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The Leadership Triining Tnstitute at the School of
Florida State Un.versity, has compiled a guide for

evaluating programs in library leadership training. There are
chapters on the qualifications of a training director; the evaluation
process; context evaluation, which includes a statement of the
problem, objectives, and criteria; selecting alternatives; evaluating
a program in process; assessing results; external evaluation; and
heuristics, or evaluation based on personal experience, In addition,
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forecasting for long range planning, evaluation tips, and a process
monitoring feedback system. Appendixes contain evaluation techniques
and forms from several projects, a bibliography, and a short
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The Leadership Training Institute, Schooi of Library Science. Florida
State University, has prepared this guide, “Planning and Evaluating Library
Training Programs.”

The book is the result of much discussion and evaluation at the several
sessions for Institute directors which were sponsored by the LTI varlier this
year.

In recent vears, evaluation as a logical component of educational activity
and as a requirement in contract awards has become a much-bandivd term. it
has come to mean specific measuremenls {quantitative) vet also concern for
goals, objectives, results (quatitative}. All of education and much of
librarianship is or should be closely involved in a continuing process of
evaluation.

Unforlunately, most librarians and educators have received little or no
formal training in the skills and reporting of evaluation. This handbook
should help fill the gap of individual knowledge at the same time that it
provides a useful tool for applving a well-publicized model to individual
situations, ,

This working tood will be even more valuable if #t is used as a guide, rather
than as a final answer to problems of evaluation. The staffl of the Institute is
convinced that the sessions of Lthe workshops which helped test and react to
the guide are representative of a broad range of evaluation probiems. The
interest and follow-up of participants at these activities is reflected in these
pages.

It is hoped that vou will provide additional comment to the lLeadership
Training Institute staff as vou read and use the guide. Your reactions and
examples could help make concrete a continuing altention to, and realization
of, evalualion as a basic element of every training and educational activity.

Haroid GoMstein, Director
Leadership Tratning Institute
Florida State University

June, 1973

O
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Planning and Evaluating
Training Programs

A Guide to Evaluation for Training
Directors, Staffs and Advisory Groups

. Introduction

The leadership Training Institute. funded by USOE, HEA, Title lIB,
provides selected training aectivities designed (o meet libranv leadership
training needs and problems as identified by library institutedirectors, faculty
and key library and media personnel.

A problem arca freguently reported is planning and evaluation. The initial
draft of this handbook was compiled for use at three training sessions on
evaluation conducted early in 1973 for Institute directors and staffs. The
final product is based on the advice, eriticism and input of these institute
participants. It atlempts o interpret some carrent evaluation theory, and
translate it into a workahle structure for practical application by traming
directors,

The danger in this is the ever-presenl one of oversimplification. The
handbook may prove useful if it pulls together certain coneepts that trainers
and planners can use, but it must also point out that the technigues of
pltanning and evaluation must not be applied in a vacuum that gnores rather
than facilitates our concern with the creative activities of teaching and
learning.

[t is not important or even desirable that any one management sysiem or
evaluation model be used. I is important for the educator or director to look
at the potential in each of a number of systems and test and adapt those
components which notl ondy seem useful for his own situation, and managerial
stvie, bul are also most effective in promoting maximum freedom for the
learning process.

O
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Some of the concepls presented have been selected because in praclice
they have provided a .ﬁ::.::« that lends itself to maximum participation of
community, students, staff, and director in solving educational problems.

In assembling the hand wwcr many ideas have also been adapled from
other USOFE Institutes, books documents, articles A complete list of sources
will be found i the bibliogranhy as well as additiomal publications reflecting
a variety of viewpoints. ~

This approach Lo evaluation attempls to:

1. provide a brief review wof a current approach (o management as
background for .:5%::.35::: of tie  evaluation process,
Management by objeclives, or managemen! by resulls, has been
defined as a “vstem requering a clear identification of objectives, the
establishment of @ realisV'e program for their achiceement, and an
cralualion of t.._.;___.:::._zzw in lerms of measured results i allaining
them,

2. emphasize that training evaluation must be two way, that both

students and faculty mus. provide the insights that lead to improved

decision making: '

emphasizc internal ongong or process evaluation as distinet from

“the traditionai concepl that evaluation takes place onlyv after the

training has been completed.

p
I1. The Training Direetor as Manager

In education, perhaps to a far greater degree than tn any other field, the
concepl of partivipative management must be stressed. Interaction between
teachers, ~tudents, and the sublecl matter as e beare ofF (he educational
proeess, This, however, not Hikely to happen anless the training director
views himsell as the mavager. or leader, and is able, with statt and students to
cotcephuialize clearly the obpetives of the program. and Gller the svstem,

when necessarv, to acehieve these obpectives,

To do this, he must work weilf advison groups, staft and stondents to draw
i objectioes which mclude not ondy the personal and professional goals and
sttisfactions of the teaching stal?, but also the perconal and professional goals

and satisfactions of the student s,
Are Librarians Mnasgers”?

fn the past vears, maen hbrerians aod bbrary educators have projpected,

anidentonadliy perbaps, the atf.tude that sinee Bihravees are not threatened

cas 1somdastryy by closure f they Tail to prodoce, the compatdsion 1o be a
vond manager does not o exist, There bue abao beer o tendenes by the
profession to overemphasize ::“ ditficoitios of raiantitad ive mweasurement an
scdducation and provision ol infonnation s roee

This approach to brariavshp s bardl abid today . However, we found in

sl and highly unceiestific <orves bised onmformal conversations with at

teast 30 enlicagues at professoal mectimes that many hbrarians wheoo will

i

agree that librarians must nractice better management, also have difficulty
relating the idea (o their own job situation. Almost all lihrarians and ‘or
educatons give lip service to the idea, but three out of four go on to either
gualily or dismiss the subject with variations on the following theme:
order of popularity)

a. “Bul my situation is a little bit different 1 work in a small independent
government Librars | and supervise only three peaple.”

b. “Well. yes, but you ean’t go gung ho on any one sy stem.”

¢. “Personally, Fm more the Simon Legree type.”

d. “Try to practice good management and reward people Tor results in

R

that burcaucratic jungle [ work in!

This handbook suggests that skill in working with staff, students, and
advisory groups in formulating common goals and objectives offers the most
promising approach not only to managing a training program. but also to
evaluating it. Continuous evaluation, accountability, and measurement 1s a
targe slice of the management process,

The purpose of evalualion is to provide information for decision making,
Few training directors would quarrel with the statement that there are four
crucial areas of concern in designing and implementang training:

1. Exploration of necds and choice of pohiey goals, and statement of
program objectives,

2. Sclection of training activities Lo achieve these objectives;

3. Ongoing monitoring and madification of programs to achieve stated
obeclives, sometimes mid-stream modification of initial ebjectives:

1. Concluding activities and product evaluation for recy eling decisions,

Objeetive Setting and Fvaluation

Our theory, based on reading many program proposals submittd to the
Office of Education for funding, in addition lo working with prominent
kbrartans in attendance at evaluation sessions, s thal not many are traned (o
break down a broad abstract goal inte a speeific nweasurable obiedtive for
program plarneg, Laeking this basic backgronnd, they are often “turied of 7
at evaluation sessions in which seemingly comples evaluation models are
presented. buat no clear bachground provided (o show that these models ane
tools To be wsed and adapted i meeting insitutional object pes,

Thes s not indended Lo imply thal the whole process of evaluation should

e v the attamment of program objeetives, An evatuation whis b simply
asky UWere the objectives met? IF so, to what degree? s veny stornde as it
discouriges mid stream modification and a full examinanon of all (e factors
wihneh will be invaluable Tor future planning decisions,

However it s s tnne that it will be vers diffieali. of not smpos<shble, to
cither manage or evaluate any progect withont well formualated  program

abcelives,

Current approaches to sound management being ased, nat only by sdustry,
but by many <ol and educational organeadions, place heavy empoasis on
the nanager's ahiliy fo weorks with hes staff i tramslating broad, philo-ophieal
goals ainto measurable. attamable, understandable objecines This approach,




the management by objectives or appraisal by results s stem, demands thal
administrators results  oriented: this means conventration  on
processes whieh produce results: elimination of ¢fforts which do not.
Advantages of MBO

How does management by objectines achieve 1his and abo provide other
advantage
304 th

bevonue

as a management s stem”? Whether vou subervise one persan or
following points about MBO are worth nioting.

L. 1t affers an organiced iramework (o cneourage teamwork, renewed effoert,
because "here s agreement between stps rvisor and subordinate itraining
cdirector, staft wnd students) on o common obpective. 10 is written down,
and there is commitment by all tor bothy (o aceomplish what must be
done to achieve it This however 1oaof an aceeplance of the direetor’s

objective by the group it s the group™s ohpeetive and the time spent in
sitting down to consider the problem and reach agreement on itois

tine-consuming, but the most important parl of the process,

Tize adnvinistrator now has a basis to rate peopic on the basis of resufts,
not on personality trgits. You begin, as a management feam ta identify
those weho achiere, not those who conform. To reward. not those who 1l
ile: the organization, * bal make 4
contribution. In contlict, we begin to talk about ofed i~ right instead of

those who positne or  ercate
it s right, We chiminate the Tuzay thinkimg that aliow < as to get hog o d
down in frow we re gorng fo do sometinng betore we have decided b ae
want to accomphish.

3. In poing through this process, we not onh achicve belter connmnnication,

1 group consensis ghout the conmmon goil. but alsa agreement abonl aieas
span of control. Evervone an the organization knows
where his Job fits mto the whole pictare. Olften Lis conception of himselt

eof responsihifiiy

and the contribition he can make will expand considerably Cas he haelps To
suggest wans lo solve the problenme 11 allows the ercative. ambilions,

and s fantastie
Having  rissed
ecapectations. Eavmy cncourage d fos participation an the decsion mahing
admsstrator cannob drop the ball, A1 least some of th
When eertinm

envrgelie <talf member to get o piece of The action’

morrile  butider, There

v, however, o trap to s

provess, L

charige s must happen, and happon oo
obivetives cant he met, the taft and students mast ot onby hane the
toedback . but alo perbicipate g

modification of objoctnes,

aarved-upon

resiasissment and

chanies 10

e other chablenge tor conditions

time:, working condanurag nnder winelr tin

the direetor s 1o proade the
gsroup will find n

>

~iree
peeable toomeet the abwetives Thi 1s probabiy bis Gaede st sk but ab e
il Bos staft have aomutaal undeedanding of

cre hey o o, andd s they
L selected fogfether drategies "o get Lhero, the dhinctor o dess kel 1o

recort Lo aanagement by enss, chiarema, or so called Coommon sense
For the

senfematic plan s that decrcons ane not bawd on nuptebe oramhartion, bl

tramming  director and  deerion her, o necid

~

PrANIT

dediberate Iwcanse  they are based ot nformate

are ralional and

~vitematically gathered, and refate direetly 1o accomplishing (or modifving)
program ohjeetives,

Gur problem in doing this is thal in ranning a project or traming program,
we tend to become so involied in the process, we become impatient with
tieory that seems to getan the way of getting the job done (U< vasior 1o 1t
an ouwtsde evaluator (see seetion VHDY tell us what we did wrong than 1o go
Hrough the somewhal tedious process of delineating obpeciines Tor cach
segment of the program, and then analvee what s actually Lappening, or
istenn and respond (o the Teedback: but, this is the only wany we cian really
learn from the experichce, and ecliminale our mestakes as we 2o along and in
the next go-around. In practice this process becomes aimost attomatic Tor
bath director and staff.

I, Evaluaticn . .. A Process
The uvsual way 1o evaluale 15 to prececd through a project or trasang
program according (o plan, and. when it is finished. determine whether or not
it has been suecessful. (Mten, we are aware, in mid-stream that program
modilications should be made, but we find no easy way to offeel sich
changes through alt stages of the project.
The socu) seiences hine nod vel discovered the answer™ o terms of

single sewntific approach to achieving and ineasuring result-. hut there are
many new and current fools tothers in arious stages of developnwents for
project management and evaluation. This handbook does cmphasice certain
basic approaches to eviluation, thus it docs have a “point of view,” buat the
impartance of adapting a concept that is appropriate Lo one’s own situation
cannot b overemphasized.

We have, therefore, e this section, taken some time and space to mention
atew of the current educational evaluation sstems, The idea s to proavude a
sketeby overview wirs eftations to faciitate turther investigations.

Current Syvstem:

The development of PERT (Program Faaluation and Review Techmigues
and PPES (Planning, Progranmaing, Budgeting Systems) provided promi-ing
techeiyues to improve progeel managemenl. PERT, developed by DuPont
The 195005 is a probability: svem which secks 1o peach obpectines i the
shortest time possible with moimum eost The PERT nelwork s a
representaion of e plan e Fig, 1),

PPBES is o method of achieving cost etfeetineness through budgeting by
program rather than on o line dem bists. 11 hegins watis the identificat o
abectives: it then groups the organisation’s activities into progrivms that can
he redated to each obpective. PPBRS Tocuses ditention on the competition toy

uf

re~ourees within progrioms, thos foreing detaled analveis of altoratnes, and
carclul setecbion of priorita

In wpite of wide adoplion of PPES by Tederal and st
asetico s, there s inticism of PPBS by sonme cdueaar o

sraehnn

iboand oty

miengement sysfems asoanoarbibrary . stronphy contrale ed aosGem wait! an
. . - |
nitmate obpective of cost o duction rather o cost benerits
s e unbar to mmply that e

maiaveineal by obpeclnes h

vnerally aceepted by the educatiomd or behavioral <ciencr connoamiy A

Q
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creative and arLiculate spokesman for another point of view is Lawrmeace
Halprin who states, “One of the gravest dangers that we experience s the
danger of becoming goal-oriented. L is 2 tendeney that erops up in every field
of endeavor | {t doesn’t work! The results of this over-simplified approach,
now coning into gencral vopue, are all around us in the chaos of our cities
and the confusion of our politic 2

One: problem  with adopting PPRS and  similar systems such as OR
{Operations Researcht® as the total answer is that they are designed primarily
to help a monohithic decision making structure ptan and evaluate. The
techmiques are useful o any planner bul educators and librarians should also
esamine  more  comprehensive  evaluation models  designed  to pravide
informatiop for decision making for a variety of groups and individuals wit!.
different value systems as are found in any connnanity. Teachers, boards,
advisory groups, studenits, speewal iitleresl groups, parcen
makers in the educalional proce

are the decision

Alternatives

A number of cvaluation svstems or models (o meetl the needs of a
pluralistic soviety are being testd and compele for use in the educational
ficld. For example the Diserepaney Evaluation model tested by Maleolm
Provus in the Pittsburgh school system suggests that performance must be
compared against standards, and feedback given to decision makers about
discrepancies, Fhis feedback permits statf to change eitiver the behavior or the
standard. AU each of five stages of the model (Design, TnstaHation, Process,
Product, Costy this assessinent is made so that there is on-going evaluation

