
of)":
orcPccopi rtf- 3OLUTION CitAK



v
,Is DOCUMENT, 13SUNE - .'... ,

.
a

ED 106 9'.7:73 . 95 ' E/1007 168 k.., .,

- - I I i
14TITLE Development-and EvalliatiO of the Determining.,_

,

-,. Inst,ructionil Purposes Training Package: Setting P '4
1 :0 G&als, Analyzing Problems, Deriving Objectives. Far

t. West Series in Instructional-kanning.\ .

. -INSIITUTION Fir Wet Lab. for Educational Research and . 4
, 0 ,r.

-,DeVelopment, San Frandisco, Calif. .

SPORS'AGENCY- eational,Inst. of tducation (PHEW),Ithington, D.C.
, .

2, pthai. DATE Jan 75/ -11 .

.1.-NOTE \ . Op.; Related documents are EA
.
007. .

. 1

. "4
'EDRS PRIC Mk` -$0.76 :HC-$1.58 ftUS'POSTAGE;- , .

DESCItIPTO S *Behavioral Objectives; *Currictlilum Dew4lopmept; -

Curriculum. PlanningEducationaq.:Admimistration;it
- Educational.Developpent; Educational Objectives; _.

. EducationalOpporti ities; Educational Programs;
Elementary Seconda ,Educationk Evaluation Methods;
Instructional Desi n; Instructional programs; Problem -

Solving; *Program Evaluation; Training Objectives

e r.

'7' /

ABSTRACT
This repOrt provides a summary record of the

developMent and evaluati6n of a training package product that
includes three separate sets of training materials developed...to
increase the skill, knowledge, and understanding of school personnel
in the area of instructional planning and manatement. In.structional
plannings defined generally as that area of educational
administration concerned with providing educational opportunities for
children through the establishment of instructional. program purposes,
the design and' implementation of prograis, and the evaluation of
instructional programs. This package is directed toward establishing
instructional program purposes in three unitssetting goals,
analyzing problems, and deriving objectives. Each unit is described,
its development is delineated, and the evaluation results are
announced. (Author/DW) i
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This report is intended to provide a summary record cif*the.development
.

. . . .,

. , i
and evaluatitn of one,of the products produced by the Educational Management

. t)
. ,-, .

. '
..

,- . 1,,

.= i . . .

Program. ,This product is h,yexymajor one, consisting of three separate
,

. - I , e Vg

training units; it was also the first in whaI was origina*,planned as a .

-,.

' 4
.4

cUMpiet-e, resporisivesystem'directed to.improving.khcol,instruCtional pldnning.

.,
. -...e.j. ;

and management . <Reference,is made in the report tO;-4 a number of-ike detailed

,reports and memoranda which constitute the documentation of ,the development and
t-

tdhofBecause
. , .

evaluition proceses. ecause o the product originality thes's:-

t,

documentation is quite voluminous, and can notbe Included with the report. All

_ c -

of the documents referenced are program files;, and most of theal'have been

7-

submitted to various funding agencies that supported-the work over the last

, 1 ,

five years. Ray alfinal evaluationreport completeUin Decetber 1974 is in-
.

--

cluded-as an attachment to this report.

The report has been written' primarily for those associated vdth t1;4
- ...

.

.
. . - k-

,National Institute of Education, and possibly some.potential 4serg of the
..

. .

product, who need to make judgments about product, quality bilt dol't have the

time to4ibecote familiar .in detail with the product itself and the
0 0 t)

reports prepared .during; the de.v.elopment_and_evaluation_pf .the product. The
..

lengthy history of development is described only
.

in sufficient detail to suggest
. ,

.

.

,

the amount of thought', care, and discipline 'that went into Sreation of the units

a
in the product. Eyaluation information obtained during development are presen-

,

ted.at only 'the most ,general level that would accurately reflect the gross

strengths and weaknesses of each unit. The final independent evaluation of the

units is quoted at gteater length, since in the final) analysis this is probably
4

the report that should be given greatest weight. More than most' reports in

0

educational development, the'report that follows is a summary of summaries

4 4
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. 1}ig Development an'd'EValuation of,
/ t, P

The Detennimin ntt-r uotiona__rai Mad' enin ..
4. . #

,

The Determining Instructidnal Purposes' Training Package includes
r

three
. , . .1

. , . ..,., It ..I

separate sets of training materials developed to kncrease the, skill, trim/ledge
. 1, 4,,

t

and understanding of school perlonnel in the. area of instructional planning
*

s
andlmanagemont. Instructional planning is defined generally as that area of

4

educational administration c.at is concerned with prioviding educational oPpor-
et

tunities for children This area may be fdrAdi de d ther hne as involvin
.

