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: 'hlstory of development is described %lly in suff1c1ent det\all to. suggest the

- A - : N \ o b
. N @ 4 P ’ .
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. Ihls rTepbrt is 1ntended to prov1de a }usf:ory of the development and. _

' C\&lUil«.lO'l of one of the products produced by the Educatmnal Management .

- 4 S . »

I’rogram. Reference is made ih the body of ‘the feport to more detalled .

’
° ) ¢ ¢

-reports or memoranda whlch d0cumenp the development and testmg procedures

" .

used All‘ of these documents are m’) he progrann £11es and many of, them have

heen submltted to va?rlous funding agencies that have supported the program
- * &4 -_

» ,- ;‘ . Lt -

work. :,. . ) . '\-%

.
.
“ ey P

e

The report has?been written przmarlly for. those assoc1ated with the -

Natlonal Instltute of Educatlon and poss1b1y some potent1a1 users of the
product, who need to make judgments about product quahty but don't have the
tme to become fam111ar in detail with the producx itself and the extensive

reports prepared dur;ng the develo‘pment‘ and evaluatlon of the product The

- K .

‘amount of thought care, a{nd d15c1p11ne that went into creatloﬁ of' tke

productv Evaluatlon mﬁormatlon obtained dur%ng development is presented at”

a level that would accurately reflect the strengths and weaknesses of the -

-

unit, . There is no separate deta11ed techmcal_ evaluatlon report agor this

.

unit, but all of the data and do'cument’a;tion are available in ,the program

. files. oo, - - e, * . .‘. ) - < ~ 8 . v. . o~
i ) ¥ - ‘s ‘ ° \/
. ” ’ .c
¢ . . i ¢ ’ -’ -
C g R ) Richard W. Watkins o
s ' , ST . Program Ditector
o .o Lducatlonal Management Program
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= , » - The ‘Development ,and E@luat’ion',of . SR o

: . Evaluation for Program Improvement:

* . 3 P v .
.t g ) . . e L

' g N3 LI ~ ’ .

‘0\
E [\ . , Eyaluatlon for Program Improvement 1s one of s;;x \sets of t1a1n1ng R
materlals de\elopéd to increase the S}\lll knowledge ,and understandlng of b

>

sthoo‘l persor&el in the area pf 1nstructlona1 plannlng and management :  In-

v

k . ) sy(;u.t,mnal plannmg is def ed generally as’ that a‘réa of educational admm- .

s S »

1strat10n that is concerned ‘w1th prov1dmg edutatlo’ﬁ‘al dpportunities for
s . <

: ﬂ' N .children. This area may “be / further defmed as ,mvolvmg the establlshment &

e - -

..—n-

", of mstruc tional program purposes the de51gn. and Jmplementatlon}of programs,

‘\ i s ., -~ (V4 >, -
and the evaluation of 1nstmetlonal programs 'Ihc, mater1a15 in valuatmg <

1 x
A
for Program Improvement aré d1rected to the seco\d\of these ‘g:luiee ’functlons

- v ¢ )] (

(R . o 4 ’

y/

<

ES ¢

- These aterlals are de51gned for those school personnel who are d1re«.t1y

€ . o

e 1esponslble for deciding whether, and What pa{ts of an mstructlonal “program
should be'altered to merease the usefglness or effectlveness of the -program ,
\_/ a‘ L]
ihe speCJ_f ics role tlt.les of Such staff will vary from district to distric : -

. : . ’\ 4

-

. but most toften w111 1nc1ude building prmclpals d’epartment heads, dlstrlct

¢

turrltlulum specialists, and teachers\ who " are ser\zmg on curriculum comrnlttees-
d l’

£y

> Depending on the Size and organjization® of a schom district or system, the -

NE R
. unit may also be found useful by district office adm1nlstrators other than
»
{ ., .
* these w1th direct cur\rlculum resp0n51b111t1es Board of BdULa.tlé;I members,

1

‘parents and students, It. should be clear., that the mtended user group can

best be defined By functlon and interest_ rather than by a. partlcular roleé or ' ¥

1

\0

T title, and that the group ‘could 1nc1ude staff not necessarily ﬁalhng unﬁ‘e\r
. & Y R

"t the headlng of administrators. . . . .. -

"y~

intended Users ) . ' ..

-
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‘Plodm_t I’urposes and DGSCI'lpt.;.OH i : . R N

#

-<

H
v

The goal of t.hls unit is €o help school staff develop an understandmg

. . bl

P e ‘.V ‘of " the l\nowledge ‘and skills neceslsary to 1dent1fy, collect organize and - A e.
i ';J' analyze lniommtlen useful in makmg dec151ons about program mod;flca‘twn.( . ’ j
oL " 'Ihe_'unit;deals with the follo\vdngqt;pics: S K : S e %

P ¢ ’ ‘ 1‘. Identlfylng dec1SlOHS that are both' necessary and feaslble to be R
co made about program mod1f1cat10n, and specxfylnc who, makes these | . j

. ’ .
L S " tdec-ision.L,; . 0 ’ d . / . N ’. ‘ ?
.o ' 2.7 I.denti@/ing alternative courses of action for decisi"ons\ in the : ;
: ~instructional management area; . . f o { PRI ,
R D'etehnjning' what information is relévant to modification\. h s :
B, . ‘ decisibns; . ' - : " a 1
‘ “f‘;, ‘ g Taking respons1b111ty for or contributing to a pléx for, L A }
' ,collectmg, organlzlnxg and ‘analyzing program modificdtion | ;
F ' - information; and . )?\ ' ) A - . . f
. .. . ’ |
. .S. Analyzing and reportin}z J':nﬁonnaftion. veo
This unit is designed to b\‘e used, in five sessions of three hours each. . ’

although some variations are possIB‘Ie to reduce the time required. Much of

the,unit is based on an actual evaluation prOJect and is presented in ‘ehe
e .

form of 51mu1at10n excrc.lses involving role playmg. Session I, "Introduct;ion

to Program Evaluat’ion " presents an overview of evaluation in general and .
program evaluation in partﬁ;.cular. It introduces a fl,ve-step evalyation .
process a),ong with activities for leamning h&@ to 'use.this process. Aud’io;
* visuaj materials,, exercises and written material_ .a’re used §J :ﬁromoée partici-,. b

pant interest, mvolvement and dlscusslon. '

In Sess ons II 11, and IV the participants are d1v1ded into teams of &




2 A [ * oy e e e e e
- .. ot’"H‘ R ' > -3--\ . e h ’r, o . - g
. * * :

N .
qaCtl\ltlcs ‘of ah(evaluatlon Lommlttee that is faced w1th the prob ems ‘en-
. 1

_tountered in the actual evaIuatrbn project.. After each~51mulat10n exerc1se,

LI .

. “the part1c1pants_dlscu>s what occurred in the meeting of their "evaluatloqmy

.
-y

. . N * T . ) St . ! 5

. team” and then review a description of what'took place in the actuall evalua- "' §

. v * \ N . "\‘ Y o . . e /&«s ‘(’}. %

tion pto ect at th1s sta e, A - » . - *

, .p' g \ ’ & ~ . * LR ,'-é? ;

‘ |

¥ "In” Sesslon 11, partltrpants 1dent1fy déc1smons decision makers and i} ;

. . ¢ f < R . : i

- ) alternatlve courses of action’ for the simulated evqlustlon projgtt Yy P K

’ ’ \
S Session II1 Continues the 51mu1at10n exercise.” P
- s . ¢ - ¢ @

ti.ciparfts ident gy whgn . =

.
* R

R .t ;
- »,

I

|

attfon and suggesting what lnstruments could be psed to gather this 1nforma-

2 .tion. In Se551on IV, part1c1pants plan for the Collection, organization and:

~ - ‘
Y . . 4

¥, “and1y51s of 1nfonnat10n, and con51der how to draw conclusions from the \\‘ .

N -

infornation and make useful recommendatlons to decision makers. In the final ‘

Car

L session, participants draw on their experiencgé in the sjjulations to aﬁalyze
FD . .+ and criticize the actﬂli.evaluation design aﬁd final report ) .

Readlng material to be covered between se551ons is 1nc1uded airprepara-

‘ : /
" tion for the next se551oni, Much of thlS mater1a1 is drawn from the repor%; 5

.

on the- actual evaluation study, although portlons of other publications that

are partltularly relevant are also used. An annotated blbllographf is included .

Q

in the materlals for gach session for” those: who may., W1sh to pursue particular

A}

evaluat 1on issueq in mozge depth than ig- ossible in the time available 1n the | h

~ training workshop.- Finally, the unit 1nc1udes a falrly exten51ve bl&llography

. organized in four categorles. other evaluat; tra1n1ng materials; general
. T B > *

- *

t iqétruments; and general

. "

’ - ‘ -.;
references on gvaluation; sources for measurémé
RN

.
references on educational measurement. | e o . Y .

- -

Use of the unit réﬁ%ires a coordinator who has quité-an active rbr%\as

. . ¥ M . . -~ .
arganizer and, to a lesser extent, as discussion leader. There is a separate

' - /
[ * . . i
. L - N AJ .

