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objective is to implement the emerging model in a school system that
is characterized by the absence of markedly atypical features. The
major components of the model include: a climate for change;
academic-practitioner interaction; roles for evaluation; program
development stratagies; interschool cooperation; county wide
communication networks; and teacher responsibility for change. Stages
in the model include: agreement to begin; establishment of an
organization; selection of problems and goals; study of available
solutions; pilot trials; adopt, adapt, reject decisions; and field
trial. The major contribution to new knowledge that this model makes
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The role of evaluation In a working modei for the diffusion of
educational lqnovaﬂons is the central topic of this paper. The working
model In question Is a product of the Trent Vailey Centre (TVC) which is
a "regional laboratory" type extension centre of the Ontario institute for
Studies In Education. Since the time of its establishmeit in September 1969
the TVC focussed most of I+s resources on a program that aims to ldentlfy
general procedures for improving student performance on schoo! ob Jectlives
through the appllication of educational research manpower and information.
The first objective of the program Is to generate the working model for
+he ditfusion of educational Innovations, both process and product, and
the second objective Is tc Implement the emerging model in a school system
that is characterized by the absence of markedly atyp.cal features. The
third and fourth objectives of the program, concerning fieid trials of
the model, and comperisons of the model with competing models, are not In

an operational sts ¢ and hence remain beyond the scope of the present

paper.

The Trent Valiey Centre is located In Petertorough, a city of
noarl'y 60,000 population approximately ninety miies northeast of Toronto,
Ontario. During the initiail year of operation of the TVC there were tfive
schools participating directiy in the TVC Program. The number of par-
ticipating schools expanded to saventeen during the second year, and now
in the third year there are approximately thirty schools invoived (n the
TVC Program. A full report of the second year's activities is avalliabie

in "Educational Change and innovation: A Case Study" (Russell, Leithwood

and Baxter, in press).
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Rationale for the Trent Valley Centre Program

The questions why evaliete, why innovate, and why plan the diffusion
of innovations In education, have answers which seem seil¢-evident, and yet
there are many issues ralsed by these questions that remain unresolved in
most school settings. School Innovations are typlcally introduced to better
achieve existing school goals or objectives. Under such circumstances, It
Is necsssary to conduct a careful evaluation to determine the exact extent
of the advantage of the innovation over the previous program. It Is
reasonable also to Introduce Innovations for the purpose of achieving new
and more desirable schoo! goals. Again evaluation is an essential Wf
in the total scheme, bacouse in the absence of evaluation data it Is possibie
that the new goals are achieved only superficially by the innovative program.
Another ressonabie purpose for innovating Is to increase the proportion of
students who achlaeve objectives that are previously achieved by too smel i
a proportion of students. In each of the above cases of gains, there is the
possibility of a cost factor which may be prohibitive. The issue of cost
raises the possibi ity of Innovations that are designed primarily for the
purpose of reducing the dollar or manpower costs. In such cases even 3
zero gain In student performance may be acceptable. In the event that sny
of the above types of benefits to society can be made or are made In a school
setting, extension of the benefits over a wider range of schools and students
Is warranted. The TVC study assumes that plannad diffusion can be more
effective than either unpianned di ffusion activities or standard dissemination
procedures. This is s testable hypothesis which may be accepted or rejected

on the basis of empirical verification at a later date.
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There are very basic questions that remain unanswered in the
rationale considerations ralised above. Who selects educational objectives
and who decldes what Innovations wiil be adopted or rejected? When of-
ficlels of a national government select objectives and when accountabiiity
at that level Is under conslderation, then the gross national product Is
the most convenient Indicator of attainment. In the past, the Impiicit goal
of education, so far as national leaders and the GNP are concerned, has
besn to Increase the amount of time spent In school per student, to Increase
the number of students benetiting from school, and as well to increase the
proportion of students who attain graduation stetus in the higher leveis of
educstion. Economists characteristically deal with these variabies and they
have ressonable evidence to show thelir relationship to the GNP (Denison, 1964,

pg. 23).

The present view of the Trent Valley Centre staff is that GNP
is an inadequate measure of Improvement within a soclety (the argument Is
basicaily that proposed by Gaibraith, 1969, pg. 124). Furthermore,
economists in education and educational administrators should accommodate

their views to the position taken by Denison (1962, pg.67),
"1+ (GNP) can deal only with changes In the amount of formai education

received by membors of the labour force, i+ cannot take into account
changes (presumably Iimprovements) In the quaiity of the day's
schooling."

Denison also asks,

ncan these schools teach as much In iess t+ime or at less cost through
attention to the critical objectives being achieved, than through

innovative means to maximize student attainment of the objectives?”

. 4

. .
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The Trent Valley Centre has been Influenced by such considerations and Its
attention to preclse assesswent of student performance on educational ob-

Jectives Is an essentlal Ingredient In the TVC Program,

When national leaders have the responsibliity for setting educational
goals, elther expllcitly or implicity, It seems that the accountabliity Issue
Is relatively clear and that attention to specific student performance ob-
Jectives will probably lead educational researchers and educational
administrators In the right direction. However, there are probliems with
educational goals for a large unlt of Jurisdiction, whether supernational,
national or subnational. Even the act of setting goails over such a large
unit of Jurisdiction may be dysfunctional. ODevey has commented on the effects
of nationally or externally imposed goals Iin Democracy and Education (Dewey,
1969, pg. 8),

"The vice of externaily Imposed ends has deep roots. Toach:)rs recelve
t+hem from superior authorities; -*hese authori ties accept them from
what Is current in the community. The teachers Impose them on
children. As a first consaquence, the intel l1gence of the teacher
Is not free; It !s confined to recelving the alms lald down from above.
Too rarely Is the Individual teacher so tree vrom the dictation of
authoritative supervisor, textbook on methods, prescribed course
of study, efc., that he can let his mind come to close quarters
with the pupli's mind and the subject matter. This distrust of
the teacher's experlence Is then refiected In lack of confidence
In the responses of puplis. The latter recelve thelr sims through
a double or treble external Imposition, and are constantly confused

by the conflict between the alse which ere natural to thelr o

S
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experience at the time and those In which they are taught to
acquliesce. Untll the democratic criterion of the Intrinsic
significance of every growing experience Is recognized, we shall
be intellectually confused by the demand for adaptation to

external alms,"

The Trent Valley Centre staff recognizes the basic significance

of Cewey's comment and accepts some responsibility for Influencing schooi
people to consider aims of educa’‘ion that are rooted in the students and
the people of the school community. By accepting such a view It is not
necessary to exclude aims of education for larger jurisdictional units: In
fact, the need for such aims Is obvious, Such alms must be sufficiently
general that Individual students and teachers may be free to Identify and

pursue specific local and individual gosls.

A. N. Whitehead (1956) provides even more precise gulidelines for
the Identification of the person or persons who should have responsibility
for lIdentifying educational objectives, Whitehead says,

"ent the flrst requisite for educational reform s the school as a
unit with Its approved curriculum based on its own needs and evolved
by its own staff. When | say that the school Is the educational unit,
| mean exactly what | say, no larger unit no smatler unit.”
(Whitehead, 1956, pg. 21).

