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INTRODUCTORY COMMENTS -
. i
In this paper, William J. Webster Préviéés educators with a rpview of
current theory on+instructional materials evaluation, along with a brief
description of how a practical system of materials evaluation has been applied
t, lodal educational decision-

in a large urban school district. As a result,
amakers who are interested in 11Tprav1n§ their knc‘rledge of the still-infant

discipline of instructional materials evaluation are given ar. opportunity to
acquaint themselves with what amounts to a theoretical/practical ﬂESLIlPtLGn

gf the advanced state of the art of materials evaluation.
= N ’ f:

The designation "advanced" is certainly appropriate when one compareés
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 15, DDD glus school - systems are using anything approaching

the systematic, amp'fléally based ﬂlsgrepancy mcdel deszrlbad by Dr. Webster,
this writer will haj staples” and
all. In fact, one @f the 1arge ﬁlscfepang;es in Amer;can educati@nzt@day
is between the enormous effect instructional materials have on classroom
instruction and the little time, effort,. and money expended by school
districts in arswering these questions: Which materials shall we use? . ch
shall teachers use them? For which gtudents are specific materiais best

suited? . . :
: . , , _ v ; ‘

A recent DatlDQWldE study

Thé%é is'am§le eviaenee Gf this dis&répéncy.

Df thezr Elagsraam tlme ;nvglveg th? use af lnatructlcnal materlals af on
sort or another. Yet most of these teachers spend little or neo time {one tc
three hours per year) selecting the materials they are using. At the. schaal
system level, there seldom is any systematic information b21ng ‘'gathered that
could be used for the purpose of materials evaluation if, indeed, theré were.
the ccmmltment to engage in datasbasea Emglrlcal evaluat;gns. :

¢

S What usually passes for evaluation in schools. fqday is some farm of a
! [ "materials selection checklist" or a set of "materials selection guldellnes
; whose vallalty and rellablllty are invariably questionable. The result is
' that most ;chaol systems are bas;*g what amauﬁts to mdjOf 1nstrurtlanal
| gyntﬂtlEally arganlzed fr@m schaol sygtem to schc l systemi Even 1n‘statés

‘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 ubigquitous checklist is heavy. Dr. Webster s paper A
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-raising about the role and the importance of instructional -
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,spezlf;c types of te

_have only begun to scratch the surface.

. 2,900 to 250,000 students, with the broadest sort of

" First biennial cycle in June 1976.

materials on the part of school consumers.
raising would not be to improve materials evaluation, per se, but to improve
the all imp@rtant tlhiree-way "fit" across materials, learners, and teachers.

"it was discovered

that certa;n typea Df atuﬂéﬁtc do bettér 1n some pragrams when taught by
dchers" 13 *antaliz;nga After a decade of résearch'bﬁ the
"fit" gquestion in instructional materials evaluation, we at EPIE know that we
-Currently, EPIE's research on B
materials-to-learner-to- Leacher fit is being expanded to include data- gathering
on instructional materia’s use and Parfarmance across a national network of
school ayﬂtema.' At presenkt 22 systems are ;nvalvei; ranglng in ELEE fram

Dr.

sgread. ""his growing network is a permanent part of EFIE long;tud;nal
National Burvey and Assessment of Instructional Materials which completed its
Using a model similar to that .described
by Dr. Webster, EPIE hopes that this network of caaperatlng school ﬁlstrlzts
will rcontribute to the much needed consciousness-raising on this matter that
must occur if instruction is to be cans;stently and rationally lmpraved 1n
Amexrican schools. .

’
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o 1 PURPOSE OF THIS PAPER’ : o

LA
" The evaluatlgn of instructional matﬂtlals is an extremély 1mpcrtaﬁt yat .
often overlooked  component of the total instructional process. Often the térm "/
evaluatlan is Ope ratlanally defined as. "checklist" by many cuvrricalum SEEClallStS /
who. per form a waak f@rm of input evaluation on instructicnal matarials, using /
some variation cf a urvey form or chezkllst. In presentinag zlcernatives to B /
nadaquate evaluation, this paper attempts' to aﬁcompl;ah thzee objectives: a /
. \\ :
1. To Qynthésizé, through a sel@:tivg review of the ’ - /
. llteratﬁre; a brief description Df the state of the o )
o art of evaluatlan, , A . AR /
. 2. To present a working model demonstrating the functions _ /
) £ forms of evaluation in assesalng the relative /:

of various
merits of instructional materials;

= 3. To provide
readers see,ing’further information on evaluaticn;

- - ;o

in annotated hibiibgraphy:qf sources for - _/

L -/ A BRIEF STATE OF THE ART ]
_Fﬁg; Evaluation Framg&qyg% ‘ _ . i CE :.'- // _

) The CIPPEMQﬂel,P Probably the most EQmPréhEﬁSlVE @F lestlﬂg evaluatlan
models -is the CIPP Mﬁéﬁl developed by. Stufflebeam, et al. (1971). Lvaluapian
is defined a8 the progess of delineating, obtai ng, and providing useful/ .
information for judging - decision alternatives. ia-model ;dentlf;es f@uﬁ major
types of Evaluatlon.r Léntékt evaluation to feed planning decisions, input
"evaluation to feed programming decisions, proces s evaluation to fead 1mplﬁmantlng
’dec;glanaf aﬂﬁ product evaluatlon to feed recycling déﬁlbléns.

r - A _ » .

| Briefly, contekt evaluation Prav;das a rationale for éetexm;nlng ‘educational, .
objectives by defining relevant environment, describing desired and-actual con= |
‘ditions of the environment, identifying unmet needs, and dlagncaﬁng prﬂalems that
prevent needs. from haing met. Input evaluation assesses relevant Eapabllliles
-of responsible agencies, gFEnt;flES strategies for ach;ev;ng,the_abgg&tlves
“determined through context! évaluation, 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 interim adjustments may be made.  Finally, product,
evaluation provides interim and final assessment of the effects of educat;@nal
progfams. That is, product evaluatlan assesses the effects of the~ strategy . ' -
‘selected through 1npﬂt evaluation to meet the need identified by ccnt&xt evaluation. '

Such assessment is completed in light of process evaluation data. ]
Scriven. Scriven (1967) has conceptualized an extremely straightforward }
and widely accepted evaluatibn framework. Not nearly as comprehensive as the'_:
"CIPP Model, it is largely concerned with the process-product portion of ,
Stufflebeam's structure. According to Scr;van, the major ggal of evaluation is
to credibly judge the merits of educational programs. To accompllsh the gaal
he- lntroéuces the cancepts of formatlve and summative evaluatlan.

w"'