4
and a large degree of stall involverent,

Stake

Like Halprin, Robert Stiake, Ui cosity of Hlineas, negates Lthe valie of
objectives in evaluation as a starting point for piannmimng cducational processes,
He calis them Tjudgement dati betier treated by the rudes that govern mass
subjeetive responses than by the honors hestowed upon “fundamental
troth..77 Stake never etess calls Tor a continual rationale and def
purpose of the instruciional program and soos educslional process as a
cantineous series of transactions between student teacher materiats, This
transachional data must be identified, and analy sed {or its contribution (o the
program. ardd ymprovements amade asinstruction eoatinaes

milion of

Sernen
Virchael Sernen’s work s cimphasized an important distineion hetween
d snimnwative cprodecty evaluabien. In format e

formatine  (processy

ivaluation the data s usd 1o make udgements about whal works about
specific aspecrs ol the ongoing prograam. Summative evuabion isoan
assessment of the entire program, ane tius may call Tor a completeiy
different set of enferia tor evaduation 17 the progean s then judeed as parl of

the total vducationgd proeram, different bat also appropride criteri s tseed,

Mettesswel and \chae! lave pomted oal mans ol the outcomes imtended
and umintended that meght be incloded ain the cvaluation of a progrom and
stggested med hods of measurmg e

Tyler

An emphasis on continuous questioning of the educational program in
relation Lo student needs is an overriding characteristic of the evalualive
theorv developed by Ralph Tyler. He deplors the practice of swlecting
students because thev have the ability (o mecet program requirenwents, as
contrasted with creative objective setting to fulfill an educational challenge.
The model tends Vo focus on product evaluation.®

There are dozens of other educational researchers working in the freld and
the ereative trainer manager should also give some atlention 1o the work of
the Phi Delta Kappa National Study Committee on Evaluation and several
university research and development centers {ie. University of California,
Berkeley), some of {hem condueting resvarch funded by the US. Office of
Education. Ileven regional educational laboratories and eight Research and
Development Centers have recently been transferred from the Oifice of
Education lo the newly created Nalional Institute of Education. The National
Institute assumes responsibility for basie and applied research: the regional
taboratories: researcher training and experimental sehools: and dissemination
of research results,

CIPP

No planning-evaluation model has vet been desioned speeificiediy for
evaluation of hibrann programs. However, the CIPP model (Context. Input,
Process and Producty developed by Daniel StafTiebeam at Ohie State
University . intended for use in mecting problems ol accountahibhty and
decision making in education, has recieved national exposure m the hibrary
profession through a vear long USOE Institute for State Libranv Agenay
ptanners and subsequent Tollow-up training sessions in individual states, and
at regional Hbrary meetings (SELASWLA. November, 1972 The CIPP
moded is nol alway s clear as to methodology | and clearh was designed for v
by an organizittion Lavge or complex eaough to be able 1o assgin SLaft to carn
ol the vviluation as a major parl of their fJunction, Obviousiv thas i~ not
practical Tor mast educational wad libeary situations. However, the modsl
does lend itself to simplification and adaptation Tor individual or <tatf use;
and because it emphasizes on-gomg evaluation as well as oblaining »n levant
dita for deewion makers, it ments consideration,

This handbook utilizes the CIPP format Tor presentation of cone pis, and
most models are adaptations of CIPP for possible use by libran traming
dircctors, Howeer, as noled above, rapid advancees in the design of cveation
madels ma number of {ields necessitales @ very apen approach,

Desmond Cook has snggested that there may be enoush the oretical
background avabible, and wlhiocd we need are the skifls to apphy what - known
rather than the development of new models, He makes a0 <trong case tor
further cmphasis on the provision of mformation, adequate and us 7ol data
Tor decistort makimg.”

The CIPP model dietmes coluanion as e process of delieating, ohlainimg
and proaducinng us-lul antformation for judpmye decision alternatine < The

provess mceludes 3 obaste steps the dehneating of guestions 1o be poawered

and imformation 1o be obiained. and obtuning of levant information, and

5




the providing of information to decision makers for their use to improve
on-going programs.
Four kinds of decisions are specified by the CIPP model. Planning decision
determine objectives. Structuring decisions project procedural decisions for
Wdr._e:zm objectives. Decisions in executing chosen designs are implementing
decisions, and recyveling decisions determine whether to continue, terminate,
or modify a project.

These decision types are served by the following types of evaluation.
Context evaluation provides information about needs, problems, and
opportunities in order Lo identily objectives. Input evaluation provides
information about the strengths and weaknesses of alternative stralegies
for achieving given objectives. Process evaluation provides information
about the strengths and weaknesses of a strategy during implementa-
tion. so that cither the strategy or its implementation might be
strengthened. Product evaluation provides information for determining
whether objeclives are being achieved and whether the procedure
employed to achieve them should be continued. modified, or
terminated. Basically, the CIPP Model answers four questions: What
objectives should be accomplished? What procedures should bhe
followed? Are the procedures working properly? Are the objectives
being achieved?’ 0

An adaptation of the CIPP model for library training appears in Figure 1.
Subsequent sections are intended to clarify the moded.

Fleo Ruth, “Behavioral Obiectives and the Danger of Svstem Think™
Research Resume: Proceedings of the 23t Annual Slale Conference on
Educational Research. No, 18, Nov. 1972 83.84.

> Lawrence Halprin, The RSVP Cycles: Creative Processes in the Human
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*Operations Research is a system that uses mathematical techniques to
proide management with a logical base for decision mahing.

*Malcolm  Provus., Diserepancy  Evaluation for Educational Program
improvement (Berkeleyv: McCutchan, 1971,

“Robert Stake. “Objectives, Priorilies and Othe Judgement Data”
Review of Educational Researeh, Vol 10, April 1970, p. 183,

Michael Scriven, the Mcthodology of Fraluation, AERA Monograph
Series on Curriculum Evaluation, No. 1 {Chicago: Rand McNally | 1967),

TNewton Metfessel and William Michael, A Paradigm Involving Multiple
Criterion Measures for the Evaluation of the Effectiveness of School
Programs,” Educational and Psychological Measurement 27:931-435, 1967.

® Provus. op ¢it. p. 150,

Nesmond Cook. “Management Control Theory as the Context for
Educational  Evaluation,” Journal of Researcii end  Development  in
Education. Vol. 3. No. 4, Summer 1970 p. 14

'%Danie! Stufflebeam, “The Relevance of the CIPP Evaluation Modei for
Educational Accountability,” Planning and Fuvaluation for Statewide Library
Development: New Directions, Ohio State University, 1972, p. 24.33.
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IV. CONTEXT EVALUATION

1. Statement of the Problem

The analysis of the problem should include a description of the
environment in which change is to occur. an outline of what is and what
should be. The need is the discrepancy between the current situation and the
desired situation. At this stage the decision makers should set forth what
barriers exist to block the desired change. and opportunities that exist in
creating the change should be identified. The group going through this
process (director, facuity, student representatives. etc.) will utilize all
appropriate data: community. local, state and national need projections;
reports. demographic and economic surveys. citizen advisory group inputs,
statements of professional, national and local priorities, employment needs as
expressed by all types of libraries: student opinion, academic vocational
records: resources, available and potential. There are also several technical
forecasting techniques that decision makers can use in assessing needs. and
forecasting future events. For example, the Delphi technique was developed
to assure that forecasts and predictions of the future reflect rational
judgement, not just the influence of certain opinion makers. Delphi is
described in an article by DeLavne Hudspeth in Section X.

Having explored the problem it is sometimes helpful for the decision
makers to illustrate Lhe siiuation in a verv basic way (Figure 2.

2.  Setting Objectives

From the contextual information gathered should flow the statement of
training objectives, These should represeui states or conditions which are
logical solutions to the well-defined problem and should contribute to bul
not be confused with the overall goal of Lhe project.

(ioals

A goal may be described as timeless, or long mange (the group may never
reach agreement on when it is achieved) and broad in scope. This does not
however mean that time should nol be spent by the group in reaching
agreement on the overall or long range goal. The overall goal will provide an
umbrella statement with a policy focus that gives direction to the entire
program. For example. a training goal *“to produce better educated librarians™
gives very little direction for implementation of a project, but a goal stated
as: “Provision of training for minority group persons in the library

a
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1
Delineate

2
Obtain

3
Provide

ADAPTATION OF CIPP MODEL FOR LIBRARY TRAINING

CONTEXT

What’s out there?

Gathering data to provide
complete background
of problem.

INPUT

What to Do about 1t?

All possible ways to meel
objectives, decision making
group brainstorms.

PROCESS

Are We Doing It?

Techniques to be used—
for establishing milestnnes
or checkpoints, time-cosi
performance.

PRODUCT
Did We Do 1t?

Data to -show results
for each objective.

Faculty, advisory group,
student representatives
reyiew 2l facts—

isolate needs, problems,
opportunities, formulate
criteria for decision making.

Facts about each alternative
(cost, feasibility). Apply
criteria formulated in context.

After individual and group
input. who acts Lo effect
maodificition?

A report of the project—
description findings—
summative conclusions.

Set forth overall training
goal  specific, measurable
objeclives. Rank in order

of importance (document),

{*roup chooses best
alternatives. Formulate
(in writing) detailed plan of
action: who does what?
Time frame pattern for
decision making,

Provision for feedback loops.
Flexibility for making
changes and results,

Transferability to
other programs,

Figure 1:

p. 27,

%

Ly

Adapted from Planning and Fealuation [jor Stalewide
Center, 1972,

Development. Ohio State University Evaluation
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profession™ is general and timeless but provides a focus for planning and
programming.
Objective

An objective, on the other hand, will take the goal and translate it into a
statement that shows specific outcome expectations. An objective must meel
three critesia: it must be measurable, understandable, attainable (sometimes
with diffieulty) within a given time frame. Eg. “Twentyv-five minority group
students will be trained atl the Masters level in urban information centers by
dune, 1974.7

Often the chief problem is in the way Lhe objective is stated, not in the
inherent idea. Usually objectives which begin with “to provide,” “'to assess”
are troublesome for the administrator, evaluator. instructor, student or
advisorv group to measure because they imply a continuing process, and
therefore the final product is sometimes obscure,

Behavioral objectives may be defined as stalemenls which describe
precisely what students will be able to do efter compleling a course of
instruction. Again the focus is on outputs or results.

A problem common to training programs is that students frequently are
frustrated because they do not understand what is expected of them. Several
studies have shown that students do better if they are provided with
objectives; how much better would they do if they participated in the
objective setling process?

Behavioral Objectives

Behavioral objectives are the lowest step on the ladder in the hierarchy of
objectives. Certain operational objectives are not related to the course of
instruction. butl in planning a training program each type of objeclive is an
equally important tool in reaching the overall goal.

The relationship of behavioral objectives to the overall strueture may be
expressed as {ollows:

- Value Statement  timeless, not readily
measurable

~Concrete  specific time frame,

Objectives
measurabile

Task Analvsis —Specific operational aclivities

Behavioral ~-Uise only in relation to
Objectives stated objectives for

appropriate aclivilies.

Examples of objectives from funded proposals faliow. Column A contains the
original objective (or Goal): Column B th: objective stated in more
measurable terms; Column C the objective (or a small portion of it) stated in
behavioral terms.
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WHAT SHOULD BE? WHEN?

By 1975 more peopie in
minority groups trazined in

librarianship reftecting their
proportion in the region’s
population, ie., 20% black
and 5% Indian.

BASIC PLANNING

i

WHAT IS

In x region minority groups are
pocrly represented in the library
profession with 57 black

and .5% Indian.

m

PROBLEMS

Placement uncertainties. Adapting
Anglo-orieated curriculum to needs
of students. Recruitment.

THE PLAN

Figure 2

OPPORTUNITIES

Government grants available.
Tribal interest/support.
School located in heant of
black ghetto area.




The following chart of a hypothetical hierarchy of objectives will serve to
illustrale how each objective can be broken down into manageable
operational levels. Such a chart also helps insure that no aspect of reaching
the ultimate goal is overlooked (Figure 3).

It it is decided that the training program should have a broad goai for
purposes of flexibility and change, then it is essential for evaluation that the
goal be broken down into clearly stated operational objectives:

Example:

Goal: Provide para-professional library training for minority group
personnel

Objectives: 15 Indian students with AA degree placed in
para-professional jobs within three months of program
termination.

Ten Indian students trained and employed in school media
centers.

Twenly minority students accepled into regular on-going
librarv  lraining programs of the college, based on
success failure factors of this training program, by 1975.

Behavioral Objectives
Students will be able to name and generally describe the use
of 10 reference Lools commonly found in school media
conters.

Students will be able to articulate the rofe and function of
the media center in relation to the total school program.

Students will he able to utitive the Abridged Dewev in
accomplishing basic cataloging procedures.

Students will complete a bibliography  of all readily
available media relating to his particular Indian heritage for
use an the job, and for exchange with other students.

Criteria for Decision Making

In assessing needs. setting objectives, and evaluating results, the decision
making group should agree on and set forth criteria so that judgements will be
based upon a generally acceptable standard. rule or test. This helps avoid
subjective decision making.

The problem of establishing criteria is that usually several sets on several
levels of the training program are needed in order to measure various aspects
of the program. Therefore, any statement of ¢nteria should indicate what the
criteria will be used for. Eg. criteria for assessing curriculum effectiveness.

Gary éem_mzre and Harriette Robbins have delineated four major categories of
criteria: '

—

. Goal relaledness—The importance of judging ideas as activities in relation
to stated goals and objectives. How does the activity {it into overall project
goals, i.e. how does this training program meet national priorities for
library training”? The authors also suggesi four criterion measures to use in
evaluating objectives. Do they clearly state: what is to be done” by when?
for whom? and why?
Feasibility—This refers to the potential Lhe activity has for being
successfully completed. Usualty factors such as {inancial resources,
personnel, time, physicat facilities, are listed as criterion measures to be
considered. Eg.. a program to combine practical experience with course
work may be highly goal related, bul impractical because of time and
financial constraints on participants, lack of suitable opportunities in local
libraries, etc.
Efficiency—Here the question is asked: will this training vield a higher
return in terms of changes it is proposed to bring about? This should be
measured in terms of dollar costs and staff and participant effort spent to
achieve the result. This category overlaps with others but focuses on the
relationship between cost factors and performance factors. Eg., the work
study program is tested against its relatively high cost vs. improved
on-the-job performance it is expected to achieve.
Effecliveness—refers to the impact of the training program—the
contribution it makes toward meeting overall objectives; the production of
the desire effect or result. Performance indicators in this calegory should
be well defined. These might include:
a. number of students completing program:
b. on-the-job performance ratings at emploving institutions:
¢. adaptation of similar training program or components inta regular
schooi curriculum,

! Gary L. Wegenke and Harriette L. Robbins,*“The Problem of Criteria” in
Planning and Ewalualion for Slatcwide Library Development, op cit. pp.
58-68.

b0

@

=

!
V. SELECTING ALTERNATIVES (INPUT)

Probably the single most neglecled area of program planning is the
consideration of alternatives. Th. potential for some really creative
approaches to meeting objectives is most often lost in adoptingtried methods
that are not alwayvs the most effective. One of the major weaknesses in
planning and decision making is to vield to the temptation to come up with

9

Q

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



10

Hierarchy of Objectives

June, 1975,

25 minority group persons will be trained for
professional jobs in urban information centers by

19%3.

