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P e ABSTRACT .

The Analysis and ﬁeporting of Evaluation Training Materials

L. >
Project was condudted to survey, analyze, and, describe evaluation

4

* r -~ ' ‘
training materials developed by federally funded R&D Laboratories

'and'Centers.. }

< s !

Its work fell into th;ee.pﬁases. The first; Design of an

» . .
Information System, included the identification and collection of

- . -

materials. During the second, Inﬁorqat&on Analysis and Develop-
[ S ™

analysis,:and‘waé applied to the materials collectéd. Product

descriptions were prépéfed, alternative configurdt@ons of use

were described, and sets of correspomding training materials

identified. * This phase had two major outcomes: The Consumer's

2
.

Guide to Evaluation Training Materials, which includes descrip-

@

B ) ' » , . ' ;
tions of 38 products-rand an index; and an dnalysis of content,

approaches, and relationships among products, both of which are

described iIn this feport. The third_phase consisted of delivery
¢ * )

-

to NIE of the revised Guide, this Final Report, and a display of
- L}
materials.

The Final Report includes a description of the projeét's

rationale, purpose and program, a description of the.Consumer's .
~Guide with the Index and sample product descriptions, and i
a report on the analysis of the training materials inciuded'in

X ' . ; ; »

»

the Guide. .

et

ment, a/éonéeptual framework wa$ developed EQ use in product .
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CHAPTER QNE: RATIQ\IAIEROJ?PCBE ) s-

Durigg the past decade the pressure on -educators to improve the
effectix}eness of e{iucation, to assure quality and to be acoountable for the
4
use;fulness of every doilar spent has increased dramatlcally

In regponse to-
.thls pressure, * school people are actively seeklng ways to.find out what
education should be ach;:.evmg, what it is achlevmg in fact and where change

.

is necessary. This chapter elaborates upon the need for a oonvenlent,
camprehensive and up-to-date source .of information abqut evaluation ‘training
materials, and explains the objectives and program of the project that was

. . . , 5

undertaken by Far West Laboratory in an attempt to.meet that need.

-

.

~ . A

I. The Need ¢ . Lt .
. - . \ :
The traditio_rgal approach to evaluatign, which focuses on the collection
and analysis’ of data, is not sufficient to meet the needs discussed above.

Rather than enlightening anyone, the variety of new evaluation philosophies

- and approaches often adds to uncertainty. Whlch approach should one choose

\and how should that approach be mastered?

\/'
A\

- Emerging-needs and perceptlons have been only slowly reflected by

\ -

tra,mlng programs in higher education (the tradltlonaI souroe of educatichal

trammg) . Furthexmore, evaluation. oarpetence 1s often desrred by people for

whom it is not convenlent to go back to school . |
T As these needs have become apparent a varlety of organlzatlons, from
NN

* educational R&D Laboréatories’ and Centers to university departments of ) 0

o

>
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education and cammercial publishers, have seized updn one aspect or another

" :of the problem and developed matedNals and” programs intended to he].p Solve it.

The Eesult' is an ai:fay of p‘rodqcts of great {zari'ety‘ addr'essging_ the need' for
P ) ) ' v

‘training in evaluation skills.

Because of the plethora of material,»the.educational manager is faced

. with.a number of problems: - . -0 -

> ¢ M . . e .
. ® he Jr she often does.not know what-evaluation training materials are
. ‘ . '
. available; . ,
* product ‘specifications often do not canmnicg-te exactly’ what the

product “is, mtended to do; .
® product descriptions do not always make clear their soo‘pe and

requirements in terms of time, money, and commitment; N
: ’0 'product' advertising is often the only source ofr information on how

successful the product is, and under whé‘g‘ oonditions. . .
Furthemore, those who are resporgsible for makmg decision?about .yhat’ kii'x&

¢

- of evaluation fraining developmegt should be supported have no systematic and
S

anprehenswe' mfoénatlon that will tell them whlch areas are not covered and

-

whlch areas are dealt with and to what extent
There is an ‘undenjable need for convenient, compreheps;ve and accurate

sources of information.about evaluation training materials. AltHough PR
. &

catalogues and resouxce lists 'exist in which many of these materials are -.

N

descrlbed there is Stlll no source that w1ll help a prospectlxﬂe user solve

all the problems llsted above - . ) ' <

-
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II. Statément of Purpose S . T

&

The pro;ect descrlbed in thls repprt 'attempted to neet the needs of hoth-

users ahd funde\:s of developmg evaluatlon tralnlng materlals. "The NIE staff K
considered this work essential to the needs of the Basic Skills Division of

o
-

-

NIE in general, and in*particula'r, to the needs of Measurement and Methodology

for infornation “that would help it coordinate development of eyaluatien
materials 'gy Laboratories and Centers and improve‘ the methodolcggical q{xality
of future eyaluatim training products. ‘\ . ‘ - ' '
The pro;ect whach Far West Iaboratory conducted had as its goal a survey,
analysis and de5cr1pt10n of evaluation tralnlng materlals developed by

ucatlonal Laboratorles and R&D Centers Thls survey and analysis provided
= ’ v - . .
1 formatlon that can be used by educators in making decisions about using .

-

these materials and by NIE staff in considering the need to continue or

'

°

promote the development of new materigls in this area. o

Since the development of these materials has been supported primarily by) )

© public funds, it is particularly j.rrportant that knowledgeﬁ out them be made

gvailable to the students and profe551onals J.n education for whom they were

intended. One result of the current project should be to a551st in dlsserm.natmg
- ®

information about products already paid for by the tax-payer.
L3 * <

For the same reason, if future' spending in this .area is to be cost- ,
effective, new projects chosen for support should be aimed at areas within

evaluation training that are inadequately covered now.

1

i

’
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L III. ' The Program of the Project . - !

A 3 -

The program of the projeot can be reported in the following three'phases: L

=TT " Phase 1: Designing an’Information System. This phase, which occupied
" the spring of 1976, was devoted to designing a system for collecting and

‘analyzing evaluation training materials. It included working with NIE staff b

!

to develo'p a frame of reference for the collection of such information; &si‘m; *

>, this information to identify appropriate materials for consideration; = ~ .

) surveying other sources of information for names of appropriate materials; . ;' '
vre\:zx'kewing literature that described evaluatiofl oorrpetenqes and specified , {wa
\ asoertain;.ng user, groups' perceptions of tL"_ainiglg requirements-and competence
areas; and synthesizing ths information gleaned from these ac':tivitiesgtg
develop a list of materials to be analyzed and criﬁ.é’fi‘a,for‘analysis. ‘

Phase 2: Informaticn Analysis and Develgpment The three mal‘n tasks .

“ .

performed during this phase were the collectmg and analyzmg of the -

materials and information about their use; defim'_ng and describing altemative -
i » .

€

oonfigurations of use and sets of training materials that oorrespond to each
. ’ P
other; de\(elopmg an organized descrlptlon of the materials reviewed and

~ analyzed; and reportmg ‘this J.nfcg:matlon

~

Over one huhdred tra;m_ng products and programs were considered and . s

4

-

- reviewed. Of these descrlptlons, thlrty—elght products Or programs were

prepared to go into a‘Consumer s Guide to Evaluation Tralnmg Materlals ‘g

hese descriptions were rev1ewed by developers, consultants and NIE staff and

.

A le ‘description is included in Appendlx A. An index for classifying and’

anal’ zirig products was' also developed. The index is inplucfed in Appendix B.




A conceptual map was also developed‘ as f;gx?@mrk for presenting an- .

analysis of content, approaches and relationships among products. Chapter
Three deals with this.activity. | d
Activities in this phase inclyded further revision and review of product

: : \ .
. descriptions, the additjon of evaluative comments, and'additional development
; B ¢

" and refi‘ning of the analytical tables.

' . pPhase 3: Deélivery to NIE of a-Consumer's Guifle and Report and -

Recammendations. * In this phase, the proj'ect delivered to NIE copies of the

Consumer's Guide and A technical report that included- recormendation‘s for

/ v
criteria and procedures for detexm'migg the quality of training materials as

well as for deciding which areas merit continued develogiment and which have

Iy

been insufficiently covered and thus need new development. .
A display of training products included in' the Guide was-also prepared
and sent to NIE. ) :

-
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(HAPTER TWO: DESCRIPTION OF THE
. CONSUMER'S GUIDE

~ This chapter reports upon the content and format of the Consumer S Gulde

after ldentlfymg the, audlence that would make best use of the 1nformatlon

T4

. covered. Several criteria.for the mclusn,on of materlals are presented

* followed by an explanatlon of the types of materlal mcluded the method of

K4

presentatlon, sources of J.nfor'matlon and suggested Jsages.

1. The Target Audience

The gl_i_d_e_ was written to help all those who need information dn and
“training in 'sorre aspect of evaluation. Although the prilnary users of the
_Gulde w1ll be professmnals who seek materials to train other people in the
various dimensions of educatlonal evaluation, other users w111 probably
mclude school adrnlnlstrators other school-staff members participating m an )
evaluation or ooordmatmg evaluation efforts, school Qr oomuunlty people

~ -
servmg on evaluation comittees, -programsor product developers who need to

test their work and exmtry professionals p‘reparing for careers in education.

2., Criteria for the Inclusion of Materials "

B%use NIE wantéi information on products developed under its own.
sponsorshlp before exploring pr‘oducts developed by others the first .

.criterion for inclusion ,was that the product presented had been developed by
. ' N .

a Laborat_ory or R&D, Center. It bs anticipated. that in an extension of this

pro;ect, materials developed by umver51ty departments of educa“tlon, corm\ercggl

~

publlshers independent developers and others will also be oovered

-




\
’ - -

. .

. . The second requrren‘ent was, that soms’ part ‘of the product presehted deal_

- with an -aspect of the evaluatlon prooess or a skill used therem Most
. materials address’ either the tasks involved in a given stage>pf evaluatlon,

Yy < ~ -
- such as surmatlve or,outcome evaluation, or_a skill, such as evaluatlon ? « .

planm.ng, that can be applied at any one of several points durmg an

evaluation effort.l The materials presented are also limited to those that . L -

s

deal w1th sane aspect of the edusatlonal p,r'ooess (currlculum, goals programs,

etc ), rather than w1th the assessment of personnel mvolved in that process

.

The thm:d and final criterion was that a product g\ust prov1de.evaluatlon_.

training of saome 4ind, rather than merelﬂz exploring. the subject of e\}aluatlon, % ’
P N ., . N > .

proposing an approach or philosophy or reporting findings. Thus, all the N

materials presented are specifically oriented toward users who expect to

. °
° 4 ‘ e - %

participate in the evaluation process ‘and most provide for user involvement. -

a

P 3. Types of Materials Included . o S

. Materials are presented ‘at three hierarchical leve ——p,rogram,“ canporlent

[

. and modular--depending' on their degree of approprlateuéss andetheir
separablllty fram other materials or: larger oonflguratlons o %

. . Included in the program level are groups of related products These
materlals may ‘i{ave various tJ.tles ("program, " "séries," "System" or "resources") ,.

' \ \ - L ’ S *
depending on the developer involved.. Products may also exist at the component * <

level--a component being a product that can stand alone. Here too, titles
g

may differ, withesame developers usj "systems" to refer to materlals of . .

this type, and others usmg "serles," er presentlhg_};he\components as a
N numbered section of the program or by s1mply nammg ‘them. Those components

mentloned as pa.rt of a program will be descrlbed in thelr own right if they

»

- includg evaluation training. Similarly, subd1v151ons or sectichs ofs




’ ‘
* v . *

4 .
< - L3 ) -

‘ccmponents that focus on eValuatlon traJ.m.ng and can’ be used J.ndependently as

?

nodules may also be desch.bed J.ndepe.ndently . y c
4 /. '
v oo . 4 /How the Materlal is Presented - . ) ’

The Guide consists of an J.ntroductlon, an index to the materlals

\ .
e i . L e

included,.a list of the materials sunma'rized and the summaries themselves.