If Dewey and Whitehead have provided good advice on this issue, then the
"who" questlon ralsed earllier must be answered in a way that provides a

high degree of school autonomy and Individual freedom,

Independently of the issue of compatibility between school goals

and natlonal goals, there Is good reason to study carefully school goals,

ERIC . 6
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and to accurately assess the degree of attainment of these goals and their
specl fic subgoals or student performance objectives. This Is the business
of evaluation and, furthermore, student performance data can serve as a
reasonable starting point for the consideration of school change and the
introduction of Innovations. The identification of innovative programs
that are compatibie with the students' needs and the community's ablillty
to pay the cost is a sophisticated business that sometimes leads to the
adoption of rlgid packaged programs and at other times to the preparation
of school-made, school-unique programs. Whatever the Innovation, the
adopt-adapt-re Ject decision must be related to precise evaluation data,
and In cases where positive beneflts are the clear resuit of an Innovative
program, the implementation of an effective diffusion program can magnify
and multiply the benefits to a larger population of students.

The Trent Valiey Centre working mode! consists of both components
and stages. The components, seven in number, are features found to be
critical fo change which appear In one or more of the stages of change.

The stages asre seven temporally sequenced points on a continuum beginaing
with a dectSion to begin working toward change and ending at the stage of
flald trial, from which point recyciing through some eariier stages is

stiil likely to occur. The major components of the model inciude: (a) a
climate for change; (b) academic-practitioner interaction; (c) roles tfor
evaluation; (d) program deveiopment strategles; (e) interschooi cooperation;
(f) county wide communication networks; and (g) teacher responsibility for
change. Stages In the model include: (a) agreement to begin; (b) estabiish-~
ment of an organization; (c) selection of problems and goals; (d) study of
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avallable solutions; (e) plilot trials; (f) adopt, adapt, reject decisions;
(g) fleld trial. The model may be thus conceptualized as a components X
=tages matrix (Figure 1) with a total of 49 potential cells some of which
are obviously important, some empty and many the significance of which has
yot to be determined, Those components and stages that relate to oevaluation
are elaborated In some detall whereas the remainder are gliven only the

smount of attention necessary to provide & meaningful overview of the

model .
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1. Agree to
Begin " 12 13 14 15 16 17
2. Establish
Organization 21 22 23 24 25 26 27
3. Select
Problems, | 39 32 33 | 34 35 36 37
Goals
4. Study
Available | 4 42 43 44 45 46 47
Solutions
5. Pilot 51 52 53 54 | 55 56 57
Trials
6. Adopt :
Adapt 61 62 63 64 65 66 67
Reject
7. Fleld '
Trials n 72 73 74 75 76 77

Figure T ~ - - A matrix showing possible interactions of components and

stages in a school change model.




Climate for Change

The climate for change Is an elusive component to analyze,
primarily because of the variety of forms it takes In different school

contexts and the consequent difficulty In Ident!fying common underlying

features. Class!fication of the type of change referred to, and !llustration

of several situations where such a climate pervades, probabiy ylelds the best

possible understanding of this component,

Types of change have been classified by many authors (Maguire, 1970)

using a variety of criteria, one of the most powerful being the relationship

between a change agent and cllent system (Bennis, 1966). All of these

class!flcatias s9=¢ iz, however, Include a category labelled "planned change"

and the vartef: &% definitions -offered. for such change suggests that it Is
congruent with the change being discussed here. 'Chln (Magulre, 1970) sug-
gests that such change Is ". . . a dellberate and collaborative process
involving @ change agent and client system that are brought together to
solve a problem or to plan and attain an improved state of functioning In
the cllent system by utilizing and applying valld knowledge (p.11)." In
the present mode! such a definitlon needs to be tempered by some of the
characteristics of what Bennls describes as "technocratlic change." This
type of change relies on the client's (teacher's) definition of hls probiem,
the agent's knowledge of strategles leading to solution and the collection
and Interpretation of data to facllitate and valldate thet solution. Such
planned fechno;:raﬂc change Is endorsed as s systematic procedure for
efficlently carrying out rationally preconcelved alterations in the
educational eénterprise. Because such alterations in the curriculum area,
as well as many other areas, are contlnuous, the roles of the cllent and

agent, In this model, are not clearily distinct. The cllient must be given

10
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the opportunity, In his initial encounters with the agent, to acquire
enough of the agent's motivations and skills so that agent and client are
eventualiy dual roles played largeiy by the same personnel with decreasing
external Inputs. Such welding of cliient-agent roles into the person of
t+he educational practitioner is designed to overcome serious criticlsms
leveiled by Herzog (Maguire, 1970) at typicai abproaches to the concept

of planned change. These criticisms include (a) viewing schools as objects
to be manipulated and (b) fallure to recognize t+hat most people are engaged
in activitles because they see value in those activities not because they
are reslstant to change. A third criticism -~ that planned change Is too
often naively profession-centred Is compensated for In the TVC modei by

systematic Involvement of the comunity In school goal specification.

while the type of change (planned-technocratic) has now been
estabiished, it is stiii not clear what the term "climate for change"
real ly means, Planned-technocratic change impiles a process of consclous,
systematic and sclentific response to rational iy identifled educational
needs or goals. Such a process requires farge resource allocations on the
part of those involved and, hence, a clear understanding and substantlal
commitment fo the need for change on the part of practitioners enyaged in
planning the change. The climate for change Is the behaviouraliy represented
indicators of such understanding and commitment. Such a climate seems to
axist (a) when teachers wish to meet with parent groups to cooperatively
engage In school goai setting, (b_) when teachers meeting as a group openly
discuss their reai problems and cooperatively pian toward soiutlons, (c) when
a principal Is willing to assume a facilitative rather than directive role

with 1'each'ers, (d) when a school staff desires to rearrange t+imetables to




free blocks of cooperative planning time, (e) vhon a teacher feels secure
enough to oppose, on rational grounds, changes suggested by the principal.

All of these Indlcators of what Is meant by a climate for change are found

In the schools In which the change model Is developing and many more could

be cited. Suffice It to state that the cilimate fo‘r change Is a pre-condition
to planned change or even planning for change, and without 1t subsequent
actlions would probably be targely Ineffective. It Is, In fact, the fallure
+o establish such a general climate for change that has doomed many curriculum

development projects to fallure before they have begun.

The ways In which a climate for change is establ Ished vary greatly
across schools, but In most Instances the principal Is responsible for Its
initiation. Several appendums to thls statement should be noted Immediately.

