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The Rroblem ‘

Many researchers have attempted to define evaluation; some by stating

what it is not, others by stating what it is. To Stake and Denny (1968),
"Evaluation is not a search for cause a;adf effect, an inventory of present
sta.tus; or a prediction of future success. It 1is soz;zething of all of these -
but ocnly as they contribute %0 urderstanding substance, function and
worth." Perhaps the evaluation program which we are describing today
can best be judged by the criterion proposed by Hemphill. (1968):

"

... the worth of an evaluation study is to be found in its contribution

e

to a rational decision process...”

Clearly, what we are about in the development of a Joint Comprehensive‘
Evaluation System, 1s an attermpyt to make raﬁional a ‘compl'ex set of

decision processes.

The process by which Congressional intent is transformed into educational
practice has been described by others participating in this symposium.

If we are to produce & successful end, we must demand menagement, skill

and informed decision-makers at every stage of the transformetion process -
from the program administrators in the Federal office, to the grants
managers in State Departments of Educa.tion, to project developers 1n

lecal school systems, to the principals and teachers who, in the final
mma.ysis, make education work. The evaluation system which we are

deseriba.ng today sceks to provide needed information for all of these

decision-makers , 8lthough the components I shall discuss will primarily
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D
serve those in State Departments of Education and the Federal office.

To build an evaluation syctem which will contribute to a rational
Federal. end State decision process, we began by analyzing the decislons
to be me2de. For each of the legislative programs administered by the.

Bureaus of Elementary and Secondary Educatidin end Vocational an%
Technical Educetion, legislation, guidelinesg, regulations and admin-
istrative criterla were carefully analyzéd_“; better understand the
process through which Federal educational. f&nds were transfp?med to
local educational programs. Having bullt a decision model fﬁr each
progrem, there begsn a most iﬁportant phase of tﬁedevelopmehtal work;
perhaps the activity which allows this evaluation program to be termed
"Joint State/Federal”. Through an iterative process of suggestion and
modification, each‘of the programs' administrative officers in the coop-
erating States and the 0ffice of Education worked to define the informa;
tion base necessary to rational and effective program management.,
Additionally, there evolved a duta base to be used in the critical

task of informing the publics of Federally supported education programs

. of the status and progress being realized.

To state the major points of decision and questions of policy asscelated
with each of the 15 legilslative prograns we seek to evaluate would

require at least the balarce of this symposiwa. Fortuvately, the
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relative similarity of program administrative processes permits the
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descriptioh of a common set of infbrmation'reqnired for effective

 State and Federal p}:ogrs;m managements

Each of the Fédéraily supported edncationa; programs seeks to meet
»a set of ﬁseds, defined eithor by specificfactivities for which funds
may-be expended, or by designation of a group of pupils and education . |
professionals for whon services are intended.} In elther case, it is |
managerially sound to consider program services as resources avéilp
abls to neet the needs of critical target groups. The first question
of importance teo program.management can thus be stated as'foilows:
1. What is the size of eritical target groups of pupils and
educaticn professionalsand vhat is their demography?A
Answers to this question provide{msasures of}the globalhneed far
‘ the services which.leglslative programs authorize, and State and
National pictures of the demographic concentration of those in need

of service.,ﬂ-'

~ Answers to +wo additional questions are necessary to guage the adeqpacy
of present educational programs | M
2. What 4 is the size of critical target groups bemng served under |
currenb legislatmve programs?
3. What is the size of critical target groups not being served

'under current legmslative programs?
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To derive indices of the efficlency of prégrams in reaching critical
target groups, State and Federal program managers must knows
h, What proportion of those needing services provided through
present educational programs are recelving such services?
5. VWhat proportion of thos_.e receiving services @der présent

educational programs are not in need vbf such services?

