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I NTROpUCTORY COMMENTS

In this paper, William J. Webster provides educators with a review of
current theory on-instructional materials evaluation, along with a brief
description of how a practical system of materials evaluation Pas been applied
in a large urban school district.' As a result, lodal educational decision-
amakers who are interested in improving their knowledge of the still-infant
discipline of instructional materials evaluation are given ali opportunity to
acquaint themselves vith what amounts to a theoretical/practical description
of the advanced state of the art of materials evaluation.

The designation "advanced" is certainly appropriate when one co
the approaches described in this paper with what passes for materials
evaluation in most.school systems.. Indeed, if as, many as five percent of
this country's I5,000-plus school systems are using anything approaching
the systematic, empirically-based discrepancy model described by Dr. Webster,
this writer will happily eat every available evaluation report, staples'and
all. In fact, one of the large discrepancies in American education today
is between the enormous effect laF,tructional materials have on classroom
instruction and the little time, effort, and money expended by school
districts in adswering these questions: Which materials shall we use? How
shall teachers use them? For which students are specific materia±s be
suited?

There Is ample evidence of this discrepdncy. A recent nationwide study
by EPIE, the Educational Products Information Exchange (National Surve a d /
Assessment of Instructional Materials, 1974-75), summarizes reports come
13,000 teachers- within 9,000 school buildings indicating that 90-95 pere
of their classroom time involves the use of instructional materials of on
sort or another. Yet most of these teachers- spend little or no time (one to
three hours per year) selecting the materials they are using. At the scho61
system level, there seldom is any systematic information being-gathered that
could be used for the purpose of materials evaluation if, indeed, there were
the commitment to engage in data-based empirical evaluations .

What usually passes for evaluation in chools todaY is some form of a
"materials selection checklist" or a set of "materials selection guidelines"--
whose validity and reliability are invariably questionable. The result is
that most school systems are basi.,g what amounts to major instructional
decisions on simple descriptive information that has beenjnore or less idio-
syncratically organized from school system to school system. Even in states
-that attempt to evaluate materials there is little recourSe to empirical
evaluation either before or following-statewide adoption of materials. Here
too the reliance on the ubiquitouS checklist is heavy. Dr. Webster's paper
clearly points to the shortcomings of thIs reliance.

The question implicitly raised by this paper is: Is it realistic to
assume, or even to hope, that-most-school districts will adopt in the near
future a materials evaluation system of the sort-described by Dr., Webster?
It would seem that before this can'happen there will need to be massive
consciousness-xaising abo'utthe role and the importance of instructional-



materials on the part of school consumers. The objective of this consciousness-
raising would not be to improve materials evaluation, per se, but to improve
the all important three-way "fit" across materials., learners, and tadhers.

Dr. Webster's report in his practical example that "it was discovered
that certain types of r;tudents do better in some programs when taught hy

\ Specific types of tea:hers" is tantallzing. After a decade of research on the
"fit" question in instructional materials evaluation, we at EPIE know that we
haVe only begun to scratch the'surface. Currently, EPIE's research on
materials-to-learner-to-teacher fit is being expanded to include data-gathering
on instructIonal materie:s use and performance across a national network of
school systems. At present 22 systems are involved, ranging in size from
2,900 to 250,000 students, with the broadest sort of socioeconomic and ethnic
spread. Yhis growing network is a permanent payt of EPIE's longitudinal
National Survey and Assessment of Instructional Materials which completed its
first biennial cycle in June 1976. Using a model similar to that described
by Dr. Webster, EPIE hopes that this network of cooperating school distrias
will'contribute to the much needed cOnsciousness-raisIng on this matter that
must occur if instruction is to he consistently and rationally improved in
American schools.

4

P. Kenneth Komoski
,Educational ProducLs. In-

Exchange Institute
475.Riverside Drive
hew York; New York 10027
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P6RPOSE OF THIS PAPER:

1The evaluation of instructional materials is an extremely important yet
often overlookedicomponent of the total instructional process. Often the term
evaluation is operatiCAnally defined as "checklist" by many ctrriculum speciali-ts
who-perform a weak form of input evaluation-on instructional matrials, usina
some variation of a survey form or oneckaiSt. In presentina :.1cernatives to
inadequate evaIuation,His paper attemptsito accomplish three objectives:

1. To synthesize, through a selective review of the
literatUre, a brief description of"the state of the
art of eValuatiOn;_

2 To present a working model demonstrating the functions
of various orms of evaluation in assessing the relative
merits of i structional materials;

To provide n annotated bibliegraphy of soarces for
readets see ing further information on evaluation.

/ Pk BR EF 'STATE OF THE ART-

F6ur Evaluation Fra_ e -ks

The CIPP Model., probably the most comprehensive of_ existing evaluation
odels is the CIPP Mod 1 developed by Stufflebeam, et al, (1971). Evaluation_
defined aS the pro:ess of delineating, obtaining, and providing useful

information for judging decision alternatives-. The-model identifies four major
types of evaluation: Context evaluation to feed planning decisions, input,
evaluation to feed programming decisions, process evaluation to feed iMplement ng
decisions, and prOduct evaluation to feed recycling decisions.

,-,

Briefly, conteXt evaluation provides a rationale for determining educational,
objectives by defining relevant envirohment, describing desired and-actual con-
ditions of the environment, identifying unmet needs, and diagnosing problems that
prevent needs from being met. Input evaluation assesses relevant capabilities
-of responsible agencies,

IV
entities strategies for achieving .the objectives .

'determined through contex evaluation, and suggests designs for implementing
selected strategies. Once a strategy has been selected, process evaluation
provides periodic feedback to help predict or detect faults in procedural design
or implementation so that intbrim adjustments may be made. Finally, product
evaluation provides interim and final assessment of the effects of:,educational .

programs. That is, product evaluation assesses the effects of the-strategy
selected through input evaluation to meet the need identified by context evaluation.
Such assessment is Completed in light of process eValuation data.

Scriven. Scriven (1967) has conceptualized an extremely straightforward
end widely accepted evaluation framework. jiot nearly as comprehensive asthe'_
-CIPP Model, it is largely concerned with the process-product portion of
Stufflebeam's strtcture. According to Scriven, the major goal of evaluation is
to credibly judge the merits of educational programs. To accomplish the goal, .
heA.ntrodudes the concepts of formative and summative evaluation.



The focus of formative evaluation is upon Program improvement. Thus,
,mative, evaluation attempts'to.Provide feedback to program personnel ln order

tcc,upgrade or improve an educational program while it is in the developmental'.
stage. -In the CUT vernacular, interim product4nd process data provide fOrmative
evalbati_ on information to program personnel-.---

:The focus of summative evaluation is upon the de mination- of the ultimat,
worth of-a program or Project. ThXs type of rwaluation should be implemented
when a program has redche some_stability. Summative data feed recycling decisions;
an a result of summat ive valuation information, a program may be terminated,
restructured., continued,/or expended. In the CUP vernacular, final product
evaluation information, interpreted in consideration of context, input, and process
data, is used\te draw sthmnative conclusions about the merits of an educational-
program and to'feed recycling decisions.