Advisory group selected; actively
participating in planning by Sept.

Survey of urban library projected
perscnnel needs in region com-
pleted Sept. 1973.

University
commitment
established

by Nov. 1973

Initial plauning for core
curricilum completed by
Dec. 1973

Proposal completed
Dec. 1973

University
and outside
funding secured.

support

Library school recruitment
program revamped by

February 1974

Tutoring
vamped by Feb. 1974

program  rr- Recruitment brochure

distributed by

Aprit 1974

Students able to compete
on graduate level with
olher LS graduate students
by October 1971

«

Figure 3

A

Fellowship program final-
ized Aprit 1974
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the right solution at onee. The obrious strategy is rarely the one that will give
us the best answer to the needs and opportunities of iw situalion.

Having reached adr-ement on objectlives. every possible implementation
strategy should be laid out by the decision making group in a free-wheeling
brain storming session, and the pros and cons of cach recorded. All
alternatives should be ranked according to feasibility, oxperimental value,
cost effectiveness, avallable resoures s, ele, {See criteria above.)

Thus Input evaluation will provide & rationale and recerd of why certain
alternatives for program implementation were chosen. [F later on, ecrtain
operational objectives are not being met, this information will be valuable in
the process of choosing another implementation strategy .

Choosing Strategies- Sample

Objective: Twenty minority students aceepted into regular librany trainirg
programs by 1975,

Suggested alternative strategies:

1. Newsletter produced by institute students to acquaint student faculty
with program:
Meetings with Library Schoot and University administration:
Tutaring program for potential appheants:
Financial aid. felHowships for minority group members:
New admissions poliev:
Survey to show job market potential and emplover commitment:
Invitations to “regular” faculty to guest lecture:
Pressure from minority group associations on campus.

-

1

.

h ST

x

in considermg all alternatives o meet the above objective, it is vital that
the group share fullyv its experiencee with the Library Schoot administration-
hoth the suecess and failure (actors of the Institute program will be usefui.
For example: (f it 1« found that a two year program combining field
expertence and academice study in fact produces more effective beginning
librarians (o~ vvaluated by librars emplovers) then these Tacts should be made
avatlable If, om the other hand. the Institute tatoring program fails to achieve
the expected results and it is found for example that multi-lingual students
cannot in the short span of the tutoring program achieve the oral:written
competencies needed, then this problem must he explored and solutions
~onght by the Institeie stafl and the library school facoliy together.

The Plan

When altermative methods are choswen, we then have to make certain that
Tor do this we need an action plan
nuist be certain that cach

tdecision are transfated into action.
irat spells oat who does what and when, and we

AR
mereom understands his robe, The plan does not have 1o be elaborate . and ats
Shondd be fleabbe so that v can be guickly modified in mid-stream.
sopne sumple plannie desiees that are useful in estabiishing whether
possihle to complete all activities s fime to reach the
diagram helow:

form
There arne
or nol 11wl

dearfline,. Arccample s the

D

Deadline
to reach
objeclive

Objective: Survey of minority
job opportunities compilcted

=L
T =z <
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Each point represents an evenl that mast oceur to reach objective. Such a
diagram forces the planner to put down exactly wihat must happen, and acts
as a reality check so that he does not find himself attempting the impossible,

Another device is the PERT chart which can be fairly simpte but is
probably more useful for fairly complex projects. In PERT. events and
activities are sequenced on a network so that vou have not only a critical path
(activities which must be performed to achieve the objectivel but also
sub-critical paths showing inter-dependencies bul non-essential program
elements. The critical path is the one that will consume the mosl time in
rcaching the objective,

A PERT neiwork is composed of events and aclivities. Events represent
the start of completion of an activity and do not consume time, personnel, or
resources. An event is represented by a circle. Activities consist of work
processes which lead from one activity to another. and are represented by
arrows.

In PERT. three time estimates are made for the expected duration of an
activity -the pessimistic time, most likely time, and the optimistic time.
These estimates should be made by the person responsible for the event, not
the program manager.

It is suggested that PERT is most useful in planning a new project whose
completion will take at least two months, and in which the network will
consisl of at least 10 distinet events,

A sample PERT Chart mayv be seen in Figure 1,

The remainder of the handbook will deal with two major aspects of
evvaluation: Process or formative whieh is of primary concern. and product or
sumnmative which s only uselfub wien properly recorded and atilized for
fulure or reeyveling decision,

i
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SAMPLE PERT NETWORK

Objective

Survey of Library Job
Opportunities for Minority
Groups Compieted by Jan. 15,

1974.

h .

h

-
OB ND Y st

11.

13.
14.

Advisory Group meets,

Survey instruments prepared.

Survey design completed.

Advisory group approves, modifies design.
Parttime help recruited, trained.

Preliminary data gathered.

Localiregional interviews completed.
Advisory group meels,

Prospective employer commitments secured,
National professional opinion secured.
Bistribution plan for report formulated.
Data assembled into final draft.

Publicily on survey findings prepared released.

national associations,
Final report, written, distributed.

duly 1, 1973 July 15 Aug. 15 Oct. 15 Nov. 15 Jan 15, 1974
10
Draft report mailed to advisory group. key professionals, library directors,
Figure 4
Y
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Vi. IMPLEMENTATION (PROCESS)

Process or formalive evaluation provides information about a strategy
while it is being implemented so that decisions can be made on the spot for
modification or anoiher strategy can be substituted. Some pertinent
questions might be: Are we actually using tne tactics we planned”? Are the
procedures working? Will this approach enable us to reach our objectives?

1. Conflict Management

At this point, it should be noted that the emphasis on group
planning/decision making is not intended to imply that such procedures can
or should eliminate conflict. There must always be dissent in a healthy
creative organization, and it is far less to be feared than conformity. It is
possible to minimize conflict through creating respect for disagreement
among the group and eliminating of an autocratic approach but a successful
manager will recognize his limitations and in inevitable moments of extreme
conflict will “create baffles and buffers to buy time, to absorb heat, to
promote colivctive wisdom, to insure a maximum sense of legitimacy for
decisions finally agreed upon.”?

But how do we get decisions made? In our zeal to examine all the
alternatives in a situation, to allow for every point of view, to avoid tl.»
mistake of reaching agreement on a solution when we have not succeeded in
isolating the problem, there is a huge temptation to simply postpone the
decision until the next meeting.

At times, as Bailev suggests, this is the best way to handle the problem,
but clearly we must also find wavs to make decisions as we go along.

Often it is necessary Lo set an arbitrary time limit on decisions that should
be made immediatelv. An agenda for a faculty meeting might state: “Ry the
conclusion of the March 15 mecting, an alterative method of choosing
agencies for field work will be selected.” The problem here will be to have
sufficient data avaiiable for the group, so that it will have a rational basis for
decision making.

2. Establishing Milestones

Working out a simple system to enable us to modify the internal or
an-going process seems to be most difficuit for training directors, hbrary
administrators, and project managers, as it is for industry.

The Gantt charl was developed around 1900, and is a series of bars plotted
aga:nst a calendar scale: each bar represents the beginning. duration and end
11 time of some segment of the total job to be done, and together the bars
make up a schedule for the whole program.

The Gantt chart is not an effective management tool in that it does not
shui program function interdependence, and is inflexible. One attempt to
improve & Gantt Chart is the Milestone system, a key step in the
deretopment ot PERT. Milestones are key events or points in time which can
be identified when reached as the program progresses. It provides a sequential
list of the tasks to be accomplished. The milestone chart is not as flexible as

PERT but it does promote increased awareness of the interdependencies
between tasks.

The simple Milestone Chart in Figure 5 is intended to illustrate time
sequences for evaluation milestones, and what tvpes of evaluation techniques
will be used.

The Appendix is made up of sampie evaluation forms including student
rating forms on instructors, course work. rating forms for supervisors, a
sample problem solving session, reporl form, etc. These are not necessarity
presented as exemplary, but have been developed by Institute staffs for use in
their training programs, or are currertly in use at library schools.

The Appendix also includes a description of a project process feedback
system that has been tested and found workable by Dr. Ken Eve at the OQhio
State University Evaluation Center. It is designed {o be operaled quickiy and
cheaply for small projects as well as large.

A planning session for project on-going evaluation should be held before
formal Lraining sessions start so that there is clear agreement among faculty as
to how this will be carried out, degree of student involvement, ete. Ideally,
students should participate in design of any evaluation instruments to be
used.

At faculty and faculty-student meetings the variety of topics to be
explored are myriad but certain areas should be examined on a regular basis.
These include:

a. Suitability of training to student’s needs:

b. Relevance of type of training to the problem to be solved (usually each
course should have specific behavioral objectives);

¢. Variety and appropriateness of training methods;

d. Attitude of trainees toward and specific interest in courses; {frequently
student objectives are not the same as the faculty’s.

These meetings should allow them to discuss their feelings openly—and

will result in frequent program modification if communication channels

are open.

There are always crisis situations of various sorts calling for an immediate
decision. These decisions are sometimes made formally but more often
informally, always repelitivelv. with conscious review, checks and balances.
The only added feature of process evaluation is thal it formalizes and records
the process, to make it more deliberale. rational, thereby enabling replication
of effective procedures and modification of ineffective ones. Things may very
well go other than anticipated. This, by the way, does not connote a lack of
success. In anv case, the decision making group should irv to analyze not
only what is different, but also why. Thus we can document what happened
and use it later in other programs.

Where discrepancies or exceptions between what is planned und what is
actually occurring are noted, analyze whyv and adjust the program
accordingly. Any format which provides the information necded, when
needed, and in an understandable format for your program lo facilitate

13
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Activities

Milestone Chart for Training Program {o be Completed. June, 1974

13
dJan. March May June August

Sept.

Oct. Dec.

74
Jan. March May June

A. Staff, Advisory Group con-
duct needs assessment, criteria

B. Formulate Goal, Objectives
Design Evaluation

C. Alternatives for accom-
plishing objeciives; design
plan

D. Training Implementation

Evaluation
Milestones

Periodic Counseling appoint-
ments with individual stu-
dents (bi-weekly)

Facultyv-student meetings
{monthly)

Facully-Advisory Group-
student meetiags (3)

Rating Shects* for courses,
other materials, faculty-
students

14

*See Sample evaluation forms  Appendin [
Figure 5
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Bi-Monthly Record of Program Modifications

September I — Ncvember 1, 1974

Object ive

Progress Achieved

Exceptions to
Progress Achieved

Analysis (why?)

Alternative solutions

1.

Figure 6

Program Modification
Agreed Upon
(or change in objective)




decision making, is adequate (see Figure 6 and Ken Eye’s article in the
Appendix).

ADAPTATION OF CIPP—MODEL FOR ON—GOING
EVALUATION, ACTIVITIES IN LIBRARIES

CONTEXT

Identifying needs, problems oppor-
tunities: sstting goal-objeclives; criteria
for assessing performance.

PRODUCT INPUT

Provide information

relating to program
structure. All alternative
strategies for implementation.
Formulate action plan—

who does what? when?

Report of project,
program results—to

what degree are objeclives
met for recyeling decisions?
Transferability of

findings.

AN

PROCESS
Milestones—provides for monitoring

training—information for program
muodification

Figure 7

I 2Gtephen K. Bailey, “Conflict Management. The Lessons of Political
Ticory™ in Planning and Fraluation for Statewide Library Development op
cit. p. 22.
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Vil. EXTERNAL EVALUATION

To vhat degree have training objectives and project goals been achieved?
Product evaluation provides information for determining whether the entire
preject should be continued, modified or terminated.

Somelimes called summative evaluation, this aspect of the evaluative
process is also concerned with impact. Here we are seeking answers to the
question, “If the project is successful in meeting its stated objectives (or most
of them) what difference will it make in the ‘real’ world—library, media
center, traditional library school curriculum, etc.?” Has it reduced the
need—the gap between what is and what should be? If so, to what extent?

Criteria previously selected {(as part of context) are applied to the project
goal and training objectives. Among groups from which such data should be
collected are:

Participants (moraie, interest in profession, self-confidence, etc.)

Faculty

Project personnel

Field supervisors {staff)

Parents/community

Consultants

Potential or actual employers of participanis (on-job suitability of
training)

Among the techniques which lend themselves to data collection for
summative evaluation are:

Standardized tests Rating scales

Ad hoc tests Attitude scales
Questionnaires Case studies
Interviews Audio tape or visual

Performance ratings
Observation schedules

(video tape, films) records
Analysis of costs

In summary the CIPP model answers four basic questions:
What objective should be accomplished {and why)?
What procedure should be followed?

Are the procedures working properly?

. Have the objectives been achicved?

-

Each of the four major components of the CIPP model represents a
continuous process of data gathering, reaffirming or modifying objectives,
considering alternatives. and so on. To illustrate the continuous recycling
process, the following adaptation ot CIPP is suggested for use in training staff
(Figare 7).

e




Vill. External Evaluation

As noted 1 the introduction, our approach in Lhis handbook has been on
1"~ problems of interzal evaluation. However both internal and external
evaiuation are vital to any training program.

I would be foolish to ignore that there has always been a certain
amount of tension between the arcas of action and research. Brooks
desertbes a situation in which “The action-oriented professional has
regularly  lambasted the ivornn tower, whase inhabitants supposcdiv
spend all their time gathering data aimed not at solving concrete human
problems. but at building higger and better theories to be discussed at
stuffy conferences and debated in unreadable journals. Such persons are
often reported, only half-jokingly . to be incapable of making the most
innocuous of judgements without a supporting body of empirical data;
and such bodies are frequently subject to more than one inlerpretation,
the data itself immobilizes the researcher and makes him unwilling to
formulate poliey implications . ..

Thw researcher. Tor his part, is often beard belittling the action-oriented
practitionser for his f2ilure to conceptualize clearly . for his inabihty to
think in terms of systems: for his {oideney to act on the basis of
subjective whims or impressions. ignoring existing empirical data which
might suggest altogether different actions: for his failure to realize that
the action which he takes in the future could be made more rational
and effective if onls he would engage m ior support) a little follow-up
research on the actions hie s taking today : and for his apparent fear of
evaluation on the grounds that it might call his own actions inlo

question.”

Brooks howeser goes on ta indicate that this tension is vasing and there is
growing diatoie between the two areas “as researchers come to recoynize
their respon-ibilitics in the areas of public poliey and social action and as
action-oriented practitioners become increasing aware that the findings of
re~carch cat e pul to good use i devising more eliective programs.”

The ontade evaluator. evaluation team or consaltant often brings new
1 as. a frest approach to a program. He ss often hired for his superior ability
to dignose and identifs problems and for his independent objective opinion
a~ an oulsider. He may also be an effeetive mediator where there is internal
vonaflict.

