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ABSTRACT | ‘

. . Regional Interstate.Planning Project (RIPP)
participants meet periodically at conferenges Sponsored by ten Rocky
Mountain area state departments of education to discuss issues of
general concern. A meeting was held July 21-23, 1976 .in Denver,
Colorado, to consider various means of effecting the educational
future through evaluation. Excerpts frosd this seminar are presented.
Objectives .for the conference included (1) the identification of
probable directions of change in-education, and of ways in which
evaluation could facilitate sauch change, (2) the sharing of A .
experiences and ideas on eyaluation activities among the RIPP states,
and the dissemination 6f evaluation findings, (3) the review of
proaising or emerging evaluation practices, designs and models which
-may be helpful to participants in their future vork, and (4) the
exchange .of strategies which can be used to replay,. recycle and renew
‘educational prograams. Results of a questionnaire evaluating the
seminar are appended. (Author/nv) . .
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- _ FOREWORD

14 ”

The Regional Interstate Planning Project is a consortia of ten State Educa-
tion Agencies that sponsor® seininars on topics of.mutual concern-to in-service
their personnel along with local education agency staff. After the seminar
topic 1s selected, a Planning Comittee, composed of .knowledgeable staff from
several of the SEAs, is selected to author the seminar objectives, plan the .

activities, select presentors, etc. ‘

This publication contains the proceedings of a seminar on Evaluation for
Effecting Educational Futures. To expand on the topic the following objec-
tives were written to be achieved during the semingr: 4 :

1. Participants will be able to identify probable directions of change
. in\§ducation and ways in which evaluation should facilitate such -°
change and should assist in.overcoming obstacles or roadblocks to

s

\ change,

2. Participants will be able to share experiences and ideaZ on eval-
uation activities among the RIPP States and to disseminate evalua-
tion findings and reports. ‘
. L
3. Participants w@]] have an opportunity to review promisihg and/or -
emerging evaluation practices, designs, and models which may be
helpful to them in their future work. - Co
. . 14 o
4. Participants will gain ideas and cancrete suggestions on utiliza-
tion strategies which will increase the chances that evaluation
findings will be used to“replay, recycle, and renew edicational-
programs’

. = . /
Tn order to achieve the objectives, the following individuals were engaged
to make presentations to the seminar Participants,'to present their evalua- -
tion models, with emphasis on the design, findings, utilization strategdes-
and prediction regarding the outcomes: Dr. Kast Tallmadge, Vice President, -
"RMC Research Corporation; Dr. Jim Vanecko, Senior ‘Secial Scientist and Project

, Director, Abt Associates, Inc.; Dr. Launor Carter, Project Director, Systems )

Development. Corporation; Dr. Roy Forbes; Director,, National Assessment of

- Educational Programs, [Fducation Commission of the States.

-William R.'Bronsbn,-State’Diréctor; Office of Program Evaluation Research,

'California Department of Education, discussed with the participants how the

..material for trainipg evaluators was developed and how it was used to do the
- ;actual training. Y : ‘ _

! ' ) .

,Or. Arthur Coladarci, Dean, Sthool of Education, Stanford University, gave
ithe keynote address thatystimulated the participants regarding the importance
iof the seminar .topic. 'He challenged us to define "Education” and the basic
;subjects to be taught or taken in obtaining an education.” He also gave us
ifood for thought in.challenging us to be aware of where .an individual will
pbtain the necessary information tfo function as a productive, worthy person
gn_the twenty years and beybnd. c Voo "
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Dr. Gerald Kowitz, from the Un1vers1~j of Oklahoma, was-.our conc]ud1ng presen-
tor. He tied the activities, which we had conducted during the seminar, .
together anq‘gave us advice on how to p]an in the future to 1mprove our project
activitiés, . ] . ; < ' |
In addition to the above,\I would 1ike to :Ebnk »Pat Watson, Okfahoma, Bea :
Smith, Texas, and Jim Miller, New Mexico, for th@l§r forthright statements during -
their reaction regarding the evaluation medels. the representatives' from
) each of the States who made the presentations dur1ng the Pack and Brag sesgions,
o - to the State Coordinators for their assistance in p]annlnq, coordinating,
moderating, taking pictyres and he1p1ng in many other ways, your help and
. assistance WS.aPpreC1?fgd To Verl Snyder and Harry Phillips, thanks for
.. the 1nformat1ve, helpful briefing regarding education legislation. To all,
e a b1g thank you for ‘a JOb well done. . - !

-

.o . ‘/} " Lamar Lefevre -~ PR ’
: ] - Director .
. . . . Regional Interstate Planning Project
) T . Nevada State Department of Education ~
5 . . ¢ 4055 South Spencer, Suite 234

e ' Las Vegas, ‘Nevada 89109
. , ) (702) ' 385-0191
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~ thoughtful discussions.

: - ' i
INTRODUCT ION

5

The Regional I éens;ate Planning Project paﬁt1c1paﬁts meet perioqically at
confererices sponsored by ten State departments of education to discuss new
or topical issues of general concern. The most recent meeting was held

“July 21-23, 1976, at Denver, Colorado, to consider various means of effect-

ing educational -future through evaluation. R ‘ o

.. - \
The R.I.P.P. Conferences are financed with funds provided under the Elementar
and Secondary Education Act of 1965, Publi¢ Law 89-10, Title V, Section 505
as amended. The projéct is administered by the Nevada State Department of
Education under the supervision of Superintendent John Gamble who serves as
Chairman of the Policy Board. Other cooperating State departments of educa-
tion are Arizonajy Colorado, Idaho, Montana, New Mexico, Oklahoma, Texas,

Y

4

Utah, and Wyoming.

This particular issue was plagued with problems resulting from recording
equipment failure during the conference. In most cases the speakers were
gracious enough to provide us with assistance in recapturing their presenta-
tions. However, a few were pot able .to provide them in time for publication.

The editors apologize for this and will make every effort to-avoid similar
occurrencea/1n\fhe future.

. ) ]
During the process of transcribing, editing, and compiling the R.I.P.P.
proceedings,~the editars have sought to keep the material both brief and
informative. The.resulting report is, hopefully, a useful record of mapy

Dr. Jake Huber, Co-Editor _
) Dr. Evalyn Dearmin, Co-Editor
.- : , ,Dr. Len Trout, Co-Editor ‘'
' Research and Educattonal Plann¥ng Center
College of-Education
" University of Nevada o
= " Reno, Nevada( .
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Verl Snyder, USOE Representative
for the RIPP Project, discusses
‘Interstate Cooperation.
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Jim Kiley, Nevad?, makes a point
regarding data ytilizatioh in
educational matters.

‘Dr. Mark Fox tells .the partici-

pants how the Wyoming State
Education. Agency uses evaluation
data to inform Legis}ators;

Dr. Kast Tallmadge, RMC Research Corpora- -

tion (back right) makes a point with
interested participants about achievemeft
benefits resu1t1ng from the T1t1e [
Projects. ’

\
\

Dr.» Launor Carter, Systems peve1op-
ment Corporatwon, emphasizes a
point regard1ng effects of- Compen-
satory Educatign on Cognitive
Growth.. .
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Verl Snyder and Dr. Harry-Phillips from

the USOE keep participants abreast of
Education Legislation being consjdered

in Washington, DC.

Montana Delegation - Phii Wand
Montana Coordinator.

Dra Roy Forbes, National Assessments of
ducational Rrograms, Education Commis-
dions of the States, discusses how to
utitize data to make decisions.
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Dr. Beverly Wheeler, Arizona, out in,
front of the Ariz*ma Delegation.
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Wyoming Delegation - Pat Wunnjcke,
Coordinatdr: (thd from.left).
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” C01orad0 presents its study and operatlonqbr v LaMar LeFevre, RIPP
procedure for concept six-year around sc PrOJect D1rector, opens
programs. - . - a session.
; | . o5
Dr » Ed Ste1nbr€ther Arrangements Cha1rman Dr{ Jim Vaneck Abt Assoc1ates, :
and RIPP Coordinator, stands on the right chats with Pat Watson after
of the Colorado De]egat10n . presentat10n . ) '
AE
Y
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»
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5 Big John Madson (back row center) .gets Utah Delegation - WilTiam Huwchinson
the Nevada Delegation together. .  (secend from r1ght) State Coordinator
' . ‘ © oy of RIPP. J L - s
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S 0on Richards, Utah, spares an "

Evaluation Mgdel with other
Stafe participants.

. ~
v . * ‘: i
/\\\‘ .. "+ Idaho Delegatjon :
, .Dr. Reed Bishop.(second from .
. left), Idaho Co®rdipator.
N ‘o ’ ‘ A. .
f ’ . .
. " >
";. Foyr Major Presentors {left to-
right): Gerald Kowitz, Ver! *
S Snyder, -Launoy Carter, and .
William R. Bronson; State Direc- -
tor, Office of Program Evaluation
and Research,- California Dept.
-, of Education. ‘ .
. A
' . 3 _ﬁr?"
Ad}.,wa]tef'Howard (standing);
' Superintendent Jim Miller,
Pat Watson, dnd Bea Smith react
. .¢ = to the Conference Major
o - - Presentation.
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- Dr. Gerald Kowitz, Copference Evaluator (second
.- from Teft), Gladys D‘o&_ber;ger_. Member of the
- Planning Committee (third from 1éft), and Pat . . ° .
" Watson of the Oklahoma City Delegation.. - " .

. Oklahoma shows Evaluation Models with other ’
States. : T \,’ ( :

”

a Dr. Walter Howard, RIPP Coordinator from
Texas, in the middle of the Texas Delegation.
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. SUMMARY - ..
EVALUATION: SACROSANCT AND PROBANE *

o ¢ Dr. Arthur Coladarci
¥ : Dean, Scho&l of Education
. Stanford'Un1versity

The logics, tactics, and techn1ques of “eva]uat1on“ are not 1nvar1ant across -
situations. Rather they vary with the kinds of purposes held in view. At
]e@st these d1ffer1ng sets of purposes arise 1n education:

- - (a). Eva]uation to make decisions about the adequacy of administra-

t1ve, organlzat1ona] strueture and process. .
. (b) Evaluation to make dec1sions about pupils (e.g., p]acement )
‘programming). ,
- (c) .-Evaluation to make dbc1sions about adequacy of the 1nstruct1ona] ¢
/ programs (curriculum and teaching method)
.
We often confuse the three, thinking of all as const1tut1ng the same evalua-
tive task.

Focysing on the third purpoge, another distinction should be made: (a) evalua-
tion for the purpose of "testing" the program (summatiwe eva?uation),

(b) evaluation for the purpose of improving the program-(formative evaluation).
In the first (Summative), the, canons of "science" apply--that is we hold
"sacred" the principles of reliability, objectivity, reproducibility, etc.
However, it is counterproductive to extend this "scientism" rigidly to the
second (formative) mode. Rather, in continuous evaluation for cont1nu1ng
prograh improvement, we should learn to tolerate the "less scientific"
long as the information is the best that can be obtafhgd under the program
conditions.




" what it is that.you're”

. In Model A we use published, normai%ig data. We use it in the

- Start out inm the 20th percentilé and you don't help them,
" the 20th percentile. Many people’ jump at this expectatio

- Same pretest scores. We generate this, low treathent expectyt

< } ‘e .
’ ) . - . *

) - ASSESSING THE COGNITIVE ACHIEN ENT BENEFITS '

‘ . RESULTING FROM PSEA,TITLEI PROJECTS:

. ‘ THE PLAN FQR 1977 AND BEYOND

) ‘ ) . > by, s
S 2 . . - .. :
o - Dr. Kast’ Tallmadge, Vice President ,
RMC Research €arporation, Mountain View, Califorfia '
‘c . v . 7,

In all of our assessment models we use posttest scores as a geasure of post-

treatment performance, and you're’free to select a test whigh you feel measure
fying to-teach.’ We try to‘ generate some scores on t
total teSt which we think they wouTd have, gotten if they had not participa
in the project. In all \three mode!s we use this same concept--all use pogtest
SCOres as a measure of post-treatment performance. They differ in termsgdf how
they generate the no-treatment expettations. '

-

The three models are labeled A, B,ednd C. Model A is a norm-referen
It probably looks like what most people are doing today. Model B is/a cont
group model, and in most Title I projects it is probably illegal. del C/is
what we call a special regressian model. - We've developed a slight/modifi ation-
of that which we call & regression prejection model. We use tha to-gengrate . -
a -no-treatment expectation over a particular set of circumstancgf. - /. )

‘ same widy that we,
use control-group data.. We treat the students as if they wer® a spedial case

in the control ‘graup. Instead of .comparing kids egainst "th national norm" we
are comparing treatment kjds againstekids in thg normative shmple who got the
ion in'a very’

ng of kids with

simple way. We assess at pretest time the percentile standf .
ngs being equal, .

respect to the national norm. We then assume, all other t )
they will maintain their status with respect “to their gradg-level peers without
special help over the pre- and posttest time period. In ogher words, if they

ghey will end up- at )
 saying, "Then why do
our kids fall farther and farther behind the national nore" This is true. =~ -
They fall farther and farther, behind the national norm bedause they stay at the-
same percentile. They fall. farther behind in raw score pgints, they fall e
farther behind in standard score podmts; they fall farthen behind in grade- '
equivalent scores; b they maintain their same percentil Nationwide they

have to. It gan't be a ycother waly., What we are saying i$ that they stay

and kid§ who are just a.little bit dumber fhan'they are. We assume that unle

we can help them, they will maintain their pretes® percentile status at post-

test time. So:AEhen, we can get qjho-treatmentﬁexpectation from the expected
posttest score.~+That's our no-tieatment expectation. -

-somewhere between the kids that are just a little bit brighter than.they are §4¢~j

'

If you want to use this-normi:reference model, ypu have to do it with standard
scores and percentiles and not with grade equivalents. You ihave to use percen-
tiles that were empirically deriyed, in other words, percentliles which were not
extrapolated by the test publishers. “The California’Achievehent Test, for e
example, was normed in February. So the percentile norms of the California
Achievement Test in February are empirical norms. The test plblishers present

x
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in their méﬁya]i all the spring norms in addition.- But those norms are con-
structed by lingar interpolation. between Februaries, under the.assumption. that
project growth/is linear over the nine months of the school year, with one-

- third & much ain being made over the ‘three summer months. That'assumption
gives you a nice linear growth over the artificial ten academic-month year, but

it is 'simply untenable. , y . .
.o N » . ' N
It‘s.partdcu1ér1y untenable with disadvantaged and g#fted kids because disad-
vantagedkidsi decline in their growth rate over the summer and gifted kids
éxceed their growth rate. In fact, if you were to take data from any test °
publishers' norms.and plot the growth, i.e., get a student at a standard devia-
tion be]o\a;h‘e mean (the 16th ‘percentile)-and one at.a standard deviation above , #

the mean (‘®hggRB4th ercentile) and an average student at ‘the 50th percen¥ile
and plot the gver“ e school year and then over the summer and then over the
next school year, yotkwill see thét all three grow very much the same over the
school yegr. The diferemce betfeen them occurs during the summer. The dis- -
advantaged kids P411 farther bghind,'theqnational norm kids o what they are
supposed to do, &nd the gifted kids do-a whole lot.better than they dd while
they are in school. « : oF o .

I'm' not ming that the different kids in the norms aré in different programs.

I'm just s y}ng that*you-have to use empirical norms that set some additional

requ‘pments as to when you can test. If you want to use thé California
Achievement Test, it only has empirical norms in February.. That'is the only

" time you can test your kids and make valid comparisons against the-norms. You

can't test in the fall or spring because the norms are projected and the errors -
in projection are sufficiently large to invalidate the norm reference of
comparison. - - )
We were able to convince the California Achievement Test publishers that their
projected norms are,not adequate. They are systemat¥cally in error. The dis-

"+ advantaged kids were systematically too Tow in the fall and{systematica]Ty too

high ip the spring. The California Achievement Test is currently being
renormed. We take some modest credit for that. The CTBS falls in the same ,
category.” For educators who want to use’a fall pretesting and spring posttest-.
ing model at the present time,gonly ‘two standardized achievement tests can be
used in conjunction with the” -reference .model.

