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‘This report prov1des a summary record of the
development and evaluatlon of a training package product. that .
includes three separate sets of training materials Zevelopedeto -
increase the skill, knowledge, and understandlng of school personnel
in the area of instructional planning and mandbement. InStructional
_ _planning ‘is defined generally as that area of educational .
administration concerred with providing éducational opportunltles for
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the design and implementation of programs, and the evaluation ¢f
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and evaluatﬁ‘)n of one of the products produced by the Educational ’vlanagement

s 4 . 3
Program " This product is a Very ma)or one, con51st1ng of three separate .
< . .
trainlng unlts, 1t was aJ,so the f1rst in what Whs orlglnally p‘lanned as a -

i - P « 9

Co‘mplete responslve system dlrected to nnprovmg school :mstructlonal mannlng
and management Referencé s made"ﬁv the report to, a number of*\a(e detailed

reports and memoranda w}uch constitute the doc:wnentatxon of the development apod

evaluat-lon processes Because of the product conplex1ty and orlgmallty the T

LI .8

documentation 1s qﬁlte volumlnous and can not’be, ;ncluded Wlth the report

P ¥

of the documents referenced are in program files, and most of them'have been

\

submltted t:o vam_ous fundmg agencies fshat supported thé work over the last

Orrly a fmal evaluatlon repo;t completed in Decenber 1974 is in-

Al;L' ‘
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-

A

”
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five years
'“Mﬁwguded as an attachment to this rer)ort L
. " The report has been wrltten prlmarlly for those assoglated with th(;,
. ! Natmnal Instltute of Educatlon and 'pOSSlbly some potent1a1 &sers of the
® ,) »  product, who need to make Judgments about product quallty but don't have the

fime togbecome familiar .in deta11 Wlth the product 1tse1f and the pxtenswe
reports prepared during_ the deuelopmenLand.evaluatmn pf the product 'I‘he

1engthy hlstory of deveiopment is descr1bed only in sufficient detall to suggest
the amount of thought, care, “and dlsc1p11ne *that went into &reation of the units

in the product. Exaluation information obtained c.luring':F development are presen-

& Y

ted, at only ‘the most general level that would acturately reflect the gross
4 R “

strengths and weaknessés of each unit. The final independent evaluatiqn of the

units is quoted at greater length, since in the }ma'f ana1y51s thls 1s probably

‘the report that should be given greatest welght. More than mosy reports in

educat10na1 development, the report that follows is a sumnary of sunmarles.
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le as a routing device to " locate

. . cr1t1ca1 docunentat;on, ar to z;eassure themelves that' the procedureg were

I 2 a
K . !

te documented 'Iheyéhould keep m mmd that on;y the cruc1a1 docunents hav’e

. A
< * been"? ted 'Ihere are. many more where thes;;*came from. . o : -
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"3% . o Ve e e )
ce h . i :I:he Development - and Evaluatlon of : :
:; ‘ © e Determlnang Instructaonalebrpose_Trammg_Piokage - A i M,J‘
r ‘ N . . . , . , € v :' 1
3. The Determmmg Irlstruct'lonal Purposes’ Tra1n1ng Package mcludes three L ;

7sepa1 ate sets of tralnlng materlals developed to éncrease the sk111 knwledge C

'an?d understandmg of school personnel in the area of 1nstructlona1 planmng oo -
and;managemgnt Instructlo al plannmg is defmed generally as_ that area of L e ;v

l
|
l
E. .
, * bl [ 3
»
E.
|

eciucatlonal adnun:.stratlon at is concemed w1th prov1d1ng educatlonal oppor-

»

' establls;ment of 1nstruct1f6na1 program purposes, the design and mplementation
+"“of programs and tHe- evaluat;o; of mstructlonal progfams The Package is ' S
: dl‘x[e;:ted to ‘*the first of these three functlons the" three unﬁs Zre Sett;ng . o

! Goals, %alyzmg Problems, and Deriving Obj ectives, | ‘ &. . ‘ . o ;

o 3 * <
F . tunities for children. 'Ihq,s area may be :Eurther defxned as mvolvmg the S
|

4 . . .
Intended Users L0 ) ‘ o "y’ . .