Since, however, the snside evaiuators itraming dircetor-staffstudentsy have
the advantage of a detailed bnowledge of fasie program, s resources and
restraints, thes have a distinet obligation ta involve and inform the outside
evduator at cach step of the operation begismmg with nutial planning. W this
iv not possibie the aff should at deast speats ond reach agrecment with the
cvaluator on the eriteria by which they wish to be evaluated, so that wseful
information sl be provided,

Svstem Modet vs. Goal Attainment Model

in this section we would like to make a case for outside evaluation which
does not simply assess the degree of success a program has in meeling
objectives. sometimes called Lhe “‘goal attainment™ model. and argue for the
“svstem model” wiich attemplts to assess the degree to which an organization
realizes its goal under a given set of conditions.' *

For example an objective like “Each student will be able to isolate the
political structure of an inner city community and design a plan for
involvement of the community and power structure in providing information
services™ can be evaluated quite simply in terms of : DDid each student design a
plan. showing steps Lo take in obtaining political and community support? If
only 4 of 20 students did this under the goal attainment model, the evaluator
might well determine that the course failed (o meet the objective. But under a
<ystem model the outside evaluator might «with instructor students formulate
several hvpothe.e. or approaches as to how the power structure might be
approached and technigues to use in designing a plan. If certain of the
approaches fail, others are successful, the evaluator will have some useful data
on which to base his evaluation, and the course instructor will have useful
information on which to base curriculum and ficld work modification.

As the above implies the training director should seek an outside evaluator
or consultant with the ability to train staff in evaluative techniques and skills
to heip them develop their own expertise in internal planning, evaluation.

Consider Pros and Cons

When the outside evaluator is brought in only at the conclusion of a
program, the staff should make certain that he takes unintended
consequences. both positive and negative, into consideration. A professional
evaluation is more than just an assessment of what happened. We are. in
short, suggesting  that  training directors demand more of  prefessional
evaluators or econsulants. 1t is obvious that to do this, training directors
must themselves develop more expertise in the area of evaluation. The
usefulness of the outside evaluator mav be largely determined by the quantity
and quality of data provided by the program staff,

An effectively managed training program will not rely on the evaluation
team to provide solutions to problems: it will. however, expeet the team to
“ask  the right questions.,” and to strengthen internal capabilities for
improving evaluation methodology.

IX. Heunstices

During and at the conclusion of any training project, the director and s
staft face two major guestions “what bave we accomplished?” and “what
Lave we learned?” The answer to the first is determined by an examination of
vhe data: the answer to the second, by reflection upon one’s experiences,
Coutributions to our knowledge base can result hoth from si stematie iInguiry
and heuristic ohservation,

Heuristies aree what has been fvarned by successive discoveny -action
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resvarch to guide future action. Heuristics are the maik of experience, not
conflicting with formal preparation in theory and methodology, but
somehow apart from it. Heuristic reasoning is plausible, vet lacking in
rigorous proof. Often intuitively felt, heuristics are sometimes articulated and
passed in oral tradition, as rules of thumb from one group to another.

Directors of training projects in tackling new problems, developing new
curriculum, or developing new models are learning, through the crucible of
experience, informal guideline principles. These are put to the test dailv. We
are suggesting that it is time this hard-won knowledge be acknowledged as
“respectable’ so that others can share and benefit from it. If each Director
began to record this kind of knowledge, it could then be communicated to
other professional colleagues concerned with similar problems. Ultimately,
through this mutual sharing of tentative principles, a set of heuristics may be
developed to serve as guides for all those involved in improving library
services, inedia services, and learning systems.

Alice Rivlin, in assessing the success of evaluation in governmentally
funded social action programs, poinis out that considerable progress has been
made in identifying probleins and in assessing impact on target groups, but
very little progress has been made in comparing more effective programs with
less effective programs. Kermit Gordon in the foreward to Rivlin’s book
states, “We are not likely to discover more eifective ways until we conduct
systematie experiments with different wayvs of delivering social services, and
analyze the results.”™' *

Svstematic analysis and recording of results in a final report will not
change the imperfect state of the art of evaluation in library training and
programming, but it will provide a body of data for use by olher training
directors planners, so that success factors can be utilized in other training
vfforls, and tested as to viability in a different environment. We may thus
avoid testing the same theories over and over again, with each project hailed
as an innovative new technique.

Of probably greater long range significance is that the data be used to
effect change in library education. The success of the federally funded library
training program rests largelyv on the degree of impact it could have on library
education and the library profession in general.

' *Michael P. Brooks, “The Community Program and Applied Research™ in
Readings in Ecaluation Research. (Sage, New York, 1971}, p. 60-61.
"*Herbert C. Schulberg and Frank Baker, “Program Evaluation Models
m:A _n_z. Implementation of Research Findings”, Ibid, p. 77.
Alice M. Rivlin, Systematic Thinking for Social Action (Washington:
Brookings Institution, 1971}, p. viii.
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X.Practical Applications

The preceding section asks library trainers to share their knowledge so that
others may benefit. In this section and in the Appendix we are attempting to
follow this advice by including three articles that are intended to be specific
and thus helpful to persons who are in the process of adapting planning and
evaluation theory to their particular situation.

All three authors have worked with librarians in a variety of training
situations to improve long range planning and evaluation lechniques in
libraries. Dr. Hudspeth, Director of Educational Development, College of
Pharmacy at Ohio State, worked with state agency staffs in an extended Title
iIb Institute on statewide library planning as did Dr. Eye and Dr. Walker. Ken
Eve was a major presenter and consultant for two of the Leadership Training
Institute workshop sessions in 1972-73.

.
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Delphi Forecasting for
Long Range Library Planning

DeLavne R. Hudspeth

Long range librarv planning capability must increasingly be developed to
¢nable librarians to identifly the chatlenges which lie ahead, to develop a
madern philosophical base upon which to justify operation and to prepare
the profession for leadership in an age of rapid change.

The Delphi technique is a methodology which systematicaily uses intuition
to plan for the future. It is a process for eliciting and refining the opinions of
individuals derived {from a series of “events” about plausible activities or
occeurrences in the future, |

Originallv, Delphi was used as a technological forecasting method to try to
determine when and under what conditions certain kinds of technology
would become viable. More recently, the Delphi technique has been used for
social Torecasting. Long range planning of this sort typically is less precise and
involves *“‘softer” variables than do intuitive judgments concerning technoiogy
and science. For long range library planning the Delphi is particularly
appropriate when it is used in such a way that a variety of public segments
can be tapped for their view of the future and the consensus, or lack thereof,
with respect Lo their values and desire for library service.

Especially, as library resources grow tighter, the problems of growth must
be considered in terms of comprehensive and long range considerations of
library goals. Further, as libraries have moved into receiving federal funds and
dollars from a variety of sources, they are being held increasingly accountable
for the processes they use and the products they proclaim.

Advantlages of the Methodology

The Delphi forecasting technique is an iterative questionnaire designed to
measure consensus with respect to plausibie events of the future. There are
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several reasons why the Delphi technique is usefui for library planning. Delphi
altlows library planners the luxury of some ambiguity while, at the same time,
providing data about the degree of consensus with respect to library options.
The nalure of this consensus (in terms of “tight” agreement vs. veryv little
agreement) supplies valuabie information about a map of the future. Delphi
offers librarians reasonably precise data inot to be confused with accuracy;
only time can provide an answer as to whether a given judgment was
accurate} and has certain additional advantages in its data collection format.

These advantages are two-fold. The first is thal the questionnaire allows an
expert Lo express an opinion in a threal-free cnvironment. That is. it reduces
the probability that polarity occurs because of face-to-face confrontation. As
library operations grow more complex {eg.. TTY networks, computerized
retrieval systems, new microform systems, etc.), it becomes increasingly
important that members of these specialized support systems be able to
provide this information about the future without polarizing opinions based
on their specialty and their hope for ther own professional interests.

The second advantage is that Delphi is suited for displaving a wide range of
events, Although specific links between singular events and a composite
picture of the future are best done with techniques other than Delphi, this
forecasting procedure nevertheless allows for a wide range of topics to he
considered within some broad objective. Especially . with social forecasting, it
is important that seemingly far-out events be considered within the construet
of potential library utilization so that long range planning can include those
synergy points which oceur when new expectations arise (ie., cable
television microfilm) or when new social expectations develop (such as the
Right-to-Read program).

In summary. the Delphi forecasting techinique altows the librany planner
the option of dealing with futuristic events with a panet of “experts” to
determine the degree of consensus ahout the plausibility of these cvents
oceurring in the future. Data collected with this instrument ecan nclude
parameters of time, value, probable oceurrence, price. lechnological
feasibilits . and almost any set of conditions for which experts can apply a
numeric s alue.

Disadvantage of Delphi

Althovgh Delphit can provide some hueristie insights to the person or
group administering the instrument, one major disadvantage must be pointed
out. A Delphi forecast. only provides consensus data concerning expert
opinion with respeet to a series of events, in some future time frame. The
Delphi process does nol in any way provide thos logical or causal links
conceriting the relationship befreeenn the Deiphi events (as the Belphi ix
traditionaly used). Caution must be exercised in not anticipating that the
data obtaned can be pilugged directly into the decision making process,
Although the data can be useful in resource allocation, determining traming
rrograms. deciding on facihitics, ot development of an orerall future prweture
is probably best done with other procedures such as contextural mapping or
even scenario wriling.
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The Focus Delphi

Investigators using traditional Delphi studies have selected their “‘experts™
using a variely of means. The number and quality of the author’s publication
is an index to his expertness. National reputation within their discipline is
another index and is sometimes determined simply by telephoning other
experts in the field and polling their opinions, thereby using similar experts as
a panel of judges.

Especially in social forecasting, however, | argue that “expertness™ might
be determined by the role which an individual plavs with respect Lo the
svstem being eonsidired. For example. there is no one more expert at being a
patron in a library than a person who is a patron. If information provided by
a typical patron is essential to long range library planning in that the patron
can accepl or reject a planned innovation, then it becomes extremely
important that patrons provide data to iong range planners. Similarly, if
future planning involves federal funding, then it is logical that someone who
knows and can intuit about federal funding procedures be used to  forecast
the future of those resources.

In short, we are usually concerned in futuristic planning with a system. A
system can be  viewed as having input, thruput. output and some
suprastructure within which the svitem operates. People play different roles
within a system and can provide the planner with essential data. based on
their role, in terms of what if valued. what they will support, use. reject, ete.
Mfferences between groups is extremely valuable planning data.

If the major function of the long range planning is lo clearhy explore
alternatives to traditional libran practice. then il is necessary to analyze the
levels of consensus of groups within the system. Where traditional Delphi
tends o force consensus, the Focus Delphi is typically used to discover
where -or where not-- consnsus exists. Knowledge of the dilferences of
opinion held by those with different roles within a system is valuable for the
poticy maker; identifying disagreements might lead to one kind of long range
ptan: identifving areas of agreement (all sectors having agreed as ta when an
event might occur and to its potential value) would lead Lo another kind of
planning strategn. In short, where traditional Delphi atlempts 10 use one
panel of experts to arrive at the degree of consensus by which a given
technological innovation will oceur and when this technological innovation
might impact on other events, the Focus Delphi tends to consider the
complex nature of sociil foreeasting and to measure the degree of consensus
within and between the social svstem for the purpose of long range social
planning. ’

Determining Events

There are several wayvs in which events can be chosen for inclusion in the
Delphi study. The first and most ecommonhy used is that the parel of experts
are invited to submit eight or ten “*most plausible events in the future which
impact upon libraries.”™ Tvypically, this hst of evenis is rlurned to the
investigator, cut apart and sorted into logical topic arvas. Tyvpicallv, 1210 15
topics will emerge from the concerns and interests of the experts. Fither
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composites of these events or representative statements are drawn from each
topic pile and formatted into the Delphi questionnaire.

Another way of determining events is to search the literature using future
oriented criteria and compile evenls as represented in the literature.
Frequently, minimal training and relatively unsophnticated individuals can
perform this searcn and determine a surprising number of future oriented
events which can be used in a Delphi.

Under ecither condition, it is possible for the investigator to write and
insert his own events based on the function the Delphi is to serve. Ideally,
both procedures are used and the results tabulated to see if there is a
significant difference between what the authors are purporting and "v7 % .
experts in the field are postulating concerning a reasonable ¢ Laie of affairs in
the future.

Once the events are edited and displayed (and uwsually it will take
respondents from 60 to 90 minutes to adequately cover 40 to 50 evenls),
then the questionnaires are sent out for the first “pass.” Typically, rather
simple estimates are called for in the first pass such as an estimate at some
level of probability as to when the event will occur, plus perhaps some
numerical estimate as Lo the value of this event vis-a-vis the individual, the
institution or the profession,

Once the data has been analvzed. the second round goes out for the
purpose of cliciting the consensus of the experts. The inlerquartile ranges Gr
the date estimates from all responses could be tabulated and displaved to
participants on the second round with an invitation to change their prediction
if they desire. In addition, if their estimates were outside the interquartile
range. they might be asked to state a reason for retaining iheir estimate.
During the second round, participants could also be asked to state briefly
whether they felt the “eonsequence™ of an event to be desirable or
undesirable.

In the third round, the interquartile ranges from round 2 could be
displayed and a similar reestimation solicited (typically, the most cansensus
in terms of date estimates oceur between the second and third rounds). In
addition, participants could be asked to state briefly what they might do lo
or retard the accounts of the current events based on their
assessment of whether this event was aluable or detrimental to the
functioning of a library operation.

enhance

Analysis of Data

Deriving conclusions from data to “prove’ a hvpothesis, is obviously an
impossible task with respect to future events. Insteac, the data profiles from a
Deiphi forecast should be viewed as Jdimulus tor long range planning. A
number of guidelines can be used in examiming the data obtained from the
Delphi. Essentially, these consists of the followng:

1. What 1, the time estimate’? What js the relationship of this time
estimate to precedent and antecedent events which relate 1o the
event in guestion?

2. What i< the degree of consensus within the total group (a narrow
versus a wide spread of estimated datesy?

3. Is this consensus of the total group or are there significant
differences within cerfain subgroups? Can these subgroups be
viewed as advocates or decision makers for the event in question?

4. Both broadlv and narrowly, what are the interrelationships of the
cveni in question to other events? Do the data, including
statements to enhance or retard an event, indicate that they wilt
be an advocate group? Are the advocate group estimates tight or
broad with respect to time estimates, advocacy procedures and
value assessments?

5. Has there been a significant shiff ir time estimales between the
first and third rounds of the Delphi? Viewed in light of the value
assessment and the forecast range of dates, is any particular
subgroup more amenable to discussion concerning their actions
which might enhance or retard the development of a particular
event?