One additional requirement that we make in conjunction with Model A, our norm-
reference model, is that you cannot use a single set,of test scores toelect .
the "kids who are going to be in the treatment and to pretest. If you use the
same measures to select kids because they have.low scores and then use those -
scores for pretest measures, you have random error-working in your favor. You
can get statistical regression toward the mean which adds up to whatever treat- -
ment effects you might have .had, and you get too big a mean. We require that
you select the kids fiwst by whatever method you want. Once you have se ed

Model C is quite comp]e&. The positions of each student are plotted on two
axes, one axis for pretest scores and one for posttest scores.. Whenever we
pretest and posttest a group of kids and then plot their positions in. this .- =
manner, we will get an array that lqoks like a scatter plot, It issso charac-
terized because it is elliptical in shape and the cases tend to.cluster on the
seven. If we look at any particular test™score and make a slice that corre-
sponds to a pretest score, and we Took at the midpoint of that slice, we should
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have exactly half of the cases from that score above the 1Tn64;nd half below.
1 If we Took at the distribution of scores, the distribution of posttest scores,
. and the kids-that got this pretest score, we/should have something that approx-
- imates normal distribution. The mean of that distribution is the midpoint of
-the slice. Any place we make a slice, we should secure the same results. - Or,
§f we draw a Tine between the midpoints of all the s1ices, we secure a regres
§ion line. Basically the regressiofi 1ine is the 1iné that goes. through the
midpoint 1ine of all the slices, and.in all cases it-gives us the best pre-
.dictfion of the posttest score at a pretest score position. The syTZeyry at
this array is what pakes the special regression model work. .
. ‘ . r

With this model we can predict posttest scores: for hypothetical ids by knowing
pretest scores. If they have a certain pretest score, then they should get a
predictable posttest score. Suppose we administer the pretest to-1,000 kids,

. but we only have enough money. to serve 300 of them in a special program. We
want to‘obex;ghe law and.serve the neediest ones;.so we're go ng to try to get
the TowesSt pretest score- until we get 300 kids._ There we wiYl draw the Tine.

* Only kids below that 1ine get the Title I treatment: None ¢f the kids above
get: the treatment. Y ' -

+ )
.

Modéls B and C both require testing non-pdrticipants. Thfs is the main objec-
tiog to them. Another ebjection to Model B .is" that you ﬁan't really find
' kids Comggaab1e to Title I kids-unless they are in a sipgle semester-1png
-program. “WModel C is also fairly Complex in terms of calculations, and some
people hale objected to it for that.reason. Somie people object to Model A
*because of the restrictions on testing’ time--dguble stfng in order to select
any pretest kids. And there-is some stigma a tachzgfto usinggrational norms.

.~ The.Educational Amendments of 1974 state that the Lommissioner shall provide
such technigal and other assistance as may e'nec;ssary to the Statgueducation-*
al agencies to'enable them to assist.local/educational agencies in the .applica-
tion for aﬁp the development and systematic evaluation of programs in accor-
dance with the models developed by the cdmmission.. This assistanceis going to
take two forms during this coming year./ First there will be a series of 11
three-day ‘workshops’, one in Washington/ D.' C., for the, "feds," and ane in each

. of the regiorts,, primarily for State-level evdluator peoplt,.State Title I
people,- and State Title I evaeluators./ Each of these workshops is intendéd to
train-people to“become conversant with the system and also..to prepg’e them to
conduct similar-workshops for the LFA's within their States.

t - The second form of.technical assistance will be technical assistance centers--
“again, one for each of the regiong. These centers are.to provide essentially -
free consultant servicés to the’ tates and the local agencies within each /
region. The States will call upbn these agencies” to conduct workshops, to help
them with wg;&Shops, and to help with planning and proposals to those centers.

' d
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" » RESEARCH ON DEMONSTRATION COMPENSATORY EDUCATION
’ STUDYING*IMPLEMENTATION AS A GUIDE T0 POLICY
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T by .

; Dr. Jim Vanecko: - 7 ) N
Senior Social Scientist and
PrOJect Director . 1

.{Abt Associdtes, Inc.y .,

A

-

1;1 . ' ) [}
ot

The research I.am here to descrdpe o you is.a study in distributional equity.
It-is a study wh1ch departs froﬁ‘frad1t1ona] educational research but which/
could not be mo "in the center of thé research tradition. . It is a study
derived’ from«%hpkhxg:thesrs that tf compensatory edueit1onaT services are
distribuded-on t siis of educational disaqvantage (achievement test scores);
rather thar on tgg sbasis of poverty, then more children from poor fam1l1es '
will, receive com nsatory services and pdor children will receive rore services.

. Perpaps ‘the hypotgesis is facet1ous perhaps merely provact1ve but it is
1nterest1ng and’ téstable. o

LAY

*

If one cons1ders that current regu]at10ns p]ay‘havoc in desegregated séhoo]
districts so-that money is allocated to schgols because of the poor ktds

who ]1ve nearby but ga to 'schodl elsewhere, if.one considers that a poor child .
who can't read but 1ives on the-east side df .the street may be demied services

" becausg manyg\hl]dren who are also  poor but can read live on'the we§t side

of the street,~yhen it is not an unreasonab]e hypothes1s We soc1a1 sc1ent1sts
cajl it-the ecc ogical fallacy. . b

[ . N . ’

Educat10na] eq!ity has been much d1scussed in recent years. Traditjonal research
on the issue can be characterized as following two dpproaches, the accounting,
approach.and the Coleman approach.. Eoth ‘suffer from e}act1y the same prob]em--
they don't deal with teaching, with proces? ,. Mith dimplementation, with service
" delfvery, with-what actually gets. to kids{ They don't deal with the organiza-
tional constraints or the deL1vgry of equal educational opportunity. The
accounting approach defineg.equity in terms- -of inputs--the distribution of goods
and services. *The Coleman approach (named after James-Coleman) defines equity,
in terms of outputs--the achievement~ test outcomes of education. Both in
. their worst forms aré black box+gpproaches. The fact is that the concern .of -

14

educators and educational researthers alike is with the educational process.. .

. The proceds requires iiputs of resources, and it must he judged in terms of

outcomes; hut to focus on éither or to assumeé one simply produces ‘the other
.is a mistake. We have taken care to gvoid that mistake. On]y time. w1]] te]]
if we have succeeded R ( :
. * [ Y -

Background ‘and ObJect1}es

LY

Title I has received much cr1t1cism, part1cu1aF]y in the areas of program
admin1stration, stydent selection, and service.delivery. In an attemptyto
address these, tongress authorized the Natioral Institute of Education (NIE)
to conduct a major study of compensatory educatign. NIE drafted a-pian tory
a comprehensive set Gf research projects. The Study of Demonstration Title I
Compensatory Educat1 n PrOJects, one of this set of ‘research proaects deals

£
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with the effects of using educational need rather than ecgnomic need as the .,

basis for distributing’Title‘ﬂ services. Sixteen Jocal Education Agencies
contracted with-NIE during the 1975-76 school, yea’ to devise plans for .

. implementing Title I brograms based on an educa#ional definition of need.

AN

Thbse plaris_accepted by NIE will be implemented during the 1976-77 and 1977-78
school years. . ' o B

B <
] -

The ‘research portion of the Demonstration .Projects is being conducted by Abt -

., Associates Inc. (AAI). This research will compare-.the di¢tribution of instruc-'

: tional and other educational services during.the 1975-1976 school year, under
the current federal regulations, with the distribution during ‘the 1976-1977

and 1977-1978 school years, with federal regulations waived. It will provide
the basic analysis for possible modifications in the Elementary. and Secondary
Education Act (ESEA) of 1965 with regard to allocation policy: eligibility
criteria policy .and distributive policy. . o

o

+
Y ¥

The definition of the study within-the set of .studies planned by NIE, and the
districts' Demonstration plans have led to the establishment of five major

+ research objectives. -They are presented:-below in order of priority.
' ]

1. To'estimate and analyze the distribution of sertdces reeeived by .
students. To achieve this objective a log is completed by teachers
~A%r a sample of students for entire sample days. “This log will pro-
vide data on the full range’ of instructional services received by
différent types-of students: ‘Title I versus nom-Title I students,
. 'students from varying socio-economic and ethnic backgrgund§, and

IS

students of va(!ing achievement ievels. :

2. To estimate and analyze the distribution of services delivered
- across types of schools,and types of students. To achieve this
objective questionnaires are 'completed by principdls and teachers.

r These questionnaires focus on changes in programmatic contert’and

strategies, as well ag distributional changes.
3. To estimate and éna]yzé cbmmunity reaction to the Title.l programs
-and the Demonstration. To achieve this objectivé interviews'are
conducted with parents of Title I children and members of Parerft

Advisory Councils. \ ] .
'l Pad . '

4. To estimate and analyze the costs OF savi%gs assoéiatéd with the
. altered allocation and eligibility policies. o«

5. To gatﬁer déscriptive informationodn the possible achievement_
outcomes of the Demonstrations. . ' .

-

Given the research questions enumerated above ahd the pre]iﬁinary district
plans for the Demonstration, the sample was designed to include four types
of schools: - : e . :

' 1: Schools which received *ﬁt]e I during 1975-1976 and which.were expecfed
to receive Title I during the implementation years of the Demonstration
(1976-1977 and 1977-1978?. : .

2. Schools which did not recéive Title I during '1975-1976 but which were |
expected to receive it during the implementation years of the Demonstration.

’ »

~

Ve

1}

1

»




3. Schools which did:not receive Title I 197521976 and which were not
expected to receive it dur1ng the ceurse ~of" the Demonstration.

> 4.7 S¢hools which rece1ved Title I during 1975- 1976 but which were not =
- expected to receive it during the 1mp]ementat1on years of the
" Demonstration. .. R

aﬁce schools haye been selected all third and fourth grade classroom$ within
these ‘schbols are included in the sample. Two students (if poss1b]e pne
Title I and one non-Title I student) are nandom]/ selected-from these class-
room$ along with two altgrnates for each primary student. Alternates are
involved in the research only if the primary student moves, is, sick during
the»data collection period, or is unaVai]ab]e‘for some other feason. .

RS
Because the. research’ ca]]s.for information’ on_the regu]ar and, if appropriate,
- Title I «instructjon in reading and mathematics deljvered to these *students, -
teachers who prov1de this instruction are included in the sample. ‘Because .
the research calis for 1nformat1on on the brganization of the districts’
schocls, the services they provide, and the students they serve, all princi-
pals in the districts are asked te participate in the study. Finally, since
the research requires information about parent involvement in and reaction
to, the Demonstration,-selected parents and Title I Parent Adv1sory Council
- members are agked to part1c1pate in th _research.

»

,Basic Anélytic'Mode] . B

4 ’ * : ’ * '? ' * N
The basic analytic model under}ying the Title -Demonstration Study copsists
of groups of factors outlined in the.objectives earlier and the links between
them that will' be analyzed in this research. ’

The process leading from eligibility and d1str1but1on policy dec1s1ons to.:
program changes -and, u]t1mate]y, to changes: in the,students served as seghents
of. she modet. T .

we _hope that at the end of this study, we can say what gets to k1ds as a .
resul¢ of different allocation policies.- The policies are the choice of the
di'stricts partigipating. What gets to k1ds is for us to determine by focusing
on implementation and the mrocess of sérviee delivery. . If these-hopes are
realized, we 'will be ready-to say something about what . is reasonable po]1cy
and, more. 1mportant1y. what policy a]ternat1ves affect kids.
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/- CALIFORNIA EVALUATION AND
- IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

. . . , i * ' - . - by/'

Willtam Bronson, State Director . . A
0ffice -of Program Evaluation Research - .
. CF]ifoynia Department of Education -

) . K . ¢ .

One of my basic assumptions is that evaluation is too important to leave to
the locat evaluator. We have to get data from the village watchman because . !
that is wnere)we usually get it--the problem is that the village watchman Just
puts down what he damned .well pleases. What we need to do is train the watch-
man. . * ~ oo 5 ' > .

" 'That is one of the features we have in our project--because¢.the charge from,
' ESEA Title IV, Part B, was to raise the skill at the local level in the area
- of ‘program planning and evaluation dissemination. Until program evaluatien
practices are accepted and implemented from the classroom level to the school
-board levél,. there will be little change in programs made -as a result of

evaluation. . . ' ’

If any of you,read the Rand report on how decisions are made, I think you will
be very djscouraged about going into evaJuation for decision-making purposes. | -
* However, I think people need to learn how to mdke decisions based upon évalua-.

tion of data, and perhaps one of the reasons that they have not been using it

as adequately as they should have is thgjwi; has not been presented in a form
- that seems to them<to be useful. Evalu tion must be seen as something beneficial

to the program and not as-an additional task done for someong else. Evalua-

tipn is gathering information an oing assessments for the'spurpose of making
decisions--for the purpose of doing -something with the information. Assess- ‘
ment is merely looking, measuring, and seefng exactly what something-is. We

have a ‘State assessment program, but it is not an evaluation program. We are

tryipg to tell the local districts it isn't enough. What you need to do is

develop for yourselves an evaluation program which will give you the informa- .

tion yougpeed in order to make decisions, in order to improve your program.

We must WPmove evaluation from the realm of mystery and intrigue, take 1t out

of higher statistics, and present it as a, useful tool fo icy-makers -and .
decision-makers. ' | T .

I'd like to differentiate here between evaluation information and experimental
research design. Evaluation information is secured from whatever or whoever

can be helpful to me as I make a decision--the classrqoom teacher, the pr1nc1péf,

etc.” I'm not looking for ultimate proof. I am not ledking for an experimental
research design which is aimed at ultimate truth, ;he level of generalization

makes a difference. If I know this information is going to be helpful “to me,

that's all I need. If I'm going to make some other,~w1deF generalizations; Wen-

I have to bg much more sure of what I am talking about in terms of reliaffiity
validity, and all the rest., Then the purpose is quite different. We need .

to ideAtify very clearly the purpose for which we dre doing an evaluation.

TT we don't, then wa are going t® be criticized on the bas?s of experimerital

research des(gn when perhaps that is not what we were jintending. I was-very happy

-t
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to hear ®r. Coladarci comment that unreliable information was not_immoral.
Unreliable tests are acceptable when they offer information that is useful,
Just because a test does not come up to the goals or religbility standards

it stin mdy be very helpful in finding out specific things. :The use needs

to be 1dent1f1ed and accepted for what it is and not extrapolated into some- *

thing it is not. I direct my remarks here really at program managers and
_teachers. J . e | , .

Long:range§1nterests are going to be best servey when profess;onal evaluators
"are able ™o secure appropriate, timely, accurate information that the polilcy
and decision-makers can understand.and trust. But many evaluation reports
are automat1ca1]y suspect when they come out of State departments.” Until we
cah communicate in such a manner that can be understood and believed, then| we
> might as well be doing something else. And in order to secure this t1me1 ’
and accurate information, we need to go back to the village watchman 1eve1
to the local level.

Gather1ng information at the local level is very d1ff1cu4th Perhdps the
profess1ona1 evaluator plays a role as an interpreter between the classroom
teacher and the decision-maker. In a sense, he needs te be bilingual. He
needs to talk the lardguage of the teacher--the level at which the information

1lected--and he needs to talk the language of the decision-maker. The
person who is go1ng to write the reports for -the decision-maker ‘from the infor-
mation gathered in the classroom is .going to have to understand each of these
languages sufficiently well to pick up mere ounges of d1fference

*

.,\ p

The federal evaluator is very jmportant in this role, and we-are trying to

- enhance his role as we conduct our workshops. As you well know, it'is not
going to be possible to develop successful evatuators in a short time. Much
training must go into it. We offer a three-day workshop, but if you can turn
out a statistician or an evaluator in three days, I woyld-like' to know about
it. We have not been able to do that so far'in.California. What we think we
are doing is taking program managers, planners, and administrators who have
skills in these areas, and we're trying to sensitize them to ‘the problems of
evaluation so that when they see them in their process of pianning curriculum,
they, recognize them as problems of evaluators. They are nbt scared away from
them, and they at least know how to handle them.-or when to ask for help. That
rea]]y is the essence of our training program.
The structure of our workshop is such that we-.are dealing primarily with small
districts. The larger districts are just beginning to come to the workshops
When ESEA, Title IV, was first -inaugurated, its-objective was.to raise skills
at the 1oca] level in the area of planning, evaluation, :and- -disgeminatiop.
We began with the assumption that the money would dry up eventually. When
it dried up, we wanted to-leave a residue of expert1se around the State that -
would still be ava1]ab]e to help .