-

|
]
|
3
_ , ____m’Ihese Jaterials. ar_e_;ntended for those school persomel who are dﬂect ly , 1

s
. concerned 1th the deS1gn or selection of school curricula (mstructzonal pro- .
. \ L)

grams) to! be 1mp1emented in classrog\ls. The specific role t1t1es of such staff

't imfonga .a‘» e

. pr incipals, department heads, dlstrlct curi'lculum’ Spec1a115ts .and teachers

z

< who are serving on curmculum conmu\ttees. Depend:mg on the slze and-aorganlza- '

N~ ~

1
om di She, i
will vary from dlstrlct ‘to district, but most often will mclude bu11d :
- tlon of a school: dlstrlct or system, the package materials may also be found’ . 1

useful by d.1str1ct offlce adm1n1strators other than those W1th d_vrect curriculum

. respon51b111t1es Bo,ard of* Educaxmn nembeTs , pé‘rent,s and studé'hts ‘Tt should

@

R be clear that the 1ntended user group can best be deflned by functlon _rather than .

o ) . A

by a partlcular“role or title, and that the group could 1nc1ude staff not ‘¢ .
0 " . . .
e «necessarlly falling under the headlng of admlnlstrators , e ..
' - : ‘ < ) \ ’ .
[N ] . ~
v [ e . /‘L - * ‘ N » ‘l' * . :
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Product Purposes and Descr1~ptlon ) . .‘ .. F
‘ Al

~ The goal of this package is.to . a5s1st in the’ preparatlon, of schoOl staff

»

.8 A\ ~
in wriving mor¢ eful statemnts oﬁgoals and objectives for mstructlonal o /

o )

. brograms. The general ob_)ectlves for the package are to mcrease knowledge
comprehenslon, and skills in the process of (a) sele ctmg long rmg&,goals and

1
translatmg them into behav10rally stated goal mdlcators . (b) analyzmg mﬁruc-

tlonal problems to compare their® 1mportance to the school or d1str1ct and to’

“ e

determme where the available- resouées should be applted and (c) derlvmg
objectlves from the h1gh priority goals. Acoompllshmept of these obJectlves
+

tign if sch : e Xso have ccmfldence that ‘the resultlng programs W111 be

relevant to the S
>

tute the package is irected to one of .these general ob;]ectlves. 'Ihe units

.or d1str1ct needs Each of the t{e units that consti- .

N

were, however, developed so that each couldlje used by 1tself or m\combmatlon
w1th any other of- the umts " thus enablmg p fential users to choose the. partlcu-

lar umt(s) that seemed mos_t likely to meet the staff tramlng needs they faced.
. L] . ’ . °
Each unit is described separately below.. BN i

*
.

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

tra1nmg modules, and generally requires about twelve to fifteen hours of group
trammg time. There are no audio-visual materlals but awxiliary matenals
separate from the prﬁmted tramlng booklets are used. The four modules are:

Deriving bistrict Goals, Refining Goals into Goal) lndlcators Screening Sets of

Goal Indicators, and Prlorltlzmg Goal Indicators. \ In usmg the&materlals each

part1c1pant assumes the role of a member of a spec1al plarmmg team in the 'Mid

’

City Umfled School Dlstl 1ct." W’or}cmg on the team, “the pgrticipants derive

“

.goals for the d1str1ct reflne these into goal mdlcators which will meet speci-

fled criteria, screen indicafors, and estab11sh pr10r1t1es among the goal
P : . o

b 1
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indicators wh1ch will be used for further plannlngsof the mstructlonalu.program

Much of the tralnmg in_ the wit is accomphshed through application of defini-

o L T

tions and cr1ter1a for the goals and goal 1nd1cator5 to the goal establishment
£ ] . e

! Ws ¢

Analyzmg Problems This lm1t also con51sts entnvely of prmted mater1al

] problems posed for the s1mu1ated school- dlstrlct.

v

It is made up of readlng 'materlal a workbak\ and aux111ary matena%s There .

\is act:we part1c1pant mvolvement in completlng the exercises in the workbggk

-
.

