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ABSTRACT ,
Evaluation of ongoing educational programs must
necessarily differ from the basic research design; it must change to
meet the changes of the program and its environment. Over the three
years of the operation of the Philadelphia "'Let's Be Amigos"
bilingual program, the kinds of data generated in the program
evaluation have evolved in response to the demands of project
management, community and intra=-school-system relations and the
Office of Education. The evaluation of process aspects and product
aspects of the program have evolved in opposite directions: (1)
evaluation of the pupil performance program outcomes has tended to
evolve from informal, criterion-referent approaches to more rigorous
experimental designs; and (2) evaluation of processes has tended to
evolve from formal methods (observational checklists, forced-choice
questionnaires) to less rigorous methods (open-ended questionnaires,
interviews, etc,). In the first operational years, assessment of
pupils' reading was primarily criterion-referent, involving a
word-calling test. The assessment of :eadlng skills was modified
after first-year evaluation, first passing through a phase in which
an attempt was made to prepare materials-derived, criterion-referent
tests to assess more complex skills, and from there to standardized
tests. Evaluation of curriculum development has evolved from use of a
formal checklist to use of ap interview structure with open-ended :
questions. (KM)
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The classical experimental design is a stacic design. £ set of
hyprtheses is conjectured, and a series of onscrvations 0T messurepents
is made which either confirm or deny Ehé validity of these hvpotheses.

One goal is always to campleté the experiment and say "aye" or 'nay"

at the end. A change in the goals of the experiment should never occur
midstream, but only after the data has provided insight into the truth
of th2 original hypotheses,

This.madelS the basic research model, is perfect for assessing the
impact of phenomena like the agriculturai experiﬁéntg and labcratory
experiments for which most designs and statistical analyses %ere:dévelaped;
phenomena which can be isolated from evolutionary forces like the ones which
impinge on e&ugational programs from outside, or which develop withir “hem.

In contrast to a classicezl éxgeiiment is one which iS-SubjEEt to

these forces for change. The Philadelphia's Let's Be Amigos bilingual

program is one of the first group of projects which required compre-

hensive evaluation of both project -outcomes and project ‘processes under

and VITI of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. Over the three
years that the project has been agerati@nél, the kinds of data generated
in the program evaluation have evolved in response to the ﬁemanas of
project management, demands of community and intragsahaalssyétem relations
and the;deﬁands of the funding agency, the Office of Education. The
pattern of this evolution seems systematic enough to warrant the hypothesis
that evaluation of other programs may evolve in similar ways.

The evaluation of process aspects and product aspects of the program

appeared to evolve in opposite directions as the project matured: (1)

'ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

from informal, Criterion-reierent asnroaches to mare LIYOrous experimental
designs and (2; eva.uation of »rotesses has teaded TO evoive from formal

D
‘ﬂ
[

et
o
t
g
o
L]

onnailres, lﬁtgrvlew5, oo

rigoreus methods (G§en -ended questi

paper, I will describe the changes occurring in the assessment of one aspect

of each of these two types of evaluation. The assesemans of zeading in the
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Model School component which serves ELEEEH;&IY school
speaking children is the first. The assessment of the curriculum development
process for the project as a whole is the second.,

One subject area where there was the clear evolution of prcdﬁct
evaluation from soft approaches to rigorous ones was reading. In the first
operacional years, assessment of pupils' was primarily criterion-referent,

A wWord=-ca

alling test was developed in which performance could be assessed

directly in terms of the materials presented. Pupils were asked to "call"

a sample of the words appearing in the reading series in the order in whish

rt
oo
i

¥ were presented. A sample of the data gathered in the first grade in
this way in Figure 1. Tt shows the percent of pupils at mid-year who could

call he words in the preprimer. The evaluatién plan was to compare

\l“
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each of

the pupil performance with a ¢riterion, and decisions were made on the basis

of the outcome. The criterion was that the average word would be recognized

by 80% of the pupils. AaAs was reported in an earlier paper (Offenberg, 1971),

results obtained were below expected levels for Spanlsh speakers reading a
Spa n% h reading text, but at expected levels for English speakers reading
an English reader. Because the data gathered in this study WEre_ai:ectlg
tied to ecurriculum materials, they were very usefgl.fér Eragtam ﬁaﬂificatiaﬁg
The program persannel f@und that, bécause there was & greater=-than-necessary
level of re—entry of materials, the text used i n Spanish was too long for

the time allotted to reading instruction in the Program.
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in which material was virtuall Ly all review were omitted, in order to sf
up the rate of acquisition of new 5xills.