We went to our county offices of education first. They have been in business
for some time and will probably be in existence long after the funding of our

-+ praject. If we could train these people-to continue our, work, they would then

%

be able to'work with the district and could train another cadre of people to
work at the level of thé local districtS. We identified eight county offices
and designated two of these as development centers--the other six became
\satqllite centers. The primary role of'’the deye]opnent centers was to develop

‘~?"
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L ‘\:héﬂactua] workshog~jtée]f. The primary emphasis of the satellite center was
"~ on the dissemination, the actual conducting of workshops. The State's role was
coordination. / - : .

s L]

Let me tell.you just a little bit about the development centers and the people
who yere enployed as directors. We said to the county superintendents, "Get
us people’who kngw their constituents, who can talk to “the people and ar
respectéd., We really don't care about their evaluation skills." As a rasult
we got people in there who were oriented towafd administration, towards curricu-
. lum, toward p]aggipg--most]y curriculum and planning--and this was the group
that developed theé material. They decided what they needed; then they wént
fo the professional evaluators and said, "Hey, how does this sound? Does this
. /'framework contain .anything that could possibly be subsumed under the total area
-~ of evaluation?" Consequently, each of .these centers is a separate unit. Some
'//'. were . developed in the nor'th and some in the south. Although our format is not.
" 47 ° completely identical, we have set up a coordinatéd planning system. Each unit
// is an entity in itself; however, each needs to be a part of the whole. \

— . o\ . . T
-You can’enter our total plan at any point and move 1n‘any direction to cover | \ X

\

the entire context. If a person comes im to you and says, "Hey, I.want a test

. for'this,/. you don't say, "I'm sorry;ske can't give you a test until you go
back there because that's where our project: starts.” We have to be able to .
respond to the\need and say, "Testing is only part of the picture. Here‘
is the rest of /the picture.. Here is what you're asking for." Then we move in
those djrectfons and ‘show them there is more to evaluation than testing, more
to evajuatton. than writing reports, more than statistical analysis, more than
needs assessment’.. It is the sum total of all.of these things. Until you get
all, of these elements, you are not going to have an evaluation program. Here \t

_1s where you are. Now I.am going to help-you with this.. - '

In our workshops we started out with three basic 'steps: plan, conduct, and use.
- Well, that is simple enough. I think that all people can see that.you have to

plan it, you have to conduct it, and you should be able to use it. What does

the plan consist of? Well, you have to determine the evaluatjon purpose and

requirements: Why are you doing-this? If you understand why you are doing

it, it is much more clear what you have to do. - If you aré evaluating merely

to fulfil]l federal =y State requirements, it's very simple what you have to

do. If you are evalyating for public relations purposes,’ that:restricts. what

¥0u need te do. If you are evaluating to improve programs, you have a different

ocus. v ‘

. cus ‘ N . |
These kinds of determinations are very imfortant as you look at our program
planning. You can't really separate program planning and program evaluation.
When you look at it in this light, should we use this kind of a format for sec-

v ondary education reforms?¢ The planning requirements-are there, and they are
there quite specifically. ‘Once you find out what you are doing it for, then
you determine an evaluation plan and procedures. You have to obtain your
assessment tools, you have to log the data, you have toranalyze the data,. you
have to report results, and then hopefully you should apply the findings bef
cause if there.is no application of the findings, then you shouldn't have:
gotten that far in the first place. ) '
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SUSTAINING EFFECTS OF COMPENSATORY EDUCATION N
ON COGNITIVE GROWTH--A NATIONAL STUDY t

v , " ' _by - .

“Dr. Launor Carter, Project Director
System Deve]opment Corporation, Santa Monica, California

Congress”asked the,Office of Education some'time ago to find out the answers to
a number of|guestions p]agu1ng them with regard to Title I. Congress_said, in
effect, "Hey, look. We've been appropriating a billion and one-half to two:
.billion doilars a*year for Title I, and the evaluation studies so far tend to
be ‘somewhat |disconcerting.” There ]ust isn't a great deal of evidence that the
Tinle I prog ams have been terribly effective in p1ck1ng up the disadvantaged
ch1]dren o Congress ‘asked 0.E. to do a defending study to tell them how

effective Title I really is. . Secondly, Congress said, "We want to know whether .

TitTe I funds are being proper]y distributed--whether they should be based upon
economic d1sadvantagem nt or whether they should be pased upon educational
d1sadvantagement e that—problem for us also." So these are two of
“the major things that System Devé]opment Corporation is attempting to do.
‘Between ourselves and the-Office of Education we have tried to formulate a
number of policy questions whaﬁh we hope will be answered by this particular
study.

(2

. These are some of the—different policy questions we are trying to.answer.

First are some descriptive questions. For the country as a whole, what is the
nature of compensatory education? What are the things that are being donge in
classrooms that are called "compensatery"? Second, who receives what kind of
compensatory education? We know what the regulations say about who should
receive it, but who, in fact, receives it?. What kind of children are they?
What are their educational needs? What kind of economic disadvantagement do
they have? What kind of racial or ethnic compos1t1on do they have? Questions
of that nature. ’ .

" Third, how can one improve the effectiveness of compensatory education? We are
going to be studying many different kinds of compensatory education, and hope-
- fully, at the end of the study we will be able to say these kinds of" programs
seem to be more effective than other.kinds of. programs. Fourth, what effect
does the receipt of compensatory education have on educational growth? This is
--if the child starts out at grade one at a disadvantage, what is
the growth from grade one to grade two, to grade three, or to grade folr, and
so on? Is there a quick catching-up that¥is held, or does it fall ‘off? How
does that relate to the different kinds of students that are receiying the
programs7 . ’ ,
F1fth, what is the opt1mum duratigon of compensatory programs? Some people
argue that you ought to have your compensatory programs quite early in
"first or second grade; Others say compensation ought to occur later. Where
should you compensate if you have a limited amount of money? Sixth, what
happens when student programs are discontinued? If a student happens to be in
a compensatory program under Title I and then advances to a certain Tevel of
achievement, he may be ineligible for the program. What happens when he no
longer gets the program? Does he fall bapk down again, or not?

' - - 25
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Seventh, at.what grade Tevel do Codpensatory programs seem to be most effec- K
tive? Eighth, how do home and local circumstances affect the child? Do the =
intellectpaly school-oriented characteristics of the home, seem to have an

effect. on the child and how? Finally, what seems|to e the influence of summer
school on the achievement growth of the child. ‘Fér some children summer school

or the lack of summer school serves to be g depressant; for others it seems to

pick them up. So, those are the policy quéstions that hopefully, at the end °

- of this study, .we'll ~ahle.to.say-something quite definitive about. As a

result of what we are able to say, we believe that Congress will change the &
Title I laws. From a broad educational point of view, then, this could be a .
very important study. ", ) ] :

-
»

Now, what is the overall design of this study? We shall address these nine

policy issues that I have‘just described and .we shall define the kind of popu-
lation in schools we are going to investigate. The schools will consist of )
three or four different kinds. .Our first study will be longitudinal; that is,"

we shall follow over seyeral years the students in 251 schools, but not the '
schools and not the classrooms. These 261 'schools -have been selected in such a
way that we are quite confident they arg a truly representative sample of ali

the schopls in the United States. We are going to follow all, of the students

in the school, mot just the Title I students, not State program students, but

all the students, whether they are disadvantaged or not, because we want to.get

a comparison between the disadvantaged students and the other students. - We are

.taking grades one ‘through six, but we are going ta try-to follow the students

. what.happens to them as they jeave the elementary grades-and perhaps the

as they leave the sixth grade and go into seventh, eighth, or whatever, to see -

Title—T program. - R
In addition, there is a group of 30 schools where--as far as the records tell

us at 1g§st--there ts a high level of disadvantagement.” These schools are in
poverty districts, but they have no compensatory programs or very low compensa-
tory programs. You might think under Title I regulations such a circumstance
would be ¢mpossible, but it appears that, indeed, there are such schools. So )
we have identified 30 of them and these will also be a part of the longitudinal
study. - .

The sampling plan involves a selection of these schools in terms of geography
{they are distributed throughout the country) and in terms of the size of ‘the Cy
LEA from.which the schoolscomes. We really wanted to get at school size, but

it turns out there is no national record 6f sefool size. There is no place you

can go and say, "Hey, what is the size of Emerson School?" You can go and say,

"What is the 'size of this LEA?" So we had to get LEA size to substitute for

"school size, and then develop a poveghy index, We-now have all 64,000 schools

in the country categorized by ‘the level of poverty of their LEA.

The instruments we-are using for sfudents have to do with measures of -academic
achievement, measures of functional literacy, measures of attitude and self-
concepts. We are also collecting data on the school program. We are trying to
find out abeyt the instructional programs vffered-to these students, and the
characteristics of the school personnel involved in rendering thest educational
services--the teachers, principals, etc. \

i

Since we are going to follgw each student we must idenfify him or her year
after year without ever knowing the student's name. After all, there is a
privacy law--the Buckley Amendment--which prevents us from using the student's
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name. All we know is the student' s number. And that .means that the records :
“and bhe match between the name and the number ha%e. to stay at the school. ST
Conversely the school will néver hdve access 4o' the individual data provided

s . . by the teachers or the principal 6r others because we retain.that data.- In

: order to follow the students individually, we're making up packets for each one

* " 'sorthatgthe teacher tan fiT1 out the test and instructional informatjon about

every student. Everything is contained together in that one packet. At SDC
we have to mail these at bhe right times to. meet the school's schedule, which
may begin-anywhere from as early as August 13 to as late as September 20. Lot
These are -Some of the things we have don;dumng oum initial planning year. '

~
-

The second yéar, the year we are in right now, is.our first operational year. -~
. Beginning this fall, in the third week of the qghool year, we wiltl administer
* the student test materials. They will be shipped back to Santa Monica where we
" will score the materials very rapidly in-our own scoring facilities, and we
will return to:each school the achievement test results for each student so
~ that the schools can use them for their own counseling or evaluation purposes.
« . . During the school year we will be co]]ecting'information about the teacher, the
. principal, and the program. In the spring we will re-administer the materials,
and hopefully, start analyzing our data to see what kind of academic rope we
. have associated with €ach of tfie different programs and instructional feature
characteristics. y - e -
We‘W111 do the same things in the second and the third operational year, and if
, . Congress dnd God‘are willing, in the fifth and sixth operational year--all the
time analyzing oug_gata of course. In the seventh year we will- come up wrth
the answers to our—initial policy questions. We will try to answer these
questions as we go along within the overall design of the 1ong1tud1na1'study

The most 1mportant parts of this study depend upon determ1n1ng a truly nat1ona1 |
representative sample. How do you get that? We sent]out a quest1onna1re to a
sub-sample §f 5,054 principa1s of those 64,000 schools which met our definition
of the kind of schools we'wanted. We asked 13 'different questions concerning
the size of the school, the number of teachers, the poverty level in that
school, the ethnic tompbsition in the sc¢hool; the kinds of compensatory pro-
grams in the school.. We wanted that information so we ‘could check against our
" base sample of 54, OOO but also so we could check odr 16ngitudinal sample of--
« 251 .schools against the ‘bigger sample of 5,000. Over 95 percent of the ques-
- tionnaires have been returned by now. ‘ - .
.o LNy ‘
Now the question is, how do you se]ect the schools from among this large )
sample? Well, we took these three cr1ter1a-—geography, LEA ‘size, and poverty .
index--and made.up a table with cells. * We wanted & school from’each of the fen .
0.E. regions. We had three sizes of LEA's--small, medium, and large, believing
(——that this distr&ution woyld be sure to secure us a fair percentage of rural
schools, medium s s, urban schools, and some large city s¢heols. Jo estab-
. Tish the  poverty index, we over-collected on hj overty .level LEA s, and then .
selected from some-médium-poverty levels; then, &Fom the rest of the LEA's we )
"set up 90 ceTls, and took a1l the schools in the aountry and put-them in those w
90 cells, and then drew .randomly from the schools that fell into thosé cells.
. That ought to have given us 270 "schools, but you will notice we reglly had 251
.+ because some of 6ur cells turned out te be Zere. For example, in Region X&II
there is no large LEA that has & high level of poverty. In some plates thera ~
\are no rurgl schools with high leveéls of poverty. , characteristics of ‘the
schools wea fed 1nto the computer wh1ch geherated the numbers. ‘The schoals
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selected "have been generally very cooperative. Of the 251 schools that we
[dentified, only 16”declined to participate, and of course we just took the
next pool on the cell. ;

- : >

.-

. Now, what about instruments?. On the achievement tests we, are givind a part of
the reading section anhd a part ¢f the math section bf the Comprehensive Test
for Basic Skills. For our purposes, that was the best instrument of all the
instruments pub}ished. Actually three or four ofsthem were almost the same,
but we could get from the CTBS  test publishers information on the ethnic
composition of the norming groups, and we could do a deep biasing study on the *
individual items for that test better than we could for some of the others.

-~

As you know, there has been much criticism of achievement tests. -To measure,
achievement, other than by the formal achidvement test, we had'a panel advise
us on functional literacy tests appropriate for second, third; and fourth
graders. It turns’out that there are no such tests; so we have devised a
functional Tliteracy test which the students, at leasts, think is great. It has
good psychometric characteristics. Unfortunately it correlates too highly with -
the achievement test. After all, if you.are going to be measuring reading as
the kids actually use it out in their everyday play activities, or their work
activities, or arithmetic, it is going to be generally the same sort of arith-
metic and reading that they have in the achievement test. But it is within the
*context of the playground, of the soda parlor, of the kitchen--how you make
Bisquick pancakes and things 1ike that. - ' g

We also have a survey of attitudes toward math, of attitudes toward reading, of
attitudes toward the school and toward the self as a student. It is.partially
a standard survey published by'a psychological corporation and-partially an
. instrument which we developed ourselves. Those are the instruments we ‘are
oing to be- giving to the students, and we think they are pretty good instru--
ts. “The pretest showed that they worked well. ..

The next one, for student participation and adlfivities, is the weakest part of
our study. That particutlar instrument is supposed to figure out for each
student how much reading and what kind of reading instruction or math,instruc-
~tion that student was exposed fo throughout the year. Four times throughout
the year we are asking the teacher to fill out this information for each ,
student. . In a typical week, how many hours of reading, how many hours of math .
instruction do the students have and how was it given? iWas it the teacher
dealing with the whole class, was it a teacher aide working with. phat particu-
1a7 stydent, was it pull-out instruction, was it a high intensity language 1ab-- -
f/what was it? Hop®fully, we will find out student by student what kind of »
© instruction in math and in readiag they did get. In the pretest.that instru-
ment worked very well in somé of our schools, but in some of the schools it was
not a satisfactory instrument because it seems that in some of the schools in
the country, the teachers in the elementary grades have great diffioulty read-
ing. We've revised the instrument extensively, and we're trying it out again.
As’ we' get the results, we may devise another instrument because that.is a very
. - important, part of the study. o, ' &

¥ We're,ashing the teacher to fill out something about the student's background,
the nature of the home they come from, whether they went to. a different school
before they entered this school, sex, etc. We are trying to find out from each '
Student what they did last summer, We want .%o knoy if they went to summer
school.” ‘Did they go-to & camglf-did they just Stay at home, did they work in’ »
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the field, what did they do during the summer? Then we're completing a cpmpen-
satory education log for each student. Are they supported by Title I or some
other title or State education funds or special digtrict funds?

We're also collecting information abqut the mature of the school’ staff, the
size of the school, the location of the school, the amount of funds going to

the school, things of that nature. The principal questionnaire has demographic.
information on the principal, but more importantly the principal's attitude®
toward discipline, toward relations with his teachers, toward freedom to be
flexibTe in their teaching, etc. For the teacher, in general, we are asking

the same questions: demographic information, educatienal philogophy, proce-
dures--what kinds of activities are preferred, how math and-reading are handled..