First, while the principal Is a centre of communication (see page 29), the

_teacher has ultimate responsibliity for effecting classroom change (see page 29)

and hence the Initlation of change by the principal must be as a stimulant to
the teacher's assumption of responsibliity for change. Such Init+iation cannot
be forced nor should It reduce the teacher's Important declslon-making |
responsibllities, but only make clearer hov the principal can be used to
tacllitate the changes envisioned by the teacher. Most Important, the

teacher must be made aware that hls actlons are endorsed and supported by

+he principal. Second, It would be misleading to suggest that the methods
used. by principals In the project so far, to initlate change, have much or

any generallzabl | Ity beyond the schools In which they were used. Principals
who encountered diffliculty In stimulating thelr staffs to assume responsiblilty
for change when fhé TVC Program began are, almost to a man, sttt | having a
great deal of trouble, In splte of +he benefit of consultation with fel low

project principals having more success In this regard. The establishment of

712
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e climate for change Is a highly complex endeavour Involving an optimum
mixture of principal support, staff readiness, group dynamics, problem
visibi 1 i1ty, conmunity characteristics and a host of other, less readlly
identifled varlables. When the right mixture exists, a possibly faiseo
Issue such as low school scores on a standardlzed test In mathematlcs
can be sufficlent to ellicit a commitment to change which wlll carry those
involved through the labour of all seven of the model's stages of change.
A more authoritative evaluation of school programs using more valld data

Is clearly a preferred means of beginning.

Academlc~-Practitioner Interaction

The academlc-practitioner Interaction Issue has remained virtually
unresolved over most of the history of educatlion. As a consequence, the
number of solutlons generated by educational researchers to problems of
concern to practitioners Is woefully small. Several reasons for this state
are readlly evident. Educatlional researchers are too often engaged In
finding solutions to problemé Identlfled by themselves and Irrelevent to
school people. No matter how signlficant the solutlons ¥nus generated,
thelr Impact wili be minimized by the lack of need for such solution. Re-
search actlvitlies, to be productive In school contexts, must be organlzed
around Issues consldered critical by practitioners. This means (a) creating
two-way communlcation |inks between the researcher and practitloner and
(b) utilization of expert manpower to solve the emerging Issues even If
+hat means engaglng researchers In projects which are not of natural concern
+o them. The ldea of the researcher, using his sclentific skills In pursult
of knowledge vital to the Interest of others and not necessarily himself, Is
largely forelgn and probably distastetul to many educstional researchers.

what Is being suggested Is the adoption of a model for cllent-agent Interaction

43




which more nearly approximates the Industrial rather than the university
model with Its record of brillliant yet often disjointed and ineffectual
achlevement. Perhaps the best of both worlds Is possibie with the proper
matching of a large pool of expert manpower resources with problems judged

relevant by external, school sources.

Even when academics have dealt with school relevant problems,
the strategles for operationalizing change, as often as not, have been
impotent. Responsibillty for this conditlon rests eveniy with academics
and practitioners. Academics ha\fe typlical ly adopted dysfunctionai tactics
characterized by a large proportion of discusslion of probliems and solutions
at a general level, and a very small proportion of expended effort In the
task of change Iimplementation. It Is erroneous to suggest that the
generation of solutions and thelr Implementation are separate activitles.
in fact, only through the Iabohr of attempted Implementation does a
solution acquire that ultimate richness which quallfies It as a worthy
achlevemehf. Part of thls unforftunate situstion must be attributed 'fo the
implled wishes of practitioners, however. An Invitation Issued to an academic
"expart" to speak at a professional development day on some related occasion
Is one of the best possible ways of confusing an Issue and bullding In a |
resistance to change on the part of a majority of those who attend such an
occaslon. Change will only occur when an organization is established to
facl litate communicatlion on a continuing baslis. If Inspirational speeches
were In fact effective, every school would be a model of planned change
since all staffs have been subjected to such. Inspiration many times. The
tecture strategy, therefore, may serve to glve the appearance of change
activity and avold the potential trauma associated with the realities of

change,

14




Roles For Evaluation

scriven (1967) has distinguished between goals and roles for

evaluation. Although there is some disagreement, (Stake, 1967), the goal

for evaluation In this model is singular, as Scriven suggests, that being

to judge the merit or worth of an educational variable. Ths most con-

troversial issue here, In fact, Is not whether there are other goals for

evajuation but who will be the Judge. Consistent with the concept of

p lanned-technocratic change, discussed above, In which there Is gradual

welding of client-agent roles, and contrary to the expressed preference
of Scriven (1967), the judge in this model is the c!ient-practitioner.
The Initial change agent assumes consultative responsibliities with regard
to data analysls, interpretation and research design, where they are
important, but the adopt-adapt-reject decisions are exclusively in the
domain of the practitioner who must ultimately Implement the decision and

be held accountabie for |ts consequences.

The roles of evaluation are many lncludlng prediction, selection,
national assessment, diagnosis, curriculum assessment aﬁd many others.
These various roles have been classified as elther formative or summative
depending on the uses made of the resulting data (Scriven, 1967). Summat|ve
evaluation provides Information to enable a potential adopter of an educational
process or product to determine the relative costs, advantages end dis-
advantages of an Innovation prior to making a commitment. When packaged
programs are selected by schools, this Is the use to which evaluative data
are put. Formative evaluation, on the other hand, proposes to supply

information to the developer to assist in the further refinement of process

As a result, formative data may often have to be very detalled

or product,

- 15
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and particularly multi-dimensional in order to be usefui. Furthermore,
they must be avallabie when they wiil be useful to the deveioper. Where
the teacher Is aiso curriculum developer, data from the previous year's
program must be avaiiable before beginning the new year's program, and dat:

from each segment of the program must be avalisblie as the subsequent ap-

plication of the program segment Is planned.

Within this formative role, although not exciusively, evaiuation

serves three distinct functions in the change process. These three functions
are the promotion, faciliitation and validation of change. Evaluation data
often function to promote change by stimuisting attention to probiems with
the status quo and providing a basis for making decisions about program
adequacy with regerd to current educationail objectives. A decision to
evaluste present curricula aiso leads through a process of goal c.larlflcaﬂon
and refinement which virtually guarantees that the program finaily evaluated “
will not be the original program. This is one of the effects of experimenter
intervention that is to be avolded at ail costs in controlied research, but
on the other hand It is to be greatiy encouraged in the process of pianned
educational change. Evaluation has thus begun to faciiitate change and can
do so further by enabiing deveiopers to ldentify program objecﬂvos being
Aachlovod least well, as a focus for the -lnlﬂaﬂon of systematic curriculum
development. Such ldentification of Initial focus has the advantages of:
(a) diagnosing weaknesses teachers mey be able to improve on
immediately in the ciassroom;
(b) scalling down the size of the curricuium deveiopment task by
avolding work on objectives aiready being welil achieved.

Both of these features are especialiy attractive when teachers are aiso

16




deveiopers s)nco they are iikely to feel the press of daily classroom needs,

and have only enough time to work on the most urgent curricuium probiems,

The third function of evaluation in change, that of validation,
speaks directly to much of the avsiiabie change |iterature which sppears
to impily that change Is to be valued in Its own right without regerd to
the consequences of that change, The TVC modei diverges most severely with
+he iiterature in taking considerabie pains to assess the effectiveness of
change and in providing opportunities to adapt or reject ineffeciive changes.
Many dimensions of innovative products, chosen for or deveioped In the project,
have been measured to date. They inciude student, teacher, teacher aide and
parent attitudes, description of treaiments, student performance and the
relationship of student performance with baseline descripttons incliuding 19,
socloeconomic status and standardized achlievement scores (see Chapter 6,
Educational Change and {nnovation: A Case Study). Particular attention has
been pald to student performance data on the assumption ﬂ\a't an Innovation
+o be worthwhile must resuit in student achlievement that is higher, dlfferent
and more valuable, or less costiy than in the previous program. (An unlikely
but possible exception to this wouid be an Innovation which had a positive
offect on attitudes and produced the seme amount and type of student per-

formance as the previous program at the same cost.)