Many of the legislative programs we seek to evaluate presﬁme from the
- outset that succsess will réquire novel e.nci 1nnovative approaches to
solving the problems they seek to resolve. Thus Title I of ESEA,

in its Declaration of Policy of the Congress, nof;es- the "special
educational needs of educationally deprived children" and ﬁrovides

funds to local education agencies to "expand and improve their
educational programs”. Similarly, the Declaration of Policy of the

National Defense Education Act speaks of "additional and more adequate

educational opportunities"., Title III of that Act, for strenzthening

instruction in critical subject areaé, clearly requires actions beyond
"more of the same thing". It is of critical importance thereforve, that
State and Feder&l program .m.anagers know the character of educé.tional
services currently being provided Mer Federajly supported programs.
The sixth question to be answered 1is therefora: |

6. What is the ria’wré and content of services being provided
through Federally suprorbed educat'ional prograws, aud how do
these gexvices coupare to those heing provided under re‘g't.ﬂa:c J'
programs supported through State and locel funds?

..
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To detemine the/ efficiency of educational programs in directing needed
sexvices to critical target groups, it is ’necessary but insufficient

| to note tl;e ragher or propc‘zrtion of target group members being served.

The breadth of seMces authorized under programs such as Title I,
and III of ESEA precludes the determination of yprogram efficiency on
the basis of global proportions. State a.nd Federal program managers
must know the extent to which specifical_]y needed servicés are being

adeq_uatel,v provided and efficiently directed. We cannot count as

" success the provision of health services to a hea.lthy child in a Title

I school who is functionally illiterate. The seventh question to be
answered is 'bh_en: | |
7. How well are critically needed educational services

being directed-to those most in need of such servicest

To inform the Congress of neéd.ed nodificatons in Federal educatiomal

policy and to modify guidelines and regulations for more effective

program operation, program managers at State and Federal levels require

assessments of the overall success of Federally supported educational

pi'ogz-ams in meeting their specifiad objectives. Some prbg,rams, such

 as Title II of ESEA ’ can be termed successful if authorized services

are rationally destributed in relation to need and in accordance with

leg:.slat:.ve criteria. Other programs, such as Title I of ESEA reqvire ‘> e

+
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demonstration of progress in solving national educational problems é
of major scope before success can be claimed. In either case, we
st seek answers to the guestion: -

8. How effective are Federally supported educational programs

in meeting their stated cbjJectives?

" Mnst of the programs ve seekito evaluate pljce great planning aﬁd
management responsibility upon State Departients of Education. Under
three titles of ESEA and two titles of NDEA, State Departmeﬁts of
Education act as grents managers in approving proposals submitted by
local education agencies. Four of these programsrrequire States to
prepare camprehensive plans for the disposition of funds in accord-
ance with the findings of statewide needs assessments. To function
effectively in the awarding of grants State program officers must

| be able to identifly those prcpoéed projects which have the greatest
probability of success. Fréquently, educational research findings
provide theoretical bases for setting success expectatlions, but do
not afford the éssurance'of project:demonstration*under field conditlons.
State managers require documentation of successful and unéuccéssful
projects, activities,and treatuments, to build a reference library for
grants award decisions. The ninth question to be answered through,the
Comprehensive Evaluation System is thuas: |




-
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9. What projects, activities and treatments show, through field
demonstration, high probabilities of success in meetings stated

educational objectives?

These then are questions to be answered by the Joint Comprehensiﬁe

Evaluation Systex. In a homely menner they may be sumerized as

follows: ‘

Who is to be served?

Who 4s (and is not) being served?
How efficiently are services being provided?
What kinds of services are being provided? -_
How well are services being directed? -
How effective are Federally supported educational.programé?

What techniques of educational interventlon work?
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Finding the Anwers - The Deslgn

To answer the evaluative qﬁestion we have identified requires a complex
system of data collection, analysis and reporting. Moreover, the
system must be based in a unified design of research.