'I‘he unit generally requ1res flfteen to twenty hours oﬁ group trg:uung tlme, »-
though most often the upger limit of twenty hours mll be, approachech 1f the mit
' "1s to be used as des1gned "I‘here 1s an, Introductmn and snc modules ;n; the un:]t
: the Inodules are 1deht1f1ed $n the form of ques&mns wh1ch suggest the content of
) each module: Module 1 - Which of the problem<51gna1s recelved warrant further .
con31derat10n‘? "Module 2 - What student outcome p‘roblems do the 51gnals 1mp1y" .

2

IRt

Module 3 - What add1t1ona1 mformatmn is .needed to. -analyze the problems'? Module

4 - How should the mformatlon needed to analyze the ‘problems. be collected"
Module 5 - Are “the problems val1d‘? Madule 6 - How serious are the problems'?

As with the first wnit (Settmg Goals) ) part1c1pants in the training .assume
“the role qf a member of an instructional plannlng team in the simulated Mld City
' Unified School District. /'I‘he training 1s‘carr1,ed out through the extenswe
app11cat10n of deflmtlons explanat1ons and cr1ter1a to the s1mulated task of

1dent1fy1ng and ref1n1ng problem 51gnals, deternunlng and collectmg necessary

~additional mfomatlon., and establ1sh1ng pnontles for respondlng to those ?

(Y

problems that are .real and serious. - ) . ) #

Deriving QbJectwes. This unit, 11ke the ‘other two, is, composed ent1re1y
of‘written mat'erials. Unlike the other two, ho.vever“thls wmit includes pro-
grammed Ieammg mater1a1s as part of | one of the modules, and mstead of using

“

the smulated Mld City Unified Schopl D1str1ct the unit makes extenswe use of




quite art‘ific“ial educational settings for presenting the problems to be dealt

’
™~

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

ie to facilitate an approach that is free of the conditions of ongoing school i

.sit_uatio_ns that might trigger "standard" approaches to the problems. Ten to

‘twelve hours are generally required to.complete the wnit. &

. The wnit consists of four moduleé: Module 1 -""Ihe‘ "Goal‘ Refinement Process;

‘Modnle 2 - Screening dbjectiveS' Modulé 3 - Analyzing Sets of Curricular Objec-
tives; /Whlc}l is divided into the programned text referred to above, covenng c
; educatlonal tag(onomles and an art1f1c1al smulatlon and Module 4 - Dlstrlct

Plannlng for Goal Refmement. &—Thls~ unit places somewhat greater stress on an
¢ understandlng of .the pmcesses 1nv01ved rather than on de;talled def1n1t10ns and
. cr1ter1a to be applied, although the Jmportance of the latter s not ignored.

Coordmator{? S Handbook 'I‘he Detenmnlng Instructmnal Purposes Package

|
4

al$h includes .a Coordinator's Handbook which contalns material necessary for

.
/
i A

c0nduct1ng thé training usmg any of the three units. The material in the

~— -

Handbook is 1ntended to be sufficient to permlt a school,staff member to c0nduct
the training, 1f he or she takes the time in advance to work through the unlt\s
on hlS or her own. In other words, no extgma.l consultant is needed to conduct
the tra1n1ng, nor is any special tramrng neede s provlded the Coordinator will’ |

‘take the time to read through the wnit as part of the’preparation for of fering
. o \ ;
\ . g - ¢
\ . .” \D o . "

the training.

'Development and Testi‘ng C

. These three ImltS as a group were the first mstructlonal planning and
management tralmng materlals developed by the Laboratory. Consequently, a consid-
erable effort, was devoted to neads analysis, conceptuallzatlon d plannln'g, and
feasibilitv testing and replamning. The need for this kind of :Lining evolved

from work carried out in one of the companents of an earlier program directéd




i educational research and development. The general spec1f1cat10ns for a {rain--

"objectives were fim{t'set forth in September 1969 (Far West Laboratory, 1969,

1nd1cated that at least three separate tralmng wnits would probably be. requ1rpd

' school staff were 1qr\tteruewed extens1vely (Jenks, Jenks and Gall). A conference

- - e
- “' ..S- [ /’ 9‘:"‘.!-.
« .