The assessment of student performance has moved the focus of
measurement within the model awzy from classical norm-referenced maasurement
techniques Into criterion-referenced measurement. This shif+ has taken place
not because of a profound disagreement with classical measurement methods
but because of a di fference of 'purpou. Ciassical measurement methods are
designed largely for seiection and prediction. Because of this, test

dovolopmon't.proooduros tend toward making such Instruments unidimensional.

17
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Assessmants, using such techniques, Indlicate where a testee sfands in
relation to other testees with respect to some ldentlfled measure or some
clearly prescribed summation of measures. However, the threefold purposes

of evaluation In the TVC mode!l require Information of a very different sort.

within the TVC model the student variables being measured may be
heterogensous rather then homgonoéus. and each “omponent part may require
separate assessment. This appears to be the case In practice where the dual
purposes of formative evaluation as used In the model include both diegnosis
and curriculum evaluation. In each case, student achlevenent of speciflic
educational objectives Is the Information belng sought and selection and
prediction decislions do not en*er. In splte of the basically different
functions, the same pool of test Items may serve both classlcal apd
criterion-referenced measurement purposes. The dl fferences In purpose

wiil dictate dlfforences in procedures for |tem selection from the common

poot.

The shift In emphasis from norm-referenced to criterion-referenced
data has somo additional positive features that were not taken Into account
during the Initlial discussions, that have led to the shift. A renewed
emphasis on the Individual rather then soclety, and a new fascinetion with
the negative effects of competition and aggression seem evident not only In
current |iterature but also In officlal government policy stetements such as
the Commisslion on Post Secondary Education (1972). Criterion-referenced
data do not eliminate competition, nor do they Inevitably lead to a focus
on the Individual rather than his group. However, such data do not depend

on, nor do they emphasize quantitative discriminations among students. Also

18




they more readily lend themselves to heterogenelty In goals among Indlviduals

and to the use of data by the Individual who |s measured.

Process evaluation |s considered to be as Important as product
evaluation but It Is more difficult to develop an appropriate methodology
for It. Several promising plans have recently been Initiated In cooperation
with OISE soclologlets Micheel Fullen and Glenn Eastabrook. These plans
Involve Inltlal data collection of school characteristics and modes of
operation related to Innovativeness, Subsequent Intervention programs will
be undertaken, when project schools desire It, to alter, where possible,
characteristics which detract from optimum change activity. To date, the
col lective processes Imbedded In the change mode! appear to be reasonably
effoctive, but the process evaluation of the next two years wiil be necessary

to ldentify speclfic strengths and weaknesses of these processes.

Student achlevement In the project curricula have been, or wil|
be In the near future, assessed employing one or more of three experimental
designs. Using Campbell and Stanley's (1963) terminology thess designs
Include (A) the "one-group pretest-posttest" pre-experimental deslign,

(B) the "nonequivalent control group” quasi-experimental design and
(C) an extremely useful adaptation of the pre-experimental "statlc group

comparison,"”

This year the "one group pretest-posttest" pre-experimental design
was used to evaluate student achlevement In all of the project components.
This deslign ylelds Information limlted by a number of extransous varliables

that can Jeopardize Internal valldity. Those variables Include history,

19




-'9-

maturation and the effects of testing. The effects of history and maturation

wiii be greatest in the case of two packaged programs since a greater time

elapsed between pre and posttesting. Resuits from teacher-bulit programs,

because of shorter elapsed time are less Infiuvenced by history and

maturation, but more affected by the tendency of students to do better

on the second administration of a test or aiternate form of that test. As

a result of the possibie Inflationary effect of these threats there Is

interpretation of results. Nevertheless, as already discussed, because

two teacher-bulit curricuia are in the formative stages of development,

the {nadequacles of this design are to be preferred to a more rigorous

design which might have discouraged further program deveiopment - the

promotion of which is a major role for evaluation in this context., While <
inadequate resources are a major reason for empioying this same design

with two highly developed packaged curricuia, the benefits of the design

remain compeliliing. These have to do with the freedom teachers are gliven, !
in a non-comparative setting to develop not the already fixed ;rogram

components, but the necessarily school specific techniques required to

make the program optimully successful. Further, the pressure of

implementing 8 new curriculum In the first year couid, under some cir-

cumstances, be added to by the knowiedge of comparison.

The quasi-experimental "nonequivalent control group" design was
used with pre and posttesting in one instance this year and its use wiil be
expanded next ysar to inciude four pnogl"us thus far evaluated., Soclo-
economic status (as weli as school size) was used as a basis for control
bei:ause of both Its potency in reiation fo achievement variabies (ireton,
1970) and the availabiiity of such dats without iarge resource expenditures.
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Depending, to some extent, upon the equivalence of groups on pretest
scores this design controls the maln threats to Internal valldity of
history, maturation, testing and Instrumentation since these factors
should iInfiuence both control and experimental groups simiiariy. Re-
gression effects are not ilkely to occur since there is no need to be

concerned with extreme groups.

An adaptation of the "static group comparison" design has been
made which makes the design Inexpensive, convenlient and pracﬂ.cal to employ,
as well as yleiding unusuaily dependable comparative data for evaiuation
purposes. Typically, this design compares the posttest results of a group
which has experienced a treatment with one which has not for the purposé
of establishing the effect of the treatment. The comparison group consists
of the puplis In the same grade, same school with the same teacher the prior
year. For example, an innovative kindergarten program being llnfroduced in
September 1971 Is to be evalusted with this design, so in May 1971 the grade
1 chiidren (last year's kindergarten ciass) were posttested and these re-
suits compared with the May 1972 resuits of the class taking the innovative
program. The assumption of pretest group equivalence cannot be accepted
as readily as would be the case had comparison and controi subjects been
assigned to groups randomiy. Yet history is virtuaily the only confounding
variable to a highly effective group match given the reiatively stable
population from which the subjects are drawn. In many cases the children
even have the same parents. Certalnly, group measures of SES, 10, and
general information as well as measures of school environment and community

environment are aimost the same for both groups.