P




Coordinator's Manual 2Q1 as transparegcies and a filmstrip and cassette tape:ﬁ;,

1 L .

Y 4
Suttessful use of the unit may rehulre two or three days for the coordlnator to

shecom amlllar with the materJals prlor to ¥irst use. The coOrdlnator nted

~

not be un evaluation or measurement specialist, but it would be, most he;pful ir ’

2

%he material 1n the annotated blblmography has been read prlor t$ the workshop

( If the coordinator does not accept the dec151on orlented approach to evaluatlon

. underlying the unit, it may interfere ylth the.success of the workshop.
AN i Y / , . t’ .
Development and Testing : 2 .

The Edchtiopal Lhnagement'Program evolved from an earlier program of
the Laboratory concerned with creating an awareness and greater utilization

2

by school\staffs‘of the results of research and development effort. As work

.Lt

on this earller programlwas belng carried out, the need to ass1st school

~staffs in clar1fy1ng their goals and obJectlves became 1ncrea51ng1y clear.

‘The development of a tra1n1ng unit on goal setting, .objectives and evaluatlon
mas flrst identified 1n the proposed scope of work to be completed in 1970 (Far
1est Laboratory, September 1969 pp. 80 ff.). As the plans for this unit were
worked out in greater detail, it ‘becarie evrdent that more, than a single unit ‘
/would be necessary. Prototypes and field test forms of two_units, Deriving

Goals and Analyz Problems wgre developed in 1970, The plans for a third unit,

Objegtives and Evaluation were descrlbed in geéneral terms to be included in the

. scope of worh for 1971 (Far west Laboratory, September 1970, pp»-50 {f.). During
the summer and fall, howe\er, Banathy and Jenks wer€ completlng the coneeptual

zatlon of an instructional planning and management system. At this conceptual

* L5

1LVL1 separate training un1ts, one on deriving obJectlves and one on program
. 1

ion, were identifieds The former fell under the general headlng of
\

ogram purposing, and included planning.for program monitoring; the latter

eyal,




. . v
. -
"; . . - . » (9
%

‘program modification and evéli'iation for final decision maki:ng’. ,

» I‘1rst unit ppototype. 'I‘he develapment of a separate un1t on derlvmg

objectlves was m1t1ated m January 1971;. plannmg for program‘ evaluatlon n

- » io

elatlon to the obJectJ.ves was not J.ncluded within the defmltlon of the un1t
_‘ l

ObJectJ,ves. Conceptu,ah‘.atmn of, and deta11ed plannlng for a separate ufut

on program evaluag;,on was started in the sprlng of ‘1971 and presented m -

deta11 dn a staf:E paper (Harris, August 1971) 'I‘he 1n1t1a1 plans for the .

i
imit were derlyed from a systems ana1y51s aﬁproach .to evaluat1on in whlch the

0

e\aluatlon subsystem consisted of four separate functmns defmlngv indica- |

tors of obJectJ.Ves ‘and 'sett1ng standards collectmg data; analyzmg data,.
and 1dent1fymg nece?sary program adJustments. Very detailed behav1oral

’

objectives for each/of these functg.ons or elements nt the evaluatlon sub-

|

trainges to achieve these ﬂmctlonal obJectlves. Fn}e ¥inds of program

system, were stated and ‘the ObJer.lveS for the urut ere in effect to enable

evaluatlon werf also 1dent1f1ed deslgrr; umplementallon; process; outcomes ;
.and costs., ' L - ' ) o t
Two major ‘unit organizations we;e'ahai};zed in detail, one using the,
% '
functional approach a;;d'the other hsing. the program eva',luatipn types approach,

The functional approach was seen to result in a.shorter unit that, if success-

ful, would impart moxe, Egenerali;able '_skills and knowledge. It was, howevgr, .
decided to organize modules around t’ﬁe types of evaluation even though it would

require much greater effort. There were three reasons for this choice:
“ . )
1. It was more nearly con51stent with approaches used by others in the
preparation of evaluation training materials and particularly con-
.sistent with the approach being followed by the Center for the Study
of ‘Evaluation at UCLA, This meant that the new unit could make use
of existing matetrials, or could refer useis to existing programs,

rather than develop:mg an entirely new unit. -

-

.

2. The skills and -kiiowledge would be more immediately app11cab1e to the
solutior, of school ‘evaluation problems.

‘.’ . .\. ' ] . . 10

¥




rgi

of the content of‘ the unlt.

3. The unit could be developed in a mdm&; fashion so that users cqﬁld
.choose training for a particular type of evaluation that they.per-
ceived to be most relevant to their problems. .

‘ -~

The plans were put into effect, and a _prototype version “of the unit com-

‘pleted (Far West Laboratory, September 1971, pp. A 48-49;, Harrls October 1971).

The prototype unit was composed of an Introduc*"&ory Overvz.ew “module, and five
addltlonal moduleb, each, directed to one of the f.we types of evaluatlon. Be-
cause of” the modular "approach the unit materials were very volumlnous and com-
plex. Pl"mnmg for the evaluat:ron of an actual externally developed high schqol
pol:.tlcal stt.dles program in a school district by a committee of school staff
was use& as the bqu;s.«for the unit. There was a considerable amount of pro-
g}armned leammg. used 1r‘1 the unit; but the burden of the training was commuini-
:eted through lengthy comments by an external evaluation eonsultant workihg with
the oonrnittee, which were to be read by the traii.nees during the training sessions.

A systoms analysis approach to evaluaticu was stressed, and attention given to

" the possible uses, similarities and differences of various models of evaluation.

t
k4

The overview and each of the five independent modules were distributed
for review to Laboratory staff and selected practicing school ‘personnel.
Generally, the Laboratory, staff members considered the content of the modules

to be quite good, but had some reservations about the format and wordinecs

~

of the presentation. The external school reviewers judged portions of the ¢
various modules to be quite useful. They were, however, rather negative about

the form and length of preseﬁtatioh and quite critical about the general

LS

L] . : . 4 I3
didactic tqgof micn of the material. They felt that some parts of it were

'insulting and‘that the structure of the modules forced them to spend a large
. o -

amount of time goihg through material.they already knew in order to learn the .

new material. . ’Ihey also questioned the usefulness to school staffs of some

*
- «

Umt repl_annmg. * At the ;:nne the prototype test was bemg completed

1 . * , . (KR




théré were several chaﬁges in personnel unrelated to the development of the

unit. In view of the overall reactions of the school baseii rev1ewe‘rs of the

v

unit, the dec1510n was made to undertake a replannmg effort that would ‘be

IS
——— e - e

based on field based interviews with school stafsf. The interviews were to

! & s e
include those who had*responsibilities specifically for evaluation activities,

building principals teachers and curriculum specialists. An initial mter-
View study ‘Was conducted by a staff mémber trained in socmlogy and was

carried out in two school dlstmcts Oakland and Novato Cala.fornla. The

former district is a large urban district that had a number of ESEA T;Ltle T

projects with a heavy emphas:,s on evaluation; the latter is a suburban
\

district that had several mnovatlve pro_]ects under way 1n the schools. , The

informat ion gamed from these mternews was prwented in a staff paper

(Cassells) ‘ ' oo Y
- ' Ve

Following this initial effort, a number of evaluation specmhsts were -

4
, a.sked to nominate exemplary evaluatlon projects they knew had been conducted.
The staffs of these projects were contacted and many were subseqUently inter-

‘ IViewed The purpose of these mterv1ews and observatlons was to learn who did
Y

what and how, in these exemplary prOJecfs and also ta learn what the various
\ .
participants in the projects would like to have done dlfferently.\ It should

be emphasized that these various interview studies were not c0nducted in any .
kN

kind of systematic way. They were rather hastlly arranged efforts to gam a
better understanding of the self-percelved needs of school staff, for prepara-
an F B N - ’ .
tion that would help them in collecting and using information about school.
n Piain

programs so that a revised evaluation unit could be planned to respond to

Y

. fhese needs ' ‘ ) . ,
. - )

Ihe mformatlon obtained in this fashlon was summarized in a planning /

’

paper that.also set forth the purposes “and general outlines for a unit "that

.

-

*
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would most likely be seen as helpful by school sﬁaffs (.Educatlonal Management

Program, June 1973) . “The proposed un1t had two major goals w:Lth sets of

q

goal Mrdmators* a.nd wlth J£yen more dgztalled ob)ectlves der1ved from the goal

. lndlcatorgl The f1rst ma_]or goal~m1ght be seen‘ as dealmg with wha‘t is often

\
k.al].Ed formatl?re evaluatlon and sthe second goal- seen as dealmg w1th the
“ 7 . S
. general area of swmnatlve evaluatlon, The idea of collectmg mfomatlon
L - . ten

that would be - useful to people uho l"ad to make program de(:1510ns ‘of various

klnds 1mder‘lay the general plans £6r the unit at this time, -

f 2

JInitial wora on *lds reconceptu’al;z.ed unit was, started recogmzmg that

the mo ma_]or goa.ls of ’che _unit and the related obJect:Lves were highly inter-

y

rctJ.ve, That is ;Swhile the goals and ob3ect1ves for a unit might be separable

o~

. pllshments of school\staff that contributed to these two kl‘nds of evaluatlon

\were not, an d *he un1.t p‘;robably could not be neatly d1v1ded ..n thls way.
Second unJ.t proto jpef’*.Drafts of the material for four three hour
P !
trammg sessmns were completed drawmg heav1ly on mfomatlon and .experience

gamed in an aétual school evaluation proJeg:t where tne author of the draft

-

had been mvol_ved as an, external evaluation consu.tént Insofar as‘posslble,

the plaﬁnmg team approach vasused in the unit, but with a strono emphasis on
;«\actwe tra:mee mvolvement tnroﬁgh role, pfaflng as memoers o‘t the evaluation
‘téa’;}xf-“ Vol Tao. e . :

r »
[ .