[AruiTox: provided by eric [ESRES



Thé facug Df formatlva evaluat;an is upaﬁ pfaqram ;mpr@vementi Tauz,

tc 'pgraﬂe or lmPere an edpﬁatlanal program whllé it ig in the agvelapmental

- In the CIppP vernaaLlar, interim pzaduct,énd PEGCESa data PfQVldE fo:matlve
luation information to program parsonnel‘“”
! ‘\
ThP focus of summatlvé evaluatlon is upon the determination- of the ultimate
wagth Gﬁ a program or PEOjéct. Thls type of ﬁvalu,ticn should be implemented
when a prmgram has Ieaéhez some stability. uummdflve data feed recycling decisions;
as a rezult of summative evaluation information, a Program may be terminated,
restr ucturad, rantlnued,/ar expanded, In the CIPP vernacular, final product
evaluation information, terpreted in consideration of context, input, and process
" data, is ucadxto draw gd;matlve conclusions about the merits of an educatlanal
program and to ‘fead racygl;ng dEELSlDﬁS. . : Cos

N\ 4 .,
Y Stake. Stake (195 guggestf that evaluation ought to:be concerned with -
three classes of "ndltlﬂhs, éﬂtéceﬂentg, transactions, and outcomes.; Antecedents
. are those Eoﬂﬂltlan that axist prlgr to Program 1mplementatlan; i. el, the '
educational cﬂntext$7 Trahsactlons are lnteractlans between students, teachers,

;and mater;als- Gut 53 are the lntendéd pradncts of trangdctlang.. |

' Three classes f actlv1tles are suggested by Stake;, The first pf@v;des
assistance to Ffog'am staff by generating a clear statement of the program or
project raticnale The second activity generates deser;§t1ve data, including

'statements about Airntended ard-actual antecedents, transaetions;_and ‘outcomes .
Thus, congruence /between planned and abserved antecedents; transactlon§, and
outcomes can be/checkeﬂ. A, -

The thirdrﬁiass of activitieé'generates judgments ahout the worth. of
educational PI grams;r Stake suggésts that such judgments be made by a variety
of 1nd;v16uals on the basis of bath absolute ‘and relative criteria. 1In other

" words, programs should be assessed 1n terms of: 1) The degree to which they
,attain absolute and sometimes afbltrary goals, and 2) The dégree to which they -
. attain those goals relatlve to other pragrams with 51m113r qaals or objEﬁtlvas._

Erovué. Provus (1971) suggests that all. projects move through design, in-
stallation, pfacesg, and p?Ddugt stages. \During each staje the evaluator must
~delineate, in conjunction Wlth project staff, a set of standards that can be

used as a basis for comparison with program\performance. It is the evaluator's
function to makEEQﬁEaflSDnswlth Program Pezigrmancé _ to identify discrepancies |
at each stage, and to report tnﬁse ﬂlSCIEPaﬁE;ES to PIQjESt management who have
the option of termtﬁat;ng the program; pf@ceealng to the next stage, or modifying
the-.program. The product of the dEslgn stage is, a set of standards used. to judge
the - efieats of piagram efforts in each of the three succeedlng stages. ' At every.
stage the object of the evaluation ig-to provide useful data for decisions about
Pragrem 1mpravement nr recycllng- ' :

: Genezal‘Discqsg;aq P . SO

These four generic évaluatlan framewo$ks are uPPlEmeﬂtEd by many articles
dealing with methodology. purposes, ¢nstrumeﬂtatlcn, strategies, and variables
to be considered in evaluation. Among these are the Differential Evaluation

L #

[]il(jA r:;@;_a;?fw“u;ﬁi, wz%;;  e LL | nﬁ,%;;x?; 7”2f;" Lrjfi:ﬁf:ff:
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- Model (Trlpaal, Fellin, and Epst31n 1971), the Decision Oriented Classifica-
tlDD Model (Alkin and Wooley, 1959),\;he Apex Evaluation Model (Morgan, 1970),
the Synﬁrglst;c Evaluation Model {Hunﬂer and Schooley, 1973), the Ontological

. Evaluation Mcdel (Peper, 1973), and the, Ott Model,(étt Fletcher, ‘and Turner,
1966} . In addition,. the IPI Farmatlve Evaluatlon Model A(Lindvall and Cox, 1970)
and the New 5tart:Evaluat;Dn System (Lamrock, Smith; and Warren, 1971) were
developed spec;flcally for the evaluation of individualized curriculum packages
while the Trade-off and Comparative Cost Apprcach (Glass, 1972) and the Weighted
Criteria Approagh (Crane and Abt, 1969) were aESlgnEﬂ to aid in the evaluation
of educational materlilg;

The research lltEEature baast% literally thousands of studies dealing with
research on most areas of the cognitive, affective, and psychomotor domains. Of
particular relevance to the evaluation of instructional materials are the summaries
‘by Bracht (1969) and Cronbach and Snow (lBEE) and the bcck edited by Wittrock and
Wlley (lB?D) e A P

o

) The point that all the aforementioned llterature attEmpts ta make is that
mere checklists provide insufficient information abcut ;nstruct, nal materials.
The evaluatiion of instructiondl materials rgqulf a system that takes the user
- condition and needs into consideration, Examlnes _process and product, and renders
a decision jabout the effectiveness of a g;ven pliece or set of materials for a
speclfleﬂ arget faudience under a specified set of conﬂ;tlans. The work af
stufflebean s, Seriven, Bracht,‘C:anbach and Snow, Saleman (1272} anﬂ :
'Wabstgr and Mendro- (1974 1975), ‘is used in thls paper tg'develag a straights
forward op rat;anal model far the evaluatlen of 1ﬁstruc*13naj .materials. | .

. A MODEL FDR INSTRUCTIDNAL MATEPIAL& EVALUATIDN 7.

.Figure 1.0 presents a- flawchart for ah 1ntegrated model for evaluat;ng in-
structlanal materials. The events depicted in Figure 1.0 may take’ place within
‘the period/ of one day, ten years, or.a llfetlme, &ependlng on  the scope of the
mater;alg to be evaluated. : -

|

e

Context Eﬁaluatiéﬁ;gﬁﬂrﬁgeds Assessment 7 , ' ' o _ o
D A 7 e T : ~ ' A
prerequlslte to improvement must be a knawledge of exlstlng perfarmancé ;\
levelg- Thus, bef@re beglnnlng the search for ;nstruatlénal materials, you must ;ii
establlsh a need for such materials. Stufflebeam et 4l. (1971) define context .. = ¢
evaluation -as the provision of baseline information that del;neates the env1:§nmént
cf interest, describes desired and actual canaltlans pertaining to the env;ronment,
‘identifies unmet needs and. unused opportunities, and diagnoses the problems that
prevent needs-from being met and appcrtunltles from Jbeing used. - Thus an aﬂequate
ccﬁtext evaluation would point to problems that reed resolutlﬂn, such as low reading
or* “math ach;evement hlgh student ﬂragout ~high teacher turnover, low studént or
taff morale, and so on. An example of ‘an operating cdhtext evaluat;anf;&stem was
presented by Webster and Schuhmacher {(1973) .
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_ Once the gantht evaluation system has identified needs, thmsa neada\must be
prioritized, and maﬁagement mugt focus upon reducing the d;screpancy bEtWéEn desired
and existing cgn&ltlans by establlshlng gaélg for hlghest priority needs. It should

