areas of weakness was somewhat blunted. A sccond
aspect relates to the concepts of "approval" and "blame". Teachers in the Inlet
district, for example, resented the public relations purpose of the evaluation
because it implied blame for education's poor image. The desire for approval
scemed to drive Stakeholder Teams away from the planning goal in the
direction of the public relations goal; strengths were sought out and
highlighted much more than weaknesses. One got the fecling that
information would be resisted if blame was apportioned, but would be accepted
if approval was forthcoming. Yet, when that approval was manifest--cither
through inferences from the data, from each other, or from a sense of pride in
the project itself--people were satisfied, and ready to move on to new things.
It was almost as if the evaluation was exciting and interesting, but follow-
through was dull and boring; yet it is the follow-through that creates the truc
formativ.. nature of the evaluation process. All the more reason to plan it
beforehand; to plan it so prior commitment can stimulate the will to pursuc
long term goals rather than short term ones.

The sixth possibie limitation suggested in the three studies has to do with
the concept of "resistance to change." Evaluation has the power to sugges'
neceded changes, yet it is acknowledged that it is human nature to resist
change. First evaluations--such as the case studies--suggest major change,
because cyclical, systematic evaluation has not taken place so as to allow the
organization to adjust naturally to new challenges. It could very well be that
the changes suggested by this evaluation--to leadership in the schools in the
Inlet District, for example--were so fundamental that they could not be
accomplished without major alterations in district practice. If this was the
case, then "event" evaluations that force people to make changes that strongly
challenge existing habits or ideologies or existing power relationships or that
challenge one's own role identity, will be resisted, or allowed to fadec away. One
must feel they have the ability to conduct the changes required; and onc must
have the will to do so.
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A seventh limitation to evaluation effectiveness is suggested by the
apparent need of all groups to “internalize" or own the process. Without the
administrators onside, without the public being aware as to what were the
purposes and processes of the evaluation, and without teachers being
committed to it the evaluation's potential was limited. This appears to suggest
that somehow individual values and organizational values must be reconciled
during the process of evaluation. Whether in fact strategies to overcome this
limitation will also overcome "natural resistance to change” remains to be
seen in future studies.

An ecighth possible limitation to evaluation effectiveness is to some extent a
technical one, to some extent a fundamentally philosophical one. Many, many
hours were spent in each district trying to decide how to present information
accurately. An example was the debate on suspension rates in the South Coast
district.  Should suspension rates be represented as "number of suspensions
per year,” as "number and type of suspensions per year," as "number of days
lost to suspension as a percent of total attendance days,"
or as "percent of students not suspended for a school year"?  Should the
information be presented over time, in a table or in a graph, or in prose?
Should the graph be small or large, and should it be accompanied with pictures
of students behaving or misbehaving? What other information is necessary to
present this data in a fair light? These and many other related questions soon
led one to an awareness that the wvalue judgments inherent in information
presentation almost beliec the meaning of the word, "accurate”. Where is the
line between accurate presentation of information and public relations
presentation of information? In a society in which information is plentiful,
the real challenge in evaluation is how to manage information in an ethical
and meaningful way. What is the right information, the right amount of
information, and how should it be presented? Without the ability to answer
these questions in a practical as well as philosophical sense, evaluation's
cffectiveness is severely limited.

These "observed” limitations to evaluation effectiveness are specific to
these casz studies. However, an understanding of these limitations is
facilitated when one examines formative evaluation in terms of the factors
mentioned at the conclusion of the previous chapter--factors relating to

administrative style, expertise, skill, and district context.
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2,__Evaluation and Administrati

An awareness that grew throughout the evaluation project and onc that
crystallized into almost a conviction near the end was that three basic
assumptions derived from the literature about formative evaluation should be
challenged. They are: (1) that by developing an evaluation model to complete
the administrative learning cycle (such as in the IPS), formative cvaluation
has been implemented; (2) that educational administrator experience with
evaluation g~thered at the classroom level provides a zood base for the use of
evaluation at the organizational level; and (3) that theoretical commitment to
formative evaluation would translate into a practical commitment when
medels to implement the theory are employed.

The researcher assumed at the beginning of the three case studies that
once the values framework (i.e., district vision) and key indicators of
performance had been established through the use of the IPS model, district
administrators would automatically use the specific information in a logical
follow-up process dedicated to district improvement. [Each IPS implementation
became a one time only event; moreover, it quickly became apparent that one
isolated implementation does not necessarily lead to habitual use. Formative
evaluation means utilizing the evaluation processes systematically, in an
ongoing way, to inform all levels of the administrative learning loop through
a higher level of judgment (see Figure 8.1). In other words, it is the follow-up
that is important in formative evaluation, not the event itself. All the cpisode
does is model how evaluative decisions can be made, and identify what
information is key to decision making with respect to the goals of the
institution. Follow-up must build them into the day-to-day operations of the
district. The follow-up must try to maintain the logic of the process so as to
sustain productive dialogue amongst stakeholders; it should seeck constant
updates of fluctuations in indicators; it should ‘inform decision making
through consensual judgment as to what those fluctuations mean in terms of
district performance. By so doing evaluation would become the key to
development of a holistic, learning, active-reactive-adaptive organizational
pattern. This stage was lacking in each district, and the main recason was that

it was lacking in the original model.
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« Strategies
* Objectives
ACTION PLAN
« Monitoring devices

Who does what, how
and by whan.

EVALUATION
* Key Indicators of

A * Research and analysis
« Monitoring

Figure 8.1: Formative evaluation and the learning loop for organizational
renewal.

The second assumption that needs to be challenged relates to the premise
that "evaluation is a well accepted element in the management of education”
(McPherson, Crowson & Pitner, 1986, p. 84). These authors argue that "the
education profession is no stranger to the use of evaluation” because "testing
and measurement techniques have been elements in training programs for
teachers”; and students, teachers, and principals themselves are constantly
subjected to personnel evaluations. It is, however, a significant leap from
these arguments to the assumption that formative evaluation is a well accepted
clement in the management of education; indeed, the examples given are all
presented in the sense of summative evaluation for the purpose of personnel
control, not personal growth.

A corollary to this assumption is that because educational administrators
have gathered data, interpreted data, and communicated value judgments in

the process of teaching, then they are able to do the same with data at the
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district level. Two premises underlie the corollary: the first is that teachers

are skilled in data manipulation; and the second is that they arc motivated,
rather than required, to do so. Both premises are false. Some educators arc
effective student evaluators, some are well-trained in the development of
evaluation models and strategies, and some are proficient in their use.
However, this is far from being the educators' true strength. Most educators
possess very high levels of people management skills, the very skills that are
able to mask their lack of expertise in the area of effective data collection,
evaluation, and reporting. Indeed, the source of much of the public concern
about education relates to an inability to provide evidence as to what students
can do, and what the system has done to influence them. Educators rarely
receive training in evaluation; grading practices within schools are often
arbitrary, norm-referenced, and poorly planned. Proper testing techniques
have been haphazardly learned, and the prime role of evaluation is control,
rather than formative growth for the student. For example, how does the most
powerful symbol of student achiecvement, a letter grade, indicate directions for
improvement, particularly if it is often a function of innate ability? Many
teachers resent having to justify evaluations through effective data keeping
and the presentation of information; they prefer to rely on so-called
professional judgment-- even if that judgment cannot be understood by cither
students or parents.

These comments are occasioned because educators in the threce casc studies
found it problematic to: (1) understand and apply formative ecvaluation
strategies at the organizational level; (2) manage, analyze, and interpret
meaningful information with regards to what students achieve in the
educational system; and (3) report what is meaningful in a language and
manner that creates understanding of the purposes and achievements of the
education system. These skills seem more well-developed amongst ncwspaper
columnists and TV journalists than in the teaching profession; if
"management of meaning” is important to educational administrators, then
much more needs to be done by way of education in this domain. Indecd, thc
low priority given evaluation may be because administrators recognize this
weakness and avoid the responsibility as much as possible.

What evidence was provided by the three case studies that lecad to the
conclusions about the understanding and skill level of administrators with
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respect to formative evaluaiion? First there was the pattern of response from
senior administrators--and others--who made the general comment that they
had a hard time understanding the "vision" of the evaluation project.
Statemerts like, "We didnt really understand it at the beginning,"2 "It is
difficult 1o see the end,"3 and "I feel that there's more to come and I still can't
sec where the big picture is.."4 attest to this assertion. This, in spite of the
fact that everyone embarking on the project knew that the main purpose of
the project was improvement of the educational system through formative
evaluation.

A second piecz of evidence was the unwillingness of the administrators to
truly differentiate the true function of formative evaluation--system
improvement through long range planning--from the function of public
relations. In all three districts public relations, or "positive" accountability
became the prime foc:s of all of the follow-up activities. In the instance of
South Coast, for example, the Director, John Lee, was unable to to divorce the
content of an internal planning report from the content of a public repert;
and 1n the Interior and Inlet districts, a decision to produce a public report
took precedernce over the management one.

Third, although most administrators articulated long range planning as a
fundamental purpose for doing the evaluation, constructing the bridge
between the evalvaiion information and plans for improvement seemed very,
very difficult.  Not only difficult to do, difficult to understand. The only
district in which a real sense of cooperative long term planning seemed to be a
possibility was the Interior District, in whick cooperative short term planning
mechanisms were already in place.

The inability to construct a bridge between evaluation and planning
appeared to have two causes. The first seemed to be a lack of true
understanding of what formative evaluation means. A second .nay be the

result of the first; it appeared that administrators did n>t know how, even if

2 Colin Scott, Interior School District.
3 John Lee, S uth Coast School District.

4 Damon Korchuk, Interior School district.
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they understood the formative evaluation principles, to put them into somc
concrete plan of action.

District formative evaluation is a two stage process, with thc real challenge
at the second stage. First, there is the construction of a c.omplete learning lcop
in which evaluation is an ongoing partner in normal decision making (see
Figure 8.1). Second, it requires commitment to clearly defined follow-up
procedures, consisting of monitoring and formative evaluation. Formative
evaluation drives the learning cycle of activities--evaluation, vision setting,
planning, and implementation--forward in an active-reactive-adaptive way
(see Figure 8.2). And, it requires a commitment to change: a determination to
adjust the organization to new and challenging demands placed on it, through
the creation of an institutionalized formative evaluation process.  Although
agreed to in principle before the evaluation project, the case studies gave
varying testimony (o the ability of the IPS to accomplish the above
requirements.

It should also be emphasized that commitment in principle and commitment
in action are two different things. The above discussion implies limitations
due to knowledge, skill, or technical expertise. The inability may in fact have
been in the area of determination, desire, and ethics; or, for want of a better
term, "will".  Administrators may have understood formative evaluation, may
have in fact known how they could have constructed the bridge to planning,
but may not have had the fortitude, perseverance, or ethical skill needed to
institute these measures while having to, at the same time, deal with other
priority issues. It is for this reason that an understanding of the cyclical and
structural nature of the formative evaluation procedure neceds to be
understood in its totality at the beginning, and that the key to decvelopment of
such a process is to build evaluation methodologies and administrative
practices used in the event into the follow-up. Timelines need to be
established, teamwork structures developed, and time and resource
commitments openly designated to the project. In this manner commitment is
engendered, for these pre-project decisions bind the administrator to their

successful completion. This same lack of will caused districts to move away

5 There are two models of iong term planning processes that are currently
being used by school districts in B.C. that exemplify this need: they arc
found in School District #62 (Saanich); and School District #43 (Coquitlam).
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- FORMATIVE EVALUATION
 FORMATIVE EVALUATION.

=

Figure 8.2: Formative evaluation as the force moving the organizational

learning cycle forward in an active-adaptive-reactive way (adapted from
Kemmis & McTaggart, 1988, p. 11 )
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from the planning goal--i.e., a commitment to the goal of growth and
improvement--towards the public relations goal. It is partially responsible,
too, for the lack of responsivcness to the superintendent's follow-up activities
in the Inlet District; he did not design mechanisms to truly requirc follow-up.

Joan Holmes emphasized this, stating:

...we ended up patting ourselves on the back too much...if we really
are going to get any better we have to find out our weaknesses, be
honest about them, and go forward from there...

A further limiting factor to formative evaluation effectiveness was
mentioned earlier and needs further explanation. This was the concept of
"ownership". It is related to the concepts of vision and will, because
ownership means buying, or committing oneself to a plan of action duc 1o a
value congruency between one's personal interests and those of a project, or
organization. The act of buying implies commitment; value congrucncy
implies understanding and knowledge of the value purposes of the exercise.
Ownership was repeatedly mentioned as a source of empowecrment, and had
much to do with attitudes to the questionnaire, to key indicators, to data choice
and interpretation, and to evaluation reports and follow-up activitics.

Ownership strategies were a combination of evaluation principles and
administrative skill. Without the right to develop the questionnaire, to develop
local key indicators of performance, to interpret the significance of the
measure and decide how to report it, stakeholders would not "own" the result,
would not view the evaluation as ethical, and would not commit themselves to
the follow-up required to improve what needs to be improved. To create this
ownership the IPS model evolved to emphasize effective groundwork, and to
"sell” the formative evaluation vision. Multiperspectives gained through sub-
group sampling was another ownership strategy. The whole purpose of
building intuitive evaluation stages into the formal evaluation processes was
to raise the value consciousness of organizational members, and to connect
personal values to organizational values. The formation of a stakecholder tecam,
and its role in key indicator development, and "group" data interpretation and
report writing were strategies to resolve value conflicts and form value

congruencies.
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Evidence throughout all case studies indicated that when people expressed a
sense of ownership they were more positive about the evaluation process or
procedure, and more committed to follow-up procedures. Sandra Page, from
Inlet, stated: "the whole area of accountability improves when it becomes a
cooperative effort--i.e., not Gods from above pointing out strengths and
weaknesses, and going away." She also commented that “currently teachers
are cut out of planning...the school board is unable to create action plans for
education; they are not competent.. . If direction comes from the district office,
it is “laid on' and harder to gain acceptance.” Bill Blair agreed, remarking that
evaluation has not traditionally involved stakeholders, and "in not involving
stakeholders you cannot develop post-improvement activities."

Lack of ownership and the earlier contention that formative evaluation is
not really understood by the teaching or administrative population combine to
create most of the apprehension surrounding evaluation. People "fear”
formative evaluation because they have difficulty differentiating it from
summative evaluation, which is a form of bureaucratic control. The whole
concept of role specialization and authority in a bureaucracy are such that
ownership between the values of one role and the values of another are
difficult to mesh. Dan Roebottom stated that "maybe someone won't agree with
your approach”; and "evaluation is often based on the perceptions of the
evaluators." And when those evaluators are superiors, whose organizational
values in a "loosely coupled” organization do not relate to the realities of the
situation you find yourself in, there is heightened apprehension and

"

"evaluphobia". Bill Blair confirmed this when he stated that there haven't
been appropriate evaluation devices that have allowed decision makers to
progress and develop with a positive thrust." As Eva Moran put it, "most
teachers want to be accountable, but are afraid as to how (sic). Evaluation that
is false is worse than no evaluation at all." [t is this very concept that is the
basis of Patton's (1980) utilization-focused evaluation principles, the
"organization" focus of the IPS, and the rationale for a stakeholder
collaborative process to guide the evaluation.

It was stated earlier that people also fear formative evaluation because an
implicit requirement is the requirement to change. Is it evaluation that is the
source of threat, or is it the requirement to change? Note the comments of

some of the stakeholders: "we see things we would like to change, but the
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resources are just not available"6; "attitudes can be changed, but not easily"7;

"Unless you really know what you want to evaluate its hard to avoid cvaluating
other things along with it..you get into things you don't want to know about"$:
and

...J think staff feel very vulnerable to political decision making
by boards...so why put the energy into it...(formative evaluation)
..when tne probability of effective change is replaced by whimsical

change? 9

The relationship between change and formative evaluaticn needs further
examination, particularly as "ownership" is identified in change literature as
fundamental to effective change strategy (Karr, 1988).

Ownership of evaluation results immediately creates ownership of the
revealed problems. If formative evaluation is a powerful learning exercise, if
it gathers information vital to decision making, if people arc committed to
action as a result--what happens if the evaluation points to actions that onc
feels one is unable or unwilling to take? Secondly, what if the procedures and
processes established for making improvement decisions do not allow [for input
from those who now believe they "own" the problem, and now wish to be part
of the solution's design?  The latter circumstance certainly influenced the
success of the follow-up activities in the Inlet district, and to a lesser degree in
the Interior district.

Ownership of revealed problems becomes particularly problematic to
administzators because it narrows the boundaries in which they are free to
act. This problem is aggravated in public process. For administrative
decisions are not made on public knowledge alone. Each daccision is more
likely the result of balancing public information with private. Colin Scott, the
trustee from the Interior District, mentioned this fact when he discussed the

role of the "informal" organization in evaluation and decision making. Ethical

6 Frank Ford, Inlet School District.
7 ibid
8 Ken Franks, South Coast School District.

9 Colin Scott, Interior School District.
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action often requires the administrator to balance the message contained
within explicit informaticn with information one has learned informally
about relationships, or values held by wuthers. When taken in concert it may be
that the ecthics of the situation require the administrator to deny the action
imglicit in the public information in favor of one that is suggested by private
information. This same quandary is extant in personnel evaluation. Denial of
decisions implied by public information often forces the disclosure of the
private information, and that in itself compounds the ethics of the issue. In
this sense the accountability/public relations dialectic of the evaluation
militates against its potential for effective decision making.

In evaluation models such as the IPS, whereby information becomes the
currency upon which decision making is going to result, then one musi be
convinced that the quality of that information is such that it will not lead one
into ethical conmindrums. In each case study there was evidence to show that
there were clear direciions for improvement revealed through the evaluation
process and/or report. A nuwther of stakeholders commented that these
required improvements were "obvious”, made explicit by the information
itself. The information became a goad to action, and made public, almost
irresistibly so.  Yet there was also ample evidence to show that information
management created ethical concerns, in terms of determining its true
meaning. This is one reason why teachers complained about exam scores and
their use, why teachers worried about the wording of questionnaires, and why
the superintendent of Interior wished to cancel the staif survey during the
negotiations conflict.  If the information is flawed, then it can create many
more problems than it may solve.

This explanation reveals at least in part, why information management
became so important in each district.  People were constantly striving to
cxpress information in time trends; they sought better quality data, ciearer
meaning, and better data representation. To create quality dawa, cooperaiive
value judgments, in a logical progression from specific to general, became the
goal of the whole evaluation project. The cooperative judgments extended into
data representation and meaning. Each graph, statistic, piece of prose, and
quotation became a negotiated item. Everything but the most raw data became
a function of subjectivity and opinion--albeit done through a prccess that

tried to develop criteria processes to guide people through a rational train of
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value judgments. [Each person knew that the representation of that data would
create demands for action--and they wanted to be sure that the demands so
created would be ethical, meaningful, and manageable.