For program characteristics we gre'tryfng‘to identify what each of the compensa-
tory programs strive for, what they consist of. We want to know if they have
any other means of assessing what actually transpired during the period of
compensatory instruction? Is thére any defined objective?’ L

When we started our study, we wanted to be sure that we had in our sample some
schools that offered what were thought to ‘be the best compensatory programs in
the country. 'We sought a contrast. We asked State departments of education, .
the Office of Education, and various consultants to nominate schools that they
thought had exceptionally good programs. From the 250 schools nominated, a
panel we selected weeded that down to about 80 schools which we then visited to
~try ‘to verify whatadgind of program they had. We now have 45 schools that
"appear to have different; successful compensatory programs. These will be’
treated,just as any other part of the sample from the point of view of ‘data
collection,*but they were not randomly selected--they were purposely selected.
Some_of them are nat Title I schools. Some of them are in very affluent school
districts. This sekection confuses pegple who think ours is a Title I study.
Well, yes, it is;-but it also has a lot of other. little handles on it. So, now
we have in our sample 326 ‘schools and about 1204000 students. . ,

Another part of the*study is cost-effectiveness. We have sub-contracted with
RNC to do a cost effectiveness study on the compensatory programs. We will be
collecting at tHe classroom'level information about the resources that are used
in that classroom and What the student gets from our participq}ion“]aw. We are
going to try 'to relate the amount of resources used for instruction to the .
progress made by the students. ‘ ‘ '
. { .
We have alsp sub-contracted with  DECIMA,.a survey research organization in Santa
Ana, to seek an answer to that question which Congress asked--what is the rela-
"+ tionship.between education disadvantagement and economic disadvantagement? -We
# want to. know what the correlation between these two is and whether to advise a ;
change “from economic .to educational disadvantagement in the*allocation of funds.
What influence will that have on the distribution of funds to the States? Td a
. politician, this is a very important question. DECIMA will be going to 15,009 -
households of the students involved in the study, the homes of-approximatety ‘
. students from edch scheol,.trying to find out three different kinds of inforpation.
What is the income and economic level in that home? What is the jntellegtual cli-
mate of the home? What is the parénts' attitude toward School?

3
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As you can see this is a big and complex $tudy, and because such surveys\ar
often criticized for detting superficial data, we will conduct -a verification

* study by msing semi-structured technigues for 'two weeks at eacly of these‘§Ch001s.
Hopefully, we will then be able to degcribe those programs and commgnicate them
to. the education commufity. ' . ’ :
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"NEWS FROM THE POTOMAC" .
by -

Harry Phi]]ip%, Legislative Liaison
 U.-S. Office of Education

The educational measures undergoing deliberation during this session o%\Cdﬁgress
deal- primarily with higher education and vocational education. Al] appropria-
tions for FY *77 are under discussion right now. The likelihood of a veto is
strong because just the eddtgtional.section alone of the HEW appropriation is
about three-quarters, of a“biilion dollars above the Presidential request. _ v
Genera11y Congress wishes 'to dispense with the measures now before it in order®
to take a thorough look at future alternative roles for the federal government,
In my judgment the next C?ngress will be seriously deliberating upon a new.role
. in education. Changes wiTl be made «in the priority of support for education,
and Congress will consider mai%r alternatives to the current method of allocat-
" ing federal resources. The categorical grants-in-aid approach has burgeoned
intg more than the educational, community can cope with. Consequently, there
will be some fundaméntal shifts in the national policy on educatiom« '
. »
We i1l have many problems to work out in relation to the fiscaT year begin-
. ning date shift from July 1 to October 1. A1l of the dates for the submission
of.program reports and fiscal reports :have now been changed. In some instances
State educational agencies may need to keep dual sets of fiscal accounts and
make dual program accounting arrangements until the transition smooths out a
year from now. The change becomes critical in a few instances in which report
dates alter ingredients of formulas. In the vocational ‘educational legislation,
in the Title I legislation, and Tndirectly in the Emergency School Aid Act-
legisjation, annual per pupil expenditures of the State and,local resources
become a factor in interpreting how much money flows out to local school systems
or to the State. If you change a fiscal year from July 1-June 30 to October 1-
September 30, you have some basic terminology to redefine or some basic account-
ing adjustments to make in terms of a record-keeping system that generates
annual per pupil expenditures. We hope that this data can continue to be
collected and maintained on July.1-June 30 basis rather. than changing the
statistics to conform to the new fiscal year.. Under the FY shift, recording of
program data may. become more complex, but retaining the old fiscal year collec-
tion period is preferable to changing the definition of basic data items.

Other <tems of current interest are.the educational authorizing bi11s that are
now before the Congress. In vocational legislation there are considerable
varidtions between the House bill and the-Senate bill. Both bills .enhance the
future of vocational education, but the way the two Houses envision’that future
differs.considerably. The greatest difference is in the way vocational educa-

. tion should be governed at the State level. The House projects a continuation

of the current.- governance pattern. In some States -the decision-making body is
the State Board of Education, and in some States, it s the Staté Board for
Vocational Education. But, the.Housé has enlarged the role of that State board
by asking that its membership be broadened and that it contact a wider-ranging .

»

group of people for consultation.

“

The Senate version would apset tﬁé“existing State ,arrangement considerably by
introducing a new planning commission for vocatienal educq‘ion--a commission

£y
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i that would approve the way a State decides to allocate and utilize its vocation-
al education reseéurces that are Federally appropriated. The commission would’
not be the State Advisory Council on vocatignal education either; it woujd bean
entirely new State Planning €ommission. This substantial change is highly- con-
troversial. How it will betresolved is unpredictable at the moment; however,
most of the discussants I hear oppose the Senate version in favor of the House -
version. .

The House version of the vocational education bill contains considerable consol-
jdation; the Semate version is a continuation of the existing yocational legis-
lation.. The Senate bill also contains an‘extension of the highér education
authorities currently in operation, but the House bill does not contain that.
i Some of these items are a bit-controversial. In addition, the President has
conceived an anti-busing piece of legislation that may be introduced and be
superimposed on the Senate version as it-comes to the floor. With the hurried™~_..
schgguﬂe Congress is now‘in during an election year, plus the fact that the’
Senste is caught up right at the moment on an extensive tax reform bill, we mﬁg
get very fast decision-making and -compromising on ®his legislatign.
.The next few months are going to be very busy for this Congress.| The educa-
tional decisions they make will be vitally important. There arela few pieces
. of fringe-area legislation that State educational.agency personn }-should be
d ) alert to because there may be a_few benefits for education. One is a bill that
the Senate passed over the President's veto. This bill has to do witp the
public works jobs. The potential-educational benefits are that the bill will
allow the refurbishing, the rébuilding, or the revamping of public institutions
that were, in the first place, built in part with federal resources;. and that’
provision applies to an array gf educational buildings. .
. The CETA legislation--the Comprehensive Employment Training Act--is up for re-
. authorization, and will be enacted. The new CETA bill may have expanded author-
ity in it. Another bill, the general revenue sharing bill, will be renewed
_ sometime between now and December 31.° The former version of that bill prohib-
_ited using more than half of the funding that goes to local levels for purposes
of education. That prohibition will probably be removed from the new bill.

/




A DISCREPANCY-BASED PLANNTNG MODEL
' USED_IN NEVADA - .

by
James Kiley

, ‘ - v J° B
Several years.ago in the State of Nevada 'the Eovernor'commissioned ‘a study on
educational accountability. People in communities all around the State had an
opportunity to present their views on education--their 1ikes and dislikes,
aspirations and hopes, etc. The final report consolidated the attitudes of
teachers, administrators, parents, interested citizqns’l and studefts. The
legislature then took that report! and asked the .Department of Education to work
with the school districts in implementing some of the recommendations and to
repont back to the legislature for the succeeding-two years the progress that.
had been made in the State.- ° ‘ . '
Given that directive, we developed a comprehensifé planning system model which
we call a discrepancy-based modei. The model #akes into consideration three
different elements in the needs assessment: student needs; ‘student performance,
program or process variables in education; and societal expectations in educa-
tion. First we establish process objectjves or program objectives, stwdent
performance objectives, and educational goals as perceived or translated by the
"society. Then we attempt to.- méasure the present”status against those state-
ments of expectation. By -comparing the difference between expectation and
present status, we identify educational needs. .

tial or linear; it seems to.be circular with all the parts interrelated. Evalt -
uation is related to every segment of that wheél. In going through the plannin
Process, one is continuously involved in feedback, agjustment, and evaluation.
The' model is based upon what we call process objectives and performance objec-
tives. The performance objectives indicate changes of behavior on the part of
learners; and teachers_or administrators can be learners as well as students.

The complete model" is conceptualized as a wheel because pTanning isn't sequé}\kg

The strategy that we used to incorporate this comprehensive planning system
into alt the federal programs administered by the department was to ask dis-
tricts to complete a needs assessment based upon the model, and to follow the
steps and the comprehensive planning process as, they developed a proposal and
reported against it. We developed applieation and reporting forms that were
consistent with the model. If they were interested in the planning modél, we
asgggléifg to allow us to field test the model in one, or two, or three of the
sch _and to give us one full day with their teachers to help get the proj-
ect started. .We informed each district superintendent:of the ground rules. We
émphasized that nothing was being forced on thym, if they didn't want to do it,
they didn't -haVe t6, and no one 'would feel bad About it. We asked them to talk
to their building principals, and if they were interested in having their staff
participate in the plan, fine; but if they were not, we would go right on down
the road. '

~We did ask the districf’to make a commitment. If they wanted to participaie.
they had to free their administrative staff and their teachers for a full day .
S6 that we could meet with them during school time to describe the process-to
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them. Although we would brovidevthe technical assistance to them throughout
the field.test of the planning system, the district could back out at any time.
» . - !

e gave them four different sets of materials to look at that were really pro- ?

Ei; teachers got together and established performance objectives for youngsters.
am structures or hierarchies of .skills and concepts which had been develope

them identify the hierarchies of skills ahd concepts they'fel were'best repre-
sentative of their instructional program. After a month or twg we would return
to discuss and critique what they had put together, working toward the develop-
ment of an instructional management system in reading and arithmetic that reall

"by others; but we didn't pressure them to adopt any particu]agééystem. We let

. became for them a new pupil-monitoring system and a new pupil-pating system.

- When we first met with the teachers they were confused and upset about having

to become inyolved in the project, but when they started talking to one another
and found out that some of them really did not know how ter teach reading, that °
they did not know the discrete skills and concepts that some of their colleagues
pursued in the teaching of reading; then they began to get interested in the
entire process. We encouraged discussions among teachers at the same grade
level and at different grade levels. We asked them to tut across grades. We
tried to practice what we were preaching. When we met with the teachers,.we
would set specific objectives to be met by the next time we réturned.

As we tried to get tMchers to look at skills and concepts and how youngsters
demonstrate these skills and concepts, one interesting outcome was that teachers
began to get a hetter dppreciation of evaluation. Not only did they want(to
know whether Johany or- Mary had ‘mastered a skill, but also whether or not ‘their
colleagues were doing a good joh in measuring those same skills. Now they are
getting interested in putting together their own homemade CRT. .

‘The instruments are not comgletely sophisficated, of course, but the ‘teachers

.are able to talk about what they want the ypungster to do. They are able to

think about what kind of setting they can ‘create to let the youngster demon-
strate that 'skill. And we age bringing in consultants from larger school
districts or from private corporations to expose the teachers 'to more sophis%i-
cated strategies and procedures that they canadopt as part of \their instruc-
tional managemerit-system. Presently we are not moving as fast as they would
11Ke us to. - . S

The Department of Education is conducting statewide evaluations through con-
tracts-that we award to outside agencies to perforin different tasks for us.
Last year; we awarded a needs assessment contract for a right-to-read project
to three outside agencies. We were able to involve three agencies because the
model for needs assessment is.clear enough so that we can communicate among

‘contracting agencies and.don't have to depend upon one agency to complete the

entire needs assessment. We asked the contractors to measure student perfor-
mance ih reading at the third, fifth, seventh, -twelfth grade levels and.at

young adult levels in the State of Nevada to attempt to define for us functional
literacy and give us some standard that we might be able to use in discussing
functional literacy with our constituents in the State. Theén we wanted to look
at process variables and requested one, contracting firm to visit the e¥emplary .
reading programs in the.State of Nevada and identify for us the various instruc-
tional components of those exemplary reading programs. Finally we tried to find
out how well prepared our teachebs are--what kind of training and experﬁgnce do
the teachers who work in these exemplary reading programs have. We have tried
to evaluate both process and student performance this past yéar through a.

.

discrepancy-based model which has proved effective.
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ASSESSMENT MODEL FOR ‘
VOCATIONAL EDUCATION IN NEVADA

.. 3 by
' d John Madson " \

' 1
Iﬂ*Nevada, we .have a Statewide plannfn;’system for sett1ng up vocational educa-’
tion ‘programs. The system incorporates five major categories: needs and oppor-

" _tunity information, planning, student services, instruction, and educational

accountability’ Nithfn each one of these.categories are 12 functions. Every
application or every local plan--whether the district is starting a new program
or is renewing on an annual basis an existing program--must address each function.
In order to provide the best vocational education program, planners must first
determine what the community needs are. Without a needs assessment as a founda-
tion, the planning can be haphazard. In addition, providing the community am
opportunity to participate in an assessment brings about positive communi ty
reaction and support.” The needs assessment acts as.a barometer. If students

are not getting jobs because they are poorly prepared or bécause they are trained
for jobs which are not available, then the whole purpose of vocational education
is questioned.

- To avoid the many- pitfalls in planning and ‘admtnistering various programs and

to keep abreast of communfty needs, I believe that the. assessmenf model which

we put together for use by the local education agéncies provides ‘the kind of

" i{nformation needed for planning and. implementing the various programs. A gdod
needs assessment model shou]é define the systematic process which describes what
1s and what ought .to be.  The process entails population,analysis, “job market
analysis, job performance analysis, and identificatioh.of resources available. .
. From an assessment of these areas, the prior1t1es of the; program are developed

by -each agency. ‘

Because teachers must implement programs, their experience, ability, interest,
and needs must also be taken into consideration. In Nevada, once a year teathers
are asked to complete a questionnaire which gives ipput into the program planning
This information also provides a barometer for-inservice tra1n1ng

An assessment of the general populat1on requires information about how many peéple
Tive in the area to be served, what is the age breakdown, what is the female-
male breakdown, what percentage represents minorities, disadvantaged, handicapped,
what are the housing characteristics, what is the Ievel of education, what
percentage of -the population is bilingual, etc. Much of this 1nformat1on is
available In various census stud1es, but the idea is to summarize the information
and make 1t read11y available. A ‘

Because the jeb market is constantly changing, the local administrator has to

keep his finger on the pulse of the employment situation; and this can best be
accomplished through.a job market analysis. S$pecifically, the job market -
analysis is designed to amswer the question, "How many and what kinds of jobs
should students be training for?" 1In spite of the relative mobility of people,

"a great many students stay in their local community, and work and live there; -
$q.;he job market analysis of the-district is extremely important. .
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» Theh we consider the area, whether it is-rural or metropo]1t2;. The type of
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area-is especially significant in planning community college ontinuing_
programs. We also take a look at the State and national employment needs’
State and natijonal priority items, such as solar energy and air purification,
are important factors in the planning of vocational education programs. Then

'we consider the job performance analysis. ‘The job performance analysis 1s

probably the most important element in the entire planning model. If the
students are not trained in the proper competencies, they will be unable to

. get the jobs for which they are being trained. The job analysis addresses these

questions: Are the tasks required by the employers identifiable components in
the vocational education program? Have existing students or ex-students obtained
the sequence. of skills necessary to enter the job, and to what degree have they
achieved these skills? Is there ari appropriate committee of teachers, adminis-
trators, and advisory members--citizens and students--fo review and update those
skills needed “in the occupation? Is this procedure carried out on a routine,
regular basis? ‘ )

A job perfaormance analysis also covers existing programs to see if. they are |
mgeting the needs of .people within the district. By reviewing annually the
national definition of the particular ®ccupation or job, and collecting data
from employers regarding the required competencies to perform thke job, the
analyst can find out which competencies should be incorporated into the program.

Nevada is moving rapidly toward competency-based education, particularly in
vocational education: We will no longer graduate students or give them passing
grades if they are not competent in the_basic skills of the occupation for which
they are being trained. We have a form to obtain information concerning com-
petencies from various employers.. We interview target groups of students’ to

see that the skills they have learned compare with the'skills that the employer

. requires.” Finally, we do a follow-up study, tracing the’student after he
graduates. . -

The final, major category in the model is resource analysis. In this part we
identify the physical resources available. We also 1ook at the federal, State,
and losal finances that are available, and we make an effort to look:at the ° ‘
human resources available in communities--volunteer teachers and aides and
speakers. We encourage interest through the use of local lay people on advisory
councils, We also consider the availability of the professional staff. -

This, very briefly, constitutes the needs assessment model that we provide for
all the local school districts in Nevada. When they start a new program, they
go into much more depth than-when they continue a program; but each ‘year, the . .
administrators, the local vocational director, and the principal of the school
lTook at ‘the.vocational education program and assess what the program is accom-

plishing and“what it should be accomplishing.
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STATEWIDE EVALUATFON OF INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAMS IN NEW- MEXICO
. b-y =~ = .