The assessment of reading skills was nodified arfter Lirs t=year evalua-
tion, first passing through a phase in which an attempt was made to prepare
matérialsiéerived, éritericﬁsreferen? tests to assess nore complex skills,
and from there to standardizes testing (Offenberg 1972 anc 1973y,

In the first of these phases, instruments were daveloped to assess
more complex skills than the word calling examined in the first year.

The instruments attempted to measure the children's abilities to (a) reéd
and understand single words through the matching of words to picturgé with
pictures . (see Figure 2) and (b) to r:ad and understand baragraphs (see Figure 3}.

To assure that the instrument was a good Eéflectian of skills being taught in-

h %

the program, they were developed by exgérienceé teachers and supervisors of
the project. fThey prepare: items closely related to contents of the texts.

At first it seemed easy to develop ";riterian" instruments in the formats
shown in the figures, However, when the instruments were used and the results
analysed, problems emerged. The tests lacked the qualities which they needed.
tc.be useful tools. Examination of the item analyses showed that there was
little :e;ati@nship batween anticipated difficulties of items and the number
of pupils who correctly completed them. Secondly, the expacted relation-
ships between Pupils Success with the items and total scores was not found.
Most items had carre;atlcns near zero and a fair number had negative coxre=
lations with the total score. | |

I was cgn51der1ng a8 major éve;%aul ef(tha reading test package, whén
it became apparent that the need for a criterion-referent approach was

being supplanted by a greater need for program outcome assessment which had
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referent approach It wWas row the thirsrd onerational vear of the mrogram,

I received a phone call from the project director who was in Washington.
The call brought home to us for the first time realizations that despite

the Office of Education's emphasis on cricerion-referent ammroaches and

evaluations designed to be useful for project modification, change to a

In the phone call the preject director said that the Office of
Education was preparing for testimony for Congress, and wanted to know

if we had any concrete data showing gains or growth brought about by the

ﬁhe 1iﬁits impased by the state of our tests' development, thé pupils

could master most of the skills that project planners claimed they could;
the person on the other sideraf the phone said that Congress ﬁié not

care about meetings of expectancies-—they wanted a number——anvamﬁunt of
gain--which they c@ulé use to show that bilingual educatien wés "better"
than the education which it replaced. Fﬁf;her discussion with the project
director indicated that not only the Federal Government, but also other
merbers of. the school community wanted some "hard" data, leading to the -
decision to overhaul the evaiuaﬁipn of performance in the reading skills
area.

The shifting éf evaluation to a more classical experimental approach
brought with it a major problem. Implied in everyrclassical psychologi-
cal or eﬂu&atianal research design is some baseline or comparicecn
behavior to which the treatment group's behavior can be compared. The

laboratory ideal for this comparison is a randomly selected control group.

_This rarely can take place in an educacional setting, especially with
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and which Involved the community in ite planning. ImpLemenTation of a
. : classical design reguired an answer to thg guesticn, "Waose child would
be in the control group?"”

Férﬁuitausly; the evaluation being conducted in Philadelphia was
being conducted by a division of the school system itself, and hence -
the system could provide some backgr@uné for a reasconabiy tight "gquasi-
EXFEfiméﬁialn design.