. These drafts were used in four class sessions of a graduate course in
v - 2

Curr,;‘t:ulwn Evaluatlon bemg conducted at Catifornia State Umverslty, San

\ P

H

gounseloxrs or.administrators. Program st&ff members served as observers of

thesc .essions, and”written questionnaires and comments were obtained from
. . - * 0y

* N
-« >
fey

" - - -
the participants. Two major conclubions were reached as a result of this

) oot

" mtu fomatwe and surmlatme evaluatlon in practlce the activities and accom- _

- FrarYCJ.sco (CSUSF) . Vlrtually all the clazs members were practlcmg teachers, '




first trial: First, while sseveral of the role playing sessions worked
w ‘ ; ‘

moderatel) well SuLCESS depended— very markedly on. 'the fortuitous c’omposition 2
i

!
.

" of the role pla) ing groups, ‘md once the role\gl 7ing and simulation broke,

.down it was difficult to qet thmgs gomg again. Second, angl even more \

-

important, the participants did not seem able to deal with the idea of ¢

4 -~
decision making in any systematit fashion, nor was there any common acceptance®
. ‘ -

of the idea of program evaluation as opp;ted to teacher or student evaluation.
\ - .
. Three independent analyses showed that approximately half of” the objec-
tives identified in the planning papér had been covered by this first draft of

material. .At about this time (November 1973) the staff was informed of the

/

/ .. . .
planned termination of the program in one year, with greatly‘reduced funding. y

2

The decision was made, therefore, to focus as much as possible on the formative

evaluatlon goal of the umit. -

Flrst field test version. Follo:ving this prototype test, material for a
3 »

completely new flrSL session was prepared and tested separately in a class at

CSUSF. This material was designed to introduce participants to the ideas of de-

-

" cisions, decision makers, contributors to decisions and factors that affect N

. - ¢ N
decisions. The first draft appeared to-be useful but also in need of further

~
L]

1

revision. .

-

Thé materials for what were now five proposed sessions were extensively

-
.

revised and edited, and supplementary'readings for each session c\ﬁosen and an-
notated.” As soo;u as. the revised materials were completed in draft i'orm, seven
people who had had a variet; of school staff experi/,énce wex"\e asked”to.\go through
the unit in five successive half-day sessions in Ji/x'ly 1974. A program staff?

member served as coordinator, and at the end of each half-day session, the par-

ticipants offered detailed and useful critidues pf tife material. Many of their

suggesfions were incorporated in the materials used in the next field tests.

Arrangements for two field test sites to be used in August of 1974 were @:

|

1

Rt
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' N N
made.i One of these #as a one week experimental summer scliool graduate .course -

-

at CSUSF.  The other was a four day w‘orkshop sponsored as part of the Pro-

S fessional Development Program (PDP) of the l\ssoc1atlon of Cal:fornla School T
~ J\dm1n1strator;s (AC8A), and held at Marymount College in Palos Verdes California.
' L . The experlmentél summer s‘chool course was one of two offered at CSUSF

.

- - - - ) o '
during the same week, ong in the morning and one in the afternoon. Only four
people registered for the evaluatlon course in the afternoon. Having been in

the course on program désign in the. mormng, they were fatigued and relatively
e unmotivated by, the time they came to the afternoon session. By and large, the

field test was not successful when judged as a fiéld test, primarily-because

of these adiministrative considerations‘.“ The staff had, however, contracted

2
> for a non-staff. observer to attend the five séssiofis and to assess the use-

fulness of the materials for each of the five sessions. SubJec:t to the

limitations of the field test sltuatlons, his wrltten mte‘pline_ar»sug’gestions '

- S

and report were quite useful in subsequent revisions. Three of the four

-

participants judged the workshop to be "fair' and one judged it to be "good."

None described it as "exceilent" or "'poor," but free response, comments were

¢

generally negative.
The same version of the materials was used.in the ACSA™ sponsored workshop,

. but since only !twelve hours were available, the coordinator had to combine por- -
tions of the third and fourth sessions into a single session. The time limita-
tion prevented collection of detailed information about effects of unit use,
but participants were asked to give overall reactions and opinions about
strengths anq weaknesses of each session. Additionally, a program staff member
observed the entire workshop to identify potential problem arees. The workshop

coordinator was a Laboratory staff member not previously familiar with the unit.

The workshop participants were school staff members who chose this
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particular training from among five different ‘'courses offered by the

.

Twenty people completed the workshop

Mne vas a teacher, nine were principals, four were district superintendents
o f

L A}

and six classified themselves-.as '"Other Administrative Positions."

Fifty percent of the particiﬁéﬁts described the workshop as ''excellent®
. ¥
nd forty-five percent described it as "good." One person described %f as
Cpoor” and ;ald he thought the use oE role plaving was a very poor dev1ce.

Of those who had had no experience in evaluation, two- thlrds judged the

workshop as '"excellent,'" and the other third judged it to be “'good." Forty-

B .

"fiye percent said the material was "moderately difficult," and forty-five
e

percent said-it was ”moderétely easy." Two people said they thought it was

¥

‘"too easy." Those with no ‘experience in evaluation,rated the unit as somewhat
A1 . .

more difficult than did those who had had experiences : .

> . N .
At the end of the workshop, participafits were asked if they would be
interested in conducflng a fleld test of the unit 1n their dlstrlct. Six of

them responded positively. In follow-up contacts, only one SUZ?rlngsnuOQt was

mmencled thatkwx,»

county office sponsor .the field test so that some of his staff could pa1t1c1pate,

able to&érrange for staff pérticipation in a figld test. Her

hen arrangements-were made, the superintendent provxded leleased tune for four n

- t - &

department heads and a curriculum qpeczallsnfandﬁbald their t;avel and 1odg1ng

»

expenses for a tvo and a half day unrkshopue*- e other five who had indicafted

i

interest in field testing were unable to schedule field tests within the Yimits

vl ] £

imposed by the program contract schedule ﬂbut several also expresse% res

ration
)\ ,? L3 .
» 3 -

/‘-

nd field test version. The experlence lnformatlon f;;; p%rt1C1pants ;
%

oL . /\j
/

*

about the1r own preparation as coord;ndtors.» ’

and staff observations from these f1r<t two workshops werg used in'revision

+ ,5‘

of portions of the materials. Most of the ‘revisions were made in the first

session deaking with the issues of decisiohs and decision makers. Additionally;

. 16 S

¢ 7™
Y > » (




attentlon was gchn to plans for the collection of better summatlve evaluatlon
1nformatlon than *had been collected prev1ously ' ' "\

Four field test sites were arranged\ three! in California schoolb -

°

d"StrlCtb and one in the Alaska State Department of Eﬂucatlon. A total’of
64 participants used all or parts of the materlals. Approx1mateiy one- thlrd

were teachers and a little more than half were principals or other adminis-

trators; five were school counselors. - . -

—~

Thirty-nine of these participants responded to overall judgment questiaens
at the conclusion of the workshop. Of these, eighty percert saidithat they had

learned what they had expected from the workshop, ten percent said they had not
SAVE -
gotten what they expected, and ten pe;cent said they had mixed reattions. The

PR
partlclpants were also asked what they would recommend to a fr1end if ﬁ; sought

r~5
adv1ce about part1c1patzng in a 51m11ar workshop. Elghty flve percent indicated .

that the unit was worth the 1nvestment ‘of their own t1me. _The results are .

‘presented in more detail.

to Response ) . 7 " Number (?ercent
« Take on own time, with fee of 0 . 2 - 54 .
“'/i‘ : Take;on own time, if no fee 12 - 31
- Take on released time, if no fee 4 ’ 10 °
Do not take | . 2, 5
o )

.. +

In order to assess effects of the workshop, it was decided to construct a

set of items that would appear to solicit opinions about evaluatlon procedur;s
or values. The item content was chosen, however, by a detalled consideration of

the purposes and content of each session in the unit; a five-choice "'agree-
\

.l

disagrec" statement was written if in the judgment of two of the developers an
g , i gn

-

expectation of a parhicular response could be based on the unit/content. Thus,

while the items appear to assess.opinions, theysmight be judged to have content

LY

-

validity as indicators of unit effects.. - «\f

Y

17 ' "‘ ¥ L
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“ ot .

