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The definition of evaluation as the collection and

interpretation of systemetic information about the effectiveness of

alternative educational Practices suggests several functions of

evaluation in education, including: (1) Assessment of the needs of
learners, (2) evaluation of program plans, (3) assessment of
congruence between plans and actual practice, (4) improvement of
operating Programs, and (9) certification of operating programs. To

the neglect of the first four functions, evaluations of ESEA Title I
Programs have been prilnarilv restricted to the program certification
function. Five proposals are advanced for improving the evaluation of
compensatory educational programs; these include the adoption and
dissemination, by the U.S . Office of Education, of guidelines for
evaluation and a reauirement by that office that explicit evaluation
designs accompany program proposals. Other suggestions are concerned
with the training of evaluation personnel and the development of
criterion measures. (Author/JH)
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Evaluation and tho TmprnvPmant
of Compensatory Educational Programs

Those who comment on the manner in which instructional programs

are evaluated usually begin by suggesting that vast improvements are

needed in both conceptualization and practice. Consistent with this

prevailing view, it certainly appears that the great majority of

evaluations of compensatory education have not produced sufficiently

useful and informative results. More than anything else this ad-

mittedly uncharitable assertion reflects a lack of awareness on

the part of the majority of evaluation specialists and the decision-

makers who are their clientele as to the extent to which improve-

ments in educational practice can be facilitated by the optimal use

of evaluation procedures. Not only is there a wider role for eval-

uation, but the application of appropriate methods of evaluation

is an essential component in the development and operation of suc-

cessful instructional programs, especially those intended for disad-

vantaged students.

1Revision of a position paper presented to the Seminar on Edu-
cating the Disadvantaged, University of Wisconsin, Madison, April
9-10, 1969.
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Mile typical evaluation practice is deficient in many ways,

achievement of more effective practice does not necessarily require

the involvement of more educational researchers or the expenditure

of large sums of money. Contrary to the beliefs of some individuals,

we do not need teams of scholars constructing models of the rela-

tionship between research and decision-making in education. As far

as the latter is concerned, in American education there has infre-

quently been a close relationship between educational research and

educational decision:making, one of the reasons, perhaps, why evalu-

ation research has been less effective than it might have been.

The sense of urgency which says that programs of compensatory

education must be successful also implies that we will have to do

better with the conceptual and technical tools which are either

presently available or can be developed very soon. We admittedly

have much to learn about the evaluation of instruction and have

limited resources, especially in personnel with appropriate train

ing and experience. Nevertheless, enough is now known in the

methodology of evaluation to do a far better job than is now

being done.

As it is used here, the term evaluation refers to the collec-

tion and interpretation of systematic information about the effec-

tiveness of alternative educational practices. The word "system-

atic" is important. One common usage of that term refers to any
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process that is "methodical in procedure or plan." By such a defi-

nition educational research as it is currently conceived is not the

only source of systematic information about educational phenomena.

Research should be an important source, but many knowledgeable

people in the field have felt for some time that the prevailing

conception of evaluation incorporates only the most rigorous (and

restrictive) facet of the total spectrum of research activity--that

of testing finished educational products by means of some approxi-

mation of the classic laboratory experiment (Cuba L Stufflebeam,

1968). In order to understand the implications of the previous

statement, a broader view of the functions of evaluation in educa-

tional decision-making is required. Such a view will also provide

a context for suggestions as to how evaluation procedures may be

applied more effectively in compensatory education.

Very recently, Provus (1969) reported a clear and comprehen-

sive conceptualization of the various functions of evaluation in

education. While based on experience gained in evaluating ESEA--

Title I programs in the city of Pittsburgh, Provus' conception

is consistent with views presented previously by others, such as

Stufflebeam (1968), and reflects the germinal ideas advanced by

Cronbach (1963). These ideas seem to represent something approach-

ing a consensus among a number of individuals attempting to advance

the theory and practice of evaluation.
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Provus divided the various evaluation functions into stages,

beginning with the design of a new instructional program and end-

ing vdth a final decision about incorporating the finished. product

into regular operational use. If we add one more stage to those

described by Provus (Analysis of Need, below), evaluation becomes

a continuous cycle reflecting the informational requirements of a

matching cycle of educational decisions.