Information management was complicated by two other issues. The first is
that no objective data or information was contained in any evaluation report.
It was already reconstituted, reframed, and regeneralized in so many diffcrent
ways so as to be chosen for its effcct, rather than its pure essence. This was
done to the degree that the essence was itself suspect. Second the complexity
of group evaluation is such that without a process to guide them, evaluations
quickly degenerate into pure intuitiveness, and ownership of a shared
judgment is lost. Cwnership requirements create a need for very sophisticated
group managcment skills.  Evaluation is therefore limited to the extent the
individuals conducting the evaluation are able to employ them.

To summarize to this point: four causes have been postulated as to potential
reasons why formative evaluation has had limited use by educational leaders
in district development. The first was that administrators do not have a truc
understanding of formative evaluatior.  The second is that either they tend
neither to have the data management nor the planning skills required to
properly conduct formative evaluation. The third is that they lack the will to
do so. A fourth is that weak as technical expertise in terms of data retrieval
and representation may be, it outstrips to a great degree an understanding of
the ethical use of such information. These limitations are worsened because
experiences in this research suggest that "factual” information--traditionally
seen as the source of "rational"” action in any evaluation--may not cven exist
in school district evaluations.

Two other possible limitations to the effective use of formative cvaluation
by educational administrators were suggested by this study. The first has to do
with psychological issues related to the individual. The second relates to
whether organizations are best viewed as "holistic" or "mechanistic". A choicc
of viewpoint may influence administrative willingness to change.

The three cases in this study are examples of the atiempt to apply "holistic”
formative evaluation to school district organizations. Implicit in this cndecavor
is the belief that many of the fears associated with evaluation can be overcome
if one evaluated the organization as a whole and not the individual
organizational member. There was a deliberate attempt to overcome what
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Scriven (1983b) calls "evaluphobia”; to avoid the potential that blame would be
visited upon a any individual for problems that a holistic view of organizations
suggest are morphological. It is consistent with the holistic philosophy that it
denies the role specificity and influence of bureaucracies, taking the point of
view that the whole is greater (or lesser) than the sum of the parts; thus to
evaluate so as to lay blame on a "part", or individual member, would have been
an unrealistic form of evaluation.

However, even the holistic conception of organizations must come to grips
with the psychological limitations of individuals. This study emphasizes a
point made by Shapiro (1988); "The impact of trust on the evaluation literature
has not received the attention it deserves." [Evaluation highlights the need for
"trust" and "commitment” to develop amongst individuals, and for "fear" to be
removed as a consequence of evaluation. Fear is an emotion; to a great extent
so are trust and commitment. These feelings are possessed by organizational
members, includiag administrators. Within the stakeholder groups of each
district these emotions were mixed and converted into a team thrust. The
group thrust tended, as a whole, to overcome individual psychological
limitations through the creation of trust; and once the group was disbanded,
individual limitations once again asserted themselves. For example, in the
South Coast evaluation it was noted that John Lee spent hours and hours
proofing the district report, because "he might look bad,” and because he
wanted to ensure that "he would not be blamed for any mistakes in the report.”
He was not "willing to take any risks at all," and was "very pleased with those
items that made the district look good." He even stated himself that "If 1
thought there were weaknesses...(in the report)... wouldn't have had it
published.”

Evaluation effectiveness is affected by the emotional strength and moral
fibre of the individuals taking part in it. So is change. These limitations can
be somewhat overcome by trying to construct a group consciousness, as in the
stakeholder teams. But does then the individual's self-esteem quickly become
built into a district consciousness? Are there "organizational” emotions? Do
these organizational emotions lead to the development of an organizational
self-concept that, as it does in individuals, makes it extremely difficult to
conduct a "rational" evaluation of self? Is "fear" of evaluation actually

apprehension as to having to adjust one's own image of oneself by adjusting to
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criticism? And once that criticism is forthcoming, and through internal

analysis is rationalized, or explained away through the ownership processes of
the evaluation, is then the goad to action blunted? Is this why follow-up in
terms of improvement seems to get short shrift in favor of public relations--
because it is easier to change the outward image when you know what people
are looking for, than to really accept the need for internal change? What is
the true psychological commitment to change in all of us? Norma Rivetic
stated, for example, that "people do not like to know areas of weakness" as
individuals: why do we assume that as organizational members we are any
more willing to know them and act on them through the use of evaluation?

The holistic conception of organizations--and the role of formative
evaluation within them--also creates new images of the change process. In a
mechanistic system, change is perceived as a complex but essentially linear
extrapolaticn of cause and effect. In holistic organizations, change in onec
part implies the creation of a new and indeterminate whole. Change in the
former instance is much easier to control than in the latter; progression into
the future much easier to envision.

What evidence existed in the three cases to support the holistic concept? As
pleased as most stakeholders were with the various evaluation reports, there
was an awareness that they were more like mechanistic snapshots of districts,
rather than holistic ones. A "print" evaluation report represents a view of the
district only appropriate to a specific time and situation. Not only that, so
much of the achievement of educational success is found in the relationships
between individuals; how does one convey this through statistics, and show its
dynamic aspect in the print medium? For this reason pictures were included--
to emphasize the human relationship element in education. But only in the
video report was the impact truly significant. Is this why traditional
evaluation reports--inevitably two dimensioral representations of a three
dimensional enterprise--soon lose currency and interest!0?

A  holistic view of organizations also suggests why evaluation creates

ethical challenges for the administrator. How does one understand the cthical

10 The video report "brought to life", through pictorial representation, the
values of positive human relationships that are difficult to cxpress in
statistics. They represented those statistics in a visual way. Patton (1987)
calls this approach "creative evaluation”.
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consequences of a technical change suggested by an evaluation, when the
whole is completely altered by the result? For as our technical capabilities
expand the challenges to our conceptions of ethics do as well.  Technical
change requires adjustments in values and emotions, decisions between
"right" and "wrong". The technical ability to create many alternative forms of
the same data all of a sudden create value choices, choices that are only
resolved through deliberations on "faimess" or "rightness”. It is questionable
whether people will embrace change if they are uncomfortable with the
cthical challenges they will have to face, or if they are uncomfortable with
their own ability to deal with such challenges fairly. The holistic conception
of organizations also suggests that to employ the IPS in a systematic, cyclical
way (i.e., once every three years) just to complete the organizational learning
loop is not true formative evaluation. For evaluation must be perceived in the
holistic organization as the fundamental skill of organizational renewal; it
must be seen as the ongoing renovation skill of the holistic organization. Just
as a physical every three years without some form of interim self-evaluation
(i.e., symptom awareness, self-examination, etc.) will not keep one healthy,
neither will a singular evaluation event keep the organization healthy. This
aspect of the IPS did not receive enough emphasis, and was one of its major
limitations in practice.

The holistic nature of the Information Profile System also contradicts
traditional bureaucratic structures. It is interesting to note that the evaluation
project was probably most effective in the district that had an organizational
structure and administrative philosophy most consistent with this holistic
concept, even embodied :in the district slogan: "Together We Learn". It
appcared to be least successful in the one that tended toward a hierarchical,
role-specific organizational model. Is a possible limitation to the failure of
past tormative evaluations the simple fact that if organizational learning is
required for organizational growth, the bureaucratic structure forces
formative evalvation into a summative control mode that cannot be overcome
without organizational reconstruction?

The final limitations to evaluation effectiveness were noted earlier. These
arc a function of resources (personnel, money and time); timing; individual
understanding, skill and expertise; and circumstance. To some degree they are

a function of some of the other qualities mentioned earlier: vision, will, and
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ownership; because in their allocation they become a manifestation of value

prioritiecs.  As representations of value priorities, they give some credence to
the leader-substitute construct, for they become aspects of structure which
once in place, inevitably influence future actions. Further discussion on this
concept will follow in the next section.

One is left, at the conclusion of the research, with a number of questions,
additional to those enumerated above, about the role of formative evaluation in
districts. Does a real commitment to this vision exist? = What is the relationship
beiween vision and will? Does vision precede a claim to will, in that the
former is required to achieve the latter, or does will, in fact, help to creatc
vision? What role does understanding, knowledge, and expertise have to do
with "will", and with the development of vision? And, finally, what is the
nature of the relationship between evaluation data and the decision making
process, both conceptually and practically, when one is construing this data at
an organizational level?

Evaluation in an organizational setting is like judgment in real life: it is the
highest level of critical thinking. It offers great promise for organizational
growth, but also requires the highest intellectual and ethical skills. It may
require a complete reconstruction of our image of organizations and the
meaning of organizational life. Absence of these abilities and of will

inexorably dictates severe limitations on the potential success of evaluation.

L r- i Theor

This study looks at the role of evaluation in district administration.
Insights into the nature of administration have been provided through
observations of the dynamics of administration in action, i.c., leadcrship, in
two instances: (1) the evaluation project itself; and (2) beforc and after the
evaluation committee's work in each school district. What has bcen lcarned
from these two situations?

First, it appears that the evaluation project itself depended upon its vision
being wunderstood, on effective management of meaning skills, on skill in
group decision making, on the creation of teamwork and group commitment,
or "will", on ownership, and on an understanding of how cthical issucs arisc
from technical ones. Second, it also appears that specific cvaluation

methodologies (i.e., stakeholder collaborative process, goal-frec inductive
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development of key indicators, comparison of indicator results to the official
values framework; “creative" report writing) all can have some positive
impact on these qualities district-wide. It appears that the methodological
skills of administration or leadership are thus fundamentally related to the
process of evaluation, and district evaluation here had some potential for
enhancing those skills.

How do these administrative/evaluative dynamics provide insight into the
leader-sutbstitute construct of leadership?  First, it must be noted that the
leader-substitute construct is an outgrowth of the situational Ieadership
theory. There is evidence in the study to show that the existing dynamics
within the district--the situation--influenced the evaluation's success greatly.
These situational elements appeared to be (1) the purposes and needs
envisaged for the evaluation; (2) the personal leadership skill of the
supervisor and stakeholders involved in the project; (3) the existing
leadership culture, i.e., customs, expectations, and attitudes of district
personnel to decision making; (4) existing policies, processes and procedures,
such as existing mission statements, or planning policies; and (5) situational
issues such as negotiations, time of the year, resources available, etc.

Another precept of the leader-substitute theory is the belief that the power
to influence, and therefore to lead, is a function of the interaction between the
formal leader's personal ability to influence and the situational elements he is
forced to deal with. The leader-substitute construct simply extends this
conception to argue that situational elements in__themselves are able to
influence and lead; that the individual's influence is therefore enhanced or
neutralized by contextual leadership factors. Kerr and Jermier's work (1978)
and the follow-up studies by others (Ford, [1981]; Gamoran & Dreeben, [1986];
Freeston, [1987]) indicate that there are four main sources of poteitial
influence: the formal leader's own skill, the nature of the task being
attempted, the characteristics of subordinates, and existing elements of
structure in the organization. The extent to which these are consistent with
cach other and the overall purpose will determine to a great extent the
effectiveness of leadership initiatives to achieve it.

The leader-substitute concept was employed as a guide to the development
of the IPS. The idea was to guide district leaders in the creation of a formative

evaluation process in their district; which would be a leader- substitute itself.
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For this reason the researcher concentrated on minimizing personal

influence, and maximizing the influence of task, subordinates, and structurc
in the development of the process. Evaluation was made the overarching task
of all committee meetings. Structures were employed to ensure rational
evaluation (i.e., judgment applied to criteria of an ideal) extending from the
values framework itself to criteria both for judging a key indicator and
evaluating data quality and significance. Subordinate characteristics were
employed in that the leaders of various subgroups were invited to become
participants in the stakeholder groups, and decisions made by that group
became a function of their group learnings and personal intuitive judgments.
The researcher then took on the role of facilitator, and tried to lct the tasks,
structures and subordinates influence the evaluation's completion.

The question to be asked at this point then is whether the personal
attributes of the researcher and other administrators were the principal
factor determining the success of the evaluation, or did other factors have a
supporting or inhibiting role. Did the task(s) of evaluation, the cxisting
structures within the district (i.e., existing policies and procedures; formal
role definitions) and the imposed structures (i.e., criteria upon which
judgements were to be made, rules re brainstorming, decision mak:ng,
timelines), within the duration of the project itself, and the characteristics of
subordinates (abilities, culture customs, traditions, or beliefs due to sccondary
and informal role commitments) also influence people either in the direction
of the ultimate purpose, or away from it?

It should be clear from the description both of the interactions found
within each case study, and of the varying degrees of success of the project
dependent on issues such as timelines, report limitations, subordinate skill, ctc.
that aspects of the ask, of structure, and of subordinate characteristics did
have major influences on project success. Colin Scott articulated the concept
well when he stated:

..I felt myself more and more willing to let the process guide...l
didn't feel subordinate to any individual, I fel!t subordirate to the
process...I felt the process controlled me....the process was very
useful in that it didn't center on anybody,...but...was very good in
subordinating a strong person like myself.

Or, as Jason Stone stated:
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When you are sharing in a group...there is a certain amount of
control that everyone places on it and by setting the initial
parameters you are somewhat controlling ii...for example, the
structure using our mission statement...could be considered to be
controlling...

Certainly individuals in the Inlet and South Coast evaluations felt
controlled by the Ministry questionnaire which was a structural component of
the evaluation. Also, when stakeholders in the Interior evaluation were asked
to identify the factors that were most influential in "the success and integrity
of the evaluation,” the three with equal scores at the top of the list were: (i) Q-
sort that allowed equal input in decision making; (2) senior administrators
treated committee members with respect and consideration; (3) the use of
judgement and evaluation at ecach stage of decision making throughout the
process.. The first can be considered an influence of structure; the second a
personal influence; and the third an influence of task. It is important to note
as well that the factor with the lowest rating of the nine presented (see
Appendix G3 for the total list) was "senior administrators knowing what they
wanted and persuading people to do as they wanted." In addition, teacher
commitment to the BCTF and its unionized goals appeared to be a subordinate
characteristic leading teachers away from active cooperation with follow-up
nrocedures in each district.

The leader-substitute theory suggests that administration exercises its
leadership responsibility through both the administratcrs and the leader-
substitutes that exist in the organization (see Figure 8.3). One part of the
administrative unit is constantly in operation, but shifting in locus (see Figure
8.4).

Administrati Effectiven

Hodgkinson (1983) makes the point -bout administration that it "can be
done well, done indifferently, but it cannot not be done at all" (p. 196). One
can conceive of poor administration, ineffective administration, and good
administration; however, the use of the sam~ terms to define leadership are
not as easily accepted. Coombs (1988) for example, makes the point that

lcadership, as a status position, can be evaluated in this way; but leadership, as
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Figure 8.3: The components of administration: person-based leadership plus
leader-substitutes.

characteristics
of subordinate

characteristics
A of administrator

characteristics
of structure

characteristics
of task

Figure 8.4: The shifting locus of administrative action: constantly in oncration.
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the capacity giving rise to the evidence of leadership, carries with it a strong
normative sense of approval. Defining administration as the composite of
leader plus leader-substitute activity explains how administration can be seen
as a negative factor, while leadership itself, need not be.

The argument can be stated as follows. The perceived "ebbs and flows" of
"status” leadership is simply due to the existence of leader-substitutes. Existing
qualities of subordinates, task expectation, and structure in the organization
carry on, as Foucault staied, the continually ogperative leadership that is
required to focus people and their behaviors on a day-to-day basis. In these
circumstances, the position leader has four options open: (1) expand
leadership energy in a manner designed to enhance existing structures or
operations; (2) expend leadership energy in a manner designed to reduce the
effectiveness of existing structures or operations, and create new ones in their
place; (3) expend no energy at improving or reducing the effectiveness of
existing structures or operations, but rather utilize leadership skills to deal
with problems or issues that have no structures or processes currently in
place to deal with them; or (4) expend no energy at all: let the system operate
without the exercise of person-power from the formal leader. Regardless of
the leader's decision, administration is taking place; yet only in the first three
instances is leadership occurring, i.e., person based leadership. However,
whether administration is positive or negative in its manifestation is a
function of how the person leader's efforts interacts with the leader-
subsiitutes, and the impact that has on the overall strength of the
organization,

Figure 8.5 illusirates this.  The implication is that when administrator
behavior complements the leadership potential of the organization's leader-
substitutes, the lcadership capacity of the organization grows (i.e., quadrant
4). This can happen in two ways. It can be through the exercise of the formal
leader's personality and charisma, whereby existing leader-substitutes are
infused with greater energy and effectiveness; or, it can be when these
qualities arc used to fulfill needs in areas whereby leader-substitutes do not
yet exisi. In the latter case, the administrator may exercise organizational
skill, building leader-substitutes where none existed in the past, or simply deal
with the challenge in a manner that "models" effective leader behavior. On

the other hand, a person-leader's penchant to act when perfectly sufficient




252

"person leadership” "person leadership” "person leadership"”
not In evidence may or may not be clearly in evidence
/\\ in evidence j ¢
1 2 3 4
"_" "o" "+"
NEUTRALIZER CARETAKER ENHANCER
DIMENSION DIMENSION DIMENSION
negative Administrator Administrator Administrator
interaction falls to act, acts or falis to acts; empowers
between leader sub. act; overall other leader-sub.
administrator & | cannot maintain; | impact leads to | admin. capacity
leader substitutes| leads to decline | stasls grows
leads to decline
ADMINISTRATIVE .
Low <& EFFECTIVENESS - High

Figure 8.5: The dimensions of administrative effectiveness.

leader-substitutes already exist can cause organizational decline. It may mean
energy is not pilaced in areas of more fundamental need, or if donc in an
insensitive or irresponsible manner may lead to the disempowermecnt of those
existing substitutes. In this circumstance, the administrative capacity of the
organization is weakened (see quadrant 1). Similarly, the failure to act can
have two effects: (1) stasis--a state whereby the organization is ncither
strengthened or weakened; or (2) decline--whereby the organization is
weakened because the infusion of energy needed by the formal lcader is not
forthcoming (sec quadrants 3 and 4).