Conclusion

The value of data collected with a procedure like the Delphi is not that it
provides information for a certain future (although this is possible with a
tightly structured instrument), as much as to let the libraryv planner project
himself into the minds of the people regarding a pattern of events which
could occur in the future. As decisions are thrust upon planners with
increasing rapidity, it becomes absolutely essential that these planners
understand the broad gestait of a rapidly moving world in order that decisions
and planning be made from the broadest base possible. One way to obtain
this broad l.ase is to look at the plausible events which might impact upon
libraries and then through a series of forecasts examine the options which are
feasible so that when the time comes to make a set of decisions. these
decisions are made with respect not only to the primary consequences but to
the secondary and tertiary effects.

During ancient times {sav. 5@ years ago), it was possible to begin a
program and judge that program based upon its immediate consequences. As
we are subject to exponential change, that is no longer possible. We must
make decisions based not only on the question “Will the operation succeed?”
but on the much more important question “What happens if we are
suceessful?”

Summary

The Delphi forecasting procedure is a very useful, relatively inexpensive
instrument for obtaining consensus about events in the future. Daia from this
instrument can be used both in terms of making decisions and as a
pedagogical or “mind expanding™ tool. Delphi can be of considerable utility
in developing aiternatives for library planners so that they are not shocked by
some event in the future and find themselves unable o rationally consider the
options thrust upon them in a rapidly changing world.
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Twenty Evaluation Principles

Ken Eye and Jerry Walker

The following {twenty general evaluation principles were developed by Dr.
Jerry Walker and Dr. Ken Eye, both of the Ohio State University. The intent
is to introduce a mind set for people applying, often for the first time,
evaluation in the field. The principles are general guides Lo help the evaluator
apply the notions of evaluation to situations specific . . . We have done the
easy part . . . it is for you, the real experts, to apply the ideas to the real
worid. The twenty principles are separated into the four CIPP tvpes of
evajuation; however, there is no intention of “selling” the CIPP framework,
for the concepts applv to other evaluation models as well. The illustrations
are simpie memory aids that Jerry and Ken use so we can “operationalize and
implement the overarching conceptual frameworks” and other assorted
jargon.

Thus, it must be kept in mind that the simple general principles apply to
very complex processes designed to provide derision-making data to
decision-makers. We have oversimplified, but have not misrepresented the
contert, yet we sometimes fear that the complexity of applying principies to
the real world will be lost in cour simple illustrations. We feel that to live om
these principles will be difficult, somelimes risky, and if applied will result in
a new breed of people attacking old problems in new ways to help create a
better future. The authors are pragmatic idealists who have great faith in the
ability and will of library people to work toward more viable alternative
futures, and we offer these notions as a part of the mind-set necessary to
create a better Tomorrow out of Now. For if we don’t do it, who will?

N
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Context Evaluation Principles

i. Anomaly—A-normal; something ain’t right. Evaluation is costly and
difficult, thus use it first where the need is greatest, and if time and
resources are avaiiable, apply it to lesser problem areas later.

2+2=3 Needs Evaluation Now
2+2=35 Evaluate Next
2+2=4 Evaluate Maybe Later

2. Assumptions—Evaluators and decision-makers always have assumed
constraints and values that affect perceptions; the assumptions need to be
expressed openly and understood by both the evaluators and the
decision-makers served; if this is not done consciously, it is unlikely to be
donerand the consequences of conscious or unconscious hidden agendas
are nearly always negative.

Round/Fiat Worlders

“Let’s go for a boat ride.”
“Okay. How far?”
“Oh, as far as we can go.”

3. Objectives # Goals—Objectives do not equai Goals, however, they are
rationally related in a hierarchy. Objectives are finite and concrete, and
Goals are value laden; thus, the accomplishment of Objectives is rationai
evidence of a high probability that Goals have been achieved, or at least
approached to some degree.

24

Goal and Objective Hierarchy

&~ Behavioral Objectives
or
Task Specifications

4. Compatible Ends—Overall system continuity is achieved or increased when

the focus or efforts of all the system paris are directed toward common
purposes. The output of a system is the vector sum of the parts.

»+6
l.ﬂ —
= +&
“/+M
State Library S +6
City Main Library > +4
City Branch Library H——9 2 = +12

5. No Irrational Decisions -For both evaluator and decision-maker “mental

health™, it should be assumed that peopie do nol make irrational decisions,
rather, often other people have data we do not; thus, the evaluation data
so carefully and objectively obtained by the evaluator may secmingly be
ignored when in fact the decision-maker has other data that must control
the final decision.
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Chris Columbus , Helmsman 2. Interactive—All parts of a system affect all other parts to some degree; any
change in means or ends should be examined for second, third, etc. order
effects.

. . Second Order
Ache

“Sail West.” *“But sir, my data . . .”

Input Evaluation Principles 3. Consider Alternatives—Systematic consideration and analysis of alterna-

tives increases the chances of a “best” choice in the particular situation.
1. Suboptimization—This notion is that to optimize the overall system. each fvesn .

part must sub-optimize; the overall system will only reach its greatest
potential if all the parts reach less than theirs; thus, systems optimize only

when subsystems compromise. OBJECTI VES

If paris were optimized, and Total Optimized MI 1 3 5 0 -1 8
nol compromised: System:
E 5 5 4 1 1 16 «—Best Bet
Al 3 0 1 2 0 6
N 1 4 2 0 0 5
3 0 0 5 5 0 10
CRITERIA: 1) resources
Z) time Rate on 1—5 scale
3) politics
etc.

4. Strategy, then Design—Folks often begin to think in terms of low level
design details before the overall strategy is fully considered; Think Goals,
then Strategy, and then specific enabling Design; the three interactive,

Tl

£, 25




thus, when a design is finally selected, one must re-cycle the process o
insure the Design derived in fact supports the Strategy and Goals.

1 2 3
roal . Strategy . Design
A— B Fly Delta 707
Bus Greyhound
Car
Walk
Hitehhike
Horse
Bike H
ete. etc.

5. Probabalistic--Consider the universe Lo be based on probability rather than
absolute truth and certainty: optimum actions do not guarantee, rather,
they onlv increase the odds of success. Thus, our traditional concepts of
truth and certainty must be translated into terms of high or low, or
increased or decreased, probability. —

Certamnty = 5:1 adds

e,

Process Evaluation Principles

1. Anticipate Antecedents-To reach a Goal one should ask, “*whal must
come before that?”, and then “Before that?’” until the future event is
projected back to now: that is, a pucker must preceed a kiss.

T

Now T Fut

TN N W N G
Set Gel Get

Signature

Send Get

Gioals Data Budge! 8

. . onvacation,

Sorry.
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2. Timeliness—Evaluation data must get to decision-makers in time to be
useful; evaluators have no “‘morning after pill.”

L5 O

(313

“But I'm only one minute late!

3. Efficiency—Time and resources are limited, thus they must be used wisely.
For example, relalive to data collection, gather only that which will be
used from as few sources as necessary to get reliable, valid, and timely
data. Thus, ask the right sources the right questions at the right time in the
right way as few times as possible.

DATA NEEDED

0O Literature _ _
_
1

u Experls

R Users %

X
C law _ X X
X

o

1. Recycling Readiness--As decision points are approached, it is possible to
gel ready to decide, particularly if the decision Lo be made is clear cut and
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the data leans heavily toward one alternative; or if the decision choice is
not obvious one can begin to think about “what if?” relative to the
expected choices. This process helps create a surprise free future; surprise
birthday parties are more fun than surprise 50% staff cuts.

inadequate $

Now _w w IW \EV —p Adequate $
anticipation _
E-u.—-.m No %« SO

stop

5. Goal Drift- Over a period of Lime initial Goals and even Objectives tend to
drift as everday processes and pressures cloud our desired ends. For
example, social goals or stated program ends often are shifted to a lower
priority as re-funding becomes more critical, which then lessens the
probability of Lhe oulcomes warranting being refunded: age oid

problem . . . money over what matters.
Goal: Easy to Public Access open tidy
to Materials shelves tables

\

xn_smﬁ_

shelves

Keep Library Neat
and Tidy

moessy
tables

Product Evaiua‘ion Principles

1. Logic Links The lmes between levels in a Goal and Objective aierarchy
are by definition logical. Thus, based on logic, one must accep! that if the
Objectives are met. the Goals are therefore to some degree met: furthes,
the meeting of Objectives does not prove Goals have been met . . . oniy the
probability of Goal attainment has been increased.

GOALS

A4\

SUB-GOALS

/ /T INAN

OBJECTIVES

Logic
Links

0
therefore B=G
Jd

2. Consider All Consequences—Outcomes or any action should be analyzed
for unintended consequences. For example, if an objective is to increase
library use from 10% to 90% of the potential users, it might be necessary
to increase the budget by 300%, and such a jump on a tax levy would
likely result in defeat, and thereby jeopardize the ongoing program lor the
107 plus potential new users for several years.

Broken
Window
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3. Share and Learn—Sharing has two dimensions: internal and external. First,

what happens this year should be considered in next year's internal an wal
plan. And other systems and people will profit by our success or failures if
we will share data, and vis-a-vis. Secrecy perpetuates reinvention of the
wheel, often with one flat side.

OTHER FOLKS

7 NN

Long
Range 5 vylear progijram
Program
Annual H\h\h \H ﬁ\
Plans ~

AP » AP »AP_ 3 AP

/ v/t \ -\q

OTHER SYSTEMS

1. Avoid Overkili—Too much or too complex data is inefficient, if not

detrimental: use a =10 hook for a =10 fish, and a 22 hook for a =2 fish.
1) Sim:ple Question:
“id literacy increase?™
2) Intermediate Question:
“How much did each person change and at what rate?”
3) Complex Question:
“What variables caused the most change?”

The statistical horsepower needed to answer question 3) is wasted if
applied to question 1), and the data needed for question 1) will not
adequately answer guestion 3}.

. There Are No Negative Findings-—Data is a fact. it is neither good or bad,

or positive or negative, until people apply value criteria. The evaluator
should supply facwual data upon which value judgements can then be made
by decision-makers. Thus, if an objective is ta increase night use of a
library by 257, the evaluator shouid report the facts, say the increase was
187 or 387 .. .itis for the decision-maker to decide if the finding reflects
a positive or negative condition, for maybe a funding cut had happened
and 187 is the best news since the printing press. . . .
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0% 25%

Increase

50% 5%

/

>,

call ’em like

it is

The above principles are guides to a mind set. They overlap and interact,
and can be applied to management as well as evaluation tasks. And one of the
great evaluation problems is clear-cut role definition, for few systems can
afford a person to act only as an evaluator. In the real wor'd you may wear
evaluator, administrator, decision-maker, and worker hats at different times
or sometimes simultaneously, and to confuse any one with another will
confuse them all. Thus, do your best Lo separate the roles and functions as
you go about gathering and processing data upon which vou ot others will
base decisions. And in conclusion, it must be recognized that evaluation will
neither lessen nor even simplify your decision-making tasks, nor will
evaluation data provide absolute concrete answers; and it must never be

forgotten that:

The Purpose of Evaluation

\.w;l

et e

Is Not to Prove
But to Improve.
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APPENDIX

Project Process Monitoring
System for Work Activities

Ken Eye

This process monitoring feedback system is designed to provide process
data feedback to a Project Director, Unit Heads and staff. The data is
primarily quantitative, relative to time line adherance although the Monitor
can ask quality questions if necessary. The system has several advantages: 1)
simple operation, 2) keeps a sequential longitudinat process record, 3)
requires little time to operate, 1) disseminates progress data simply to Project
Directors, Unit Heads, and staff 5) no great technical skill is needed by the
Monitor to operate, 6) no great technical knowledge is needed by the Monitor
in the conterit area being monitored, and 7ithe system projects short.range
activities. In the large project that had several hundred scope of work
activities being monitored in which the author developed. tested. and used
the monitoring system, total staff time :.m::dn. including typing, for each
¢vele varied from 4 Lo 8 hours: and Unil Head interview time was never more
than 15 ta 30 minutes, including coffee and chit-chal. Thus, the cost-henefit
ratio is low,

fhe following will outline the sequence of moniloring  activities
referencing to sample monitoring forms at conclusion of article.

Goals, Objectives and the Scope of Work

[1 is assumed the project has a writlen hierarchy of Goals and (bjectives
upon which a Scope of Work can be developed for each Objective. Writlen
Goals and Objectives are not necessary to oporate the monitoring svstem,
however, it seems rather pointless Lo closely monitor an activily for which the
end product(s) or processies) are not specified.

The Scope of Work is a statement of what aclivities will occur between
what times relative to a specific Objective. The Scope of Work 1) should be as
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detailed as necessary to reflect ectual and realistic activity and time estimates,
and 2) it should have slippage time buill in to allow for unexpected delays,
the amount depending on past experience,

Note that each Scope of Work item can be used to develop budget
allocations to document expected and than actual costs. Also note that the
Scope of Work items can be broken down further into an operational task
analysis in which specifie personnel and resource allocations can be specified.
Thus, both the Project Director and the staff will have a gwide for dailv or
weekh task assignments,

(See Sample 1 for a Goal, Objective, and Scope of Work.)

Making the Forms

The first monitoring task is to make several forms. First, from the Scope
of Work make a Masier Scope of Work Time Line for the appropriate time
span, It will be best to make up a blank Master from which copies can be
made. and on the working copies put on the time line for each Scope of Work
item. Thep the filled in Master Scope of Work Line can be disseminated to all
persons invalved.

(See Sample 2 for a Master Scope of Work Time Line that has been filled in.)

The second monitoring task is to make scope of Work Monitoring Forms.
Again, make a blank master from which copies can he made to fill in. It is
important to pote that a filled 1n Seope of Work Monitoring Form must be
made for each page of the Scope of Work, and on the individual Monitoring
Forms< the Scope of Work activity number is placed in the left column of the
Monstorning Form to correspond with the placement of the scope of work
activity on the Scope of Work page. Thus, for each monitoring period there
will be a Scope of Work Monitoring Form that mayv be placed side-by-side
with each page of the projeet Scope of Work . . . the page-hv-page ilem
correspondence allowes for fast and easy filling oul of the Monitoring Forms
ard provede < a simple means to file the data, which will be noted later.

iSee Sample 3 for a Seope of Work Monitorng Form that corresponds to the
~ample Seope of Work in Sample 1))

Preliminary Administrative Decisions

The third step i< for the Monitor or Evaluator, or the Project Director is he
ar she happens, to senve both functions, to decide which Scope of Work
activities are to be monitored. In small  projects all activities can be
monittored, bul in large propcts onlv the important milestones need be
monitored. For example, i the sample Seope of Work in Sample 1, the
Prop-ct Dirnctor mian choose to monitor activities 3 5.7, 8 9 and 11, or
possiblv andy activities 5.9 and 11 would be ~elocted.

The Tourth \tep s for the Projeet Dircetor to specify how often the Scope
of Wark activities need to be manitored. The time span wlected will depend
on the oserall span of the project, the eriticalness of the activity being on
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time_ the turn around time necessary to make activity adjustments once
feedback data is obtained. and the time and resources available for the
monitoring task. Here it will be assumed that the time selected was the 15th
of each month,

Once the monitoring activities and dates are specified, the fifth step is to
note them on the Master Scope of Work Time Line . . . a check mark or =“x™
inred ink can be used to highlight the important activities and dates.

tSee Sample 2, where activities have been identified with a check mark for
the month of February.)