Approxmately fifty such items wer\e wrltten, and four Laboratory Etaff

14

. members knowledgeabl’e about evaiuatlon were asked to respond to them

w1thout knowledge of the content of the unit. Some 1tems Were edited, re-

LY

N written or eliminated. Care was also taken to insure that the "correct"

L\ )

responses were about evenly divided between "agree'! and "d1sagree." 'I\vo

forms of the opinion quest‘mns ’tjere constructed, judged to be roughly

parallel, ‘ These forms are .mcluded in the Append:x A, with the "correct"
[ s - i . “

. answers -¢ircled. . 7
. N\,

F * .
S :-,‘ It ‘seems li]iely\that these two, forms would yield good sEales of opinion s

and might even yield a reasonably good Guttman scale. Lack of time ahd

*

. funds “have, . however, prexented any ‘test of the scales. Stores were obtained

on a scale from zero ts 99 In three of the four sites, random halves of

i
) b 4

the part1c1pants were asked to complete Form A or B before the workshop and .
L] n !

the alternate‘ form after the workshop. Ana1y51s of these ddta showed that . 7( _:‘
the Forms A and B were equal “in "difficulty’_' with means of 79 and 78 and ?“ &
standard deviadions of 9.3 and 9.8. - . 2 ' 51*{‘ ,

The relationshdp between the pre- and post-opinion scales, ‘pboling

data from the two forms for the 32 partlclpants who providedsusable data \

.

are ‘shown in the t‘able below, It should be noted that many more than these

<

32 completed the workshop A number of the- part1c1pants did not notlce

that the opinion questions were prlnted on'two sides of the same sheet and

Y ‘ . 2 . -N*‘/' . . « o2
so did notg'a'tnswer all items. In other instances, the participants' work f

schedules did not pernit them to stay to provide the posttest data,

-

L

z
L]
g ;
o
.
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; : . Table 1 j
" Pre- and Post-Workshop Opinion Scores ;
, ' . |
- ' Post-Workshop Scores _ | " s : i
66-73  74-81  82-89  90-98  Totals
. 90-99 5 e j‘
.g 82-89 . 7 . , {
‘ ' :
o 748 1 . . : ‘
'j*: 66-7% T ;10 .
2| 58-65 1. 3L
O] R Bl Y .. { 4
2o I | T . L .
& Totals 1w I 16 32 \ )
. 3 . ¥ ) R - |
\ L )-’ Table 2 ; . - |
¢ “ ‘e ) . ﬁ Vo ’i
Pl ' Statlstlcs for Pre~ and Post- Wbrkshop‘pplﬁlons .} .
. ) o ‘ . - ‘
- ) s Pre%Scpre Post-Scone Post --Pre . . S i
. N 2 , 1 - - ¢ . . . |
Meart .78 " 89 1o ~ )
- AN m . » ) s
\é‘ Standard 4 » LIPS ,

viation' 9 b o 11 , x
e SN o =

It 1s € dent from these data that, as a group, partlclpants did alter
1 o
their expressed opinions; in the directions 1nd1cated by the content of the

material, If the band'lndlcatES'by the d1agona1 lines is used as indicative

‘of no change 1n opinion, then one can conclude that 23 (72%3 changed in a

o, L4 ]
,p051t1ve dlrectlon, thz\g>(99) changed in a negatlve directign and six (199)

showed no change. The perxL?tage of positive change seems quite marked when,

/
,’Oﬁ? con51ders the fact that the scorea on the pretest were qufte high before .o
* ‘
the w01kshop. The mean change is statistically 51gn1£1cant{:{
§-
In additign to xnformatlon related to use of the unit thaf{was collected

ot h

»\}
.

rE

N
, by the staff, ‘thiet other kinds of evaluatlon ev1dence are available: an

unsolicited regort émom a field test; actlons of the AFSA Professlonal

tm
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Development s’ta‘ff and expert reviews of the second field test Verslon.

Unsollc1ted fle,ld test report The staff member from the Unlver51ty of

ilaska who had handled the arrangements for the field test 51te in that state
" sent to the program an unsolicited report (Hecht). She had prepared five

questlons about the workshop that were of mterest to her and she distributed

the questlons to the part1c1pants at the fonclusmn of the workshop. Responses

w@re to be ma11ed nine of the twelve parucg.pants responded, The ‘individual

respéhses are gwen in they)‘ ent1rety in the report which is 1nc1uded as
&
Appendm B, The flve %estlons and; a classification of the resppnses is ?(
given here; the Tresponses were classed:as p051t1ve, heutral, negatlve g‘

(.

O‘Q

unce‘rtaln by the author of this »eport. ) ' :

,,‘_,1. Do you feel you have 1earned anything in this worksh\op which ihll
" be useful in your ared of responsibility? Explam NN

Eight .of the responsesere con51dered to be p051t1ve, without

reservation;-one Was dons 1dered to be neutral or positive w1th

, some reservation, : . ”
hY .
4. What js yquy opinion of the.materlals presented at the workshop‘? ’
.- a, content? b. format? : i ,
. ' a o :
Five responses were _Considered to be clearly positive, and four !
v to be ‘heutral or posk:ve with reservations. o) D NN

3. Do you see any use for these materials or 51m11ar in your job
situations? E?Eplam. T N
Eour résponses were considered posltlve , two posltlve with
réservation, two were judged to be negative, and & ene codld”
cnot %be 1assed At least some of the reservations seem fo be ©
* related | to charactéristics of the job situation rather than
to, the upit per se. - ,
"4, In your opmlon, should AEPIC/CNER consider sponsoring. T
similar workshops 1n e area of program evaluatmn" 'Br1ef1y

~. explain, | . . . : 5
< xP \FJ ¢ ~ < . . ,
/ Five nespoﬁses appeared to be positive; three neutral,or . /

{ uncertain, and one negative., The responses seem to be directed /

-, to the general qu§st10q of the value of workshops, and so only
am irdirect asses ment of this parthplar workshop : -
‘ > \‘\ i “~
Fs ‘ / .

' - . ! @ . ) ': : ’ 7 N 20 . ) ” / M
/. . c . . - : et

o




5. Please comment freely as to any additional reactlons suggestions
etc. you may have...
v .
Five responses were interpreted as bemg quite positive about the
workshop, and one as being positive“but with reservations about
\ future use, The others could not be judged, or related to matters .
3 other than,this part1cu1ar workshop. . ' :

Overall, tﬁe report seems to be quite positive about the materials and
the workshop, but there seem to be some who have reservations or geven

negative feelings about the value of the materials to them or about usmg
b 2L

them in the future. ‘ . ® . "
, ,

ACSA-Professicrial DeveLpnent Program actions. After the ACSA—spmso‘red

- , workshop in August, Dr, Edward Beaubier, Assistant Executive Secretary of

\*ACSA}Wreported that a number of the participants spoke to him Very p051t1ve1y
about r}xe workshop. They recommended that it be .included as a regulat part
of, the AQSA-PDP offermg. In the fall, after the three district workshops
had oeen completed, the }iaif,on administrators for PDP did, in!fact, vote to
include it m their offerings. ACSA has now contracted with the ‘EduCat;ional
Sefvices D1V1$1on of theiaboratory to “urchase materials and ccordinator

se;}\uces to offer the ‘workshop four times in different parts of the state..

Expert review of materials. After final revision of the unit materials,

‘ - ¥ o te as . . .
arrangements were made to have two specialists in evaluation review the

materials and respond to questlons posed” by ﬁhe program staff. The questions

>

_“are included in Appendix C, but the reviewers weré encouraged to offer any

comments about the materlals\they thogght in order:\ ) ..

The two rev1ewers were chosen to,represent two quite different kinds of ‘.
experience: They were: - .. . . ,
Dr. David Payne Mr. Reglnald Corder
School of Education . Evaluation and Advisory SerV1ces
The Uruver51ty of Georgia Educational’ ’I‘estfi‘ng Service

L ” . Berkeley, California
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. Dr. Payne has frequently taught courses in curriculum evaluation, is

the author of several books on measurement and evaluation and has served as

a consﬁltant on school evaluation efforts and on the development of competency-

- .

based. administrator trairing. Mr. Corder has had extensive experience as a

: v . ’ .
_secondary school teacher and counselor and, for the last ten years, has been

B

extensively involved in providing professional consultation to school

planning and/or cdhducting'evaiuatiqn‘projqpts. ' e

Following are quotations, from Dr. Payne's letter of éransm;ttal sent

L]

with his report. {

"After studying the materials from cover to cover, I must conclude .
that they are the best I havé seen....The package is far superior

to the Worthen et al. simulations...and of colrse your materials

are only a fraction of the Worthén costs. One€ index of my enthusiasm

is my intense desire to use your materials this summer when I teach

a course in curriculum evaluation...several colleagues of mine' from

one of our state Cooperative Education Service Agencies may be con-
tacting you...about the possibility of s€curing the materials for

use in a workshop in March." ’ o s

Excerpts from Dr. Payne's respohses to the questions posed by the program
. . - 1
staff are presented below; the complete responses are given in Appendix c.’

1. Adequacy and Responsiveness of Unit Gpals and Objecti%ésl
) 2

"This reviewer definitely feels that the evaluation unit would be ,
appropriate for principals and instructional supervisors, and to.a
lesser extent for teachers. The gdals listed on pp. Zx-x, and ob-
jectives identified on pages 1.3, 2.3, 3.3, 4.3, and 5.3 are definitely
important ones, and if met and when applied could reSult in improved
. instructional programs. One wonders if objectives dealing with the

mechanics of undertaking cost-effectiveness analyses have been -~

logical and the ones usually stressed in such training programsr"
27V Relation of Unit Activities to Goals and Objectives. ‘ ‘
PR e

"Tn general activities are highly responsive to the session *
. objectives. One possible exception might be the degree to which
Objective 2 on p. 2.3 and Objective 2 on p. 3.3 are treated ) .
adequately in.their respective sgssions. - i .