‘be obvious that the, felt need to select new materials properly begins with d;ssatls=
faztlan;ﬁ;th those in use. In order for you to be legitimately dissatisfied, haweuer
you must at least suspect that current materials are not meeting needs.  The fact

that there is a d;screpancy between desired autcgmes and needs suggests the ‘axistence )
of objectives ox goals. Thus a loop is formed--context evaluation; needs- agsessment,‘_'

goal setting. Or is-it the other way around? .Déenton (1976) presents a concise
discussion of the complex interrelatedness of these three mutually dependent concepts.
Some methodology for needs assezsmgnt has been discussed by the Center for the Study
-of Evaluation (1973), Feldmesser (1973), the Florida Educational Research and Develop-"
mant Council (lEEB),\and Kaufman (1972). Bolin - (1973)V Caook and Walbesser (1973), Uhl
(1971) ,. and Waathermaﬁ ‘and Swenson (1974)- have presented models fcz goal settlng.,

Input Evaluation \ - o : e

LA

- _jJInput evaluation helps determlne the best resaurces to SQEQmPllSh program
’gaals. It laglcally follows the c@ntéxt evaluatlah needs assessment, goal setting
stage. The §30gr§m planner can use four :major. saufzéﬁfof information in salectinqv
‘instructional materials to meet specifi¢ needs: (1) Previous summative product eval-
uation information; (2) bas;c research information; (3) applied research. information;

and (é) non—em§lrlcal lﬂfgrmatian. \

L

1) Eummat;vé‘pradugt evaluation information .concerns the extent to which - _
specific project or program goals are- aZh;eved When §rcduct evaluation lnformatlcn” 
ava lable on a- glVéﬂ program with goals similar to those identified in response '
) .t@ context evaluatlaﬁ information, that information helps decision. makers determine }'1 Pf
the probability that Fhe program wauld reduce the 1éent%f;eﬂ ﬂ;sc;epancy between
desired and exlst;ng cond;tlans. . .

R

(2) Basic research 1nfo;matlcn pertains to funuamenta; relatlansles that 7o) Wi
aFfect student learning. . Before making a dec1513n to lmplEmEﬁt a given program,
decision makers should know if that program is or is not conslstent w1th the prineciples
estahllshed by basic research in 1earn1ng and devel apnﬁﬁt. ' - 5

v (3) APEliéd reSEargh information cancezﬁs-thé'interactian between student
. characteristics, teacher:characteristics, and instructional systems. Applied®
= research differs from basic research in that the inféfmaticn is more closely related. = \
' to specific decisions in an applied educational setting. ’ Decision makers need informa-
‘tion - about the types Gf students (e.qg., hlgh anxiety versus low anxlety) who functién
best in given instructional sgstems as ;mglementeﬂ hy teachers with alffarent types
. of characteristics or traits.

B B - . =
[ S A - [

(4) Nonempirical information also:enters into any materials selection decision.
The influence of materials distributors, costs, political feasibility of material
adoption in given cammunltles, capabllltles and attitudes.of staff members, and exist-
ing facilities are -among the. many nonemplrlcal ';ans;de:atiaps that influence such
,dec151onsr. Yo : e S < .= . iy - ' -

Ll .
[ s . o 4
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Many checklists or evaluation forms have been developed for aiding educators
in the materials selection process. These fgrms are useful for organizing inform-~ .
ation about instructional materials, but in themselves do not provide for s sufficient
materials' evaluation. In many cases such f@rms are used to summar;?e information of
the type Qrev;cusly refer;,ced.v A Part;cularly organized approach was presented by

- Armstrong (1973); other-instruments were developed by Carpenter and Froke (1968),

- available. to make the desired instri. ional changes.

Caldwell (1968), Kavac (1?75), Grobe  (1978), Mllleff(lSEQ), and the National
Institute of Education. (Product Rating Form, 1974) .  In addition, the Educational
Products InFQrmatlan Exchange has published a number of gu;dellne for product

- selection (thDskl, 1967, 1975; Educational Products Information Exchange, l??l);

7

Vpgtgrminatipﬁraf Resources

] - N . .
After. the collection of relevant input 1nfarmat1cn féedlng the Eréllmlnary
program planning stage,ﬂ;t must be c~terminad whether sufficient resources are
guité often, adequate resources
are not available and some cgmprom;s§ is nebessary. In many cases, the lack of
resources is not limited to the realm of cost and political feasibility but rather
stems from an insufficient base of résearch Lnfqrmatlan. Thus, educators are often

in the position of hav1ﬁg Sufflélénﬂ atEflal ‘’resources but lﬂSufflClEDt lnfefma—
tion resources. - :

&

If sufficient material 4esdurces |
exist for some time in a s

re not ava%labie,_the system may have.-to
zte of enlightened persistence. Periodic. cantext eval-

‘uation will continue to highlight the extent of ﬂlSGrﬁPdﬂEy betweén that whléh is

desired and that whichj exists. 7 S : b ' X

£ / . !
- 7, o / 4.. L - S - . Ny B s ‘
If gufficient information resources are not available, pralrams often are - T
implemented without sufficient support d rta and an information basa must be built .

" through a series of systematic evaluatlaﬁ and applied research studies.' In some

¢
information resources. ThFSE centers are\responsible for devel plng‘lnSthgthnai

' cases, :development centérq are establlshed to cope with the pra lem &f insufficient

';systema\tc meet the needs outlined: by qontext evaluation.- Mate 1alH and 1nstruct¢@nal=
‘systems are developed at the local level anly if no patentlallyiugeful cammerclal ’

" 'materials are available, since the &evelopment of- 1nst:uctl§nal‘systems is an . B

—
T T
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‘materials w:ll ‘be judgéﬂ Thls aeslgn and 1

extremely costly proposition. Figure 2.0 Q\tllnes a develo mental process thaf theo—
retically could be foleweﬂ in ﬂevelcpyng lnstruct;aﬂal sy tems_ f An .excellent
introductory reférence on 1nstructlcfal pr@duct ﬂevelagmegt was Edlted by BakEr and

"~ Schutz (1971). . i / 3 S . , .5

g : B ﬁ . :
/ B . - 7\7 - \7\77 o ot // :r ' . . -
. - . b / ; . \\ B . . J- N ) :

\'

If sufficient resourzes are avallable; the e tenﬂed program planning phasé is, ;};fgg
entered. This phase is i oleménted using informa ion- gleaned from 1ngut'eva1 atlansf
The program planning stages in ludes. the development of detailed program obj ctlves
and of a management glan. qné praﬂuct of the ex@é*deﬂ program planning’” ]
detailed program evaluatlan design specifying tﬁe c

1nd1v1dua1

: :allaw for- maxlmum flEKlb}lltY‘ ed an ogeratlanal PIQTEdurE . e
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for assuring the independence of project evaluators.