In coaclusion to this section it should be stated clearly that the lcader-
substitute construct is a concept of leadership that is more reflective of the
subjectivist paradigm of inquiry than the scientific one. As Clarke (1985)
points out situational leadership theory exists in recognition of the confines of
context, and the necessity of gaining understanding through studics of
interactions and relationships between components rather than through
understanding of each separate piece. It implies that leadership influcnce is a
dynamic interaction between indeterminate variables. Clarke (1985) also

points out that the emerging paradigra also has given risc to two other rclated
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shifts in understanding: first, a belief in the concept of "loosely coupled
organizations"; and second, in acceptance of new mechanisms for effective
leadership in these nonbureaucratic types of organization. It must also be
stressed, however, that this is not an empirical endorsement of the theoretical
validity of the leader-substitute theory of leadership. In many ways it simply
indicates that the leader-substitute construct is useful in understanding the
dynamics of administration, and it does so in the following ways.

First, one should not attribute the success of any enterprise solely to the
ability of the formal Ileader. Personality or style must complement the
leadership needs of the organization, but the impact they have will be
depcindent on how personal style meshes with other leadership influences that
are existing in current structure, task assignment, and cultural characteristics
and personal abilities of subordinates. Much of the recent literature in
administration emphasizes the importance of the latter, suggesting that the
cultural values of subordinates are a major factor influencing organizational
success. However, the leader-substitute construct suggests that not only
should subordinate characteristics be looked at as a source of value
commitment. The existing policies procedures, and task responsibilities of
people within the organization should also be examined. They represent value
priorities of the past; some of which are still of high priority, and others little
more than artifacts impeding progress.

That there is further validity to the leader-substitute coastruct is shown by
the fact that value commitments inherent in structure and tssk are often
unquestioned, or "operative in ignorance.” If such influences do not reflect
the value priorities of today, the administrator who does not recognize the
influence they are having may have new initiatives founder without
understanding as to why. It also points out the integral importance of
cvaluation as an administrative function. For it is through evaluation that one
discovers existing value priorities. It is also through evaluation that one can
examine the ethical congruency of values inherent in existing structures and
tasks with those values envisaged for the future.

Another merit in the leader-substitute concepi is its suggestion as to how
one can minimize reliance on personal authority by building influence into
aspects of task, structure, or subordinate characteristics. The latter are

reflected in the concepts of ownership or empowerment, whereby subordinate




254
values, skills and abilities are bound to the organization's goals. Task and
structure suggest how effective meeting agendas, timelines, plans, and
decision making strategies developed in advance can assist an individual in
moving a group toward or away from a predetermined goal. Plans employing
these stratagems can become a mechanism for the engc.dering of will and the
commitment of people to an organizational purpose. For example, what valuc
does a superintendent's agenda for a principal's meeting suggest when all the
tasks are trivial paper managecment? What value does a decision making
process done in bureaucratic isolation reflect as opposed to a decision making
process done in thke context of a stakeholder collaborative group? If these tasks
and structures are designed in an ethical manner, then they can reducc the
administraior's need to employ personal persuasion and skill to comec 10
appropriate conclusions. For policies, tasks, processes and procedurcs arc
little more than values parading as formal statements of intent; the morc they
are congruent ith the values of the organization the more likely that the
organization will operaie in a purposeful, rational fashion.

The leader-substitute concept does suggest why management of meaning is
so difficult in education. [Educational leaders have often been immersed in the
educational system since they were six years old. How aware can one be of the
values embedded in structures and tasks that one has experienced from such
an early age? It is like fish being unaware of the water in which they swim.
Parents and others suffer from the same problem. How arc their present
values affected when they walk into a school and are reminded by the teacher
and the classroom structure of values of the past? We have all heard so much
about "back to the basics"--how impervious is this "cultural belief" to change?

These observations help explain why the issues of vision, management of
meaning, ownership, and will were psychological factors in the threc casc
studies. Each of the above is a values resolution and congruency-sccking
process. Each, as much as each stage of the evaluation project, and the
purposes of the evaluation project itself, is an attempt to sort through and
identify values of different priority and significance, both to individuals, to
society, to sub-organizations within the organizational whole and the
organization itself. These values are not only explicit in the statements of
people and their actions, but also implicit in the situational context of the
distvict.  Ultimately, administration, or leadership (Hodgkinson, 1978), is little
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more than a values resolution process; and formal evaluation at the district
level simply an attempt to impose some degree of order and control on what
would otherwise be a intuitive and intensely personal activity, rather than a
formalized institutional learning process.

We have now come almost full circle: issues of value resolution and the
emphasis they place on evaluation, vision, management of meaning and ethics
point out once again the centrality of philosophy to administration. This once
again directs us to the writings of Hodgkinson (1978, 1983); Barnard (1938) and
Greenfield, (1975, 1979, 1983). Hodgkinson's discussion of differentiation of
values of different potency and moral strength in his value paradigm has
potential as a guide to value resolution in evaluation; it is shown in Appendix
G3.

Barnard's (1938) characterization of the ultimate administrative skill as
consisting of two abilities: (1) creating ethical solutions as change forces new
contexts on old values; and (2) the importance of will in administrative
effectiveness is most apropos to the findings of this study. He suggests that
time, perspective (i.e., level within the organization), and subordinate
characteristics all contribute to these solutions. The research conducted in
this study suggests that evaluation of the organization as a holistic entity,
especially when grounded in cooperative evalvation strategies may help
clarify ethical issues and alsc assist (through vision-building and teamwork)
in creating higher levels of organizational commitment. It also suggests that
success in administration depends to a great extent on the ethics and will
possessed by the administrator. The latter quality may be stimulated by
utilizing aspects of influence other than personal charisma; and existing
cultures, structures and tasks may detract from it. The leader-substitute
construct also supports the emphasis a number of writers are placing on
organizational culture.

The study also lends credibility to Greenfield's (1975) prolegomena for the
study of administrative behavior in organizations. Of particular import are his
statements that "organizations are expressions of will, intention and value";
“that facts do not exist except as they are called into existence by human action
and interest" (witness the issues related to data analysis and representation);
"organizations are arbitrary definitions of reality woven in symbols and

expressed in language”; and "That organizations expressed as contexts for
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human action can be resolved into meaning, moral order, and power." Each of

ihese statements accurately described the issues that came into play as
determinants of the success of the IPS in each district case. A funher
statement--"man acts and will judge action"--highlights the importance of
utilizing organizational evaluation skills to inform administrative action; not

for administrators alone, but for all of its members.

Further Implicati

The discussion on the limitations of evaluation use and leader-substitutes
provides a logical explanation both as to why formative evaluation, in the
form of the IPS, was suggested as a mechanism for organizational
improvement--as well as why it was limited in its success. First, thc project
was generated when senior administrators, at the distirict and Ministry level--
felt that control of education was slipping away; i.e., their carecers werc
threatened, public perception of education performance was low, and
controversy surrounding education was affecting educator's ability to work.
This is an illustration of the meta-value principle described by Hodgkinson
(1978); in that two fundamental vaiues asserted themselves: a desirc to rcgain
control; and a desire to improve. A formative district evaluation model was
seen to be the key to both. But formative evaluation--particularly the hotistic
model suggested in this study--priorizes improvement before control.  And, in
pursuing improvement it employs two mechanisms that, in the short term at
least, appear to minimize the administrator's personal control: (1) it incrcascs
the potential or possibility of value congruency through improved kinowledge;
it binds the administrator to negotiated actions that tie his hands and diminish
his personal ability to influence; and (2) it builds influence into structures,
tasks, and subordinate characteristics that creatc a system that an
administrator cannot completely control through personal qualitics alone.
However, these two factors diminish personal administrative control, but
expand overall control. If an administrator can commit to improvement
before personal control, the evaluation model will be effective; if, howcver,
personal control is truly the motivating factor, formative evaluation will be
allowed to lapse and old control mechanisms will reassert themsclves.

Formative evaluation's power can also be its major weakness. It may be
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postulated that educational organizations might sometimes be said to be slowly
evolving away from the bureaucratic model, into what is termed the "cultural
image" model: "The cultural image uses processes and symbols, has a broad and
internally forged definition of purpose, and utilizes a ‘“child-as-client’
orientation" (Teddlie, Kirby and Stringfield, 1989, p. 234). But this change does
not come easily, and people do not necessarily adapt comfortably. The
currency of control in a bureaucratic organization is authority, associated
with personal status, specizlized role responsibility, expertise, and control
over the granting of rewards and punishments. In a sense the formal leader
becomes the embodiment of organizational purpose and as such his personal
authority must remain paramount.

Formative organizational evaluation would suggest very much the opposite.
The embodiment of organizational purpose becomes a set of ideals or values.
Control is less a function of authority and more a function of value
congruency. Value congruency is sought through diminishment of
hierarchical status, creation of trust and teamwork, and placing influence in
tasks and structures that embody democratic, participatory principles. The
currency of influence is information, not role or status. The suggested
purposes of evaluation--improved accountability, maintenance and gain of
public and professional support for education, and improved decision making
--are little more than results attributable to an ‘"educated” organization.
Organizational improvement through structural education replaces formal
control by the leader as the source of organizational change. If a formal
leader can see the vision, accept loss of personal control, discover the leader-
substitutes that reflect adherence to the value of bureaucratic control and find
mechanisms to overcome them, and be possessed of the will and ethical skill to
deal with challenges the change will present, then he or she can restructure
the organization into a true learning entity in which formative evaluation
will be embraced; if not, formative evaluation will have failed. @ Thus, the
potentialities of formative evaluation are both its main strength, and its main
limitation.

The above observations derived from this research methodology prompts
one to suggest that the role of educational administrator is more analogous to
that of a theatrical director than factory manager. A director reacts to a

script, and intuits a theme, or vision, that will guide the production. In
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converting that vision into a production, he employs the skiils of owncrship
and evaluation. All endeavors are directed at improving the production;
personal control is only employed where necessary to accomplish the meta-
value of improvement. Ownership is also important in that cach actor must
somehow mesh his role and his personal values with that of the production's
values; and also in that the audience--the client--must also value the final
result. To achieve this he alters his vision and creates, with actors, a shared
one. Evaluation is the tool he uses to do this. Formative evaluation is employed
in progressing step by step towards the final product. Tt is systematic; for
each rehearsal, each performance, is judged according to its ability to recach
the ultimate vision. It is employed in a forward sccking, improvement
oriented way.

The director of a play also acknowledges the power of leader-substitutes.
He knows that the aspirations, needs, and skills of each actor influence the
ultimate performance; he also knows that the structures such as walk, costumc,
and props can create within the actor or actress an understanding of the
character as envisaged by the director yet in keeping with the play's theme,
Blocking!! (another structural concept) and the set contribute immenscly 1o
the production's ultimate success, but are specific to the particular production-
-they manifest the values unique to thai production, and will be dispensed
with upon its completion. Evaluation becomes the fundamental directorial
skill; it is the sourcc of judgment whereby each prop, each structurc, cach task
is judged as complementary to the production or not; and whereby individual
needs are connected to those of the production's ultimate vision. And finally,
the major determinant of the director's success is whether the play had the
effect on the audience that they wished it to have; similarly, in cducation,
administrative effectiveness should be determined by student, parent, and
public perception as to the effect it had on student growth.

11 Blocking is the process by which the director places actors and actresscs
within the stage set so as to gain the maximum visual impact for cach scenc;
it is usually done consistent with generally well-accepted blocking
principles.
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Summarg

The three case studies indicate that evaluation--and administration--are
little more than values resolution and consolidation processes. They also imply
that effective administration and leadership in a loosely-coupled organization
depends on evaluation, and evaluation success is predicated on administrative
commitment to improvement rather than career success. The research also
suggests that a leader's ability to design processes and procedures, that direct
organizationai members into problem solving, and then to enlist commitment
to the pursuit of solutions is the key to evaluation success. Furthermore it is
possible that a bureaucratic or rationalistic approach to administration
militates against this possibility, because it does not allow for truly meaningful
sharing of value dispositions and knowledge. A holistic evaluation process
may be a positive step towards restructuring of traditional administration; but
as an event in a systematic, ongoing bureaucratic process, it is likely to have
little substantive influence in the short term. The study also suggests that
alternative meiaphors for administration may be appropriate in viewing the
skills and abilities required in the administration of education.

One conclusion is hard to escape, however. Clearly the IPS will have very
limited effectiveness in the short term on a district's operation. The desire to
employ it, however, may represent an awareness on behalf of administrators
that a true change in the nature of leadership is possible; a change that might
slowly enhance the role of evaluation as a key component in effective
administration. Perhaps it is wise in terms of the timeline for this change to
be guided by the thoughts of the parent represcntative on the Inlet

stakeholder committee, thoughts that seem duly appropriate on this occasion:

I sce the evaluation as a process of awareness...if I become aware,
there will be a ripple effect. We have to reach out and make things
happen. If we can transmit this to others, then it will grow. This is
how change is made in the system; it is a slow process.




CHAPTER IX

Summary, Conclusions, and Recommendations

The first section of the chapter summarizes the study, including the
background, the problem, the design of the study, the methodology and the
findings. The second section of the chapter details the implications of the
findings.

Background

The present study came about because the researcher wanted to know how
formative evaluation could be constructed to assist district officials with
educational administration, what limitations might exist as to its ultimate
effectiveness, and what insights the employment of the evaluation process
provide into a better understanding of the nature of educational
administration.  Steps had been taken to develop such a model in British
Columbia, called the IPS. Research of the literature indicated that in order to
answer these questions it would be necessary to examine closely the literature
dealing with the generation of the IPS itself, administration in looscly coupled
organizations, values in administration, evaluation, and holistic cvaluation.

From the literature pertaining to the generation of the IPS a number of
basic purposes and procedures and principles were identified as relevant to

the evaluation model. These were:

1. _Purposes:
a. improvement of planning and educational performance.

b. motivation and gain of public and professional support for
education.

c. accountability enhancement.

Pr I

a. the use of a values framcwork, in the form of the Four-Goal
and Six-attributes (g. v.), to guide the process.

b. the use of key indicators of performance tc measurc
achievement of educational success.
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c. the use of questionnaires of stakeholders to determine
perceptions of educational success.

3, Pringiples:
a. [lexibility to adjust to each district's individual context.

b. a cooperatively developed, collected and accepted body of data.

Research associated with a holistic world-view suggested viewing the
cducational organization at the school district level as a loosely coupled
organization. In turn this conceptualization suggested examining the
organization as a holistic entity rather than a mechanistic one; and
cmphasizing the role of values in organizational decision making. In this
context administration was scen to have the function of facilitating
organizational problem solving. Various theories of administration were
cxamined, and the leader-substitute concept of administration--whereby the
opcrational influences were found not primarily in the personality and style
of the formal leader, but within characteristics of task, structure, and
subordinates found within the school district--seemed to be consistent with the
holistic vision of organizations earlier presented. To succeed in problem-
solving the literature suggested that the various facets of administration would
be successful if they worked together to create a vision for the organization, to
develop ethical relationships through participatory decision wmaking, to
manage meaning in the organization, and empower organizational members,
Formative evaluation was seen to be the key to development of these
administrative skills.

Examination of the evaluation literature suggested that the methodology to
answer academic and research questions should rely on qualitative rather
than quantitative models of evaluation. Principles relating to the naturalistic
form of evaluation were chosen to guide not only the district evaluation model
but the study itself. The concepts of multiperspectives, stakecholder
collaboration, utilization-focus, creative evaluation, goal-free inductive
analysis, and reliance on the intuitive evaluation skills of the human agent
were then meshed with the utilization focus of the holistic model of large
system evaluation. A holistic model, employing the givens of the IPS--i.e.,

questionnaires, the values framework, key indicators and evaluation reports--
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was then structured according to the principles of evaluation mentioned
earlier.

In essence, the literature suggested that qualitative, philosophical
administrative principles, combined with qualitative eva.aation stratcgies
would result in a model of formative evaluation that would most likely achieve
the goals established for the IPS. The literature suggested this because both
approaches focus on values resolution and clarification; and a congruent
value focus amongst all the sub-groups of a loosely-coupled organization

enhances effective decision making.

Study Purposes

A major assumption inherent in the dzvelopment of the IPS is that a
formative evaluation model--properly constructed--should be able to
accomplish the goals envisaged for it.  Yet the Iliterature also suggests that
there is little evidence that evaluation has achieved in practice what theory
promises.  This problem generated three purposes for the stody. A firsi
purpose became to design a holistic, formative ecvaluation modei that would
enhance administrative capacity at the school district level--a model that
administrators would be prepared to use because of its practical and theoretical
value. A secondary purpose was to design a study that would lecad to further
understanding of the factors that delimit evaluation's effectiveness when in
the hands of administrators. A third purpose was to usec the insights and
experiences of the study to enhance our understanding and insight into the
dynamics of both evaluation and administration, specifically the Ilcader-

substitute construct.

Design an hodol

In keeping with the study's purposes, action research was cmployed in
three school districts undergoing case studies in the use of the IPS.
Naturalistic evaluation methods were used to evaluate and mecta-cvaluatc the
effectiveness of the model, and to gain insights into the limitations to
evaluation effectiveness, to the dynamic relationship between evaluation and
administration, and to the leader-substitute construct itself.

Pursuit of the study's first purpose--development of a formative cvaluation

model for school districts that works--was done in two stages. First, the
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rescarcher carried out action research while employed as facilitator of the
cvaluation project in each pilot district. Attempts to improve the evaluation's
procedures and processes were guided by the given aspects of the IPS, by
questions that were posad at the end of the first pilot test, by strategies the
literature suggested might provide answers to the questions, by situationally
determined administrative responses, and by the limits imposed by the districts
themselves on the project. The second stage was to critique each case's
effectiveness, and to meta-evaluate all three cases' effectiveness. The meta-
evaluation was done in two sizny: first, by answering the four questions posed
at the beginning of the study; and second, by examining the varying degrees
of success of the cases in terms of achievement of their administrative
objectives. As the cases were completed in succession, some lessons learned in
the first two were applied to the last. Secondary purposes, i.e., looking for
insights into limitations on evaluation effectiveness, and the dynamic
relationship between evaluaiion and administration and the leader-substitute
construct, were achieved through the naturalistic inquiry conducted in the
three cases.

The main source of data for the study came from interviews of stakeholder
team members who participated 1 the cases. Supporting data came from
meeting minutcs, the resear.t:cr's logs, notes taken by stakeholder's
themselves, notes provided by Ministry employees who assisted with the
projects, newspaper stories, letters, and district evaluation reports. Data were
conteni analysed and color-coded according to five main areas of interest: (1)
background and context information; (2) description and/or evdluaiion of the
projeci's methodology; (3) evaluation applications; (4) perceived limitations to
cvaiuation effectiveness; and (5) insights into the leader-substitute construct.
Findings with regards to (1), (2) and (3) were presented as individual di.trict
case studies, organized around a single conceptual framework that revealed
itself through analysis of the data. Meta-evaluation of the model's
effectiveness was presented as a cross-case study analysis, building upon
patterns found across the three studies. Similar, patterns between districts
were sought out to provide the insights required to make sense out of the data

catcgorized in (4) and (5). These understandings were presented in Chapter IX.
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First, as an "ideal” values framework for the evaluation, thc Ministry's 4-
Goal and ©-Attribute framework, with minor modifications, met with approval
in all three districts. It might serve either as a guide upon which a district's
mission statement could be constructed, or as a statement of the district's
values.