. .
) ‘e C\: A

at 1ncreas1ng capablhty of school personnel to use and apply the outcomérs of .

ing wnit ‘that would help school staffs identify, needs and determine goals and

. -~ -

p. 80). The need for such a wmit was based on an éxtensive pilot study of a “ .

procedure to facilitate these purposlng fum}tlons (Carlisle, Cone, and Whltney)

( Addlthnally, reviews of the llterature on educ:atlonal management and school

- +

problem sol\nng ere camed m ccntlnually Oonceptuallzatmn'and plannmg

for the deslgn of the pr0posed tralrung un1t were carr1ed out in 1970 and ) > ‘.

as spec1f1cat3,ons and unlt seope were detalled (Conmunlcatlon Program, January PR
.» % LT
1970; March 19701 An analysls ogneeds and system spec1f1cat10ns from wh1ch

the training, unlt., could be derived was completed (Banathy and Jenks), and
> .

\ S E -

of a var1ety of agenc1es involved 1n development of agement tra1n1ng was also
sponsored by the Educational Managment Program (YorﬁJ;\an The three unlts anc{ a. ., (
schedule for their development were formally 1dent.$if1ed (Far.West Laboratory,

1970) and work started durmg the latter half of 1970. The tmits on goal

s‘ettlng and problem analysis were started first, and were developed nearly
slmultaneously. Feas1b111ty and prellmmary test1ng ‘of these wnits was completed

(Gall and Walker) by ‘the time that work on the wnit dealing with objettives

was initiated in January 19712 o : L. )
The main field test of all the units had two major aims:  to test their

éffectiveness in achieving the intended purposes, and to identify specific

~ ~- N - s . - . b - . /
features of the units that rieeded final fevision prior to publlcatlon. The

three units were tested separately using non- Laboratory staff as. coordlnators

of the training. The test x’nstruments were deslgned tQ prov1de mformatlon on -

Al N
’ oo - . - B ’ [y

8 . g
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the ,achlevement of 1dent1f1ed knowledge and skill- obgectlves » but the large

.
.

——— e ol

) number of qpestlons were also directed to spec1f1c portlons of modu‘les in each

LA . - &

' : " of the units in order to identify hecessary rev1'§10n5. Partlclpant oplmons -

- !q‘ !
about varidus aspects of the tralnmg acf’lvz.tles as well as the .otal unit were
- ebtained for all the unlts but were ca}t in terms speclflc to each unit. L

. Reports on the evaluatlon plan de51gn, 1nstrmnentat1on and results have been ,
reported for the rest of each of the three umits (Gall, Oakley and Walker, Gdll .
Y. ¢ ' ° . 3 . ) - 4 -
and Yor}(; Otto, Walker, and Jenks). The results are simiarized here in very .
. . . - 'ﬁ

. brief form. , : . cN

- - ~ N
A .  Setting Goals. The main gi'eld test was started in October 1971 at five.|
LT ‘ j

_ sites with a totdl of 74 trainees who completed the wnit and provided data for

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

districts. Applying predetermmed decision standards based on both StdtlSthal

A

and training signifizance, it was concluded that all six of the kir;t.ended know-

ledge or cognitive objectives and a—il”f}ireeﬁof*ﬂﬁ_iffecﬁve cbjeéctives had
been achieved; only om four skill objectives was achieved at me,ﬁstaz}dard

~

sét, however. Information from the field test was used to revise the unit so,
that two of the three)"failed" skill objectives would more liléely be ';chievec;l.'_
.-The third of the ''failed' objectives was elimipated fron{ the unit so that r;of
stated or implied claims for this objective would be made in the published fol;mb
of the unit.- |

)\nalyzirig Problems. The field test of this unit was conducted in the

penod March to July 1971 using four dlﬁferent classes of students in a graduate
educatlonal admmstratlon coursé at S(an Franc1sco State Umver51ty The coor-
‘dmators were three faculty members from the Lmlyerslty (the department head
se/rved as coordiriatof 5.1_1 two of t/he classes); 44 'trainees completed the wunit

and provided data for analysis'.» Applying the predetenniried decision standards

.‘,." - ’ ‘ . 11

— e -s "
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r
’