An unpublished study was conducted in 1968, in which alil ""Spanish
Speaking" children in the city of Philadzlphia were tested in their
mother tongue with standé:dized tests in reading. The children tested
in this group either migrated'fiam a Spanish speaking area, or were
children af parents who had migrated. This group provided some "base-

=" of pre-program performance. against which current performance of
Spanish-speaking children could be judged. The regular city-wide testing
program provided baselines for English speaking children.

The testing procedure used with the baseline group in 1968 was
replicated in the program. The results (See Figure 4) show that ﬁérs
formance of Spanish-speaking pupils Gag substantially greater than that
of the baseline, suggesting that the program had enhancéd performance of
Spanish-speaking pugiléi Smaller'gains were obtained for English-speak-
ing pupils. |

Many of you will recognize %he process which I have des;ribea as aﬁ
evolution from a formative evaluation approach to a summative one. ‘Thév
forces which led to the évaiutian was a change from ah approach which pro-
the .value ?f the Erég:am to people Qutsiéé'it at the expense of ??DViéiﬂg‘

) , s o e . . _ s = .
[]{I(r rich product-evaluation data for program modirication.
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In contrast to the product evaluaticorn, examination oI tae srocesses
always served project management functions. Its evaluation seems to have
moved from formal, structured approaches to more informal ones. The first

year's evaliation of program processes was geared to developing clear cut

management. In the subsequent vears,

s avaluation has become geared

to answering questions of "how," and “why," in order to gaiﬂ-inéight intg
program operation, and to gather meaningful ways of correcting problems.

The early zpproach was to develop and use highgfaEEEQalidity quastiaﬂnéires
and checklists which were s@mgleteé by project personnel expert judges or.
members of the target grours. An example of this approach was the Curriculum
Development checklist. Data fram.this instrument is shown in Figure 5. The
Curriculum Development Checklist embodied the critéria.whigh the project

director's staff had set to determine the degree to which ﬂevelapaﬁ materials

met the internal standards of the project. Once these standards had been

specified the coordinator of curriculum development used it to review the

work of his subordinates, and guide him in the upgrading of the curriculum
preparation process. The data that was produced was to some extent a bi-product
of the instruments main function, control of the curriculum preparation process.

However, the crltlcal element was not how the instrument's data was used, but

that it came from an instrument based on expectancies which were clear enough

‘to be put into questionnaire items which could, for the most part, be answered

'ves" or "no" comment. : ’ Co o
In contrast, Figure 2 shows the instrument used to gain iﬁsight into

he Qurriculum distrlsutlan process,; it was develcped in the
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, thrid operational year. It is a structure for an interview which was conducted
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by members of the
distribution and tryout could be improved. As can be secn, items in it

are open-ended. The instrument served mainly as a guide to assure that

the correct tégiC§ are discussed, but makes few assumptions as to what

the féspénses will be, In the course of analysing the data response,
categories were developed to turh the reactions ébtginaé into.countables
which could be easily-summarizeé. In contrast to the previous instrument
Despite the looseness of tﬁe data gathering process, the recommendations
which came from the interviews were pointed. It was found that (a) teachers
neederd more specific course outlines and schedules which showed them the
specific topics and materials to teach, and (b) the project management
needed to clarify tﬁeif roles and clarify the functions of the curriculum
centers of the project.

To summarize, it appears that, unlike the classical experiment, which

should be carried to its logical conclusion, evaluation of on going,

educational programs must change and adapt to meet the changes of the program

-and the environment in which they ars embedded. The experience of the

;;;‘srgeigmigpgrpragram suggests that the evaluation of pupil outcomes will

~become more formal and "experiment-like" and evaluation of process will

become more open and informal.
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"Come on", I yelled., "I'm scared!
Let's get out of here™. We ran the
other waoy, |

fhe boys saw o mean-looking ____ .
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Figure 3. Sample Items from the "Paragraph" Criterion Test, English . '' -
: Version (Second-Third Grade). : - o




Grade and Sublest

Hecond Grade

Thiré Grade

Recognition of

Words and Letters 43,
. Word Meaning 8
. Comprehension 6.
- Composite 7
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- Recognition of
Words and Letters
" Word Meaning

Comprehension

i 1
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53,39 8.48
14.25 36 6.51
30

Multivariatce
Recognition of Words
and Letters

Word Meaning

-Comprehension
-Composite

49.87
4.41
9.39

18.00

2/795

1/798

1/798

1/798
1/798

Composite 69.93 27 57.. . .95 44 19.37 ¢
Multivariate Analysis of Variance

p<
. .001 .