This design has a number of Important advantages for deveiopment
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work, the major one being Its economy. Comparison groups are always

di fflcult to find and non-Innovating schools are understandably reluctant

to particlpate In studlies for which they perceive |it+tle payoff to themselves.
Usling this design, both control and treatment groups can be drawn from the
Innovating school. In order to provide both groups using randoml zation
techniques, half of the target population must forgo the Innovative treat-

ment In order to serve as comparisons, or the treatment can be offered to

half of the target population for the flrst half of the year and the
remalnder of the target population In the second half of the year. Thls
jatter arrangement necessltates Innovating during only half of the school
year. None of these requisites for randomization are convenlent for school
people and none are necessary with the design modification suggested. The
maln need for caution wlﬂw +he proposed design concerns the degree of In~-
stabl!ity of the school population and environment, Rapld changes can
Invalidate the design and thus It becomes Infeasible In splte of Its

apparent strengths.

saveral other lssues related to the operationallzing of ex-
perimental evaluation design e appropriately dealt with here. The first
concerns procedures for data collection, specl fically the collection of
criterion-referenced data. As discussed eariler, collection of such data
I deally Include comprehensive assessment of student achlevement of all
program objectives, resulting In many test |tems. In most school settings
+he amount of time required to test all students on all Items becomes
prohibitive., Three solutions to this probiem are most readlly apparent
and two have been trled In the TVC Program, to date. One is to Incorporate
+he testing Iinto the ongelng program using the Items for teacher~dlagnostic
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as well as overall evaluative purposes. A second solutlon Involves random
assessment of Item samples to participating students. The third solutlion
depends on an emerging analytical technique that requires a minimum of Items
to focus on a student's particular domaln of learning. The first solution
has the advantage of providing Immediate feedback to the teacher and is
difficult to surpass as a formaiive evaluation strategy when the teacher
is also the currlculum devéloper. The disadvantages, however, include
Inconsistent testing procedures since there are many testers, as well as
placing the responsibliility for carrying out the testing schedule largely
on the shoulders of teachars. When the data are to bte used for summative
purposes, experience Indicates that In splte of relatively open com-
munication channels, the necessity of carrying out the testing schedule
and procedures exactly as planned may not be ful ly understood. This

severely jeopardizes the rellabliity of data.

A more satisfactory compromise now seems to be the provision of
diagnostic test Items for use In the formative mode as well as a formal
testing program carried out by R and D personnel. In order to undertake
the latter, techniques have to be found to both dramatically reduce testing
+ime while at the same time assessing most measurable program objectives.
One method of doing this, that has been satisfactory In the TVC experlence,
Is to randomly divide the total Item pool Into a number of sub-tests, each
requiring about the same period of time to complefé, and then randomily
assigntng sub-tests to students within a given class. This strategy results
in » mean score for each Item, for each class, rather than a score for each
student. Such a result Is particularly attuned to the purposes of criterion-

referenced measurement since the adequacy of the program in achl'evlng each
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of Its objectlves becomes the focus of evaluation rather than the adequacy of

t+he student.

The t+hird solutlon Is under study by the TVC during Its development
by OISE statf (see Ollvier 1971), Through the careful preparation of de-
pendency trees, Ollivier has been able to select test Items that In themselves
provide Information concerning the many dependent |tems from lower positions
on the dependency tree. At the present time the Ollvier system Is operational
in a computerized remedlal mathematics program, but a hard copy product of

the program can be used effectively without access to a computer factiity.

Frequantiy criterion-referenced measures consist of large numbers

of performance Items which place heavy demands on the time of the evaluatcr

1¢ formal testing procedures are to be carrled out. In the pro,]ai:f the time

of testers has been severely |imited resulﬂng In 8 search for adequate
methods of expanding evaluation without a reduction In the quallty of the
data. In one program now under evaluation (to be reported next year) a
highly selected group of volunteer parents were trained In the administration
of Indlvidual performance test Items iIn sclence. From the R and D evaluaﬂon
point of view, the data they coliected were highly reilabie due to the ex-
tensive tralning and monitoring of testing procedures, in fact, because
parents were chosen who had chlldren the same age as the subjects belng
tosted, fhé rapport of tester and testee often surpassed the rapport a
professional tester wouid be capable of establishing. From the point of view
of the principal implementing the program thet was being evaluated, the use
of parents as testers had several added positive festures. The parents ,
having become thoroughly familler with the schcol operation, In general, and
the new program, In particular, acted as goodwlll ambassadors to the com-

munlty for the school. Exposure to the school under structured conditions
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also added consliderable Impetus to this volunteer parent program.

Currlculum Development Strategles

in spite of the Importence of processes for change, +he criterion
agalnst which they must be Judged Is the outcome or product of those pro-
cesses. |t would be di#flcult, however, to defend an absolute distinction
between process and product since a product |lke "gstudent achlevement," as
I+ can be measured, Is only a stctic and, therefore, artificlal record of
continuous learning and performance. An operational distinction can be made
where classroom treatments such ss IPl or Mathematics A are deflned as pro-
ducts, actlivities preparatory to such treatments such as teacher planning
and In-service training are processes, and student achlevement Is the out-
come criterion against which both product and process are Judged. When the
product Is defined as classroom treatment, the |imitations of both product
and process evaluation become Immediately evident. Such evaluation, con-
corned wlith student achlevement, Is an assessment of unique, non-repeatable
treatments when those treatments are each consldered as a unlt. There are
critical components of those units thet are repeatable, however, and the

curriculum development processes or strategles in this model focus on these

repeatable components.

The strategles employed In program development In the model Include
four dimensions (Figure 11), these being the ldenﬂflcaﬂén of educatlional
objectlives, the gathering or generation of materials to be used In achleving
those objJectives, the cholce of Instructlonal techniques for manlpulating

+hose materials In an effectlive manner, and evaluation of the achlevement

of objectives, materials and techniques.

The sorts of formative and summative evaluation requlired and the
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selection strategles exercised on materlals and technlques necessltates the

l

N 3 !’
‘. 2. 3. 4.
Specl fication of Accurulation of Choosing Instruc~
ObJectlves Materlals tional Technlques Evaluation
1 2 7

Figure |1 - ~ ~ Components within curriculum development strategy.

speclfication of objectives to be In operational, . behavioural or student

performance terms. Whlle many arguments have been ralsed against such

speclflcation, most are patently invalld (Leithwood, Russell, In press;

Popham, 1970). The position being forwarded really Is no more complex than
Indicating ones purposes so that one can determine how to qo asbout achleving

those purposes and assess when or If those purposes are achleved.,

The order In which the components appser In the curriculum
development process vary greatly with the needs and characteristics of the ‘
developers. In many Instances the shortest route to total curriculum develop-
ment task "completion" (the task Is really never done) may begin with the
accumulation of materials component. Beginning with seiecﬂon of materlals
Is useful since 1+ leads to Innovations In the classroom very quickly and
generates the need tor move concretely to Issues of objectives as 2 baslis for .
declsion-makling about selection of materlals. Beginning with evaluation has
t+he advantage of dlagnosing areas of greatest present weakness and +reating
those sreas of greatast need first. It necessar!ly Involves beginning where
one Is at present and moving from there - - a very sound pollicy. Beglinning
with the obJectlives component Is loglcally appropriate but objectives
speclflcation can be a long and difflcult task requiring considerable