Second, key indicators of performance--determined locally, mecasurcd
locally, interpreted locally, and represented iccally--were used to mecasure
each district's educational performance in all goal and attribute values. The
key indicators were most powerful in management of mecaning when they
represented a goal or attribute in three different forms: first, as a quaniitative
measure of performance (i.e., a statistic representing a potential range of
achievement); second, a qualitative measure, i.c., a perception check of public
opinion as to educational achievement; and third, a demonstration mecasure--
an example--of the performance criteria indicated by the other two mecasures
(a working definition of the qualities of a good key indicator is found on page
206). Key indicators are inductively designed and temporally mecaningful;
they wiil become moie powerful when measured over time.

Third, techniques such as brainstozming, the Q-sort, and the stakcholder
collaborative process appeared to create a sense of ownership for the
evaluation project, as does control over data collection, interpretation, and
report writing. They also enhance the potentiality of reaching ncgotiated
judgments as one moves from the specific to the general in cvaluating district
performance.

A fourth finding was that surveys appeared more mecaningful and
acceptable when designed and conducted (1) with significant stakcholder
input; and (2) by professional pollsters.  This finding, combined with the
previous ones. suggests that standardization of either key indicators or survey
questions from the Ministry is  :desirat'e; any such consistency should
develop in an inductive manner from below. However, duec to thc nced to
employ comparison for understanding, a process to accomplish this is also
desirable.

Fifth, it became apparent ihat careful attention {0 timelines and timing
were important for the evaluation's success. The project that was attempted
during the school yecar was much more successful in data gathering than the

two summer-time projects.




265

A sixth issuc relates to the state of data collection procedures within each
district. The system requires data about student and organization
performance.  Yet no such data poel exists. A startling paucity of requisite
information, at least data that is retrievable by others, characterizes schools
and school districts alike. Related to this issue is the unease educators have
aboui interpretations of this data, and i!3 true meaning.

A scventh finding relates to the method of reporting evaluation
information. Audience specific reports are desirable. Information
presentation through appeal to various learning styles may be desirable. The
cffect of video reports, for example, on the use of information should be
cxamined further. Report styles which match initial purpose should also be
cxamined.

A eighth finding relates to data management and mea.uing. Finding
"reality” or "truth" in educational information provided by the three districts
was almost impossible.  The information provided was more, as Greentield
wourd say, the result of "human intention and action”, consensually--but
subjectively--determanzd.  This created problems with maintaining a clarity of
purposc on pursuing the goal of district improvement, and with ethics of
information management for administrators.

Finaliy, much greater eiforts must be placed on groundwork and follow-up
if the IPS s to be used effectively. Indeed, failure to create a "bridge" from
evai-.ation io decision making through the use of follow-up procedures
designed in advance was a major weakness in the IPS.

Analysis of the three case studies suggest that the IPS methodology was
cthical, empowering, and informational for the stakeholder teams themselves.
Transfer of these attributes into improved district accountability, planning,
and gain of public and professional support for educational improvement
varird greatly from district to district. Perceived success was partly due to the
evolving sophistication of the evaluation model itself, and partly due to the
fact that the System ignored the most important component of effective
evaluation: follow-up.

As to accountability, the IPS heightened awareness and dialogue amongst
participants, but only wher organized follow-vp processes were followed did
the apparent success extend to other district members. Use of evaluation

informatior  to enhance decision making through development of a long term
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planning strategy was essentially a failure. No districts designed a report to
present information for planning, but the evaluation information was
incorporated into existing planning structures. Although all districts
indicated a desire to construct follow-up evaluations and use of key indicators
for district monitoring, no commitments of an unequivocal naturc wcre made
by any of the district management teams.

A pattern of results similar to that with respect to accountability and
planning was discovered when gauging whether the IPS created an increascd
sense of teamwork and commiimcnt amongst staff and public in the district.
Evidence existed to support an affirmative answer for members of the
stakcholder teams, but not so Jor the remainder of the district's cmployees.
This is likely due to the fact that the case study was an ecvent, not an
institutionalized process, and that the anticipated goal is long term, rathcer
than a short term.

In summation, it appeared that the reasons for the limited effectivencss of
the IPS were (1) the political importance the project assumed within the
district; (2) existing patterns of leadership and style within the district; (3) the
characterological ability or style of each actor in the process; (4) the
interaction between these qualitiess and the methodology required by the
evaluation project; (5) the follow-up processes employed in the district; and (6)

the resources and situational elements found in the context of each district.

neral Limitation
Limitations to «valuation effectiveness in this study were basically of two
kinds: (1) evaluative, i.e., as the design and method meshed with the political
and organizational realities of each district; and (2) administrative, i.c., Having
to do with philosophical and personal expertise demands placed upon

educational administrators.

Evaluative Limitations

Evaluative limitations were of two types: traditional limitations, and what
can best be termed as "other limitations", In the former category rests
apprehension surrounding evaluation due to its potential use as a control

mechanism, or for political maneuvering by one political sub-group against
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another. In the "other" category were three main subsets: (1) psychological
limitations; (2) holistic limitations; and (3) change limitations.

Psychological limitations confirmed that the greater the trust that exists
amongst organizationi members, the greater the likelihood of a meaningtul
evaluation. Second, the more evaluators were motivated to improve, the
greater the likelihocd of success. Holistic limitations refer to the complexity of
holistic evaluation itself (i.e., getting consensual value judgments), and the
incompatibility of holistic evaluation with traditional bureaucratic role
responsibility. Change limitations refer a natural resistance to evaluation
because it is a harbinger of change. A strong possibility exists that this is due
to the difficulty of envisaging the impact of change in a holistic,
indeterminate organization.  Related to this is the problem of determining
what is good information versus bad information, and how best to present this
information so as to relate in an evaluation report, the “real” but at the same
time, intensely personal essence of the school district's strengths and
weaknesses?

Administrative limitations are both philosophical and practical.
Philosophical limitations refer to the issues of vision, will, and ecthics in
management of meaning; all determine the extent to which various
educational le:ders are able to perceive the true nature of formative
evaluation. Indeed, holistic, formative evaluation suggests a vision of a new
"learning” organization, one in which the administrative persona is
diminished, while adminisirative character is enhanced; and in which the
bureaucratic infrascructure is transcended with respect to ethics. Practical
administ.ative limitations refer to the ability of district administrators to
design follow-1p procedures to link the evaluation with its purposes, as well as
the ability to employ tactics, strategies and skills to create value congruencies

in the organization.

L - i Theor
Although the study provided little empirical evidence to validate the
leader-substitute construct as the "correct” theory of leadership, it did provide
supportive evidence for its relevance within an overall complexified theory of
leadership, consistent with the emerging paradigm. It also demonstrated that

as a conceptual tool, either for developing an administrative structural
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initiative (like the IPS) or for analysing the reasons for administrative

effectiveness, it had merit.

Conclusions _and Implications for Further Research

In keeping with the constraints inherent in a naturalistic inquiry,
conclusions arc only generalizable across the three cases analysed in this
study. Applicability of the conclusions to other districts or to other contexts
depends on the reader's judgment as to the fit between situations.

1. The IPS model exists in a format that enables it to conduct an “"cvent”
evaluation of a school district's performance in accordance with Ministry
expectations.  With modifications it can be used to enhance accountability;
without major modifications it will not significantly enhance decision making
or maintenance and gain of public and staff support for education.

2. Major modifications necessary ior improved performance relate to the
creation of groundwork, reporting, and follow-up procedures that arc specific
to the purpose envisaged for the project, In addition, these modifications
should extend the processes to the district as a whole.

3. No modifications or alterations of the process for standardization of key
indicators should be considered, unless adherence to that standardization
process is voluntary, and the process itself i¢ inductive, stakeholder-based, and
goal-free.

4. If the IPS is to be true formative evaluation, then follow-up processes
that significantly improve data collection and interpretation, systematic key
indicator measurement, regular and effective communication, and rcgular and
consistent stakeholder input must be in place. In addition, ard morc
importantly, the ethics of information management must be defined and
clarified for all district personnel.

5. A variety of report formats for the presentation of cvaluation
information should be experimented with, The impact of multi-media
reporting, video reporting, and print reporting should be compared and
studied. Similarly, the different mechanisms for information prescntation
(i.e., graphics, pictorials, etc.) need to be examined in terms of their power and
integrity.

6. The major success of the IPS perhaps lies in its cducative function.

Improved decision making is a secondary accomplishment only possiblc when
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the System is expanded into a true formalive mode; the same for motivation and
gain of professional and putlic support for education.

7. Evaluation at the school district level is as much an administrative task
as an cvaluative task. As such it is limited as much by administrative skill as
by its evaluation methodology.

8. A major limitation 0 the use of evaluation for leadership purposes was
the extent to which individuals affected by the evaluation "owned" all stages of
the ecvaluation's progress; the key to overcoming this limitation is to create a
climate of trust, ethics, shared commitment and group purpose.

7. A major limitation to the use of evaluation for long-term planning or
district gain of support for education was the authentic commitment of
individuals to the purpose of improvement. This willingness was in itself, at
lcast i part, a function of previous training in evaluation, understanding of
cvaluation, individual will, vision--and ability to resolve ethical conundrums,
particularly with respect to issues of information management.

8. A further limitatic to the effectiveness of the IPS both as a stage in
organizational development or as a beginning to ihe construction of a true
formative ecvaluation process, is the consistency between the basic principies
upon which it is constructed and the existing leadership context. It is a
Lolistic model with suggestions of a new conception of organizations and
leadership. It includes a new understanding of the nature of change, of
authority structures, and of the skills necessary for effective administration.
Districts in which these new understandings are operative are more likely to
employ it to improve system performance.

The following general statements--not conclusions-- are suggested by the
study as worthy of consideration by the reader with regards to the nature of
district evaluation, the leader-substitute construct, and  administration:

9. Administration is little more than a values resolution/congruency
forming 1task. Creation of value congruency is a function of consistency
obtained between subordinate values, values of task, values of structure, and
values of the organization.

10. Formative evaluation is an intention to creaie rational value
congruency in an indeterminate and irrational environment. It will be
resisted to the degree to which individual psychology and group psychology

rcsists rational change in any aspect of their life; it will be accepted tc the
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extent to which administrators are able to create an ecnvironment of

rationality--i.e., an environment of teamwork, ownership, shared vision, and
common meaning, committed to organizational improvement.

11. The research strongly suggests the view that school district
organizations are as Greenfield (1983) uncerstood them; as creations of human
intention, will, and value.

12. The research also supports the point of view that images of
organization and administration consistent with the bureaucratic image arc
damaging to educational organizations (Teddlie, Kirby & Springficld, 1989);
they are best viewed as learning organisms, devoted to self-actnalization
(Morgan, 1987).

Questions for Further Research

1. To what extent can a rational formative evaluation process emphasizing
organizational improvement overcome irrational fears related to evaluation?
A corollary question is to what extent can these fears truly be called
"irrational” in a bureaucratic environment? If follow-up to the cvaluation is
not similarly designed, is there a point to the evaluation?

2. What is the link between irra.onal emotions and feelings (i.c., fcar and
trust) and "rational" values? What is the role of both in triggering acccptance
of evaluation for change?

3. To what extent does a subject's past expericnce with evaluation for
control delimit their ability to employ evaluation for improvement?

4. To what extent and/or degree can administrative vision and will be
altered so as to enhance evaluation effectiveness, and how can this be donc
(i.e., philosophical training, theatrical experience)?

5. To what extent does the creation of ownership in cvaluation create
ownership for improvement?

6. To what extent is the commitment to improvement as a result of
evaluation a function of inadequate ethics, morals, and valucs in information
control and management?

7. To what extent is an administrator's commitment to formative cvaluation
delimited by his need for personal authority? and,

8. Does success of the formative evaluation model require commitment to a

completely new administrative style and vision of organization?
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The study also pointed out the potential significance of the leader-
substitute construct to an understanding of the situational theory of
lcadership. A number of observaticns and questions regarding this construct
are worthy of further study. For example:

9. Does the construct have validity beyond its use as a convenient
conceptual tool?

10. How do administrators restructure an organization so as to make
structures and tasks flexible enough so as to complement value priorities for
the future? Is this done mentally, by simply readjusting one's prioritics?

11. Are administrators more effective when they seek out "hidden" leader-
substitute influences, and then design a plan for innovation that embeds
influence in these characteristics, rather than relying on personal charisma
or persuasion?

12. What utility do metaphors such as the educational administrator as
artistic director have for understanding the role of leadership in schools?

13.  What potential do the values inherent in structures and tasks have to

limit or expand the will and vision of administrators?

Further Recommendation

The previous sections have discussed recommendations regarding further
study of the major purposes guiding this study. It is possible that the results of
this study may have implications for research in other areas as well,
particularly as regards to the nature of :he educational organization. For
example, what impact does it have on organizational structure if
administrators choose to view the boundaries of the organization as including
mcmbers of the public? What impact does this have on management
structures within the district? In addition, what impact does it have on
organizational structure when one views it metaphorically as a values
priorizing institution, maintaining control through learning and relearning,
as opposed to a mechanistic, cause and effect oriented entity?

A sccond area in which studies related to this one might have influence is
with respect to its impact on schools and administration within schools. How
does a district formative evaluation model using key indicators of performance

rclate to school performance? Should district indicators be presented so as to
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allow for school comparisons? What autonomy do schools retain for control
over decision making if this is the case?

One might also want to consider application of a similar evaluation model to
schools. If so, how does one mesh the two? Then too all the questions
concerning district evaluation and leader-substitutes could be examined at the

school level for further insight.

lusion

At the end of the study one is left with the impression that morc qucstions
about the efficacy of formative evaluation in district administration have bcen
asked than answered. In terms of the Information Profile System itself, it has
received limited endorsement as an evaluation event, with its greatcst impact
on accountability. As a formative evaluation model much work yet nceds to be
done so as to create tasks and structures that complement the intuitive daily
evaluation decisions made by educational leaders. If such devclopment is done
by keeping the limitations to evaluation effectiveness and the lecader-
substitute construct of leadership as guides to action, and applying them in the
contexts of one's own district, then the model has application where one dcems

it to be of value in organizational improvement.
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APPENDIX Al

Appendix Al: The Four-Goal and Six Attribute Framework

URATr1I Viy

INTELLECTVAL DEVELOPMENT

e "To develop the ability of individuals to analyze critically, to reason and think
independently, and to acquire basic learning skilis and bodies of knowledge.

* To develop in individuals a lifelong appreciation of learning, a euriosity about the
world around them, and a capacity for creativa thought and expression."

Individuels should develop the ability:

e  to ascquire basic learning skills and bodies of knowledge;
e  to reason and think independently; and

*  to analyze critically.

Individuals should also develop:

« a lifelong appreciation of learning;
* a curiosity about the world; and

«  crestive thought and expression.

VOCATIONAL DEVELOPMENT

¢ "To assist in developing in individuals the means to realize their personal potential
and to attain their occupational and career objectives.

* To assist in developing in individuals effective work habits, a reg ird for the dignity
of work, and the flexibility to deal with change and challenge in the work place

* To assist in developing in individuals the sense of seli-reliance, vision, and
conficence vital to the creation of new opportunities for employment.”

The sehool system should assist students in developing the skills and abilities necessary
to:

« reach their occupationa! and career objectives;

. develop eff2ctive work habits; and

« deal with change and challenge in the work place.

The school system should also assist students in developing such personal quslities as:

+ self-discipline, reliability and confidence; and
* teamwork and respect for others.




Appendix Al (cont): The Four-Goal and Six Attribute Framework

SOCIAL DEVELOPMENT

"To assist in developing in individuals an understanding concerning their relationship
to the world in which they live, the role of the family in society, and their
responsibilities and rights as citizens.

To assist in developing in individuals a sense of social responsibility, a tolerance and
respect for the ideas and beliefs of others, and an ability to live and work with other

people.

To assist in developing in individuals an appreciation for the fine arts and an
awareness of the cultural heritage and values of Canadian society and broader
world."

The home, the school, and the community all contribute to a student's social
development. A socially developed student will:

be knowledgeabie about the world;

be knowledgeable about the Canadian cultire;

respect the laws of the Canadian society;

act as g responsible citizen;

tolerate and respact the ideas and beliefs of other people and other cultures; and
appreciate the fine arts.

HUMAN DEVELOPMENT

"To assist in developing in individuals a sense of self-worth, individualism, personal
initietive, self-discipline, the importance of the pursuit of excellence, and the
satisfaction gained through achievement.

To assist in developing in individuals an understanding of the importance of physical
health, emotional well-being and the work and leisure activities which contribute to
a good quality of life."

A student who is well developed in this goal will exhibit traits which suggest:

sell- worth;

personal initiative;

discipline, including attention to physical and emotional well-being;
appreciation of the value of leisure activities; and

commitment to quality performance.
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Appendix _Al (cont): The Four-Goal and Six Attribute Framework

ACCESSIBILITY

*  "Universality is vital to the education provided to B.C. children. It is not enough to
say that places are provided in programs throughout the Province. Real, rather than
nominal, access means paying attention to the special needs of rural, gifted,
handicapped, female and minority language students. Attention does not mean
conceding standards but rather exploring new methods of delivery and
communication in the interests of accessibility.”

The education system snhould provide as equal as possible as opportunity for all students
to attend school and take all potentially necessary courses.

Access or location should not be restricted by:

« geographie location;

e  ethnie, social/economic, or physical status; or
«  size of community.

RELEVANCE

+  "Excellence alone is not enough if the material taught is not current enough to catch
the imagination of students and to relate what they learn through schooling to the
real world as it exists now."

The Curriculum and teaching methods need to:
appeal to students;

meet basic expectations of society;
reflect currcnt technology;

be adaptable to the future; and

te reviewed regularly.

PROFESSIONALISM

e "Quality schooling depends on the quality of its teaching force. Continuing
developm=ant of teaching skills will be even more important in the years to come as
teachers will have to adjust to changing student composition (e-g. more primary
students) and interests (e.g. more secondary students taking mathematics and
sciences). Moreover, the role model that teachers provide in the classroom and in
all of the other activities they are involved in is absolutely essential.”