-;S,ake. Stake\(196/ ) suggests, that evaluation ought to-be concerned with
three classes of c-nditiens: antecedents, transactions, and outcomes. Antecedents
are these condition
educational context.
and materials. Out

,thatexistpr4 ,0 program implementation, the
Transactions are Interactions between students, teachers,
s are the intended,products of transactions.

1

Three classes 91f a_tivities are suggested py Stake. The first provides
assistance to prog am staff by generating a clear statement of the program or
project rationale The seond activity generates descriptive data, including
statements about 4ritended and actual antecedents, transactions, and-outcomes.
Thus, congruence between planned and observed antecedents, transactions, and
outcomes can be/checked.

The third I1ass of activitieS, generates judgments about the worth of
educational piograms._ Stake suggests that such judgments be made by a variety
of individualS on the basis of both absolute and relative criteria. In other
words, programs should be assessed in terms of: 1) The degree to which they,
,ettain absolute and Sometimes arbitrary goals, and 2) The degree to which they
attain those goals relative to other programs' with similar goals or objectives.

\

Provus. Provus (1971) suggeSts that all projects move through design, in-
stallation, process, and product stages. During each staje the evaluator must
delineate, in conjunction With project staf, a set of standards that can be
used as a basis for comparison with-program erformance. It,is the evaluator'sl'.

function to makecomparisons with Program per' orManoe, to identify discrepancies1
at each stage, and to: report those/discrepancir to project management who have
the option of terminating the prograM; proceedg to the next stage' or modifying
the-,program. The product of the design stage.i: a set of standards used-,to judge
the effects of pSnogram efforts in each of the th e succeeding stages. At every .
stage the object of the evaluation is-to provide Up,eful data for decisions about

\

\
program improvement or recycling.

General Discussion

These four generic e aluatien framew rks are supplemented by many articles
dealing yith methodology, purposes, instrumetation,.strategies, And variables
to be considered in evaluation. Among these are the Differential Evaluation'



Model (Tripodi, Fellin, and Epstein, 19 1), the Decision Oriented Classifica-
tion_Model (Alkin and Wooley, 1969),\the Apex Evaluation Model (Morgan, 1970),

-- the Synergistic Evaluation Model (Hunter and Schooley, 1973), the Ontological
Evaluation Model (Peper, 1973), and th\Ott Model__(Ott, Fletcher, and Turner,
1966). In addition,. the IPI ForMative Evaluation Model JLAndvall and Cox, 1970)
and the New StartEvaluation System (LamrOck, Smith,and W...rren, 1971) were
developed specifically for the evaluation\of individualized curriculum packages
while the Trade-off and Comparative Cost Approach (Glass, 1972)'and the Weighted
Criteria Approach (Crane and Abt, 1969) were designed to aid in the evaluation
of educational materials.

The research literature boasts literally thousands of studies dealing with
research on most areas of the ecignitive, affective, and-psychomotor domains. Of

-particular relevance.to the evaluation of instructional.materials are the Summaries
'by Eracht (1969) and Cronbach and Snow (1969) and the b ok edited by Wittrock and
Wiley (1970).

The point that all the aforementioned literature attempts to,.make is that
mere checklists provide insufficient information about instructional materials.
The evaluation of instructional materials requires a system that takes the user
condition and needs into consideration, exemines_process and product, and rende

2
a decisibn about the effectiveness of a given piece,or set of materials for a
specified argetaudience under a specified set of conditions. The work of
Stufflebea Scriven, Bracht4.Cronbach and Snow, So1omon-1972) and.
Webster an Mendro (1974, 1975), Is used in this paper te develop a straight-
forward op rational model for the evaluation of instructional. materials.

A MODEL .FOR NSTRUCTIONAL MATER IALS EVALUATION

Figur 1.0 presents a flowchart for an integrated model for evalaating in-
etructional materials. The events depicted in Figure- 1.0 may, take place within
the perio of one day, ten years, or-a lifetime, depending on-the scope of the

,

-materials Ito be evaluated.

Figure 1.0

Context Evaluation and Needs Assess t
7

A prerequisite tcr) improvement must be a knowledge of existing performance
levels. Thus, before beginning the search for instructional materials; you must
establish a need for such materials. Stufflebeam et al. (1971) define context.
evaluation-as the provision of baseline information that delineates the environment
of interest, describes desired and actual conditions pertaining to the environment,
'identifies unmet needs and unused opPortunities, and diagnoses the problems that
prevent needs-from being met and opportunities from being used,- Thus an adequate\
context evalUation would Toint to problems that need resolution, Such as low reading
'ormath achievement; high student.dropout, high teacher turnover, low student or
itaff morale, and so on. An example ofan operating cdntext evaluation pjstem was
presented by Webster and Sehuhdacher (1973).
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Once the context evaluati n system has identified needs, those needs\must be
prioritized, and management must focus upon reducing the discrepancy between desired
and existing conditions by establishing goals for highest priority needs. it should
be obvious_that the, felt need to select new materials properly begins with dissatis-
faction;Wfth those in use. In order for you to be legitimately dissatisfied, however,
you mdst at least suspect that current materials are not meeting needs.- The lact
that there is a discrepancy between desired outdomes and needs suggests thelexistence
of objectives or_goals. Thus a loop is formed--context evaluation; needs-assessment,
goal setting. Or is- it,the other way around? Denton (1976) presents a concise
discussion of the complex interrelatedness of these three mutually dependent concepts.
Some methodology for needs assessment has been discussed by the Center for the-Study
of Evaluation (1973), Feldmesser (1973), the Florida Educational Research and Develop-
ment Council_ (1968),and Kaufman (1972). Bolin -(1973), Cook and Walbesser (1973), Uhl
(1971),,and Weathermanjand,Swenson (1974)-have presented models for goal setting.

In ut EValuation

jinput evaluation helps determine the best resources to accomplish program
goals. It logically folloWs the context evaluation, needs assessment, goal setting
stage. The program planne can use four,major sourceslof information in selecting
instructional materials to hieet specifi needs: (1) Previous summative product eval-

-

nation informationa (2) basic research nformationi (3) applied research informatiOn;
and (4) .non-empiriCal-information.

. (1) Summative product evaluation 4nformation concerns the extent to which
specific project or program goals are a hieved. When product evaluation information''
is available on a given program with go:ls similar to those identified in response
to context evaluation\ information, that information helps decision-makers determine
*the probability that the program would reduce the identified discrepancy between
desired and existing conditions.