Analysis of Need

The first information provided by evaluators which is relevant

to decisions about change in educational practices involves deter-

mining which skills, attitudes, and values are deficient in the

target group of learners. The suggestion that one begin by assess-

ing the needs of students is hardly profound. Yet personal experi-

ence and many conversations with evaluation personnel have re-

vealed that changes are often instituted in schools not because

particular needs have been isolated but because in some communities

the use of up-to-date methods is fashionable, because mney is

available, because the results of the changes would facilitate

convenience for the staff, or because of other reasons unrelated

to priorities based on the needs of students.

Some may argue that such analysis of need is mainly appro-

priate for affluent middle class schools since, when learners are

drawn from severely deprived contexts, it can be assumed that
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instruction relevant to any learning objective is appropriate. This

argument is not valid. In the section of the most recent California

annual report on ESFA.--Title I (Evaluation of ESEA-_title I nvjects,

1968), projects in large cities were criticized because diagnostic

testing had rarely been used to identify specific weaknesses of

children participating in compensatory programs. Even where learn-

ers are educationally deprived, the failure to apply appropriate

evaluation techniques to establish the learning needs of students

can often result in waste of instructional efforts on skills that

are already developed in many students. One side effect of such

misdirected effort, particularly in older minority children, is a

reinforced sense of being patronized by a system that has abandoned

instruction for care-taking.

For example, the author was involved in the evaluation of a

secondary school compensatory mathematics program in which evidence

from a variety of sources revealed that in the absence of diagnostic

information on student achievement, even a group of highly able and

dedicated teachers concentrated instruction on areas in which stu-

dents initially were relatively strong rather than on skills

achieved by few students at entry (Skager, 1969). The reasons for

this behavior on the part of teachers are complex, but the message

is clear: if we are to develop or select materials and procedures

that will meet learners' needs, we first must determine what those

needs are.
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Assessment of Program Design

Provusi first stage of evaluation concerns itJelf with whether

or not the design for a new program is satisfactory in light of such

factors as completeness and potential for achieving the anticipated

results. This stage naturally follows the analysis of need described

above. Here the role of the evaluator does not involve the kinds

of activities typically associated with educational research. Rather,

the task is best handled in a way comparable to systems analysis

as used in engineering. In evaluating the design of a program of

instruction, expert consultants, administrators, teachers, and

other officials need to be brought together to make judgments based

on professional experience and prior research in other contexts.

Parents or other interested members of the local community probably

would have a great deal to contribute as well. The evaluation of

a design or plan does not involve the collection of data; it amounts

to the structuring of a dialogue. As such, different skills are re-

quired of the evaluator than those usually associated with research

competence.

Congruence Evaluation

The next stage of evaluation recognizes the fact that plans

generated on the educational drawing board are not necessarily used

in the school. In education as elsewhere it is easy to paste new

labels on outmoded practices. It is also true that all elements of
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even a careful plan may not be practicable in the real instruc-

tional situation. Likewise, the instructional staff, required to

utilize new materials and practices, will often tend to return to

more familiar methods of operation. When an instructional design

is first applied, the evaluator's job is to monitor the degree to

which there is congruence between the design and the practice sup-

posed to result from that design. Mere such congruence does not

exist, either design or practice must be modified.

The importance of evaluation for congruence cannot be over-

emphasized in the case of compensatory education programs. It

is inevitable that many of the educational personnel involved in

designing such programs and rendering them operational are faced

with the real challenge of responding to the needs of children

from an unfamiliar cultural context. Mistakes will inevitably be

made, even given information about entry shills. Here, too, the

special knowledge of the local community can be essential.

The report prepared by the American Institute of Research for

the Title I--ESEA Fourth Annual Report (1969) pointed out that

"...instruction irrelevant to the stated objectives of the pro-

grams..." was the most frequent reason for failure of programs at

the elementary level, a result that could have been avoided by the

use of congruence evaluation procedures. It was evident from the

report that similar problems appeared in unsuccessful programs at

the secondary level. Fox's (1968) evaluation report on the More
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Effective Schools Program in New York City concluded with ob-

servation that only part of the program as originally proposed

had been evaluated since only part had ever been made operational.

Unless design and practice are brought into congruence, success-

ful programs cannot be used elsewhere. A program design incon-

sistent with successful practice will only mislead attempts at

wider application.

Program Improvement Phase

Congruence evaluation is concerned with measuring how much

has been learned by students participating in the program. Once

congruence between design and practice has been achieved, however,

it is time to look at the elements of the instructional program to

see which are effective with students. Here the evaluation re-

searcher collects the type of data educational researchers usually

collect, including scores on tests or observation of the learning

process.