R
L

?:égram Implementaticn

H
el

. Once the Pr&gram lﬁglemgntatlan Fhase is entered, the evaluator prov1des
continuous formative evaluation reports on pr@gram‘lmglementatlon. . These reparts:
fall primarily into two categories, procesgs evaluation and interim prcduct evalua-
"tion.  Process evaluat;an has three major objectives: (1) The detection or, predic#
thﬁ df defects in Eracedurai ﬂeslgﬁ or its lmplementatlan during prcgraﬁ\lmpLemEﬁt=eﬂ*

"~ ation stages; (2) the provision of Lnfcrmat;cn for. programmed decisions; and. (3) the
- maintenance of a record of the ;mplementat;an prccedure as it Dccurgrtstufflebeam,
et ‘al., 1971) .- Thus, process evaluation 1nformat10n keeps program management 1nfarmea
i cof: thé{ extent to‘which prcgram implamEhtatlan conforms to specifications and, ‘from
. an eval vatio standpﬂlnt, guards’ agalnst the evaluation of a fictitious event.
_¢_Methods of accomplishing this have been 'discussed by Ashgurﬂ (1975) , -Denton (1976),
’ Mac%/(1975),{Nladermeyer (1972}, and Rosenshine ‘and Furs (l§73)if T
o Interlm product evaluation pzav1des periodic feadback to prcgram management on
the attainment of specific sub Dbject1veg during the implementation phase. Thus,
Pra:e 5. and Lnterlm product evalggtlan reports inform PpProgram manaa ment as to
¥ impl entat;cn and goal atﬁalnment levels while program aﬂjustﬁents are Etlll fea-
o siblé. Formative evaluation methodology: has been alscussed by Bloom, Hastlngs, .and
Madg =3 (197L), Rossi (1955), and Scriven (1967). EE T o

e L
,"1

'EfpauctmgyaluatLéﬁ

Upon Qamgletlon of a g;ven Ey;Ld Df program 1mplementatlan“ a summatlve proauct - /

. . evaiigtlcn report is prepared. This report generally addresses ‘three areas of cancerﬁ-
j%3'-= w(l) The extent to whlch prmg:am ObjEEthES were achlevea rélat;ve to~same specific
e setof crlterla;1' 3 d relative

e to alternatlv lnqtructlanal strategles, anﬂ (3) the c@st—effectiveness of the program

VI ]

’felatLVﬂ to altEfnatlve instructional sgtrategies. - It should be obvious that inform-"
ation on these three areas. must be ;nterpfeted in llght of- prgcess and interim préduct
‘evaluation information.. WLthQUE ;nformatlon;about program im lementaticn. praau:ﬁ
EVala_tlén information is of 11ttle usé. o . /

_ FlgUre 3.0 autllnés the necessary steps in Product evaluation. :The reader
" should bear in mind that Eféduét evaluation dégends on strong experimental design
] "and commences at that pglnt that the’ need has been identified, resources have been
“.. allocated, and the program has been tentatively planned. Prcduét evaluation method-
' ology was the - prlmary focus of many of the evaluation mcdels discussed earlier.
Useful articles on various as spects of product evaluation include\thase by Alkin (L??G),
. " Baker and Schutz (1972), and Webster (1971). 1In ‘addition, some gaad-texts on exper-
PR s imental design and applied statistics include those by E"Pbell ‘and Stanley LlBEE),
Edwarﬂs (1972), Finn (1574), Glass anﬂ Stanley (1979); and" Tatsuaka (lQ?l). *

2

Applied;ﬁesegrch i oy,

o - Many ‘evaluation systems stap at the provls;aﬂ of prjduéE“EVaégatian information,

Lo =

-which generally bears upon the perférmance of different Jripps of SEEﬂentgigndar
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varying! treatment configurations. Unfcrtunateiy, as a result, mast Product evaluat;@n
reports generally have focused on the search for single best treatments for all
learners, i. e., main effects. In order to: provide needed information for educationakl
decision makers, applied research studles Anvolving the systematlc 1nvastlgat;on of
aptitude-treatment and trait-trait ;nteractlang must - be undertaken. ‘Such studles
.would be expected to PIQVLdE important information on: replicable relationships among
Etudent teacher, and program charaﬁterlstlcs (Bracht 1969; Crcnbach and Snaw 1969;
Solomon, 1972; WEbStEf and Mendra, 1974)- S ) . :

) The bas;c sggmptlan of. aptltuﬂe—treatment 1nteract10n resegfch is that learners

y possess' characteristics or traits that interact positively or negat;valy with specific
treatments or program characteris tlag Messick (137G} outlined some cagnltlve§style
d;m5u51an5 that represent a-person' sgtypleal modes of PEIC&lVng, remembEflrg; £hink-
ing, ‘and pzablem solv;ng, and, ag-such would prav1de excellent varlables for aPt;tuae—
treatment interaction stu@;és. 'In addition, many -, affectlve variables warrant in- a
vestlgat;gn whan attemptlng to valldate replicable teacher-student (traltatralt)
interactions. The basic assumption of,trait-trait interaction resea:ch is that
teachers possess charagterlstlcs ar tra;ts that, 1nﬂependent Qf prcgram, 1ntezact

: Such 1nteractlan$ may ;nvolve varlables such as arlthmatlc reasanlng. language usage,
. vaaabulary, abstzact reasoning, me:hanlcalfreasanlng, g:eatlv1ty, anxlety, affilia-
::‘tlan,,aggress;venass, compulsiveness, aogmatlsm, paranoia, and status varlahies guch -

as sex, age, or ethnicity. - : : - : : .

) Naneméiriggiﬁiﬁfarmati@n |

Gnce :ontext, input, Pracess, and prﬁduct evaluatlan 1nfarmat1an, as well as
applied reseagéh ddta, are available, nonemglrlcal information- once more is yrgught’
to bear upon ‘the decision-making process. It would be naive to expect educational
' decisions to be made purely on the basis of empirical data. Once again, information”

- such asg the absolute program costs, capabilities of program staff members, pQthlcal ;
feas;bllity of program 1mplementat1cn, and ex;stlng facilities and resources must be '

;ans;dered by décision makers. N . _ o

=

I

'“Dggermlﬁatlcn of E;Dgram Fate
. : : Cer K

. In detéfmining'the fate of a given program, ‘four primary choices are available
to decision makers: to continue, dlscantlnue, expand, or revise the brogram. ! Flrst, _
they can choose to continue the program in its current setting. - If this alternative e
is chosen, the summatlve product.. §¢aluatlan ‘report and the applied research- data
. become .the context evaluation information for—the- next implementation. phase _and
s Fragram 1mplementatlon cammgnces. ThlS alternatlve generally @ccurs,when d~§l$lﬂﬁ§

A second alternative is to 5lgcﬁntlﬂué the pr@gram. This is usuall"dqne after
product evaluation studies demonstrate the failure of the program to meetyits v
objectives or in those cases where the program is simply not cost-effectiye. (Failure
to meet objectives is often a ﬁecessary, but not sufficient,’ conﬂition fdr program.
discontinuation.) Once a prcgram is dlscantinued, the system returns td/the context
evaluation phase and once again applies ‘the needs assessment and érient/tién phases?