(2) Bailie researCh infoLmation pertains to fundamentail relations). ps that
affect student learning, .Eefore making a decisionto implement a given program,
decision makers should know if that program is or is not consistent with the principles
established by basic research in learning and development.

Applied research information concerns the interaction between student
characteristics, teacher.:characteristics, and instructional systems. Applied'
research differs from basic research in that the information is more closely related
to specific decisions in an applied educational setting. DeciEion makers need informa-
tion about the types df students (e.g., high anxiety versus low anxiety) who function
best in given instructional s stems as implemented by teachers with different types
of characteristics or traits.

(4) NonemPirical information also==enters into any_materials selection decision.
The influence of materials distributors, costs, political feasibility of material
adoption in given communities, capabilities and attitudes of staff members, and exist-
ing facilities are among the many nonempirical considerations that influence such
deciSions.



Many checklists or evaluation forms haveybeen developed for aiding educators
in the materials selection process. These forms are useful for organizing inform-.
ation about instructional materials, but in themselves do not provide for sufficient
materialS'evaluation. In many cases such forms are used to summarize,information of
the type previously referenced. A particularly organized approach was presented by
Armstrong (1973);_other-instruments were developed by Carpenter and Froke (1968),
Caldwell (1968), Kovac (1976) , Grobe (1976), Miller7(1969); and the National
Institute of Education (Product Rating Form, 1974). In addition, the Educational
Products Information Exchange has published a number of guidelines for product
selection (Komoski, 1967, 1975; Educational Products Information Exchange, 1971).

,

Determination of Resources

After,the collectionof relevant input information feeding the preliminary
program planning stage,,it must be c'-termined whether sufficient resource's are
available to, make the desired instru ional changes: Ouiti Often, adequate resources'
are not.available and some compromise is neCessary. In many cases, the lack of
resources is.nct limited to the rea1I of cos\ and political feasibility but rather
stems from an insufficient base of rsearch informatidn. .Thus, educators are often
in the position of' havihg sufficien aterial\tesources but insufficient informa-
tion reSollrees.

If sufficient material/resources re not available, the system may have-toT
exist for some time in a s%,--::te of,enli htened persistence. Periodic context eval-
nation Will continue tO higAlight the xtent of discrepancy between that T!..lhich is
desired and that whichiexists.

i

If sufficient information resources are not available,pro rams often are
implemented without sufficient support data and an information.base must be built%

through a series of systematic evaluation\ and applied research studies: In some
cases,development centers Are establi_hed to cope with the pro lem If insufficient
information resources. These centers re\responsible for devel pin-instruetional
,systemsto meet the needs'outlined by context evaluation. Mate ialci'and instructional
systems are developed at the local level only if no potentially; useiui commercial-
materialS are available, since the developMent pf instructionz4 sy4ems is an
extremely costly proposition. Figure 2).0 oAtlines a develo mentaVProcess that theo-

iretically could be followed in develeping instructional sy tems.,An excellent
intr9ductory reference on instructional prodUct development waS',Adited by, Baker and
Schutz.(1971).

/'
,

r. 1

t ,

Firogram Planning

fficient resoues ar1 available, the eteded program Planning phase
I 7entered. This phase is ._ olemented using information gleaned from input evaluation.

The program planning ptagE udes the developmen, of detailed program objeaiires
, .---and of a management plan. op product of the exe ded program planning-Phase-is-a ----_

detailed program evaluation design specifying tfe iteria-by_whia the instructional
materials will-be judged. This design,and itsLimpl entation should be\done by an
individual who 'works closely with program-Maitagemen -yet is independent of them to-- _ / .

allow for maximum flexibili i4ebster_11175) outli ed an operational piocedure

1
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for assuring the independence of p eject evaluators.

Program Imple entation

Once the program implementation phasels ente ed, the evaluator provides
continuous fbrmative evaluation reports dniprogramimplementation. These reports_
fall'primarily into bdo categories, process evaluation and interim product evalua-
tion. Process evaluation has three major objectives: (1) The detection or,predic4
tion of defects in procedural design-or itt implementation durIng progranvimplement-
ation stages; (2) the provision of information _for programmed decisions;.and (3) the
maintenance Of a record of the implementation procedure as it occurs (Stufflebeam,
et-al., 1971).- Thds, pr6cass evaluation information keeps program management informed
-of.theyextent to4which program implementation conforms to specifications and,-from't.
an evaluatio4 standpoint, guards against the evaluation of a fictitious event.
Methods of accomplishing this have been/discussed by Ashburn (1975) , Denton (1976),
macy/(1975),41iedermeyer (1972), and Rosenshine and Furs (1973).

Interim product evaluation provides periodic feedback to program management on
the attainment of specific sub-objectives during the implementation phaSe. Thus,
piocets and interim product evaluation reports inform program Management as to '

impl Mentation and goal attainment levels while program adjustments are_still fea-
sibl FOrmative evaluation methodology has been discussed by Bloom, Hastings, and
Mad, .(1971), Rossi (1969), and Scriven (1967).

Produ'ct Evaluation

'Upon completion of a given cycle of prOgram implementation-;-a summative product
4;evaivation report is prepared. This report generally addresses,three 'areas of concern:
(1.) T e extent to which program objectives were.achieved rlative,to-some specific
set' f.criteria;;.(2) the extent to-which system objectives were,achievcd relative
to alternative instructional strategies; and (3) the cost-effectiveness of the program
relatfive to alternative instructional ttrategies. It should be obvious that inform-
ationf on these three areas,must be interpreted in light of prcess,end interim product'
evali4ttion information= WifhOut information-abOut program im lementation, product
_eval tion information is oflittle use._

,

FigUre 3.0 outlines the necessary step\ s in product evaluation. .The reader

\;

should bear in mind that product evaluation depends on strong e perimental design
arid Commences at that point'that the-need has been identified, eseurces have been'
allocated, and_the program has been tentatively planned. Prodi+ evaluation method-
ology was the primary focus'of many of the evaluation models dispussed.earlier.
Usefuf articles on various aspects of prOduet evaluation include\these by Alkin (1970),

'Baker and Schutz (1972)0 and Webster (1971). In 'addition, some gOod:texts on exper-
imental design and applied statistics include those by CaMPbell,and Stanley (1966),
Edwards (1972), Finn (1974),-G1ass and Stanley (1970), and Tatsuoka (1971). '
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varying treatment configurations. Unfortunately, as a result, most product evaluation-
reports generally have focused an the search for single best treatments for all
learners, i.e., main effects. In order ta provide needed-information for educational
decision makers, applied research studieginvolving the systeMatic investigation of
aptitude-treatment end ,trait-trait interactions must-be undertaken. 'Such studie
would be expected to provide impartant information on replicable relationships.among
student,.teacher, and program characteristics (Brecht, 1969; Cronbach and Snow, 1969;
Solomon, 1972; Webster and Mendro, 1974).