A professional teaching force should:

*  be weli qualified, in terms nf education and experience;
recognize the diversity of students' needs;

continue to develop their professional skills;

be informed about current teaching methods; and

be positive role models for students.
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MANAGEMENT AND ACCOUNTABILITY

* "The best and most well-meaning of organizations can lose their way and fail to
achieve important standards if they become preoccupied with their own existence,
do not monitor and assess achievements and do not account to the public. It is
absolutely vital that schooling be monitored closely and the public informed on a
reguiar basis of the strengths and weaknesses."

A well-managed school system will:

monitor student performance;

put infornration about student performance to use;

take initiatives to enhance student achievement;

answer to the student body, taxpayers, parents and public;

share information on resource utilization and achievement with those groups;

make the link between inputs (e.g.: proposed tax increases) and expected outcomes
{e.g.: improved performear.ce on learning assessment exams);

know what they are attempting to achieve; and

e strive to make the most effective use of available resources.

COST EFFECTIVENESS

¢« "In a diverse society with an aging population, schooling is only one of marny social
responsibilities undertaken by g>vernment. Respecting the need to balance all social
responsibilities and to make tkem all cost-effective, is a vit.l component of
responsible government in an increasingly competitive world econon.y."

A cost effective system will:

. meximize the return on resources invested;

« achieve the highest level of efficiency where possible;

* relate system and student outputs (effectiveness) to resources used (cost); and

+ review expenditures and financial allocations in light of their mission statement,
objectives, and goals.

PUBLIC EXPECTATIONS

* "In a democratic society, it is not enough to provide the best possible schooling.
That schooling must be provided o that it helps to define and responds to public
expectations.”

System managers must attempt to:

* identify public expectations;

insure proper dissemination of information for public consideration;

attempt to meet thcse concerns in its allocation of human and financial resources;
show the results of stretegic planning; and

ensure local schools reflect community needs and interests.
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APPENDIX A2

Appendix__A2: Sample pages of an Information Profile Froin a B.C. School

District.

RUN 88/02/16 WMINISTY OF EDUCATION - 1987788 SCHOOL DISTRICT INFORMATION PROFILES

District 085 VAIHICCUMER ISLAND WNORTh

1.08 Intellectual Development (GRADE 12)
1.28 Provincial Exam Results
Note: No. uf students and participation rates
based on Grade 12 population only

ENGLISH L1 12

Participatica No. of Students Exam

rate (%) Mean
District 9.1 i5 63
Cateqgory DS 7.6 117 55
Pravince 11.9 3.872 64

ENGLISH 12

Participattion No. of Students Exam

Rate (%) Mean
Qistrict 73.9 122 65
Category DS 73.8 1.13t 64
Province 77.4 25,134 67

TRENCH 12

Porticipation No. of Students Exam

Rate (%) Mean
District 15.8 26 S8
Category DS 9.7 149 62
Province 14.3 4 646 67

GEQGRAPHY 12

Partictpation No. of Students Exam

Rate (%) Mean
Otstrict 18.8 31 57
Category DS 27.5 422 (3]
Province 25.3 8,227 6S

School
Mean

64
66
68

Schoot
Mean

66
67
67

School
Mean

70
71

"

School
Mean

61
66
65

Final Results (%)
c+/c/P

40.0
53.8
58.3

Final! Results (%)
c+/C/P

71.3
68.3
63.9

Firal Results (%)
c+/C/P

65.4

Final Results (%)
cs+/C/P

71.0
66.8
67 4

20.0
19.7
7.0
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Scﬁool District

RUN 88/03/18

MINISTRY OF EDULCATIOM - 1987/88 SCHOOL JISTRICT INFORMZTIOR PROFILES

Disirict 085 VANCOUVER I1SLAND NORTH
7.0 Cost Effectiveness
7.2 Budgeted Costs
[ e T +
1987/ 1988 Fen ¢ Fen 2 ‘en 3
District Budget 4,559,632 3,521,698 1,117,960
% 1-7 35.89 24.57 8.80
cep (FCNS 1, 2 ANO 3 COMBINED) 3,044
Category DS Budget 40,024,908 20,460,723 11,495,473
% 1-7 34.92 26.58 10.03
(o (FCNS 1, 2 AND 3 COMBINED) 2,912
Provinze Budget 635,058,453 511,897,949 189,100,572
% t-7 35.50 28.62 10.57
CPF (FCNS 1, 2 AND 3 COMBINED) 2,863
1986/1987
District Budget 4,373,€32 3,200, 186 913,777
% 1-7 36.40 26.63 7.60
cpPp (FCNS 1, 2 AND 3 COMBINED) 2,897
Category DS Budget 37,954,833 29,271,529 10,352,829
% 1-7 34.99 26.98 9.54
cep (FCNS t, 2 ANC 3 COMBINED) 2,709
Provinze Budget 587,231,413 487,507,347 166,%38,002
% 1-7 35.35 29.35 10.02
cpPp (FCMS 1, 2 AND 3 COMBINED! 2,667
1395/ 1986
District Budget 4,440,299 3,163,145 847,643
% -7 37.13 26.45% 7.09
cpp (FCNS 1, 2 AND 3 COMBINED) 2,826
Category DS Budget “€£,956,83’ 28,983,556 9,161, ,17¢
% 1-7 35.25 27.65 8.74
crp (FCNS t,.2 AND 3 COMLINEN) 2,585
Prcvince Buugeaet 556,858, 786 465,473,319 146,548,496
% t-7 35.61 29.76 9.37
o2 (FCNS ¢, 2 :'.D 3 COMBINED) 2,499

Note:

Costs per pupil (CPP) are calculated hy dividing costs (surh as

by the appropriate full time equtvalent (FTE) puptls.

Fen 4

737.869
5.81
255

5,593,996
4.38
198

83,044,473
4.64
174

631,902
5 26
216

5,184,035
4.78
179

75,736,454
4.56
163

635,996
5.32
213

4,949,251
4.72
168

71,906,508
4.60
154

Fcn §

2,329,691
18,34
806

19,571,319
17.08
694

282,429,250
15.79
605

2,119,972
17.64
724

18,837,078
i7.36
656

262,523,304
15.80
564

2,080,241
17.39
696

13,002,527
17.17
618

245,228,021
15.68
5214

gross operating budget)

fFen 6

144,127
1.14
S0

950,536
0.83
32

35,360,916
1.98
76

124,345
1.03
42

910,117
0.84
30

33,710,433
2.04
72

138,627
1.16
45

894,486
0.85
29

32,644,331
2.09
170

7AGE 18

FCN 7

€92,859
5.45
240

6,517,952
5.69
230

§1,840,361
2.90
t11

652,694
5.43
223

5,972,536
5.61
206

48,043,716
2.89
103

652,960
$.46
218

$,892,862
5.62
201

45,228,545
2.89
97



APPENDIX A3

290

Appendix A3: Sample of one ci the seven Questionnaires used in the Inlet and

South Coast District evaluations.

f. ‘ KEY INDICATORS OF SCHOOL PERFORMANCE

| . Former Student Questionnaire

N We are interested in your opinion of the performance of the last school that you attended.
q To zxpress your opinion, please grade the school’s performance in the same way as the
students are : A = excellent; B = very good; C = satisfactory; D = marginal; F = fail.
Z' Please reasi the questions below and assign your ‘grade’ by filling in the appropriate circle
. opposite the quesiion. If you do not care to indicate a grade, simply indicate No Opinion.

{ Dicections: Use a dark PENCI1. and FILL o the circle COMPLETELY.
h If you wish to change your answer please erase all traces of the wrong mark,

then flll in the correct response. Do ot make stray marks on the pagn.

= _ i
= %

1. How well did your school gerfonn in teaching s,
you the foilowing subjects

Reading
Mathemaiics
Science
Social Studies
Art/Music/Drama
Physical Education ....
FLENCR ...ccoverccscnirencncesnenrasssancssssssassssnsnasanses sesnns

2. How well did your school help you to develop
the following knowledge and skills?

Develop good study habits
Find information about jobs
Develop job and career goals ........ccccvuecueirerersanees

3. How well did your school help you to develop
the following positive attitudes?

Sense of self worth
Pursuit for excellence
Positive value for work
Respect for others
Appreciation of physice! and emotional health ...
Appreciation of Art/Music/Drama ..........ccccceaneees
Appreciation of learning

4. In general, what grade would you give your school? ........ccoccvneusnnece

m%%N&WWMW&W‘M«”&MW&-%&W«W«

Is

Qlllll!lliﬁtllhhtbllﬂli!l'lﬂtilﬂlllI!!-!::::gfr.z-egonu
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Appendix A3 (cont): Sample of one of the seven Questionnaires used in the

Inlet and South Coast District evaluations.

i
804685 07 8 ¢ WHNRVBUNEDTHUIEINNRINSODEDNDNRNUNIRTRNNSIQGUaS

Indicate If you agree or disagree with the following statements. " A‘. a::'.::'..:'._.

5. Teachers in this school care about me as an individual. .é -b .b .é .6
6. The staff and students were positive and supportive of each other.oe. O O O O O
T EQUAId ot ey O gy el o riudes 00000
8. The skills and knowledge taught at echool help:d me obtain 8 jobeeee.. O O O O O
9. What was taught at school prepared me fo¢ college and malvernsityewwn.. O O O O
10. mlcboolpmvidedhelpforlppﬁaﬂmtocouuumdmhmf*&wO O00O0
" 11, The'school administration exercised appropiiats leadesship. ... O C O O O
12. The Schov’ District offered the right prograi s o studies..cemememeeee O O O O O
13. ‘The School District provided the pioper leadership. O0OO0OO0OOF
14. The School Board (Board of Trustees) provided proper leadership. ....... O .O 00O
Part B: Information About Yeu, Y, _:"-:-,'

v 15. Did you belong to a schoo! club? , O0O0
i5. Did you play intramural or house games at noon or after school? ... O O O
17. Did you belong to a scti~l team? . O0O
18. Did you help out with school activities? O0O0
19. Did you receive a school leaving certificate, but not Graduate? vueeee.. O O O
20. Did you officially graduate from school? ' O0O0
21. What sex are you? OMie O Female

22. Your grade average inyourlastyearwas OA OB OCz OD OF
23, What are you currently doing? (fin i all st epply)
Stodying

by' f:'il time empl
cormrespondence employment
at a secondary school § part-time employmisnt
at 2 post-secondary institute unemployed
THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR HELP IN COMPLETING THIS QUESTIONNAIRE.
(Comments are weicomed in the comment area en the back of the frent cover.)
CONFIDENTIALITY AJCDEPOHL) FOR OFFICE
ASSURED USE ONLY

Il’l"‘ll’lo
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APPENDIX B1

Appendix B1: Interior District Interview Protocol.
Introduction and explanation of interview:

1. The process used to develop information for the report, and to develop
the report itself has noi traditionally been used by evaluators at the school
district level.

The evaluation team was given great leeway to tell the evaluator (and
the schcol board) what information was valuable, what information was
meaningiul, how to interpret this information, and how to present it in the
form of a report. Usually the evaluator is given the task of evaluating a
program and then proceeds independently to do so: but the evaluation team
formulated in the district completed much of these tasks thcmselves.

2. My interest and the reason for the interview is primarily to find out
about the notential use of this form of evaluation--in particular, as a
leadership tool in the school district.

Such an instrument must accomplish leadership goals, be applicable to a
number of different kinds of districts, while at the same time be reflective of
their unique needs and character. In addition it must capture the reality of
education, in all its many facets, accurately and honestly.

3. I personally feel there were both benefits and problems with this kind
of evaluation process. You'll have a chance to talk about both in this

interview. Please be as honest and complete in our discussion as you possibly
can.

4, Please try to eiaborate on the reasons why yov answered a particular
question when possible.

Confidentiality
1. I will need to take notes during our talk, so I can remember what is said.
But, I want to assure you that our discussion will remain confidential, in that

your name will not be used when I write my paper. I will:

a. summarize what a number of interviewees say, and;
b. use selected quotes, but not attach your name to them.

2. The Ministry or the school board will not be given specific data from
the interviews, only the paper, which will give summarized results.

Interview Format

1. This will be a semi-formal interview, but we'll try to make it as informal
as possible.

2. Our discussion should take between 45 minutes and an hour.

3. I appreciate your willingness to help me out more than you already
have on this project.



Appendix B1 (cont): Interior District Interview Protocol, p.2.

Evaluation Project Interview

1. School district

2. Interviewee:

Representative (of which stakeholder group) Title:

3. Interviewer:

4. Describe general tone of the interview:

293

5. Other comments regarding interview:
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Appendix Bl (cont): Interior District Interview Protocol, p.3.

Question One: Let's discuss your role as a member of the evaluation team.

a. How would you characterize or describe your role during the process
of evaluation?

I'm going to give you a set of cards with words on them, words which
may relate to your view of the role you played in the evaluation process.
Please read through these words, then separate the cards into three stacks:

Descrite roleWell Describe role Somewhat Do Not describe
role

Which three words on these cards best describe your role?

Why?




Appendix B1 (cont.):

Interior District Interview Protocol, p. 4.

partnership director subordinate
observer controller active
inactive opinionated reticent
positive negative knowledgeable
ignorant trusted threatened
cooperating managing acquiescing
shy involved uninvolved
passive decisionmaker participant
follower collaborator yielding
powerless powerful compliant
strong weak indulged
important insignificant appeasing

2. Which three words best describe the attitude and behaviors of the

evaluation team as a whole?

Why?
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ix Bl : Interior District Interview Protocol, p.5.

3. a. What is your general opinion of the precess used to gather
information for the report

b. Please describe any positive aspects or features of the process we
used to develop the report.

c. Please describe any negative aspects or features of the process we
used to develop the report.

d. Should the overall process be used regularly and systematically for
sysiem improvement?




Appendix_ Bl (cont): Interior District Interview Protocol, p.6.

4. The evaluation team used a number of specific precedures to organize and
gather information from the various groups involved in education in the
school district. As I name each method, please fill in the two cards I'll give
you to rate each procedures used.

Card 4:

1. The Use of the Four Goal/Six Attribute Framework

positive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 negative
accurate 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 faulty

2. The development and use of district-based key indicators of
educational performance

positive 1 2 3 4 5 ) 7 negative
accurate 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 faulty

3. The use of government exam data, retention rates, learning
assessment performance of students as provided by Ministry "key indicators"

positive 1 2 3 4 S 6 7 negative
accurate 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 faulty

4. The use of surveys of various constituents (parents, non-parents, ctc.)

positive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 negative
accurate 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 faulty

5. The use of a report designed to report to the management team and
stakeholder groups (detailed report)

positive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 negative
accurate 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 faulty

6. The use of a report designed to report to the general public (parents,
non-parents, and employers, etc.).

positive 1 2 3 4

6 7 negative
accurate 1 2 3 4 6

5
5 7 faulty
7. The use of the Q-sort to decrease the number of indicators chosen.

positive 1 2 3 4 5
accurate 1 2 3 4 5

6 7 ncgative
6 7 faulty
8. The use of a broad based stakeholder team

positive 1 2 3 4 b 6 7 negative
accurate 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 faulty
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Appendix_ Bl {cont): Interior District Interview Protocoi, p.7.

Card 5:

Here is a coded scale, from ! to 7 expressing a continuum between a positive
characteristic and a negative characteristic. Applying these to the evaluation
process, and procedures, give your evaluation of its success for each pair of
terms:

Just 1 2 4 5 6 7 Unjust
Open 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Closed
Non-Educative 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Educative
Irrational 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Rational
No Has
Integrity 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Integrity
Interesting 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Boring
Dishonest 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Honest
Dignifying Denigrating
of of
Constituent Constituent
Opinions 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Opinions

Not Meaningful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Meaningful

Vulnerable
Politics conducted to Pressure
responsibly 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Group
Politics
Excessive use of Minimal use
executive authorityl 2 3 4 5 6 7 of executive
authority
Confusingly
Efficient structure 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 complex
structure
Ineffective Effective
Data Data
Collection 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Collection
Functional Duplicate
Effectiveness 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Activities
Freedom within 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Rule-bound

guidelines procedures



Appendix Bl (cont): Interior District Interview Protocol, p.8.

a. Please indicate your general, overall feeling about the ecvaluation
process and procedures used to develop the report
Positive 1 2 3 4 h) 6 7 Negative

b. Please use the scale again to indicate your overall, gencral fceling
about the product: the report.

Positive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Negative
Why?

5. Did this system allow for the uniqueness of your school district to be
reflected in the evaluation process, and in the final reports?

Why or why not?

6. YWhat aspects of the rrocess and procedures would you recommend that other
disiricts utilize if undertaking an evaluation? Why?
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ndix B nt.): Interior District Interview Protocol, p.9.

Card 6: On a seven point scale, please indicate how you agree or
disagree as to whether the overall process has contributed to achievement of
the following statements:

1. provides a consistent knowledge base for the management team and the
general public

agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 disagree

2. allows for accurate determination of general strengths and weaknesses
in the educational programs of the district.

agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 disagree
3. provides a springboard for effective short and long term planning.
agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 disagrec

4. will develop a higher degree of shared commitment and
purpose amongst professional staff in the district.

agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 disagree

5. will develop a higher degree of shared commitment and
purpose amongst pareris and general public.

agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 disagree

6. provides fair representation of all interest groups in education throughout
the process.

agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 disagree

7. helps to provide a clear vision, of where the education system is and should
go in the future. It coasiders the short and long term values of education.

agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 disagree
8. will improve leaming for students.
agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 disagree

9. assesses student performance, or achievement, rather than school processes
and procedures.

agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 disagree
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Appendix Bl (cont,): Interior District Interview Protocol, p.10.

7. Please rank the 9 goals of education using the Q-sort below.

MOST IMPORTANT LEAST
IMPORTANT

What is the reason for your top three choices.

8. Evaluation has traditionally been somewhat ineffective as a leadership tool.
As a result of your experiences with this project, please rank the following list
of suggested reasons on the "Q-sor:” belov: as the most likely reasons to
explain this circumstance.

1. evaluation usually does not involve stakeholders in its design.

2. evaluation is threatenin; because it points out areas of weakness.

3. evaluation consists of many different leveis of value judgement;
therefore it is difficult to maintain objectivity and rationality. and casy
to manipulate results in a favorable fashion.

4. evaluation, when :ffective. indicates improvement nceds that arc
impossitle to achieve because follow-up is not planned weli.

5. evaluation is too time-consuming and resource consuming for its
worth.

6. evaluation requires an expertise that few administrators posscss.
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Appendix B1 (cont.): Interior District Interview Protocol, p.11.

7. evaluations have been designed that do not meet the needs and
requirements of local decision-makers.

8. evaluation reports are extremely difficult to write so as to report the
data accurately, while at the same time providing for readability.