patience before the Impact of such work becomes visible In the classroom,
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One of the most promising vays of reducing the size of objectives
specl tication task Is t+hrough the use of objectives pools |lke the In-
structional Objectives Exchange (Popham, 1971) or, even better, obj_ecﬂvos
and ltems pools (Horn and Russell, 1971; Lelthwood and Russell, 1971).
Such pools enable foachoré. +o select student performance objectlives, which
they feel are appropriate for thelr curricula, without the need of
generating such objectives on thelr own. When the objectives have ac-
companying ltems, two of the four components of curriculum deveiopment,
objectives specification and evaluation, are greatly faclliitated. The
curriculum developer's major concerns can then be focussed on objectives
selection and the materials and techniques components of curricuium develop=
ment. It might also be possibie for materials'develiopers to rol.afo closely
to such pools and help create teacher resource centres where, not only
objectives and test |tems, but assoclated materlals were catalogued
(Lelthwood, 1971). This Is not to suggest that the same materlials cennot |
be used to achleve many objectives but some are obviously Inappropriate
and a few oxtremely useful for instructional purposes related to a specific

educational objective,

The arrows In Figure 1i Indicate that curriculum development can
begin with any component and move in @ number of directions. ([t Is not
possible, however, to arrive at +he evaluation component wlthout going
through the specification of objectives first., Having arrived at evaluation,
however, the resultant data potentially feedback Into all four components
for further revision and refinement. Suppose, for emble, that the ‘rosulfs

of evaluation Indicate no student performance galn on 8 glven objectlive
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after exposure to the curriculum treatment. Fifteen possibilities

potentially are avallable to account for such lack of program In-

effectiveness. These refer to decislons about each of the components In

Figure 11 conslidered separately as well as all possible combinations of

such components Including:

I. The objective was Insppropriate, unachlevable or otherwise poorly
selected for the program and requires revision or elimination;

2. The program materials designed to achleve that objective are Ineffectlive
and require revision or change;

3, Instructional techniques need reviaw;

4. ltems used to measure objectives achievement are Invalld;

5. to 10, Problems vwith double comblinations of components including | and 2,
land 3, | and 4, 2 and 4, 3 and 4; |

i1. to |4, Problems with triple combinations of components Including I, 2 and
3, 1,2and 4, 1, 3ond 4, 2, 3 and 4;

IS. Problems with all 4 components of the curriculum development process.

Because each of the four components requires Its own set of skills
to carry out adequate development, and because of t+he large number of possible
decision polints (15) requiring deta of some sort, two observations seem
notable here. First, the complexity of the curriculum development process,
consldered without reference to a larger framowork of school change, has
been grossly underestimated by school people general ly, and perhaps by
academics as well. Second, the avallability of multi-dimensional evaluation
data |s vital. Both of thess observations seem, on the surface, to suggest
that asking the busy teacher to be a part of curriculum development |s very
unrealistic. On the contrary, expecting anyone but the teacher-develeper

e
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+o have access to the range of primary, secondary, objective and subjective,
sometimes Impressionistic, Informally gathered data necessary t+o cope with

the 15 decislon points outlined Is even more unrealistic. The task Is

simply beyond the scope, resources and technology of the professional
curriculum developer and evaluator. What seems to be most realléﬂc Is
substantial support for the teacher In his role both through extensive
In-service training In a meeningful context, and tacllitative and consultative

personnel and agencles prepared to act on needs ldentifled by the teacher.

Teacher Responsibl ity

The rationale for primsry teacher Involvement In curriculum

development and schoo! change, general ly, has been foreshadowed In the

previous discussion of curriculum development and welding the roles of the
change agent and cllent Into the person of the cllent. The need for such
responsibl 1ty and ldentification of the schoo! as the critical educational
unlt have been attributed In part to Dewey and Whitehead In the opening
paragraphs of this paper. Both phl losophers knew that |f educstional
objectives are to be Implemented In classrooms they must be the schools
own objectives. When this Is not the ca;e and objectives are Imposed on

the teacher, a confllict typlcally arises between dormant explliclt ob-

Jectives and very active Impliclt objectives with Implicit objectives
most frequently winning. This consequent suppression of operational
classroom objectives can only be detrimental to systematic curriculum

deve lopmnt, communication and student achievement,

Teacher responsibllity for curriculum, however, does not Imply
that _;uperlnhndonfs. subject-metter speclallists, consultants and +ralned |
curriculum developers cannot llghten the teachers' load greatly wlthout |
o violating the principle of teacher responsibllity. What Is suggested '
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is that teachers should be encouraged to identify the needs they see in
thelr classrooms, speclfy (at soms levei) the objectives they have for
thelr students, feed other persons when necessary with information to gulde
the development of muterials and strategles that will heip meet ﬂmso
identified needs and critically evaluate materiais and strategies in iight
of their objJectives, it should be the teachers' prerogative to make the
$inal adopt-adapt-reject decision (within the financial iimitations imposed
on administration) because it Is the teacher who is ultimately heid ac-

countable for the performance of the students subjected to ihe curriculium.

Communication networks and Inter-school cooperation

Two networke for communication have been elaborated in the model.
The first Is & communication network which reiates oducaﬂona’,l personnei
by constituent position to one another where the schooi principal is the
hub of communication with respect to change and Innovation. The central role
of the principal In this network highiights his function as change agent having

direct communication access to senior administration, teachers, students,

i
J

OfF ¢ 5 TVC'¢—— Administration ¢— Board of Education

(NEA) (R&D)
or
(AFT)
Figure 111 = -~ = The Centrai Position Of The Principai in Educational
Communication
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parents and outside agencles, although no direct contact with elected
trustees In most cases. He Is, therefore, In a position to Initiate and
facllitate change In his school and the school, as already suggested, Is

the primary educational unit.

The second communication network functions as a mechanicm through

which the principal and sometimes staff representatives perforns many of

thelr facllitating activities. This network |inks school princlipals
formally Involved In the Innovative process through cooperative groupings
of various sizes depending upon purpose. Those types of groupings are
Imbedded In this network. The first of these Is labelled a "joint" group
and consists of all Innovative school {rincipals In a county who wish to
be a part of the change model. This group's function Is to provide (a) 2

forum for general Issues of common concern and (b) simple information relay.

JOINT GROUP
Lialson
1, | &
\ Speclal |

2, | Iinterest

Groups
| 3, |——
N[

Figure IV - = = A School Interaction Network To Facliitate Cooperative Change.
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A second group, the "llalson" group coordinates and facliltates the project
work of the participating schools. More sub-groups are designed to deal

with specific, substantive curriculum and other change Issues. The group
structure provides (a) the benefit of mutual experience (b) the dissemination
of useful Information (c) mutual support and (d) an efficlent means whereby
consultative assistance (e.g. Trent Valley Centre) can be mustered to deal
with Important problems of common concern. Furthermore, new schools wishing
to Join the project may do so at a relatively concrets jevel through a
special Interest group, although Joining the project does carry with It the
responsibliity of studying change processes more generally. These new

schools may be considered a special Interest group focussed on change and

representatives from the |laison committee play a consultative role In that
group. The groups last only as long as It takes to solve the specltic

problem they were created to work on.