The basic assumption of aptitude-treatment interaction-research .is that learners
possess characteristics or traitz that interact positively or negatively with specific
treatments or program characteristics!. Messick -(1970) outlined some cognitive-style
dimensions that represent a-person'sitypical modes of percLiving, remembering, think-
ing, -and problem solving, and, as Such, would provide excellent variables far aptitude-
treatment interaction studies. In addition, manyPeffective variables warrant in-
vestigation when attempting to validate replicable teacher-student (trait-trait)
interactions. The basic assumption ofitrait-trait interaction research is_that
teachers possess Characteristics or traits that, independent of program, interact
popitively or negatively with specific charecteristica or traits possessed by learners
Such interactions may involve variablet such as arithmetic reasoning, language usage,
vocabularY, abstract-reasening, mechanical/reasoning, creativity, anxiety, affilia-

-tion, aggressiveness, compulsiveness, dogmatism, paranoia, and status variablea such-
as sex, age, or ethnicity.

E2atTEirica1 Information

Once.context, input, process, and product evaluation information, as well as--
applied reSearch data, are available, nonempirccal information.once mare is brought-
to bear'upon'the decision-making process. It would be naive to expect educational
decisions ta be made purerk on the basiaof empirical data. Once again, information
such as the absolute program costs, capabilities of program staff members, political
feasibility of program implementation, and existing facilities and resources /dust be
considered by decision makers.

-Determination of Pro ate

In determining the fate Of a given program, four primary choices are available
to decision makers: to continue, discontinue, expand, or revise the vragram.; First,
they can choose ta continue the program in its current setting. If this alternative
is choSen, the summative product evaluation'report and the applied research,data
become the context evaluation information far-the next_implementation phase and
program implementation,commenCes.- This alternative generally-occurs_when_d cisions
are to,be made on the basis of,longitudinal studies, i.e., where it.is exp

1
cted

that results will not be in evidence after, a relatively short implementati n period.

A second alternative is to discontinue the-program, 'This 10 usuali
product evaluation studies demonstrate the,failUre of the program to mee
objectives or in those cases where the program ie.simply hot cost-effect
to meet objectives is often a necessary', but not suffieient,'condition,_
discontinuation.) OnceHa program is disoontimiod, the system returns to
evaluation phase and'once again applies the heeds assessment and orient,
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Third, if the product evaluation and applied research information are favor-
able-and if it is practically and politically feasible, the program-may be expanded
:to serve additional students. Prior to expanding the program, additional context-

/ evaluation information must be examined to determine if similar needs exist-in other
settings. If such needs are demonstrated, then the program planning stage.,-is
entered to extend the program implementation. Other settings eligible for program
'ekpansion-may include .entire schools or specific subpopulations (e.g., highly
motivated students) as indicated by applied research data. If suclif needs dolnot
exist, the program is continued with the original target populatior or .a reduced
target population based on the results of-the applied research stu es: -The-extent
-of continued evaluation undPr either the expansion or continuation ,alte hatve is
determined by decision makers with advice from evaluation personnel.

_

A fourth alternative.involves program revision. Much program revision should
be accomplished on the basiS of process and interim product evaluation repOrts.
Often, however, summative product evaluation and applied research_reports reveal
weaknesses in portions of programs that would otherwise appear to be functional.
In this instance, the summative product evaluation-and applied research rePorts
become the context evaluation infoLwation for the next pregramplanning cyCle.

A PRACTICAL EXAMPLE-

This _evaluation model was used in the Dallas Independent School District's
Targeted Achievement in:Reading Program (TARP). Context evaluation data, compiled
in 1931, demonstrated a clear peed for reading intervention in a number of the ,

District's schools. AmOng the data identifying such a need were:

1. Extremely low scores:in reading and language on standardized
tests, usually at tlid chgnce level,

2. Extremely low scores,in reading and language on the District's-
criterion7referenced tests,

3. High student mobility,

w student attendance,'

High teacher turn_ver,

tow student motivation,

Parent apathy.

ill?* the need:yes established for programs:that would: (1 ) Teeth basic reading
end language skillsto-a-highly mobile population:, (2) be sufficiently interesting, . _

to increase student attendence and motivation; (3) .haVe.d parent-training component
to increase parent interest: and (4) have a teacher-development/component to in-

.

orease teacher skills and'motivation in dealing with disadvantaged Students,-thereby
reducing'teaCher turnover.

1
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A search was begun for programs designed to enhance individualized instruc-
.tion that possessed the four characteristics listed above. Program,planners used
information that had worked in other areas [preVious product evaluatiun],'suggestions
that should work [basic research], and, where avaiable, the characteristics of\
environments in which specific programs had met their objectives [applied research].
Community and staff opinions also were considered [rTIn-research and eViluation infor-
mation]. Four programs were chosenthree on the,bas3cs of all ,four-considerations
previous product evaluation, basic research dnformation, applied research informatio
and non-research and evaluation informtion], and one solely on the basis of opinion
mnon-research and evaluation information],-without reference to previous product
evaluation information that suggested it Would not work in the desired environment.
Cost considerations were not foremost in the decision since the District was primarily
concerned with finding material resources necessary to meet-the demonstrated need.

Once the four programs were chosen, managers were appointed, and operational
program plann* commenced. Program manageryt,' with.technical assistanee from
evaluation stafff, developed specific objecitives and management plans to accomplish
those Objectives. Evaluators, responsibe to the Department k Research and
'Evaluation, and program facilitators, responsible to the'program managers, we_
assigned and began implementing their/respective tasks, The program facilita

,

I

implemented their programs accordip.p/lo the management plans, and the evaluators
reported on how\close P'roject implementation was to planned.implementation [process
evaluation] and bn.how well the respedt,ive programs were doing relative Ito specific

t.sub-objectives [interim product ev&luation]. These reports were p duced at.
regular intervals and were used by Projett, management to make in-c urse adjustments

, -- ,

in the projects. Many ok the interim procesS- nd product evaluationreports were
in the fox.m of memoranda.

A"

'Since it was predicted tht several years uld be required to implement the
programs in the schools, the TARP project inVblved a three-year longitudinal
evaluation design. That is, decisions about the fate of the programs would be made
on the basis of three years of evalUative data. In-course adjustments would be
made on the basis of interim arid annual eVeluation reports.

The product evaluation reports examined four basic questions about each of
the four programs. These questions were:

Did each of th programs meet its objectives?

How did the programs c pare to each other in terms of meeting
District and national objectives in reading and language?