“to the data. “from the study led to the followmg conclusmns Six of ‘eight ' S

N

b knowledge obJectlves, 13 of 16 sklll objectives, and both of the ‘major affectlve
objectlves had been achleved V1rtua‘lly ail of the. ob Jectlves that had not
_been aclueved were the f"ocus of a single module dJ.rected to the question ”How

. good SEis the 1nfonnat10n that was collected"" It was concluded that the conter}t ’
r e P
[
. of this- module dealt w1th issues that were too advanc_ed,relatlve to those ..
b

covered in the bther modules Simce completlon of th1s module was judged to be
unnecessarv to the successful' use of any of the others, the decision was made
any published fom of the wnit.

'

Der1v1ng ObJectlves mé versions .of th1ﬂ wmit Were used in f1eld te&tmg

.to ellmm'ate it tompletely in

Durmg the development of the wit, the American. Councll on the Teachmg of
Forelgn Language (ACI‘FL) pro\rlded funds for the adaptat:,on of the g
Objectives wit to, meet the needs of forelgn language teachers In thlS adapta-

: t10n, Modules 1 and 2 and the programned text fyom Module 3 were kept 1ntact ‘(
_ The second. half of hbdule 3 was revised to incorporate problems ;elevant to
forelgn language instruction, and Module 4 was ~e11mmated completely s1nce ACTFL
"and program staff judged it not to be necessary for application of the outcones

of the training in the actual school 51tuat10ns .

l

The orlglnal unit, was used,ntla.muyerSIty course with' 12 students‘, an_cL
two school district workshops_ wu:h a total” enrol‘.lment of 745 e nodlfled wit o . i
was used in two workshops sponsored by ACTFL, one with 65 part1c1%)ants and thé .
other with 168 participants. Follow:mg completlon of the field test, it was® “\
concluded that the unit had been successful in achieving 18_of the >5 knowledge
. and skill ob Jectlves when the predetermmed standards were applied. 'l‘he affec- '
tive evaluatlon 1tens were grouped 1n termS of: (a) values of the tra1n1ng

unlt (b) the methodolog) used in the training; and (c) the probable usefulness .

of the tralnmg The unit was, Judged to be successful in all three of these ?

¢

v
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area/s. ‘ §0nIy cdltonal and formatlng revisions were made in the preparatlon of

£y
~ ' 9 ‘.. ~ .

. +¢  copy for publlcatlon.., ) - " T ' .

-
- -

) Exte'rnaI Evaluation ’

. ' When the content edltorlal and fomat reV1s10ns necessary as indicated by

the Y“eld tests had ‘been made the prqgram staff (Hood) I;equested and was granted .

e appro\/al to make the Determm:mg Instmctmnél Purposes Package ava11ab1e for

sale by the Laboratory on am, 1nter1m ba51s *The purpose of th1s mterlm release -

4 Y . o ¥

. " Was to obtaln mfonnatlon 'about the eﬁfectlveness of the’ unlt,m operatlonal use

p h sn‘uatlons for 1ch it had been deS1g1;ed ‘and to obta1n lnformatlon about the
11ke.v' market ftm thlS unlt’ Flnal copy for ‘the entlre urut was prepared
panted by the Government Prmtlng Offlce, and placed on sale by the Laboratory

_ in the summer of 1973, The price,of pa. Acipant mater1a1s for any. one wit was

L)
. set at $8 95 per part1c1pant° the Coordlnator s Handbook cosit $4 50 A report

.
R ‘i""/

on a prelmunary marketmg study was prepared in 1973 (Educatlonal Management
Program, pp 93- 132) b'I’wo k1nds of stud}es related to evaluatlon of the package

X .
> as publlshed ate smmarxzed below o g R

}“‘> : ‘- !

vy
% Independent expert review. In 1972 Educat10na1 Testlng Semce (E’IS)

o~ "\, Ay

conducted a systematlc review of completed educatlonal developmeﬁt products for |

¢ ~ '““’ms

| “, . the Natlonal Center ?or Educatmnal Commmlcatlon (NCEC} of the U.S.'0ffice of

[ .