Alan Morgan

7

The New Mexico Statewide evaluations consist of.several measuréments including
a State-required standardized testing program and'a New Mexico objective-
reference test program. Five years ago we went to one-third of the school
districts in the State of New Mexico and asked teachers, administrators, and
parents of students to help us write some basic cognitive-ski]l objectives.

" From these we derived a set of objectives that appeared to be the most fre- _ *
quently chosen objectives in the State. The end product of that survey was a
basic Cognitive-skill Objective Bank, which was divided into the subject areas
of mathematics, science, socigl studieg, and communication skills. -

Then we returned to the school districts in the State and held ebjective-rating

workshops. In a forced concensus process, the participants were asked to make

a distinction between those skill objectives which were of most concern and

those which were of least concern. After.the<§§£oo] district had chosen a set

of. instructional objectives, it becdme the responsibility of the State educa-

tion agency to develop tests for.those various schools, based upon the objec- - .

tives they had selected, in order to allow a rural school district to choose

gifferent kinds of -instructional objectives from those of a large urban school
istrict.

N
-

Over the last several years we'have been looking, at’what kinds of objectives
districts have chosen, and we have compiled and published these in a-document
entitled Trends and Priority Objectives as Selected by ‘New Mexico School
Districts. Interestingly enough, although we have found some variation in the
kinds of objectives that are being selected, generally there is some uniformity
in the concerns that people have all across the State of New Mexico.

In addition, we analyzed objective selections in termd of role types& For
example, did teachers choose different kinds af objectives than did“students,
or did students chooSe different kinds of objectives than did administrators,
etc. We found no statistically’significant difference in the kinds of objec-
tives that were being selected by each of those role types. It would appear
that there is a great deal of commonality in the kinds of concern people have
throughout the New Mexico school districts. )

Whene r a district chose objectives, the State Department of Education chose a
‘teS¥ to measure those objectives and reported that information back to the- >
school. - The purpose ofs doing so was to help reassure those who believed Pests
developed in New York or California could in no way measure the kinds of prog-
ress or skills New Mexico children seem to have or do not have. What we were &
doing is sampling more items in a certain domain--the division of twa of three-
digit numbers--in the objective-based test than e éoﬁ]d do in a standardized

" test; and furthermore the standardized tests normally don't cover the same :
areas, or at least the samé precise areas, as we could cover in the objective
based test. You won't find 'too™fuch about the various—cultures in New Mexico
in the CTBS, nor will you find out too much about career education. The CTBS (
is not sensitive to local change. The whole process of developing a test,
field testing with a subset of the population, revising that instrument,
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printing, packag1ng, and d1str1but1ng is incredibly difficult and complex. If
we could have done it /any other way, we would no‘ have gotten into the test
construct1on business because it is not somethipng that amateurs do’ very wel?.
We've termed these objective-based tests rather than criterion-reference tests
for the simple reason that we did not require-a student to meet an objective by
completing X percentage of 1tems correctdy. . ’ .

We also have dea]t with regress1on analysis for the last four years, and we
report back to the schools how they did as compared to some sort of a range of
expectancy -as computed by the State department:of education. We use three
factors to compute that expectancy as a pre-pr1mary input factor to prOJect some
sort of a range of performance of each school in.the State. We use previous
test performance, median family income, and student mobility. If the school
consistently scored below that expectancy, then the State department of educa- .
tion would become more involved with that school. So we are using the system
not only as a way to identify trends and pr1or1;y objectives but also as a way
to deploy staff of the department of education:

There are other facets of the Statewide evaluation program, including the
reporting of college entrance test scores. Although these are not part of the
State-requ1red testing program, we try to provide some information about why_the
scores change as they do.

When we first started the standardizéd testing program, teachers often didn't
get a chance to see the teacher's manuals that came with the tests--or if they
did, the manuals were handed out at the time the test was g1ven and taken up

immediately afterward. So we developed a New Mexico teacher's manual for the
New Mexico classroom teacher.: The manual deals with questions like, "Why are

.we doing this? What do we get back? How can we use this information?" Any

teacher who gives a Statewide test gets the teacher's manual to keep.
’ 7

Teachers are probably not too excited about having to give a test from which
they do not get back much information directly at the classroom level. Now
that the evaluation program is becoming more a responsibility of the local
school district, we assume that there can be .a much better application for the

~ classroom teacher and maybe for the individual child than in the past."

Five years ago, educators in New Mexico at almost any 1eve]--c1assroom teachers,
teachers' aides, administrators, superintendents of various school districts--

were not really thinking very "objectively." . Most of our program planning was

somewhat primitive in terms of the Minimum Standard for Public Schools in the
State of New Mexico, a State board document with which all schools have to

comply. The Minimum Standards essentially boil "down to three stateménts: the
schbols are required to assess the needs of their students, to plan a_program
t0 meet those needs, and to evaluate that program. Minimum standards imply

some regulation of schools and districts to insure "quality" education. What
is quality educat1on?/ What are those basic skills that every-k1d should have?
We're'groping more with that problem than we have in the past. With the ‘move-
ment of the objective-based testing program to the local Tevel, we are now.. ~
considering a minimal-skills assessment program, aJthough. the State Board is

undecided on the quest1on of minimal skills or minimal competency testing.

In New Mexico fifty or more percent 'of the students are children who have an
ethnic background different from the majority white community. In testing
programs there are no special exceptions for the bilingual ch1]d exclusive of
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those that are set out in the regu]ations, that is, .if a student cannot deal
with the’ English language, if that's not-Mis dominant language, "if he doesn't ]
understand the testing situation that he or she has been placed in, then the y
student is not requ1red to complete the test General guidelines indicate that
students who are in the mainstream programs ‘are to take the tests at the grAde
level a5 they are requvred If the student cannot,deal with the testing situa-
tion because of a linguistic variation, then we do not require the student to
participate. " Usually'that doesnd f happen very often.

Unfortunate]y, even though we haye had biTingual programs in New Mex1co for a
considerable tength of time, we still do not have -an abumdance of non-English
materials for a number of reasons.” There are variations of dialects across the
Stase, and some of the Indian languages are not in*wiitten form. Nine percent
of the population is Indian, which constitutes a fairly numerous group of
students. We have in recent years conducted only an 1nforma1 evaluatien of
bilingual education programs in the State.

The needs assessment process that we went through for the entire educational
system began at the State level and moved to the district level. When we
lstarted developing objectives and asking districts to make a decision about
which objectives were more.1mportant we were getting into the ‘assessment
process. We've come to understand in the last couple of years that the process
needs to start at the grass roots level instead.

’ Because the new minimum standards, passed in July of this past year, require
schools to assess student needs at the school level, we put together a process
guide for their use. They could use other kinds of models for needs assessment,
but we simply wanted to provide some examples of some of the kinds of. instru-
ments that might be helpful. In essence this document offers a way a school
district can identify student needs, and that's really our basic philosophy.
From that determination will evolve other kinds of needs--staff needs, program
needs, -facility needs, perhaps even po11cy needs

Two years ago a State mandate required that-by 1977-78 every school district in
the State would offer a State-funded early childhood education program. *It was
not a change of the compu]sary school attendance law; we didn't sey every kid
.0f a certain age had to be in the program. We simply said that every schaol . .
had to offer a program different from kindergarten. Our intent was not to hgve
. a mashed-downh first grade. A rather +igid, classical instruction design woi®d
not be appropriate for the five-year-old child. We wanted to empha51ze social
and emotiohal growth more than intellectual or cognitive growth. We have also
R prepared for schools a document dealing with the evaluation of early childhood
, education programs. . .
M-
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EVALUATION EFFORTS IN THE STATE OF TEXAS-- A
‘CAREER EDUCATION, DEVELOPING READING AND MATHEMATICS
R - 0BJECTIVES, EVALUATING COMPENSATORY- EDUCATION
. - e - . b PR . ,
y - o
- Dr.-Walfer Howard ¢

Carl Defibaugh

- Editor's Note: Dr. Howard discussed briefly Texas’involvement in the develop;

ment of Essential Reading and Mathematics Objectives and the Texas éffort in the (
assessment of career educqtion. Both of these efforts have produced publications.'
Essenttal Reading and"Mathematics Objectives is currently available from the

‘Texas Edycation Agency, and the project report, Career Education Measurement

Series (CEMS), will be ‘publi'shed shortly.

N v S

Mr. Defibaugh discussed the Annual Report of Programs for the Disadvantaged in
Texas (Title I Regular, Migrant, and Staté" Compensatory Education). He also
reviewved briefly the following evaluation materials prepared by various school
districts and the Texas Educatior Agency:

*

From Austin' Independent School Distriet: - - .
1974-1975 Final Report: Individually Guided fducation (IGE) Program ‘!
1974-75 Final Evaluation Report, ESEA Title I Project - ’ \
1974-7975 Final Report: Cook Elementary School . a\
——%971-75 Final Report:— ESAA TI Pilot Project Assist y , \
Final Evaluation Report: ESAA Bilingual/BiguTtural Project, 1974-75 \
Final Evaluation Report:r ESEA Title VII Bilingqual Project, 1974-75
School Based PTanning Manual CIP0 . S . 0

From Dallas Independent SchodT District: .

Measurement Profiles, 1975-1966 \\
A Summary of the Major Findings from "Everybody Knows What Profit Is" |
Bbstracts of Research and Evaluation Reports, 1974-75  ~ \

A Plan for the Use of-ReSearch, Evaluatfon, and Information Systems \
Resources, 1975-76 - - . - :

From Fort Worth Independent School District: N

Short Term Assessment of the Middle School Plan

Initial Assessment of the Intensified Learning Plan . .

Short=Term Desegregation Effects: The Academic Achievement of Bused
Students, 19/1-72 ‘ S

1978-75: The Evaluation of Six Kindergarten Curricula ¢ . j

Bbstracts, 1374-75: Depertment of Research and Evaluation

A ﬁ)mgarison of "Continubus Progress™ and "Traditional” Classes in Three-

., MiddTe Schools , v ,

Final Report of the Title IV, Part A: American Indian Needs Assessment
and Referral Program, 1974-1975

Assessment of the UtiTization of the Time-Qut Structures

I
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. N ~
\ N N ‘ -

' ©°39

L
.




26 . . -

/

N From Houston Inde;endent School District: .
f/’ The 80-Minute Period T
) ESAA Basic Program: Final Re ort 1975-76 ! )
Contemporary Learning Center Report, -1975- 76 N
Community High School Final Re or 1975~ 76 -
An Educational Program Audit for QIE M3 Ptggrams Final Re or u] 3976
Addendum to Final gepOrtT Auditors” 37b3ect1ve Reports , uly 1976

From Texas Education.Agency:

?

Sg?f Evaluation Guide for Local D1str1cts for Vocational Education of .

Handicapped Students
The Development of Evaluative Cr1teria‘f0r Tra1n1ng the Hand{capped:

A Summary of Project Activities - -
Guide to Proposal Evaluation for Vocational fducation of the HanaTEapped .
Texag Education Product Study: D1gest of Einal Report
A Model for Evaluating Programs in’ Vocatioral Education for the Hand1capped

Evaluation of CooFdinated Vocational-Academic Fducation in Texas °
Evaluation of Career Education Projects in lexas: Houston, Harlandate,
and Fort Worth Independent School Districts &= .

Special Project-Career Education:  Texas -Education Agency
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:%: * UTAH'S STATE ASSESSMENT PROGRAM ' '

& . ".’- & (

9 .
™ “
, - DaVid Nelson .
U f d S S .”
The 1975 Utah Statewide Educational Assessment was developed and ref1ned as a T
joint effort of the Utah State Board of Education and the Institute for Behav- - -
ioral -ReSearch in Creajlivity. The study was under_the general direction of JAER
Dr. Don K. Richards, A’mstratwe Assistant and P\Fanmng Dr. Dav . Nelson,
Specialist in Evaluati had specific respons1b111ty for the project within the
State School Office. Dr. Robert L. Ellison directed the proaect for’ the Insti-
tute for Behav1ora] Research. in Creativity.

* - : [
The 1975 Utah Statewide Educati‘igl ASsessment was Utah's first c0mprehens1ve
educational assessment.. This s™tewide program of educational assessment was
. condacted because’Utah educators are very concerned with improving educational
‘practice. Statewide assessment is one example of the wewmitment of teachers
.and administrators throughout the ‘State, localt school districts, and the Utah
State Board of Education and its staff to provide a qua]1ty eduaat1on for each
student within Utah' s:pub]1c school system.« . .
(O
(The study Was based on the goa]s adproved by the State Course of Study Comm1t- )
tee in the Fa]]\of 1972 for public educat1on in Utah. Adpects of five of these
goals were measured tn the 1975 Utah $tatew1de Educational Assesspent: Intel- . . ¥
‘lectual Maturity, Emotional Maturﬂty, Socigl Maturity, Aesthetic atur1ty, and
Productive Matur1ty The sthents EnjoyMent of School was also assessed as it
was™implicit in all of the Utah Educational anls Besides measuring sfudent
outcome in these areas, the study medsured many factors which might influence
student aehievement, - including demographic characteristic¢s, such as socio-, )
economic backgppund ethnic group,membersh1p, and ‘sex; asnal]] as school clas-.
sifications, suclg gs school size and 1dcation. Another extremely im ortant * -
.part of the stud@ was.the, measurement of. key aspects of the e atiohal process,
ihcluding measures ‘of techniques. and strategies used by educato rs to help stu-
dents learn, for exapple, Classroom Partlcwatr'mn‘eve]opment of Career )
Talents, and Expeetat1ons . . i ©

1

’

The 1975 Statewi de- Assessment eﬁfort involved the test1ng of randem” samples of
both e]ementary and seconda'g schpols. Over 4,000 5th grade students in 67.
e]ementary schools and over 3,000 11th grade students<in 26 h1gh schoo]s took
part in the study. . .
In the Inte]]ectua] Matur1ty goal area, Utah students were super1or n mathe-
atics and science. achievement, when compared to.a; ‘natidnal norm group. The |
Utah students were c]early outstanding 1nﬁsc1enée achievement gt both the 5th LS

- L)

"and 11tk grade level's, but.the public schools should be encouraded se find ways)

of helping‘all students reach higher levels aof aghfevement in mathematics and
‘science. This is espec1a]]y crugial for students from lower socio-economic’

L » a v

backgrounds ’ . , L. . @ -~

"In tﬁb €m0t1ona1 Maturity goal-area, Utah students had generally h1gh Jevets of ¢ '

pesitive adjysSdhent on each of. the sca]és in this gtudy. The chpef area of,
concern was the lower. level of Academic Self- Concept reported by tga!é}th grade jff‘\*\\

_st#dents when compared to 5th grade students. «Thig suggests that’ f1c

*a . ' . -
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instructional strategies aimed ‘at emhancing levels of Acadehic Se]f-Cdﬁcepf of ¢ ¢
al1 students, with particular emphasis on secondary students:, should be inclyd- -
ed in the curriculum. . . | :

‘L In the Social Maturity-goal area, fewer than 20 percent of the 8tah students

#¢ sampled at each grade level indicated they felt they were either "a little weak"
or "rather poor" on a variety of peer relations activities. -Thus, the great -
majority of students at both grade lévels indicated their .competence in dealing
with peer relations was at least "very good.* The results also indicated that
more opportunitigs fol Ytah students to engage in leadership experience are
.ne . Also needed are more opportunities to engage“in teamwork activities
and other group aotiy&ies. s T

In th¢ Aesthetic Maturity'a‘al area, 11th grade students generally performed
at higher Tevéls than the 5th grade Students. However, performance was not . ,
“high-@t either grade level. The State ‘School Office Art and Music.Specialists,
isted in the construction of~these #cales, that. ideally the cqntent
mipgur d by thesa tests should be.mastered by stu clo$@ to the terination - f}
] of the students yfementary school years. Mych cou e done to enhance‘stu-! ot
*." dent achievement¥tn both the.wisuaT arts-and music. “such efforts might considt
" of several different specific strategies, including emp@ggit of pre-sebvice and
.\ in-service training, innovative programs, greater use o™ curficulum Quides,etc.
In the Productive Maturity goal QEEE, the standardizéd Career Planning Knowl- ‘
edge test showed that Utah 11th grade students scored about the same as ‘the * .
national-average. Anotbeg important -measure of, 2 studet's Productive Maturity
" was a scale called Independent Development., This scate.measured the extent to
which_studénts participated in self-inigiated learning activitiesswhigh |
increased their general competfgncé. In.general, on, selected activities, Utah
. 5th graders reported higher levels of independént Mearning #han did l1th~grade -
students. ,The"present'thrust in the Sta;e,in\thé area of cgrger education, )
- seems warranted in view of these results. “Certainly, Utah students cog&d; 5
benefit froh .increasing familiarity with the nature of the world. of work, as -
.well as additjional emphasis on actual j‘? experiénce. Many aspects of career
-“education might well be integrated into\almost every segment-of the existigg
-curriculum. SR ' . : .. . o

<o, * 4 . o : - . ) ’, ; .
) fggr Enjoyment of School, reasonéb]y-positivg-resu}ts were obtainagh af both <.
. grade levels, with the 11th grade students scoging stightly highey than the »

» 5th grade stud:a:; oweveW, the possSibility existed that this result was due ,
to thesattriti tudent$ who disliked school. Thersignifipeant relatiort
ships of this scale to educational process measures 5ug?gsx that broader ° T
implementation of specific ‘instructional ‘strategies would 1ea tb,ﬂigher levels.