.' establishment of instructional prOgraM purposes, the design
I

g. 9
''

... . . . . ,
of programs and tlfe.,,evaluationof instrpctional.progilams.

1

I, ._... .
diYegted to the first of these tkiee functions; the' three un

and implementarion

The package is
'ir .its are: Setting

Analyzing Problems, and Deriving Objectives.

. Intendecl Users C/ rYJ
4 __,_These_materials are intended for those school personnel who are diYectly..

concerned gith the design.or selection of school curricula (instructional pro;
.

4

' -
,

grams) to ibe implemented in classrooms . The specific` role titles of such staff. ..,,
,... .--- 1,,,,

....,....,_.,. ',Ai ,;11

will vary from district to district; but most often will include buildig:\
. '

.
. , .

_,

,
.,

principals, department heads, district curticulie specialists, and teachers
.:

i
,

who are serving on curriculum committees., Depending the s ize and-organiza-
.

. -
Lion of a school' district or system, the paCkage materials may also be foal&

useful by district office administrators other than those with direct curriculum

. responsibilities, Board ofEducation m'embers,pgrent,s and sii,ide'hts. 'It shouldf
be clearbiat the intended user group can best be defiried by function rather than.

S

by a particular role/or title; and that the group could include staff nOt '

,,' necessarily falling under the heading of admiiiistrators.

ra
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Product Pl_ 1m2.2I- nciDescription 4

0

The goal of this package is.to assist.in thepreparation; of school: staff

En wriLing mor ireful statemejits ogoals.and:objectives for instructional

programs. The gener?1 Objectiv4 for the package are to increase knowledge,
,

comprehension, and skills in the process of (a) selecti Klong-rangekgoals and
:..

A
'' ,..'

1

.
translating them into behaviorally stated goal intdicators,.(b) .analyzing inruc-, .

. .

. .

,
,

-
. ,.

.

tional prbblems to compare theivimportance to the school or district and to

determine where "the availible,resoues should be applied, and (c) deriving
. ,

objectives from the high priority goals. Accomplishmept of these dif4ctives

ortant to the design of progralth and planning for program eiralua-
, ti

is judge

tion if sch

relevant to the s

tute the package is

6 have confidence thtthe resufting programs will be

or district needs. Each of the t ree units _that copsti-
.

I

fected to one of.these general objectives. The units
-

o
..

were, however, developed so that each could i) used by itself or in\combiDation

if. - _ _ _ _ - k

with any:Othei-brfhe units, thus enabling p ential users to, choose the. particu-

lar unit(s) that seemedmost j.ikely to ,meet the staff training needs they faced.

Each unit is described separately below..

Setting Goals. This unit consists of an Introduction and four integrated

training modules, and generally requires about twelve to fifteen hours of group

training time. There are no audio-visual materials, but auxiliary materials

separate from the printed training booklets are used. The four modules are:

Deriving bistrixi Goals, Refining Goals into Goal, jndicators, Screening Sets of

Goal Indicators, and Prioritizing Goal Indicators. In using the materials, each

participant assumes the role of a member of.a special planning, team in the "Mid

:City Unified SChool District." Wbricing on the team, the ticipants derive

.goals for the district, refine these into goal indicators which will meet speci-
,

fied criteria, screen indicafds and establish priorities among the goal

'44



indfcaturs which will be used for further planning,of the instructional.,program.
, . .

'.such of the training in.,the unit is accomplished through application of defini-e . ,
motions and criteria for the 'goals and d goal indicators to the goal establishment

, _____- -- , ; ,.
P A-roblems .posed for the simulated' `school' district. .

...
,

',,nliT,,,-\--4Analyiing Problems. This 'Unit also consists entirely of printed material.-...--1 .., .. xra...

It is made up of reading Material, a,woridioak and auxiliary materiM. Thefe

3 is actiVe. p4rtieipant involvement in completing the exercises in the workbppk.