In designing the 1968 eveluation of Title

P

tion employed a research approach unpreced ;ted in national evaluation
studies. ﬁnlike previous Title I evalnatils which focused! on schools,
school districts‘ or educationsl projects, the 1968 Survey on Compensatory
Bducation used individual pupils s units of snalysis. The result vas

é. better understandiﬁg than ever bafore, of the composition of the

Title I pupil population, the nature of the services being :bravided under
Title I, and the efficiency of the Title I program in directing com-
pensatory services to. educationany and economically deprived puplls. ‘

- These findings alone provided ansvers to six of the ninequestions we

have listed as objectives of State and national program evalunation.

On the ‘b'a.s:ls of“prev:!.oué sﬁcceés ’ a model which uses pui)ils as units -
| of éﬁalysis "will be central td thé design of the Joint annpréhensi.ve
| Mation System. Additionalljr, some components ‘ofv the system will
‘ usevprbjects or activities as uwnits of analysis, in ordexr to improve
- the efficieney of previcus evaluations and to increase the depth and' o
B rel:.ab:llity with which ewc&tional services can 'be defined. ;

¢
L ESEA, the Office of Educe~

T S
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Inbemploying a pupil-centered evaluation model, we shall secure four

clasgses of data to provide bases for descéiption and relational analysis.
‘ To answer the question "Who is to be served?”, we shall secure data on ‘ Y
;é the social status;.economic status and educational status Jf individual |
pupils. To answer in part the question "What kinds of services are
beir.g provided?” we shall secure data on the participation of individ- b
val pupils in an axray of Federally suppomted educational projects and . -
activities. By relating these two classes of data, we shall derive | |
ansvers to the questions "Who is being served?”, "Who is not being
served?", "pr efficicntly are services being provided?" and "Ho;i |
well are services being directed?". Not all of our qnestiéns_on

efficient direction of services can be answered through data on

SRy B T PR (2T e Tt T B e o T i Dl e AT

individual pupils. We must also determine the educatiocnal contexts

to which services are directed. In evaluating Title I, for example,
it is important to determine the extent to which compensatory programs
are directed to schools with high concentrations of econcmically dis-
advantaged pupils, as well as determining the chevacteristics of in-
dividual progr&m.partieipants. We shall therefore secure da£a on the

character of institutions ~- a set of contextual variables describing

the soclal, econcmic, educational and ethnic compositions of schools

and school systems. o S |

To enswer questlons on the effectiveness of some programs and to bulld
a catalog of successful educational projects, we shall secure data on | ;ﬂ

the academic st&tus of pupils both befare and after their exposure to federally BN S
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supported edii’cationel pro.jectsv.. A unique component of our eveluation ‘A
program is e set of pupil’ status meeures through which we sheil obtain
generalizable group achievement information. The efficient techniqnes
of multiple matrix sempling to be empleyed in collecting these data will

‘be described in greeter deta.il. The questions "How effective are I‘edera.lly

Sy deatne Sl Sraseriasiigs

e snpported educa’cional proe:rams?" "What techniques of educational |
‘,‘ - | N intervention work? " will be answered by releting data on pupil status, K
S pupll and contextual chracteristics, and eduestional services,
Maltiveriste carrelational techniques will be employed, with terminal
pupil/ status a8 dependent varia.bles, charecteristics of educational
‘eervicee as independent variables and pupil ana contextual characteristics

as. medieting variables.

| Schemtically, the ptqpilecentered‘ model may‘be portrayed a3 follows:

' Edveational —»{PUPIL |—o- Terminal
Services N S Sta.tus

Mediating Variables: g
Initial Status
~ Pupil Characteristics
COntextua.l characterietica _‘

This then. is our reseerch model, I shal]. next describe the instrumenta-
tion procedures through which the moael w:ul be employed.
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Finding the Answers - The Instrumentation

The Comprehensive Evaluation System will.abply the pubil—centered evaluation
model through a series of sample surveys employing four types of data
collection instruments. Surveys will be designed to &ield highpre;'

cision estimates of variables basic to tﬁe pupil-centered model.

Data obtainéd will generalize tg national populations of pupils, teachers,

schools and school districts.