“of Enjoymenit’of School. . - _ R R

- . ’.'. * h <

Th Su1t§.obtainpd from the educational process measures ;intluded in ths

study--Individualization-gf Instruction, Refnforcement of Self-CoWcept, Jass-
- room Participation,=8eyvelopment of Careen Talents, and Expectatigns--indicate

that such processes warrant increased 1eve}$ of application imUtah schools.*

An ﬁmporfant‘finding of the study, and one Which has beeh_found natjonallx,.was
the impact of socio-economic status on the achievement and attitude of Utah
students. This finding Sugjj;ﬁshfhat steps need .togbe -takén ‘to deal-with,the

catignal .disadvantages whi accrue to-students Trom lower socio-economic
kgrounds. . ® e ’
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- COMPREHENSIVE-SYSTEMATIC PLANNING '
L ~IN WYOMING - R ’
. ‘ . -, / A by /
_. \ \Thomas 0: Kraner
b . ot

Educational evaluation in.Wyoming is directed- toward the definition of school
goals, assessment§of the school environment, assessment of the children’ s

. response to the eavironment, feedback of informatsion for relevant decision-

“» .makers, ‘decisions for modification of the school's environment ahd then a

” recycling of the whole process. Philosophically, much of it is fbeused at the
Jocal Tevel. “MWe place a heavy. emphasf§ on"all evaluation activities as pro-
viding the  Tocal district with some kind of #nformation upon which they can .-
make 'a decision, look far a direction, or improve something.

The ‘Wyoming Comprehens1ve Systemat1c Plann1ng Requiremgnt, which becomes manda-
tory this coming September, is $imply a minimum standatd under the Wypming
school code. It is not imposed by the' legislature.: The requirement™tates
thdt local d¥stricts must conduct needs assessments, the\have.to be able to

' . demonstrate community invalvegent in planning, they have to shqw that they have
. evolved procedures for resolv +dentified learner needs, and they have to e
r evaludte. The requ1rement allows d¥stricts to pursue planning as they see. '

fit--with-State department ass1staqcé employmént of outside consultants,. doing
it on their own--but to have the1r p]an approved by the State department

In our heeds assessmewt, as it is’ currently styuctured, we start with broad,
basic community 1nvolvement hdving the districts that we work with form a
nelds #ssesspent comm1tt§§ ahd a steering committee to monitor the procedures.
/ . We have been using as thegbasis of the needs' assessment the Phi Delta Kappa
« .,goal statBments for education, ‘but in add®tion to these we ask for identifica-
tion of learper needs, and let other. needs evolve from~those. We don t require .
. ‘testing as an initial step in need# assessment. We encourdage comm input
- . with regard to the goals viewed as being important for edu€ation in the)local
district, and then an estimation of how. the distrilt is perceived as currently
meeting those goals. Wherever there l: a gap between high value of goal and
Tow rating of, fu1f111ment in the district, that becomes a need; and at that
‘poing, the district 1% asked to,document the need in more detail, not only by
.~ using information from community Surveys but also by using any school data that
sis available. The State Board gives each dist™ct discretion to modify the
~ systematic comprehensive planning model. The only requirement imposed is that
.p]ann1ng be systemat1c and comprehens1ve v “ -

‘In the p]ann1ng model. the first step is the comp]et1on of a needs'assessment.

The next, step we suggest is that the school district take the resutts of the
§ -heeds asséssment and further defing its problem. Analyze the needs assessment

. and generate some alternative solutions to meet the nteds ideptified. Devise
*taq. = an-evaluation scheme for assessing the extent to which the d1str1ct has met the
@) goa}s they have set for themselves. ;

»
- 4

We have been-work1ng wtth the d1§tr1cts, offering techn1ca1 asslstance Where '
j a given ident1f]pd need requires ste kind of expertise we don't have, we have *
“been drawing on ‘the subJect matter consultants and the instructional d1v1stPn N
" forAhe1p, but we haven't been prOV1d1ng special money.
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Another facet of the entire planning requirement is. tied to the accreditation
process of Tocal school districts. We have started agcreditation visits which -
not only involve looking at those items which come’as a part of our regular
accreditation grogram, teacher certification, and other related concerns; but.
as a part of that overall look at the district, we have been re-examinjng their
progress in meeting the-planning requirement. We do get a little dinternal
criticism about that .and have.some reservations about it, but most districts
seem to be cooperative. ~ ) .
- - ‘ .
“Another facet of what we are involved in is, of course, evaluation of federatly - -
funded programs. I was’ rather encouraged to hear our keynote speaker suggest
backing off from a rigid position of objectivity. Our efforts in Wyoming are
certainly not solidly objective. We can't point to any evaluation activities
we are involved™in that center. around sophisticated research designs. At the
same time, I think we have been rather direc®and honest in using program
objectives developed by the local district as a basis for evaluating programs,
and we generate our questiodnaire and student interview guides:and staff ‘
interview*instruments from objectives for a given program and go in and collect
data dnd Mrect our generalizafions tas positive-areas and areas of concerns.
Recommendations we make ar€ based on What a given district's project said -t
was going to do in its project objettives. I ‘'suppose. some peog]e would call
our efforts .goal-based evaluation, and at times we question®if maybe even this
isn't being 4 1ittle dishonest becaus® freguently as we_look gt a’ project we -
see side issues that don't come out of the objectives stated y the project. .
We are encouraged by the fact that with some of the progrqms°]ikq the Title 11
programs, some of our recommendations have been $aken.to heart and some effort
has been made to steer the project in a new diréction. So we feel as if we are
having some effect and doing more than’ just roviding a written report to the
federal program director responsible for the prorect. Of course,el think that
is what #he.whole thing is all about. T e

‘e

<« A’ . s

"As a pdrt of our evaluation activities wg have beeit workihg.with disf}icts in
the area of staff evaluation. We haven't been writing théir st&ff evaluation °
programs for them, but we have beénﬂpnesehtf%g districts.with a model which
focuses on self-evaluation fechniques and job targets; and we have been working
with them to show them the"advantade®f and disadvantages of evaluating staff.in
different ways and tying this to a responsibility far not only evaluating staff,
but also building .in some kind ‘of ‘a support system to help ‘them improve.

» *

One of the big concerns expressed by districts, especially in those first few.
orientation sessions when we start talking about the planning model and we get
dggg to that evaluation component, is'who is evaluating and what? What are you
going to do to us, if we fail®s.We have been trying to reassure them that we are
not passing or failing them orf what thgir evq%yation data shows. We want them
to becomesfamiliar with the process and.u§e it and use the results of their
evaluation to make: their own decisions, bab many of them are certain we are

going to penalize them in some way. - .
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' EVAMBATION OF CAREER EDUCATION IN ARIZONA

. O ’

by
Richard Ruff

o
» [
*

. ‘ .
Let me review with you some considerations in developing career education P
_evaluationcapabilities at the State departmerit Tevel in Arizona. We analyze

" management. data, student outcome data, and data cdncerning instructional strat-

egies. We have it doné by external evaluators. We tfy to determine whether
the kids are really learning anything or not. We also try to establish the

effectiveness of the different approaches that we are ‘using in careér education i

We have done that in a number of our~projects for a number of years, but we do,
not do it in every project. We®Mmply can't afford it because it is fmirly

_.expensive. For example, in Pema County, which is our largest projéct funded--

. $600,000--we are putting about $35,000;into the evaluation. -

Another type of evaluation we are doing is the Semior Follow-Up Study. We use
a different kind of form, specifically geared to try to'tap into things we are
concerned about in career education. We.give it to all the students rather
. than-just vocational education students., We are trying to determine whether _
the students have achieved any of the outcomes‘we are after and whether the
‘strategies we are using are effective. \ '

Our Annual Statistical Report is a report we give to the Tegislators . It's

.. simply numbersdata. We also give them a synopsis from the report. Our Annual *

Evaluation Report is a report that each.of our projects must submit at the end
of the year. They have to state each goal, each objectivey each evaluation .

. . procedure and include their findings. In most cases, that is'evaluation they

do a§“part of their prejects;_it is not done by an external group. .

We have,also developed a needs assessment system. It's essentjally a service °

to the projects, which gives them an opportunity to find oyt what the career’

education priorities are in the comunity. We will help them at-the State Lt

department t® develop the forms, we do all the data "processing,fend we give~ -
them bdck a computerized repo It's a system that is very flexible and yery
'$imple, so. that most pggneggs can do it-on their own orce we give them s
initial instruction. Sinc& we spept a lot of money developing curricutum in
careger education, we obviously attempted to assess the effectiveness 6f the

- curriculum. We did pilot tests, we did field tests, we then-went into what we -

_called implementation testing-to find out the eff ‘tiveness of those units. *
Now, whenever teachers want to use a unit, the evaluation- report tells them how .
well the kids 1iked it, how well the teachers 1iked it} how well the students
did on the performance objectives of that unit, and how much it cost to implement.

We are plso doing what we call "listening dessions.” Essentially this ts an
opportuhity filk people in the State department, mainly the director and myself,
to go out andggeally talk 'to teachers &nd administrators and project staff to
find-out what-1s going on. . They are structured interviews. We ask standard
questions amd- then just shut up and listen. This helps us in trying to plan
for the subsequent years. ;

v
~ .. <
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f ‘ One of the biggest me'lems I find in evaluation is that most administrators do

*
a

" not understand evaluation reports. s Part of-my.job’is to serve as a:translator
between the evaluator.and the administrator. We spend'a long time workiqg with
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our extéernal evaluators to make sure that they are responsive. to the ‘adminis-
trators, responsive to the kind of things that the policy or governing board of . .
the project can understand..” | . V- _
In some of .our projects we found put that .we weren't hitting the high school
nearly as much as the elementary schools. - We'wer&putting a disproport¥onate
. amount of our staff time into contacting -people in the elementary schools for
the simple reason that elementary schools, in general, tend to be more receptive.
to the concepts of gareer education. Our project staff was going to those”* .
places where people loved them. They were welcomed there, so they went there'
more. ' They did what they 1iked to do. We needed data to give us a snapshot of
how our staff was spending its time. For example, if the project had a major
thrust in parental involvement, and our staff was not.talking to anybody about
parental involvement, then it is very unlikely that that i$ going to get done.
So we obtaired a.simple kind of management data on what our staff js doing.

We have also obtained data on the major thrust of speakers$' visits to the -
" classroom. Did they'deal with the area of career awareness? Did they deal
with the area of self-awareness? Which of those areas did they deal with? We
found that in elementary sehools 73 percent of the guest speakers were dealing
with the concept of career awareriess to the exclusion of other- things. So, the .
projects made some changes to try to help guest speakers get involved in other
kinds of topics. We put together, for kxample, a 1ittle brochure on "Tips for .
.Guest Speakers." The fdllowing year, '73¢75,-we corrected that imbalance to
. some degree. A ’ : . :

3
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- (James Mortensen, Colorado, and Hélen Warner, Idaho, made presenta-
tions on their respective States. Due to mechanical problems with
the tape recorder and insufficient time for duplication of additional
speeches, we are unable to provide their presentations.)
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INVOLVING ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY
TEACHERS IN DATA UTILIZATION

by
Bil1 Connett, Montana

- LateTy many peoplé are critical of policy makers and dechsion makers to use
esearch data. I tend-to react negatively to seat-of-the-pants decision-gaking,
%ﬁf‘i don't think we can expect people to use data intelligently until they
. have had .some experjence and *e training in doing it. s

I would 1ike to propose that we place more emphasis on teaching people in the
.elementary and secondary ‘schools how to use information. We cannot expect sohe-
one who hasn't had any real training in the use of data to use data suddenly
in‘a rational manner. I don't think that the evaluators and the people who .
3 ., Produce the data can do it 'all themselves, and I don't-#hink we cdn place all -
the burden of changing on the evaluator, although I do believe that part of’
) our job is to try to train people in using information. People frequently
.oversimplify issues«because they want simple solutions. That is what they have
been used to; that is whay 1s easy. They need to be taught to use ‘complex
information in making rational decisions. . )
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EVALUATION ACTIVITIES OF THE PLANNING, RESEARCH AND
. ) EVALUATION SECTION, OKLAHOMA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

T by :

Charles Sandmann

In Oklahoma, we have an expanded view of evaluation. ‘We know that, technically,
evaluation is a decision based upon a ctomparison. But, we have learned that
assumpt ions cannot always be made about the process ]ead1ng to evaluation. OQur
efforts toward evaluation have.been influenced by the impact of federal programs
as they operate at the State ]eve] and in the public schoo]s -

Our act1v1t1es can be grouped accord1ng to the serv1ges performed for the
department and those for public schools. For the department, we have produced
the needs assessmefits essential for ourState plan and the program reports that
describe federal programs in our State. We also have been instrumental in the -
evaluation of workshops conducted by sections of our federal programs division.
Perhaps our most important function, and the one which has made the greatest
change in the use of evaluation, is staff development. Several years ago, we~
introduced management by objectives to tke department staff using materials

. from RIPP Conferences. - We participated in Evaluatien I from UCLA, CSE, and

- then conducted the workshop for our staff and for LEA personne] ’

Accountab1]1ty has been the second largest impetus to evaluation in Oklahoma.
Four years ago our ]eg1s]ature passed a resolution directing the.department to
1mp]ement and monitor an aCcountability program. They may have had other
things in mind, but we designed a three stage process-based upon systems
analysis. Our experience with MBO provided the basis for our planning.” We
conducted in-house workshops and then expected the total SDE staff to provide
leadership to educators across the state. We produced mategials, a slide tape
“presentation, and a video tape which was used for a simultaneous, statewide
workshop fo™® educators. It will come as no surprise to learn that we met with
.some res1stance to the imposing of MBO from the top down.

Our next thrust. grew out of our experiences with accountab1]1ty We realized
that the use of evaluation requires a change in people. To duote John Goodlad,
"~ "School change is people change." . We selected a people-change technology,
Preparing Organization Deve]opment Specialist.(PODS), from Northwest Regiomal
. Lab. A cadre of leaders'was developed, and now we are providing the service at
the request of our staff and public schaol staff. It is too soon to describe
the effect ‘of 0D in our state, but we hope to devise a method for evaluation--
.although its developers admit that evaluation has been elusive. '

-+, The schools in Oklahoma most receptive to both MBO and 0D are the schools With
federal programs and specifically innovative programs. We provide the data
* treatment for those who request_our $services, and these reports are, the only
ones that could be labeled "evaluation," even.though they belong in a compari--
son phase--they compare measurements made of the project's objectives with a
standard defined by the project. Evaluative statements are the prerogat1ve of
project personnel -and the on-site evaluation team.

Finally in our classification of evaluation serv1ces,,ue have placed the surveys .
conducted at the request of department or LEA personnel. These are usually -
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A designed to meet a specific need or p}ovide information about a question posed |

' by the person requesting assistance. The following 1ist of publications
includes examples of each activity; most are-available for your use.

.An Assessment of Educational Needs'for Students in Oklahoma, Phase II, 1970.
An Assessment of Educational Needs for Students in Oklahdma, Phase III,
Vol. 1, and VoI. 2, 1973. T ’

0k1ahom%E§tagewide Assessment, Needs Assessment, Phase IV, 19741~
Migrant *Education Handbook, 1975.