Once the decision is made the Project Director should alert the staff
imvclved of when and how the process monitoring is to be carried out . . . and
it would be a good idea if staff members were in on as much of the
decision-making as possible so folks would both feel a part of the operation
and would know what to expect. And at this time each staff member should
receive a filled in Master Scope of Work Time Line on which is noted the
asverall project monitoring scheduled from which each individual can note the
items relevant to them. This keeps the whole staff informed of the work flow
of other people and units, and shows how each task fits into the whole.

Doing it

The sixth step is the actual inonitoring. First| the Monitor notes by circling
the activity number on eack page of the Scope of Work Monitoring Form the
activities that are to be monitored: this data can be taken from the Master
Scope of Work Time Line, going down the month column to note items
checked for monitoring at any time during the month (See Sample 2. for the
month of February.)

On the 15th of each month the monitor interviews cach Unit Head or
person designated to report. The interviewer places page-by-page the Seoape of
Work Monitoring Form beside the corresponding Scope of Work page and
asks the following:

1. *Did you complete the work specified during the previous two weeks?™

2. *Did vou begin work specified during the previons two weeks?™

3. Do you expect to complete the work specified during the next two

weeks?”
1. "Da you expeet to hegin work specified during the next two weeks?”
5. "Have you started or compicted, or oxpect to start, activities not
specified in the Seope of Work? ™
40 H any answers are no” for questions 1-1 above, the monitor then asks:
b) for new dates. 2) for the reasons for the change, and 3) w hat are the
expreted conseguences of the detay?
Alb of the ainfermation is noted on the Scope of Work Monitoring Farm
by the monitor, This process is repeated page-by -page for cach item to
be monitored.
8. At this time the Unit Head van relay to the Project Director, or vis-a-vis,
any other information about needs. opportunities. or problems that

-]
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be:ar on the Scope of Work, and the Monttor can include this data in his
or her report to tire Project Director.

tSee Sample . for a filled in Monitoring Form for the month of February,
1971,

There are other strategies for gathering the data. For example, cach Unit
Head could be given the Monitoring Forms to be filled out and returned to
the Project Dircetor or Monitor on the 15th of cach month or the Unit head
could receive several months supply of Monitoring Forms to be submitted on
the 15th of the month. However, the intenview strategy is most likelv to
produce data on Lime everv time, and data analysis is easier if only one person
does the recording . . . usually a person can read his or her own writing, and
typing is not necessary.

Data Analysis and Reporting

The seventh step is for the monitor to analvze the collected data. In so
doing 2 number of tasks need be done: First, using a colored line. a progress
line is drawn in on the Master Scope of Work Time Line to represent the
progress data regorted for each Scope of Work activity,

tSee Sample 5, tor a filled in Master Scope of Work Time Line for the monty
of Februany, 1971,

Second, the Manitor notes eritical activities that are not on time and that
will disrupt the projct work flow.

Third, the monitor files each page of the Scope of Work Monitoring Form
behind the corresponding page of the Scope of Work in a master file. As this
process is reprated monthly a longitudinal record of the work flow will be
compiled for cach item in the overall project Scope of Work.

Fourth, the monitor gives the Projector Dircetor 1) a copy of the
up-to-date Master Scope of Work Time Line with the progress line drawn in
2y a report of items fikely to disrupt the work flow, and 3} possibiy makes
recommendations of how personnel or other resources 2an be reallocated to
help make up for the noted diserepanceies ., . this report also can be filed with
cach unit’s Scope of Work, or it can be filed separately in a cummulative
report file,

And Then . ..

The entire process is repeated perodically or as often as needed, for in
crtical Limes the monitoring schedule can be moved up 1o daily, weekiy, or
bi-monthiv without disrupting the monttoring svstem.

A Master Seope of Work Time Line can be codrally posted to inform all
staff members of project progress ., . thin tends to keep andividual units from
losing sight of where they fit in to the overall effort. Alvo, it is always
possible to revise the project Seope of Work and the Master Scope of Work
Time Line in keeping with changes that may occeur, for if one unit falls

LS
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behind it will possibly effect some or all of the other units unless corrective
action is or can be taken.

There are a variety of ways the monitoring data can be used. First, the
Project Director will be informed about overall or individual unit work flow:
second, the Project Director can reallocate personnel and other resources to
adjust work flow: third, the Unit Heads can be kept informed of how thev are
progressing relative to the overall effect by having the up-to.date Master
Scope of Work Time Line posted centrally, or they may monthlv receive a
copy of the report that the Monitor gives to the Project Director: fourth, the
longitudinal data can be a source for reporting Scope of Work changes to
funding sources such as the federal government come quarterly report or
refunding proposal time: and fifth, the data provides a historical process
record should the effort be transported to be replicated by staff at another
site.

A Philosophical PS

It is important that the monitoring process be open and non-threatening to
staff members: thus, the styvie of administration of the Project Dircctor is
eritical. The data should not be used as a hasis for personnel assessiment, for
that wouid severelv limit staff’ willingness to report delays . . . for the purpose
of the feedback syvstem is to give on-line process data to correct process
discrepancies quickly so that competent people can do a good job better. The
purpose of the process evaluation feedback syvstem is not to prove. but o
improve.

B 31
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X Sample Formats For the Project Monitoring System
N

1. Sample Goal, Objective, and Scope of Work

- e e ey

GOAL 1:  To develop an evaluation training package for new Project
Directors.

OBJECTIVE 1: To conduct an initial field test of the prototype Lrain-
ing package.

SCOPE O WORK

Activities Start  Complete
1. Identify 5 experienced Project Directors 1-1.74  1-5-74
2, Identify 5 new Project Directors 1-1-74  1.5-71
r 3. Telephone the 10 Project Directors 1871 1974 ’

(1 & 2 above) to get their cooperation

4. Develon field tesi directions letter and 1-8.74 1-10-74
reproduce 15 sets of materials

i 5. Mail materials to the 10 Project Directors 1-11-74 1-11-74
wb.  Make follow-up telephone calls to 10 1-19-74 1-19-74
1 Project Directors
: 7. Analyze field test returns 1-.23.74 1.27- 11
i
‘ 8. Rewrite training materials package 1.30-74 2.28.74
‘ 9.  Conduct second field test if necessary, 3-1-74 42174
|
> 10. (Etc. for other activities) 1.10.74 6-30-74

11. (Etc. for other activities) 2-15-74 9-15-74




2.

Sample Master Scope of Work Time Line

MASTER SCOPE OF WORK TIME LINE — 1974

Goal 1, Objective 1

JAN.

FEB.

MAR.

4
APRIL

MAY

JUNE

JULY

AUG.

SEPT.

OCT.

10

NOV.

11

DEC.

12

10

11




¥e

f

)
i
-
L4
-

3.  Sample Scope of Work Monitoring Form

Goal 1

Objuctive 1

SCOPE OF WORK MONITORING FORM: January 1, 1974--December 31, 1974

Momitoring Date

ON TIME

IF “NO"

REASONS FOR CHANGE

Beginning

Completion

New Dates

Yes

No

Beginning Completion

(Use Back of Page if Needed)

10

11




4. Sample filled in Scope of Work Monitoring Form for the month of February, 1974

Goal | SCOPE OF WORK MONITORING FORM: January 1, 1974-December 31, 1974
Objective 1 Monitoring Date
ON TIME IF“NO” REASONS FOR CHANGE
Beginning Completion New Dates ’
Use Back of Page if Needed
Yes NO B«EinningL Completion
1 [
| s
|
! i
| 1
: |
L2 |
o |
Co 1 |
I
|
5
6 |
7
8 ‘/
9
e
10 ./ / ‘ //zotjﬁ £20 @K
y / 2« Qhagg mmsmber. 0y Lot
Pta wt ot he made
. AP o,
on




5.  Sample filled in Master Scope of Work Time Line for the month of February, 1974
MASTER SCOPE OF WORK TIME LINE — 1974
!
I 2 3 5 6 7 9| 10 1] 12
Goal 1, Objective 1 JAN. | FEB. | MAR. [APRIL | MAY {JUNE |JULY | AUG. |SEPT. .OCT. [NOV. |DEC.

] 110 15 M

2 1l 15 i

3 18enl 9

| m

1 12110 “” |

5 1.11.1 11

6 119119

&

7 1 23129 |

I

8 1 30 o 228

9 31 131 _

10 110 630

1 R 815 _.

H

!

i
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Forms and Guides Now inUse
at Library Schools

and Training Institutes
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CASE WESTERN RESERVE UNIVERSITY
School of Library Science

Field Work Evaluation

Student Date

Agency

Supervisor

Please describe the strengths of the student and the areas where improvement is needed with regard to:

Competence in performing responsibilities assigned—

b - Relatic nships with staff and with users of the service—

Dependability, responsibility, reliability—




Urban Services Program
School of Library Science
Case Western Reserve University

Field Work Guidelines

The nain purposes of the student’s field experience are to enable him to observe and learn:

the general as well as the unique characteristics of this community;

the information and service sources and needs of this community, including the library;

the way in which a special project based on the student’s knowledge of II and III can enhance both library and
agency effectiveness

Community profile
Al

We hope the student will have an opportunity to:

1. review existing community studies

2. study census and other demographic data

3. identify agencies and services

4. become acquainted with schools

5. learn other sources of contact and information

*“hat community planning/problem-solving groups and/or problematic social situation can the student staff,
co-staff or or observe on a regular basis?

Can there be other learning opportunities for the student such as orientation, staff meetings, contact with
other community welfare agencies or groups, contacts with individuals, contact with other institutional groups
or representatives, study or research projects?

III. Role and Performance as a student

A.
B.

C.

D.

Ability to look at one’s own performance objectively
Reference to professional reading and class discussion
Promptness and other indications of self-discipline

Careful preparation of roles for discussion and review

IV. Professional potential

A.
B.
C.

NOTE:

Interest in and empathy with individuals
Understanding and support of community goals
Imaginative grasp of opportunities—and limitations—of professional role in community

A checklist based on the above guidelines will be prepared for use in evaluation of the field experience.
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School of Library Science
CASE WESTERN RESERVE UNIVERSITY

Supplementary Field Work Guidelines — Spring, 1973

From February through May, 1973, the Seminar in Modern Urban Library Service is devoted to the role of
librarian as educator. It deals with the planning, implementing, and evaluation of educational programs involving
children, young adults and adults, By “educational programs” we are speaking of a very broad range of
activities—formal and informal—w hich have an educative goal.

Since the seminar and the field work are intended to be complementary, it is hoped that students will have the
opportunity to expand their experience in educational activities. To the extent that it is possible for the particular
library or agency, the following experiences would be desirable:

1.

o

Participating in planning meetings on the development of educational programs
a. with staff,

b. with community groups and/or potential program participants.

Observing a variety of educational program sessions.

Planning and implementing a program.

Evaluating a program and/or participating in evaluating meetings.
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FLORIDA STATE UNIVERSITY
SCHOOL OF LIBRARY SCIENCE

[ntern:

Faculty Comments: This is actually a two way form-can be used, with
slight modification, by student intern as well as field supervisor. For this
program, interns also keep brief diaries of their work experience. This
decreases the possibility of overlooking problems/opportunities tu be
discussed during on-site visits.

INTERNSHIP EVALUATION

COUNTY:

Last Name

Directing Librarian:

First Name

Principal:

School: —

Address:

PERSONAL AND PROFESSIONAL QUALITIES AFFECTING SUCCESS

Kev to Evaluation: 1. Inadequate
5. Superior N.O. (Not observed)

Personal:

Adaptability
— . Appearance
Voice usage
English usage
Enthusiasm
Initiative
—— Rapport
— Attitude toward criticism
Sense of humor
Cultural resources
Poise, self-confidence

Professional:

Technical knowledge
Knowledge of materials
Reading guidzice
Supervision of assistants
Assistance of facuity
Instruction in library usage
Curriculum development
Over-all school planning
—— Awareness of objectives of the
library in school
~mem Ability to lead in libeary
improvement in school
e Ability to interest pupils in
library materials and to
work with them
Potential

Evaluator:

2. Some success, but needs improvement 3. Average 4. Above average

1. Strengths of the intern

2. Criticisms, suggestions, recommendzations

3. Strengths of program planned for intern

4. Criticisms, supgestions, recommendations
for the program.

Check one:  Preliminary

Title:

Final

“Rev. July, 1972
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FLORIDA STATE UNIVERSITY

STUDENT INSTRUCTIONAL RATING SYSTEM FORM (REVISED)

{Adapted from Michigan State University SIRS Form)

Instructor Courae No Section Quarter  F W Sp Su 19
Cargim one
DIRECTIONS [ {2
L RIS CLIRCIE ISR S YOI I SN IN T SUPPURIPRVUNE TR SR L PLUNE LANNTA I { SOTR IO LN AN LA S A BT SA b you g!vggmn rew with the starement
Actersstine Frease et e DANRG Ny ctery Wit o feet do ot per ey T A& i yau ogres with the stotement
the coufse you e (hng Space 15 provedsd on INe feydrse sife of this form tor N you asither ogree oor doagree
frof-respoNse ems 4% weli 1 A DLonat commenty With a soft lead pencil respond D you disagree with the statement
to the tems Cedow asing the KEY printed on the ngnt <D you "".“. ]'[ ‘i“’,“ with the stotement
The instructor was enthusiashic when presentingcourse matenal ... .. ieocremcamccomccccccaaaan. 1 ga A N
The instructor seemed to be iNterested N tRACHING L. ... . e eiieeiicscnceamessescanescccsammaseaen- 2 gAa A ®
The instructor's use of examples or personal expenences hetped to get poINts acrossin ¢lass .. ___, 3 3a A ~
The instructor seemaed to bo concerned with wehether the students learned the matenal ... ... 4 ga  a o
You were interested in learning the course matenal 5 84 a 9w
You were generally attentive in class _ . ..o c...... emwnaes e me e mmmaAmmrmam—mtamseeseammaae 6 sa A N
You felt this coursechallenged you inteleCtually oo oo et ieiccccacissssmsnn i amanmane 7 sa A N
You have pecomemore competent inthis area due tothis COUrSe i cciivisusnanrracncans .8 sa A wn
The instructor encouraged studentsloexpressopinions _ L. e [N * BEY 7 R N
The instructor appedred receptive to new ideas and other SviewpOoInts .o iniiaan 10 ga A ‘N
The student had an opporturity to ask questions  __ ... e eeae e mrm e emeaaeemma 1. 38 a &
The instructor generally shmulated class ArSCUSSION .. i iieaicoi ccirivustsnsammansns mmmsemaneae 12. 84 a n
The instructor attempted to Cover too MUCh MAtENal . i acmeccccmocmccaaaen 13 84 a. N:
The instructor generally presented matenaltoorapidly o ooooecoioiiiiiiiminaaes e meessessanreteeesmnm 14 ga A N
The homework dssignments wete 1O T e cons. mang refadtive to therr contnbutbion 1o your )
understanding of the conrse mateanal . Treeeneneeaanaes ammmnsess 15 = A- .
You generally found the coverage of the topics in the assigned readingstooditticult .. ___._. 16 ga a W
The instructor appearedto relate the course concepts ina systematic manner _ o coiciunae.. 17 sa.  .a ~
The coursawas well OFGANIZET ... .. ... ieiaiamnssirussasasrmansnmmmmornmem oo ootoasssenns te-..18. 8 A, W
The course maternals appeared to be presented in logicat contentunits ... ... o immimaamaas 19 ga A .-
 Tnedirection of the course was adeauately OUTHNEA .. .. . i e imceucsecusccasescsnnccamcsmsannnnens 20. .o A~ N
Tris course made a sigmificant contribution to your overall personal educational objectives .. 21 sa A 9w
What perooentage of the course materdt ¢ overed do you tee! jou actually barnea” 2 a e
(a; mors than 905 by about B0 o1 abouat T0% 1 dbout BU% e s Than [219 L S v a
STUDENT BACKGROUND: select the most appropriate alternat:ve
Was this course required 1N your degre@ program? L. ... ieiierommemeouesaasassacmcoiocaimisssaaes 23 vax o
Are you a majorin the area 1in which this courses being taught? ... O DU~ JUE T g V-
Was this course recommended to you by anather student? ________ ... e mmnn [ 25 v mm.
How many other courses have you hag in this department? 1a) none (o) 1-2 (€) 3-4 (d) 56 (e) 7ormore ____ . .. 26 a 8 ¢
Whatis your overall GPA? (a) 2 2orless (012 3-2 5(¢) 2.6-2.9 (d) 30-33:e)34-40....... wemmane vreeese@T A B O
Whatgrade do you expect 1o recewve in thiscourse? ... hesmessmssmmecnnman wmmmassemmames heessimmmasacacses 28 A 8 £
Iterms 1 theough 15 below may be used to respond to items specified
OPTIONAL ITEMS: .\ 1ne instructor ¥ Do not overprint 10 this area v
1 3
3
3
.
3
3
3
.3
3
i J3
i 344
3
3
3
2

9990 0ROV QOO0 NI EORNTI DA

~886885885838

g nnm

9

» % B 2 b B A X

.