- . Because the Guide is designed to meet the needs of the evaluator/user, it

differs from the NIE. catalogue in the féllom’.ng ways :

® All materials w1th evaluation content or aspects are included, even if

ARIN ) ) u’._q *‘!!.‘aﬁ //
: ' ) evaluatlon is not theJ.r primary focus. ’

-

";‘\0 The nature of evaluatlon traJ.m.ng is described and the approach to

evaluation sumarized.. -

r »

° The Gulde s index allows product selection accordJ.ng to a number of

. factors; rangmg fwam™ target audience_ to type of evaluation needed
. . a * The/ Index : - :

Yo ) / M . ¢
- : » . The \J_.!_g/___) is designed to help the user quickly. locate the sumnary (or

surmarles) /descr:.blng the evaluatlon ®raining materials that best suit hlS or -
. . her needs. Materlals are thus class‘lfled according to three major character—

. . _istics:‘ mtended users, focds and type of evaluation. S N

‘I‘he first headlng, J.ntended users, helps one, flnd products that should
51dered if the user belongs to or is worklng w1th a partlcular group

( f~amer,-adm3.nlstrators, oanmunlty people, etc.). Since many of the

"f’f’ , matgrlals have been de51gned for use by more than ane group,- the fact that
. o , a product is not listed under a spec1f1ed group does not necessarlly mply
‘ ‘ that the product would be mapproprlate It ’merely 1nd1cates that the
B developer dld not 1dent1fy that group as the 'J.ntz'lwded user .
e Co _ o . . ' ' .
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»

The second characterlstlc, focus of materlals, helps one locate prodict

-~

that address one or several specific content areas (currlculum, instrumenta- .

) A

' tlon, attltuies, etc.) that are part of or associated with evaluatlon The

thlrd heading, type‘of evaluatlon, asgists the user ir* finding materlals that
/

address the stage or stages of evaluatlon that J.nterest him or her (needs

assessment, planning, fonnatlve or sunmatlve eval at.ron)
b.- The Summaries . \__ . - . “

Following the index are the product sumaries. Thiw yersioh of the Guide
includes 38 products developed by the Center for tEducational Policy Management
(CEPM), The C'enter for the ’Study of Evaluation (CSE), Farv West Laboratory for
Educat'ional Research’and Déveloprent (FWL) , the Northwest' Regional Educaticnal
Laboratory (NWRL) , Research for Better Schools, Inc (RBS) , Southwest quca:
tlonal Development Laboratory (SEDL) and Sputhwest&eglonal Laboratory (SWRL)

¢ Sectg,ons that J(nclude all products by a given agency are arranged
alphabetically accordlng to an acronym composed of the product developer s

initials and a mmber., S[‘hus, CEPM 1 would be the flrst listed product

-

" developed by the Center for Educational Pollcy .Management, This arrangement

facilitates the addition of new products and new agencies to the ‘Guide without -

hfaving to ~change page numbers. - ¢ -

| The summaries themselves have a .unlform format, to maKe it easier for the

user to cé‘rpare them 'l‘he descrlptlon- of each product ap under a number

of headings that are J.ntended to proV1de all the J.nformatlon a user would need

m ‘order to make a ch01ce. Although non-technlcal language is used wherever

possible, there are times when only a spec1allzed term canr convey the desired
. . M . . = .t

meaning. For this reason, a sample two-page product summary ‘that explaihs i

«= >

Ex




g the kind of .mformatlon to be expected under each headlng, is included.

o
§

R .
i
e .

, ,
L SO
It

appearshereonop 12-13. - ' ' .

‘

.5, %ources of Infonnatlon

Informatlon about - the materials in this Gulde care from the agencies

*<

* that deve‘ﬁ.oped them and the materials themselves. No matter where the,

infomatrm orlgmated campleted summaries of the material were Sent to the
developlng agen01es fo:; ccmment and rev1s:.on Since +the work was done’ durlng
+the*syummer and fall of 1976, the materlals presented in this Guide are as
aocurate and up-to-date as of that time.

6. Using the Guide

Although users.Bf the Guide can simply leaf through it to see what types
of evaluation tralnlng materials exist, most. readers will probably turn
W

straight to the products that are most llkely to meet their needs ThJ:S can

be accamllshed by using the J.rxiex to identify the summaries that would.be ‘

most suitable’ ' One .can then flni the sunmarles J.n the Gulde

'  For example, éuppose the "superlnbendent of a med1um-s1zed school dlstrlct

o ———e e

wants €6 Eéach his‘or her own staff to evaluate, the junior high school
w.rrlculmn because budget lmutatlons preclude hlrmg an outs:lde profess1onal {
A )

He or she wcmld begln by checking the section of the index headed “Intended

Users. " After dlscoverlng that a large amo{mt of materials are intended for

,use by school*staff members, he or she would then move down to "Focus of

-

Materials" to fJ.nd out whlch of these products are aJmed at currlculum

evaluatlon and to "Type of Evaluation" to see which materlals cover fonnatlve

N

and summative evaluatlon By this time, the superlgteﬁdent has narrowed his

S
or her list to a'\half dozen products that fulflll all three crlterla

are 1dent1f1ed by J.nltlals that stand fOr _the_deyeloper $ name and numbers -

These

° e

‘

%€

P




,‘4‘

referrJ.ng to the- products placement within each sectlon Thus, when the ,
supermtendent wants to fmd "CSE 5 and 6 he or she turns to the Center for
the Study of Evaluation section, finds the fifth and sixth product swméries,
rexds them, notes such information as cost and proxhsmns for use and then
Vgoes on to look at RBS 3 SWRL 5 or at whatever other sectlons have been o
suggested by cr?ss—checkmg products u.nder "intended users," "focus of

materialsf_' and "type of evaluatid'l. " After camparing the.various product

%
distriet's needs, the superintendent can write to the address given under

eufrmaries and figuring out which programs are likely to meet his or her
"Availability" and secure more ipformation about the product or obtain the’
product itself. The next two paées introduce the .scheme in which the

g descriptieri of 'prociucts was developed for the Guide.

{\5
b3
é@@
o
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f
24
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 INTENDED USERS c

-

| The main skill areas tﬁat

'\\

'.APPROPCH TO EVALUA'TIQ\I

N o
. What the materials are expected to teach F%ser to do.

PRODUCT TITLE (';m'éms if any) ' ' . /
(name of larg%r program product is a part of, 1f any)

» « .

The target audience, or people at whom the product is more specifically aimed,
and for yhom it will presumably work best. . s
§. . . ":a\ )
Xeo . .

TYPE _OF EVALUATION ADDRESSED ® - : N AR

!

o7

JThe stage of evaluatlon and/or evaluatlon skills for which training is being
provided in this product. The ma:Ln stages of evaluation which ‘may be listéd
are:
a) preforma‘ﬁiye -I"Ieeds asséssment, context assessment, program planning,
and any other, activities tl)at take place before or

.. early in the development/of a product or program.

v

. /"
b)- formative - evaluﬁlon that takes’ place during p“oduct or program
o development or is intended to improve a program o
- - that is currently in operatlon

at ta.kes place after,; a product or program
leted and put into opefatlon, whose purpose
. ~ * - is to detérmine its worth~and provide information for

\ the degision on whether to continue or terminate 1t

.

c) euxfmative - evaluation
' has been

y be listed are: e

a) technical = instrunent development, research design, data analysis.
b) interface = mterpersOnal relations, /c:onmunlcatlon of evaluation
S results.

¢

c) adtddistrative - plannihg, coordinating, or monitoring the e@luation

- process. : .
. : < . : _- .

7

The i sunptlons about the nature .and purpose of evaluatlon upon which the
develope of this product have based thdir work.

+

A'brief summary of product content, which should indicate, among other thlngs,
what proportlon of the materlals are devoted to evaluatlon ._ralnlng

.
~

GOALS 2ND OBJECI‘IVES ) . -

U

MAIN ACTIVITIES

What sorts of things the user will be doing to enable him to achleve thé objectives——
this heading would include specific learning tasks or the instructional approach used.’

A

12 e

", ’ .
8. 1 i ! : : -
w
&
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PROVISIONS FOR USE )

r-

" A. Foniat: Possibilities include workshop, self-instructional, collnege
¥ course; on-the-job training, etc. .
& ! !

B. Persomnel: This section indicates who, in addition to the learrer
‘ himself, or herself, must be present for learnmg to take place.

* Product Oomponents The number and nature and t1tles of the physlcal
materials involved, including handbooks, instructor's gu1des,
worksheets, and any other required materlals

- . i! -
Resources: Any other items, aspects 6f the setting, etc,, which are
necessary to use the materlals 'POSSlbllltleS here would include
a meeting room of a certain size, copymg facilities, etc.
¥

t

' Time S Span: How long it takes the’ average user to complete the materials.

Conditions of Use: Condlg.ons which should be' present in order for the
. materials to be, used effectlvely, partlcularly any comitment or
attitudes which should be present in users or those responsible for

the training. - . .

. w’
ADA'PTABILITY e .

.
.
<

A brief indication of any environments or user groups other than those for
whlch the materlals were orlgmally J.ntended w1th Wthh they can‘be success~
fully used .
bd .

RELATED PRODUSTS 6

9 0 ’
Other evaluation training materlals that are smﬁ?Lar or related to this one.
r — e ' ;

o .

&

~ X
How much it costs for the materials themselves or for implementation of
a program of ‘which they are 2 part .

QOST

[

AVAIIABILITY‘

Where' to write to obta:m the materlals or mformatlon about them.

N ~ ~
L4

HIS'DORY AND EVALUATICN - -
A brlef account of how the materials were tested or otherwise evaluated w1th
the results This mformatlon way not be avallable for all products !

-

’

COMMENT - o ) ,',;-' t
o’ : ’ - *
A note by:the developers of thls Gulde which includes any information not
~ covered under any other, heading, & a general assessment of the product's useful-
. ness, and afy quallglcatlons tpq{that usefulness whlch scrutmy of the product

o may. have’ revealed

ey e ‘

i




: THREE: A REPORT ON THE ANALYSIS OF
CC TRAINING MATERIALS INCLUDED IN THE GUIDE

Supported by the Wational Institute of Education, the Far West LaboratoryA
oconducted a survey and analysis of évaluatj,on training materials developed by
educational ‘laboratgries‘ and ReD centers vgith ’the goal of produc:}ng a consumer
guide x;vith_ descriptions of individual products for potential users and a
technical paper for NIE to aid decisions about desirable direéctions for future
product developnent. The consumer guide has .gone th.rough cycles of review and
re\élsmn and has been submltted to NIE and selected expert reviewers for further
editiquing prior to ‘final revisions. Even in.its "final" form, however, it is
giewe;i as an open system that cah be added to as new evaluation training

)

products becane avallable or 1f the scope of products J.ncluded in our ana.]\y51s

broadens w1th further fundmg fram NIE " This’ Technlcal Report provides:

(1). a cqoneeptual framework of ‘the evaluatlon process and; the educational

damain in which educational ewvaluation can be performed; (2) a classification
of the evallation training materials analyzed in the course of the project in\

tems of gaps and overlaps in coverage, and (3) a set of sample conflguratlons

(w

-

of uSe of spec1f1c trammg materlals to meet certain conflguratlons of

. evaluatidn tralnlr_lg needs. . ) ‘{.

ks ’ . P

™
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I. A Conceptual Framework of Educational Evaluation
L

1’

1

—+ _ In order to provide NIE with information regarding the ‘areas of educational

N

- evaluation which are and are not covered by the evaiuation training materials
* produced by educational Laboratories and RsD Centers, we found it useful to
. ldevelop a"'oor{oe?tua]‘. map” ‘(Figures 1 and 2)' characte;izif'xg areas of evaluation
; and their inte}:relationships. Since the map was intended to represent the
-universe of educatlonal evaluation on which evaluation traJ.nlng materlals oould
be loca“ted, we sought a varlety of sources of mformatlon about concepts and
° \aspects ‘of evaluation froam which to develop it. The most helpful sources were:
the literature on evaluatlon philosophies/models and methods, our own extensive
’ experlence in conceptualizing and conducting evaluations in educatljanal contexts,
" and our preliminary analysls of the existing R&D evlluation training materials.
Ve found it useful to distinguish two major dJ.mensmns or layers of the map:
" B () the evaluatlon prooess dimension (Flgure 1) ; and (2) the“educatlonal
. danaln in response tq which evaluations are conceived and conducted (Flgure 2).
These two d].mensmns permit analysis and cla551flcat10n of materlals from
' ‘ a broad sys_t‘ems‘pers.pectlve and make poss:Lble the development of detalled
information for decision-making about further directions for materials develope

ment. In addition, this conceptual map of the "evaluation universe" could

‘faciiitate understanding of the relationships' among %;he many diverse definitions

&W N
or concepts of evaluation now prevalent and could suggest possmble synthe51s or

[

W é

alternatlve conoeptlons Hopefully, then, the map wn.lJ;.,ggé‘Ve J.nterestlng and
useful in organlzlng, clarlfylng, and extendlng‘the ooncepts of evaluation as |

well as in prov1d1ng, a framework within th.ch to descrlbe and.analyze existing

“evaluation training materials. ‘ » . ’
H H ; ’

B . " 1s . _ '

-~ ) >—“_ -
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Below we present a description of the elements and structure of the nap.