How .did the programs compare to each other in terms of
increas ng student attendance and motivation, decreasing
teacher turnover, and increasing parental interest? )

4. How co -effective were the programs?

In addition, appl ed research information on the types of tdacher-student
ions that produced the best results in each.Of the PrOgrams was exhMined.

Variables such as cognitive ability, anxietyv, sex, ethnic background, age, experiencd,

18
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training:
mobility,
some very
of studen

//,- Alt
.5udged so
eliminate
that was
years of
mation.

t.titude toward instruction racial attitudes creativity', social_ class,
and economic level Of both teachers and students were investigated, with
enlightening results. For instance, it was discovered that certain types
s do better in,some programs when taught by specific types of,teachers.

ough designed to, run for three years one of the four programs wa
clearly inferior,on the basis of the, established criteria-that it Was
after two years.\As it turned ont;the program,eliminated was tfie one
hosen originally ithout consideration of evaluative data.' Thus two
esources were west d beCause Of insufficient or inadequate input infor-

Th ee programs remained\a three years of implementation, with each
program r_about ten schools.I The TARP prograMthan was to hq expanded 52 addi-7,
tional schools of similar context to the 30 schools where the' ograms first were
tried: he programs were found similarly,successful in meeting th ir,objectives
and tho e of the District. They produced Similar patterns of perfO, ance or*.
standarlized tests and similar outcomes on concomitant variables-(attendance-,\,
motivat on, teacher turnover, parental interest). The questions of interest
(1) Whi h programs were to be eliminated; (2) which were to be expanded; and
which, f any, were to continue operating in the context in which they,had Jurigi ally
been implemented.

'A

S'nce all the progrpms achieved similar results, none was to be eliminated on tip
basis bf outcomes. The next queStion was that of _input, or cost. All-three pro- /

grams cost about the same to operate, once they were established. .ftwever, one
,.progrim cost about three times/as much as the,other two to implement. Thus, the
cost- f ctiveness question yielded additional infOrmation for decibion-making.
It w uld not be particularly useful to eliminate the expensive program, since once
implemented it cost approximately the same as the other two (and applied research
information suggested that its more strugtured approach'was more effective with
high/ anxiety students). Yet/its additional implementation cost-would not warrant
itSvexpansion.. Therefore, it was decided to keep that prograth in the schools
where it had been originally.imPlemented, and, when possible; to assign high anxiety
Students to it.

/ The other two programs achieved about the same results and cost approxidiately
the same.- Therefore, those two prograMS'were expanded to the 52 additional schools,
with school faculties and communities choosing the program they preferred.! Thus,
school communities were permitted freedom of choice thin a restricted set of two
alternatives, either of which had a high probabilitY of success.

Once the programs passed out of the projdct eva uation phase .they were con
tinuously monitored through system-wide context evalu tion. Currently ig achiev_ -n
results orpther variables in the participating.schbols diSplaydecrementl; the
evaluation Process ip re7entered, and replacement programs or strategieSare:

1initiated.on a sampling basis.



SUMMARY

This paper has atempted to summarize the state of the art in the evaluation
instructional materials.. The position has been that such evalhation shOuld be

implemented in a systematic manner and should include context, input, process, and

product evaluation with applied and basic research input. The relevant evaluation
lAerature'has been summarized, and an operational modeLfor evaluating instructional
materials that could be implemented in a day or,a lifetime has been presented, along
with an example cif itSiusefulness. For further information, the.reader is'encouraged
to pursue readings from the following list of references. Two very good general
references on evaluation are Anderson, Ball, and Murphy (1975) and Worthen.and
Sanders (1973), and some excellent evaluation units are operating in the Cincinnati,
Dallas, and Philadelphia public school system
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RUERENCE5:

Alkin, M. C. "Evaluating Net Cps -Effectiveness of Instructional Programa
In The 'Evaluation of Instruction: Issues and Problems, edited by M: C.
Wittrock and D. E. Wiley, pp. 221-238. New vwfk: Holt Rinehart and
Winston, 1970.

Drawsthedistinction.between=cost-benefit and cost-effectiveness
analysis and outlines components of a model for conducting cost-
effectiveness evaluations in education. The model considers student
inputs, educational outputs, financial-anputs, external systems, and
manipulatable characteristics. Potential applications of the model
are noted. ,

Alkin, M. C., and Wooley, D. C. ,A Mddel for Educational Evaluation.
Paper presented at PLEDGE Conference, San Dimas, California,_October -11,
196q. 12PP- EDJ035 898. ,

.The primary source for the pecision Oriented Classification Model.
-thefinea evaluation as the l'rocpss of ascertainin5'decirion areas of
concern, selecting appropriate informatiow, and collecting and analyzing
information in order to rePort summary data useaii to decision-makers
in selecting among alternatives.

Anderson, S. B.; Ball, s./; and Murphy, R. T. 'Encyclopedia of Educational
Evaluation: concepts and Techniques for Evaluating Education and Training
Programs. San Francia96: JOstey-Bass, 1975.

Provides an-excellent overview of the field of educational,eValuation
in terms that are generally comprehensible to non-specialists,-

/

Armstrong, J. R., ed. A scuroeboek for the Evaluation of Instructional
Materials and Media. Arlington, Virginia: IMC/RMC Network; Madison:
University of Wisconsin, Special Education Instructional Materials Center,
August,-1973. 5201,13- ED 107 OSO.

Describes a generalized model for the 'evaluation of instructional
materials and media designed,to be usable by the Instructional
Materials Centers/Regional Media Centers/Regional Resource Centers
Network. The author discusses general procedures for selecting
instructional materials at various stages of the evaluation process.
Appendixes include a bibliography and a set'of forms for evaluating
instructional materials.and, Media.

Ashburn, A. G. "Analysis of Activity-Decision Flow in Process Evaluation
Design." Educational Technology, 15 (June, 1975).

Presents a generalized activity-decision flow diagram delineating the
types bf process evaluation information needs that arelikely to-arise
in the course of project implementation.

Baker, R. P, and Schutz, R. E., eds. instruetional Product Development.
7 vols. Southwest Regional Laboratory for Educational Research and
Development. New York; Van Nostrand Reinhold, 1971.

An introductory text. Includes instructional sequences dealinTwith
stating pducatironal objeCtives, constructing objectives of cognitive
behavior, developing instructional specifications, educational crite
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measures, rules for the development of instructional prodUCts, preparing
instrUctional products,'. and managing classroom contingencies.'

Baker, R. L., and Schutz, R. E., eds. Instructional Product Research.
8 vols. Southwest Regional Laboratory for Educational Research and
Development. New York: Van Nostrand Reinhold, 1972.

An introductory text. Includes instructional sequences dealing with
classifying and interpretind-research studies, selecting variables for
research, proposal writing, simplified research design, simplified
analysis, the use of library computer programs for statistical analysis,
and writing research reports.