The unit generally requires fifteen to twenty hours .off group troining tine, ai-
,

,
,..0.

. ./ 4
' IQthough most,often the upper limit of twenty hours wig be, approached-, if the unit.

. . d. i . t (0 . ;I', *at *is to be used as designed."' 'There is an. IntroductiOn and six modules Art,,the;unilt;, .....

the ,nodules are idehtified In the form of question§ which suggest the content of .
. , ,.

. , ....,
each module: Module l Which of the probleit signals received warrant further

... ., . ;. .
,,consideration? Module 2 What student outcome p`roillents do the signals imply? ,, ....

Module 3 - What additional informatio,n is _needed to malyze the problems? Module ,

4 How should the infoniation needed to analyze the problems be collected?

Module 5 - Are the problems valid? Mcidule 6 How serious are the problems?.
"*

.;

As with the first unit "(Setting Goals); participants in the training ,asstane

the mile 9f a member of an instructional planning team in the simulated I4fid City
;

Unified School District. 1The training is carried out through the extensive

application Of definitions., explanations and criteria'to the simulated task of

identifying arid refining problem signals, determining and collecting necessary

additional information., and establishing priorities 'for resPoriding,to those

problems that are real and serious.

Deriving Objectives. This unit, like ihe'ottier two? is, composed entirely

of `written materials. Unlike the other two, however, this unit includes pro-
.

grammed /earning materials as part of one of the modules.; and instead of using

the simulated Mid City Unified Schopl District, the unit makes extensive use of

8



quite artifiCial educational settings for presenting the problems to be dealt

with. The purpose of.introducing artificial settings located on other planets

is to facilitate an approach that is .free of the conditions of ongoingschool

situations that might trigger '.'standard" approaches to the problems. Ten to

'twelve'hours are generally required to:complete the unit. 1

1

The unit consists of .four modules: Module 1 :The Goal' Refinement Process;

Mbdule 2 - Screening Objectives; Module 3 Analyzing Sets of Curricular Objec-

'

tives;Mdch is divided into theTragrammed text referred tb above, covering

,,educational tapnomies, and an artificial simulation; and Modilje04 District

Planning for Goal Refinement.. -T'his' unit places so what greater stress o n an
YM

r understanding of the processes involved, rather than on dqtailed definitions and

criteria, to be applied, although the importance of the latter ,is not ignored.

CoordinatoPs Handbook. The Determining Instructional Purposes Package

alb includes.a Coordinator's Handbook which contains material necessary for.

conducting the training using any of the three units. The' material ,in the

,Handbodk is intended to be suffi cient to permit a school staff member to conduct

N
the training, if he or she takes the time in advance to work through the units

on his or her own. In other words, no external consultant is needed to conduct

the training, nor is any special training needed, provided the Coordinator will

take the time to read through the unit as Part of the'preparationfor offering
4

the training.
-

. .

Development and Testing

These three uni;ts.as a groUp were the first instructional planning and

management training materials developed by the Laboratory. ConseN\quently, a consid-

erable effort, was devoted to needs analysis, conceptualization d planning, and

feasibility, testing and replanning. The need for thil kind.of t inIng evolved

. from work carried out in one of the components of earlier program directed

9
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5

at increasing capability of school personnel to use and apply the OUtcan
f

educational research and development. The general specification.g for a

ing unit 'that would help school,staffs identi4:needs and 'determine goals and
)

.'cbjectives were first set forth in September 1969 (Far WeSt Laboratory, 1969,,

4

p. 80). The need for such a unit was based on an extensive, pilot study of a

prgcedure to facilitate these purposing funions (Carlisle, Cone, and Whitney).
.

a1

AdditiOnally, reviews of the literature on educational management and school
__

,,,
; 4 4

problimn solving *ere carried on continually. Conceptual izitiorand planning

for the design of the propOsed training unit were carried.out in 1970, and

indicated that at leasethreesepafdie training units would probably be.requitpd

a .
as specifications and unit scppe were detailed (Communication Program, January

.

. . -,:.

'WI!.