We will then descuslbe how the map was used to analyze and classify the *
)

. tra:l.nlng materials in order to demonst.rarte gaps and overlaps in coverage of

the areas and types of educational evaluation. . ° ‘ . -
€ - N 4 . ’y
A.. Evaluatlon Process Dimension of the Conceptual Map A _
KR ' )
\ . {I‘here is oonsuierable dlsagreement as to what eva-l-aatlm is and + how 1t -

should be carried out. However, most evaluators would probably agree that
evalu\ation could be described as the gathering of information about pheno@a
T (programs, products, policy/,/ etc.) in order to make or help make decisions or
judgnents about those phenamena. Conoepts as diVergen?t’as "evaluatim as-
- ju&;ment)‘, " "evaluation as information management oriehted toward‘gen‘eratihg .

- data for decision—makers B and "evaluation as comparison of performanoe with

.

xbehavioral ob;ectlves" can be fit into this broad conicept of. evaluatlon. \The
i eValuatlon prooess dimension of, the conoeptual map (Flgune 1) represents thJ.s
broad-omoept. The act1v1t1es numbered II-VI on the maR could be called the
technlcal" aspects of the evaluation process. rbst n*odels of ‘evaluatlon
J.nclude these act1v1t1es as part of the role of an evaluator although same’
models (e.g., the. de0151on-fac1lltatlve model) would oon51der the maklng ég{
fjudgments or de0151cns to be the respons:.blllty of th,e ad!mnlst;rator rather
thag of ' the’ evaluator , The numbers II-VI imply a llkely sequenoe of those
acti ties: ~desigr3-qf the evaluation, collection of data, analy51s and -
-*_‘ interpretation of 'data, the making of judgments and decisith based on the .

data analys:.s, and the report.mg of oonclusmns, reoarrﬁ'hdatlms, or decisiens

derlved frem the data analysis. De51gn of the evaluatlon (II) refers to the

7 : N ‘ —
. .
- . . v A
. . 3
LIS




FIGURE 1.

EVALUATION PROCESS DIMENSION
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lplanning of thenact*ivities to be carried out in the evaluaticn. Though “"design"

"data and/or for drawin

Y

\ to refer to data generatién activities (e.g., sampling

b,
any of the evaluation activities (e.g., how the final

tal design such as use of pre-post measu.res')\-, it can

\
o\f

evaluatich report will be

structured. and presented) ., CoLiection qof data (III)

includes mstnment

¢ -

lopment or selection (e.g., choice of test format,

*

pl:ocedurés (e.g., con

. i . € « . .
nomative vs. criteriontreferenced testing, simulation exercises) and evaluation
' . . . . 7 ‘

\ analysis, field test.i.ng).
-~ ' "
of data (IY) can .invo

statistical and non-statistical methods for summarizing
1

erences from it. _ﬂtiigr\ent/decision-ﬁ@cirxg (v

¥ '
involves specification \

use of cri

\

or decisions based on cdllected and analyzed information:l

ia,and standards for making judgments

dlssetm.natJ.ng (VI) invol

reports, workshops, news
or judgments to various "
Figure l 'ﬁiicates
by another act.lv:Lty—-f

-

4
C

1

‘ Reporting or
lc?zmnunic‘ation (by such devices ag evaluation

A . - . N
eases) of, sumaries, conclusions, recamendations,

nsumers" (e.g., developers, users, funders).
! .
1t these\teclmicai evaluation activ\i’ties are preceded

ng the evaluation (I). Before methods of conducting

i

the evaluatJ.on can be planned or carr1ed out, 1t is necessa.ry to determne

the purpose or purposes of

v

.
".r

the evaluat.lon, What kinds of questlons is the

evaluat.lon trymg to prov1de aﬂswers for, what kinds of deC151ons are, gomg

|
tobemadeonthebasmof

the evaluatJ.m flnd:mgs what kinds of lnform‘atlon ,

are needed. Flgure 1 J.ndlcrates th.ree major types of evaluat_lon, each /of which

is conducted for different

and to facilitate different

pu.rp(sg}’answer dlfferent kinds of questions

kinds of decisions. Preformative evaluation (a)

w .

is orlented to decisiohs or judgments about the needs for the prog'.ram (or.

‘product or whatever phen

cn is to be evaluated) and about how the program

[

.
,
.
.
23 . . . -
.

Analysis and interpretation
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should be designed (including go‘al's‘ and objefti,x/,esll in ord'ez; to meet those

needs. Prefomative evaluation, i‘s done "'before producing of, developing the

LR “oy F

program. (In this discussion of the purposes or types of evaluation, we will

»

tbls is only to smpllfy the discussion.

speak of evaluatmg m but
The educat.Lonal .damain d_mensmn of \the —Flgure 2--indicates many other )

phencmena besﬁ%s programs t co\}]\? be
durlg\

evaluat.mn (B) is that’conducted

the target of evaluation.) Formative-

the developmg and is orlqlted to

dec1510ns about ma.kmg rev151ons 1n the program. Summative evaluatlon (C)

R

is acocnpllshed after the developmg S oompl%ted and is directed toward
judgments or decisions of program dlspbmt.lon (e.g., térmnat on, adoption,

extensian;” expansmn) Evaluatlon of an educa&nonal phenanenon could include
any or all of these types. The A, B, And C "fmgers" of the focus activity

extending across activities II-VI J.ndlcabe that focusmg an evaluatlon not

L ad + -

only precedes the other evaluation activities, but oontmues to occur

throughout the other activities and mberacts with them For example, in

analyz:.ng the data prev10usly co]_l.ected or m reportlng conclusions or recam-
. \
mendations, the pu.rposes of the evaluatlon and the questa.ons to be addressed

rrust be ca.refully kept in mind. The ntent and/or prooedures of deslgn,

. dat collection, data an_}lYSlS dec151m—ma}ung, and dlssetru_nat.lon may differ
substant.lally dependlrg on the evaluatlon's purpose

4

Though Figure l md.lcates ‘that part of the focusing of an evaluation is

ascertaining and spec1fymg 1ts generefﬁupose, i.e., determining needs

‘(prefonrative) , revisiéns (formative) ),

or disposition (summative);

focusing

al

A

<

¥

N
also J.nvolves determining specific “purposes and types of questions to be answered

—

(e g ~ how do users like the program, how much do users learn fram the program)

N

“

wiﬁdl will enable the general purposes. of the evaluat.lon to_be achieved. Part
f . >

1 . v

19
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v of determining this specific focus involves cammmication with potential users

- -
~

. of the evaluation information to identify their.-needs. Intespersonal relations
. vz . . . . “‘”ﬁ

and communication is represented in Figure '1 by interface. mterpersonal

contact to help focus the evaluatien is réresented by the oterlap of focus

and interface |(IF).

>

activities I-VI indicates that mterface concerns acocmpany each of these

~

The overlap of the interface aspect of evaluatlon with

evaluatlon act.wltles the needs,~ ati:ltudes experlence, and capablh,tles of .
the people. fran wham 1nformat’fron is to be gathered and of those will use the
levaluatlon mformatlon have to be considered throughout the eyaluatlon process
in order ‘to condict the evaluation smoothly and effectively. For example,
ethical considerations of the personal prlvacy and/or osychologlcal health of
respondents to quest.ron.nalres or tésts would be represente’i on the evaluation

process dimension of the conceptual map by the overlap of® interface and

collelctlon of data. The con51derat.10n of characterlstlcs {e.g., level of

scphlstlcatlon, attltudes) of the au:hence for a flnal evaluation report [le}

Y

that when it is presentéd to that audience 1t xull be understood and acted =

upon is represented in Flgure 1 by the overlap- of interface and report/

dlsserm.natlon Even an evaluator s analy51s and interpretation of data, which

is often performed without input from potentlal users of the evaluat.mn, could
(and perhaps should) be J.nfluenced by cmmunlcatlon with those users, for
clarification or modification of user needs may lead-to rev151on or expansmn
Sf data analy51s. We perceive the eValuat@.og process, then, as requiring
interpersonal skills (interface) as well as'technical prooedures skills.
FJ_gu.re 1 also indicates that a&mmstrat.mn (e.g., scheduling, budgeting,
monitoring) of the evaluation occur throughout. Regardless of the pu.rpose

' or type of evaluation, all evaluation activities must be adm.im'.stere'a. This

N -

¢

[SeR

o
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,

. is repnesented in Figure 1 by the overlap of adnu.mster evaluation an

°

-

P A

N

4

i\

A

-

+

e

the

-

Lo

obher evaluatlon activities.
v g"f:

The entire evaluation prooess takes place within and is J_nfluenoed by

o " -~

mst.Ltutlonal or system oonstramts such as the degree of econcmic dependence

' J.néependenoe the evaluator has fram the program being evaluated ar the

’ pOllt.l.Cal br econctmc ,mfiuenoes on: what quest.lons cah be asked .and what types

boepted. " B
ofanswerswrllbea pted - ) ‘- . -

‘The evaluation pmoess dlmensmn of the conoeptual map is intended to A
represent the J.nterrelat.mns of ‘the full range of processes con51dered by

dlverse theorlsts and practltloners to comprise evaluat.lon Evaluatlon .

training materlals reflectlng’ diverse concepts of evaluatlon can be analyzed .

) - E “ ".’s.—% x .
and classified accordifg to their location on this dimension of thetTep.  Such :

cla551f1catlon should prov1de NIE w1th 1nformat.lon about the. dlstrlbuta.on and

:denmty of coverage of process areas’ of evaluation by ex_Lstlng R&f evaluat;on ) o

tra.mmg materlals. Thls 1nfonnat1m should then be useful in maklng dec1s:ﬁ_pns g

; . -
There is, however, a second dgmensmn of the conoeptual map Whlch shoqu - .o

about d:.rect.lons for further mate.rlals development.,

be cons:.dered in characterlzlng the dlstrlbutlon ard der151ty of the R&D

evaluat.lon traJ.m.ng materials and in dec1d1ng o d.lrectlons for fufure

P
.

L4

: developnent of materialsty This, second dJ.mensmn (represented in Flgure 2) is | 3

" evaluaticn process operates.

] - *

" the overall danam of educatlon and its various cmponents w1th1n wluch the 5

Although there are many “ways of conceptuallzmg

the damain of educatlon, we feel the follmmg fran‘ework is useful for the

purposes of this paper for it is relatively s:mple, yet aliaws d.lfferentlatlon

between evaluatlaq tra:.ru.ng materials on\e basis of the aspect of educatlon -
b‘el\.ng evaluated in those materlals Lo ' . . ov
N o )
< 21" ~
\ .
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B. Domain of Education Dimenigion of she Conceptual Map_ ’
- : The domain of education (Figure 2) operates as_d complex system of s
o ccmpcnents that engage in various processes and produce various outcomes. ‘
The tem processes refers to tl'}e dynamic mteractions both w:.thin and among
the ccmponents of the system. These are usually expressed or manifested in
texms of procedur,es relationships, or methods. The term outocmes, on the "
other hand, ‘refers to the results o?"the mteractions of the corrponents
Outcames are usually expressed in terms of achievement, qual;.«ty, gain,

-

effectiveness, etc.. One way of ‘conceptualizing the components of the

t

education domain within and among which these processes and outcomes occur is

as follows:*
1. Settings (within which the education processes or outcomes occur) .
1.1 Schools——includes all formal educative organizations: public and
private schools (K~12), junior colleges, public ard private colleges

i)

and universities trade,and buSiness schools S

1.2 Professional organiza‘eims—-includes business and industrial

organizations, state or intemmediaté educational agencies, RsD centers

y and laboratories, professional associations -
1.3 Ccmm.n’u.t_y--includes various neighborhood, C¢ivic, social, athletic,

- 6(1 political groups clubs, ccxmuttees etc., organized both

.