It is of critical importance to remember that the information

produced in this phase of evaluation does not ordinarily make it

possible to judge the total program as a final educational product

but rather is directed at improving that program by providing as

much information as possible about the relative success of its

parts. While this evaluation function often involves the collec-

tion, analysis, and interpretation of data, it also requires a new



orientation on the part of the research personnel trained in experi-

mental behavioral sciences. The evaluator engaged in program im-

provement intervenes directly in the educational process whenever

the results of his research are used to improve the instructional

practices being evaluated. The word "intervenes" is the key to the

whole matter. When there are many changes resulting from such in-

tervention during the first year or two of operation, it is not

ordinarily possible to make summative statements about the effec-

tiveness of the final program. The waters have been muddied by

trial and error, and student achievement or other criterion data

cannot be uniquely attributed to the finalized instructional pro-

cedures.

Unfortunately, this kind of experimentation to improve instruc-

tion does not produce very much information for the typical annual

evaluation report, at least not as such reports are presently con-

ceived, either in education or government. This situation is tragic

because if there is one evaluation function that is supremely impor-

tant for the success of educational programs, it is this deliberate

use of evaluation procedures to improve practice.

Ergram Certification

Judgments about the instructional program as a whole are appro-

priate only when the developmental stages of program design and im-

provement have been successfully completed. As in the need analysis
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Phase, the evaluation researcher can here behave in the way that

educational researchers are accustomed to behaving. He may be able

to use pre- and posttest designs and sophisticated data analysis

methods, -which hopefully will allow him to make reasonably unequiv-

ocal statements on the extent to which the new program brings about

improvements in thoFa student characteristics selected as criteria

for determining effectiveness. In contrast to the program improve-

ment stage of evaluation, the evaluator must avoid intervention in

the educational process. He does not want the instructional prac-

tices under study to be affected in any significant way by the fact

that evaluation data are being collected. If the practices are

thus affected, the results of the evaluation apply not to the pro-

gram under normal conditions of operation but merely to the program

at the time it is evaluated for certification. Those who have con-

ducted evaluation research in schools know that complete non-inter-

vention is a goal that can be striven for but never entirely achieved.

Principals will urge teachers to expend maximum effort because the

"school is being evaluated." Materials from experimental programs

will appear mysteriously in "traditional" classes supposedly used

for purposes of comparison. Brighter students will often be as-

signed to whatever program authorities hope will look best. Unkind

as these observations may be, they do reflect one reality of re-

search on operating educational programs. Fortunately, the business
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of controlling such extraneous factors is the special domain of the

trained researcher. In evaluation for program certification he is

very much on his home ground. It is unfortunate that most educa-

tional researchers inexperienced in evaluation ordinarily will un-

dertake on/y this certification function, disregarding the previous

stages.

Cost Benefit Analysis

The final stage of evaluation, one whith remains more of an

ideal than a practical reality, confronts decision-makers with

comparisons of alterntrtive educational programs in the form of

summary information portraying what the program has achieved

against the reality of its cost in practice there is usually

insufficient information available on the various program alter-

natives to permit formalized procedures of cost-benefit analysis,

but approximations are made based on available hard data plus

judgment.

Summary

Six stages of, evaluation have been summarized. Beginning

with evaluation to determine the needs of the intended popula-

tion of learners, we proceeded through evaluation of the design

of the program, evaluation of the extent to which design and prac-

tice coincided, evaluation to improve practice, evaluation to judge
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the program as a whole, and a final evaluation activity that in-

volves the integration of program costs with conclusions as to pro-

gram effectiveness. rot all programs of comensatory education

must go through all of the stages, of course. But many should,

particularly those nrograms that begin anew with the development

or adaptation of practices not used previously in a given situation.

Taken as a whole, these evaluation practices involve active par-

ticipation aimed at building effective educational programs, rather

than simply the educational counterpart of a good housekeeping seal

of approval. If this broader role for evaluation is as promising

as it appears to be, then contemporary evaluation practice, as re-

flected in the content of federal. and state summaries of evalua-

tions of Title I programs, usually falls far short of its potential.