Some of the advantages of this orgenizational network are better
appreclated when viewed In a broader perspective. An Interesting paper by
E. G. Bogue (1971) entitled "Disposable Organlzations" provides such a
perspective. Bogue contends that t+raditional organlzational structures are
often not capable of providing the fast acting response needed to deal
effectively with contemporary change. Bureaucracles, with hlerarchical
systems, Savour the status quo and contribute to inertia by reducing
opportunity for change. One solution to +his problem Is organizational
decentral ization but county reorgsnlzation In Ontarlo education was a move
in quite the opposite direction. The special Interest groups In the network
out!ined sbove are what Toffler (Bogue, 1971) calls "throw away" of

"disposable" organizations. Such organizations are (a) problem or Issue

Q _ -
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centred rather than function centred; (b) temporary with a bullt In self-
destruct mechanism activated upon problem resolution; (c) staffed so that
authority of competence repiaces the authority of position and role. This
provides opportunity to utiiize diverse specialists in a common venture;
(d) able to short-circuit channels of conmunication rather than follow

v. rtical ly structured paths.

Bogue cautions, however, that "most persons need a degree of
stability along with the challenge of change." Certainiy the network being
discussed has a relatively stable, although flexible Joint Group and the
entire network operates cooperatively, rather than competitively within the
more familiar educational administrative structure. There seems to be :.
good reason, theoretically, therefore, for such a structure to be effective

in faclliitating change.

Trent Valley Centre Model Stages
While the components of this model, as they iave been dlscussed,

are Important to consider in isolation, many (although certainly ndf all)
of their features are already well known and, Indeed, have been part of
educational knowledge for many years. The major contribution to new
knowledge that this modei makes has to do with the ways In which the
components interact in a dynamic way to produce validated educational
change. Educational |iterature abounds with treatise on objectives,
evaluation and communication. The school as the educational unit and
teacher responsibility for goal setting have been recognized many times
and by many ‘leaders, and yet few attempts have been made to integrate
these ideas in a practical setting so that each component fits within a
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larger framework or strategy thet will eventuate in the kind of change

that Is really needed,

Figure V 1llustrates how the components of this model lnféracf,
as conceptuallzed to date, through seven temporally sequenced stages from
inlttal agreement to change to the stage of field trials of new programs.
'The latter two stages are as yet not clearly defined and they represent a
focus of research for the next two years., |t should be noted also that
some of the elements and orders within each of the other stages will change
as work progresses to refine the model, The work began, in fact, as a
"rodel of" change and now most refinement Is in the direction of making it:
a "model for" change. In the remainder of this paper the stage-based

component Interactions wlll be discussed,
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Key to Figure r

1. Agreement to begin

Meeting of representatives

Meeting of pr & T representatives
mMeeting of K & D "
Meeting of consultants

veeting of other manpower groups
Speci fic agreement to proceed
Plan advisory committee

@OEEE®

2. Establish organization

@ Select schools

School level meetings, T, pr, +

lieeting of pr, adm, R & D, consult,

Fr study change proces:

Select T within schools -

T study change process within school during released time
Pr plans use of expert & volunteer manpower

CE@EEE

T make go or no go decision

P+ - parents

Pr - principal

R & D - Research & DevelopmenT
T = teacher

St - student

Adm - administration

% %k X Xk Xk %
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3. Select problems and goals

®
4, Study available solutions
3
(®)
()
o
g
h
5. Pilot trial

o
©
@
(s
®
®

T study general school goals

Pr acts as facl|itator

Pr study behavioural goal specification

T study behavioural goal specification
School community interacts on gen goals
Pr study available solutions (consultants)
T study avallable solutions (consultants)
T generate or select instr. goals

T select inn. proge.

T decide to dev. inn. prog.

Pr seek authority to proceed

T tralning + study

T study materials available

T select materials & organize

T develop or select instructional objective

T prepare auxiliary material

Design pllot trial (time sequence)
Pre-test

Begin trials

Formative eval.

Adopt decision
Adapt ‘] Module

Reject
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6. Adopt, adapt or reject

Recycle prog. within school

Report eval. data for prog.

Adopt

Reject

Adapt

Report summative eval. data .
Plan field trial -

@©EEEEEE

7. Field trial

(a) Design for eval. |
(b) Design for diffusion |

@ Plan eval. of diffusion model




Stage 1: Agreements fo Bagin

This stage begins with a decision at the county level on the part

of some group of practitioners (a) that thelr schools could be better and
thet they are prepared to Investigate how such improvement could be
pursued. Having made this decislon, the agreement to begin In a formal
manner (£) necessl|tates gaining the cooperation of all effected groups
including principals, teachers, administrators, consultants and R and D
persons who may be able to facl‘l.lfafe the desired change. Thls galning
of cooperation |s the purpose of meetings (b), (c), (d) and (e). The
result of these meetings and formal agreement to begin Is the planning
of an advisory comm!ttee (g) which has a broad educational communl! ty base
and ls. desligned as a sounding board on which the innovators can test
thelr ends and means before and during .operaﬂonal ization of these means
and ends. Baslc to decislons made at this stage are the concepts of
teacher responsiblliity and the school as the critical educational unit,
Five principals working toward thelr M.Ed. degrees were the orliginal

Iinitlators of change In the project from which the model Is derlved.

Stage 2: Establlsh Organization

The establlishment of an organization for change begins with
(a) a selection of schools. Two of the most Important Issues here afe
who does the selection and what are the selection criterta. Usually,
the preferred situation Involves school self-selection on the basis of
evinced Interest In change. When this Is the case the process moves

directly to school level meetings (b) with and among teachers, princlpals
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and whoever else the school unit feels would be helpful - possibly R and D
personnel and/or consultants. From this point two routes are possible
leading to the teachers' study of the change process in released time (f).
One of these routes Involves the principal studyling the change process first
(d) as a means of determining techniques for Inltlating an Interest In his
teachers. This route would be followed when there was no strong Initial
pressure from the teaching body to change. In such an Instance part of
this study might lead him to plan for the use of expert and volunteer
manpower (g) as a way of stimulating Interest. 'An alternate route, approp-
riate when the princtpal Is ready to change and knows teachers are also
ready Is to select the -teachers who will begin (e) and Initiate their
study of the change process perhaps In cooperation with him, Teacher
sélecﬂon again Is a critical Issue and sel f-selection Is vital where
possible. The task of change Is a massive one, however, and for an entire,
larger statt to be Involved simultaneously at the outset would present

problems which might be Insurmountable.

Where sel f-selection does not occur the route from (a) to (d)
Involved (a) meetings of princlpals, administrators and R and D consultants
(c) In order to faclllitate selection. The gathering of soclometric data
has been contemplated (but thus far not emp loyed) for assisting In such
selection. Two polnts need to be made clear here. First, the reaching
of the "go or no-go" declislion point with regard to change after a study
of process ls most fundamentally the reaching of a point where the teachers
declislon takes priority. Second, there are two possible routes If the
"no-go" declsion {s made. One of these routes Is back to further study of
t+he change process. The second route Is to drop out of Involvement In

change at all, a difficult or Impossible +hing to do.
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Stage 3: Problem and Goal Selection

The decision to proceed with chenge leads to a study of general
school goals on the part of the teacher at a high level of generality
Initlal ly but at Iincreasingly speclfic levels as study proceeds. The end
result of this stage Is elther the generation and/or selection ofﬂ spaclfic
program goals by the teachers or the selection of programs that speak to
general teacher goals. In order to reach this stage, teachers must, and
principals probably should, be Involved In studying the technology of goal
statements In student performance terms and studying avallable programs

that potentially achleve these teacher-generated objectives., The school

community might also be involved, as it has been in the project, at a general

level, In order to ensure +hat the broad school goals reflected the goals of
I+s most relevent soclety. Depending on whether or not a ready-made
program can be found or a new teacher-generated program Is to be developed,

+wo routes Into stage 4 seem possible.