Bloom, B. S.; Basting , J. T.; and Madaus, G. F. Randbook on Formative
and Summative Evaluation of Student Learning. New York:: McGraw-Hill,
1971.

Provides an ihtroductory ov-erview-Of the use of evaluationI/education.
The final 11 chapters deal with the application of evaluation/
different subject areas on levels ranging from preschool education te
industrial education.

Bolin, J. G. Six CrATteria for Better Goals." Improving col ege and
University Teaching, 21 (August, 1973), 245-247.

. Posits six criteria for developing adequate goals. Criteria include:
Compatibility, attainability, intelligibility, acceptability,
measurability, and accountability.

-

Brecht, G. H. The Relationship of Treatment Tasks, Personalogi
Variables, and Dependent Variables to Aptitude-Treatment Interactions/

' Doctoral dissertation, University of Colorado, Boulder, Colorado, 1969.
Available from: University Microfilms, 300 a. Zeeb Road, Ann Arbor,
Michigan 48106 (Order No. 70-05820; $15.00 papercopy', $1.50 microfiche).

Provides an excellent review 'of the research on aptitude-treatment
interact

A

Caldwell, M. S. Input Eva uation and Educational Planning. Columbus:
The Ohio State University, Evaluation Center, January, 1968. 23pp.
BD 025 043.

Suggests eight criteria that might be used as a screening system,for
instructional materials. Criteria includei relevance, legality,
congruence, legitimacy, /compatibility, balance, practicability, and
cost-effectiveness.

Campbell, D. T., and Stanley, J. C. Experimental and' Quasi-Experimental
Designs for Research. Chicago: Rand,McNally, 1966.

The classic work on applied experimehtal design. Applies the
principles of experimental design to field settings.

Carpenter, C. R.,-and Froke,. M. Description of a Practical Procedure for
Assessing Instructional Film and Television Programs,.. UniVeroity Parke
The Pennsylvania 8tate University, Department of PsyChology; August, 1968.
-43pp. ED 037 102.

Provides a.eystem of. checklists for ;rating instructional, materials.
Although designed Ter use with instructional film and television progroMs,
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it would,need only slightjmedifioations to b used with other
instructional materials.

enter for the Study Evaluation. CSE Elementary'School Evaluation Kit:
Nedds Assessment. Boston: Allyniand Bacon, 1973.

Introductory level training/materials dealing.with the goal Selection
process, test selection, data collection, and the identification of
critical need areaS. '

*Cook, J-rM., and-Walbes H. M. HOW to Meet Accotrntability with
s

Behavioral Objectives'and arning Hierarchies. ColUmbia, Maryland:
Advance Educational Press,\1?73.

Discusses the use of behavioral-objectives and learning hierarchies
in evaluation. /

Crane, P., and Abt, C. C. "A Model for Curriculum Evaluation." Educational
-Technology, 9 (Octeber, 1969),\17-25. ,

The' primary soUroe for the Weighted Criteria Approach te curriculum
1 1

evaluation. Based on cost-effectiveness techniqUes applied to
curriculum materials in order to analyze components,,qualityl, and

1

cost of the materials being' onsidered.

Crenbach, L. J., and Snow, R. E,, Individual Differences in Learning Ability
as a Function of Instructional Variables. -Final Report. Stanford,.
California: Stanford University,IScheol'of-Education, March, 1969. 221pp.
ED 029 001.

A careful review of relevant literature in thc,area of research on
learning and individual differences. Provides methodological
suggestions for better aptitude-treatment in-interaction studies.

/
*Denton, W. T. Context Bvaluation,pleeds Assessment,. and Goal Setting:
The Infinite Loop. Paper presented at Evaluation-of Instructional Materials
Workshop, AECT Convention, Anaheim', California, March, 1976.

Discusses the relatiunship and Methodology of context evaluation,
needs assessment, and goal setting.

*

*Denten, W. T. The Design and Implementation of Process and Interim Produc
Eva/Ustion. Paper presented at EValuation of instructional Materials
Workshop, AECT Convention, Anaheim, California, March, 1976

Discusses the role and methodology of process and interim product
evaluation.' Contends that formative evaluation of this type_is the /
most important form of evalua ion. Provides applied examples.

Educational Products'Infermatio EXchangeInstitute. "LookingAhead:
Selection Kits Will Blunt BuYin Blunders." EducatiOnal Product "In
Brief" Report Number 32, 4 (February, 1971), 5-6.

Discusses EPIE Kits that incincle techniques for evaluating and
soUrcee of information for selecting instructional materials and
equipment.

1

Edwards, A. L. Experimental De4ign in ,Psychological Research. 4th.ed.
NeW York: Holt, Rinehart hnd Winston, 197. s ),

1 An introductory text on appl ed statistics and.experimental design
,

*Contact William J. Webster, DepU
EVa1ua4on, and Information Syst
Avenue, ballas, Texas 75220.

ty Associate Superintenden , Research, ,

ms,, S. J. Hay Building, 3801 Herschel



for behavioral scientists. Concentrates on inferential statistics
through univariate analysis Of variance,' with careful attention to
experimental design. Particularly thorough coverage of analysis
of variance for an introducltory,text.

Feldmesser, R. A. EducationalGoal Indicators før New Jersey. Princeton,
New Jersey: Educational testing Service, Februa gy , 1973. 68pp: ED 077 945.

Description of a rationale for the needs asses ment.program carried
out by the State Departmentof NeW Jersey.

Finn, J. D. A General Model for Multivariate Anal sis York: Holt,
Rinhart and Winston, 1974.

An intermediate level applied statistics text on multivariate analys
The book relies entirely on the statement4and fo ulation of linear
models to solve,multivariate problems. Closely a igned to the
MULTIVARIANCE qoMputer program, it uses sample pro lems to illustrate
various analysis techniqueg-from multiple regress on analysis through
factoranalysis,(to multivariate extension of aflaly is of variance,
analysis of covariance, and regression analysis.

Florida Educational Research,and Development Council. P an fcr Study
of the Educational Needs of Florida. Gainesville: Univ ity pf Flo
1968.

outlines a plan for a statewide needs assess ent in Plo

Glass, G. V. "Educational Product Evaluation: A Prototype
. Educ,a4onal Researcher, 1 (1972), li74.

the primary source for thc.Tradc-eff'end Comparativa Cos
to evaluation. Presents a model that could be used in.e
instructional materials for/ possible adoption.

Glass, G.. V., and Stanley, J. C. Statistical Methods in Educat on and
Psychology. Englewood Cliffs,.New Jersey: Frentice-H11, 1970

particularly thorough introductory text on applied univaria e
statistics and experimental design. Discusses *descriptive and
inferential statistics through .analysis of variance.'