- ;

Obyiously great care has been tdken <in tlie .development of the
materials. The directions for the coordinator are the most complete
this reviewer has seen, The material on role playing and discussion-
leading is most helpful. In additionf the explicit and implicit ‘
‘emphasis on decision-making is to be commended.' ’ :

. . » L3 .
22. “ ¢ .

- P

‘ <,

slighted. The five steps identified in the evaluation process are _ ?;“ b
/A <"

e
»




3. Tasks of the Coordinator. . . Cox

"Obviously some background in research, measurement and evalu-
ation, both academic and experiential, would be most helpful to a
potent1a1 coordinator. In addition some human relation training
would stahd a coordinator in good, stead," -

.

4. Training Time Devoted to Unit .and Sections.

<

L]

"In general tasks seem relatlvely well balanced for time. This
reviewer ‘would be very hard pressed to eliminate any of the sessions,
The notiomy as suggested’on p. av of using a 12% or 13% hour
schedules does not seem like a viable -alternative., The saving of
time is not that great, and yet considerable loss in training over
important topics would probably resulty

Despite the fact that ‘they have been field, tested this. rev1ewer
finds it difficult to accept the fact that Se<310135 2 and 3 each
. really require three hours." .

.

5. Cest of Materials

‘ "There is no doubt that the proje_cted pricing of the unit will
be one of the strong points in it's appeal. Most, other similar units,
particularly those available from commercial sources, are priced
three or four times the present price. Costs are well within the ~
budgets of virtually all pub11c schools and those of graduate students."

‘ N

6. Use of Unlt.

-
1

"ThlS reviewer would have no reservations about using the unit
either in a college or university teaching situation or in conducting
. workshops with public school personnel or professmnal organizations
{dssuming that they were relatlvely inexperienced in evaluatlon "

M., .the chief "comipetitor' with the Far West materlals .

. would probably be the simulation exercises developed by Blain
Worthen. These materials run into several hundreds of dollars
and are not nearly so detailed in présentation, particularly with
regard to what participants and coordinator are to do, as are
the Far West materials. The Far West materials are far superior

. with regard to‘objectives..and spe(f';:gf}.catloh of activities,
, respon51b111t1es and roles of both part1c1pants and. coordlnator "

Excerpts from Mr. Corder's report , w]rlo}l was 11_1 the form of.a 1etter a)re

quoted below. The entire letter is mcluded in Appendix C, except for the

initial and final paragraphs which are not‘ related to-this unit.,

»

"I was pleased to see a training package directed to program
improvement, and to an audience- -at the bu11d1ng level,..More and

' more I have come to: believe thator program improvement and
. actual use of. evaluat1on data th %ersons actually engaged in
RS i $ k]

¢




the program.should have major responsibility for planning and .
conducting the evaluation..."
. . +
"] would kike to use the materials in a situation where 7

building staff wish to evaluate a new program...most small
projects, at least, and building level projects think of the
evaluation too late, not at the time of program development.
I jyould be highly receptive to a'call from a superintendent
: which went, 'Corie and help us plan for ‘the evaluation of a
program which we expect to get under way next fall (or spring
or, whatever).' The opportunity to use your materials under
these circumstances, to get program staff involved in the
elements of planning for program improvement, and then later
. engaged in working on the evaluation of their real program would )
be attractive to me. T am most hopeful for the materials umder ]
thHese circumstances. While such circumstances are ideal, I also .
think that the materials would be successful in a less ideal s - P
situation where I would say, ''Okay, I'll come and put together ‘ e
an evaluation which will savé your project funding now, but as the
next step you must.provide staff time for a workshop in which they,
will learn something about planning their own evaluation.’

.. .Even under forced conditions, however, the materials are pre-
sented in simulations which-could engage the interest of a

building level audience." - -

.

>

Conclusions ' . .o
3

The information that has been obtained about this unit indicabes that

it is effective as material for, training. It is generally seen as useful bjr ‘

-

those .who have used the material, .and meets a need that is seen as importaﬁt
by both, school nersonnel and non-school 'épecialists. The major unanswered
questions are: thg extent to which the unit is dependent of; the perspnality,
qualifications, ar;d e\{aluation philosophy ofﬁ the coordinat%r; the amount of:
preparation required by éoor,dj_l:létors who may vary gfeatl‘y in tile qualificatiOns;‘

and the yariétions from oné situation to another in the usefulness of the role

playing. In one instance; the need "c_o assume a 'par'tiﬁzlar role in front of

colleagues in a district appéai’red to create a confl‘i;ft and perhaps even a

A .

L]
personal problem for one ;%articipant. .

* 0

k , / ) ' )
While it would undoubtedly be good to devot¢ additional effort to getting

more information about the use of the 1init, f\/x,réds are not available for such
' o8 T )

.

e

e
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'anlmderi:aking., On balance, the available infommation seems to Jjustify naking
. the unit in its present form a'vailable for use in schools and Jnixrersities.
- - .)‘

The unit has been reproduced 1n limited quantity, and is-* avallable for

sale through the Laboratory The Part1c1pant's Han&book is prlced at $7 95;

?
‘S the ‘Coordinator's Handbook, transparenc1es and fllmstrlp and cassette tape
Al f .
cost $34.95, -, ) ' ‘ 1
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. APBENDZX A k\ _J
s\ . . ) \ i .
. ° a ] 5 ‘ .
-, Date e . Name ‘
F v ‘ e- In‘ N L ~ | & '
. T \‘ . ““ - % , - - ‘\/ . - .
./ R . OPINIOH QUEJTIO.«H/\IRL Yo - : )
g T 7 (Form A) : - SN
>. ' ’ - .

Indicate whuther xou agree or disagree vith the fol]owmg statements by -

L]

g carchnq on of the mmbers from one (st ong]y d1sagrce) to five (strong:y

"¢ ugree).-' Example. "Charrhe Brown 1s a good basebaH managcr.“ 1 @ 34 5 .

PR

r S < e ) b IR : . d1s(mee aqree
1. Evaluction should be perforn.ed on]y when a program is R
: compiétely deve]oped © . @ I 45
, 27 Evaluation stuches should deterniine the correct dec1s1ons - e
.- about how -.o changn or ¥mprove a progiam. - . 3 4 5
: g. The reaJ test~of an evaluation is whether it he]ps some- )
one ma!\e & bettex dec1swon on how to,improve a program -1 2 3
4. * Evaleation should- not be_done b_y peop]e who are on the e N J
Co- schoo] d1$tr1ct staff., ) @ 3.4 5
5., Eva]uatwn s not a very co'mon l)uman act1v1ty.; .: ; | @ 3 4 5
é. =The ﬁrsﬁc*step in p_,anmng;d'or eva]uatwn is ,to 1d'entny ) g |
the ossible decisiohs on how to 1mprove the program. o 1.2 3 ,

. 7. "Term}nate the prog’i am," is a good examp'le “of the kind ofﬂ .
decision which gould be listed as: poss1b1e at the begmnmg 1 2 3
of an eval¥ation study

fala

. ? . . ~
L NY iw a
8. §vaIUdt1m information will be ‘most useful ify 1t is related '
partﬂ?u]ar decisions and demswn makers. T 2,3
t g .
' 8. T'xm and‘money are ]1PeTy to be wasted if pos.nbh. alter- SR
nalive actjons or mprovcments in the program are specified 3.4 5.
in advance‘ _ . . = ’ -
. y “2 : RO . . ) . .
10, Al fe«srb]e alternatives c*101.1d be con51dere.d before ) .
g making a demswn - 123 @ y
) . . . . %
N If aflternatwns are not specified in advance, information . ' .
necessary for naking the dnr1s1on may not be collected.” "1 2 3 @ -
12. The w'(u:'as 1ded].,, .‘..f! cer:.,train'cr affecting decisions . /
f"\) are <among _the less unportmt tattors Lo consider in p]anmng 3 4 5

" and’ cgﬂd%tlng sfyevaluation. ! -

RIC™S0 w0

.
“~
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Onrinion Questionnaire

Form A, p. 2 ) Hame:
, disagree . agree
*13. Instruments should not be chosen until information ne&ds v
and probab]e sources have been identified. . 1 2 3 6:::)
14y Hethods to ‘be used in andly)wng the information that will
be collected in an ewaluation‘study do not need to be Y . )3 4 5

- out]1ned until after data are collected. .
15._Information  needs can be .identified by matching program.
¢ “characteristics with the ‘considerations 1mportant to

the decision maker(s). ray.

o]
[AV]
W

16. When planning 1nf0rmat1on collection, it is important to
consider whether encugh subjects are available to justify the' 1
cost of collecting and analyzing particular kinds of data.

N
w

17. Commun1ty publications are often a good source of 1nformat1on
for use in folmulating.questions for program evaluation. 1 { 3

on a program. . y

18. Standardi?ed tests are a complete Source of information <:;?

The interests and requ1rem°nts of the decision maker must
be a prime rons1d;rat1on in how the eva]uat1on report is 1 2 3
put together.