Survey of Migrant.Education in Oklahoma, 1976. Set of survey forms.
~Survey of Migrant Education, Final Report, available October 1976. -. ™
.Andual Evaluation Report of Federally-Funded Educational Programs, FY 1975.
Evaluation of Education/Fair, 1975.
Evalwation of Education/Fair, 1976 ‘
Evaluation Report for Emergency School Aid Act Workshop for Oklahoma E.S.A.A.
Educators, September 27-28, 1975. .
Evaluation Report for Value Clarification Workshop for Educators in South- -
eastern Oklahoma, November 8-9, 1975. : :
Evaluation Report, Value Clarification Workshop for Educatars, Southwestern
Oklahoma, April 8-9, 1976.
State Department of Education Goals for the Middle 1970's.
State Department of Education Futures Study,-1976. '
Evaluation Workshop I, Center for the Study of Evaluation, University of
California at Los Angedes. ’ ..
Needs Assessment, 1973. ’ '
Handbook for Objective Writing and Program Development, 1974-75.
Evalugtton, Book I. )
~ Worksheets for a Workshop Presenting Book I.
Affective Measurement, Three Scales. .
Group Process Skills, Northwest Regional Laboratory, Eugene, Oregon.
Arts Communication Training, A Workshop for Training Planning Teams for Arts -~
“in Education, 1976. - '
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~ , INFORMATION UTILIiATION IN DECISION-“AKINQ
Lo by - CE o

Dr. Roy Forbes, Director . -
Mational Assessment of Educational Progranis
Education Committee of States A * ‘ig

»

Many times we try to think of "utilization" strategies to make sure that we take-
the information we have generated and apply it in such a way as to re-plan or °
re-cycle our educational programs. Whenever we- start. thinking about 1nformatf5€

»utilization, the first thing that comes to mind is the roblem of communication
between those of us who are responsible for gener&ting’gnformation and those of
us who are responsible for using that information in making decisions. -

Systematic decision-making does include several steps. The first, obvtously,
is to define the problem. Everyone claims that step is rather obvious, but. I
know many times groups who are in the procesé of.making some type of decision -
only talk about the problem in véry general terms and never get around to say-
ing just exactly what the problemMs.

Once the problem is deftned, ‘ther you Hhave to generate a posstble solution or
possible solutions to that probiem. I personally.think that you need to do the
latter--that {is, come up with a number of alternatives_so that you can then

mull over each one. Do something like identify financial resources or personnel
resour;gi that you would require in order to implement one of those possible

solytions or identify any problems you would have with implementing one of them--
try/to identify the constraints--try to identify possfﬁ]e~ways of removing those
‘constraints by working around them. Then look at the information you have at
that point,\reviewing the possible solutions for potential payoff--which one
M1 have more bepeficial effects than the others. You have to continually go
. back to the previous step becausé usually what your head is doing is synthesiz-
.- -.-ings combining those possible solutions that you weighed the whole time; and

.- each time you do~that, you should go back and create the information needed

- for'each new possible solutjon. At some point you. have to make a selection--

the last step. , 2 B

These are, very briefly, the steps to follow .in trying to reach a decision, in
trying to solve a problem. Each step requires certaip amounts of information -~
selection. Sometimes we can sit down, when we start, and find all the informa-
tion that we are going to need ahead of time; but in most cases we need to go

back and work through each step, identifying additional information, which we

can then use in Eh1s systematic process. . .

Sometimes the best decisions you reach are ‘those decisions you make in the
show*or' driv‘lng to work, over a drink, or dancing with your wife--they just
pop fito the mind all of a sudden. When you stop and think about that partic-
ular decision, oftentimés you can stick with it: I call this model the 4% hah!
type and make the best use of it I can. Now some people might say that is being
very unsystematic. I really don't know because I don't know what's happening in
the brain at the time that these 4k hah's occur. .Maybe a thousand years from

now we will know how to analyze thinking better than we do today, and someone ’
will be able to determine a more systematic process for that, .
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One thing you can do which ties in with utilization of decision making--when-
ever you have one of those Ak hah's, sit down and try to reconstryct what
informatiof you, believe you have used that led you to that decision.. I think
that's the clue. Many times we feel that we haven't used “information in a
very systematic way in reaching a decision that way. Sit down and try to
. figure out all of the processes that you could have brought into play to
reach that decision, and you will start identifying information that ySu\may
have subconsciously used. Then you can identify those pietes of information °
and consciously use them. - )
I Think we need to develop a respect for information which.appears in a dif-
ferent way from the systematic way. If you do not go back and look at the
information that you used, maybe subconsciously, or look at the information
based on experience, there is a danger that you will think you really don't
need other information, and it creates an attitude about the use of informa-
tion that I think can be very damaging. ' ‘
> . ‘ AN
That gets us to something I call "justification." If someone has a good feel-
ing about a particular decision, or they have a decision that they hope is
going to be made, then they will go looking for data to justify that particu--
lar decision. In doing so, they are probably going to bump into s
inforflatfon that is not completely in support of their decision, and they will
probably change their decision a little Bit. They will bump into a Tot &f
information that says they are all wet. They will have to be changing,
jmproving, proving--but I think their finding the justification for a decision
is really going to help them gain courage and not make them feel guilty about
using information to'justifzba decision they havemade. k

~ Sk
Another way you can make sure that justification turns into a plus and not a
crutch is by asking yourself and ygur staff to 1ist the pro's and con's of the
recommendation. If they recommend a particular decision, ask them why it
shouldn't be done that way. Initially, you will probably, shock people, but
they learn rather quickly that you are making sure all the information has
beeh considered. We are back to justification again, but we've added a new
dimension to #t, in that we are building in the requirement that they look for .
information that would a negative impact on the decision as well as those
things that support (he decis;on. . :

I have been talking in general terms. Now I would like to talk more spec1fT=
cally of the data itself. One time I worked on a report which showéd the o
progress being made in a particular school in Louisville as a result of a
number of innovations. The report referred to the vandalism rate in the .
school. During the middle of the year we began to get very excited about our
data because we saw Je were having a tremendous drop in the vandalism/ rate,
and we thought that #3s something extremely positive. We started patting
ourselves on the back’a little bit. In several more months the rate went down

even more, and then we were convinced that we had something good going unt#1

we talked with the maintenance man.’ We had determined vandalism by glass N
breakage until we discovered that the maintenance people were pu g in

plexigiass that wouldn't break. A drop in glass breakage didn't mean a drop

in vandalism rates. It just changed the way vandals operated a little bit.

One of the dangers in dealing with data lies in not.taking a second look.

‘7'

.~ . 5 1 ’
i . / 4 ‘ -



-~

Before we get too excited about data or start using'data for making decisions,
we owe it to ourselves to go back and take a good hard look at the data. That
is a vewy important step in utitization of data. You have to sit down and
identify both the strengths and weakhesses of the data to determine the limi-
tations of it--to know just how far you can go with/it, For example, National
Assessment data cannet-be .used for cause and effect informatior. That's a
misuse. All of you can think of misuses of data. I think the current misuse
of the ACT and SAT scores by some people is a good example. ~These two tests
are designed to depict the success of ‘college ‘freshmen and they do a very good
Jjob of predicting the success of. freshmen, but people try to take those tests
and translate them to see how well we're doing other things in education. It
is foolhardy not to consider the weakresses ‘of data--not weaknesses in terms:
of what they were designed to do, but weaknesses in terms of what some people
are trying to use the data for.-

o '
Another mistake we make with data is to dismiss it rather rapidly. It would
be-very easy for someone to make the same comment about achievement data for
the 'school system as I just made about the SAT and ACT data: "Let's not use
it because it has a flaw in it; it is intended for another purpose." That is
Just as serious an error in data utilization because we have to Took at data
to determine what use we may have for it. So, if someone from your staff
rejects a piece of data that you think they should use in reaching a decision,
then again ask why it should be used. Very little data generated has"absolute-
1y no value.

It is-also important to find out how we feel about the data. Do we like it

because it supports our position, and that is reason enough for using it? Do
we tend to disregard it because it tends to be a threat to us, suggesting some
things that we would just as soon not hear about? Are we a little bit defen-

sive about the data? We have to ask ourselves all of those questions to
fetermine if we have some barriers -inwmaking use of data that could be
extremely helpful--barriers of insecyrity that sometimes occur when we look
at data that doesn't please us. It is extremely important to identify the
strengths and weaknesses of thé data that you project to use and to have an
open discussion about the wangoq and yoyr staff feel about that data.

When you go through that kind of process, you.can discover the good things and
the bad things about the data. - You can then communicate that information back'.-
to whoever produced the data--because the producers of data, like National ‘
Assessment, State or government programs, asgessment or evaluation programs, '
are all dependent on the utilization &f the data in the decision-making .-
positions.. Everyone in the job of producing data should welcome constructive
criticism; but if you go through a process tof ‘identifying strengths and weak=
nesses of data apd keep these to yourself, you are not helping yourself. As’
far as National Assessment is concerned, if you let us know ways g:gwhich you
consider the data-to be weak, then we can respond to those weakn s; and if
you will let us knpw ways inswhich ou consider the data  to be strong, then wé .
can be Sure that we don't do anything o threaten the strength of the data.
But you have to commynicate to data producers a need to,;hange what they are
doing, improve wHat they are doing, or forget what they are doing and stop |
doing it. . : _— L
] -

.Any time we make use of, data we make certain assumptions about what the .data
reveals. It is a wise 1dea to check out your assumptions with the producers
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of the data so that you feed back informatior and check out your assumptibns.»
Maybe the producer did not realizé that people were making the assumptions .
you did or that perhaps there was somethirig else that should have been con--
sidered. : . ! :

I

-

As you start developing a.personal contact with the generator of the data you
use in decision-making, it is extremely important that you become an owner of
that data. There are a couple of ways to do that. I have already mentioned
some of them. Identifying the strengths and weaknesses of the data requires
an inquiry into the data which causes you to start feeling more comfortable
with it and it starts becoming a part of you; you now own it because it is
something that you have working for you. Listing the pro's and cdn's of some
"position that you are taking is another way.to develop ownership because the
data are.in some way sqg;%rtive of where you are coming from. Identifying
some ways in which even What you consider to be weak data can be used, even
that process develops ownership. Personal contact between the: generator of
the-data and you or your staff adds another dimension to that ownership.
Prdﬁﬁb]y the most critical thing is that if you are going to use the message
that the data generator used in generating data for yourself, you ought to
not replicate it--y ught to refine and improve upon either the methods of -
collecting the data try to improve the data base by adding additional
information from other sources. That prabably goes further to create owner-
ship in th& data than anything else. . .

- Finally, we have to watch out not to over-simplify the use of any data. Many
times people expect of us to have either yes-no or either-or types of re-
sponses. They don't want to deal with complexities, and so it is very easy
for us to look at the data, over-simplify, and try to come up with those yes-
no's, up-down's, either-or's. We're all probably guilty of this mistake at
some time; so as a final step in the utilization of information in decision-
making, we have to inquire whether we have tried to over-simplify or whether
we have dealt with the complexity of the data in ogdgr to make the decisions
that will help us do a better job in education. ' ’

Then, when we are faced with momentous decision-making, we can reflect on the
decisions that we have already made and the informaticn that was used in
making those decisions, and we will realize that, yes, indeed, we do make use
of information in trying to replan new educational programs.” And, by using
some of the strategies that I have mentioned this morning, hopefully we will
create a.desire in the people who will have to make use of the information to
go out and search for good information and then to-make the best use of it
they can. o ‘ g = "
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- SUMMARY, EVALUATION AND IMPLEMENTATION ~
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" Views of the Evaluative Process
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‘ One of the central problems facing this group is tWat—mobody likes to be eval-

" uated--nobody. There are some of us.who take great glee in evaluating others,
but when it is our turn to get under the microscope, it hurts.. F

. - [N

- A\l ’ . .- .
We have several problems. That means we must begin with some axioms, things
that we accept. If we are going to get somethinggedone, we have to begin some~
where with what we believe. And for our axioms, I propose the followiqg: . -
accountability is inevitable. If you're spending somebody else's money, they
are going to.cdll you to account. Accountability presumes assessment plus N A
judgment. This should lead to improvement. provement assumes, control. This —
is a very important axiom because it has as a corollary, a non-symmefric: con- e
trol is based upon knowledge. Control.based upon knowledge has the noh-reversible,
non-symmetrical corollary that controls cannot giveeus knowledge. This is ex-
tremely important for evaluation. If we can-report no difference, what we're -
really saying is that we didn't find any difference. We can't say there was no °

»

difference. . -

Ke've only begurr talking about policy. The history of studies of policy &re
not yet a decade old. . Oh, we'll figd philosophy o them. .You can Erobab]y go
back to the first great policy-maker in history, Joseph, who savell gypt through
- his policy. Or if you prefer, the story of Jethro who'd been to group dynamics"
‘ - when he told Moses, "Yol can't be bothered with all these problems. Break them
up,in groups-of ten, tell them to go out and djscuss it themselves, and then
come back.and report." You don't believe me? Look it up in Exodus. That's
what he told them. That's how far we've come. We talk about policy as a means
of control: We have control in physical -sciences. We are marveling at our -
landing on Mars. We got it there. It worked. s When you think of the marvelous .
things that science can do I wonder why it is that they can't build @ smooth
rajlroad crogsing. Why is it that building ventilation“ig neyer quite right?
' I$"this so muth more difficult than putting a man on the moon? Or a spider on
' Mars? Nobody answers. We have the idea of controlling people and society. We
"have philosophy, traditions, law, the socjal sciences. We usually think of "‘
them as Tless precise than the physical sciences. I'm not so suré._

Finally, we are now getting into the study of the control of the control. -This
is the study of policy. We are not talking about ethics or philosophy--philos-. .
ophy and ethics are respectahle fields in their own right. - We are talking - .
- about control of the controller of-policy, the policy maker. ~ At the present
. . time, we see this primarily as 3 social, political manipulation which, among us,
1s flipped off in the phrase RFP, request for proposal. - Somebody has made a L‘ﬁ;
policy and they want us to do it. I've often wondered, "Why don't you do it -
yourself?" When we do get inip this arena of social, political manipulation,
data becomes ammunition for guerilla warfare. Evaluation plans become the
strategies and tactics of trench warfare. would ‘suggest to you that one of
today's great differences between an educational reseaccher and an evaluator is
" that the researcher is looking for solutions to problems. The gya]uatog\is: e .

- . -
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A ] f(;gng .to arramge. so]ut1ons thatwwill”wdrk, using the problems that have béen
Sﬁlved, the so1ut1ons to the proflems” * v L

Ne ta1k about eva1uat1on with two faces. We!re lookifg in two directions and
we'rg see1ng two d1fferentkth1ngs One, we are trying. to justify the past.
This 1s good,;1t has. advant;ges We shotld substantiate what we have done
‘e Call it Just1f4cat1on--that s all right. But let us remember that we can't
change the ‘past. The second role of evaluation is predicting for the future.

This will help us w1tH our plans. . T
- . . : ,

b,Jectw Externé;Evamatmﬁ

There are rougﬁ]y three differen 1eys of the eva]uat1ve gShe first

~ I#1ike. to call ofgective- -external Maluation--the 0pt1mum, th1n that we

all wanted to dé for years and years. Yet many.ef us, who have thought about,

it in the dark of the n1ght ‘when-we cou1dn,;“sjeep, rea]fzed we can't get

there. . Fhis.is scientific research-at "ity best.” Objectivity; .external, no

connections, and evaluative. ‘It is pledictive. If you do- thts, then this wi

happen. One of the bases of this evaltati rocess is behavioral objectives.

You cgn.not do-objectives externa] evaluation“withaout behavioral objectives.