Edﬁcatlon For this review, developnent agenc1es across the nation were 1nV1ted -
X
to submrt .comp‘léted products toabe reV1ew'=d Jfor, poss1b1e award of funds to be

useng pmmotlon of produc.t dls'frlbut,lon efforts ‘V!ore than 100 products were

 © * subm1tted for re\(lew ‘AFL of the products and ava11ab1e evaiuatlon 1nformat10n
. g % .
. - b ¥
: w3 about each of themfwere assembled and abstracted bv ETS. A’ panel of ten spec1a1-
k. . . o ! h g ~
] 1sts';ccm:mg from a varlety of 1*1terests and d1sc1p11nes (supermtendents)’,»- .
,‘ > ’ /‘/ '-

3
teachers schools of educatlon, Boards of J?ncatlon, etc.) rev1ewed_~the products

& 1nfomat10n, and recommended to NCEC tRose products which they believed
v * :

Y .

. - . D . N .
’ .
o o . s
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Contingent on campletion of an independent evaluation study. The panel discussion

n’

of the pa'cka.ge. In Febnza};/ 1974 a Request for Proposals (Far West Laboratory,

: ~

merited the use of federal finds to encourage product dissemination.

The Detemining'lﬁstﬁctionél Purposes Package was one of 23 products

chosen for such recommendation, although the dollar support recommendation was

4

' v

> .

sumary included in the recommendation (Educational Testing Service) said: )

"Not only should an absolute evaluition be carried-out, but a 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 means 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 couid be more rigor-
" ously defined via independent comparative evaluation."

Exterrial Evdludtion study. Late in 1973, partly in response to the recom-
N, 7

y mendation’of the ETS panel, p}aﬁhing was started for an independent evaluation

1974) was sen‘t to seven ifidividuals or agencies‘who were thought to be qualified
and m{ght possibly be interested in submitting a proposal; one of these seven.

forwarded the REP to an eighth agency. Three proposals vere received and sub-

-

- " - . L] - N L] L] . * -
mitted for review and recommendation to two evaluation specialists not assccidted

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

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

the RFP, and was conducted as described. The recommendations were not umanimous

for ariy of the proposals , although they did tend to favor oiie of the contractors;

one proposal was clearly elimi'}iated.. A subcontract was awarded to_Instructiocnal

[ 4

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

study had four major phases: (a) to oi*ganize and conduct a one week training

workshop 'using the three wdits to obtain informaticn on attainment of immediate
. . /, . ) ). ,
objectives; (b) to do a follow-up study to detemine what uses of the training

|

|

1

j

|

|

|

|
had been mage by the workshop participants when tlhey retumed to their jobs;. %
. i .. -

. N | / i
|

b )

i4 -

e e
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“ (c) to detemmine if and how the uuts had been Lsed by a sanple of those who had '
¢ purchased or otherwise received the units.during agpronmately the first six
months they had been on sale; and (d) ‘to obtain expert Judgments about the -
usefulness and quality of t]"t, t}i;‘ee units with particular attention to campari-
sons with other training the reviewers judged to be competitive.” , .

Instructional Technolog-y Cons_ult:mts carried.out the study, including the '
development of information collection devices, specifications for re\dewers and

“

M - 14
questions for product users, in almost complete independence. Progress was

-

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

occasions, ance before the tralmng workshop was conducted, and once after ail
»
data had been collected The data collectlon mstrunents were reuewed in draft .
¥z, - ‘
g _
form by the program dlrector, but these reviews focused almost ent1rely on tech—

" The program director met with"the study director, Dr. Howard Sullivan, on.two . i
|
|
|

nical measurement or editorial aspects of the instruments. No restr1ct1ons/ were ..

i

" placed on the Content of the instruments. Additionally, there were a numb: . of

..elephone conversatlons with the study dlrector, but they almost always dealt ) . )
/ d . L4 - »
with dlscussmn and elabo;atlon of altematne procedures proposed by ITC on

i/ which advice was sought before final choices were made,
Two reports on the gvaluation study were preparcd {Instructional Technology

Consultants, September 1974; December 1974). ‘The first report was based on the

»

.information obtained durinigfz ‘the training workshop; the second reported on the

N

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

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

»

of th‘. package. Excerpts from the report, and tle fjve generalizations drawi
Lv the external evaluator at the conclusion of the entire study are pre:.entzed

below. The generalizations are taken from Chapter 5 of the final report, wfhic:h

~ R . . {

;incladed qualifying statements associated with the conclusions. Portiorns from

i ' i

f
BENad
- I - /"’
- . .

i .. .