21. Simplicaty is irrelevant in data display. i/ ) Q:::) 3

22. The evaluator should plan how to obtain evidence about the
relevance and reliabiiity of data to be collected in.an
evaluation study. . ' ) 1 2 3

-

4 5
19 Even in a well- runxevaluatwon, consultant help or data
processing serviess “may be necessary. 1T 2 3 @:::).
4 "5

A .
NOTE: Gircled responses reprbsent “correct" answers as determined from
unit content. ) ‘

-
+

Scores represent the total of item values, obtained as Yollows:
it )

Response Response Value
"COﬁeCt" \‘ ) 4 . s b *
Neutral . ' 2.0 _
"Incorrect" 0.0 £
L}
a - N Q .
t - . *
" ',*. P ‘ 28 K3
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Date: - Nante:
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i

OPINION QUFg] 0N|II\IRE

~ (Form B )

Indicate whether you agree or disagree with thé fo?f]owing statements by circling

one of the numbers from one (strongly disagree). to five (strongly agree).

X : . |
Example: "Snoopy should get the Red Baron.” . 1 2 3 4 @

h disagree  agree :

%

1. Eva]uatmn shou]d be per‘formed while the program is being '
. developed. 1 2 3 @
2. Evaluation studies should be used in deciding whether to
retain, or drop part of the cuiriculum. 1 2 3 @
3. Teachers should have a major ro'le in planmng and con-
ducting evaluation studies. 1 2 3 @ |
4. Evaluation is a ‘common human activity.' 3 G
5. The real test of an evaluation study is whether or not the i
~evaluator is samsﬁed that he knows how good the program is. @ 3 45
6. In planning for eva]u tion activi t1g.s, it is not important “to
. digfinguish information gathering dec1s1ons from program @ 34 5 |
wodificatjon decisions. ) |
7. "ChangL the goals and chectwes," is a good example of the s |
< Iind of decisions which coulid be identified at the begimning 1 2 2 @

of Lvaluatwn p] anmng

8. It is cc.mpara-uve]j ummpor tant to know who has the authority }
to make decisions about program modification. @ 3 4 5 . i

© 9. Speci fqu potential alternative improvements in advance |
‘ hdps one focus ng]UGtIOﬁ aclivities efficiently. 1 2 3 @ ;
10. A1l feasible ali;ernatives should be considered before ’ a
making a decisicn. = » 1 2 3 @ . |

. a . I

,11. Possible decisions and alternatives cannot be identified i
until the evaluator has specified necessary information. @ 3 4 5 .‘}

12. Pr ouram costs, academic effoctwwness, and student o - _ . 1
' attiludes are usually relevant c.onﬁdc-ratwn" in deciding 1 2 3 @ |
how to modnfy a_ program. A }

» ? |

' |

. <9 ~




* Gpinien Questionmaive Ce25- L " ,, J‘
fnnfe, p. 2 . Hawe: &
' (\‘t ¥ -t "
disagree,  agres ¢
v
. . & . *
13. Instrwsents should not be chosen until information neods
and prebeble sourees of information have been identified. 1 2 3 4 5%
. N 4 *
4. If information sitalysis is planned ahead, information may o .
be collecled in an inconvenient form. ’ @ 3 45
15, Inforz tion needs can be identifed by matching program - )
charvacteristics with the considerations important to the 1 2 3
decisicn maker(s): _ - "

16. 1t is essential to schedule data collection activities and
* personncl assigmmcnls before inplementing the evaluation plan. ]

17. Information about siudents can be gotten only from them. 1
1&. Cvaluators should develop all their own instruments. 3 4 5 -

18. A well-trained evaluator should be ab]e' to handle all
‘ aspects of data collection and processing. . @ 3 4
’ y

i

A

|

1

5

]

|

;

: .
20. ComprehensibiTity is a prime consideration in data display. 1 2 3 . !
' |
i

:

]

3

;

§

k

i

1

a

f

|

3

4

s

|

1

i

21. In order to be useful at all, evaluation recommenciations
must be written with specific decision makers in mind. @ 3 4
22. The evaluator should pfan how to-obtain evidence about

the relevance and veliability of data to be collected in 1 2 3 @ -
an evaluation study. : i .

¢

1

NOTE: Circled responses represent '‘correct' answers as determined ‘\from
unit content. ‘ ‘

N
-~

]
. Scores represent the total of item values, obtained as follows:
Response Response Value :
"Correct" ., 4.5
Neutral 2.0
"Incorrect" 0.0
L[4 - 1
’ 4 ?
/ 1
- . 1
, 30 |
% ;/' i
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APPENDIX B .

o .

: Réport on /
AEPIC/CNER Sponsored .

2

Evaluatign Workshop .

I

a .

-October 14-16, 1974

- -

— b

4 s ;
"Kathryn Ap Hecht ' .
AEPIC Evaluator

Center for Northern Educational Research

University of Alaska

Noveinber 25, 1974

v




N

F coordinated an evaluation workshop for twelve participants from a
. \ ~ . | 3 . "
variety of Alaskan educational institutions (see list of partigipants

) ] . . . ]

-

¥
R

The materials usad durﬁﬂ’rg the workshop wer\g supphed by the

';tta.chcd)

Far West Laboratory for Educatrcﬁlal Res earch and Development

" This workshop is entrtled "Evaluatxon for Program I.mprovement"

o &

from a training serie’s ¢y led "De.signix‘lg Instructional Programs'.

The workshop leader, Dr. Earl Mortensen of the Lab, was one of

o

s

? the developers of these trarmng matenals. . ‘ \
As evaluator for AEPIC and workshop coordrnator, I.decided

to let the participants speak for themsélves on the value of this~

X

and otb.-?- such activities ifi terms‘ of therr pr\?fessipnal need as

b . they are certamly in the best pdsrtxon to _]udge. Their answers to
my questxons are }'epor‘ted fully in the, followrng pages. The '

L questions were discussed durlng a br1e£ mtroductory talk the first
‘day of the worl&‘,hop and _passed out at 1ts completron, to be returned

v
by marl. "Nine: of the 12 partrcxpants responded as of November 22.
8 ‘e
It should be noted that ‘except for dne day for srcknes s, each
‘ S A v

o
| F
b e ..
- L L L]

person attended all three days. e My ‘e

.
«Jd .
.

Also, two of the participants were from non-school settings.,
! ¢
Thear ;:omments reflect the fact that these materxals are directed

toward a narrowly defined audlence. ) They were told ahead of time

~that the "material was very school felated, but chose to participate

anyway. Perhaps this decxsron reflects the urgent need felt for

L4

evaluation training and the lack éf such training readily available
¢

in Alaska. . - . : t

’

32 '

¢ 3
‘On October 14-16, at the Holiday Inn in Anchorage, AEPIC/CNER.

» 3
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Prom my limited observation of the workshop, I would like to™"

add the following comments to those of the participants: |

. Twelve peoplé wasa very workable number,

shop created good interaction. It seemed to put people at
. . ease. Perhaps people are less afraid to speak up when
o . they are playing a role. o -
: 3, Three days of attendance is not too much to expect of busy
4 . people if they feel a need and wish to participate, and if
" there intexest can be held. S

2
T

-

A}

2. The role-playing technique used:during‘most of the work~ -
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. PARTICIPAN_TS RESPONSDS S} )
: {

e ":\f M - v
« -

i
1. Do you feel you have learned anything in this workshop which w111 .

be use¢ful in your area of responsibility? KExplain,
rea ob . Y

v 'f - " % ) . 't oh \%

" This, workshop was pertinent for, me as Assistant Supermtendent of the

N'o‘.me Schools with .responsfbxhty for- developr\nent, implementagion and ‘

evaluation of specially_ fahded programs. I have had the problen of
havmg ‘to do too much of the proposal developmenE and evaluation with-~,
" out the involvement of the teaching staff, Tradxtxonally, the teaching ' . op
staff has not been involved to any great extent in such efforts, By P
their own adrmssmn, many teachers feel inept in the area of program
evaluation, | ! : ) o
[} 4 A d
« IAthmk the workshop will cause me: . \:“‘ ) :.: i . ,v.%,
To encourage more teacher mvolvement in e‘)‘alua.txon. . .
To spend time with individuals. and groups explammo evaluation,.
and the process for develépmg an education evaluation plan. .
To make evaluation an integral component of program planmng ot
and development. .
To make me aware of the importance of group dynam1cs. in the .

évaluation process. . 4 . t
& t - ai’ for

| |

»m?'

= ‘9-_ ¢ ., i
. ‘*

Definitely! As a present school board membe.r 1 ~,pend considerable’ L.
time reviewing program evaluations of our own school district as well

as others. Clearly the seminar has given me expanded perspective

of the process and product of the evaluation of programs. . ,

Although I felt\that I had gone through this type of workshop befere,
there was a definite value in actually workmg up the kinds of materials
and to participate in the divisions inherent in the workshap format.

-

Yes, I learned something useful from the workshop. The maJor steps
of evaluation for program improvement resembled greatly but was
superior to my own structur¢. The Alternatives/Considerations
matrix and other methods of presenting data were also useful.

, ]
Yes - As coordmator for the minority group activity program, I
feel that the workshop provided me with facts concerning how 1mportant
it is to have an evaluation program within a schgol district, such as,
who should be involved, the cost, and all the important factors and
tasks compiled together which can make or break an evaluation program.

X3

Yes. Helped to refocus my thinking re program evaluatmn. "Also, if
package becomes available, could use with our staff, .

X
=
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Xy Cont'd’ » ) ' - .

. - - L ’ ?
Yes, i am respo ‘1b‘1e for programs {n elementary fclassrooms, and
I need to’ hav& 2, yay ob;am inform tmn about these p,rograms that
' does-fot come }ﬂ 1 bits\arfd _pieces.

y e L] N - - ~ N
. b .