But j st bécause ¥ou have. behavmora] obJect1ves does not meam that you -have 4.

obJect1ve‘e§£grna1 eva]uat1on : . .
For examp]e,*?ESt spr1ng I was asked to work, ax t; Loca]'ﬁssoc13t1on of Sunday-
School, Suptrintendents in develaping and evaluati g their new curriculum proj-
ects. \.By the time I arrived, all the Sunday school teachers were #riting
behavioral objectives. I was to‘evaluate.them. They put me up on the“pod1um
*and styrted handing them to me one at a time. 1 was doing fairly well with the

< idea that after so many sessions the children would know and could name at t

weast the 12 dischip¥es of Jesus. "Thén ‘I came down to one that this little old
ady itten. It said, "Of the chfldren that attend.my Sunday schoo1 c1ass
80 perceht of the tlme, 50 percent will. go 'to heaveh "

In egral tﬂ/ih1s 1dea remember, is 1t 'S extern;ﬁ Th1s means the evaluator
desireg as little 1nv01vement 1ﬁ;fhe program a$ possible. He does not want to = -
be -confused b{ the facts.:»™e knows what hé is doing. It has the great advan- .
‘tage of permitting you to be creative. It is supremely defensible, it is
maghbmaticaldy-justifiable, it is totally logical, and it has extremely high
t%S;era11za§ lity- because. there is great, focus on the problem at~ Qpnd People
king in'this area are pot interested in 100,000 caseg, because they krfow
that any test. statigtics that they apply will be of some significance- if you’
* have-enough cases. ., If you gbifenough cases, you will get a stat1st1ca11y
: s1gnificant‘p1fference even th009h 1t doesn't mean aﬂything

Samp]ing cannot be we11 controL;ed we all know that Pol#fics frequently . °
1nterf§re'w1§! the désign. TheFe i3 a great temptati 0 generate case studies,
- ~result ng-in almost to!a]"oss of generalization. Thp evaluator knows whilk is
r§§i®; and would dé right,_but cannot do. r1ght becaus, of the political® 1a1 's7
imp]icat1ons . .

v‘!’ - ° "".-‘ P . "’ /
oSUbJective-ExteFﬁBi‘Egg}uation : ; // s ;
R
Next,-I wou]d 1ike to* discuss" subJective externa] evaJugtion
t1ng the Judgment of experts who de]iberate on how things ough‘

@
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. here 1s the difference. Whemwe were talking about the external-pbjective, *
there’is an assumptfon that policy will automatitally flow .from mental
‘results, You can't Jeny it. Nf we find these-facts to be self-evigdnt, fhaf.!s_
it. With subjective-external evalygtion, we are going down to allow a little /.
elbow room. . - : " R " LR .
s . " . - / . ‘ . .
’ Experts will set up standards.- They will dictate to you gome policy. They will
expect you liverby it. The opefators in the prograff do not set-the qua¥1‘
control yobj®ftives--they are set by the experts. Thé program directors have to
1{ve‘ with ghem somehow. This is a problem that ijs locally known as the fatlacy \
~Xof Piaget. Before you can conduct any Piaget experiment, you have to be trained
. by certified Piaget trainers. They give you your glasses, and looking through-
Lot those glasses, you can’only dee what they have seen. Here you have a very real
. & «problem., You are merely saying, yes, you saw.what. you saw. But that might- not:

o~
L

+

be Pght kK . , : . . .
. The eyaluator's rolé in subjective- xternal evaluation'is that of the superior _
expart.qghe hdve-put together theist brains we.can find, and we've given con- o7

- + trol™Mo the top level. If we didn't select the right people, we're in trouble.
This is a very dangerous, although useful, weapon."* The evaluators or experts
can comé in and criticize you for’things you never #ried to do. They will total-
ly overlook things that came out of your-plan that ‘doh't fit their preconceptions.
In fact, you will find that this is one'of the best methods¥if you want to play _
hatchet persop. The problem.is it lacks 'ggnera't\jéibﬁ?ty. S o

$
R ' - > '- BRI R K ) "‘ ' .. 2 .
" Interral-Devglopmental Evaluation - SN o “ R

»

¢ »

Finally, we had a newcamer to the arena, only ‘about 40 years old new, rr‘nal
-  de pmental evaluation. - This is.only one component.of the prdgram. -¥lhe
% ﬁva uator's goal heré must pe perfectly Tongrugnt'with that of.the manager, J
. 7 Mthat 1s, to improve the program. We are rot tawng about achievifig.specific -
- objegtives--what we are talking about is not wh : the ‘organization can do now
or what it has done in the Ppast, but what is its potential for future perfor- °
7 mapge. and how can we expand and inérease that.potential. This requires’that = . .
« tﬁ evaluators must be, invol ved—from conception to termination.. :

L4

.t

"tatking. about an. _ .

-« “evalutiona eration. We can't shut down the school to improve it. We - -«

& . 4have to 1in ce small.bits and see how they work. We will take out throwaways

*= ' -and put others back in. But we are going to be working tdgether as a team,- . ..

. evaluator and’ program director, in this repeating process. Thesadvantages hete = .

” are.the in¥olvement and the metivation,for the people concerned. "IT not motiva-' . °
" tion at least cons@Yer you are a part of an important group doing things.

Systems analysis is.a great tool with this method.

The disadvantages are very interesting. The greatest disadvantage is that you N
are dealing.with highly abstract ideas., You may neyer get down to touch earth. ;o
. Your behaviorally-stated objectives are of 1ittle help.” You will be restricte
. by the policy guidelines of the organization.” You must be consciously politi- e
/ « cal, and you had better be good at it. You may become, unfortunately, extremely ‘
gimmicky--such as getting pegple together to role-play, wearing masks and « * -y .
_ - costumesy¢ or .playing at various kinds of gapes-;in-basket, owt-basket. :We ¢ ~

L4

have here the Delphi Technique that more frgquently than not bypasses the best . .
" solutions because nobody wants to tg]kf about them at first; so they are voted ',
. ) :- [ . ' g ' T v
. f A Cyee . -
o < P St L v,
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. down wnight away, _We.have asgen%iveness“tﬁhinjng, which freqdentqy deteriorates

.‘into attack tra?ﬁ?ﬁg. _Evatuation 4s definitely post-hoc, and. lacks generaliz- -
ability. - ' - * T . . .
A 0. ’ ‘. - 1 c 7 . 13

. Reactions to RIPP Program  ,> «* = - C - L,

. . B .
-

In my final reaction te the RIPP program, I would stress, the importance of
emeeting together Tace to face as, pegples;=Words said' to each other.bhave much °
.‘more meaning than the vibrations that come over the te1egﬁbne. It is much
easier to say’no over the telephone than it-is facé .té face. It is much easier
to lose.a letter in the in-basket or the waste bagket than. it is-to give it a
possible answer. It is-very important to see pe to know people.

A |

\f ¢ If you are going to talk about your oréénizaf?g a region ‘yoq“have,got to

get to know that *egfon. This means Somewhere in-your conference -1 would strongly -
~ recommend you schedule a regiona familtarizat¥on actfvity. People are going to
" do it anyway. If you can do it with new friénds, particularly from the area,
- you will begin-to get & regional identification #nd consolidation that will do
your erganization more godd than a very large federal grant without assessment
attached. Site visits are extremely important.

I'would suggest that we need to watch our Tahguage when we start talking about
ow evaluation is too complex for thosé poor dopes.out there. Don't assume
hat, they are uneducated. They are unwilling to be educated. Maybe they need

, a_little nourishment before” they will throw themsel’es into it. I suggested
to you three model.- Please do not consider them s'alternatives. And don't

* think maybe we can.string them together as one--each has ¥ts purpose, its
advantages, its disadvantages.” . - & :
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'Seminar Evaluation Fotm S

LN

I. DE\EGRAPHIC R

y . 1. Professfonal P051t10n (Check One) : SR . \

- }Z lq_swchool district personnel" * “.:

31 state educatlon agency gtaff T -

'3 education servlce cgnter personnel ‘ ) : 3
_1 higher educatlorl faculty or staff ‘ ' ' . : .
- 1 schoolboardmember : ~ 7= oL

l ather: Contractor : . ' .

2. What State do you represent?:- .

2, .

11, OBJECTIVES:

,*'& _ 3. Were you able to 1dent1fy probable dlrections of change -in education and
ways in which evaluatlon cohld a551st with the change process? -

p051t1ve1y '.5,_ yes, generally . aonly somewhat .. not at all’
. . - 8 : xl4 .3
4, Were you able to share expenences and ideas on evaliatipn actw1t1es and
findings? T ] .o U, L
positi\‘reﬁ ) . yes, genﬁy only somewhat ot at all
- x19;~ A .6 - 0.
- 5. Were you pronded the opportunity to revi ising or emei'ging é\}aluatioﬁ
\ ~ mogels and practices? . f . ' R
' pos;t_n_r_ely yes, generally oniy somewhat  not at all
"‘. A ,;19.."‘ . .7.,!- .

6. .Did you gain’ ideas and suggestipns that'coﬁld be useful in your situation
or responsibility?

. ' . : :
positively - yes, generadldy only somewhat not at all

. 18 . 20 m,. . -0-
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N,III.. 'MAJOR ACTIVITIES: *(rate the followmg act1v1t1es ‘circle your response attivity
in each of the three areas noted belqw) P T. . .

) L]

.* KNOWLEDGE _. - POTENTIAL * *PRESENTATION

-1 GAINED . ', :APPLICATION . . T

won't uge

not
applicable
cammnent

Ty
more
neegi )
0) - ?r
too much ,

T ' Tt
no comment|

/

" will uyse.
may_use ™

| no .

RMZ Research
Models -
“ .
Abt AssOc.
- Inc. Models
+9. Calif. Eval.
Project. ,

- 10% States;Sh.ow
§ Tel}

11. . Utilizatjon
" of Data to
" make decis.
, ECS.

12. Systems o
Development 11 23
«Corporation

~
LR

13. Note eny comments you may have ob’neemir'xg the presentation:

a. RC .
" Quiet Techmcal
Should hgve been questloned further

Not' well present '
Well prepared § pre‘?&ssmnaliy* presented
No Comment ) T

Not well presented - B
-Poorly plamned project of research
Well prepared and presented

Waste of time

Too much rambling

No Comment .« -

- C. Cahf. Eval. Project
Wellsprepared and presented
Missing in tone
Good practical approich °
Geod/Fai®
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. - . . . L
\ d.  States Show apa Téll . L
Well prepared and presented : __—
. Too many predentations atone time e

Excellent opportunity to compare and share
Very- Poor/Fair C
Good

e . .No Comment . .

8
3
25
2,
3
.5
. e. Utilization of Data ‘
. Did not get into depth of problem 3
lell prepared and- presented ) 4
Fairly informative ~ ) . ' 28
Worthwhile - ’ . .. T T30
Fair | ' P . T
" No Comment ' . .9
22
2
-5
_Z

f. Other ‘Events AT
Interesting Conference - Well Organlzed Lo
Wrap-up Evaluatmn - O0.X. :

’ ' Speaker was Spperb ‘ g oo
U.S.0.E. Presentation - valuable -useful s
Yo Comment = - - ‘ L :

-

» .

V. 'OVERALL RATING: -

«

14. In general how applicable were seminar. act1v1t1es to yuur local s1tuat10n7
(c1rcle one) . ’ ; . <
’ . : . ° . ] .
¥ - h1ghly ~ . generally ) - not "« . no
applicable . .applicable appl 1ca,b1e comment®

. ISV O 33 . B I

A 15? ‘querenc! oxi'ganiz‘ation‘- and“inq)le'ryxtati’on was"- . e _’

-  supkb - 7 "good so so .- . terr1b1e . no. cmmenb-
S TS 01 . 0- DR

16. The conference menu of activitie$ and events was . . o A
steak . steak potatoes .. hors beans - othex; - no-
& potatoes . L . dToeuvres : R H cowmt
13 20 5 3 ek ™ s
. . o0 + ;7 +J%m Bean
o ' ' o Hamburger £ .
. - . . o Potatoes ¢

V. FOR THE "FUTURE: | : e, T .

*17. What should the conference planners have included on the agenda that they did not
‘include? ™ .
More direction: for policy ‘makers SR 3
| . More ""local school district" Trepresentation I3
More ''local school district" pregentatigns T .
More panel discussions ‘ 2
o ﬁ More is on what actually is going on at
- ERIC o stateegzimfocal levels yF{jg & 6
R oo o el ) E—




" scholarly hddress;.it, was great. I was fBginning to think (after 7

‘ among "profeSsmnal educators's.

. , - -t T ' .47
- Good"job - . (
Good effort ¢ . < ~ ~
7>  U,S.0.E."reactions 19
More interaction with- groups : 3
More time on the Calif.  Evaluation -
.Training package v 4
. No Comment : . 18
17. Anything Else? : o
o Field Test Future Forms 2
" Group exercises/well liked s 3
Panel most_ ipformative, and useful , -5 \
More real discussiong ' ' - 1 ¥
Good conference " 6. '
.#To intense - pore varied. - . - ’ WA
- To much’ time 1 '
‘ Final summary" o]erVIew - excellent T . 29
No Conment . 0 '
B ’ ¢ ) T -
VI. COMENTS N Mme‘spm@n- ’ ; e
1. Excellent, set" rlght tone for "the ent1re conference, .
2. Very interesting. ' "
3. 'Heavenly minded" - only one point retamed mportance of process )
: evaluation couched in lofty terms.
4. ' Very godd-and controversial. : ' g
5. Very,interesting, agreed with ny biases/convictions so, therefore d1d
not introduce many new ideas but did serve to support and fac111tate
.+ my own thinking on many issues. “ '
6. Enjoyed the speaker very mxch. Did not learn much that I didn\t already
. know but he did serve to refresh some phllosophlcal 1deas that det the
scene for the conference.
« 7. Somewhat removed from the real world of where the mterfact between klds
and programs occurs. -
. * 8. He was a good speaker. Tried to get across a balance between obJectlve
~ and subjective assessment. Perhaps a little too general’. .
9. Very perceptive about future needs regarding education.
10. Afraid I didn't get much out of it - lots of platitudes etc. -
11. Excellent choice and did an-excellent job. He was "down to earth'™.
12. -Stimulating, controversial, got us tHinking and new ideas.
15. A small, small peek nhrough a tihy crack in .the evaluation door. Humor,
B 'A+ ~ -
14. Dynamic; set the right tone.- Easy, to follow and humorous. N
15: Average. : B
16. ' Very good, brought good information. ’ !

" 1 appreciated the keznote address prlfnarlly because of its ''scholarly”

tone, which probably Isn't appropriate for a summaé-z This is the first
session, confererice, meeting, etc.; I havg. atten which had a s,‘m%

a

with the State Department of Educatlon) t intellectualism was de

1
-

17 I i ikl
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N\ -. ideas *- excellent. ) .- »
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VI1. SUMMARY SPEAKER: ¢ - . .

i

1. . "Earthly Good". .Entertaining, informative, and excellent debriefing
which wove the various experiences of the sessjon as threads in a tapestry.

2. After hearing the Summary Speaker, I had & much better idea of what the
Keynote Speaker said - I understood the summary version best.

3." Very compreheniive' and perceptive coverage of the topics/issues raised
during the conference; very stimulating presentation; good speaker; share:
important insights into the evaluation process. o~

4. "'T enjoyed his practical approach to evaluation. His humor added to the

- presentation. I agreed with his ideas that some speakers were patronizing
R and that the program should have had more time for sharing projects and .

L)

5. Closer to the real world of the classroom. o . R I
3 . 6. Entertaining but took many easy cracks that were unjustified. Didn't s
, really have anything to say. . : _ o
7. Very good sdmmary of conference. . , . R )
— 8. One of the finest wrap-ups I have ever heard. Glad we can laugh at our-
. selves and share some serious thoughts too. It's nice to have “someone ,
' .give a pretty objective commentary on the state of the art.
’ 9. Very entertaining and "on target'.  He did an excellent job.on putting the
Speakers in perspective. ) . \
10. Went beyond summary to contyibute much.itself. Good, on tdrget - could
_ have been just a little briefer.’ -~ - .
11, Insightful. Suggestions for meeting formats were those I can support.
12. Mre exciting and well planned summary than I have ever heard. It was
. - exciting, humorous, well planned and to the point. : o
13. Very good - excellent. t ! , . !
14. Enjoyable and informative - very good. o : B )
15. Superb - excellent. T . Lo
¢ . L] 9 ! )
. . o i‘ ! T s ./
VIII. BOTH SPEAKERS: SO .
1. Both the Keynote and Summary Speakers were excelﬁlt. I particulatly liked
the Summary Speaker as he injected many gute stories and information. -
2. Both are ‘men of impressive in?elligenc_e and provocotive imagination -
excellent. , ) .
3. Best parts of conference. Demonstrated more perspectiwe on evaluation than -
others combined. Mature, professional educators -:provided-enthusiasm and
. " _hope for work. . N A B , ‘
) o - .4 Both Speakers were Very good and controversial. | > ' '
~<>~ 7" 7 5. Bbth Speakers offered an appropriate spark - the initial spark to excite;-
g the concluding spark to sustain interest. Please print remarks. Both had

o great points that merit further ghought.
J. 6. Both were ir@eresting, very informative - excellent.