' / g .
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x N/ / 'Third, if the praﬁu:t evaluatlan anﬂ applied research information are. favar—
able.and if it is practieally and “Qlitisally feasible, the program may be expanded
to serve addlhlanal students. Prior to exgand;ng the program, additional context -
fevaluatlon information must be examined to determine if similar needs exist in other
) ;5i settlngs.. If such needs are’ demonstrated, then the program plann;ng stage*is
I entered to eztend the- pragram imple mantatlon.. Other settings eligible for pragram
‘expansion-may include entire schools or specific subpopulations (e.g., highly
y mct;vated students) as indicated by applied research data. If sucl needs dof/ not
/f.: exist, the program is continued with the original target pagulatlo or a reduced
’ target ggpulatlaﬂ based on the results of . the agplled resear:h\stu legi Th%-extent

dEth 1ned by dealslan makers w1th adv;ce frcm avaluatlén gersannel. B |

: I
A fourth alternative 1nvalves program revisicn. Much pragram rev;51@n sh@ulé
‘be accomplished on the basis of process and interim product evaluation repﬂrts.
Qften, however, summative product evaluation and ‘applied research regarts ﬁeveal
'weaknesses in portions of programs that would otherwise appear to be functlgnal..
In this instance, the summative preduct evaluation and applied research repﬂrts
[‘ beccme the context Evaluatlcn ;nfgzmatlan for the next p;ogram!§1ann1ng EYQIE.‘

i
l

. A PRACTICAL EXAMPLE o :;
hlE .evaluation madel was useﬂ in the Dallas Indagendent School Dlstr;ct 5 j
Targeted Achievement in Reading Program (TAEP)i Context evaluation data, compiled
in X971, ﬂemcnstrated a clear need for reading intervention in a number of the .
D;str;ct‘s schaalsi) Among the data ldentlfylnq such a need were.
ST FR Extremely low scores in readlng and language on standardized } .
’ tdsts, usually at the chance level, - : - T

: ) : o cr;ter;cn—referenced tests,
3. High student mability; ‘

4. Low studentvatteﬁdan;é,-

. '6. Low student motivation, ' L -\ . K

u o R E \ o '
7. Parent apathy. "ﬁg s : A &
-3’ Thus the need was establ;shed for programs that wauld (1) Teach basic reéﬁing

et
L

n and language skills to a highly mobile population; (2) be sufficiently interesting

[ to increase student dttenﬂanee and motivation; (3) have a parentstraining component
to increase parent interest; and (4) have a tEthEIEdEVElﬂpment component to in-

) ‘crease teacher skllls and ‘motivation in dealing with éisadvantaged studeﬂts, thareby

ERIC - = o
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A search was begun far pragrams deségned to enhance individualized’ Lﬁstruc— .
stion that possessed the four - characterlst;cs listed above. Program planners. used’
information that had worked in other areas fpreﬁlous pr@duct evaluatlun],'suggestlens ;g

—:that should work: [basic regearch], and, where aval%able, the characteristics af . /
~  enviromments in which spec1flc programs. had met the&r objectives [apglled fesearch]
‘Community and staff opinions also were considered [p on—research and evaiuation 1nfar=d_
~ mation]. Four programs were chosen--three on the Jbasis of all four-considerations . 'f
;prav1aus preduct evaluatlan, basic research infarmatlan, apglled research ;nfcrmat;@n,
*énd non-research and evaluation 1n£afmat13n], and one solely on the basis of oplnlan

[ﬂansresearch and evaluat;an ;nfﬂrmatlon],=w1thaut reference ta prEVLDus producg

ﬂancerned wlth flndlng materlal resources necessary to meet the demonstrated needa _""
— ane the four pragrams weré chasen, managéis were aggo;nted anﬂ operatlanal o,
program planning commen;ed._ Program manageg;i with' technical ass;stance from s )
evaluation staff, developed speaiflé objectives and management plans to a:comgl;sh
those dbjEEthES. ‘Evaluators, respOﬂSLble to the Dagartment éf Research and
EValuatlan, nd program facilitators, respcnSJEle to the ‘program managers, were .
_assigned and Egan implementing th31 ESPecthé tasks. The program facilitators
’ 1mplemanted their Ercgrams accardl to the management plans, and. the eéaluatc;s ,

. reported on how\close prcject 1mplementatlcn was to planned_implementati gn [process
evaluation] and on. how well the re Eed 1ve .programs were doing. relativelta sgec;f;c
ub*DbjéEthES [1ﬁterlm product evall vation]. These rep@rts vere pfgduced at /
regular 1ntervals and were used by prcgétq, management to make in-course adjustments
in the projects. . Many of the 1nterlm process»
in- tha form of memcranéa.j ) . : . v ] . . , S

. : . . R _ #;?- ! o . g

S

,nd praduct evaluat;on\reparts were = -~

ér@grams in the schaals; the TARP prDjEEt 1nvc1VEﬂ a th:ee—yeaf lanéltudlnal
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 and annual evaluatlan rePQrts.-

The praéuct Evaluatlon reparts examlnea f@ur bas;c questlons abaut each of
the four programs. These qu?tlﬂﬂs were: . - S

1. Did each of the -programs meet its objectives? Sare L

’ = P R R - . i : = . . . L RV
o' 2, How did the programs compare to each other in terms of meetirg o
'  bistrict and‘nati@nalfcbjéctives in rea&ing and language? . , o

R 3.7=Haw did the programs campare ta each ather in terms of s
: o " increasing student attendance and mgtivatién. decreasing
- *teacher tufngver, and 1ncfeasing parental interest? )
\ : 4;' Héw cost-effective were the pragramg? , ’

t ' L i

" In addition, applled research infarmatiﬂn on the types of teaehe:—studént cﬂmbinas
_‘tions that produced the best results in each.bf the prdgrams was examinéd.
Variables such as ;ogni;ivevabil;ty, anxietya sax, ethnic background, age, experiencd,
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;ttltuﬂe tcwafd Lnstruatlan raclal attitudes, creat1v1ty, social ¢lass,
‘and economic level of bath teachezs and StLdEﬂtS were 1nvest1qated,IW1th
enl;ghtanlng rezuLts. " For 1n;tance, it was discovered that certain ;ypes”
s do better in, gamé prﬂgfams when taught by spec1f1c tyges of tea;hers. o

e

of student
ough designed to run for three years, one of the four programs was
clearly 1nfezl§: on the basis of the establlshed criteria- that it was
1 after two years.\As it . turhed aut,the pragraﬁpellmlnatea was the one
hosen originally without cans;deratian of. evdluative data.' Thus two , ~
resources were wastﬁ? because " cf 1nsuff1clent or 1nadequate 1ngut 1nfér—