A &L—, S — ’
3
. Yes, I fegl I Pza«i'% learned‘some things from the workshop: such as
measuring a procram and ‘how to touch on both negative and positive
aspects of a progifam, also information on sources in the commumty
to resofr; to for reactions from the people. , A =’

¢ -

L o ".
.

- .:-

“" ~ ] N -

N Somewhat- It's g1ven me a framework/references for overall program

[
. evalua t1on. . .
. . - “
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W e
2. What is your opinion of the materials presented at the worlzshop?
a, content? b, forrmat? ' - ,

¢, . - .
Thecgontent of the materials presented at the workshop were generally
good. The.materials did not reflect the Alaskan scene as might bét
desirable for a s'ta\tewide presentation. Such materials developed
around an Alaskan school might be a good idea,

-

The format was good. I liked thé idea of using an actual school as "

a model. The prog‘ra}rri may be a little too long to present as in- . .
service for the average busy school in Alaska. : LI

¢ ./'
~
P ]
- . - /

.

The effective background for simulation activity and reveal vividly

the dynamijcs of real-life evaluation projects. *The gontent is quite

good, and I beiieve the format is eifective. ijfgpossible change
.might be to provide the individual ™le descriHJ:" ns.on separate
cards“to avoid our overviewing other roles to the extent that we
inhibit that "player's' activity.

L e . [
Materials were excellent in that they represented a hypothetical.and
a practical situation, The content was excellent and the format
required step-by-step progress. :

. . / N

1

The annotated bibliographies were useful and the additional biblio-
graphy was o%tstanding. Some.negative impressions on the format
were explained in the previous letter. I would have appreciated a

one-page agenda or syllabus, y :

1 ‘
!

]

Since this was my first time attending such a workshop, I don't feel

I am completely qualified to elaborate on paragraph 2 of your, question-
naire. I do feel that the material presented was excellent. From |,
listening to others in the workshop, the content could have been

based on actuality rather than simulation. The format is fine.

m.
Both good.

4
>

The content was clear and communicated at my level of interest and
thinking about evaluation, ,

>

e s ot

.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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< ° 1 thought thgmaterial given to, us for the amount of time spent on
this subject was adeguate, beé
\

diffictilt, I would have been co

nfused begause: of the lack of time -
spent on it, |

4
4 ,.‘ . . N .t ‘e
. @ - .
. .. ! L d . ’ . .
* Much of the content was too educational program-specific for. my
needs, The format, especially the simulation exercises,’ was strong. .
‘Would help if all participants had more or less the same exposure to.
subject matter, ; ST o
ol . . H _ .
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; . ' o
t- 3. Do you see any use for these materials or similar in your-job

) . - situation? Explain, - , 2o

- ‘ ~ . . ’ "~ ‘ R \
Similar aterials will be used as I work direétly with the teaching .
staff, The entire program would be hard to-schedule for Nome., It .
might be acceptabld to a sizeable grbup -if it is offered by\the Uni-
Versity of Ala¥ka over a period of time for credit, If it could be
offered as a credit course and meej one evening a week for five

1 . !

. weél;s', I suspect ten to fifteen local people\ will enroll.

-

7

. . ) - )
If I do move into.educational administration as I am presently con- -
. }sidering_,) I'm confident that @1ere'will be numerous uses for similar ,
materials. Simulation and related activities are rarely unsuccessful
in stinyulating ledtning, and ] would seek such materials for any u
R ‘instructional projects for which I was responsible. . s

’

- I definitely see use for these types of materials in our’ situation in % \/'
Anchorage and talked with the group leader as to the possibility of | )
obtaining copies or permission to use similar items.

d. ‘

» . . o

I.have explained préviously that much of the content can be adapted .

9 + for evaluation training workshops for a cofjx_tinued Mini-Gragts pro- , . .
- . gram or for the ANCADA Training Prograrh. The format will ,
have'to be altered to suit the target population, however. A
- . . ’ - Ty ’

S e : T
' I'm sure this material will be h&lpful to me as a guide for future
" use. It has the necessary instrurnents that will assist me in deter-
mining how to go about putting an evaluation team.together within
my own structure once.l have personnel. . ' -

0
N o

x

A »
Yes. Work with professional staff in program evaluation,

. o
Consultants involved in planning programs should be aware of ways ' °
they can be Aevah}ated. , -
. . .-, g . . N -
. N . - . . ) ]
The only way I.can see me using this material in my job situation
would be comparing the content with another program that I'm
working on, ° ‘ .

. - '. r - H .;-7 :'.' {‘

Not reallly.' - " . N ) . e .

v S R - "A — - ] -
|

[y




4, In your opinion,.should AEPIC/CNER consider spénsoring , .
similar,workshops in the area of program evaluation? Briefly ‘s
explain, ‘ :

.
1 s . - .
. . N >

.-
» [ . -] o

.. Yes., There is-not enough und.erstaziging of evaluation among the . -
ranks of the average Alaska school district and additional workshops
could ‘help. .. .. . C . . to 7

. i

= S T ~ - - . ¢
* ) -

. : Yes, I believe AEPIC/CNER could provide a real service - especially
to small districts in Alaska - by sponséring similar workshops in.
the area of program evaluation, Corsumers seem,to be asking for
'more evaluation, and I feel certain that'we are entering an era of
greater emphasis on this field. - ‘ - v " )

w . " 3

p N (S
. . R ’ \‘): . .7 " N b4 . L
It would appear to me that there are definite advantages id having -
1 anagency or institution set up these types of workshops, Then there . -

is no question as to the reasons for holding them, " That is, people
sometimes question the motive of a single district or state agehcy. )
I do not feel that the University would be so questiogedo ] X e

I'm really unable to offer any advise on this question, I gained from
the workshop, but I know that this program is not one that you're
required to service. y . )

- ) .
Ibelieve workshops such as this one would be beneficial in this area.
It should be made available to administrators, teachers and other *
concern groups. Our evaluation program needs stréngthgning, .and s
this is one way to do that. ' 7 :

§- ~a

=t
- . . Pt

Yes. Larger districts could undertake this on théir_ own, however, ] 2
- . e . t

. .

. 4
. Yes. Either at the next step for this group or as an introductory
séssion like this one for a new group. Would personally like.the . ,
Ynext step'. - ' < ’

] «

a
[}
*

Yes, 1 think a program evaluation wo,rksiiop shold take placé so we
can cover the evaluation of rmany types of. programs,

e - '
. oy ' . " ) ~ o, * :, . ,
Yes, 1'd like to see a workshop designed around a more general ,
. - r .
approach to program evaluation (less secondary, urban education

context). R . N

co
e
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5. leag comment freely’as go any additional reactions, Suggestlons
- k)
r, oetc, 'y umay havé. o e 4 P . .\ v
. 0 . Y N P . 2 3
. . . [ /
. .\U Lo ) a /-\
. ] Dr. Earl Mortensen was an excellent leader. I question if the materials -

" could be prgsented agcurately by someone not as knowledgable regard-
ing the pr‘oérarrsfxs was Dr. Mprtensen, He indicated that with some
in- servufe trammg, .almost anyone could coi’ldnct the program using
the prepardd materials, but I think screening of she cand1date for
L, leader woyld, be)ee/.‘emlal S

%

o
<

4

Lo @ o

If the contest of the workshop were condensed to a two -day schedule,
mcludmg an evemng,/_g\ome districts might release eriiployees for
UL ibmore readrly. . , . P

a¥
.

LAl )

- ——
- > L x

I think the above répresents rhy feelings and would add no more. s
£ . - ® L A - . \ " . '
. - N ' < L
. Perhaps an "mstant replay" of some of the sxmula}:mn act1v1t1es
. . would be useful in stimulating miote serrous part1c1patmn.

-

. P . “n A - ﬁ..
L . As Del Yohnson and Lou Gonzales would have it, lets summarize the '
program and ass1gn tasks. ) )

I enJoyed the workshop and the personnel involved.,

Inner changing
of ideas are very usefulyou know, -

.o . )

%jGood workshop. Enjoyable, meaningful and helpful,
') . . . )

K Excellent -1 would have profited by concludmg statements from the
moderator, even though it was contained in the written materlal I
* respond best to "live" input., . -

o .

. N * ‘. 7 e 3 4 3

I'feel that ju.t about any evaluation workshop is worthwhlle Bexgg
.that it is organized ‘properly. : . -

RSO . - D)
- Rl - \ L]

. o L

More on how to define WEat is measural&le (godls and objectxvesl, how
to, rheasure them (mbddels) - I really wanted something more general
which would readily apply to a variety of programs {this rmght not
fall mto the realm of AEPIC/CNER but I think it shouldi).
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e LIST OF PARLICIPANTS -

<

Evaluatxon WorkshOp. Evaluation for Program Improvement

October 14-16, Holiday Inn, Anchorage

L
t
>

Greater Anchorage Borough School, D1str1ct

. 670 Fireweed Lane, Anchorage, AK 99503
277 66?;2?

Dr. William Marsh T

Ms., Susan Greene

Dr. Robert Vanslyke . -

Dr. Anna Beth Brown N

Faxrnanks North Star Borough School District

P. O. Box 1250 Falrbanks AK 99701

‘456 7934 v - . C .