~

the.,e qual u?vu o atdtements are also quoted whf.lc they appear to sugqe<t

H

Jlmportant cautions on overgeneralization. ~

"Atotal of 25 participant's attended the workshop. Twenty-two of
. the partlcr)ants were from school districts in California. Jhe . ;

w -femaining three participants were faculty members from umver51tles T ( .
in Michigan and Utah .,. Pretest mean scores, which rangéd from : <
32 percent oh the Setting Goals unit to 41 percent onAnalyzing, | !
Objectives, indicate that participants cculd not perfomm we T
prior to instruction on the skilis taught in the units. Fullowing °
instruction, the participants performed moderately well (75 percent) ,
on the posttest for Sett%lg Goals and rather poorly (60 percent
and 48 percent, rTespectively) on the posttests for Analyzmg Problems Vi
and Deriving Ob_Lectlves. Posttest performance on the wunits could be
considered to be .reasonably satisfactory only on Unit 1, Setting
Goals: Participant ratings onl the Uni't Rating Form ;‘eflect -

favorablé attltudes ‘toward each of the three.units. Positive <.,
ratings outnumbéred negative ratings by a ratio of more than three J

to one on Units 1 and 3 and more than two to one on Unit 2 w
(pp. 5-6; 14-15).

"Twelve of the 25 workshop part1c1pants 48%) and 10 of the 61 .

purchiasers. (16%) who returned completed guestiomnaires 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 persomnel and with 100 graduate students. Unit-

telated follow-up activities involving the writing of goals and

goal indicators or the identification and-prioritizing of problems

were being conducted at nine of the 16 sites represented in the

telephone interviews. Reactions to the umits were favorable from -
12 of the 16 sites, and none of the 16 users reported reactlons that —_—
were pnmarlly negatlve." (p. 31) _ ' .

4

'Reviews of the Determinin ing Instructional Purposes units: were\he
obtained fram three professional educators, two of whom have d
considerable substantive work in the areas covered by the wits *
and a third who had served as a coordinator at the August workshop
and who represented a large class of potential users of the units.
There was conmderable’"i?anatmn‘ in the nature bf the comments of
the three réviewers and in their reactigns to the, wnits, The |
reactions «©of one reviewer were consistently very favorabl&, except
that he expressed some concern over: the number of competing programs
and the bulk of the units., 'The comients of the other 'two reviewers
were less favorable; even though each of these reviewers Teported .
that he would recomnend use of the units for particular trdining ')
purposes associated with his own work. ‘Oneé of the latter.tw - ‘ 4
{ reviewers generally reacted favorably to thé Settirg Godls. and ' 1
Analyzing Problems tmnits and unfavorably toward Deriving Objectives. SN
Overall, 1t _seems most accurate to describe the Teactions; of these ’ /
. two Teviev fs toward the three unlts coilnctlvely as. belffg neutral ;
to slight¥y positive. All three retiewers teported that it is)very /
lmportant for school administrators to possess ‘the types ‘of Sbglllls -
o taught in ihe wmits." (p. 41) o ‘ ) ﬁ_ / ot /l
- ! M L .
‘ > TS

&
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{ /Reactlons of ’future users toward the units are 11ke1y to be favorable. ’

P T e e o o L e gy ——— e

The att1tudes of the workshép participants towards the un1ts was .
consistently favorablé...Persons who had used the wnits with others ’ !
for training or, program development purposes also reportecI con-