1970; March 1970.1. An Analysis o needs and system specificatiOns from which
, ,

'

the training,units could be derived was, "ompleted (Bahathy and Jenks), and
or

school staff were interviewelextensively (Jenk.s; le ks and Gall). A conference
-OA

of a variety of agenciZilvolved in development of agement training was also

sponsored by the Educational Managjnent Program Mr ). The thiee.units and(a

schedule for their development were fonhially identified (Far.West Laboratory,

1970) and work started during the latter halt of 1970. The Units on goal.
Setting and problem analysis were started first, and were developed nearly

simultaneously. Feasibility and preliminary testing'of theSe units was completed

(Gall and Walker) by the time that work on the unit dealing with objectives

wad initiated in January 1971!

The main field test of all the unitschad two major aims: ,to test their

&ffectiveness in achieving the intended. purposes, and to identify specific

features of theunits that'needed final ievision prior to publication. The

three units were tested separately using non-Laboratory staff as coordinators

of the training. The test pistruments were designed to provide information on

r
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the achievement .of` knowledge and skilloWectives,Jbut the large,
. ..

.
, ....

nOMber of kiestions were also directed to specific portions of moddles in each

.

of the units in order to identify.necessary revigrons:Jarticipantopinions -

. . i

about various .aspects of the training activities, as well as the total:" unit were

-obtained for all the units, but were cast:in terms specific to each unit.

Reports on the evaluation plan design, instrumentation and results have been

reported f'gr the rest of each of the three units (Gall, Oakley and Walker;Gall
4

sl

and York; Otto, Walker, and Jenks). The results are sunmarized here in very.

brief form. \

Setting Goals. The main field test was started in October 1971 at five.;

Sites with a total of'74 trainees who completed the unit and provided data for

analysis; ,two of the sites were in university classes and three were in school

districts. Applying predetermined decision standards based on both statistical

and training significance, it was concluded that all six of theyttended know-

ledge or cognitive objectives and ail three of -tie affective objectives had

been achieved; only one o four skill objectives was achieved at, the_4standard

set, however. information from the field test was used to revise the unit so,

that two of the three "failed" skill objectives wzmad more likely be achieved:
,

The third of the "failed" objectives was eliminated from the unit so that no

stated or implied claims for this objective would be made in. the published fonm.

of the unit.

Analyzing Problems. The field test of this unit was conducted in the

period Mhrch to July 1971 using four different classes of students in a graduate

educational administration course at San Francisco State University. The coor-

dinitors were three faculty members (from the university (the department head

served as coordinator in two of the classes); 44'trainees completed the unit

and provided data for analysis. Applying the predetermined decision standards

11.
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I- ' 1.

to the data 'from the study led t4 the following conclusions: ix of 'eight

knowledge objectives, 13 of 16 skill objegtivos,..and, bath of major affective

objectives had been' achieved,
.

Virtually all of the. objectives that had not
.- - - .%

been achieved ,were
3.

the fbcus of a single module directed to the question "How

good kp the information that was collected?" It was concluded that the content

Of this - module dealt with issues that were .too advancedrelative to those_

t ,

covered in the Other.modules. ande,comPletion of this module was judged to be

unnecessary to the successful: 'use of any of the others, the decision was made

to elimintite it completely in any published farm of the unit.
I-

Deriving. Objectives. ,1WO versions, f this unit were' used in 'field testing:
, 1 .

1 \.

During the development of the unit, the American. Cbuncil on the Teaching of
, .

;kaeignLanguage ( ACTFL) prgvided funds for the adaptation of the Deriving

Objectives unii to.meet the needs of foreign language teachers. In this 'adapta-
i

tion, Modules 1 and' 2 and the programmed text from Module 3 were kei)t intact.

./
The second, half of Module 3 was revised to incorporate problems /relevant to

foreign language instruction, and Module 4 was .eliminated completely since ACTFL

and program staff judged it not to be necessary for application of the outcomes

.

of the training in the actual school situations.

The original unit was used,,in_a_universitk course with 12 students, and

two school district workshOps_with a, fofal-egrollment of 74; the modified unit

\.

was used in two workshops sponsored by ACTFL, one with 65 participants and the
4 \

\

.other with 168 participants. Following completion of the field test, it was` \

concluded that the unit had been successful in achieving 18_of the knowledge

and skill objectives when the predetermined standards were applied. The affec-
.

tive evaluation items were grouped in terms of: (a) values of the training

unit; (b) the methodology used in the training; and (c) the probable usefulness*
,,

of the training. The unit was, judged"to be successful in all three of these ,

12
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area. 'Only editorial and,formating:revisions were made in-the preparation of
.