N <

- -

_ "Mr. Lee ‘Clune
. ' + - Mr, ‘William Oates-
v, . B ) . .
Al@ska. Federation of Natives, Inc.
1675 "C' Stfeet, Anchorage, AK 99501

274~ 3611 “

’I‘echmcal As sxistance
° Mr. Eric Ekvall

¢ JOM -tEvaluator
Mr, Karl Greenewald., Fre =

' g Ms. Addie Brooks .
° ” Ms, Bertha Lowe )
" ANCADA )
528 West 5th Street Anchorage AK 99501 )
2:7 2578 P S
—
Mr, Michael Moore

.

- .

%
.

Nome City Sehools

P, O, Box 131 Nome, 'AK 99762 ’

Mr,1Darold Hargraves
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APPENDIX .C
>

~‘Questions for Expert Reviewers of

Evaluation for Program Improvement -. i

- . 9 .

In your review and report, you are encouraged to resbond to the =
kinds of questiofis you might ordinarily ask in review of training
materials being »Qns1dered for use by you in your school setting,
or in a training 'session you might be conducting for-others. We
are seek1ng your judgments about the unit, made in a way that you
think: is most realistic and meaningful to you as a dser based on
your owii past experience with similar kinds of materials. However,
listed below are ‘the questions to which we would 1ike you to i
“respond: . | -

* 1. Do-the goals and obJeét1ves as stated in the unity or as
inferred by you from the content, -address an impbrtant need for
school staff, which if met would result in improving the effec-
tlveness with which school staff perform in their jobs?

2. Recogn1z1ng that there will be 'some relativc ' minor
revisjons made before the unit is released, does the unit in its -
present form and content seem to be well d1rected‘t0 the stated
.goals and objectives? M

3. 1Is there add1t1ona] 1nformat1on or materials‘that you
believe would simplify or improve the work that the unit Coordina-

tor would have to do? Are there situations or kinds of Coordinators -

for which you might predict the unit would.not work, and if so, can
you describes the Timits on its use? (We know that the unit can

be used effectively by non-Laborafory Coordinators, because it has
been doné. What we don't know, and have neither t1me nor money

to determine, are the limits on effective B;e of the unit.)

4, If the unit were to. be used, but the staff could not devote ’

the full fifteen hours judged to be necessary, what would be your
recommendations for sections to be eliminated, stated approximately
in priority drder? (What could*he eliminated first, what second,
and so on.) '

5. Do you believe that this upit would be,used in school
< staff training if it were available at a cost of $8.00 per partici-
pant plus a charge of $35.00 for Coord1nator s materials?

6. Ifa s:hoo] district sought your recommendat1on as a pajd’
consultant for a staff training program, and you were satisfied that
staff was clear on what they wanted to accomplish in & new program,
would you recommend use of this unit? What other training procedures
and materials might you consider ag alternatives to this one? "How
would you rank this unit relative to these other materials?

22
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. I
RESPONSES TO SPECIFIC QUESTIONS REGARDING A
. TRAINING MATERIALS FOR EVALUATORS PRODUCED

BY FAR WEST LABORATORY FOR EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH
AND DEVELOPMENT

DAVID A. PAYNE

1. Adequacy and Responsiveness of Unit Goals and Objectives.

" It is difficult to identify which individual(s) in a school setting would

<

have the major reéﬁqpsibility for undertaking program evaluations. In iarger

.

“systems there maybe an "official® evaluator, or office of research. For personnel
in these kinds of positions, or rather the second line personnel, the unit maybet

apprcpriate. This reviewer definitely feels that the evaluation unit would be

appropriate for principals and instructional supervisors, and to a lesser extent
- ’ f L3

for teachers.

The géals listed on.pp. ix-x, and objectives identified on pages 1.3, 2.3,

3.3, 4,3, and 5.3 are definitely important ones, and if met and when applied' z\
- s : . .
could result in improved instructional programs. One wonders if objectives

b - t
dzgling with the mechanics of undertaking cost-effectiveness analyses have been

~
slighted. . ’

- * - . - L
The fiﬁe steps identified in the evaluation process are logical and the ones

usually{streésed in such training programs.

2. Rei%gidn of Unit Activities to Goals and Objectives.

* 1 .
- In éeneral activities are highly respoﬁs;ve to the session objectives. . One

”

possible exception might be the degree to which Objective 2 on p. 2.3 and Objective
13 ‘. ¢ ) ‘ ° ' .

2 on p. 3.3 are, treated adequately in their resgectivéd§e5sions;
tl » 4 ‘ .
. ) I
Obviously great care has been taken™in the developmeg? of the material§.

)

The Jirections for the c.ordinator are the most complete this reviewer has seen.
b

The material on rile playing ﬁnd discussion-leading is most helpful. In addition

the explicit and implicit emphasis on decision-making is to be commended.

»

-

L] . - .

eI
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".suggested on p. xv of using a 12% or 13% hour schedules/igés not seem like

“ o  inexperienced in evaluation).
- A \

- 39 -

L ) .
3. Tasks of the Coordinator . //

ot ’ /
Obviously some background in research, measurement, and evaluation, both ///’ e

.
1

academic and experiential, would be most helpful to a potential coordinator./

’ / ’

In addition some human relation training would stand a coordinator in good ' /
. ”

stead. . ' N
= : )
(In addition see attached Suplementary Resources List)

-

4, Training Time Devoté&d to Unit and Sections //

—
e

In general tasks seem relativély well balanced for time. tﬁis reviewer
/

would-be very hard pressed to eliminate any of the sessioni)//The notion, as

———
e e

a viable alternative. The saving of time is not that great, and yet considerable ,
: ’ ¥

loss in training over important topics would probably result.

Despite the fact %hat they have beeﬁ field tested this reviewer %inds it
d%ﬁﬁi;uig to accept the fact that Sessions 2 ahd 3 each really require !
thrge'@9urs.

S:,.Cbs; of ggterials.

- - There is Qg doubt that the projected pricing of the unit will be one of the
CN

" strépg points in\?t's appeal. Most other similar units, particularly those

available. from commercial sources, are priced three or four times the present
o N

pﬁ}c well within the budgets of virtually all public schools and

’

. Costs are
<thééq of graduate students.

6.. Use of Unit ;
e ) . ™~ i
|

This reviewer would have no reseprvations about using the unit either ip a

c&llege or uni&ersity teaching situation or in conducting workshops with public ‘

®

schqoi,persoﬁnel or prufessional organizations (assuming that they were relatively

Y ' *
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A list of additional resource materials that might be used by tke coordinator

.

- ‘

to gain background information is enclosed.
J ) 3 . . '
At'this point in time the chief ".ompetitor" with the Far West materials
A}

would probahly be the simulation exercises developed by Blain Worthen of the
@ N ‘
Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory and others, and published by Charles

Jones Publishing Company .of Worthfngtoﬁ, Ohio. These materials run into several

hundreds of dollars and are not‘nearly so detailed in presentation, particularly

. -

with rega?d what participants and coordinatér are to do, as ave the Tap’West

materisls. The Far West materials are far superior with regard to objectives
“ . \ * * .
and specification of activities:, responsibilities, and roles of both participants

"

.
~

and coordinator. : .

7. Miscellaneous Observations

»

(a) It is not clear in ‘the Introduction that the Annotated Readings are for

the Coordinator and not the participants.

(b) The Prologue will probably not receive an Oscar.

(c) Is giving the participants a choice of roles to play a reasonable approach?
It is obvious that some will be disappointed<§ Why not just allow the

coordinator to assign roles to individuals on the basis of his 'knowledge of

their backgrounds?

()

Excellent summary of data collection methods pp. 3.33-3.37.

The suggested reading in Stufflebeam et.al. of Chapter U is perhaps ill-
advised due to complexity and high degree of abst?actness.' It will ?ot
win a Pulitzer Prize for Literature. /

At times it is. difficult to follow transitions from coordinator activities
or materials -to participants activities and materials, e.g from p.1.24

to 1.25.

L
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, . A} .
() The scoring guidelines for the wrap-up activity of pp. 5.28~5.42 ave -

N .

most helpful. B

N

(L) Une wonders if it would be possible to provide participants real practice

» a

in summarizing, analyzing, reporting, and writing recommendations from

hypothetical data. This kind of activity could perhaps be included

~

. between the Fourth and Fifth session.
(i) Dr. Hartman will really have to be on his or her toes during the Fifth

ﬁgssion due to the magnitude and cohplexity of the exercise. Coordinator

P

nceds to work very closely with this person prior to session.

(j) Providing participants with a hypothetical budget, or having them generate
¢ _._%

L N

‘one would add greatly to the realism of the unit. Particularly when.

the budget reduction is imposed. A percent reduction would have to be

specified.
(k) Would it be possible to ;;;krate a time matrix like that on page 1.3
« R i 4
for all the erercises and sessions so that the coordinator could better L

-

plen for time?

(1) It is difficult tJ&really get a handle on what "considerations™ are
in Session 3. Are we really not talking about dependent variable
classifications? I would not use the term Aependent ;ariable, but
"would consider the concept. The intersection of source and variable
classification categories could still be used to specify instrumentation.
(m) Coyld not some of the participants in-session reading be accomplished

v

prior to meetings theggby allowing for shorter sessions? The material

in the participants handbook on pages 96-98 might profitably'be read,

for example,prior to Session 3.