. sistently favorable reactions to. the wnits. The collective reac-
tions of the three renewej'sfw less favorablg overall than those®
of the workshop participants or persms who had used the units,
with others, However, one of the reviewers was very positive . N
in hig evaltation of the units, and each of the other two asserted ’ .
. that,.he would recommend their use .for particular trafning purposes AN
associated with his own work." (p. 43) . . '

. In most mstances the units are not 11ke1y to be used as 1ntended -
by the developeTs. ' . S ’

N ~ ' N . N

The ‘manner in whith users proceeded through a unit. also typically
varied from the procedures described in the Cootdinator's Handboogk,
Only three of the 16 users interviewed by telephone reported thag
- they had used one or more intact units and had closely followed
the procedures from the Handbook." (pp 43-44)
The more general terminal outcome for each wnit is the most 1mportant o
unit outcome and can be attained without mastering many of the ° -
mstructlonal obJ ectlves for the unit. / “y

In the evaluator's Judgment ‘the general outcome for each unit, .
as contrasted with mahy’ of ‘the instructional objectives, repre-
sents an outcome that is very important to many. school personnel.

The procedures described in the wni¥%s, “partlcularly Units 1 and 2, .
are appropriate methods for ‘users to follow.in order to atfain the
general outcomes. Users working toward this goal should be able

to refer directly to the procedures in the units....Thus it seems -
‘appropriate -for users who want to do'so ‘to use only the content

. of the unit that directly involves procedures...and to by-pass . .
the other reading material and self-tests..’..The above general - .
ization... appears to conflict with statements by all three re-

+vieWers that it is very important for school administrators to

possess the types of skills tayght in ‘the 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 to sales.

? -

..multiple copies of the umits were pUrchased for use at only
one -of the 16 sites represénted by users interviewed in this,
" study. The other individuals who used miltiple copies of one A
or more units purchdsed a smgle copy and reproduced copies ' ‘
fronf} it." (pp. 46-47) . " -

-




‘Conclusion

the metlculous development and testing of a rather novel product resu;lted in '
. .the creatlon of three potentlally quite valuable training units.

‘strengt:h @f the units seems to be in the mtroductlon of part1c1pants to pro- . o

. - 13 - - 34
"5, If the dec1s10n is made t0 publish and disseminate the units,
the Laboratory should consider the desnablhty of. defetmg the
DerivingaObjectives ur11t. ~
Two of “the three reviewers expressed rather strong concerns
_about thé Deriving ObJectlves wit~.,. One reviewer also notéd:
t more and better cqmpeting products, are ravailable: on the
topic of developing instructional objectives than in the » *
- areas covered by the other umnits, The evaluator ~shares the
perception that the Deriving OoJectlves wmit is.not as strong
- as, the other two wunits ... 'The part of the Deriving Objéctives
unit thiat did consistently receive favorable comments from the i
_ Teviewers was the programmed text. If the decision’ is made to _
not publish and ‘disseminate the wnit, con'sideration could be :
given to marketing the programmed text as a separate ..tem "

(pp- 47-48) 4 - .. . : .

.
4 i )
. . ¢

»
- ’P .

‘Tt Seems evider}t that the maJor mvesUnent of effort over five years in
The particular

cesses they can use as they consider, and write program goials and obJectlves in

thelr own schools.” The unlts appear to be re1at1ve1> 1neffect1ve 1n fostering

1,

the developmenpt of spec1f1c sk111s and are probably more verbose than desuable

-

One more qua.te maJor rev1slon of each of the three

Inf the m

for eff1c1ent trammg
mits should be‘made to, real1ze fully the potentlal valpe of the units,

case of Unit 3 - Derlvmg ObJectlves -.a complete restructurlng of the urut)ls

It seems equally evident that one more revision is needed.

-

probably necessary
" No funds are presently avallablle to support such a revisiod, hovever, a,nd

'the remamder of the interim 1nventory produced by the Laboratory is relauvely

\
Smal.l.. Tnfis no furthe p’Ians or work on or d1str1butlon of this wnit can be |
out med other than to distri ute thex remamder of the mventory in the public
y ’ R )
‘ dcrnam for school persomel to use in suth ways as seem appropnate to them. .
| N : ' t
\ - . ) . . . . . 4 . ~
/ » “a . . ’ )y . :
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