0.
. 4

., t -

l4 copy for publication.
...

-
/. d

External Evaluation

'ithlen the content, editorial, and format reyisiozis necessary as indidated by.

thecfreld tt had been made, the pi-ggram, staff (Hood) requested and was grinted.
v!

aFOOVal to make the Deterng Instructional Purposes Padkage available for

sale by the Laboratory oraa.interim basis: lb; purpose of this interim'release." 4, 0*

was to obtain information about the egtectiveness of the'unit4in operational use

sktuations foi Wiith it had been designed, and to obtain inforgatiOlfabout the
-

market fb4. this alit. cop' for the entire unit was prepared,

printed by the Goverment Printing Office, and piked on sale by the Laboratory

in the summer of 1973. The price ,of pa. aicipant materials for afty one unit was

at $8.95 per partitipaik; the Coordinator's Handbook cost $4.50. A report
. ,

.
'to:, ,,

, .

on a preliminary miarketing study was .prepared in 1973 (Educational Management'

ktogram, pp. 93.-132 6,11;o kinds ofl'Slidps related to evaluation of the package

.,-.

, ' i'' ...

as published are summarliedbelow. t

Vi.---, .. t \. .

-Independent expert review. In 1972, Educational Testing Service (ETS)
-.Al,

.' -- ..=. , ,.,,,.,,

conducted a systematic review of completed educational developmekprooducts for
.

.-..
'the National Center or Edgcationai 6Mmunieation eNCEC) of the U.S. Office of.-

, Edication.POrthisreview,devloptherii agenci es a the e nation were invited _e
.

\

. .

to submitt:corm5leted products to be reviewed;for.possible award qf funds to be
,

.

. ,
.

a
t -1--

. .

,

';sepl,in promotion of product distributi
,

on efforts. More than 100 products were
.1z . \, . .,

. .
_ .

submit* for rexiew. .A11 of the products and available evaluation information
...,

. 1. .4 , A -about each of them,were assembled and abstracted by ETS. A:panel of ten special-
..,/

ists coming from 'a varietY 'of interests and disciplines (superintendents,^-
r

. .
----- .-:

4
teachers, schools of,eduation, Boards ofIucation, etc.) reviewed the products

t' information, and recommended to NCEC t ose products which they believed
\

13
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merited the use of federal funds to encourage product dissemination.

The Determining' Instructional Purposes Package was one of 23 products

chosen for such recommendation, although the dollar support recommendation was

contingent on completion of an independent evaluation study. The panel discusSion

summary included in the recommendation (Educational Testing Servicesaid:

"Nbi only should an absolute evaluation be gaxried-out,buta com-
parative evaluation with competing products, notably ... Elementary
School Evaluation' Kit: Needs Assessment and ... Evaluation Work-
shop I: An Orientation, should be made. The product has-the
notable.and rare feature of showing weans and confidence limits as
well as gains and probable errors. It appears somewhat more man-
ageable than [the Elementary School Evaluation Kit]. The evaluation
of the product was good, but the criteria used could be more rigor-
ously defined via independent comparative evaluation."

- .

External Evaluation study. late in 1973, partly in response to the recom-

.

mendation'of tbe ETS panel, p3anning was started for an independent evaluation
.

of the package. In Februa 1974 a Request for Proposals (Far West Laboratory,
.

19'74) was Sent to seven individuals or agencies who were thought to be qualified

and might possibly be interested in submitting a proposal; one of these seven.

forwarded the RFP to an eighth agency. Three proposals were received and sub-

mitted for review and recommendation to two evaluation specialists not associated

with the Far West Laboratory and three Laboratory staff members not associated

with the Educational Management Program. ibis review process was described in

the RFP, and was conducted as described. The recomrendations were not unanimous

for any of the proposals, although they did tend to favor one of the contractors;

one proposal was clearly elirarnated. A subcontract was awarded toinstructional

Technology Consultant; (ITC) (Hood, April 1974). Their proposed evaluation

study had four major phases: (a) to organize and conduct a one week training

workshop 'using the thiee units to obtain information on attainment of immediate
/ .

objectives; (b) to do a follow-up study to determine what uses of the training

had been made by the workshop participants when they returned to their jobs;.