=

b formally and informally .
. xs i’ - TN [
1.4 F lx—-includes nertbers of a—family unit: parents, children,

o e v b e o

relatives. - . IO
4 . . -

"*The categories given under each setting, level, and content are not necessarily
exhaustive. o .

®




levels of Focus (i.e,, the level at which the educational processes or

[ 4 . . .

outcomes are considered)

-

2.1 Soc:.etal-pertau.ns to educational processes and outcomas as they ;

affect or concem soc:.ety as a whole or a societal body that governs,

1nfluences or is 1nflue.nced by the educational system

Instlmtlonal——pertalns to educat:.onal processes and outoomes as they‘

affect or concern an educative institution or organization, either

,

puwblic or private, fommal. or informal. ’

Instructional-~pertains to educational pro.cesses and outcames as they

.

affect or concern teacners.
o . * .
Learner--pertains to educational processes and outcomes as they

3

-
affect or concermn learners.

M \

Contents (i.e. the aspects of the educational processes or outcomes of

N\

[
.

concexn)

3.1 Policy--includes rules, procedures, and priorities upon which the
)

2

educative process or the operations of an educational institution or,

system are based. . S

Y}

“ 13
(Management) Resources—-includes budgets, facilities, staff

allocations .
Prggralrs/curricmla-_—incll.ls instructional strategies and methods,
lv}ﬁmg activities, . S

Products-——lncludes various knowledge developnent and skJ.J_l trammg

_materials. , .
B 8 - - .

3.5: People——includes teachers/instructars, pupils/students, program/
curriculum planne:cs and de'velopers, school administratérs, R&D

SpeClallStS, and a Varlety of profess:.onal and support personnel

mvolved with an educat.lon mstltUtxon or the e 1catJ.ve process.

L) &2

o)

4
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The relatlonshlp between processes and outccmes and the settJ,ngs levels,
and cantents ocmponents is lllustrated in FJ.gu_re ‘3. As is shown,, the damain
" of educatlon .can be thought of ‘as a three—-dmensmnal cube ccmposed of
numerous cells, w1th each cell con51st.mg of a particular ccmblnatlon of
settJ_ng, level, and content, and enccmpass:.ng both processes and outcanes

With:i_n any given cell, the evaluation process (illustrated in Figure 1)

-,

' .» ; /can be mapped, at least theoretlcally, thus establlshmg a relatlonshlp g
between the two dunen31ms of the conceptual*map. We are saymg, then, that
¢

any of the aspetts of educatlon represented by the categorles and thelr

»

-

. J.ntersectlons on Figure 2 can be evaluated, and any evaluatlon t.ra.mmg product -
can be classlfled according to the aspects of evaluation it addresses (Flgure 1)
and the aspect of education (Figure 2) it wses as the target of the evaluation

process described.

We will next present save examples of dur classification of the R&D

evaluatlon training materlals using this map in order t6 illustrate its use

Y

f@fand to clarify the meam_ngs of its categprles ’ -

Ees
']
v

C. -Use’of the -Conceptual Framework*

To illustrate the relatlonshlps between"the R&D evaluation traJ_ru.ng
materials, ‘the prooess of evaluation, and the larger context of education,
the t.raining matleriails were analyzed in terms of their applicability to the .

N .

evaluation process and their location within “the damain of -education.
L] |' . ' ' . * . {

*Tt will be noted that no mention is made of .the demﬂ (II on Fiqure 1)

- aspect of evaluation either ih the -text or tables of our classification of
training materials. In the version of the conoeptual map we used to classify
the training mat:erlals design was included as part of data collection. After
we decided to view design mare broadly as the planning process applicable to
any of the other evaluation activities and include 4t as d separate category
on the-conceptual map, we reanalyzed the traJ.nJ_ng materials for their coverage

4

Ay

. ContJ.nued footnote, next page...
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L For example, the Progress Evaluation Worksiwp developed by the Center for
. the $tudy of Evaluation at UCLA ("CSE 6" in the Consumer. Gu_de) was classified
on the evaluation process dimension of the conceptual map as 'I B III v, vi"
lndicating that it emphasizes focusing (I), oollecting (III), analyzing (IV)
ard reporting (VI) aspects of evaluation done for fomative purposes. This

classification indicates that we did not feel this product addressed preforma—-

4

tive or smrmative evaluation, adnu.nistration of eValuation, analySis of
constra}tllnts on the conduct of the evaluation, or the Judgment or interface
(relations with people) aspects of evialuation This classification was derived,
in. part, frcm the speCified goals and objectives of the product (e.g., \
part;:LCipants will be able to spemfy the purposes... of the progress
evaluation,” (and)... will be able ‘to make decisiohs about the kinds of progress
info : oh to gather and the methods to be used .'LI’L collecting, oi:ganizing,
analyzing, and reporting that information"). Since this product focused on
evaluation of educat.ionalc progfams (¢} in schools (A), according to student (e)
attaihtent of obj"ectives (i.e., learne.r level focus—-4) , it was classified as
"A, 4, ¢, e" on.the damain of education dimension of the conoeptual map.
Scme preducts seem to address many aspects o‘f“evaluation and/or education

while others cover a narrowér range. Scme products present orientat.ions or

general descri_gtions about types of evaluation while others provide step~by-step

v

Con't,..

of design in this sense. Although we felt that most of _the materials addressipg
the conduct of the various evaluation activities could be used to train -
evaluators to plan or design these same activities, we found no materials
that .provn.ded training specific to the design or plannitg (as distinct fram
the actual conduct) of evaluation: For this reason, the design Gategory does
not appear.in the tables or text. Sdme people may feel that this is a serious
defic:J.ency in eXistmg training materials; others may agree that as long as
the neéd for design is understood, training materials which focus on how to
conduct an evaluation could also be used by an evaluator: to learn how to
design or plan that evaluation. .

w
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how-to training. Our classification dlstlngu.lshes between these two types

of materials® Several products provide tralnlng in evaluation methods used

for partiallar types of ’evaluatioﬁ *(e.g., needs assessment survey teehniques)
fa

lndependent of alf)yh particular educational content orxflevel, and so are

tlassified as of “general appllcabll’lty" on: the educatlon dunens:l.on. Same

products foous on evaluatlon methods or skills (e.g., data analysis techniques)

Pt

independent of any spec:.flc type of evaluation, andso ate classified as
B L.
<'general methodology on the evaluatlon dimension with potentlal applicability
. to any of the evaluatlon types. . s
. A t(

It should be remembered.that the emphasis in the analyses of the evaluation

training materlals for the technical .paper to NIE (as dlstmgmshed from the

Consumer Guide to tr gmg materials for potentlal users) is not on describing

eacn product (in its placement on the oonoeptual map), but rather'is

o

. on swrma.rlzmg the densi y and overlap of coverage of various areas on the’

conceptual map by e.xrsting evaluation training materials in grder to facilitate

the’ making of _jud'gnents regarding desirable s for future development of

such products. It was not always easy to classify the t.ralm_ng materlals
e aCCording to their.evaluation and education e.ruphases. Although two raters

-achieved substantial agreenent, other raters m’ght disagree with some of the

¢

classifications, of .individual products. This classification system, thén, is
n‘ost lJ.kelX to be valld andxuseful when used for .its major mtendea purpose—-—-
. J.ndlcatlon of the extent of oo:/e:rage o\f eva.fuatlon and education areas by

. existing evaluation training materlals-—rather ti{;han for describing °

individial products. In aadltlon, the oonoeptual map should provide readers

with a blueprint for analyzing a wide range of materials .and products (not

. . . ~
e >
-

necesSarily. just those produced by RsD laboratories and centers) with regard

to the density and overlap of their cdverage. 32 :
< N . ' s . v N
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II. Classification of Evaluation Training Materials

\
“

Tables l and 2 present a sugmary ‘of the number andj percent of the. training
products analyzed that were classifiefi ‘in ebch category of the evaluation and
education domain dimensions of the conceptual map. More detai}ed analyses

. showing individual cell frequencies broken ﬁ:iown by l;borato.ry producers . are

. ’mdtded?m the appendix (Tables la, 2a, and 3a).

s

Also in the appendix
(Tables 4a ang 5a) are classifications‘ of irxdivid@ products identified by

produycer and catalogue number (as specified in the Consumer Guide).

evaluation odi.n‘ension of the conceptual map) that most evaluation-t.raining

)

materials developed by RsD laboratories and centers.focus on the collection
and analysis of data aspects of evaltiation., Only about half the products
deal with.focusing the evaluation (i.e., detémining its purposes or the

Questions -it'is intended: to answer)*, making decisions or judgménts on

. ! oL
the basis of ollected data, or oamun'}cating/reporting evaluation R

informagion to others. as might be expe:ct’ed, the les;s téchnica} aspects of °

L4

evaluation"(whic'h are not traditionally oconsidered to be as much a part of
evaluation) involving managgme:}t; (22 percent), interpersbnal relations (25 percent),
. = . . L. A :

Oor analysis, and consideration of oonstfaints on the evaluation (6 -percent) are
. > . . .

? -

addresbed by considerably féwer products. (As can be seen in Table.la in the |

this infrequent coverage of the nontechnical aspects of evaluaticn

N
~

& =
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Dimension of the Conceptual Map

1

" (Total number of products classified = 36)

Nurber and Percent of Pmducts far Each Category of the Evaluation

¢

¢ ASPECT OR TYPE

PRODUCTS ADDRESSING

PRODYCTS SPECIFYING

. ASPECT ‘ "~ HOW TO PERFORM ASPECT. -
i OF EX TN '| Total Number | Percent [ Totdl Nuber Percent
| Preformative. - 15 ¢ 42% 11 31%
Fomative . 18 50% 6 . 17%
simative' o 6 17% 2 6%
General Methodology 7 19% 6 17%
without spec.lflc
evaluation type
‘ P . ) v .
Collecting Data 33 92% - 19 53%
Analyzing Data - 26 J72% .| . 13 363
(Making Decf&ierns or 17 473 7 19%
Judgments ® -
Reparting Information/ 16, 44% 8 22%
Judgments . - ’
Interface with Users/ 9 t25% . |. 4 11%
Sources of Information - J: | .
of Data . : -
Focusing Evaluation 20 56% 13 368
Adninistering Evaluatio| -8~ 22% L4 11%
Detenm.m_ng Constraints 2 6% -, O 0%
on Evaluation - —
- -




v,

L~ T (e.'g'. how do people in the damunity react to.the pmg}ram? does’ the progra;n
provide instruction or training in .a.reas\,for which there are job markets o

R . . . | 23 - ., e
national needs?) . It is interesting to note that most of the training products

~ analyzed do not specify a "level of focus" at which the educationgl situation

is to be evaluated and do not provide training in how to salect the 1ével (s)

r

or how to oconduct evaluation spec:.flg: to the selected level (s). Most of the

€

| P ucts that do spec:.fy a level focus on the 1nstructlonal level; hone of the

p ucts focus on the sgcietal level

I~f -

- -

The summaries of the training materials' coverage of evaluatidn and < b

‘ education aspects (Tables 1 and 2) sugygest that there ;xe relatively few

. L4
products addressing: summative evaluation and the nontechnical aspecks of

evaluation (especially with specific how-to training) , evaluation concerning

soc1etal level and learner—level aspects of educa 1on, or evaluation of the — -

o -

community and family aspects of educatJ.on. This information should be useful ‘ :

v

to those who need to make decisions about directions for futu.re developnent of g} ’ .

evaluation training materials; however, judgments about the relative importanck
of the various categories on the evaluation and education dimensions of the .
' cancep ual map and about the need for tra:.nlng materials addressing, those

*categ ies would have to be made before such dea1slons about developn”ent of— _

materials could.be made. It must be remembered that this analysis of tJ:aJ.m:nt i

’ products has been relative to a conceptual map represerrtmg théoretical B

inte.rsections of aspects of educational evaluation. The conceptual map was
refined on the basis of reviex«}ers' caments s as tosrepresent aspects of
educational evaluation and their interrelationshi’ps as comprehensively and -

pa.rsnnom.ously as poss:.ble, but t}me reviewers made no judgments about the .

relative importance for evaluators of categorles ord;helr ﬁ&ersectlons.t -Samne

k]

'@%
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products analyzed cover ‘that _aspect of evaluatlon.