Stage 4: Study Avallsble Solutions

The route from stage 3 (g) Is to stage 4 (a), the selection of
the innovative program and this route can be a reasonably swlft one
involving principal search for authority to proceed and then teacher
tralning and study of the program leading directly to a pliot trial at
stage 5. |f the innovators enter stage 4 at point (b) they must examine
avel lable materials, select appropriate parts of thenm, organize these parts
and write auxillary materials (e), (f) and (h). They must also design
the Instructional techniques to be used with these materlals (g). They
then are able to move Into stage 5 at the same level apparently as those

who chose the other route. This equallty of stages may be misleading,
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however, since those who take the route (b) to (h) may need to recycle
through stage 4 several times. |f pre-selection criteria were adequate

this Is less llAkely for those who chose the (a) to (d) route.

Stage 5: Pllot Trial

At this stage, the design of pilot trials using an appropriate
evaluation design, pre-test, trial initiation and the gathering of
formative evaluation data are conmon steps, but alternate routes become
avalliable after this point. The decision as to route is based on resuits
of the formative evaluation and the possible routes invoivs program
adoption, adaption or rejection. If the data suggest adoption (e) the
route Is directly into stage 6. An adaption decision (f) may suggesf‘
recycling as little as simply beglnn!ng ancther trial with minor al*tefaﬂons
or as much as beginning back In stage. 4. The rejection decision takes the

innovator back to program or goal selection In stage 3.

Stage 6: Adopt, Adapt or Reject

A decision to adopt at stage 5 leads to stage 6 recycling of the
innovative program within the innovative school (a) and the gathering of
additional evaluation data. On the basis of this data adopt, adapt or
reject decisions are once again possible. An adopt decislion leads to
reporting to other Interested schoois the resuits of evaiuation and such
data then are considered to be used in the summative mode. This report of
data may lead to plans for program flelid trials in other schoois who would
be at point (f) in stage 3. An adapt decision, deponding on the size of
required adaption, may lead back to any point in stag 4 and even back to (h)

in stage 3, If problems are very fundamentai. A reject decision might lead

out of the change process.
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Stage ' 7: Fleld Trlal

The steps In stage 7 are not clear at this time and probably will
not be unti| school programs reach thls stage - a stage only one program is
now entering. It appears, however, that designs for evalustion and diffusion

are Integral parts of this stage as Is a carefully planned evaluation of this

dl ffusion model.

Conclusion

Evaluation as it has been elaborafed In this paper Is an integral
part of a comprehensive program for school change. The Trent Valley Centre
statf suggest that evaluation becomes most meaningful when It Is set In a
curriculum development or school change activity that has goals, procedures,
and people that are to be served by ovaluation. What appears to be an over
emphasls on the TVC mode! for change should be interpreted as a further

Indlcation of the great Importance that the TVC places on setting.

The Trent Valley Centre program which Is elaborated as a diffusion
model §s in one sense a summarlization of the activities that have been under-
way within the TVC and Its participating schools, over t+he past two and half
years. In another sense It is a description of a pattern of interrelated
tesks that other schools and school systems :nay use to advantage, knowing
that each part of the model has been tested out a number of times In the
Peterborough setting, and as the so called madel Is tried In other countles
than Peterborough and as the Peterborough experience unfolds throughout the
totallty of county schools, there Is some réasonable prospect that a more

refined and detal'’ed model will emerge.

Perhaps the most Iimportant feature of the Trent Val ley Centre
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program, Insofar as Its Impact on evaluation procedures |s concerned, is
the centra! role of the teacher as a curriculum declsion maker. There Is
no Intention here to Isolate the teacher as the sole declision-maker on
curriculum matters, but on the other hand, by lidentlfyling the classroom
teacher as a primary decision maker, there Is a definite shift away from
the common school practice of reserving major curriculum decisions for
adminlstrators and senlor consultants. Thls downward declsion-making shif¢
has Implications for evaluation, curriculum development and school or-
ganlzation. In the case of evaluation, the potential for school-specific
and class-specl fic ~- and possibly even pupil=-specitic -~ objectives means
that there will be a short feedback loop for data and rather than going to
a county or a natlonal office, they go back to the teacher and the student
concerned. Declslons concerning school programs, class programs and

individual programs are based on the data specifically related to these

programs,

In cases where obJectives 'are careful ly elaborated for schools,
classes and/or Individuals, It Is an easy step to generate criterion-
referenced measures and another easy step to gather and report criterion-
referenced data., These same test Items that sre used in a formative sense
to make adopt-adapt-reject decislons at the classroom level can be uséd
at a later point in time to make adopt-adapt-reject decisions about total
programs or major sub-components of total programs, These same types of
data used then in elther the formative or summative sense to make adopt-
ad;p‘r-rejecf déclslons are In all cases gathered according to a design

which Is soms Instances Involves a parallel control group operating

simultaneously with the experimental group, while In other and perhaps
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In most instances the control group is a previous year's cohort or class
passing through the same grade with the same teacher in the same school,

but under different program conditions.

At one point In the paper the Issue of competitiveness was dis-
cussed and some hope was offered that the use of criterion-referenced tests,
as opposed to norm-referenced tests, could, in fact, reduce competitliveness
end at the same time preserve interest In the Individual for himself as
opposed with his role within the group. The fact that norm-referenced
tes*s result In a ranking of students along a continuum seems to encourage
competition among Individuals, but on the other hand the criterion~
referenced measures by virtue of thelr attention to specl¢ic goals could
under some clrcumstances set the stage for even more Q:I;:;anshlp and
competition. Perhaps those who want to reduce the amount of aggressiveness
and competitiveness In students will have to find ways of achleving thelr

end that are Independent of the testing procedures introduced to assess

student progress.

I+ Is important to suggest, as 2 last point, that the Trent Valley
Centre program has avolded the Issue of Invalldation of data through the
creation of false Incentives to Increase student scores. The reference here
Is ic the short feedback loops that result In teachers having access to
student performance data for the purpose of making program decisions within
thelr classrooms and within thelr schools. County and province wide
decisions pertalning to schools and teachers are not made on the basls of
these same data, nor are school grants or dollar incentives to teachers

affected by these data. Any change in the incentive system can serve to

" Inwalldate the data and, as well, It may lead to the parrot-iike learning
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+hat students achieve readily under the pressure of a performance contract

that has payoff totally unrelated to the Intrinsic value and the utl ity

value of the learning Itself.
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