*Grobe; R. Input Evaluation: Planned De-eloprient 'Of SFI6cational

Strategies and Programs; Paper presente at of Instructi nal
Materials Workshop, AECT Convention, An-heim Californ a, March, 1976\

Discusses the methodology and.purpo of input eval,_ ion. Provides
applied examples of the process4 "

Hunter; M. G.,-and,Schooley, D. E.;-, Synergis_ic 'Evaluation Model.
Paper presented\at.the Annual Meeting of the American Educational Researc,
Association, New Orleans, Louisiana', February 25-March:1, 1973. lOpp.

ED 075 503. . .

/

The primarisotirce for thenSynergistic Evaluation Model. Defines,
evaluation 'as a process for. athering and providing,information fer
aecision-making.

*contact.William J. Webater,!Doputy Assoc a e Superintenden Research,
'Evaluation, and Informaiion'Systems, S. J. Bay Building, 380 Herschel
Avenue, Dailas, Texas 75220.
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Kaufman Educati.onal SysterriFlanning. Englewood Clif New Jersey:
/

Prentice-Hall, 1972.
An introductory text on educational planning2

Komoski, K. "Instructional Materials: Do They or Don't They?,"
3 (March, 1975), 92-93.

\

Describes a means for pro iding a systematic flow of infcrmation to
help teachers and schoolS evaluate and select those teaching/learning
materials that.are most'likely to work well with specific programs
and students.

Komoski, P. K. DeveloPment of a System for an Educational Products
Information Exchange Final-Report. New York: Educational:Products
Inlormation Exchange Idstitute, NoveMber, 1967. 187pp. -ED 020 566.

Outlines an easily accessible nationwide systemifor,e*bhanging
descriptive,ValUahve product information among all sectors of the
educational /community on a cooperative ;cost-sharing/basis. The
feasibility/of such- an-arrangement among edueational Professionals
is investigated as a selection base for cUrriculum use or design
imP-r&Vment.

Kovac, R,/ Contact person for informationon selecting and evaluating non-
\

print materials (1976). Head of Selection, Catalog and Information.Services,
Purdue'Andio-Visual-Center, West Lafayette, Indiana'47907.

(

*Lamiock, A. L.; Smith, A. D.; and Waren, P W. Evaluati'on: Its Scope and
yStem for Evaluating Development. /Ottawa: New Start-Corporation, rch,. 1971.
The primary source for the New,Start Evaluation Medal. rhis modelfoeuses.
on, providing information to course developers so that:they might make
apPropriate decisions to accept,-mcdify, or reje t deVeloped components;
obtain information for dissemination' activities; and.obtaininformation
to aid in product installation._:

earning,

Lindvall, C. M., and Cox, R. The TPX EvaluatioA Program. AERA Monograph Series
on Curriculum Evaluation. Chicago: Rand McN ly, 1970.

A primary source for the Individually Pre cribed Instruction (IPI)
Evaluation Model. This model focuses on providing reliable information
for decision-making during the development stages of innovatie programs..

Macy, D. J. "The Role of Process Evaluatlon in Program Development and
Implementation." Educational Technology, 15 (April, 1975), 42-47.

An applied discussion of the role of process evaluation in program
development and implementation.

Me-sick, S. "The Criterion Problem in the Evaluation of Instruction:
Assessing Po sible, Not dust Intended, 'Outcomes." 'In The Evaluation of
Instruction: Issues and Problems, edited by M. C. Wittrock and D. E.
Wiley, pp. 183-204. Vew York: Holt, Rinehart_qnd Winston, 1970.

Discusses cognitive styles and affective reabtions as two major
classes of criterion variables that should be considered in the
evaluation of instruction.,

*Contact WilliamJ. Webster, Deputy Assuciate Superintendent, Research,
Evaluation, and Information Systems, S. J. Hay Building, 3001 Herschel
Avenue, Dallas, Tuxes 75220.



i ler, R. I. Criteria fOr Assessing Instructional Units. Lexington:
university of Kentucky, Department of Social,and Philosophical Studies in
Education, October, 1969. Project funded by the Fund for Media Research,
General Learning Corporation,and the Xerox Corporation.

Sugqestk a plan for assessing'instructional strategies using 11
specific Criteria. For each of the criteria a number Of questions'
are listed,for.considekation in the overall analysis.

Morgan, R. L. An Approach to Evaluation: .A Model for Evaluating the
North Carolina Exemplary Program. Raleigh: -North Carolina State

.

University, Center for ,Occupational Education, JUiy,J970. Paper,
presented at the National, Institute on Exemplary Projects in Vocational
Education, Squaw Valley, California, July, 1970. -26pp. ED 942 910.:

. rimary source for the Apex Evaluation Model. It gives_now
explicit definition of evaluation, but implies that evaluation't:,
exists to serve the decision-making process.

National Institute of Education. NIE Product Rating Form. viashingtOn,
National Institute Of Education, 1974. 14pp. To be avai1ablel*throu4h ERIC:

The form used-by the National Institute of Education' to facilitate\'
review of the-quality of educational products. This form was
developed to indicate dimensions of=apparent quality even when
highly credible evidence is not available to confirm the ratings.
The form is quite generalizable.

--

Niedermeyer, r c. ObservatiOn Froedures Pr Classroom/Tryout,of,;
InstructiOhal Materialh=a**ProcedureS:: Los Alamitos, California:
Southwest Regional' LaboratorY.for EducatiOnal Research and Developm nt,

-
June, 1972. 15pp. ED 106,887.

Suggests.certain procedures for reporting clas.room observat
a program lesson. Those procedures are illustrated in the
observation of two laboratory programs,."Composition Skills'
"Drama and Public Speaking."

on Of -

and.

Ott, J. M.; Fletcher, S.; and Turner, D. G. "Taxonomy of Administrative
Information Needs: An,Aid to EdUcational Planning and Evaluatiori"
Educational Technology, 8, 5 (1966), 29-31.

The primary source for the Ott EvalUation Model. Presents a
classiacation system/ordecis on situations that must be served
by evaluation.

c-

Peper, 3. B. An Ontojogical Model of Evaluation: ,A Dynamic Model for
Aiding Organizational Development& Paper presented at the Annual Meeting/
of the American Educational Research Association, New Orleans, Touiciana,
February 2-March 1, 1973. 28pp. ED 078 039.

The,primary source for;,the Ontological Evaluation Model. This model
focuses on the organiL'ation as a whole, rather than orfindividual
programs within the organization..

Provus, M. M. Discrepancy Evaluation:, For Educational.Prog am Xmprovemen
and Assessment. Berkeley, California: Mccutchan, 1971.

The primary soUrce for the Discrepancy Evaluation' Model. Defines
evaluation as-the, process of defining prograM standards, determining
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whether a discrepancy exists between some aspect of program performance
and standards, and using discrepancy information to change.performance
or to change program standards.