- - ‘ ~
such judgments would nave to intervene between the summary data fram oy/ ¢

analysis and decisions about future product developtent. Gdps in coverage of

certain areas revealed by.our analysis do not necessarily mandate the

«

development of training r'paterials to address those areas. In addition, our

analysis indicates general trends in overlap and gaps in coverage, but it does

not indicate whether products that address the same aspects of evaluation are
N . P 2 ¢

Yedundant or oozrpleitenbar} er whether they adequately cover (singly or 4n

oonbmatlon‘) the aspect addressed. A detailed, content analy515 of materlals

-

would be neoessa.ry to determlne, for exanple, whegjer there is a need for nore

. .

training materials on collectJ.ng information even though 92 percent- of the

~

In the next.section of this paper, we will present a detailed example of

how an educatlonal 51tuat.1.on requlrlng evaluatlon can be descrlbed in terms of

t

the evaluation and education aspects (of the conoeptual map) it 1nvolves, and

of now the clagsification of evaluation training materials in terms of the

° s

" conceptual map can be used to construct possible configurations of training

'

materials to meet the evaluation needs of that educatlonal 51tuatlon In order 4
s ° N

to make more extensive recomnendatlons far developnént of tiralnlng products or

- -

of oonflguratlons of use .of existing products, deta.lled content analysis and

field testing of materials and oonflguratlons of mate.rlals Ywould have to be
conducted.
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) schoo_ls seeking services f

LA

III. An Example of an Bducational Situatior Described in
Tems of Configurations of Evaluation and Education Aspects

Yk v

*In order f:o present a detailed appllcatlon of the oonceptual map, let
'ﬁ”us suppose«that an educatlonal agency is J.nterested in evaluatlng an innovation
lJ.nkage program they are establlsh;mg This program is intended to provide a
varlety of support services to schools interested in adopting educatlbnal ‘
innovations. The agency. is ba51cally mterested .m,the followmg elements of
the program in terms of evalsation: 1) the background ard needs of the - #

xcj the p.rogram, and selection.of a subset of these

schools for further study; 2) the types of services the proc}ram offers as
well as when and how it delivers them; 3) the decision-making process that a
school underéoes in order to select an appropriate educationa} innovation;
4) the implementation procesd that a school undertakes to adopt a selected
;:n?vatlon, and 5) the outcame or 1mpact that the innovatien for the
approprlate polelatJ.on (e.g J stuieni:s,_ teachers, teacher aldes, etc )
2 Before we begin our analysis’ of1 these various elements ih temms of the 4
conoeptual map, we should like to point out that in our initial dlscussmn ‘

of the evaluation process dimension (Figure 1) of the conceptual map, we

desc'ribed the ‘activities of focusing, administering, interfaoe, and considering

institutional or sxstan oonstralnts,a/s preceding or overlapplng the other

evaluatlon act1v1t.1es. In the analysis of the elements below, we assume that

-

these activities are embedded throughout the evaluation process we describe.
However, for each element, we will pdint out those evaluation activities we .
feel would be of particular concern for that element.

v

Elenent.l, Schools' Bac}ggrounds and Needs

Element l of the evaluatlon activities described above would involve
.a preforma tlve (3) type of evaluation. The specific e\{aluatlon activities

encanpagsed by this element include: collection of data (III) regarding the
;

32 ' ! 1
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educational problems and needs of the schools involved in the program, their
history of innovativeness and the effects of those innovations; the analysis

and interpretation of the data (IV) to determine the propensity of the school .

to innovate as well as characteristics of the school that may facilitate or
_inhibit implenmentation and impact of the innovation; and the rendering of

. El "’(’
judgments or decisions (V) regaxding a subset of schools with a high or low g""

degree of success at innovation implementation and,use. This element is also

" concerned with the selection of a subsample of schools for intensive study ’

which would involve focusing (I) and administering (AM) evaluation activities.

Constraints (CS) in the evaluation at the various sites would also he a factor

- . ' N
whi:ch would probably have to be considered in selecting the sites for further

evaluation,

Using the educational domain dimension of the conceptual map (Figu'ré 2), N

we can identify the educational context within which Element 1 will be evaluated

as consisting of school settings (B) at the. institutional level. (2) focusing

' on policy (a), resources (b), programsycurricula {c), and products (d) content.

The ooﬁ,figuration of Element 1 on the concegtual map, then, could be
t . . o

labeled as ™A, I, III v, v, AM, Cs" on the evaluation process dimension and

‘

"A 2, a, b, ¢, A" on the dana:m of education dlmensn.oﬁ\

- »

Y R . -

. Element 2. Support s'eréioes ' o R

The evaluation of this element would bedo'f the .formative (B) type that YL -
occurs durmg the act1v1ty cycle of the program and prov1des data that feeds

., inte ‘the. »pProgram as a basis for J.mprovmg program deslgn and dellvexy The w ‘l

specz.flc evaluation process activities would Include for this element:

t

collectién of datz‘(III) regardirg the types of sél?v,ioes'provided by the

lz_nkage program during each school S decision-making and implementation phases ®

. . . :
R of innovation adoption; the analysis and’interpretation of the data (V)
-~ o ¢ - ‘: - g )

w
&
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~

" to pr_ovide feedback to the linkage program for improvement of services and

program operations; and re rt_mg the results (VI) to the llnkage program to

W1
-

prov1de @ basis for mdlfymg, refining, and improving’ program serviceés.
The evaluatJ.on of thls partlcular element is prlma.rlly directed toward

“intémal monitoring of the lmkage program s activities. Acoordlngly,
g ° ' '

administering (AM) should be included as part of the configuration of evaluation

s

Element 3. Decision-Making Process

~oanponents. Constraints (CS) would also be involved‘sinoe in this case the

evaluator is also part of the staff of the educatlonal agency which®is. develpplng
the innovation llnkage system belng eValuated, Interface (IF) concu@s would
be Jmportant as the, speclflc needs and characterlstlcs of the people to whm

the information is to be reported must | be considered. ' ‘ 1
The educational -context in which Element 2 would be evaluated can be
v Kl ' N
defined by using the education domain dimension of the conceptual map.

Essentially, this context would consist of professional organization settings (B)

at the institutional and instructional level (2,3) focuslng on resouroes (b),

programs/curricula (c), Broducts (d), and people' (e) content.

The configuration of Element 2 on the dimensions of evaluation and

education gan, then[ be classified as "B 111, v, VI, AM, cs, IF" ‘on the evaluation

process dimension and "B, 3, brc, 4, e" on the education damain dimension.*

-

Ea

‘eaa

The evaluation of this element is primarily summative (C), though it
could also have same aspects of formative (B) evaluation. Essentially, the ~

evaluation would be concerned with the description of program related phencmena

e

that have occured so that future analysis and 1nterpretatlon can be oonducted
to’ determme the utlllty of such phenamena. However, it is ooncélvable that

the data would be useful in helplng the lmkage program better integrate its

.}
Y
-
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input and services with the spec1f1c dec151m-ma}f1ng functions that a school’

® o

rogresses through, t.hus, the evaluatlon oould have a formatlve cast to 1t

The spec.lflc evaluatlon process activity lnvolved in the evaluatlon of this

element wo%'Ld oconsist of the collection of d‘a\t{a (T II) redardlng each .

school's method of refmmg and verifying the educatlonal problem they are
addre@ing, its process of reviewing lnnovations, and what and why a particular
innovat.ion was selected T If feedback is to be glVen to the llnkage program,

the evaluatlon activities would also ‘include analysis and interpretation

of 'the data (IV), and reporting the results (VI) to the linkage agent.
. — - S
The thrust of the evaluation.of this element is directed toward the

schools as well as \g.he internal program monitoring involved in the previous .

element argj will involve fo'mlsl;_ng' (I) ard administering (AM) the evaluation.
@ x ¢

¢

-

' M . : e . . ﬁ - < q . i >
§ince data will be oollected firam people in the schools, interface (IF) concerms

will be unportant The constramts (CS) were prevmusly con51dered for the

. evaluat.lon of Elenent 1 and @ly do not have to be addressed agaln for this

element. ° o .

The educational context in which element 3 would be evaluated consists of the - '

sc:hool settmg\ (a) and the institutional ‘level (2) focusim} on a DOliC_Y content (a).

) T [

Overall then, t.he oon.ﬁlguratlon gé Element 3 can be cla551f1ed ‘as

E

°
°

%
"I, C, III v, VI, AM, IF" ®n the evaluation process dirension of the conceptual
A

map and "a, 2, a" on the educatlon damain dimension of the map.

-

| # o
Element 4. Implementation Process s ..

The evaluation of Element 4 is sim;'ilar to that of Element 3°in that

it could involve both formative (B) and sumative (C) types of°evaluation./
Feedback to the linkage program could enable it to improve its seriices to a
4'\ . 1] ¢

school during the implementation staée ard the data could alSo be used to

determine the effectiveness of a school's implementation strategies. The




~ o / . T . . ¢

— . - . p o B . \
evaluatlon process act1v1t1es' J.nclude, as with Element 8 the collection
D ——

of data (III) regardmg the process a school undergoes to lnstall an .

~
o

educatlonal 1nnovatlon Whlch. may include activities such as staff and comnunlty

L

.o

N - orlentatlon (preparatlon) ' and, if appllcable, aoqulsltlon and. dlstrlbutlon
of n'aterlals, staff tralnmg program administration, -etc; analysls and ‘ .
- mterpretatlon of the data, vy, and reporting the results {VI) to the lJ.nkage \ o

program for purposes of program H‘Odlflcatlon and mprovement ) < '

‘ - . _Internal program activities and school implementation acti%:' tiec will be
evaluated, thus the evaluation of this elenent is similar to the fevaluation . .,
e . . -

of the prec\eliing element and the components of focusing, adzﬁi_nistering, ard

considering constraints need not be specifically addressed.® Note once again,
3, _ . B
N however, that the'Se three camponents permeate the entire evaluation process
.and must be oontmually considered at a general level. Slnce data will be

repoi'ted to the-linkage" program, interface (IF) ooncerns will be J.mportant for
p— -

this element. . - :

The educatlonal context w1thJ.n which the evaluatlon of Element 4 will

«

e‘v” be conducted can be 1dent1f1ed on the education domain dnnensmry of the

oonoeptual map as oon51st1ng of the school setting’ (A) at the 1nst1tut10nal N

level (2) and focusn.ng on oollc_:y (a) and ‘People (e) content.

. ! The overall conflguratlon of Element 4 on.the evaluatlon and education

A /
¥ dJ.mensmns €an, then, be classified as "B, C, III, I, VI, IF" on the evaluat.lon -

pnocess dimension and "A, 2,7a, e" on the education damain dimension. g .4

- -

. Element 5. _Innovation Outcames ) ' )

. The evaluatlon of this elanent in many respects subsumes the previous . ot
elements, , It is a summative (C) type and can use the data fran the prev1ous
elements as a part of its pmcess activities. These activities 1nclude. -

b
the cdl]ectlon of data (III) regardmg the impact of the 1nnovatlon in terms

) 36 41




" of student pexformance in the prcblem area, teacher behavior, and cammunity

involvement; analysis and interpretation of this data (IV) in terms of changes

..in the scope and ihtens.ity of the educational problem being addressed in each
scho{)l, and changes in teacher behavior, student perfoimance, and commmunity

involvement; judgments and decisions (V) regardj.ng‘the ﬁf{pes of schools that

most effectively used t;he support services of the linkage program, the utility
of supporf: séiévioge delivery by the 1inkagé system, the rela;tionship of i.mplemén—-
{s\ation methods .and implementation .outoomes, and the contribution of the linkage
‘program to the implementation processat each of the schools; and the reporting
and dissemination of the restlts (VI) of the evaluation t-:o policy makers with

8
) reoamendatlons regagd.mg funding of similar programs and altematlve program !

de51g'ns . )

This pai‘t?icular element is virtually an extension of the previous elements
with same unique facets of its own that contribute to the evaluation problem

(9.9., oollecting information on teacher behavior and student outcames).’