S 'Alt;

vears of
matlan.'!
‘Three Ercgrams remalneﬂ\afger three years of 1mplemenﬁation, w1th each
program fn about ten schaals.f The TARP Program, then was to h% expanﬂed §? 52 ‘addi*s.
‘tional pschools of similar coptext to the 30 schools where the programs first were
tried. [The programs were found Slmllafl; uccessful in meetlng th'lz'abjécthEE
and thoge of the Dlst:Lct. They Pr@duced 31m;1ar patterns of performs
standardized tests and similar outcomes on ;ancgmltant varlables,(atﬁendaﬂce
matlvatlan, teacher turnover, Parenﬁal lnteré%t) .The guestions of ;gterest ﬁéref v
(1) ‘Whikh programs were to be eliminated; (2) which were to be expanded; and (3)}

','\

i

which, if any, were to cantlnue Qp2§at1ng in the context in which they had origi ally
been 1mplemented. o C - . oL N [ -

- . : o B ! "'L‘ . {i“{ ‘ : . f‘" o & X
¢ - -Since all the p:égrams aih;eved similar re;ults, none was to- be ellmlna;ed an fhe

basis of: outcames.v The next qugétlgn was that of input, or cast.’ All three pro- -
grams/cost about the same to operate, once they were established. However, one.

'_Pragrzm cost about three tlmes/as much as the .other two to implement. Thus, the

cost-pffectiveness guestion yLélded addltlgnal 1nformatlon for decision-making.

It wguld not be partlcularly pseful to eliminate the expenslve program, since once
lmglementeﬂ it cost appraxlmately the same as the other two (and applied research
information’ suggested that 1}5 ‘more struatured approach’was more effective with
hlgﬁ anxlety students). YEL its addltlcnal implementation cost -would not warrant.
1t5fexpan513n,l Therefore, 1t was décided to keep that pragram in the %ehoals .
where it had been Qr;glnally 1mp1eménted;.and WhEﬁ pcssible, to. ass;gn ‘high anx;ety
stuﬂ:nts to it. _ _ E . .

! - The athe“ two programs achieved about the same resu1t5 ana cgst apprax;mately
the same. - Therefore, those two progranms were expanded to the 52 additional schools,
with school faculties and communities choosing the program they preferred. Thus,
scha@l communities were permltted freedom of choice within a restricted sat af twa
alternat=ves, e;ther of wh;ch had a high probability of success. L ~

¥ i

once the pragtams passed out of the projdet eva

uation Qhase they were con-

tlnuausly monitored through system=wide context evalu tion. - Currently, if achievament

results or gther variables in the partchpating schools ﬂisglay,deerements, the

~ evaluation prazess is re-entered, and zeglaaement programs or stratégles are.

Q
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SUMMARY.

o

- .. This- par Ser has attempted to summarize: the state of the art in the evaluatléﬁ
~of 1ngt;uctlanal materials: The position has been’ that such evaluation shnuld be

fffs 1mplemént§d in a systematlg manner and sh@ulﬁ lncluda ccntéxt, input; process, and
prcduct evaluatlcn with applied and basic research’ input.: Ihe}relevant evaluation
literature has been summarized, and an operational model- for evaluating instruﬂtionél
materials that could be ‘implemented in a day or-a llfetlme has been preserted, along
with an example of its: usefulness- For further information; the reader is, en;auraged,_;f
to pursue -‘readings from the following list of references. Two very good general
references on, evaluation are Anderson,. ‘Ball, and Murghy (1975) and Wgrthén .and
Sanéers (1373), and some excellent evaluatlcn units are. Gpéfatlng ;n the C;ﬁﬂlnﬁatl;

. . Dballas, ana Ph;ladelphla public school systems, ; ;
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\ to evaluation. Presents a model that could be used in.exXawmining -

‘\\i instructional materials for pass;ble adaptlgn!

Glass,.G. V., and Stanley, J. C. Stat;stlﬂal Methads 1n Educatfsn an& ) C

’_PSJShclaégi Englewead Cliffs, New Jersey: - Prentlce—ﬂall, 1970.\ . '_ e
A particularly thargugh introductory text on appl;éd univariate ‘
statistics and exPerlmEntal design. .Discusses déscrlptlve and

1nfe:entlal statlst;cs through analys;s of vaflaﬁce.

*Grabe: R; Iﬂ§ut Evaluation: Planned Défelapment ?f Egucatianal \B‘A- e
‘Strategies and Programs. Paper ‘presented at Evaluatioh of Instructional 3
Materials Warkshcp, AECT Qanvent;cﬂ; An*h31m‘ c llfnrnga, Marech, l§76

of input ev§;ght%cni- Prcvide§
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Discusses the methodology and: ﬁurpc"
applled examples EE the proeess‘
Hunter, M. G., ana Schooley, D. E., Phe Synergistic Evaluation Mgdgl.‘ \
Paper presented\at the Annual Meeting of the American Educational Research.
Association, New. Grléans, Lauisiana, February 25-March, 1, 1973.  10pp. » .
'ED 075 503. . / / T
The pfimary saurce for theﬁSynergisti; Evaluatian Mcdeli Definas : : .
evaluation as a process fai/gathering and praviding infarmatian far ' T

decision-making.

*Contact William J. Webgtar,gnﬁputy nssaciate Supérintandent, Reaaarch, : oo
Evaluatian, ana Infc:matian Systems, S. J. Hay Building, 3801 Herschel o -
Avenue, Dallas; Texas 75220, . . : R
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and students. '-;5 Do | :f
. ) s »/’ o - ‘ - : - ‘ ![! . ’/. o

Komoski, P. K. Devele@meh% of a System for an Educaticnal Products’
Information Exchange,’ Final ‘Report. ‘New York: Educatlcnal'Preducts
infermetlen Etehange Institute, November, 1967. lEfpp!v ED 020 566.