14
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(c) to determine if and how the units had been used by a. sample Of those who had

tr purchased or otherwise received the units during approxim'ately the first six
. .

months they had been on sale; and (d) In obtain expert judgments about the
, -

Usefulness and quality of the three units with particular attention to ccmpari-

)

sons with other training the reviewers judged to be competitive.'

Instructional Technology Consultants carried out the study, including the

development of information collection devices, specifications for reviewers and

questions for product users, in almost complete independence. Progress was

reviewed by the program director at the critical dates specified in the proposal.

*The program director met withthe study director, Dr. Howard Sullivan, on two

occasions, once before the training workshop was condicted, and once after all

data had been collected. The data collection instruments were reviewed in draft

forM by the program director, but these reviews focused almost entirely on tech-

nical measurement or editorial aspects of the instruments. No restrictions were

placed on the Content of the instruments. Additionally, there were a nurbL_ of

I
telephone conversations with the study director, but they almosti-always dealt

. 7

. /

with 'discussion and elaboiatianof alternative procedures proposed by ITC on

which advice was sought before final choices were made.

Fwo reports on the evaluation study were prepared (Instructional Technology

Consultanfs, September 1974; December 1974). 'The first report was based on the

.infonnation obtained during Ihe,training workshop; the second reported on the

entire study, including the workshop. The final report and associated exhibits

are included as an attachment to this report on the development and evaluation

of the package. Excerpts from the report, and the five generalizations drawn

eNlternal evaluator at the _conclusion of the entire study are presented

below. The generalizations are taken from Chapter 5 of the final report, 1.)fiich

included qualifying statements associated with the conclusions. Portions from

15
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these qualifying statements are also quoted where they appear to suggest

important cautions on overgeneralization. VA,

".ktdtal of 25 participants attended the workshop. 'Mnty-two of
the participants were from school districts in California. _The
.temaining three participants were faculty members from uniyersities.
in Michigan and Utah Pretest mean scores, which ranged from
32 percent oft the Setting Goals unit to 41 percent onlfinalyzing,
Objectives, indicate that participants could not perform well
prior to instruction on the,9kilis taught in the units. Following
instruction, the participants performed moderately well (75 percent)
on the posttest for Setting Goals and rather poorly (60 percent
and 48,percent, respectively) on the posttests for Analyzing Problems
and Deriving Objectives. Posttest performance on the units could be
considered to be.reasonably_9atisfactory only on Unit.1, Setting
Goals: Participant rating's oNthe Unit Rating Form reflect
11557-able attitudes toward each of the three. units. Positive
ratings outnumbered negative ratings by a ratio of.more than three
to one on Units 1 and 3 and more than two to one on Unit 2."
(pp. 5-6; 14-15).

"Twelve of the 25 workshop participants ,{48 %) and 10 of the 61
purchasers. (169,-,)`who returned completed questionnaires had used

__one or more units with others. The users interviewed by telephone
represented 16 different sites and had used the units with approxi-
mately 542. school personnel and with TOO graduate students. Unit-
,related follow-up activities involving the writing of goals and
goal indicators or the identification and-priotitizing of problems
were being conducted at nine of the 16 sites represented in the
telephone interviews. Reactions to the units uere favorable from
12 of the 16- sites, and none of the 16 users reported reactions that
were primarily negative." (p. 31)

"Reviews of the Determining_InStructiOnal Purposes unitS*,vere,,
obtained fram three professional educators', two of whom have do
considerable substantive work in the areas covered by the units .
and a third who had served as .a coordinator at the August workshop
and who represented a large class of potential us'ets of the units.
There was oonsiderableVariationsin the nature Of the comments of
the three reviewers and in their reactions_to the,. units, The

reactions .of one reviewer were consistently/very favorable, except
that he expressed some concern over: the number of competing programs
and the bulk Of the units. The comments of the Other-two reviewers
were less favorable, even though: each of these reviewers reported
that he would tecoMMend use of the units for 'particular training
purposes associated with his own work. 'One of the latter.two
reviewers :generally reacted favorably to the Setting Coals, add,
Analysing Problems units and unfavorably toward l rivinWectiVes.
Overall, it seems most. accurate to dectilie the reactionsso ese,

two revieuks toward the three units Collectively as, beift.neuiral

to slighy4 positive. .Aii.three reviewers reported' that it is very
important for school administrators to possess'the typeb,Of s 'lls
taught in the units." (p. 41)

ro"
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. /Reactions of future users toward the units are likel to-be fairorable..\_