We have termed one sét of questionnaifes "Pupil Cenfered Instruments”.
The Pupil Centered Instruments are used t0 build four relatable files

of information on school districts, schools, teachers and pupils. The
School District Questionnaire will build upon the basié program—éccount-
ing information secured through the Comprehensive Program Information
Report already described. It will obtain a more detailed picture of the
educatiohal program functions conducted centrally within school systems.
Title I,‘ESEA, among other programs,‘contains provisions for the traihing
of professional personnel dnd'the involvement of parents and community
members in the planning and implementation of programs. Both of these
activities are géneraily administered byAcentrai‘school system offices.
The School District Questionnaire will secure information on the -

participants, substance and activities of training and communit} involvé-,

- L] » - » :‘" ?
ment programs for purposes of program description and, in conjunction ’

with other iriforma‘cion, explore the éffectiveness of such prograins‘. The
school district instrument will also provide limited information on

the district administration of Federally supported;programs. The

"
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School Questionnaire will be ccompleted under the direction of principals,

/ o _
and will provide vital information on services and instructional resocurces

available to students in addition to data on the social, ethnic, econcmic
and acedemic ccmposition of student bodles. These data will provide a

basgis for deriving estimates of need for el!cational services and

,
resources in schools across the nation. By relating information on the

availability of Federally supported educat Bnal programs to data on

student body characteristics and other resources available 1n schools,~fw:}?s

a8 critical link in the direction of needed services to individual.pupils
will be examined. Data obtained from the School Questionnaire will
8150 be used as medieting verisbles in multivariate analyses of the
relationship between pupil participation in Federally supported pro-.
grams and changes in pupil behaviors. The Teacher Questionnaire will
provide five classes of information. First, information on the back- '

ground, qualifications and training of teachers will be obtained. These

data will be used to assess needs for additional training, to examine the

efficiency of direction of existing training programs, and, when related'
fovcther‘variables, to search for evidence on_the effectivencss of
training programs. The second class .. aata provided by teschers will

~ concern the organization and composition of clssses. These date will
bé used to dctermine the extensivencss and effects of pﬁpil érouping”:
by accdemic status, social status and ethnicity. Additiocal;y,ifhese

data will provide indication of the eficiency of direction of

A L AT SRR
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Federally supported educational services to classroom groups. 'The fhird-
and fourth classes of data will concern methods of teaching and programs
of inétruction. In eddition to providing a basis for the exemation of
innovatlon, novelty and improvement in Federally supported programs,
data on regular programs of 1nstruction are necessary to the analysis

of Federal»program.effectiveness. leferences in regulaxr programs of
.instruction across schools and classes Emst be examined and statistically
. 80 as not to confound analyses of Federalzprogram effectiveness. The
£ifth class of data to be provided by teachers includes teacher per-
cepﬁions of classrqdm”climate, adequacy of instructional resources and
appropiiateness of Instructional resources. Additionally, data on
teacher attitudes will be secured. These data will permit furﬁher

| examinatién'of the quality of Federally supported programs and will
providé~important information oﬂ an immsdia@e effect of professional

| training programs. Teacher attitude information will also be used

as mediating varlables in.examinations of'program.effectiveness. The

o Pupil.Qnestionnaire will provide data on 1ndiv1dual children indis-

pensable_to the pup;lfcentered evaluation model. Five classes of data
"wili‘be‘sécured.f The first‘set of data will aliow_classification of

: : puﬁiis'asté‘agé, Sex, transiency, attendance and special educational
‘cateéories. The second class of pupil.data will allow the develcpment

(S

of 1ndices of social, econcomic, ethnic and academic stalus for

| M‘individualApupils. \These 1ndices are vital to analyses of national needs

EEC
s
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for educationai services and the efficiency of Federally supported
programs in'providing services in accordance with pupil needs. ihe
third and fourth classes of data will indicate the extensiveness and
intensity of pupil participation in Federally supported academic and
ancillary progrems. These daté}permit one to follow Federally suppérted
educational progrwms-to their ultimate térgets. The importance of this
component of the Comprehensive'Evaluation'System cannot he owerstated.