’ _Gutllnee;enKeeea1y aeceeelble nationwide eyetem for - exeherglng ;

) ' deeerlptlv evelueﬁlve product information emeng ell sectors af the
eﬂucatlonel e%mmunlty on a eeeperetlve,eeet—sharlng Qeele. The '
Eeaelb;lltg,af such an arrangement among educational pfﬂfe551enals
is ;nveetléeted as-a eeleetlan base for eurrleulum use Qr dee;gn
lmgravement.,f’_ . - o E . ) R
’ / Y ' ! Tl : . o R
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Sgstem for Evaluating Develengﬁt- thtawa- New StarthQrPeratlan, March, 1971.. .
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epprop:;ete decizsions to eeeepe,>me ifv, or reject aeveleped components; | .’

obtain information for dlssemlnatlen acth;tles, and, uut if;nfnrmatlﬂn_v

to elﬂ in product 1neta1letLen, - o '

p : : / .
‘Lindvall, C. M., enﬂ,éengﬁe The IPT Eveluetizﬁ/Pregrem;, AERA;Menegreph Series
‘on Curriculum Evaluation. Chicago: Rand McNadly, 1970. o
A primary source for the Individually Pregeribed Instruction (IPI) ,
Evaluation Model. This model feeueee on PIOVlﬂing reliable 1nférmet1en ;
for dEElSan*maklng auring the development etegee of 1nnevet;de pregreme.$

A R 1 : . ' . \ '; ' ' S B ’ “
R Macy, D. J. "The Role ef Preeeee ﬁveluetlen in Program Develegment and _
' Implementation." Educaticdnal Teclnology, 15 (April, 1975), 42-47. I
s \ An applied discussion of the role of’ preeeee evaluet;en .dn program
i develapment end 1mplem3ﬂtatlan;' E . :
\ ‘ ."K I i - 1 v'
. ' Messick, S. “The Criterion Problem in the Eveluetien ef Inetruetien.
N\ Assessing Possible, Not Just Intended, Outcomes." ' In The Evaluation of.
‘\ Instruction: Issues and Problems, edited by M. C. Wittrock and D. E.
\.  Wiley, pp. 183-204. New York: . Holt, Rinehart.and Winston, 1970. ’
Discusses cognitive styles and affective reactions as two major
classes of criterion variables that should be considered in the
evaiuation of inetruetian.

£

*éehteet William e Webeter. Daputy Assoclate Superinteﬁdent Research,
Eveluetien, and Information Bystems, S. J. Hay Euilding, 3801 Herachel
Avenue, Dellae, Texae 75220. :
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, ﬁilie:, R. I. Crlterla for Assgss;ng Instructional Jn;ts. Lex;ngtan-
..Univeérsity of Eentu:ky, :Department of Social and Ph11OSOPhlca1 Studies in
Education, October; 1969.- Ercject funded by the Fund for Medla Resear;ﬁ
General Learning Car@aratlmn, and the Xerox Ca;pcrat;on.- o
Eugqests a plan for assessing’ ;hstruetléﬂal strateglas us;ng 11
‘specific ‘eriteria. For each of the criteria a number of questlcns
o are llste& for. Ean51ﬂefat1@n in the ovafall analys;%. : .‘\; A ;

Morgan, R. L. Qﬁ Appfaach tﬂ Evaantian; A Model for Evaluatlng the 7 N
' Nbrth Caral;na Exemplazg Pragzami R3121gh.'fN 1 Carolina State Co o et
Juls l§7D, _Paper, L te s ‘

- presented at fhe Natlonal Instltﬂte on Exemglary P:cjeats in Vacatignal
Educatlan, Squaw Valley , California, July, 19?0..‘2699., ED 042 9;@ -

TﬁE%PIlmazy source f@r thé Apex Evaluation Model. It g;ves;na
-~ explicit "definition of evaluation, but implies that. Evaluatladk :
, . . eXists to serve the déclslan=mak1ng pracess. T — {\ ii'

Nati@gal instituté of Educatian- NIE Product Rating Farm, Wash;ngtan,,é Ei.
Natiohal Institute 'of Educatlan, '1974. l4pp. .To be available: ythrough ERIC.
. - The form used by ‘the National Instltute of Education to fac;lltate\‘
Y : review of the quality of" eﬂu:at;énal praﬂuats. This form was : :

AR developed to indicate dlmensians oft apparent. quality even when ‘} ‘
) " highly credible evidence 15 not avallable ta canflfm the ratlngs._ g*;
The form ig quité generalizable. L, B o e

SE , —_— S el
) N;eﬂermeye:, F. C. Dbservatzan Praéeéurés f?r CJESSIQEmgTIQQQt éf%h .
'\ ' - Instructional Mater;al§ aﬁﬁmEchedu:es% Los-Alamitos, California: - - ./
Southwest Regional Labgratafy for Educat cnal Resea:ch and Develapment, - /
‘June, 1972, . 15pp. . ED 106, 887. R : T ‘ ol
° Suggasts certain procedures for :epartlng clasgraam ébservatlan of - .
a program lesson. These procedures are illustrated in the ; o L%
Db,grvat;on of two laboratory prggrams,,"CQmposltlan 8kills" and - -
"Drama and Public Speaking." =~ - = ST : - E

- Ott, J. M.; Fletcher, S.; and Turner, D. G. "Taxancmy of Admln;stratlve L
Information Needs: BAnjsAid to Educational Plannlng and Evaluatia LR
Edusatlanal Technology, 8, 5 (1966), 29-31. :

The primary source for the Ott Evaluation Model. Eresents a ,
classiffcation systemfaf dEGlslﬂn situations that must be EEIVEﬂ o -
by evaluatlan. _ ‘ o ) T . T

§ 1 ’ - : ’ St
= & - ey é

Pepexr, J. B. An ﬂnt@lagical Mﬁdel af Evaluation: A Bgnamgs Maael for .
Aiding Organizational ngslapment; Paper prasented ‘at the Annual Meeting / _
of the American Educational Research Agsaciatian, New Drleans, Lcu;siana. Ty
February 255March 1, 1973. <28pp. ED 078 039. . . - '

‘a The. primary source far‘the Oontological Evaluation Mgdel. This model -~
focuses on the organi*aticn as a whole, rather than on indiviﬂual . o
prag:ﬂms w;thin the arganization., : . T e ‘ e

v R -
N .

P:gvus, M. M. Disc:epaﬁsy Evaluatiaﬂ- . For Educational Pragram ImpravemEﬂt' j o
! ' and Assessment. Berkeley, California: McCutchan, 1971. . s 0
' The primary source for the Discrepancy Evaluation Model. Defines R \‘
evaluation as-the process of defining program standards, determining

R . ' . .
v - R . 1) . R 5,
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a Psgéhalaglﬁal Research.' New York: Jchﬁ

]

whgthér a discrepancy exists between some aspact of pragram performance
‘and s standards, and using dJSCIéQﬂﬁCy information t@ change performance
or to change program standards. '
Rosenshine, B., and Furst, N. "The Use éfADirect Cbservation to Study
Teaching." In Second Haﬁﬁbaék of Eéseéréh on Téaching, edited by R.
;faver%, pp. 122183, 'Chicago: - Rand McNally,-1973.
_Provides a review of the literature on the use of direct abservatlaﬂ
schema to study teafh;ng. An gxcélLEﬂt source on classroom observation

-

procedures and models. _ -

Rossi, P. H., '"Practice, 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.
Discusses the role of formative evaluation in evaluating social
programs. ' : ) '

Scriven, M. "The Methcdolagy'of Evaluation.”" 1In Perspectives of .
Curriculum ‘Evaluation, AERA Monograph #1, edited by R. Tyler, R. Gagne,
and M. Scfiven. Chizaga, Rand NQNaiiy, 1967. Out of Prlnti

1nformat1@n for cufrlculum develggmenL and valldatlan. I S
Salomon, G. Sgﬂ'"Heurlstlc Models for the Géneratlan of Aptitude-Treatment

Interaction Hypotheses." Review of Educational Research, 42 (1972),

327-343.