The attitudes of the workshOp participants towards the units was
Consistently favorable...PerSons who had used the units with others
for training or, program development purposes also reported cop-
sistently favorable reactions to the units. The collective reac.
tions of the three reviewetsiwAs less favorable Overall than those\
of the 1,0*rkshop participants or'petschls who had used the units,
with others. However, one of the reviewers was very positive
in his' evalUation of the units, and each of the Other two asserted
that.he would recommend-their use .foriaarticular trafning purposes
associated with hiS own work." (p. 43)

"2. In most instances, the units are not likely to 'be ,used as intended
by the developers.

, or,

I a

113.

I I

The .manner in which users proceeded throUgh a unit...also typically

varied from the procedures deScribed in the Coordlnator's Handbogk.
ally three of the 16 users interviewed by telephone reported that ",
they had used one or more intact units and had closely followed
the procedures from the Handbook." (pp. 43-44)

Thelneneral terminal outcome for each unit is the most impoTtant
unit outcome and can be attained without mastering many of the
instructional objectives for the unit.

In the evaluator's judgment, the general outcome fob each unit,
as contrasted with manyorthe instructional objectives, repre-
sents an outcome that is very important to tany_schoolperSonnel.
The procedures described in the units, particularly Units 1 and
are appropriate methods for 'users to follow, in order to attain the
general outcomes. Users working toward this goal should be able
to refer directly to _the procedures in the units....1hus it seems -
'appropriate-for users who want to dosoto use only the content
of the unit that ,directly involves procedureS...andto by-pass
the other reading material and self-tests.:..The above general:
izatiOn...appears to conflict with statements by all three re-

, .viervers that it is very important for school administrators to
possess the types of skills taught tithe units - -at least to the
extent that the reviewers were referring to. the skills represented
by the instructional objectives:" (pp, 44-46)

The present format' and cost of the units are not conducive -6o sales.
aal

...multiple copies of the units were purchased for use at only
one ,of the,16 sites represented by users interviewed in this
study. The other individuals who used multiple copies of one
or more units purChased a single copy and reproduced copies
froncit." (pp. 46-47)
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"5. If the decision is Adde to
orato

- 13

s oul consi
riving6eJeCtives unit.

No orthe three reviewers expressed rather strong concerns
.about the Deriving WeetiVes unity... One reviewer also noted-
that more an etter cqmpeting products.arefavailable,son the
topic of developing instructional objectives than in the
areas covered by the other units., The evaluatof-shares the
perception that therbriVidg Objectives unit issnat as strong
as the other two units .,. The part of the DetiVing'ObjectiVes
unit that did consistently -receive favorable comments from the
reviewers was the programmed text. If the decision, is made to

not publish and' disseminate the unit, consideration could be
given to marketing the programed text as a separate item."
(pp. 47-44

tt

ublish and disseminate the units,,
the

'Conclusion

It deems evidet\that the major investment of effort over five years in
,,

.
tht meticulous development and testing of a rather novel product resulted in

. the creation of three, potentially quite valuable training, units. The particular

strength. itif the units ems to be ha-the introduction of participants to pro

cesses they can,use as they consider, and write program go
ia

ls and objectives in

ineffective in fosteringtheir own schools.
.

The Units appear to be relatively'

. . .- 4 1 1* 's

the deVelopmeiAt of .specific sills, and are probably more verbose than desirable

for efficient training. One more quite major revision of each of ,the three

units should be'made trealize fully the potential valpe of the units. 'Tithe

case of Unit 3 -steriving Objectives complete restructuring of the unit)is

probably necessary. It seems equally, evident that one more revision is needed.

No funds

the remainder

Tismall..

are presently available to support such a revision, however, and

of the interim inVentory produced 'by the Laboratory is relatively
v.

no further "plans or work on or distribution of this unit can be

outlined, other than to dist7 ute the remainder of the inventory in the public

domain for school personnel to use in such ways as seem appropriate to them.

\
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