» 5 n B &

866888888488

FEET A R

42
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15,

16.
17,

18.

19.

Were you given a definite job assignment?

Do you know what was expected of you
this week?

Were the assignments that you were given
meaningful to you?

Were vour assignments professional?
Did the activities seem well planned?

Were the week’s activities overly-
structured?

Was the area coordinator helpful?

Do you think that the area coordinator
was sensitive to your needs?

Were conferences held with the
coordinator?

Were other members of the staff helpful?

Were work conditions (facilities, etc.)
satisfactory?

Do you understand the goals of this
week’s activities?

Do you think that these goals were
achieved?

Was the schedule satisfactory?

Do you recommend that the activities be
repeated for other interns?

Was the seminar meaningful?
Was the field trip meaningful?

Do you think that a concentrated period
in this particular subject area was necessary?

Are the goals of the concentrated program
clear to you?

Feedback Sheet

Yes

No

Fisk University

Comments
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INSTITUTE ON THE SELECTION, ORGANIZATION, AND
USE OF MATERIALS BY AND ABOUT THE NEGRO

Fisk University Library
June 15 — July 24, 1970

Assignments for Evaluation of the Institute

The twenty-five participants are asked to evaluate the full organization and
operation of the Institute on the Selection, Organization, and Use of
Materials By and About the Negro. The participants have been divided into
five groups consisting of five persons each. The chairman of each group
represents a library in which some of the major research resources on the
black man are found.

Each group will be responsible for evaluating the sessions for the weeks
indicated, for example, Group | will evaluate the sessions for the first week.
The chairman of each group will serve as recorder for the group. Written,
evaluative reports should be submitted to the Director of the Institute on the
Monday morning following the week of the group’s evaluation. Group V will
be responsible for evaluating sessions of the last two weeks of the Institute.

The chairman of each group will serve as members of the final Evaluative
Committee for the entire Institute. This committee should appoint its own
chairman. Suggestions, criticisms and comments given in the reports of the
five evaluation committees, including any remarks that the participants may
wish to add, shouid be considered. The report from this committee should be
given orally on the morning of the last day of the Institute, July 24, and
should be presented to the Director in written form.




COURSE EVALUATION INVENTORY
University of Indiana

Instructor Date:

Course .
Please be frank and objeclive in vour responses. Omit irrelevant items. Thank
you for your co-operation.

I. Student Self-Evaluation
1. The amount of work I did for this course was
verygreat 1 2 3 4 5 quite small
2. The quality of my work for this course was

. excellent 1 2 3 4 5 poor
3. w.mm. contribution to the class as a whole was
exceflent 1 2 3 4 5 poor

4. {learned from this course
. verymuch 1 2 3 4 5 very little
5. The subject matter, methods, or skills learned wiil be
. veryvuseful 1 2 3 4 5 useless
6. Dn the back of this sheet, write your evaluation of your own parti-
cipation and involvement in the work of this course.

II.  Instructor
1. ”::. instructor’s knowledge of the subject was

excellent 1 2 3 4 5 poor
8. The instructor expressed his ideas clearly

always 1 23 4 5 never
3. He avoided confusing or useless jargon

always 1 23 4 5 never

10. Hi- speaking ability (enunciation, volume, etc.) was
excellent 1 2 3 4 5 poor
11. Hi- treatment of students was
courteous 1 2 3 4 5 discourteous
12. The instructor was
overconfident1 2 3 4 5 too unsure
13. He was aware of students’ needs and difficulties
always 1 23 4 5 never
14. He was able to alleviate students’ difficulties
alwavs 1 23 4 5 never
15. He encouraged students to work independently
alwavs 1 2 3 4 5 never
16. His reaction to differences of opinion was
encouragementl 2 3 4 5 intolerance
. On the back of this sheet . indicate your opinions about the
instructor of the course,

—
-]
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Iil.

Iv.

Organization of classroom proceedings
18. The instructor was well-prepared

always 1 23 4 5 never
19. The basic concepts were clear and logicaily developed
always 1 2 3 4 5 never
20. The class was too-teacher too student-

dominated 12345 na:;:ﬁ.hn
21. The lectures were

[
[\
[
£
n

stimulating boring
22, The lectures were
informativen 1 2 3 4 5 wasteful
23. The discussions were a waste of time
always 1 2 3 4 5 never
24. The committee ;1ab work was a waste of time
always 1 23 4 5 never
25. The instructor covered the material
tooquickly 1 2 3 4 5 too slowly
26. His coverage of material was
too superficial 1 2 3 4 5 too technical
27. The class was most interesting at the
beginning 1 2 3 4 5 end

Requirements
28. The text, with respect to course objectives, was
relevant 1 2 3 4 5 irrelevant
29. The text was
too difficult 1 2 3 4 5 touoelementary
30. Reference materials were useful
always 1 23 4 5 never
31. The text was
up-to-date 1 2 3 4 5 outdated
32. The assignments were clear
always 1 23 4.5 never
33. The number of assignments was
toogreat 1 2 3 4 5 toosmall
34. The assignments were
too difficult 1 2 3 4 5 ioosimple
35. The assignments were necessary (not busywork)
alwavs 1 23 4 5 never

Evaluation
36. There was sufficient time for preparation for exams.papers

alwayvs 12345 never
37. The criteria for grading were clear in advance
always 1 2 3 4 5 never

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E\.



continuation of Course Evaluation Inventory Form
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38. The concepts emphasized on exams/papers were relevant
always 1 23 4 5 never
39. The number of exams/papers was
toogreat 1 2 3 4 5 toosmall
40. The exams/papers were
toolong 1 2 3 4 5-tooshort
41. The exams/papers were
toodifficuit 1 2 3 4 5 toosimple
42. The instructor graded fairly
always 1 2 3 4 5 never
43. The instructor returned papers promptly
always 1 23 4 5 never
Content
44. The subject matter was intellectually stimutating
always 1 23 4 5 never
45. The subject matter was
up-to-date 1 2 3 4 5 outdated
46. The course should be given to students who are
more advancedl 2 3 4 5 lessadvanced
47. Considering the credit-hours, the work required should be,
more 1 2 3 4 5 less
48. This course should be
required 1 2 3 4 5 dropped
49. | would like to take another course in this subject area
definitely 1 2 3 4 5 definitely not
50. Please write specific suggestions for improving the course, student

participation and involvement, or instructor on this sheet.

[
e}
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" Department . ... ... ..
INDIANA UNIVERSITY Course Number . ... ..
sStudent Evaluation of Instruction Date ... ... .. ......

1. EVALUATION OF INSTRUCTION

Please caretully evaluate the effectiveness of the teacher of this course. Place an *'x™ in ONE of the bianks under each
of the major categones, (Conuments may be estended to the other side of the sheet.

KNOWLEDGE OF SUBJECT MATTER Comment
R Exceedingly well informed
------------------ Adequately informed

Not well infornied

Very poorly informed

ATTITUDE TOWARD SUBJECT Comment
------------------ Enthusiastic, enjovs teaching subject
Rather interested
------------------ Only routine interest displayed
------------------ Uninterested

ABILITY TO EXPLAIN Comment
------------------ Explanations clear and to the point
------------------ Explanations usually adequate
Explanations often inadequate
------------------ Explannations absent or totally inadequate

SPEAKING ABILITY Comment
------------------ Voice and demeanor excellent

LI CEE LR Adequate or average

------------------ Poor speaking distracting

------------------ Poor speaking a serious handicap

ATTITUDE TOWARD STUDENTS Comment
------------------ Svmpathetic, helpful, concerned

------------------ Usually helptul and sympathetic

------------------ Avoids individual contact, routine attitude

------------------ Distant, cold, aloof

PERSONALITY Comment
------------------ Attractive personality: I would like to know him better
------------------ Satisfactory personality

- Not an outgoing personality

------------------ Personality eonfliet

TOLERANCE TO DISAGREEMENT Comment
------------------ Encourages and values reasonable disagreement

------------------ Accepts disagreement fairly well

------------------ Discourages disagreement

------------------ Dogmatic, intolerant of disagreement

COMPARED TO AL[( COLLEGE INSTRUCTORS YOU HAVE HAD, HOW WOULD YOU RATE THIS
INSTRUCTOR AS A TEACHER?
------- -eeeeeeee Qutstanding
- Better than average
.................. Avprag‘.
------------------ Below Average
.................. Poor
{F YOU COULD CHOOSE BETWEEN THIS INSTRUCTOR AND OTHERS IN A FURTHER COURSE, HOW WOULD
YOU RATE YOUR PRESENT INSTRUCTOR?
.- .- Would prefer him/her to most teachers I have had at 1.U.
------------------ Would be very pleased to have him/her again,
------------------ Would be satisfied to have him/her again,
- Would rather not have him/her again.
sesmmroroenonees Would not have him/her again under any ecircumstances.

THE REVERSE SIDE OF THIS SHEET MAY BE USED FOR FURTHER GENERAL COMMENTS

Do not sign name. Please INAicate Class SLANGINE-- -« «orurmemim ot ottt e S
RS YL T] YL o S e Approximate accumulative awrage ---------------------------------
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]

Please evaluate this particular section of this course.

ORGANIZATION OF THE COURSE Comment
------------------ Well organized

------------------ Adequate, but could be better

------------------ Inadequate organization detracts

------------------ Confused and unsystematic

ORGANIZATION OF DAILY LECTURES (OR CLASS WORK) Commont
------------------ Well organized in meaningful sequence
------------------ Usually organized
-weemnmeeees Organization not too apparent
| emenreeenenenes Little or no organization

FREQUENCY OF TESTS Comment
wereneene e Right number, well timed
seememmeees ToOO infrequent

------------------- Too frequent
------------------ Timing should be improved
CONTENT OF TESTS Comment
------------------ Satisfactory
------------------ Too detailed
remanne e tenen Not comprehensive enough
------------------ Wrong type of test for this course
‘ OPPORTUNITY FOR QUESTION AND DISCUSSION Comment
S Ample opportunity
los . L te.
R Occasional opportui i
L SO Rare opportunity
------------------ Never
ASSIGNMENTS - Comment
------------------ Assignments clear and reasonable
erreasncsnenses Clear but too long
------------------ Unclear
T P Always unclear and unreasonable
TEXTBOOKS Comment
e ranane Textbooks good
S Textbooks satisfactory
omneeestienannne Use of text should be modified .
------------------ Urge a different text altogether )
WORK RELATED TO CLASS LEVEL Comment
------------------ Work suited to class level
snressssnencasense Atternpt made to suit class level
mnrersirsanaen Work completely above class level
----------------- Work completely below class level

ON THE REVERSE SIDE OF THIS SHEET PLEASE MAKE SUGGESTIONS FOR IMPROVING THIS COURSE.

Do not sign name. Please indicate class standing -- e b e et e e s e e e neam nn e e s
Major SUBJEC ..ot reresmeemtasessassieesessssanarent ottt neereee et h betameonaeee e e entenmmseeeesnanes
Approximate accumulative average .
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University of New Hampshire
Merrimack Valley Branch

STUDENT EVALUATION FORM 101A
(To be filled out by supervising librarian at end of first 15 week work period)

NAME OF LIBRARY

NAME OF SUPERVISING LIBRARIAN (S)

NAME OF STUDENT

[N

Would you kindly comment on the following areas of student performance as a trainee from the Library
Institute during his work period at your library?)
Please use additional paper as needed.

1. Suitability for library work: (temperament, attitude, interest etc.)

2. Readiness to learn, adjustment to work environment, eagerness to try, etc,

3. Ability to learn: are there tasks for which the student seems more fitted than others? i.e. direct
service to public, typing, cataloging support, book processing etc.

4. Your comments concerning student:

e e 2 %+ e« A b it 1 R T Y R 2 Ttk M et i e TR S Y e et ey




NEW CAREERS

JOB SITE EVALUATION

WORK PATTERNS
A— (Ability to work with peers}

B— Accepts directions (from supervisor)

C— Accepts work assignments and
cooperates with supervisor

Name: Class:
Job Site: __° Date:
ATTENDANCE
(Attends work site) Regularly
Most of the Time
Irregularly
Frequently Absent
PUNCTUALITY
{ Arrives on time) Regularly
Most of the Time
Irreguiarly

Freguently late

Very good
Good

Fair

Poor

Very poor

Very good
Good

Fair

Poor

Very Poor

Readily

Just accepts it

Accepts with reluctance
Puts up an argument

D— Comple e~ work assigned
{follow through)

E— Initiative

F— Quality of work (considering
experience and training)

G— Interest

PERSONAL
(Appearance and grooming)

Does Careerist show polential
for supervising
(Pages, NYC’rs, other clerks)

Regularly on time
Mostly on time
Often late .
Unsatisfactory

Excellent
Good
Fair

Poor
None

Excellent
Very good
Good
Average
Poor

Very good
Good
Average
Poor

Good

Satisfactory

Needs improvement
Poor

Very much

Some

Haven't had any oppor-
tunity to exercise

L |
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Arizona State University

Name Semester

Year

LIBRARY TRAINING INSTITUTE
STUDENT PROJECT REPORT

Describe brieflv the nature of the project you will be working on this semester.