Practice today is overwhelmingly limited to the program certifica-

tion facet of the evaluation spectrum. At certain times such infor-

mation is admittedly important to decision-makers. Still, if appro-

priate evaluation technioues are not utilized in program development,

far too many of the certification decisions will be negative, reflect-

ing waste of funds and skilled educational personnel, as well as con-

fronting the students and parents concerned with yet another disap-

pointment.
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DIPPOVING EVALUATION PRACTICE

I. The widespread tendency to overemphasize program certifi-

cation at the expense of the other types of evaluation functions

suggests that responsible officials, school administrators, devel-

opers, and researchers are either mainly unaware that these other

functions are importalt or do not know how they are to be imple-

mented. Certainly we are a long way from resolving all the prob-

lems in our conception of evaluation, but it does seem that prac-

tice would be vastly improved in the near future if, as a first

step, a set of guidelines were drawn up, elaborating the kinds of

cvaluatin activities described above, and given suitable credibil-

ity via the endorsement of major And granting agencies, especially

the U. 5% Office of Education.

One device for establishing the suggested guidelines would

be to convene, under the auspices of an appropriate agency, a

suitable panel of persons knowledgeable in evaluation. While

there will inevitably be some disagreements among the members of

such a group as to the specifics of emphasis and terminology, there

appears to be enough of a consensus at present to allow for a sat-

isfactory resolution of conflicts, certainly one specific enough

to greatly improve evaluation practice. Precedent for the devel-

opment of such guidelines exists in the elaborate standards for

the construction and evaluation of psychological tests published
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by the American Psychological Association. Admittedly, there is

the danger of a premature codification, which inhibits later devel-

opments in the conceptualization of evaluation. But in view of

the social urgency underlying the development of effective programs

for deprived learners, the need for improved evaluation practice

is great enough to be worth the risk.

II. The preparation and dissemination of a set of guidelines

covering the full evaluation cycle will have only a minor influ-

ence on program effectiveness unless the specification of an eval-

uation design is held by fund granting agencies to be just as im-

portant as the description of the proposed instructional program.

The implementation of this suggestion would be far easier given

the set of guidelines called for above. The majority of educators

engaged in the planning and operation of compensatory education

programs cannot be expected to know what is meant by an evaluation

design without appropriate guidelines.

The requirement that evaluation designs be built into proposals

would at last give evaluation personnel a meaningful role in pro-

gram planning. A director of evaluation for the board of education

of a large state expressed with irritation that "evaluators are

never present at the beginning." His observation reflects the very

real frustrations of experienced professionals at repeatedly being
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called in when it is already too late to play a constructive role

in the improvement of plans and programs. Without this opportunity

experienced evaluators know that the later certification phase is

far less likely to be brightened by the discovery that significant

gains in achievement are associated with the program.

III. One barrier to the effective implementation of the pre-

vious proposals is the scarcity of available personnel having req-

uisite skills and experience in evaluation. The requirement writ-

ten into the 1965 educational bill that every project be evaluated

at least annually is as laudable as it is unrealistic, if one con-

ceives of evaluation as more than the administration of a standard-

ized test of achievement. The last national annual report estimated

that there were over 20,000 Title I projects funded at the time the

report was compiled. The number of qualified evaluation personnel

available is difficult to estimate, but it certainly does not in

any way approach the number needed for Title I alone, particularly

if all such projects utilized effective evaluation procedures. The

final recommendation to be submitted in this paper will offer one

strategy for the more effective use of available personnel. But

in order to increase the number of such individuals, there is

clearly a need for the preparation of realistic and effective train-

ing materials for evaluators, developers, and administrators.
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In order to have an impact in the reasonably near future, such

training materials must be relatively brief, exportable to places

where conventions and workshops are held, and designed to confront

the trainee with a sense that the learning experience offered has

a direct relationship to the demands of his own work. Simulation

offers an effective avenue for meeting these requirements. At the

Center for the Study of Evaluation at UCLA, for example, we have

constructed one such exercise which in two days takes trainees

through the highlights of about one year of an evaluation project:

The CSE Simulated Evaluation Exercise utilizes documents adapted

from actual evaluation projects and incorporates slides and taped

materials in an effort to provide a sense of reality. On the

basis of initial information about a Title I curriculum develop-

ment project, trainees plan evaluation research and then receive

feedback in several stages as to the adequacy of their plans.

Changes or constraints on the project occurring after initial

plans were made are reported to the trainees so that evaluation

designs can be modified.

It is important that such training devices be designed for

developers and decision-makers as well as for evaluators. The

expectations of the former as to what can be accomplished by ef-

fective evaluation strategies are just as important as the train-

ing of the evaluator. Until perspectives are broadened on both
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sides, evaluation personnel will continue to be called in too late

to be of service in program improvement. One way to broaden per-

spectives through the proposed training procedures would be to

develop a simulation exercise in which evaluation phases would be

worked through by teams of trainees composed of administrators,

program developers, and evaluators, each playing their own profes-

sional role.