" Hollingshead, Warner, Sexton and other educational sociologists, over

a period of four decades, have demonstrated the dangers of equating
availability of educational resources with provision of educationai
services. A number of the critical targets of Federal prbgrams -= the
economically disadvantaged, the educationaliy disadvantaged, the
children of agricultural migrant families -- have been shown by these
sociologists to be the least likely consumers of specialized educational
resources, in the aﬁsence of explicit program.participation_criteria.
The f£ifth class of pupil data includes teacher reports on importent
eriterion behaviors for individual'ﬁupils. In the wake of growing
professional recognition of the necessitj but insufficiency of stand-
ardized achievement iests as indicants of educational success, these

variables will provide a broad base for examination of program effective-

ness in the socialization, motivation and self actualization of pupilé. g

D)
While the Pupil-Centered Instruments form the heart of the Comprehensive

Evaluation System, they do not provide vital elements of data securedzt
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nore efficiently through other sources, To move beyond an analysis of
the global effectiveness of Federally supported programs to analyses
of the effectiveness of locally implemented projects requires consid-
erable information on the objectlives, resocurces and .opera.tions of those

required to answer questions

projects. Additionally, such information

!

on 'bhé improvement of instructional servic s which results from Federal
educationai support, and the appropriatene:,s of educa.tional.."‘ services

to the needs of participamts. A survey instrument which utilizes
Federally supported projects as units of analysis will be used to secure
these critical date. This instrument has been termed & "Project
Descriptor”, and will be completed by knowledgeable project administrators
in school district offices and .schools » By supplying information

on the particlpants, objectives, reources, processes and organization gf
Federally supported projects, the Project Descriptor will provide a 'basisA
for building a veference libwery for State grants menagers. When

data from the Froject Descriptor are integrated with informa‘cibn from

the Pupll Centered Instruments and criterion measures yet to be

described, a resource information bank on effective educational projects

can be asgenmbled.

’The use of sample survey methods in national evaluation 's’cudiés requiré;;
reticulons attention to tle stimcture of samples. Since effoctive ’
evaluation requires collection of a wealth of information, ‘bh‘év'e‘f*ficigncy
of sample design is critical to study feasibility. Utilizing s cmrrpléx

miltistage sampling design, the Comprehensive Evaluation System will

B .
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provide nationally generalizable infomxﬁation by securing data in 830
of the nation's 19,000 school districts. To f‘urther improve sampling
efficliency, a complete reference file of schools with Federally supported
»educa.tional projects is bemg developed in cooperation with State
Departments of Education and 'che Office of Education's National Center

~ for Educational Stautistz.cs. This Pro.)ect Reference I‘ile w:i.]l provide

a minimum of informaticn on the exlstence of projects by source of

- support and target grade in order tp bui:l:d. a sampling frame for

maximsl efficiency in the selection of schools. The data derived

fram the Pro,jéct Reference File will aiso permit unprecidented analyses
of the exten“ to which 'bhe vaxrious Feders.l educational programs are used

by loeal school dlstrn.ct managers to provid.e services to a common

group of pupils .

Since the inceptmn of program eva.luat:.ons by the Office of Educa.tion,
securing comparable and generalizable data on pupil achievement has
been the bane of effecbiveness analyses. In the first years of Title I
o evalna.tion, the d:.versity of evalua’cion bases employed by States and |

o school distr:ncts thwarted attempts to examine national program effect-

iveness. The 1968 and 1969 Surveys on Cempensetory Bducation, . o
‘» ut:..'!izing consistent instmmentatn.on in a national sauple of schools
and. school districts, provided the firs’c ha.rd data on pupll naeds s

educatn.onal semces and program efficiency.i Unfort\m;mely these

Surveys could. not use conmon tests of‘ pupil achievement s and data. |

collected were ’ahose availa.ble in schoo:ls. The loss of common

LI
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eehievemenf data again precluded assessment of a cri’eical dimeeeioe
of Title I program effectiveness. Only nine percent of the pupil
questiomaires secured in the 1968 Survey contained analyzable aehieve-
ment change data. Unfortuxzaﬁely, the size and distribution of this