.001
.04
.002

.001.

_Program R 3 o ;
multivariate 20.88 .4/795 ©oLoor
. Récognition of Words o '
and Letters 39.12 1/795 .001
Word Meaning 51.06 ©1/798 .001
-Comprehension . 14,93 . 1/798 001
~_Composite 12.29 1/798 .0C1

Intera;tian D$ Grade Level
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. Multivariate
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Summary of supervisor's ratings, on proiect=3eveloped criteria,
of materials completed this year for Five curr.cular

Muﬁber of Jﬁlta Ratca
e Criterion _ Yes No . Not APgllﬁable

; _ 1.  appropriate for intended 5 : 0 0
e grade levels. : v E :

LN
le]
jo)

2. Appropriate for students'
cultural background,
lntérest level, and

i experiential f;ala,
' : 3. Appropriate for studeﬁts' 2 0 3
! i prévious knowledge in the
. ; subject matter or field.
. ; 4. Specific Qb]éctlves SRR | - _ékél ‘ 0

clearly stated.

<

5. Sequential organization = 4 EIDV
"»  and structure. o : '

o i ';;GbSErvable performance . - - i ; :;gﬁ-f ; R o R i
: i . outcomes stated. ' ’ ' y
1;] : i v, '

7. LRéasanable varlety of _: /5 o o -0
Q*lé&fﬂlﬂg ~ctivities. : ' '

fad
[
Il‘

8, Evaluatlan pra:édures
' lﬂéluaéde . :

9. Provision for individwal 5. 0" . g oo . 0n

rate of learning included. _ e : T :

10, Teacher guide including 2 s e
. suggested classxoom pr@— ; .
cedures.

11. Availability of equipment. = 1 ' 4 . B R
12. Aids, materials needed - o1 : f‘?j' : ‘ 2

to teach unit specifieqd,
and where obtainable.

v S Figure 5. Eamgla of the data ggthered us;ng the Curr:gulum DEVEiQpﬁEnt'v Lo e
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Title VII Billingual Program
Research and Evaluation

Foreign languages

; . Structured Interview of Teachers Using _ S
’ - Program Develoged Units. ’ !

Part I Curriculum Distribuction

- -( ’ |
« Identification: ) ]

School

Teacher's Name , N o o : 7

.Grade Level taught ] ) - : T

Interviewer

Date

#. Find out which project developed materials the teacher is using in each
- subject that he teaches. . ’

Subject _ Title Author

3. Find out from whom the teacher got the materials.

Note: (If the teacher does not mention supervisor, the school itself and the
curriculum center, ask specifically about them). '

Note: (If it is not yet clear, rind out whether the teacher knows about the
Curriculum Development Center at 219 N. Broad, Richard ¥ s and
the Materials Center at Potter=Thomas).

B o S ’ 4 woue of cuestionnairzé used in
" pigure 6. sample of the openended type erau§5%+%i. . T
ERIC .~ . Figure ¢ evaluation of curriculum distribution. ‘

A ullToxt Provided by ERIC




4. Did the teacher request any materialis? wnat Gid they ask for,

whom did they ask, and did they get them: S e

I S
Hy
n
L]
~

6. Next year we wculd like to examine pupil performance on some of the materials .
which have been written for use in the project. How can we distribute -
those materials, and what kind of support can we give to assure that they
get a fair trial? X e C - R

7. Anything else about curriculum materials dist:ibutiag;that weisg@uléikgaﬁ?*_

B " t
. e I Lo

Figure 6 (Part 2). Sampié'af the open ended questionnaire used
' : evaluation of curriculum distribution.
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