. evaluation process camponents of’ focusing and administrgtion should entail
much the same considerations as were involved in Elements 3 and 4. The
conponent tonstraints (CS), however, may have to be co.nsidered anew, as the

O

release of the final report has 4mplications for educational policy and funding
which may have political undertones. Interface (IF) concerns are of

particular J.mportanoe for this element as data will be collected from and

reported to a varlety of people.

’n-‘

In tems of the educatlon damain dimension, the evaluat:Lon of /Element 5

will occur in the educatignal context of schools (A) , professional organi_zations (B) ,

and cammmity sétti.ngs (C) at the institutioa;;al, (2), instructional (3), and

i / °

learner (4) -levels, focusing on polfcy (a), resources (b), programs/curricula (c),

-~

produacts (d), and people (e) contents.
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The evaluation of l;:len%nt 5 has a general configuration on the dimensions

of evaluation and education that_ can be‘labeled as "C, III, 1V, V, 'VI IF, CS"

1

fortheevaluatﬁmprooessdarensmnand "A, B c, 2, 3 4, a, b, ¢, 4, e'on

the education damain’ dimension. ’
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IV. Examples of Configurations of Evaluation Training
Materials to Fit Configurations of Evaluation Functions

| Now that we have demohstrated how an edugational evaluation situation

'mey bé described in terms 9% configurations of job functions or activities
(evaluation processes within educatiofial contexts which are delineated by
carponehts of. the concept'ﬁal map), we will illustrate briefly how configurations
of evéiuation trainhug.;raterials'aégropriate i-:_o the job function (con_f;igurations'
can be ident;ified. Since:zg.h evaluation training program is unlikely to have
euch a specific job function focus, we wihll then present some example

. configurations of materials that might be appfopriate for the more likely
p{:’ogram which would be designed to provide training in a much broader r;nge

. i
‘of educational evaluation functions and,activities.

B

A. Conflgurat_lons of Materials to Fit a Spe¢ifi¢ Evaluation Function
Configuration . . :

We would not expect to find evaluation training materials specifically
tallored to all aspects of any particular evaluation job. In seleci:ing
oonflguratlons of traJ.m.ng materlals most approprlate for the conflguratlon
of evaluation and education aspects of a job functlon , it is 'important to
s decide what ‘aspects of the job function most need direct relevant trair;ing; '
Takmg one of the 51mpler elements (Elerﬂent ],7 of the evaluatlon of the

<

’ mnovatlon linkage program descrlbed above as an example of a speclflc evalua-

‘

>

tion fmctim\configurétim‘for which we want’to find relevant training,n
mater‘iels, we f‘i,ndi.h;t tI;er'e are several eva}uetion training materials
available t:hat address“‘ E_gr_\e; of the aspects :of;,evaluation involved in this
element, but none° that address all of them. 'i‘here are many possible configura-
tions oé relevant training }q?tegials, dependi.ng upon what asp.ects of the job
function’ ;g:é S_;pnsidered tp Iggét directly {leed*applicable training. Figure 4

presents a summary of the possible confjgurations described below. -

° N . w

i~ .

s

S
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Figure 4.

.
v

Examples of Configuratiohs of Training Materials '
Appropriate for Innovation Linkage Program,
Element 1 Evaluation Needs . | ) ‘ '

Training material

N

Configuration (coded to Consumer's Guide) Aspect(s) of evaluation addréssed-
I) CSE 9 . conducting needs'asse,saren{:fb’aﬁ institu- °
tional level 1n school getting
RBS 4 focdsing, administering, and'conducting
. needs assegsment at learner level in
p * school setting
I1) CSE 2 orientation to needs assessment in
- school setting »
- CSE 3 administering and conducting needs )
assessment in school setting
CEPM 5 analysis and interpretation of data
relevant to needs assessment at
. institutional level in school setting
III) RBS 5 - administering and conducting evaluation
in school setting .
CSE 3 . administering and oond?t'ﬁ_.q_ g needs
or . assessment in school setting .
CSE 9 ucting needs assessment at institu-
¢ ’ tional level in school setting
Iv) . FWL 13 } conducting evaluation
FWL 14 &gnmentatlop for evaluatlon and ot
@nductmg evaluation 3%
. - , e . ’
- . . FWL 15 - administering and condugting evaluation
. .
CEPM 3 conductin ﬁvaluation in school setting
- CSE 9 - conducting needs assessment at instSE-
< or - tional]level in school setting *
,/ RBS .4 foecusing, administering, 5:32 conducting .
. . needs assessmerit at learner level in
school setting ,
4
- el
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1f, for example, we'decide that it is n‘ecessary to have training in the
evaluation concepts and proceduresspecific’:;_]o preformative (A) evaluation at
/ the institutional (2) "level within a school (A) setting, the CSE Needs

Assessment Kit, (CSE 9 in the Consumer s Guide) seer% most appropriate, for

©

" there 1s¢a reasonably close match between the configuratlon of evaluation and
education aspects of the job fiumction ("I, A, III, IV, VgptAMr cs/a, 2, a, b, c")
,  and that of the training material ("A, III, IV, V, vx/A,‘é, 3, a, b, ¢"). Both
the training'needs and materials involve collection ‘and analysis o;‘. data about
school policy, resource and program needs and decision-making abou.t the )
adequacy-with which these needs are being met. However, CSE 9 would not beg
completgly adequate by itself because it does not include training in focusing (I),
adfm.nlstermg (AM) or analyzing constraints (CS)? on the evaluation. The RBS
Pupil-Perceived Needs Assessment Package (RBS 4) mlght be a useful complement .
to CSE-9 as it does address focusing, admlnlstermg and analysis of constra_mts

in prefommative evaluation conducted m a school settmg, though (as mdlcated

by its title and 1ts‘descr1pt10n in the Consumer's Gulde) it limits 1ts "focus

to pupil peroeptlons of needs. As can be seén in Table 4a, (Appendix C) ,
there are several training materials that address aspects of preformative
evaluatlon and oould prov1de training relevant to the preformatlve evaluatlon '

functlons needed in Element 1 of the 1rmovatlon llnkage program evaluatlon

- Fo,r example, one might ccmbme the CSE_ Orlentatlon and Needs Assessment

Workshops {CSE 2,and CSE 3 respectively) to provide an overview of evaluation

{including needs assessn\ent) as well as training in specific techniques used

in needs assessment. Combining these two workshops, the’ ﬁrainee would receive®™

training, relevant to focusing (I) and’ administering (AM) evaluations gs well =

.. as torthe ‘colrlection and interpretation of.data. However, though these

P . —
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'workshops deal Spec:1flcally with preformative evaluation, nelther of them
focuses on evaluatlon at the mstltutlonal level, which is the major thrust

of this element of the ijmovation Jprogram.evaluation. The Assessing Achieve-

ment of the District's Broad Goals packet’ (ClEPM 5), wliich does focus on

institutiondl (and instructional) 1evel evaluation, oould be a very useful

supplement to the CSE workshops. CEPM 5 by itself would- -probably not be

A ]

. sufficient for the needs of Element 1, smoe it’ does not cover the actual

technlques of needs assessment J.n as much detall as the CSE workshops.

Evaluating a Curriculun Program (RBS 5), which add.resses _general planning, i

implementing and administering evaluations in a school setting with training

mziterials that deal more specifically'with“prefom\ati\'re' eveluation techniques

.

"in school settlngs, such as CSE 3 or CSE 9. N

,r o o®

Another approach would be to usg materlals that prov1de detailed tralnmg

t,echnlques of evaluation planning and implementation but do not emphasize the
. spec1al problems or needs of evaluation done: in school settJ.nqs or by school =

° personnel. A serieg of FWL modules (e. gi.FWL 13: Measurement and Testing,

FWL 14: Design of Evaluatlon Jnstrurents and FWL 15: Planning and Implement -

ing Evaluat),on) could be useful in this regard, but probgébly should be :

combined with materJ.als that .focus on school settings, such as CEPM 3:

4

. Instructional Program Planning, Evaluation and Communication and perhaps with
materials that focus on fieeds assessment, such as CSE 4 or FBS 4. ?
It can be seen fram this discussion—of pososible configurations of
traJ.ang materlals approprlate for the configuration of evaluatlon require-~
ments of a spe01flc evaluatlon job functlon (Element 1 of the innovation
‘1mkage program evaluatlon) that there are many p0551ble materials configura-
l.tlons, and that selection of‘a desirable configuration depends upon the

v : * ."

[
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- particular aspects of the job functions that are felt to need directly and

specifically rélevant training. It is unlikely that any training material or.

configuration of materials will fit highly specific evaluation 'trainiei needs

pre'cisely.;/ even a well-chosen configuration of materjals may have to be,
511pp1eme1;1ted by J.nstructlon and aéplica"cion tailored to those specific needs.
B&s\it is'inportant to be dbleto select cmfigprat%ms of training materials
tl‘lat.are as appropriate-as possible. It should be remembered, then, that i
though the classification of training materials in terms of the concept.ual

map (the classification plfeSent;ed in Tables 4a-6a in Appendix C) should be
useful in identifying cmﬁlguratlms of materlals likely to be approprlate for
conflguratlons of evaluation functions, conte:]lt analysis (or at least

ot
con51derat10n of descriptions) of individual materials would also be J.mportant.

¢

~ P

Configurations' of Materials to Fit Broad Evaluathn Training Needs )

L

Since few evaluation trammg programs are lJ.kely to have sdchﬁa spe01flc
e

job functlon focus as described in the precedlng sectlon, we will now present
some exemples of possible configurations of training materials that might be
appropriate for a program éesigned to brovide fraining in a much broader ‘range
of educat}onal evaluation functions and activities. The classification of

materials in tems of the canceptual map would probably be more usetul in

) selectirg ccnflguratlcns for more narrow and spec1flc needs, since the
partlcular content focus of the materials would not be so :unportant
For example, if a programn were concentrating on formatlve eva}uation, one
,‘ could se;lect’ a c&mfig&ation of materials which would provide a balance of
1) detailed procedures and methods (e'.g.l instrument development, daﬁa ar;alysis)

-~ of evaluation in general, 2) specific problems, concerns and methods of

<
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A °

formative evaluation and 3) specific problems, concerns and methods of

.
-

different types of formative evaluation (e.g. product evaluat-:ion , program

evaluation, évaluation in school settings). There would be-many possible

configurations of materlals which-would present such a balanoe of trammg

é .

.Flgure 5 presents some of these poss1b111t1es - .

i -

Figure 5. Examples of Configurations of Training Materials .
Appropriate for Training Program with Formatlve -
Evaluation Focus

S

e

Training material : )
Configuration (coded to Consumer's Gulde) Aspect(s) of evaluatiof addressed

- —_—

. ‘w . . - .
1) FWL 8 introduction to-types and
purposes of evaluation
FWL 10 data analysis and collection ____
methods —
FWL 11 detailed pufposes and procedures
3 of formative evaluation .
" SEDL 1. ) managing and conducting, product =
. formative evaluation
11) CSE 2 orientation to types and purposes
. of evaluation
FWL 13 . measurement and testing.methods
CSE 5 detailed purposes and procedures
' of formative (mplementatlon)
. - evaluatlon
o " RBS 2 managmg and conducting program
° . . formatlvé evaluatlon C
»IIT) SCEPM 3 introduction to types, purposes,
' ,and methods of evalu‘;tlon .
T SWRL 1 g research and evaluition methods
~ CSE 6 detailed purposes and procedures
- _ of formative- (progress)
% eValuation .
SWRL 2. . _managing and conducting product

formative evaluation




3‘

materials could be seleoted by reference to the classificaf:ion of these

G

Similar configurations could be suggested -for other »training program

evaluation thrusts, such as specification and evaludtion of learning outcomes,

~

reporting evaluation results, maintaining smooth relations with people involved

’ .

in‘ the evaluation process (i.e. interface), pla:mir?g and construction of

evaluation instruments, etc. In all these cases, configurations of training

o .