Where will you be doing your project work?

Approximately how much time will you devote (0 your project?
(Hours/week; hours/semester; days/semester)

Please give the name, title, and address of the person who will supervise your project work.

Director’s Comments: We allow our participants a great deal of latitude in defining a volunteer project for the semester.
The attached form assures us that the student has identified a suitable project. At the conclusion of the semester we
request the supervisor of the project to evaluate the participant’s performance on the job. This information is in many
respects a more valid assessment of a participant’s potential than his academic course evaluation.
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Arizona State University

INDIAN INSTITUTE ~— LIBRARY MEDIA TRAINING
EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE MAY 1972

Participant:

Interviewer:

I.  Academic Plans

1. Do you want to come back to school next year?

2. Do you think you will have a 2.0 grade point average at the end of this semester?

3. If you don’t have a 2.0 CPA, what might you do differently next year to remove deficiencies and get your average
up”?

II. Evaluation of 1971-1972 Institute

1. What has the Institute done this year that has been enjoyable or helpful to you?

2. How should we change the Institute next year to make it more enjoyable or more helpful to you or others?

3. What additional activities would you like to see next year:

LN

L i

(a) in the regularly scheduled meetings?
(b) in internship experiences?

(¢} other kinds of activities?

Director's Comments:

At the end of the year we conduct a debriefing interview with each participant. The participants’ suggestions during this
evaluation have been particularly rich in ideas for improving the quality of our program.
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Arizona State University
Indian Library Media Institute
Progress Report:
Name : Date
1. Have vou missed any classes since our last meeting?
How many?
Reason for absence?
2. Do you have any specific problems with any of your courses?
Describe the problem:
3. Have you had any lests or written assignments in your courses during the last two weeks?
Did you have difficulties on tests or in completing your written assignments?
4. Are you registered with E.0.P.?
How many times have you sought E.O.P. tutoring since our last mecting?
5. Have you received any grades or test results since our last meeting?'
Subjects: Grades:
) 6. Have you worked on an internship project since our last meeting?
e Describe vour activity?

7. Do you have any other problems that should be called to the attention of the staff?
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ARIZONA STATE
UN'VERS'Ty . - C e TEMPE, ARIZONA 83281

EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY
PAYNF HALL B-146
)

MEMORANDUM
TO: Dr. Sullivan, Mr. Crawford, Dr. Gerlach, Mr, St. Germaine,
Ms. Burger

FROM: Norman Higgins
SUBJECT: Summary of Participants’ Meeting, September 14, 1972

DATE: September 15, 1972

Staff attending: Norman Higgins, Carole Burger, Ellen Martin.
Indian Advisorv "'nard attending: Gill DeHaas

Participants ¢ ~ing: Irma Barehand, Nellie Buffalomeat, Rita Ann DeHaas, Delpha Delaware, Debbie Drye, Helene
Little, Stu «ue, Frances Makil, Verna Masayesva, Theresa Savale, Lydia Whitey, James Winship, Joycelyn Smith.

The ageraa for the meeting was outlined by Dr. Higgins. Suggestions for additions to the agenda were made by
participants.

Stipends. Dr. Higgins reviewed participant standing for dependent stipends. There was a general discussion concerning
pay periods. Debbie Drye expressed concern for the January pay period and it was explained that the total stipend
amount is set, but that participants could clect a diffeient time/amount pay period. There was a general discussion. The
participants voted to continue with the same pay schedule.

Lydia Whitey suggested that the BIA might be able to hire a few participants during semester break. Mr. Cleo Crawford
will be asked to explore this possibility and report to the group as soon as possible.

Summer was discussed. Dr. Higgins outlined a proposed project for paid internships during summer.

Tutoring. Bill DeHaas stated that a delay in a computer print-out listing students enrolled at ASU has delayed the start
of the Indian Tutorial Program. Bill announced that students in Secondary Education, $8310, will work as tutors as
part of their course requirements. The English Department will also provide tutoring service. Ms. Burger is working
through the Dean’s office to obtain a room for tutoring activities.

Internships: Projects for internships were discussed. Dr, Higgins strossed that student interest, and projects of an
educational nature, are the primary considerations in selecting an internship experience.

Ellen Martin described the Material Evaluations project. The main objective is to see that materic!z used in schools
accurately depicts Indians and their way of life.

Mary Ausman, director of the Instructional Resources Laboratory in Payne, was introduced by Dr. Higgins. The
development of a picture file to be used by the IRL was suggested as a project. Mary announced that the IRL is open
from 8:00 a.m. to 7:30 p.m. on Monday and Tuesday, and is open from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. on Wednesday,
Thursday, and Friday.
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Bill DeHaas discussed the Indian Student Affairs work-study and counseling project.

Invited Guests: Dr. Higgins announced that travel pay and honorarium funds to $500.00 are available for guest
speakers. Dr. Higgins emphasized the following order of priority for inviting speakers:

1) alibrary-media person

2) an educator

3) an Indian speaker

Nellie Buffalomeat suggested Vine Deloria, writer, as one possible speaker.

Future Meetings: Dr. Higgins ~ .ed for any suggestions for meeting activities. An interest in learning to operate AV
equipment was expressed. It was suggested that photo-copying might be demonstrated. Aiother activity suggestion was
that of visiting Hayden Library and seeing the Curtis Collection. It was also suggested that general photographic skills
be taught.

The next meeting of the staff and participants is scheduled for 4:00 p.m. Thursday, September, 28, 1972,

Director’s Comments:

We hold participants’ meetings every two weeks. Each meeting is documented with the attached report.

These eports are distributed to: (a) participants who are unable to attend our meetings; (b) Co-director of the
project; (c) local BIA area officer; (d) Chairman of University Indian Advisory Board; (e) Graduate assistant assigned to
advise and counsel students.

These reports document the developments and changes in our institute.




Bibliography

Americar. Society of Planning Officials. Planning, Progremming Budgeting
Systems. Chicago, 1967.

Archibald, Russell D., and Richard L. Villoria. Network Base.. Management
Systems. New York: Wiley, ¢1967.

Barro, Stephen M. “An Approach to Developing Accountability Measures for
the Public Schools.” Phi Delta Kappan. 52:196-205, 1970.

Briggs, Leslie J. Handbook of Procedures for Design Instruction, American
Institute for Research, ¢1970.

California Advisory Council on Educational Research. Research Resume:
Proceedings of the 24th Annual Siate Conference on Educational
Research. 48: Novwmber, 1972. Burlingame, California, c1972.

Includes an ext>nsive bibliography prepared by Lois Wing, California
Teachers Association Research Library, pp. 105-115.

Caro, Francis G., ed. Readings in Evaluation Research. New York: Russell
Sage, c1971.

Chapman, Edward A. and others. Library Systems Anslysis Guidelines. New
York: Wiley, ¢1370.

57




Committee for Economic Development. Improving Federal Program
Performance. New York, 1971.

Davey, Neil G. The External Consultant’s Role in Organizational Change. East
Lansing: Michigan State University, ¢1971.

Education Commission of the States. Compact. Vol. 6, No. 1 (February,
1972). Emire issue on National Assessment and Measuring American
Education.

“Educational Evaluation™ is the theme of Review of Educational Research.
Vol. 40, No. 2 {April, 1970).

Elam, Stanley and Gordon 1. Swanson. Educational Planning in the United
States. Itasca: Peacock, 1969.

“Evaluation for Administrative Action” is the theme of Journal of Research
and Development in Education. Vol. 3, No. 4 (Summer, 1970}

Ewing, David. The Human Side of Planning, New York: MacMitlan, 1969.

Greenwood, William 7T. Decision Theory and Information ESvstems.
Cincinnati: Southwest, ¢1969.

Guba, Egon. “The Failure of Educational Evaluation.” Educational
Technology. 9:28-38 (May, 1969).

Guba, Egon G. and Daniel Stufflebeam. FEwoagluation: The Process of
Stimulating, Aiding and Abetting Insightful Action. Bloomington, Indiana:
Monograph Series in Reading Education, Indiana University. No. 1. (June,
1970}

Halprin, Lawrence. The RSVP Cycles, Creative Processes in the Human
Environment. New York: Braziller, ¢1969.

Harmes, H.M. “Specifving Objective: for Performance Contracts.” Educa-
tional Tecitnologv 11:(1) 52-56. 1971.

Hostrop, Richard W. Managing Education for Resulls. Homewood, lllinois:
ETC Publications, 1973.

Humble. John W. Management by Objectives in Action. New York: McGraw,
c1970.

King, Donald W. and Edward C. Bryant. The Evaluation of Information
Services and Products. Washington: Information Resources Press, 1971.

58

Knowles, Malcolm S. The Modern Practice of Adult Education. New York:
Association Press, ¢1970,

Koentz, Harold and Cyril O’Donnell. Management: A Book of Readings. 2nd
ed. New York: McGraw, c1968.

Le Breton, Preston P. and Dale A. Henning. Planning Theory. Englewood
Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice Hall, 1961.

Lessinger, Leon M. Every Kid a Winner: Accountability in Education. New
York: Simon and Schuster, 1970.

Mager, Robert F. Preparing Instructional Objectives. Belmont, California:
Fearon, c1962.

Mager, Robert F. and Peter Pipe. Analyzing Performance Problems or “You
Really Oughla Wanna”. Belmont, California: Fearon, c1970. )

Marshall, Max S. “Reverse Grading.” Educational Leadership 28:663-665
{March, 1971).

Martino, R.L. and Elinor S. Stein. Decision Petierns. Wayne, Pennsylvania:
Management Development Institute, ¢1969.

Morris, William T. Management for Action: Psycholechnical Decision Making.
Reston, Virginia: Reston, ¢1972.

Morrisey, George 1. Management by Objectives and Results. Reading,
Massachusetts: Addison-Wesley, ¢1970.

National Conference on Educational Planning. NDEA Institute for In-Service
Training of Educational Planners for Stale Departments of Education.
Mankato State Coliege, Minnesota, 1968.

Phi Delta Kappa National Study Commiitee on Ewvaluation, Daniel L.
Stuffiebeam, chairman. Educational Evaluation and Decision Making.
ltasca, !linois, 1971.

Provus, Maicolm. Discrepancy Eveluation. Berkeley, California: McCutchan,
c1971.

Rivlin, Alice M. Systematic Thinking for Social Action. Washington:
Brookings Institution, ¢1971.

Stenner, A. Jacksuon. An Qverview of Information Based Eveluation: A
Design Procedure. Arlington, Virginia: Institute for Development of
Educational Auditing, c1972.




Stufflebeam, Daniel L. et al. Educationa! Evaluation and Decision Making.
Itasca, itinois: F.E. Peacock Publishers, Inc. 1971. )

Thomson, David D., ed.Planning and Evaluation for Statewide Library
Development: New Directions. Columbus: QOhio State University, 1972.
Includes annotated bibliography, 0. 317-334.

U.S. Department of Commerce. Developing Methodologies for Evaluating the
Impact of EDA Programs. Washington: Government Printing Office, 1972.

Wiest, Jerome D. and Ferdinand K. Levy. A Management Guide to
PERT/CPM. Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice Hall, ¢1969.

Zaleznik, Abraham, “Management of Disappointment,” Harvard Business
Review. 45:(6) 59-70, 1966.

PRV




60

Glossary of Terms

ACCOUNTABILITY—The process of explaining the utilization of resources
in terms of their contribution to the attainmenl of desired results
{objectives).

BEHAVIORAL OBJECTIVE—Statement which describes precisely what a
student will have leamed or be able lo do after completing a unil of
instruction, :

CIPP-(Context, input, Process, Product) An educational evaiuation model
developed by Stufflebeam structured to emphasize the provision of useful
information for judging decision altematives.

CONTEXT EVALUATION—Provides inforration aboul needs, problems,
opportunities in order Lo identify objectives.

COST FFFECTIVENESS ANALYSIS--A systemalic process of comparing
alternative actions with regard to the benefits Lo be gained as opposed to
the costs to be incurred. A major activity of Operations Research.

CRITERIA—Pre-determined standards used in making judgments as to the
validily of a program and its objeclives.

CRITICAL PATH - Those activities which must be performed within a certain
time period Lo complete the project or achieve the objective. In a network
representation (Criticai Path Method—CPM).




DELPHI—A long range planning technique which elicits and refines the
opinions of individuals as to the probability of future events. In library
planning Delphi has been used to query a variety of publics with respect to
their view of the future as related to needs for library service.

EVALUATION—The process of providing useful information in planning and
decision making for improved program effectiveness.

FEEDBACK—Data which can be either positive or negative but generally
reports discrepancies between intended and actual operation.

GANTT CHART—A series of bars plotted against a time scale to show the
beginning, duration, and end in time of a project segment. Together the
bars make up a schedule for the whole program.

GOAL—A slate or condition to be achieved which may be long range or even
timeless, but provides a policy focus for setting objectives and program
planning.

HEURISTICS—Knowledge gained from experience that is valuabile for future
planning.

INPUT EVALUATION—Provides information during the planning stages
about the strengths and weaknesses of alternative strategies for achieving
given objectives.

MBO—MANAGEMENT BY OBJECTIVES—A system characterized by staff
identification of objectives, establishment of a plan to achieve them, and
performance evaluation in terms of results in attaining them,

MILESTONE—-A program event or task which is essential to the final
completion of a project or an objective. A Milestone Chart provides a
sequential list of tasks to be accomplished with an indication of how
certain cvonts are interdependent.

MODEL—A diagram to help structure the complexities of the decision
making process into a logical framework.

NETWORK-A flow chart of plan showing all activities or tasks which must
be accomplished to complele the project and/or reach the objective.
interdependencies of activities are shown.

OBJECTIVE—A state or condition to be achieved within a certain time frame
that is measurabie, specific, and attainable.

OR—OPERATIONS RESEARCH—A system using various mathematical
techniques to provide management with logical data for decision making.

PERT—(PROGRAM EVALUATION AND REVIEW TECHNIQUE)-A
system which seeks to reach objectives in the shortest possible time
through utilization of a.chart or graphic representation of the tasks or
events to be completed. Usually showing three time estimates for each
task: Optimistic (if all goes smoothly), Pessimistic (longest time, when
major setbacks occur), and probable time. The PERT Chart is used to
monitor and evaluate project status.

PPBS—(PLANNING, PROGRAMMING, BUDGETING SYSTEM)—A decision
system for allocating resources for the accomplishment of high priority
objectives rather than on a line item basis.

PROCESS EVALUATION—Provides information about the strength and
weaknesses of a strategy during implementation, so that either the strategy
or its implementation might be strengthened.

PRODUCT EVALUATION—Provides information for determining whether
objectives are being achieved, and whether the procedure emploved to
achieve them should be continued, modified or terminated.