9 evaluation is the last activity in implementing a program, and
therefore its value as a leadership exercise is often ignored.

MOST LIKELY LEAST LIKELY

What is the reason for your top 3 choices?

9. How could the evaluation team ..iab’'ished better groundwork and follow
up?




Appendix Bl (cont.): Interior District Interview Protocol, p.12.

10. To what do you attribute the success and integrity of the ecvaluation.

1. Senior Administraters treated committee members
with respect and consideration.

2. Q-sort thai allowed equal input in decision making.

3. Clearly defined tasks.

4, Alterations of conventional stakeholder roles

5. Senior administrators knowing what they wanted and persuading
people to do what they wanted.

6. Novelty of process.

7. Reliance on knowledge and values of interest groups.

. Time lines and actions that were well-structured.

9. The use of "judgement and evaluation" at each stage of
decision making throughout the process.

MOST IMPORTANT LEAST

IMPORTANT

11. Why do you think the evalration was requested in the first place? What is
you understending of the reasons?
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Appendix Bl nt.): Interior District Interview Protocol, p.13.

12. Do you believe that there was any relationship between the political
situation in early 1988-89 and the evaluction project (either locally or
provincially? ) If this is the case, did it impact on the potential success of this

project.

13. How would you characterize the motivations of the evaluation team
members in completing this project?

14. How could better, more accurate iaformation have been gathered for the
evaluation report?  Any suggestions?
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Appendix Bl (cont.): Interior District Interview Protocol, p.14.

15. Is the report a practical tool for leadership? Please Explain.

16. Please describe the use of the reports that have been produced; by you
personally, and by the school district.

by teachers:
extensive some use little no use

by the management team:
extensive ___  some use___ little ___ no use
by the public:
extensive____ some use___ little ___ no use

To what extent do you think it will be used in the future?

17. Did you come up with a summative evaluation overall about the district's
performance?

18. Are you committed to district wide improvement?
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Appendix B1 (cont): Interior District Interview Protocol, p.15.

19. As a result of your paricipation in this project has your perception
about the need for an improvement plan become strrnger or weaker?
Pleasc explain.
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APPENDIX B2

Appendix B2.: Audit trail guide to ensure trustworthiness (adapted from
Greene et al, (1988), p. 358-59,

I - Background and Initial Preparation

1985 background papers

Pilot evaluation study

Ministry documentation

working papers during project formulation
Nechako reports

NAWOND~

II - Evaluation Design Planning

B. Collis outline

Working papers re administration leadership and
evaluation

3 Dissertation proposal (short) to committee

4. Initial contracts
5

6

[\

IP System mailouts
Overheads for workshop presentation

1II - Evaluation Design Implementation

Various drafts of proposal and design
Drafts of instruments

Ayers instrument; McPherson paper
Initial interviews, logs, outlines to districts.
Revised final design

NhPON =

IV - Instrument _development

1. Samples of rough and final (see above)
V - Sampling

1. Districts:

a. notes re initial choices and why
b. ongoing generation (see above)

2. Respondents (interview, public, etc.):

a. design trail above
b. district choice
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Appendix B.2 (cont): Audit trail guide.

Vi Raw Data (*see samples in Appendices C, D and E).

1. Working documents: agendas, logs, etc.

2. Personal notes

3. Letters, agrcements*

4. Evaluation data and procedures (ie., samples of indicators
as generaied*, Q-sorts* rough drafts of reports, eic.)

5. Interviews (tapes and transcripts)™

6. Questionnaires

7. Participant notes

VII - Data Summary (*see samples in Appendices C, D, E, F and G)

1. Chronclogy of events*

2. Individual case summation of stakeholder ratings for
critique of the IPS*,

3. Individual case summation of semantic differentiation
procedure*,

4, Results of Q-sort on "leader-substitutes"*

VIII - Data Synthesis and analytic notes (*see Appendix F)

1.

2.

A o

Samples of color-coded interview cards grouped
together by pattern.

Synthesis of stakeholder ratings of IPS over

all cases*.

Synthesis of semantic differentiation results over all
cases*.

Final IPS model*.

Summary of notes from personal dissertation journal.
Rough notes and rough drafts of case study and meta-
evaluation chapter construction.
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Appendix B.2 (cont): Audit trail guide.

Audi

Dependa-
bility

Confirm-
ability

mpl ions from i idelin

Tasks Sample Guiding Ouestions Suggested
References

Identify 1. Is there evidence of HL, 1v, v
decisions and purposive or theoretical
rationales, sampling?
tincluding con-
text/purpose 2. Is there adequate support

for method

Verify linkages
between data &
findings

for sampling decisions?

3. Are the methods used
appropriate?

4. Is there adequate support
for decisions about materials?

1. Is there isomorphism VI, VIII, IX
across linkages, e.g.,

from raw data to

analyzed data to synthe-

sized data?
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APPENDIX C1

Appendix C1: Letter of agreement between Inlet School District and the
Program Evaluation and Research Branch, Ministry of Education.

March 18, 1988

Mr. Bob Ney
Superintendent of Schools
School District #1 (Inlet)
3981 Vancouver Street
Cape George, B.C.

Dear Mr. Ney:

This letter will confirm fundamental aspects of the agreement betwzen School
District #1 (Inlet) and the Program Evaluation Branch of the Ministry of
Education with respect to the district evaluation being done in the district this
school year.

The school district will:
* provide a "contact person” who will work with the Program

Evaluation Branch facilitator and ensure that district responsibili-
ties are carried through, such as:

* the gathering of questionnaire data;

* an analysis of district or school based data an attempt to
discover "district based" indicators of educational
performance;

* data interpretation and evaluation; and

* the production of a district and/or public report.

* provnde sufficient funds and personnel resources to ensure:

the effective distribution and scoring of questionnaires
designed to elicit public opinion, aund payment of these
costs (between $5,000 and $10,000 dependin_. upon school
district population) will be a direct responsibility of the
school district; and

* the design, print, and distribution of either a district and/
or public evaluation report.

The Program Evaluation branch will:

* provide a facilitator to assist with the evaluation process in
general, and in particular to provide consultation with respect to:

* the gathering of questionnaire data;

* data interpretation and evaluation;

* the produciion of both a district and public report based on
this information; and

* processes aind procedures that would assist the evaluative

process and its follow-up improvement plans.
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It is the intent of the Program Evaluation Branch to assist the school district to
conduct a fair, rational, and meaningful evaluation of its educational
operations.

The evaluation will be based on the framework devised by the Ministry of
Education, Program Evaluation Branch (i.e., the four goals of education -
intellectual, vocational, social and human development, and the six attributes
of effective schools - accessibility, relevance, professionalism, management
and accountability, cost-effectiveness, and public expectations).

Data for the evaluation will come from three sources:

* the Ministry data files, thiough the Information Profile System;

* questionnaires distributed to various constituents in the school
district; and

* district and schoo! based files, as indicated by the district.

It is anticipated that questionnaire distribution will be completed by the cnd of
the 1987-88 school year, and reporting out documents by September 30, 1988.

I trust this letter is consistent with the coatent and nature of our initial
discussions on the topic. If so, could you indicate confirmation of youir
approval and acceptance of this process by signing the copy enclosed and
returning it tc the above address. We look forward to working with you.

Yours truly
Ian J. Cameron

Director
Program Evaluation Branch

Signing authority and title.

IC: clh
FMG: L-103
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APPENDIX C2

Appendix C2: Chronology of Events in the Inlet Evaluation (*denotes meeting
attended by researcher or associate).

Date: Task:
September-December, Preliminary discussions in
1987 district

Dec. 14, 1987 Letter from Bob Ney

expressing interest in
evaluation project sent to
Ministry.

January 30, 1988 Meeting between researcher
and Bob Ney at Ministry.

March 18, 1988 Letter outlining contractual
agreement sent to district.

January-April, 1988 Continued negotiations about
survey in district.

*April 20, 1988 meeting with IDTA executive.
April 21-July 1, 1988 Survey administered.
*July 4, 1988 Meeting between researcher

Bob Ney, and Frank Ford to
establish process for two
day meeting.

*July 5-6, 1988 First Stakeholder meeting:
1. framework acceptance
2.  brainstorming
3. indicator agreement
4. survey review
5. assignment of data
collection tasks

*July 19, 1988 Day of informal interviews

*July 20-21, 1988 Second Stakeholder meeting
1. data collating,
winnowing, interpreting
2. discussion of stake-
holder role in report
writing

July 27-28, 1988 Writers work at Ministry.




Dalg.

July 29-Sept. 1988

September 23, 1988

September 24-31, 1988
October 3, 1988

*QOctober 6, 1988

October-December, 1988

*December 5-6, 1988

February 1, 1989

December, 1988-March,
1989

Task:

Creation of report by graphic
designer.

Stakeholder approval of
report for printing

Printing of report

Dinner meeting with Bob Ney
delivery of report.

School Board analysis of
report.

Follow-up activities.
Interviews of stakeholders;
Parent meeting at junior
secondary.

Debrief of Bob Ney.

Continuation of follow-up
activities.
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The superintendent and the director made the decision to self-
administer the survey--in other words, to design the sample, distribute
questionnaires, and collect them on their own. The prime reason for this
decision appeared to be the cost factor: total expenditures for self-

administration and scoring was approximately $1500.00. Samples were as

follows:
1. Parents 200 respondents
2. Non-parents 100 respondents
3. Teachers 100 respondents
4. Secondary students 200 respondents
5. Elementary students 200 respondents
6. Ex-grads 100 respondents
7. Employers 100 respondents

Administration consisted of (1) providing school administrators with
questionnaires so that teachers and students from each school in the district
were proportionately represented; (2) developing a grid of the whole district,
and having students deliver questionnaires to randomly selected homes in
sequence, and picking same up three days later (the students were paid for
this service); (3) employing a similar procedure with employers; and (5)
contacting graduates (or their parents) by phone to establish where to send
the graduate survey. A very high percent rate of return, ranging from 80-

96%, was achieved.




APPENDIX C4
Appendix C4: Data Interpretation and Analysis Procedures in the Inlct School
District Evaluation.

1. Large papers, with goal or attribute headings, were pasted around
the room.

2, Stakeholder team members were asked to affix data clements under
the framework headings, writing out the finai key indicator
definition.

3. In pairs, stakeholders cut and paste questions from the surveys,

placing them under appropriate framework headings. Comparable
questions from each constituent group were placed side by side.

4. Pairs were then assigned two framework elements cach. They
were asked to color code the information according to the
following scheme:

red: necessary to report because it reflects a vital clement of the
framework goal being measured.

blue: a score, or measure, that appeared to represent a strength in
the district.

green: a score, or measure, that appeared to represent a wecakness
in the district.

yellow: a score on a survey item that represented, in the
stakeholder team's qualitative judgment, a significant constituceni
difference.

5. Each pair was then required to review their decisions with the
whole group. If substantial disagreement was noted, group
consensus was sought for an appropriate recoding.

6. If key indicators were judged to be inappropriately
operationalized, a group decision to climinate them from the study
was made.
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Appendix D1: Chronology of Events in the Uouth Coast Evaluation (*denotes
mecting attended by researcher or associate).

Date:

January, 1988

*Feb. 15, 1988

April 8, 1988

April 14, 1988

February-April, 1988

*April 19, 1988

April 24, 1988

*May 4, 1988

May 9, 1988

May 27, 1988

June 1, 1988

June 1-June 20, 1988

*June 21, 1988

Task:

South Coast Trusiee attended
Phi Delta Kappa meeting and
became acquainted with
evaluation project.

Meecting between Bill Nelson
and researcher with respect
to the participation of

South Coast in an evaluation.

Letter rz contractual
agreement sent to district.

Signed letter returned.

Discussions at the School
Board level about partici-
pation in the project.

Initial meeting with John
Lee.

Letter to steering committee
members.

First Stakeholder Collabor-
ation Team Meeting.

Letter to Stakeholder Team
members about survey
assignments and responsibilities..

Letter re questionnaire sent
out to teachers/
administrators.

Letter re questionnaire to
parents and public re
questionnaire.

Administration of surveys.

Stakeholder Team meeting to
develop key indicators.




DQIQ'

*June 28, 1988

*June 28, 1983 (aft)

June 29-August 23, 1988

*August 23, 1988

*August 25, 1988

*September 8, 1988

September 19, 1988

October 3, 1988
*October 11, 1988
*{ctober-November 21,
1988

November 25, 1988

November, 1988-
January, 1989

February 28, 1989

March 6-10, 1989

317

Informal interviews

Continuation of key indicator
development.

Data collection on selected
human and social development
indicators.

Completion of ! =y indicator
cl.oice.

Data sysnthesis, interpreta-
tion, analysis; collaiing
and winnowing.

Meeting between South Coasi
report writers and Ministry
Team.

First draft of report

presented to the South Coast
writers and Stakeholder Team.

Second draft of report given
to South Coast writers.

School Board meeting to
discuss report publication.

Four meetings re report
final draft preparation.

Report printed.

Production of Newspaper
Insert.

Completion of Newspaper Inscrt

Distribution of Newspaperlnsert
during Education Week.
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Appendix D2: Survey Administration Procedures in the South Coast School
District.

John Lee (the Director) made the decision to assign the responsibility of
survey administration to the Stakeholder Team. There were two reasons for
this: (1) the Director did not have the time to administer the survey himself;
and (2) the cost of contracting out the questionnaire was too great.
Responsibilities for each Team member were outlined in a letter to each

person in the stakeholder group.

Response rates were as follows:

1. Parents 150/200 returned

2. Non-parents approximately 65/100
returned

3. Teachers 80/100 returned

4. Secondary students 198/200 returned

5. Ex-grads 60-75/100 returned

6. Employers approximately 65

of 70 returned.

Final figures as to return rates for employers and non-parents were
unavailable, as Stakeholder Team members did not (or could not) keep good
rccords of the response rate.

Administration was handled by assigning each Stakeholder Team member
a specific responsibility. A letter explaining the purpose of the questionnaire
was attached to each survey (see Appendix D4).

Each Stakeholder Team member utilized resources at their disposal to
accomplish their tasks. Thus the parent group and district employees became

involved in the survey's distribution.



319

APPENDIX D3

Appendix D3: The Q-sort process utilized to priorize key indicators in the South
Coast evaluation.

The Q-sort is a process that allows each stakeholder equal input into the
determination of priority ranking within a list of up to nine items. It is

conducted iu the following manner:

A series of boxes labelled "least important” to "most important”, are arranged

as in Figure D3a below:

Figure D3a,

MOST LIKELY LEAST LIKELY

Each item ‘o be priorized is ihen given a number. Then thesc steps arc
followed (it is important that this sequenc. be used in order to maintain the

integrity of decisionmaking):

1. The respondent is asked to look at the list of items, and choose thc onc
that to them is the "most impc.tant”. Its number then goes in the box to the

far right.

2. The respondent then looks at the remaining list and chooses the item

that is "least important". The number is placed in the box in the far left.
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Appendix D3 (cont,): The Q-sort process utilized to priorize key indicators in
the South Coast evaluation.

3. Then, from the remaining list, the respondent chooses two items

deemed the "niost important”. These are placed in the two boxes to the right.

4. This step is repeated with the respondent choosing the two itemy
from the remaining list deemed "least important”. These are placed in the two

boxes to the left.
5. The remaining three items are placed in the middle set of boxes.
Each item is then given a score. It is determined by giving all items in the box

on the right a score of 10, the next set of boxes 8, 6, 4 and 2 accordingly. The

items can then be placed in a priority list according to their score.
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Appendix D4: Letter outlining Stakeholder Team responsibilities for the
survey administration in the Scuth Coast School District.

May 9, 1988

TO: Members of the District
Assessment Committee
FROM: John Lee

Once again I would like to thank you for agreeing to be responsible for
the distribution and collection of the following gquestionnaires:

50-70 Employees Mrs. Jane Holden

100 Non-parents Mrs. Shirley Eastwood and
Mr. Ken Franks

20 Tunglat graduates Mr. Dan Roebottom
I will be responsible for the following:

150 Teachers

200 Parents

200 Secondary graduates

80 Mountbatten graduates

As soon as the questionnaires are available, I will give you a call.
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Appendix D4 (cont.): Letter outlining Stakeholder Team responsibilities for
the survey administration in the South Coast Schoc! District.

Futur gti D

June 21, 1988 - 1:00 p.m. Board Room

June 28, 1988 - 1:00 p.m. Board Room

I hope that you will be able to join me for lunch on both days. Let's

meet at the Carmelia at noon! If you are unable to make the lunch on either
day, please give me a call.

July 18, 1988 - 9:00 a.m. to 3:30 p.m.

July 19, 1988 - 9:00 a.m. to completion of task.

cc. Mr. Graham Dickscor
Ministry of Education
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Appendix DS: Data Interpretation and Analysis Procedures in the South Coast
School District Evaluation

Each person was assigned two framework elements and large papers
were placed around the room for pasting and collating data. Stakeholder tcam
members were asked to affix data elements under the framework hcadings.
Individually stakeholders cut and paste questions from the surveys, placing
them under appropriate framework headings. Comparable questions from
each constituent group were placed side by side.

Stakeholder team members were asked to color code the information
according to the following scheme:

pink: necessary to report because it reflects a vital clement of the

framework goal being measured.

blue: any survey element that received an 80% or better satisfaction
rating; ie., a district strength.

green: a score, or measure, that in the judgment of the interpreter
represented a below expected score; ie., a district weakness.

yellow: a score on a survey itemn that represented, in the individual's
qualitative judgment, a significant constituent difference.
Each individual then reviewed their judgments with the remainder of the

group. Disagreements were aired and final decisons on coding were made.




Dal: .
*July 8, 1988

August 17, 1988

August 20-September
25, 1988

*September 27, 1988
October 5, 1988

*Qctober 7, 1988

October 7-28, 1988

*October 28, 1988

*November 10, 1988

November 10-December
14, 1988

*December 14, 1988

APPENDIX E1

Appendix E1l: Chronology of Events in the Interior Evaluation(*denotes
meeting attended by researcher or associate).

Task:

Preliminary discussions in
during researcher's visit to
the district.

Letter from Jason
Stone outlining district
intent to take part in the
evaluation project.

Informal discussions re
survey and other procedures.

First Stakeholder meeting
in the district.

Letter outlining survey
intents sent to Ministry,

Meeting with Jason Stone
to clarify project intents.

Jason Stone and Damon Korchuk
developed list of key

indicators for next

stakeholder meeting.

Second stakeholder meeting:

324

key indicator list discussed and refined.

Third stakeholder meeting:
indicators revisited;
priorized final list.