-

materlals on the oonoeptual map of educational ev'aIuatlon. However, several
admonitions should be made regarding prescription Sf training materlals based

solely on the classlflcatlon of those materials relevant to the oonoeptual

& , ®

rnpa’ e ) . .
® oo L ﬁ

°

First, in order to determine the feasibility of using particular

materials as well as their campatibility and comp'lementarity with each other,
AL
one would need to knoW' about geveral pragmatlc aspects of the materials not

included on the oonceptual map, such as cost, time anhesouroe requlrements -

«

and J.ntended users. This mformatlon could be f_ound %y .Lookmg at the

L4

product descrlpuons in the (‘bnsmne’r s Guide., A G . '

. ' -

In addltlon, 1t wcu‘ld be%nmportant to read the Consumer's Guide descrlp—

hd Y

tions or to look at t:he terlals themselves in order to find out more about

the specific content. gfgals ane objectlves, mstructlmal format and

learning activities and user’ prerequ151tes would all be Jmportant aSpects of

a tralnlng product to consider in selectmg product oonflguratlons. Information
L%

about these aspé&cts 1s, J.n most cases, avallable m the Consumer s Guide;

-

hwever, it would probably be very useful for a program planner trying, to

-

establlsh oonflguratlons of materials to supplement use *of the oonoeptual map
st

and the Consumer's Guide* W1th a detailed content analys1s to detemine

’

a material's content and apprdach. LT \ L.

» R . . »
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It would be, of course, very Jmportant to know something about tﬁe -

quality of materials before selectJ.ng configurations. In the Consumer's Guide,

statements were made as to how products could be best used, bu”t“'%jvdgnents of
quallty or adequacy were carefully avoided or downplayed So, any judgments '
of quality would have to be made or arranged by program planners themselves.

. vo o - .
Several possible criteria and methods to use in making these judgments are

_suggested below: N oo i

® judged accuracy of field testing procedures reported in the Consumer's

Gaide;

v

® results of field testing reported in the Consumer's Guide or obtainable

from product developers;
. _ : ~
® internal consistency of goals, objectives, content and leaming

activities as determined by content analysis;.

L approprlateness for target audlence clarity, level, degree of

“‘&\«e

conceptual or practical appllcatlon emphasis;.- " ) .

L depth and breadth of coverage,
L valldlty of content as determ.med by evaluation expert
L practlcallty of content as determined by experienced evaluator;

.® adaptability of materials to particular program and individual needs.

. Bnyone selecting configurations of training mategials for evaluation training,

o . .
progtams would probably need to consider  these various aspects of the

materials that are not reflected in the classification of materials on the

—

conceptual map. However, as we have shown, that classification can be very

¢

o

- .
useful in at least preliminary selection.

46

P




D

&

¢ >. » V. Conclusion

The conceptual framework of educational evaluation presented in this+*

pa{per has helped us develop same of the categories of description we used in

the Consumer's Guide to Eva.fLuation Tfai.ning Materials and seems to've useful
for classifying and analyzing evaluation job functions and evaluation training
materials. Classificatién of exi§tii'1g evalua;:ion trammg materials produced
by educatione:;l l’fagorat.ories or R&D centers in terms of this framework hasoleq
us to tentative conclusions about areas 6r aspects of."educational evaluation
that aré or are not covered by these materials. These conclusions should

provide some useful input for those who will make decisions about future

- development of evaluation training materials. We have also shown hdw

classificatian of training needs and materials with this conceptual. framework
might help sameone suggest possible configurations of training materials

o 2 )
appropriate for configurations of training needs. However, in order to more

aiéqx;apely determine desirable future decisions for product development or
a

appropriate configqrat/ions of exis?i’ng materials, additional -analyses would
have to be undertaken. For either—type of decision about training materials,

analyses of ‘product corl;ltent and quality (e.g. detailed content analyses,
\g
analysis of products in operation) and analysis of a broader range of available

products (not limited to those produced by educational laboratories and R&D

centers) would have to be conducted. In addition, to determine directions

»
5

for future development, judgments would have to be made about the relative
i:rnportance of the various areasr and aspects of educational evaluation
delineated in the conceptual framework.

—»
’




TR >
Hdeal 2

Ty,

B R 4

Pt $ .
E . L 4

PN .

N .

.
-
-
L.
<
v
" \
\
..
-+
'
.
.
{
: L)
& "
. . EY
- ‘
.
A . 5t
. -
* L
-
s - N .-
. .
“
9 .
. -
. ~
. * N
L3
. .
~
s “ "
.
' v,
N . . .
-

ERIC™ ™ -

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

APPENDIX A .
Sample’ Product Descrip}ion
. ‘
~ 4 .
- ‘ N
- | h r* ) l
- . - . q“ ~ .
) 5 3 ’ t ‘ N -

'
.
’
B
P
R .
v
'
i >
¢
5
t
¢
B
.
1]




CSE EVALUATION WORKSHOP I: AN ORIENTATION (Evaluation Iechno]ogieS'Paagram)é

.

O

] . w
INTENDED USERS ‘ oo
" Educational personnel including: superintendents, evaluation specialists,

project directoys, and other administrators; teachers; graduate students; )

researchers and curriculum and program developers; and project monitors. et

Individuals iinvolved in evaluatibn in social action programs, such as health

and social sciences, have also found participation beneficial.

TYPE OF EVALUATION ADDRESSED

The workshop treats activities and procedures appropr1ate to different phases
. of evaluation: needs, assessment, program planning, formative evaluation, and
summative evaluation.

—

APPROACH TO EVALUATION
i The workshop expresses the viewpoint that the purpose of evaluationm is to
r provide information that will facilitate and improve educational decisidn-
making at all levels. Evaluation questidns are related to four major phases
of program's cycle: needs assessment, program planning, fQrmative evaluation,
summative evaluation. v - -

MAIN EMPHASIS .

e, . . ' -

The workshop focuses on major steps and components in the evaluation of
educational programs. -

GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

Major workshup goals are to enable participants to understand what kinds of

information an evaluation can provide "for educational dec1s1on-mak1ng, and to

understand the general procedures and problems involved in selecting} co]]e9t1ng,
ana]yz1ng, and reporting that information. « /

Participants become familiar with what ts*involved in: conducting a needs- .
assessment, bu11d1ng the evaluation design into a program plan,’ determining ,
whether a program is being implemented properly, assessing 1ts progress, and
present1ng eva1uat1on datd to d1fferent audiences.

’ 4 . },
MAIN ACTIVITIES ) ‘ .o
Participants are first given instruction in a phase of the evaluation process,
then work with other team members to solve a problem common in that phase..

After this.exercise, the workshop -leader provides concrefe feedback on how this
problem could have\Qgenﬁﬁnuﬂed and conducts a discussion of a]ternat1ve
"solutions. T . Lot -




PROVISIONS FRUET - | | .
A. Format’ Norkshop

B.. Personnel Needed: Requires a leader familiar w1th‘workshop material either as
a result of profess1ona1 evaluation experience or previous participation
in a workshop session. Upon user request, CSE can supply a workshop leader.

~ * . One qualified leader for every 30 - _ASfpart1c1pants is required. , An
o assistant familiar with the workshop is recommended if there are ‘more
than 30 part1c1pants

. C. Product Components A Leader's Manual describing the step-by—step proced=

o~ ures for organizing-and conducting the-workshop; a Participant's Notebook

R for each Tearner containing instructibn, reference, and reading materials; -
one 'set of exercises for each three part1c1pants, and pre- and post-tests .
for each part1c1pant

it

D. Resources: A blackboard and other c1assroom equ1pment is recommended
refreshments and Junch served close to workshop 10cat1on assists the
- leader in keep1ng with a tight schedu]e

5

P
E. Time Neeged Two full days of instruction (approx1mate1y 14 hours). It may
e agap ;q a series of 4-hour sessions. . H ;

X
F. Conditions of Use: To conduct a workshop, an inddividual shou]d have
particmgéted in a previous.session or have suff1c1ent evaluation experience’
1

, and familiarity with workshop content. N . . (N,
: In ost situations, a minimum of 21 1nd1v1duals “should participate; It is .
dedirable that the entire group of participahts participate in the entire
: ession s1nce teams of three work on exerCJ§es together throughout )
ADAPTABILITY - ) Co ;

The workshop can, be ‘used in a variety of organ1zat1ona1 settings. :,Groups of
" individuals. from‘a number of different organ1zat1ons and Tevels of experience
can part1c1pate fin one sess1on, an organization can use the materials" ‘to tra1q
‘ its ent1re staff a professor can use the mater1a1s in a course for graduate !
\ students.’ The workshop may also be .incorporated.in a longer evaluation ;
tra1n1ng sess16n run by CSE which includes 1nstfuct1on tailored to a part1cu1ar

group's needs.and interests. This workshop can' be used separately or in conjunc- e
tiom with other programémater1a15 ‘ _ ; .
; T ‘ } “
RELATED PRODUCTS _ § 4 ! ; S
» ! ‘
Other. CSE1worksh0ps, and FWL Evaluation for Program Improvement hR !
" cosT a , ’ e P
a»- , ¥ 3 " , %.,
e Range of cost is as stated on page 2. A full set of materials for the workshop
. consists of: i: 1 . o ;
] . ’;‘i ] A ) A
SR - NETEENEN . \\ . ‘\‘ N !
’ s % ’ 5:’ - 5
A L) ® - J 4
0 N 0 |
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Participant's Notebooks (1 per participant, reusable reference E&erc1se Pads
(1 per team of 3); Pre- and Post-tests (1 pair per participant); Leader's
Manual (1 per 1eader) Audio tape ~(optional--1,per leader, 1nc1uded w1th Manual,

reusable). . -
. N

AVAILABILITY : . S

. »

é :
The worKshop is available from CSE Field Services.
HISTORY AND EVALUATION |

Formulation of the workshop's content and.organization was guided by the CSE
'view of the evaluation process. This view, in turn, was generated by CSE's
experience in- conduct1ng educational evaluations as well)as by the writings
of recognized experts in the field and the suggestions of educat10na1
administrators and eva]uators. =

The first draft of the workshop “went through a series of feasibility tests-to
determine its appropriateness for the target audiences and tq identify compo-
nents needing modification. When the necessary revisions were made, the work-
shop was field tested by CSE staff to ensure that it achieved its objectives.
At the conclusion of the field testing, ‘the workshop was again revised and -
then feleased for operational testing. The operational testing was conducted
by*non-CSE staff and provided a check-on whether theqworkshop still achieved

.-its objectives in:its final form and under the wide range of conditions in

which it would eventua11y be used. A follow-up impact study was also conducted
in order to be certain that the rarticipants used the workshop training and
materials on their jobs. These field tryouts involved over 10,000 participants
from numerous local, state, and federal agencies across the country.

Information obtained from the pre- and post- testing, the quest1onna1res and
the impact study indicates that the training is va]ued by the participants,
that many of the partigipants use the materials and implement the procedures
after 'the workshop, and that fhe individuals would recommend the workshop to
their colleagues and would themselves participate in.additional workshops
developed “in the ser1es / _ .

-

—{ﬂ»adg1t1on to debelopment and field testing of the participant's materials,
thé Leader's Manual for the workshop was thoroughly field tested. Once having
participated in a,workshop, ‘an educational professional’can competent1y train

colleagues.