FV Procedures for training those who conduct evaluations or

use the results therefrom can be developed in a reasonably short

period of time given suitable application of energy and experience.

Raw material for simulated training exercises exists in abundance

in the records of many compensatory education projects now in opera-

tion. The evaluation guidelines proposed earlier would provide

another essential element for the development of such training de-

vices. Still, even given the widespread use of effective training

materials, evaluation personnel face the additional major problem

of finding or developing the tools to measure program outcomes.

Tests or other criterion measures consistent with program objec-

tives are often as not unavailable.

The section on measuring devices of the New York State report

on ESEA--Title I (Closing the Gap, 1968) concluded with the state-

ment "...regardless of whether or not the test was appropriate it
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is clear that r:nt of the programs were measured by a staildardized

test." (Italics mine) The extreme overdependence on standardized

testing characteristic of contemporary nractice has been deplored

many times in the past. The point is not that standardized tests

are useless but rather that they are used to answer auestions that

they were not designed to answer. Such misapplication occurs in

several ways. First, in searching for gains in students' achieve-

ment, standardized tests are often used without paying any attention

to whether or not the content of the test is particularly consistent

with the instruction being offered. Standardized tests often range

rather broadly in content and reflect long-term educational experi-

ence. It is unrealistic to expect such tests to reflect short-term

learning goals or even long-term goals where there is only a par-

tial overlap between such goals and test content. Moreover, stand-

ardized tests are designed for middle class members of the majority

society. Pcrformance of members from other subcultures can show

decrements based on unfamiliarity with test format and with the

language used in instructions. Finally, Hunter and Rogers (1967)

and others have warned that the norms by which standardized tests

are interpreted are often grossly inapnropriate for the rural poor

and for urban residents in general.

Many bemoan this situation, particularly the problem of cul-

tural bias in tests, but few suggest constructive solutions. The
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problem will not be solved by throwing out standardized tests but

by using them wisely with other kinds of measures. For example,

all aptitude tests measure skills learned in a given subculture.

If we wish to measure the learning abilities of members of minor-

ity subcultures, then we must formulate test content in terms of

skills their children have had the opportunity to develop. An

associate very active in the development of curriculum materials

for deprived urban minority children recently suggested that the

first step in making an inference about aptitude for learning in

an inner-city minority child is to ask him what he does best. If

it is playing pool, then the thing to do is to find out how well

he has learned to play pool compared to other pool players his own

age. The suggestion was not a facetious one, although we might

hope to find somewhat more generalized measures. On the other

hand, carefully constructed standardized achievement tests do re-

flect standards set by the culture as a whole.

Imperfections aside, such tests represent the realities of

educational expectations in our society. It is because the edu-

cational opportunities afforded many children result in lower per-

formance on such measures that we have programs like ESEA--Title

I, and such programs will be necessary as long as the decrements

exist. Without some kind of common standard, whether it be stand-

ardized tests or an as yet undefined approach that is superior, one
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of the most convincing justifications of the need for compensatory

programs would be removed.

Standardized tests are frequently used for purposes for which

they were not designed and are interpreted in ways that were never

intended. Naivete on the part of some individuals doing evaluations

is only one of the reasons. More important is that alternative

mcasuring devices are usually unavailable. Evaluation personnel

often do not have the resources to develop measures appropriate for

local objectives.

No one knows how to solve all of the problems encountered in

the measurement of achievement. Moreover, our devices for measur-

ing non-cognitive characteristics, such as the "positive self-image"

cited in so many compensatory education proposals, are even less

adequate. Some action can be taken to facilitate relatively easy

and inexpensive assemblage of achievement tests with content closely

related to the learning objectives of local programs. This can be

achieved through the development of central banks of instructional

objectives with accompanying pools of tasks or items measuring each

objective. These objectives and items should cover pre-school

through secondary levels in the most important target areas for

compensatory programs, especially reading, language, and number

skills. Of additional use would be an efficient item retrieval

system to facilitate the prompt and inexpensive construction of

tests for local use.