pupil sampling did not allow nationel generalization of findings on

| pup:.l achievement. ‘Io overcome this persisting problem, the : o

Comprehensive Evaluation System will employ a method of festing at the
. forefront of psyehometrie theory. Multiple matrix sampling, a procedure -

by wh:lch different individuals complete different samples of test items,

is based on an analytic development by Lord (1955). Cronbach suggested

| ~ the use of matrix sampling 1n the evaluation of instructional prog:rems

in 1963. Since then, matrix sa.mpling has been employed experimentelly

in the development of test norms and has been used most extensively

in\the National Assessment Program. The procedure is ideally suited to

o | lerge scale evaluetioe programs . In the Comprehensive Evalua’c:.on Program,

' pupils 1n the cla.sses to be surveyed will complete a series of sampled

“ teste > eaeh requiring no more than ten minutes of pupil time. The

e reeulting d.a.ta will prov:.de reliable achievement statistics for groups
- of pupils, bo'ch parta.cipants and non-partn.cipants in Federally supported
programs, but w:i.ll not provide rehable data for individuals. Our

- evaluetive use of echievement data requires inferences on the per-

| formances of g'oups rather than those of individuals. dence the lack
of reliab.le deta for ind.:.vidl..als is unimportant. The use of matrix
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sampling allcows minimal disrupivion of} classes and mindmal inveétm@nt :
of ltes"cing time i:o secure consistent achievement data. Pupil Status
Measures in the construct areas Basic Verbal Status and Occupatidnal
Cognizance for pupils in grades four and leleven have already been - |
developed and tested on 300 children. The results are very en~cour—’ »
aging. With test means for grdups in the range 3% to 49, standard .
| errors of means ranged from 2k hun;_dredths of an item ‘to 56 hundredths
~ of an item. Thus ccefficients of generalizability, were in the range
.83 to .93. For individuals, test-:.;etest reliabilities ranged from
.61-{;0 .82, The pretest of these instruments also showed discrimin-
ation with respect to the socio-economic composition of schools usualiy
‘associated with standardized achievement tests. However s & preliminary

testing in schools with 90 percent poor Chicano children produced no -

o indications of ethnic or language bias. Data resulting from applicatioh

of these camnon status measures, wheri conbined with information from

 the Pupil-centered Instruments and the Project Descriptor, will allow

‘ de’éermination of ‘the efficiency of direction of Federally supported

- ,“‘e&ucational services to academica].ly needy pupils. More important,

o these data will provide ’che first ccmprehensive basis for investigation

f a crit;lcal : cri'berion of @rogram effectiveness.

Befou;'e concluding, I should 1ike to tell you of another project whn.ch

~

o may provide a method of securing generalizable achievement test data.

) The patterns of test utilization in U.S. elementary schools determined
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t

fram the 1968 Survey on Compensatory Education indicated extensive use

i ]e of Education contracted -
 :»dizing the reading subtests

|  ade levels, If'Fhese tests
:, {

{ally representative semple ... . B

8 1

of pupils, one of the major obstacles tolpanbining test resﬂlts would
be removed. Additionally, if one of these tests could be used as a
reference "ancﬁor", scores on different tests might be equated with
reliehility sufficient for evaluative applications. The results of

the feasibility study were quiie encoura;ing. A full scale anchor test

study is now under consideration.

These then are the goals and the instruments. With a monumental
iﬂv&stment of energy on the part of educators in the States, local
schéol systems and the Federal Office, a homprehensive system for

the evaluation of Federally supported edupation programs has been

 conceived. With‘tﬁe contientious aid ofi onsultant scholars and.

many in private industry, the further effbrts of these individuals

(:)v . .

will see to fruitioﬁ a system which meets Dr. Hemphill's eriterion.

|

We shall indeed make rational a mosb compiax decision rrocess:.
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