Data

{ ;

indicate that workshop 1eaders conduct the session in the

manher prescr1bed

in the Manua]

-~

°

4

COMMENT

i

h ]

S

Test1ng of the CS% Evaluation workshop I has been extreme]y thorough

it has

'1nc1uded evaluation of the amount of use part1c1pants have made of the material

in their own settings, and of the ability of inexperienced leaders to conduct
successful workshops. The materials themselves are conven1ent attractive,

iand clearly wr1tt%n and organized.
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3,

The problems and activities described in the case study are those that a single
evaluator rather than an evaluation committee, would have to deal with. There
is a stfong emphasis, on evaluation design. The materials present a great.deal
of detailed information. Developers assume that participants will retain their
copies of the materials, and it would probably be nécessary'to have them
available for refererice to use the skills covered in the Workshop. The case
stud'j? focuses on traditional versus modern conflicts rather than ethnic or
racial problems. The case study also features no females in positions of
‘authority. . ' . ' .
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S *Training Materials
T ~in this Guide
S

Center for Educational Policy Management (CEPM) —

~
2’

1 . School P1anning; Evaluation, and Conmunication‘sjstem (SPECS)'
2 A Systems Analysis of a School District (SPECS I)
3 Pwogram Planning, Evaluation qnd.tommunicgtion (SPECS I11)
4, Community Based Broad Goal Definition (SPECS IV)
5 Assess1ng Achievement of the D1str1ct s Broad Goals (SPECS V)

des of Organ1zat1ona1 Change System g

7 Techho1ogy for Organizational Change Spec1a11sts

6 Strateg

.
o

Lo . '}

Cenfer for the Study of Evaluation (CSE)

t

1 The Evahuétion Technologies Program
2 CSEvaqluation Workshop I: An Orientation

El

i 3 CSEeEva]uat1on Workshop II: Needs Assessment:

4. CSE Eva]uat1on Workshop III: Program P]anninj . s

\ . 5 CSE, Ev?luat1on Yorkshop IV: Imp]ementation Eva1ua£ion '
6 CSE.EvaTuation Workshop V: Progre{% Evaluation .

7 CSE Eva]dation Workshop VI:(Outcome Eva]uat1oq : ‘ .

g CSE‘F1Fmentary School Evaluglion Kit: Needs éésessment ,

é CSE Needs Assessment Kit | ‘ r

10 CSE Program Planning Kit - ) ]
3 E] v o X ¢
\ 11 CSE Program Evaluation Kit 3

} .
% e
t -
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-
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Far West Laboratory for Educational Research and Development (FWL)

~

1 The Educaf%ona] Management Program
2 Analyzing Problems (Unit 2)
3 Evaluation for Program Improveoent (Unit 5}
Deve]opment Dissemination, and Evaluation (DD&E) Training Resources

5 DD&E Series 1: P]annlng

6 DD&E Modu]e 1.1: Problem Def1n1t1on and Spec1f1cat1on of Outcomes

]

7 DD&E Module 1.2: Consideration: of A1ternat1ves
8 DD&E Module ] 4: Introduct1on to Eva]uat1on

E)

9 DD&E Series 2: Jnformat1on/Data Cof]ect1on and Organization

10 DD&E Module 2.2. Data Managanent '
11 DD&E Module 4.4: Review), Tryout and Revision .

12 DD&E Series 5: Eva]uat1on : -

. \

13 DDRE Modu]e 5:2 Measurement and.$est1ng fon Developers and
o " Evaluators '

14 DD&E Modu]ef5.3"DesTgn of Eva]uat%on Instruments

15 DD&E Module 5.4 Planning and Imp]ement1ng Eva]uat1on
16 DDAE Module;5.5: Evaluation Problens

y e

Northwest Regional Educat1ona1 Laboratory TNNREL

1 Objective Ana]ys1§ and Planned Change Series
\ po -
2 Research Utilizing Problem So]ving (RUPS)
3 Preparing Educational Training QonsuL;eﬁfs (PETC) series

4 PETC:3 - Organizational Deve]opmenﬁ °




ry .

Research for Better Schools,.Inc. (RBS)

-

o } Inventory for Curriculum and Instrugtional Improvement
2 Handbook of Comprehensive Planning in Schools .
3 Surveying Yoﬁr Communi ty ‘
i 4 Pupil Perce%&ed Needs Assessment PacLage.
‘ ’ '8 Evaluating 2 Curriculum Program _

6 Curriculum and Instruction: Rlanning’ Improvement

/ .
P \
¢ . 1

o S Spgfhwest Educational Development Laboratory (SEDL§)”f5
1 CALIPERS / ’
2 A Developmental Process ‘ S
LR W .) PPN 'MI‘.« 1‘3. * Y TP v -8 )';, b P
NERURN . [N [N [N AURURY A \ ﬁ\

A3 - . .
Southwest Regidnal Laboratory (SWRL)

1 Instructional Product Research

hd s R
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Type or Purpose Judge/n Total # of
of Evaluation Collect Analyze 4+ Decide Report | Different
(Laboratory . . Products
produce)
Preformative
' LM 2(2) 1(1) 1¢0) 10) | 3(3)
CSE | 4(2) 3(2) 2(2) 2(0) 4(3)
. FWL 3(1) 2(0) _2(0) 1(0) 3(1)
NWREL  © -1Q1) 1(0) 0&p) 0(0) I(1)
RBS 3(3) 3(3) 3(2) 2(2) 4(3)
SEDL 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0)
SWRL 0(0) 0(0) 0(¢0) 0(‘0) 0(0)
b 13(9) 10(6) 8(4) 6(2) 15(11)
Formative .
CEPM 2(1) 1(0) 2(0) 10 | 2q1)
CSE & 5(2) 4(1) ~0(0) 4(2y  N5(2)
ML 5(1) 4(0) 2(0) 1(0¥ 5(1)
NWREL s 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0); 0(0)
RBS - 2(1) 2(1) 2(1) 22)~ | 4(2)
SEDL s » 1(0) °° 1(9) 1(0) 1(0)- 1(0)
SWRL 1(0) ~ 0(0) 1(0) 0(0) 1(0)
{ - + ( > —
s 16(5) ~ 12(2) 8(1) 9(4) 18(6) ‘
Sumative * ; (
CEPM | 1(0) 1(0) o | o) | 100
CSE | 3(2) 32) 0(0) 321 | 32
AL 1(0) 1(0) gk (0) 0(D) 1(0)
NWREL 0(0) 00 00 Q(0) 0(0)
SWREL 0(0) 0¢0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0)
1] N R 5
X 6(2) 6(2) 2(0)° 4(2 p 6(2)
A : {
‘ General ? ' i a ? % ‘ i
Methodology . . ;
Without Specific i e
Type or Pufpose {
& <0 ‘ “
’ggpu 0(0) * o(0) - 0¢0) 0(0) | ‘o¢o)
Eoe, ©,000) 0(0) * 0(0) 00) | o¢o!
;:;EL ;‘ “4(3) ol #43(2) P fay 1(1g . §3;
RBS | . 1 1(1) 11) ¢ 0(0) (1)
SEDL i 1) lél) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1)
SURL o 0{0) 0(0) 0(0) | 0(0)
3 1) 1(1) 0(0) 1(1) 1(1)
it - 2 /
S. 3 . .. ; -
, 7(6) 6E5) 3(3) : $<3(3§ 26)
. Toéal # of! ; @ ' j S i
Different . ’T—\ME’//ﬁy
ProducEf : 33(19) 26(13) 17(7) | |, 16(B) 36(23)
+ ) ; b ‘{ 2 b ’
4 - we
; ‘ o ™
; . . | - 1

TABLE la.

~

%

Number of Products by Agency (Lab or Center) for Type x Aspect »
Cells of Evaluation Dimension of Conceptual Map

(numbers in parentheses are for products which ~
provide specific how-to-training)

Aspect of Evaluation
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specific how-to training)
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Table '4a.

. pmens:.on of Conceptua-l Map =

Lo indicates products which provide specific how-to training)

Aspect of Evaluation

i
~ N

b

i

Spec:.flc Products Classified In ‘Iype X Aspect Cells Of Evaluation

VS P

Type or Purpase : p Judge/ :
of Evaluation * Collect ~ Analyze Decide Report
v 2 v “ o
Preformative CEPM-2*4* | CEPM-5* CEPM-5 CEPM-2 )
- CSE-2,3,9% | CSE-2,3*9* | CSE-3*9*| CSE-2,9%
a | FWL-2*, 6, | FWL-6,7 - FWL~6,7 | FWL-7
7 NWREL~4* NWREL~4 [ RBS-2%, RBS-3*,
\ a 3*‘ 4*
14 P . S
& -~ © 6. .
RBS-2*,3*, | RBS-2*,3* - A
. K 4% *
— = B — .
Formative CEPM-3%,6 | CEPM-3. CEPM-3,6 | -CEPM-3
- ;é CSE-2,5%, CSE-2,5, FWi~8,11| CSE-2,5*, | -
: 6,10, - 6,11% = 6,11*
;‘ ' ll* N * o k4 ) ‘.) ’
FWL~3,8, FWL-3,8, RBS-3*,6 | FWL-11
§ . 11, 11,15 . ©
‘e 5, Lo 1ax, o ‘ 1
s 15 - - .
. C e RBS-2,3* '\RBS—Z* 3* SEDL~1 RBS:3* 4%
' SEDL-1N SEDL~1 SWRL~2 SEDL~1,
e SWRL~2 > S | - 9
Summativée CEPM-7 .« | CEPM-7 FWL-8 . | CSE-2,7*,
. * . » 11*
. CSE-2,7*%, | CSE-2,7*, | SEDL~1 SEDL~1
. 11* 11* » .
FWl~8 - FWL~8- L~
' SEDL~1 SEDI~1-
. - ~ ~ -
General Methodology FWL~10%, FWL~10%, o FWL~16* | FWL~10*
Without Specific 13, 13, _ "
Type or Purpose 14%*, le* G
16* )
. » NWREL-2* NWREL~2* * NWREL-2* | RBS-5*%
}' RBS-5* RBS-5*% RBS-5* SWRL~1*
. SWRI~1* | SWRL~1* -

s




Table 5a. Specific
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im.enszon Of Co
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‘ %:mdlcates products which provide’specific how-to training)

ls\'ﬁ—‘

?igeptual Map.

\ . Aspect of Evaluation *

’

™

Focus Interface Aminister . .-| Determine Constraints
CEPM-2* CEPM-4 CSE-3,6*,10%,11 - CSE-4
CSE-2,4*,6*,7*,11* .| (sg-10 FWL-15% - ’ RBS-4
. FWL~2*,3,6,8,11,15% WwFWL-3,13 RBS-2,4% i .
16* ' K : .
RBS-2%, 3%, 4%, 5% - NWREL-2*,4* | SEDL-1 ’ -
SEDL~1 - RBS-3* 4% S .
SWRL~2*  SEDL-1
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- Table 6a. Specific Pmducts Addressing Categories On Educational D:Lmenslon
Of Conceptual*‘Map 3 ; 5
. . , : .
~ 7 " %
77| settings AR ‘ ;
. o . A ' 1
Schools CEPM-2,3,4,5,6 CSE-2,3,4,5,6,7,9,1Q,11 3
N \ - RBS-2,3,4,5,6  SEDL-1 SWRL-1 -
> Professional Organizers FW-~4,6,7, 8 10,11,13,14,15, 16> SEDI~1,2, >
: SWRL~1,2
- s o s 7
. Community CEPM-4,5; CSE-3,9 FWL~3 RBS-3 {
T Family .
B b
Contents
- % Y
policy CEPM-4,5,6, CSE-3,4,9,10 FWL-2,3, =
NWRL~4 . RBS-2,3,4,6
&
e Resources o CEPM-2 CSE-5,9,10 NWREL~4 +
! H N b 71
Programs/Curricula’ CEPM-2,3,5 cse-2,3,4,5,6,7,9,10,11
’ %2,3‘,8,14 RBS"2,5,6
Products - - . FW~8,11,14,15 SEDL-1,2 | SWRL~2 B
| ’ - N R . \ . N 3 \
Pecple \ CSE~6,9 WL~13,14 RBS-4 !
General (no specific FWL~4,6,7,10,16 NWREL~2 swrzﬁ
content) .
Levels . ‘ ,
) Societal
s . 4
Institutional ’ ~‘ CEPM-2, 4 5,6 CSE-4,5,9,10 NWRL~4 .
\) . RBS-3
. _ 7/
__Instructional 4 CEPM-3,4,5 ‘CSE-4,5,9,10 FWL~2,14 -
RBS-2,6 . . :
Learner ’ CEPM-3 . CSE-3,6 . FWL-2,13,14
- : . RBS-6 o0 .\
& .
. "General (no specific CsE-2,7,11 '  Fw-3,4,6,7,8,10,11,15,16
SWRL~1,2
Q -
ERIC /1 ,
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