Key indicator list
refined once again; distributed to
committee members.

Meeting between Damon Korchuk

and researcher to refine list of data

required
to measure indicators.




Appendix E1 (cont,): Chronology of Events in the Interior Evaluation.

Date:

*January 4, 1989

*January 20, 1989

January 6-28, 1989

January 29-February
24, 1989

*March 3, 198Y

March 3-April 30, 1989

*April 30, 1989

Task:

Fourth stakeholder meeting:
Data assignments given out;
meeting with survey company
representative.

Fifth Stakeholder committece

meeting: Review of key indicator data;
interpretation and start on report
writing.

Survey administration.

Booklet and video writing
and preparation.

Presentation of evaluation
report at British Columbia
Trustees Association
showcase.

Follow-up activities

interviews
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Appendix E2: Interior School District Mission Statement

Mission Statement for
Interior School District

"Our Mission is to educate students to value learning, possess
knowledge and skills, strive for personal excellence, experience
success, exhibit responsible citizenship, enjoy life, and meet the
challenges of change through a variety of defined programs and
technologies, strong parentai and community invovlement, and an

effective,caring staff."

The British Columbia school system commits itself to develop the individual
potential of students. The knowledge, skills and attitudes gained by students
are those crucial to a healthy society and a prosperous economy.
Responsibility for this goal is shared between the provincial government
(through the Ministry of Education) and locally clected school boards.

The Ministry of Education provides direction by identifying three areas
of focus for schocls. They are:

1. Inteilectual Development
2. Social/Human Development
3. Career Development

Attributes of effective public school systems are also identified by the
Minsitry. The attributes isolated are the following:

1. Accessibility
2. Relevance

3. Equity

4. Quality

5.  Accountibility*

School Districts operate under these broad guide-lines and develop
unique goals intended to meet the needs and concerns of their students and
constituents.

We in the Interior School District have stated in clear terms our
commitment to the individual needs of your district's young people. Our
district is committed to bringing about positive results through processes that
the people in the district see as both proper and effective.

Revised in printing to reflect the Gocvemment's new Mandate Statement.
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Appendix E3: Brainstorming rules as applied in the Interior School District.

Brainstorming suggestions:

D each member should use his or her role (e.g.
parent, teacher) when making suggestions.

X all suggestions should be accepted and written
down for later discussion.

N during this stage of discussion, everyone should
have a chance to make suggestions without being
rushed or interrupted.

DN once the list is compiled, the potential of each
suggested indicator should be discussed:
o does the indicator fulfill the criteria?
» how does it fits on the Q-sort?
(Appendix V explains the Q-sort procedure.)
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Appendix E4: Sample of Indicator lists from the Interior School District
Evaluation.

PROPOSED EFFECTIVENESS CRITERIA

PRODUCT

To value learning:

0 retention rates - night schooi for dropouts

(] % of students entering post-secondary institutions
e.g. Okanagan College

0 attendance rates

0 involvement in Science Fairs, festivals, etc.

To possess knowledge and skills:

(creative independent thinking skills)

0 provincial exam results
0 district exam results

To strive for personal excellence:

provincial/A.P./I1.B. exam results

Math competition - University of Waterloo
Passport Program

debating program

drama/band festivals

sports

¢ OO0 oo

To experience success:

0 school-based award programs
0 Work Experience Program

0 Board recognition of students

0 Individualized Education Plans students are successful in

328
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Appendix ES: Interior School District Survey Methodology and Design.

.4. Methodology
nterior Research used the following process:

Questionnaire Development: IRC developed a core
questionnaire based on consultation with the clients and
their consultative committee. Questions of particular
significance to each group were added to that group's
questionnaire.

Sample Design: For the general population part of the study,
IRC used a random list of telephone numbers to collect a
representative sample of 386 respondents.

The sample of 162 employees accurately represents the
proportions of employees belonging to the three employee
groups, the number of teachers employed at the secondary and
elementary levels and the gender split of the staff.

The student sample of 331 accurately represents the
proportions of grade eleven and twelve students enrolled in
the various schools, as well as the numbers enrolled in grade
eleven and twelve and the gender split.

Data Collection: IRC's trained telephone interviewers
collected the data for the employee and general public
portions of the study from a supervised central telephone
facility. All questionnaires were carefully edited and 10%
were verified by a supervisor so that only accurate data is
included in the study.

For the student portion of the study the questionnaire was
administered in the schools by District staff under the
direction of IRC. Budget and time pressures necessitated
this less desirable method of data collection.

Data Analysis: IRC staff entered the data into IRC's
computer analysis system and analyzed the data in accordance
with the project objectives.

1.5. Level of Confidence

The results of the general population study are accurate to within
plus or minus 5%, nineteen times out of twenty.

The results of the student study are accurate to within plus or
minus 5%, nineteen times out of twenty.

The results of the staff study are accurate to within plus or
minus 7%, nineteen times out of twenty.
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Appendix Fl: Frequency responses of stakeholder perceptions as to the
positive value of the Four-Goal Six-Attribute Framework, and its accuracy.

a. The use of the Four-Goal and Six-Attribute Framework:

postive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 negative
Inlet 4) & GO O O O (O

South Coast (2) (2 (D) @©@ (@© © (0)
Interior @ @O O o 6 O (0
Total (10) (6) 2) (V)] (3) 0y 0)

b. The use of the Four-Goal and Six-Attribute Framework:

accurate 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 faulty
Inlet G o @O @O O O (0

South Coast (1) (@2 @ @ © (©@ (0)
Interior @ o @ @ o O (@
Total awo & 6 @ @O O (0
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Appendix F2: Frequency responses of stakeholders to the development and usc
of district and ministry key indicators of performance: positive value and
accuracy.

a. The development and use of district-based key indicators of educational
performance.

positive 1 2 3 4 5 ] 7 negative
Inlet 3) @) (1) @ @ O (0)
South Coast (20 (O) (O @ © (© (0)

Interics (6) (1) (0) (0) (1) (0) (0)

Total 1)  4) 1 3) (1 (V) (¢)

b. The development and use of district-based key indicators of educational
performance.

accurate 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 faulty
Inlet @ @O @ O ¢ O ()

South Coast (2) (0} (O (3 (© (© (0)
Interior @ @ @O @O @O O (©

Total m 6 6 @ & O (©

c. The use of government exam data, rctention rates, learning asscssment
performance of students as provided by the Ministry "key indicators".

positive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 negative
Inlet m g 3 9 O o (O

South Coast 3) (O ©® @ © (© (0)
Interior & @ @O o @O O ()
Total ®» ®» @ @ O O (0




Appendix F2 (cont): Frequency responses of stakeholders to

the devclopment and use of key indicators of performance.
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d. The use of government exam data, retention rates, learning assessment
performance of students as provided by the Ministry's key indicators.

accurate 1
Iniet (2)
South Coast (3)

Interior “)

Total )

2
(1)
0)
3)
C)

3
)
0)
1)
ey

4
4
2
0
(6)

5
1)
0)
0)
(1)

6
()
(0)
©0)
)

7
(0)
(0)
(0)
(0)

faulty

e. Frequency of teacher responses

indicator qualities.

compared to

non-teacher responses to key

1, District-based kev indicators:
positive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  negative
Teacher O o & @& O © (@O
Non-Teacher (11) (2) (0) (2) (0) (0) (0)
accurate 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 faulty
Tcacher O ) (2 @ (1) (©0) (0)
Non-Teacher (7) (3) (3 2 @O O (0)

2. Use of government exam data, retention rates, etc.
positive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 negative
Teacher @@ o 6 @ O ©O (0
Non-Teacher (9) @4 (1) 2 (© (0 (0)
accurate 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 faulty
Teacher m o @O 6 O O (0)
Non-Teacher 8 % © (3 1) (@© (0)
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Appendix F3: Frequencv responses of stakeholder perceptions with respect to
questionnaire desirability and accuracy.

a. The use of surveys of various constituents (parents, non-parents, etc.).

positive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 negative
Inlet @ @O @ O O @O /(©O)

South Coast (3) (2) 0) ()] ) 0) (0)
Interior (5) 3) 0 0) ') 0 (0)

Total s e @ O O @O (©)

b. The use of surveys of various constituents (parents, non-parents, ctc.).

accurate 1 2 3 4 S 6 7 faulty
Inlet @ o GO @@ GO @OH (0

South Coast ) © O @3 @O © (1)
Interior @ @& O GO O O ©O

Total 6 @ @O & @ @GO (1
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Appendix F4: Frequency responses of stakeholder perceptions of evaluation
descriptors re efficiency and effectiveness of the evaluation processes and
procedures.
Descriptor: E i ion_ of rating;
1. efficient structure:
agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 disagree
Inleg @ 6 GO O O O (©O
South Coast ® (@ O @O @O (© (0)
Interior @ @ @O O @O O (©
Total @ ®» & O @ O (©O
2. functional effectiveness:
agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 disagree
Inlet 3 @ @ O @O ©O (@0
South Coast (0) (3 @ (@O (O (@O (0)
Interior > @ o o @O @ (@O
Total &G ® @ O @ ¢ (0
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Frequency responses of stakeholder perceptions of descriptors

re information sharing qualities of the evaluation processes and procedures.

D

riptor:
agree 1
1. open:
Inlet (6)
South Coast (2)
Interior (5
Totai (13)

2. interesting:

Inlet 3)
South Coast (2)

Interior 3)
Total ®
3. educative:

Inlet 4)

South Coast (1)
Interior 3)
Total (8)

4. rational:

Inlet &)
South Coast (0)
Interior 4)
Total )

E

(1)
0))
3)
C))

(5)
(3)
(3)
an

3
3)
C))
(10)

3
2
3
(8

)
(2)
)
C)

0)
0)
(2)
(2)

ey
ey
)
(2)

(0)
(2)
(0)
(2)

0
0)
0
)

0
0)
0)
0

)
0)
(V)
0)

0
(V)
0
(V)

(V)
()
0)
)

(0)
(0)
1)
0

0
0)
1)
ey

0
0)
M
M

0)
0
(V)

(U

0)
0)
(H
0)

0)
0)
0)
0)

0
0)

(0)
(0)

ion of rating:

(¢)
(0)
(0)
(0)

(0)
(0)
(0)
(0)

(0)
(0)
(0)
(0)

(0)
(1)
(0)
(1)

disagrec
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Appendix F6: Frequency distribution of words chosen as three words that best
describe stakeholders' role (descriptors of each individual's role (Ind); Team's
role (Team).

Inlet South Coast Interior Total
Word: frequency: frequency: frequency: frequency:

Ind Team Ind Team Ind Team Ind Team
cooperating 4) (6) 3 3) )] 2 (11) (11)
partnership (4) (2) (2) (2) (4) (4) (10) (8)
involved (2) (2) (2) (2) (5) 2) % (6)
trusted (4) (1) (1) (0) (0) (1) 5 (2)
positive (2) (5) (0) 2) (2) (3) 4) [10)
active (1) (1) (1) (1) (2) (3) 4 (5)
participant (0) (2) (2) (2) (1) (4) 4) (3)
important (1) (0) (0) (0) (2) (2) 3) (2)
collaborator (1) (0) (2) (0) (0) (0) (3) (0)
powerful (D) (1) (0) (0) (1) (0) (2) (1)
decisionmaker (1) (0) (0) (0) (1) (1) 2) (1)
knowledgable (0) (1 (1) (2) (0) (2) (1) (5)
director (1) (0) (0) (0) (0) (1) M (1
reticent (1) (0) 0) (0) (0) (0) () (0)
passive (1) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (1) (0)
managing (0) (0) (1) (0) (0) (0) (1) (0)
shy (0) (0) (0) (0) (1) (0) (1) (0)
opinionated (0) (0) 0) (1) (0) (1) 0 (2)
compliant 0) (0) 0) (2) (0) 0) 0 (2)
strong (0) (1) (0) (0) (0) (0) ) (1)
yiclding (0) (0) 0) (0) (0) (1) )y (1)

For the Team choices in the Inlet district, one individual used the term
"honest" and another gave only two choices.
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Appendix F7: Frequency distribution of word categorization-- describes role
well (w), describes role somewhat (s), describes role not at all (n).

Inlet South Toast Interior Total

District istri District
Word: frequency: frequercy: frequency: frequency:

W S n W § n w s n w s n
cooperating (8) () (0) (5) 0) (O (8) (0) (0) (21) (0) (O
involved (M 1) (0) (5) 0) 0 (8) (0) (0) (20) (1) (0)
participant (7 (1) (0) (5) © O (8) (0) (0) (20) (1) (0)
positive (8) (0) (0) 4 (1) (0) (6) (2) (0) (18) (3) (0)
collaborator (7 (1) 0) @) (1) 0 (7 (1) (0) 18) 3) (®
partnership (6) (2) (0) (5) (0) (0 (7) (1) (0) (18) (3) (0)
active (7 (1) (0) 4 (1) (0) (6) (2) (C) (17) (4) (0)
trusted (6) (2) (0) (3) (0) (0 (5) 3) (0) (16) (5) (0)
important 4 (3) (1) 2) @) M) (5) 3) O (I (®) (2)
knowledgable 4) 4 (0) (2) @) (1) (3) 5) () 9 an
decisionmaker (3) (5) (0) 2) 3) O 3) &) O 8) (13) (O
strong 4 3) (1) 1 G M (3) 5) (O (8) (1) (2)
managing (2 4 2 (3) @ O 3) 3 2 & 9 @
director 1 3) @ 1 Q) 2 (3) 2) 3) (5) (M (9)
observer (2) (5) (1) (1) 3) ) 0 5) 3) (3) (13) 4)
powerful 2 2) 4 0 @ M (1) 4) 3) (3) (10) (8)
opinionated 0) (2) (6) (1 1) (3) (2) (6) (0) 3 ® O
controller 1 @ G, (1) 4 0 (URCNC) (2) (12) (1)
yielding (0) (4) (0) (1) 3) (1) (1) (5) (2) (2) (12) (M)
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_Arpendix F8: Frequency distribution of stakecholder perceptions of evaluation

descriptors re ecthical quality.

Descriptor;
agree 1 2
1. just:
Inlet ¢ M
South Coast (1)  (0)
Interior & 3
Total iy @
2. open:
Iniet © O
South Coast (2) (1)
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Totai ®  ®
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Total 10) (5)
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©)
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)

ncy  Distri
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) 0y
) ©)
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(D)} ©)
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ion of Rating;
6 7
(UT (1))
©  (0)
0  (0)
O (0
0 (0
(ONE(V))
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Appendix F9: Frequency distribution of stakeholder perceptions of evaluation

descriptors re authority relationships.

Descriptor:

9
(o]
H

agree 1
1. dignifying of constituent opinions:
Inlet G @O @ 0
South Coast (3) 0) 2) ©)
Interior @ @ O O

Total o 6 @ O

0)
©
©0)
)

2. minimal use of executive authority:

Inley @ o @ O
South Coast (2 (0O (1) (1)
Interior @ @ O @O
Total ® @ & 0
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Inlet @ @ O @O
South Coast (1) (3) (1) (0
Interior @ @3 @O ()
Total m a0 @ ()
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Inlet & @ @O O
South _Coast (2) (D) Mm 0)
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)
)
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0
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Appendix F10: Frequency responses of Stakeholder Team members to possible
achievements of the evaluation process.

Descriptor: I n Distribution of Rating:
agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 disagree

1. provides a springboard for effective and long term planning:
Inlet @ @ @O @O O O @O
South Coast (3) ) ) (1) ) (1 (0)
Interior (3) 3@ @O O @ @ (O
Total w 6 @ @ @O 1 (0)

2. provides a consistent knowledge base for members of the
management team to make better decisions:

Inlet & O & O O o0 ©
South Coast () (O @ @O O @ ()
Interior @ o @ o @O O (©O
Total awo @ O @ @O @O ()

3. helps to provide a clear picture, or vision, of where the
education system is and should go in the future:

Inlet @ @ & o O O O
South Coast (0) (M) (M @ O @ (1)
Interior 2) @ O @O @O © ()
Total @ 0O @ @ @ @O (@M
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Appendix F11: Frequency responses of Stakeholder Team members to possible
achievements of the evaluation process.

Descriptor; crequency Distribution of Rating:
agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 disagree

1. assesses student performance, or achievement, rather than
school processes and procedures:

Inlet e @ o O @ 1 (0)
South Coast (1) (1) 2) 0) 0)) ) (0)
Interior 3 @ O M M 0 (0)
Total @ O & “Hn @ © (@
2. will improve Ilearning for students:
Inlet @ @O & @ O 1 (0)
South Coast (2) (0 (1) ®n O © (1)
Interior @ & @ @ O 0  (0)
Tota! 2 @ O & @ M ()
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Appendix F12: Frequency responses of Stakeholder Team perceptions of
impact of the evaluation in terms of gaining public support for education:

Descriptor: ( n Distribution of Rating:
agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 disagree
1. The evaluation will: develop a higher degree of shared

commitment and purpose amongst parents and the general public:

Inlet @ @O 6 @ @& O O

South Coast ) (1 G ©® O @O (O
Interior @ G 6 O O O O

Total © 6 an @ @ @O (0
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Appendix F13: Outline of the Information Profile System as presented to School
Districts at the conclusion of the pilot study.

s ot
R

This section describes the steps in conducting an evaluation. The procedure for carrying out
each step is provided, followed by suggestions, drawn from the pilot studies, on how to carry out
each step most efficiently.

This section also includes descriptions of how to use the evaluation information to gain support
and feedback from stakeholder groups and to plan district improvements.

The Elght Steps of Dlstnct Evaluahon

Mﬁ?fwﬁ%"{ﬁw&” %
Preooucws THE EVAwAna REI

GATHERING/ANALYSIN
& INTERPRETING TH

GAINING 5_upporer FOR KEY wplcmo:?s"
T
DEVELOPING KEY INDICATORS -
OF PERFORMANCE

e

FORMING THE STAK EHOLDER TEAM

SR e 2

LAYING THE GROUNDWQRK
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Appendix F13 (cont): Outline of the Information Profile System as presented
to School Districts at the conclusion of the pilot study.

Sample time line for the evaluation

The following time line, based on the experiences of districts taking part in the pilot studies,
gives an example of how the evaluation’s eight steps can be organized to be carried out over a
12-month period.

STEPS

Laying the Groundwork ¥
Forming the Committee
Establishing the Values Framework

3

Producing the Report

_ Key Indicator Development
Gaining Support for Key Indicators
n Conducting the Survey
; Gathering/Analyzing/interpreting Data

MONTHS
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Appendix F13 (cont): Outline of the Information Profile System as presented
to Schoo! Districts at the conclusion of the pilot study.