Rosenshine, B., and Furst, N. "The Use of Direct Obaervation to Study
Teaching." In Second Handbook of Reserch on Teaching, edited by R.
iravers, pp= 122-183. 'Chicago: Rand McNally,1973=-.

.Piovides a reviewof the literature pn the use of direet observation
schema to study teaching. An excellent source on classroom observati n

, procedures and models.

R ssi, P. H. 4Practice, Method and Theory'in Evaluating Social Action
Programs."- In On Fighting Poverty: Perspectives frOm Experience, edited
by J. L. Sundquist, pp. 219-234. New York: Basic Books, 1969.

Dis,cusses the role of formative evaluation in evaluating social
program8.

Scriven, M. "The Methodology of Evaluation." In Perspectives of
Curriculum Evaluation, AERA Monograph #1, edited by R. Tyler, R. Gagne,
and M- Scriven. Chicago: Rand McNally, 1967. Out of print.

Focuses on-curricular evaluatioh.--Discusses, among other topi
the roles of formative and summative evaluation in providing
information for curriculum development and validation.

Solomon, G. S.- "Heuristic Models/for the Generation of Aptitude-Treatment
Interaction 'Hypotheses." Review Of Educational Researdh, 42 (1972),
327-343.

Presents three heuristic models for the design of aptitude-treatment
interaction studies.

Stake, R7 E. "The Countenance of Educational Evaluation." Teachers
College RepOrd, 68 (1967), 523-540.

The primary source for the Countenance of Educational EValuation.
Suggests that evaluation ought to be concerned with three classes
of conditions: antecedents,.tranaactions, and outcomes.

\Stufflebeam, D. L., ed. Educational Evalfbation and Dec sion-Making.
, .

Itaska, Illinois: F. E. Peacock Publishers, 1971.
_The primary source for the discuision of the CIPP (contex,t, input,
processi and product) model for educational evaluation. Defines
evaluation as the,acquisition of information through formal means,
such as criteria, measurement, and statistics, to provide'rational
bases for arriving at judgments'in decision-making:

-

Tatsuoka, M. M. Multivariate Analysis:1, TeChnigueg_for.Eddcational and
Psychological Research.' New York: John-Mil y and Sons, 1971.

/7
An applied text on multiVariate analysis , Deals clearly and'
conci-sely with such topics as muliple /egression, multivariate
analySis.of variance and covariance, pripcipal components analysis,
discriminant analysis, and canonical C'orrelation.,



e 0

Tripodi, T.; Fellin, P.; and Epstein, I. Social Frogram.Evaluation:
Guidelines for Health, Education, and Welfare Administrators. Itaska,
Illinois!' F. E. Peacock Publishers, 1971.

The primary source'for the discussion of the Differential Evaluation
Model. Defines -eValuation 66 the systematic accumulation of facts
for providing infermation about the achievement of program requisites
and goals-relative to efforts, effectiveness, and efficiency within:
any stage of program developMeht. Such 'facts are incorporated into
some designated value ,system fOr making decisions dbout social programs.

Uhl, N. P. Encouraging Convergence of Opinion, through the Use of Delphi
Technique, in the Process of IdentifOing an Institution's Goals. Princeton,
New Jersey: Educational Testing SerVice, February, 1971. 126pp.
ED 049 713.

Discusses-the-Delphi Technique as a method for gaining convergence
of °Pinion.:

Weatherman, R., and Swenson, K.\ "Delphi Technique." In Futuri m in
Education: Methodologies, edit d by S. P. Bencleyand J. R. Yates.
Berkeley, California:' -Mccutchar, 1974.

Presentsthe methodology of tie Delphi Technique, which is designed
.to encourage convergence of o inion.

Webster, W. J. The Organization nd Functions of Reseaich and Evaluation
1 in a Large Urban School District. \yaper presented at the Annual Meeting
of the American Educational Research Association, Washington, D.C., March
30-April 3, 1975. 72pp. ED 106 345.

putlines the purpose, organization, and functions of researcb and
evaluation in a large urban school district. Majpr issues discussed
include methods of ensuring-the credibility'f evaluation information,
'the,establishment and rri&intenance of meaningf 1 repor4ag cycles,
-le recruitment and employment of qualified p rsonnel, the release

-and dissemination of evaluation ahd research a'ta,- ahd the relatic -
ship between research, evaIuatiOn, plahhing, and development.

Webster, W. J. "Technical Auditing Procedures In EduCational Product
Audit Handh- pp. 38-103. Arlington, Virgin a: Institute for the
Develop-hen -ducational Auditing, 1971. ,
-1 Provid-s i overview of procedures and issues in evaluation design

a taxormy of statistical techniques for use in specific problem
-situati ns.

Webster, W. J.v.and Mendro, R. L. "The investigation of Aptitude-Treatment
Interactionv- jS an,Integral Part- of Program Evaluation." Journal of
Experimenta_L 'ducation, 43,(Fall,,1974); 86-51.

Presents model for integrating aptitudetreatment and trait-trait
interaction studies into program-evaluation.

Webster, W. J., and Mendro, R. L. "A Pragmatic Model for a Cemprehensive
Public School-Research and.Evaluation System." ;journal of Educational
Research, 69 (DeceMber, 1975), 156-159.

yresents an applied mOdel for planning, reSearch,and evaluation.-
Incorporates context, input, process,/ and produc -valuation, as
well as basic and applied research.
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Webst W. J., and Schuhmacher, C. C. "A Unified Strategy for Sy.,tem-Wide
Researc .and Evaluation." Educational Technology, 13 (May, 1973), 50-72:

Discusses an oporational context evaluation system designed to provide
decision-makers with important baseline information about student,
-aff, and community characteristics.

Wittrock, M. C., and Wiley, D. 1T. The Evaluation of instruction: issues
and Problems. New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1970.

Reports on the outcomes of a symposium designed to bring new approaches
to the problems and issues of instructional evaluation. Topics
include: evaluation theory, instructional variables, contextual
variables instructional criteria, and evaluation methodology.

Worthen, B. and Sanders, J. R. Educational Evaluation: Theory and
Practice. Belmont, California: Wadsworth, 1973.

A book of readings that includes.many of the classic works in the
field of educational evaluation.

The material in this publ cation was prepared pursuapt
to a contract with the-National Institute of Education,
United States Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare. Contract6rs undertaking such projects under
government sponsorship are encouraged to express freely
their judgement in professional and technical matters.
Prior to publication, this manuscript was submitted to
the executive director'qf the Educational Products
Information Exchange Institute for critical review and
determination of professional competence. This publica-
tion has met such standards: Points of view or opinions/
however, do not necessarily rePresent the official' view
or,opinions of either the reviewer or the Nationa/
Institute of Education. Contract No. NIE-C-74-0027.
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