How might such a measurement system work? Briefly, local

evaluation personnel, having interacted with program designers in

the specification of instructional goals, would review learning ob-

jecti-,es written for the content area in question, select those ob-

jectives compatible with local instructional goals, and order a

test or tests measuring the desired skill. Unlike the standardized

test, questions on such locally prescribed instruments would reflect

local learning goals and provide relevant information for the eval-

uation stages of need assessment, program development, and program

certification. The Center for the Study of Evaluation is working

on one prototypic system of this nature (the Instructional Objec-

tives Measurement System) in the area of mathematics. One factor

facilitating the development of such systems is that many agencies

and programs are independently developing pre-school and primary

level instructional objectives, some with accompanying sets of test

items. These materials can be gathered and incorporated into com-

prehensive sets of learning objectives, as the Instructional Objec-

tives Measurement Exchange, also at CSE, is attempting.

For the measurement of achievement such systems are techni-

cally feasible now. Systems incorporating other types of objec-

tives, particularly non-cognitive objectives, might be included

later; but the need for this kind of resource in the cognitive area
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is most pressing. Instruction in the use of such objective-item

systems could be incorporated in the evaluation training programs

suggested earlier.

V. Given progress on the problems discussed above, there re-

mains a serious deficiency of personnel with pre-requisite skills

in research methods, measurement, and other relevant disciplines.

Given such a shortage of human resources one can either let the

market somehow distribute haphazardly what resources are available

among competing alternatives, or one can begin to establish pri-

orities on the basis of where the resources are likely to do the

most good.

The establishment of priorities would obviously be a more

productive approach. One key to how this might be accomplished

has already been provided by Congress in the 1968 amendment to

ESEA which called for early identification of those programs with

the highest promise of improving the achievement of participating

children. This request was reflected in the most recent Title I

annual report in the comparisons made between successful and un-

successful programs and in the list of generalizations derived

from those comparisons. Congress apparently feels that one impor-

tant, if not the most important outcome of ESEA--Title I is the

development and dissemination of better educational practices. If
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authorities agree, as suggested earlier, that evaluation makes

the greatest contributions where it can be applied in the assess-

ment, design, and program improvement phases, then priorities for

an...1,1 id proposals for the development of new educational programs

should emphasize large-scale programs with well-conceived evalua-

tion strategies. During program design and development phases,

refunding decisions should be based on evaluation strategies rel-

evant to those phases rather than on premature attempts at program

certification.

Title I projects vary considerably in the extent to which

developmental activities are undertaken. The most original pro-

grams, particularly those ambitious in scope, require the full

spectrum of evaluation activities described earlier. Other kinds

of Title I projects, laudable though they may be, often amount

simply to the provision of extra reading specialists or other re-

sources of a traditional type. These kinds of programs do not re-

quire total evaluation effort because they do not incorporate in-

novations. In most cases, program certification activities are

sufficient after an initial assessment of need. The greatest ex-

penditure of evaluation resources, then, should go into large-scale

developmental programs.

Unless funding agencies permit evaluation activities to be

pertinent to program needs, evaluation practice will not change.
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As a result, most evaluations will continue to contribute little

or nothing to the quality of the educational practices developed

under Title I. In fact, the effect of evaluation will sometimes

be to lower the quality of instructional programs by placing con-

straints on program development. Even the annual program certifi-

cation evaluation report now typically required from evaluators is

of little use to those making decisions as to refunding since dead-

lines established at higher levels usually require that such deci-

sions be made before the reports are available.

Conclusion

The ideas presented in this paper are neither completely ori-

ginal nor especially controversial. All can be implemented; indeed,

some already are being at least partially implemented. Surely it

is time to utilize evaluation procedures that do more than establish

grounds for final judgments about educational programs. Evaluation

will be most productive when it is seen as part of a process helping

to render those final judgments favorable.
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AEssTRAC T
In this paper evaluation is viewed as the collection and interpretation

of systematic information about the effectiveness of alternative educational prac-

tices. Several functions of evaluation in education are described, including (a)

the assessment of the needs of learners, (b) the evaluation of program plans, (c)

the assessment of congruence between plans and actual practice, (d) the improve-

ment of operating programs, and (c) the certification of operating programs.

This paper asserts that the majority of evaluations of Title III programs have

been primarily restricted to the program certification function. Generally, other

evaluation functions with more potential for contributing to the effective plan-

ning and development of educational programs have been neglected.

Five proposals are advanced for improvinc..1 the evaluation of compensatory cdu-

cational prograR:s. These include the adoption and dissemination by the U. S.

Office of. Education of guidelines as to evaluation practice and the requirciiient by

that office that explicit evaluation designs accompany program designs when pro-

posals are submitted. Other suggestions are concerned with the training of evalu-

ation personnel and the development of criterion measures.