- Presents three heuristic mgaels far the design of aptitude-treatment
1nteractlon studies. . { - - . )

Stake, R. E.. "The Countenance of Educatlonal Evaluat;an.“: Teaehergv;‘v'

College Recbrd, 68 (1967), 523-540. S ’
The primary source for the Countenance of Educational Evaluation.
Suggests that Evaluat%on ought to be concerned with three ElasSéS\
_of conditions: antecedents,rtransactlans, and outcomes.

\stufflebeam, D. L., ed. .Educational Evaluatlaﬂ and DEElSlEﬂxMEklng.

Itaska, Illinois: F. E. Peacock Publishers, 1971.
" _The primary source for the discussion of the CIPP (c@ntéxt, ;nput
process; and praéuzt) model for educational évaluatlaniA Pefines -
- evaluatlon as therﬁﬁqHLSJtlan of information, through formal means,
A such a crlterla, measurement, and statlstlcs, ta prov;de‘ratlanal

]
' [

Tatsuoka, M. M. Hultlvariate~gﬂalg§ls

=

chnigues for Educatlanal and
»Wi;?y and Sons, 1971

_ An applied text on multléaflate an31351s Deals clearly and -

E canglgely with such topics.as multlpie egrezslan, multivariate
.analysis.of varlance and covarlanca, principal’ comgcnents analvs;s,
dlscr;mlnant aﬁalys;g, .and ﬁananical é%::elatlan- - -

e




Tripodi, T.; Fellin, P.; and Epstein, I. Social Pfagféﬁ Evaluation:
Cuidelines for Hedlth, Education, and Welfare Edm;nlstratﬁrg. Itaska,
Illinois: F. E. Peacock Publishers, 1971. ‘ ]
The primary source for the diéEUgSlQn of the Differential Evaluatiaﬁr
Model. Defines evaluation as the systematic accumulation of facte
for providing information about the achiévémeht of program requisites
and goals-relative to «fforts, efféctlveness, and EfflClEﬁLy within
any stage of program development. Such facts are incorporated inte
some designated value system for making decisions about social programs-

Uhl, N. P. Encouraging Convergence of Dgiﬁiaﬂ, through the Use of Delphi

Technique, in the Process of Identifiying an Institution’s Goals. Princeton,

New Jersey: Educational Testing Service, Eebruary, lB?li 126pp.

ED 049 713. T v

Discusses: the Delphl Technigue as a m;thod far galnlng convergence

of opinion. N |

: | .

_Weatherman, R., and Swenson, K.| "Delphi Technique." In Futurism in

Education: MthEﬁQngl;S, edited by sS. P. Hensley and J. R. Yates.

‘Berkeley, California: McCutchan
Presents’ the methadclagy of the Delphl Technlque, which is deslgnai
to encourage convergence of é_lnlﬂﬂi

: : | : : .
Webster, W..J. Thé Grgaﬁizéfich and Functions of Research and Evaluation
« in a Large Urban School Dl?trlct-a\Paper presented at the Annual Meeting
of the Amerlcan Educatlanal Research Association, Washlngtcn, D.C., March
" 30-April 3, 1975, 72pp. ED 106 345. .
Dutliﬁga the purPQSE, organization, and functions of research and
evaluatlcn in a large urban school d;strl;t. Major issues discussed-
1nclude methods .of ensurlng the credlblllty f evaluation 1nformat13n,'
‘the estaklishment and maintenance of meanlngf.l :eportLﬂg cycles,
the Fecruitment and employment of quallflea pgrgannel the release
«and dissemination of evaluation and research ata, and the relatic -
,Ehip betWeen research; evaluat;@n, Plannlng, and devalopment- .

s
S

. 'Webster, W. J. “Téchnical Auélting Préaedures._ in EEuCatlénal Product

_Aud;t Handb~ - pp. 38~103. Arlington, Vlrglnla,r Institute for the

i Developrien sducational Auditing, 1971l... , . ) -
C=} Brovid~s &n overview of pgécedures arid issues in evaluation dgs;gn ané

s . .A taxoromy of statlstlcal techniques- for use 1ﬁ gp cifie problem
< situati-ns. : . AU

e . - B i 13
LA IOTTAE . : .

17 Interactionr as angIntégral Part of Program Evaluation.” Jéurﬁal of
'Exper;menta' ‘ducation, 43 (Fall, /1974); 86-91.
. 'Presents .model for lntegratlng aptltuﬂEWtreatment and tra;t—tralt
interaction studies into Pr@g;am ‘evaluation.

11

gWebster, W.‘j;, and Meﬁ&ra, R. L. ""A P:agmatlc Madel far a Camprehenslve

Public¢ School- Research and Evaluation System." qurnal of" Educat;anal
Researsh, 69 (December, 1975), 156-159. - aarf

=1

« > " Presents an applied unodel for plannlng, res ;h,*and evaluatlsn-
T Incarpgrates context, input, process, and Prﬁﬂﬁ%% Evaluat;an, as
v wall as bas;c and applled regearch. . o © o8
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Webster, W. J., and Schuhmacher, C. C. VA Unified Strateqgy for System- WlﬂE
Research and Evaluation." Educational Technology, 13 (May, 1973), 68-72 ‘ e
Discusses an Qperat;@nal context evaluation system designed to praV1dL
decision-makers with important baseline information about student,
! "staff, and community characteristics.

Wittrock, M. C., and Wiley, D. B. The Evaluation of Instruction: Issues

and Problems. HNew 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. R., and Sanders, J. R. FEducational Evaluation: Theory and
Practice. Belmont, California: Wadsworth, 1973.
A book of readings that includes.many of the 213951c works in the
field of educational evaluation.

The material 1n this publlcatlﬂn was prepared pursugnt
" to a contract with the National Institute of Educatlan,
United States Départmént of Health, Edusatlan,.and
Welfare. Contractors undertaking such projects under
government sponsorship are encouraged to express freely
-their Jjudgement in prafess;anal and technical matters.
Prior to publlcatlan, this manuscrlgt was submitted tc
the executive director  gf the Educaticnal Products.
Information Exchange Institute for ‘critical review and
determination of professional competence. This publica- :
tion has met such standards: - Poirits of view or opinions,
however, do not necessarily represent the’ afficzar view
- o . or.opinions of either the reviewer or the Natlgnal .
. ' 'Institute of Education. _ Contract No. NIE- C—?é—@ﬂ??, v  *3\
v v . o : . N
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