Good preparation for the evaluation will make each of the following steps «.asier to complet~.
This involves providing information about the evaluation, gaining a commitment from everyone
involved, planning each event and establishing how the evaluation information will be used.

Procedure for
Step 1

® The school board and district management team make a commitment to
conduct the evaluation and to provide the time and resources it nceds.

W The idea is presented to all major interest groups: teachers, administrators,
the school board, district staff, parent groups and other interest groups.
Each group is asked to notify its constituents and to send a representative to a
preliminary stakeholder meeting.

B Information about the evaluation and its purposes is presented to the public.

W At the prelimi:.ary stakeholder meeting, the evaluation and its uses are
outlined so that they are clearly understood by all stakeholder groups.

B A time line for events is established.

B An agreement is reached on how &i:: evalu:iior results will be used to serve
district needs.

® Follow-up plans are made for Leeping all stakeholder groups informed after
the evaluation.

Suggestions for Step 1

7/ Make sure that all groups who will be involved v Choose a time frame for the evaluation
clearly understand the purpose and process of the that will fit well with the activities of
evaluation. those involved.

v The more information people receive about the v Allow lots of time for preparation.

evaluation, the more likely they are to
understand its purpose and to give it their

support.
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Appendix F13 (cont): Outline of the Information Profile System as presented
to School Districts at the conclusion of the pilot study.

The evaluation is conducted by a tcam made up of representatives from all stakeholder groups.
These include the school brard, teachers' union, custodial and clerical union, students parent
groups, administrator's association, district staff organizations and public interest groups. The
stakeholder collaborative approach ensures a commitment from all interest groups and a

teamwork approach to decision-making,.

Procedure for
Step 2

B At the preliminary stakeholder meeting, each group is asked to select a

representative to join the team.

Team duties:

- creating the values framework

- identifying key indicators

- coilecting/analyzing
interpreting data

- developing the survey

- producing the report

Suggestions for Step 2

v/ Stakeholder team members should be in
positions within their constituent groups
that will allow them to receive input and to
keep their members informed about the
evaluation.

7 Be sure that team members understand the
time and energy commitment required.

B A meeting of the stakeholder team is held to
explain the duties of the team.

B Time lines for each event, suitable to all team
members, are agreed on.

B Specific job responsibilities are assigned.

v/ Make sure that each team member has
opportunities to be heard and to take part
in decision-making. Structuring small
group sessions in which leadership can
rotate helps to ensure that all points of
view are considered.

¥ To encourage commitment, cooperation
and collective ownership of the process,
no one should be in a position of complete
authority over the team.
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Appendix F13 (cont,): Outline of the Information Profile System as presented

to School Districts at the conclusion of the pilot study.

The framework chosen represents the district's goals and ideals. These form the beginning point
for analyzing the district's educatic nal performance.

Procedure for
Step 3

8 The team decides whether to use the Ministry's 3 goals and 5 attributes
framework or an existing mission statement. (Appendix I provides a
complete description of the k/inistry framework.)

B If an existing mission statement is used, the team examines it to make sure
that it covers all areas of the Ministry framework and makes any necessary
adjustments.

B The team may choose to adapt the language of the Ministry framewo~k to
express the priorities and individuality of its community.

GOALS AND ATTRIBUTES OF EDUCATION

Goals of Intellectual Development
Education Human/Social Development
Career Development

Athibutes of  Accessibility

Education Quality
Equity
Relevance
Accountability

Suggestions for Step 3

v/ Before beginning, the team should have a thorough understanding of the Government's gcals
and attributes framework.
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Appendix F13 (cont): Outline of the Information Profile System as presented
to School Districis at the conclusion of the pilot study.

Key indicators of performance measure the achievement of the district's ideals. The stakeholder
team decides which indicators most accurately express the state of achievement for each of its
4 ideals. Both qualitative (e.g. existing data) and quantitative (e.g. survey results) indicators are
f developed for each element of the district's values framework. Together they provide a clear
picture of the district's strengths and weaknesses and provide a base for monitoring progress.

Frocedure for
Step 4

& The team memLers are informed about the nature of key indicators and the
criteria for their development. (Appendix Il lists the criteria for key
indicator selection.)

W Either before cr during this stage of the evaluation, each team member
meets with his or her constituents to gather input on the choice of key
indicators (see Step 5).

® The team brainstorms on which indicators are suitable for each element of
the values framework.

B The team decides upon botb qualitative and quantitative indicators for
each element. (Appendix III provides a list of possible key indicators.)

B The team determines how data will be collected and presented.

B The responsibility for collecting data for each indicator is assigned,
appropriate to members' roles.

B Potential data sources are identified and refinements to key indicator
development is made based on available data. (Appendix IV provides some
possible data sources.)

B A date is set for having data ready.

Suggestions for Step 4
7/ Before starting, be sure that team members ¢ Choose indicators that can be clearly
thoroughly understand the concept of key defined and represented.

indicators.
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Appendix F13 (cont): Outline of the Information Profilc System as presented
to School Districts at the conclusion of the pilot study.

Suggestions for Step 4
(cont'd)

v This stage of the evaluation is time- ¢ Try to ensure that indicators cover the
consuming. Make sure the team has enough time  achievements of all students.
to choose indicators that meet all the criteria.

v Consider the practicality of finding
appropriate data for each indicator. Indicators
that cannot be expressed in measurable terms may
be represented by 'demonstration’ indicators, c.g.
photographs, lists of scholarship achievements,
video yearbooks.

Brainstorming suggestions:

4 X each member should use his or her role (e.g.
parent, teacher) when making suggestions.

/ D all suggestions should be accepted and written
] down for later discussion.

N during this stcge of discussion, everyone should
have a chance to make suggestions without being
rushed or interrupted.

N once the list is compiled. the potential of each
suggested indicator should be discussed:
¢ does the indicator fulfill the criteria?
¢ how does it fits on the Q-sort?
(Appendix V explains the @-sort procedure.)

Lo T L
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Appendix_ F13 (cont): Outline of the Information Profile System as presented
to School Districts at the conclusion of the pilot study.

The input of stakeholder constituent groups is important in choosing key indicators that represent
the widest possible range of values and viewpoints. Giving people the chance to contribute their
intuitions about how educational success is measured lays the basis for empowerment and and
future involvement.

Team members are responsible for educating their groups about the purpose and nature of key
indicators, gathering input from them and presenting it for inclusion in the team's decisions.

Procedure for
Step 5

The team decides either to meet with constituent groups before the team's
own brainstorming session or to take the outcome of that session to their
groups for discussion.

If the former option is chosen, team members meet with their groups to
explain key indicator development and to brainstorm for suggestions using
the criteria and considerations outlined in Step 4. The indicators selected
are brought back to the team for discussion in its choice of indicators.

If the latter option is chosen, members meet with their groups to present the
team's selection for discussion. Suggestions and differences of opinion
should be reported back to the team for consideration during the refinement
of the key indicator selection.

In either case, constituent groups should remain involved during this stage,
receiving feedback on their key indicator selections and having the
opportunity to give further input until a concensus is reached.
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Appendix F13 (cont): Outline of the Information Profile System as presented
to School Districts at the conclusion of the pilot study.

Suggestions for Step 5

v Meetings of this type need good management. v Try to ensure that all viewpoints are
Useful strategies include: setting time limits heard, that people feel their input is
on discussions, dividing the work among sub- valued, and that the group receives
groups that report back to the main group, feedback on their suggestions.

and using a Q-sort in the selection process.
(See Appendix V for the Q-sort procedure.)
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Appendix 1713 (cont): Outline of the Information Profile System as presented
to School Districts at the conclusion of the pilot study.

An opinion survey contributes subjective data to the evaluation, providing a more complete
picture of the district's performance. The stakeholder team decides what information they need
and from whom. The survey should be conducted by a professional polling company.

procedure for
step 6

B The team determines the goals of the survey, who will be surveyed, and the
time line for carrying out the survey.

8@ A set of survey questions is developed. These should be comparable across
constituencies and relevant to the goals of the evaluation.

B A professional researcher is hired to produce the questionnaire, conduct the
survey and collect the results.

B The questionnaire is submitted to the team for adjustments and approval

before being conducted.
Suggestions for Step 6
7 Allow adequate time for the team to decide v Ideally a survey should be conducted
who should be surveyed and what information every 3 years. Survey questions should
should be gathered. be designed to be comparable so that

trends can be identified.
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Appendix F13 (cont): Outline of the Information Profile System as presented
to School Districts at the conclusion of the pilot study.

During this stage data from all sources are collected and interpreted for presentation. The team
checks that the data are both subjective and objeciive, that there are adequate data for each
indicator, and that data are accurate and relevant to the values framework.

Procedure for
Step 7

The team meets on a prearranged date to submit all data collected. These
include quaniitative data, survey results and characteristics »f the district
that add to interpretation of the data

Data are sorted according to each framework element and organized into
four categories:

- data indicating a significant strength

- data indicating a significant weakness

- data that show significant differences in the responses of different
groups

- data that add to an understanding of the district.
(Appendix VI provides a detailed description of this procedure.)

Data that do not fit in to these categories and that do not add unique,
pertinent information about the district are discarded.

The team checks that:
- all framework elements are accurately represented
- both subjective and objective data are availabie
- there are enough key indicators for each framework element.

If any framework element is found to be insufficiently covered, a team
member is assigned to generate other key indicators.

Suggestions for Step 7

7 Organizing, analyzing and interpreting data ¢ Accuracy of the data is crucial to the
takes time. The team should arrange to set evaluation. Data should never be tampered
aside enough time to deal with this part of with and data that reflect weakness in the
the evaluation thorcughly. district should never be disregarded because

of this fact.
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Appendix F13 (cont.): Outline of the Information Profile System as presented
to School Districts at the conclusion of the pilot study.

The evaluation report presents key indicators of performance to express the level of achievement
of the district's values framework. The report is the final stage in the evaluation and the first
stage in using the information for district improvement.

The actual production of the report is left up to the district. The district also decides who should
receive the report and whether different versions of the report should be produced for different
audiences.

Procedure for
Step 8

B The team decides on intended audiences, length, format and purpose of the
report(s) and makes plans for its distribution.

@ Responsibilities for writing, graphics, layout and printing are assigned.

B The team examines drafts of the report for readability, integrity and
presentation of the information and approves it for printing.

Suggestions for Step 8

v The style of presentation and level of ¢ An attractive, readable, well layed-out
readability of the report should be report encourages people to read it and
appropriate to its intended audience. A report thereby to gain understanding about the
intended for public information purposes may state of education in the district.
not be suitable for use by district
administrators.

7 The following sections should be included in
the report:
- a statement of purpose/vision
- characteristics of the district
- definitions of key elements, e.g., key
indicators.
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Appendix F13 (cont): Outline of the Information Profile System as prescnted
to School Districts at the conclusion of the pilot study.

ING THE RESULTS
FORMATIVE EVALUATION

An evaluation report is often regarded as the final step in a program or plan. In a formative
evaluation, the report is seen as the tirst step in the process of improving district performance.

How the evaluation information will be used, by whom and for what purposes should be
decided before the evaluation takes place. A clearly defined follow-up plan formalizes the
district's commitment to use the information and helps to ensure that time and resources needed
for follow-up are available.

Two stages of follow-up activity are suggested:

1. Using the information to gain support and input from stakeholder groups and

the public.

2. Using this input and the evaluation information as a basis ¢ - planning,.

on

R

Follow-up istributing the report and gathermg input

Each district makes its own plans for presenting the evaluation information.
The following is a list of activities that were carried out by school districts
taking part in the pilot studies.

School board

A school board meeting was held to analyze the report. The board went
through the report systematically, identifying areas of concern in order to
design an action plan for improvement.

A school board committee was organized to develop a strategy for improving
relations between the district and its non-parent and employer constitucats.

Schools

A meeting between the superintendent and principals was held to discuss
how to commiunicate the information to parent groups and staff.
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Apoendix F13 (cont): Outline of the Information Profile System as presented
to School Districts at the conclusion of the pilot study.

Parent groups
- A meeting of the parent advisory committee was held. The outcome of the
discussion was summarized and submitted to the school board.

- A meeting of each school's parent group was held to discuss the report.

Students

- Reports were sent to the district's secondary English departments. Students’
written papers on the state of education in the district were later submitted
to the superintendent.

Employers
- Copies of the report were sent to all employers. A meeting was held to talk
about their concerns.

Public

- A video was made of the report highlights. The video was shown at the
local mall during education week, clips of it were shown on local t.v, and it
plays in the foyer of the district office.

- A newspaper article was written about the evaluation.

- A newspaper insert summarizing the report was included in the local paper.

- Reports were placed in dentists' and doctors' offices and distributed to real
estate companies for individuals moving into the district.

- Stakeholder team members presented the report and video to local service
clubs.

Suggestions for presenting the evaluation information

XN Give the evaluation follow-up a high public profile. Media releases,
meetings and other activities should be well-communicated to everyone
concerned.

RN Make sure that all interest groups are given ample opportunity through a
structured input process to provide feedback and suggestions for improvement.

RN Possibly the role of the stakehnlider team should be expanded to include the
responsibility for communicating the information to all important groups.
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to School Districts at the conclusion of the pilot study.

Follow-up: Planning
Without a clearly defined series of activities for converting evaluation
information into long range plans, the evaluation's potential goals are only
partially achieved. An evaluation itself can provide direction and focus, but if
these are not constrained through a commitment to organized decision-making,
the impetus for long term planning is soon lost.

How the evaluation information will be used in planning improvements is left
up to the district. The following is a possible framework for organizing the
planning stages.

1. Review current practices:
- conduct formative evaluation
- provide information to major stakeholders
- receive input from major stakeholders.

2. Define the preferred future:
- consider reaction from major stakeholders to current
practices
- establish the district's major educational goals
- priorize the goals

3. Set a plan for reaching the preferred
future:
- plan the budget
- establish short and long term time lines
- develop strategies for implementation
- specify roles of all major stakeholders
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Appendix F14: The B.C. Government's Mandate Statement for Education.

Goals of Education

Prime Goal of Public Schools -- Supported by the Family & Community

e Intellectual Development -- to develop the ability of students to analyze
critically, reason and think independently, and acquire basic learning skills
and bodies of knowledge; to develop in students a lifelong appreciation of
learning, a curiosity about the world around them and a capacity for creative
thought and expression.

Goals that are shared among Schools, the Family & Community

Schools are expected to play a major role, through learning experiences and
supervised practice, in helping students to achieve the following goals:

*Human & Social Development -- to develop in students a sense of self-
worth and personal initiative; to develop an appreciation of the f.ne arts and
an understanding of cultural heritage; to develop an understanding of the
importance of physical health and well being; to develop a sense of social
responsibility, and a tolerance and respect for the ideas and beliefs of others.

*Career Development -- to prepare students to attain their career and

occupational objectives; to assist in the development of effective work habits
and the flexibility to deal with change in the workplace.

Attributes of the Public School System:

* Accessibility -- a variety of programs is available in the province to meet the
full ra.ge of student needs.

* Relevance -- programs are current, and relevant to the needs of the learner.
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Appendix F14 (cont): The B.C. Government's Mandate Statemeni for Education.

¢ Equity -- resources are allocated fairly.
* Quality -- professional teaching and administration are of high quality.

* Accountability — resources are allocated in a cost-effective manner; parents
and the community are informed of the progress of schools and are involved
as partners in planning.

Duties, Rights and Responsibilities

Students: have the opportunity to avail inemselves of a quality education
consistent with their abilities, the opportunity to share in the shaping of their
educational programs, and the opportunity to determine their career and
occupational goals. They have a responsibility to make the most of their
opportunities, to respect the rights of otners, and to cooperate with fellow students
in the achievement of their goals.

Parents: have the right and responsibility to participate in the process of
determining the educational goals, policies and services provided for their
children. They have a primary responsibility to ensure that children are provided
with the healthy and supportive environment necessary for learning. They have a
responsibility to help shape and support the goals of the school system and to share
in the tasks of educating their young.

Teachers: have the right to exercise professional judgment in providing
instruction to students in accordance with specified duties and powers. They have
a corresponding responsibility to ensure that each student is provided with quality
instruction, to participate in all normal school activities and to monitor the
behavior and progress of each learner in accordance with provindal and local
policies. They have a responsibility to communicate with students and parents, and
are accountable to the School Board and its delegates.

School Principals: have the right to exercise professional judgment in managing
the school in accordance with specified dutie- and powers. They have a
corresponding responsibility to ensure that each student is provided with
opportunities for a quality education. Principals are to provide administrative
leadership, in consuliation with teachers and the community, that reflects the
aspirations of parenis and the school community and that is consistent with
provincial and district guidelines. They cooperate with parents and the community
in the delivery of non-educational support services to students, and focus on the
following areas of school concern: (1) student access and achievement; (2) quality
teaching; (3) communication with parents and the community; and (4)
accountability to parents and to the Board.

School Boards: have a duty to govern districis and their schools in accordance with
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Appendix G.,1; Steps of Value judgement experienced in the first siage of the
Inlet evaluation.

Stage 1; Measurement

Level 1. Develcping m I f performan

choice of framework;

choice of defn of framework elements, title and terms.
choice of key indicator definition.

brainstorming of general key indicator concepts.

endorsement of key indicator suggestions.

AN W KW N -

application of key indicator definition to key indicators;
judgment as to acceptibility.

7. culling of key indicators.

8. defining key indicators in a measurable way.

9. choice of questionnaire questions

10. questionnaire wording.

11. choice of constituent groups to question.

12. choice of sample/method.
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APPENDIX G2

Appendix G2: Employing Hodgkinson's (1978, 1983) WValue Paradigm 1o
characterize value priorities in the formative evaluation model:

Level It Improvement (idcological wvalue)

Level II:

A. Values of democracy and (moral valucs)
education embodied in Goals
and Attributes of Education
System.

B. Key indicators of performance (consensual  valucs)
designed to measure goal and
attribute performance; criteria
for key indicators and research
information

Level III: Stakeholder values, collecicd (preferential  valucs)
through questionnaires; key
indicator process.
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Appendix G3: Q-sort ratings of stakeholder opinions of the main factors
accounting for the success of the district evaluation--in order of priority.
1. Senior Administrators treated committee members
with respect and consideration.
Q-sort that allowed equal input in decision making.
The use of "judgement and evaluation” nt each stage of
decision making throughout the process.
2. Time lires and actions that were well-structured
3. Clearly defined .asks.

Reliance on knowledge and values of interest groups.

4. Alterations of conventional stakeholder roles
5. Novelty of process.
6. Senic: administrators knowing what they wanted and persuading

people to do what they wanted.




