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necessary for such interpretations, must be specified and explained
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the eXclusion of the vartables to be ‘considered in an evaluation
should be made explicit. The préblem of obtaining a matched control
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tenuous assumptions. The evaluation of Project 1low Through is used
tp'exenplify these problems. (Buthor/CTH) . ’ .

i

2

\

v . ~— ﬂg
Y \m ) . \ |
] * (/ . \

: Q ’ . . ‘ ' : ” . \ ’ \[
t**********qt** A AR R R KRR RO KRR KRR KRR KRR R KRR R R AR KKK
* Reproductlbus supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made *
* from the origidal document. *

**#****‘g*******i*****************t************************************



‘ L
-

ED164565

-

MOO7 734

t
.

ERI

T

’
'
r

. ' A . .

.

Multipl'e Stakeholders and Evaluation

‘-:\ by

R, Tony Eichelberger -

University of Pitt sburgh

“PERMISSION TO_REPRODUCE  THIS

IAENY
MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

- SN
C %ﬂu},zﬂiﬂw&m o

70 THE RDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
INFORMATION CENTER {ERIC) AND
’ + USERS OF THE ERIC SYSTEM."
\

) -
oS-

N ¥

l .‘?"'. l
...}\‘ F ey w’/g,i/?_’

PR

P

£
4
! b )
: ' Y |
J"h A
S o3
'//\ '\“( S

\

1

Presented at the annual meeting of the American Edlqcational Re-
search Association,. Toronto, Canada, March 29, 1978, '

This paper includes material workgd out jointly with others; es-
pecially Nancy Colé and James L. DiCostanzo.
"have also benefited greatly from discussions with Willjam W, 'Cooley,

Learning Research and Development Center

o -

US DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH,
EDUCATION A WELFARE
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF

EDUCATION

* ’
THIS DOCUMENT HAS '8EEN REPRO.

ATING IT POINTS OF VIEW OR
OPINIJNS
STATED DO NDY NECESSARILY RE E-
SENTOFFICIAL NATIONAL |Nsnru1’:: OF
+ EDUCATION POSITION OR POLICY

OUCKD EXACTLY AS RECE)
VEOD F, .
mgrenson OR ORGANIZATION om?w

The ideas in the paper

Gaea Leinhardt, members of the' LRDC Follow Through program, and
members of other Follow Through Sponsors' staffs,

paper and earlier drafts:by Connie Faddis was extremely useful.

2

~ -

The editing of this

¥

4

p
. R
7]
. .
N )
.
4
-
Yo
.
.
v
. '
b - .
.* ¢
N
. A
'o
; ™ .

“

‘e

-~

3
e -p




. “" .
i ‘ 0 .
r
! : 1
o - v ' “ e ‘ | v
R .". Multiple Stakeholders and Evaluation
; "‘ ‘\ "‘l . ’ ] . “ N
N 2
| R. Tony E1chelberger - S K

.| Learmng Research and Development Tenter _

Umvers;;t\x of Pittsburgh

The p’rirr‘ma-ry distinction between evaluation and qther empirically-

based activities identified as research is that evaluation serves decision
N ¢ . : : \ . o
rnakmg, or is decision- or1ente\d, while other research is conclusion-ori-
IJ - . .

ented (Cronbach & Suppes, 1969) In "models” of educa‘tional eyalue.tion,

decm;on making 1is uSually v1ewed as the work of a smgle dec1s1on maker

)
RN

or decision-making body. "When evaluat?rs actually becOr{ze 1nv’blved w1ty

, :

educational institutions or a encies, the often d1scover that ther
g y

multiple stakeholders in the dec1s1on s1tuat1on, rather than Just the(spem- =
4 SRR

fied decision maker. For exarnple in every school system, the adrrumst.ra-
v P . - !

tors-and school board are ultlmately respon51blé to the commun:.ty, gnd
/ " K <

must be responswe to it, Results of an evaluation study must be crfzdﬂ)le

v
\a

to the various stakeholder groups in the eomrhumty, or the results will ' -

Lo . N

! . R

not be usefui ' o ,;, . - o

Stakeholder groups usually havemﬂlfferent 1deolog1cal theoret1cal

and practical perspectives. A simpli tic é:&ample is the ”humanist" groups

has a different v1ew of the primary funct1ons of the schools and each group
: +

e

ass1gns different weights to educat1onal 3utcomes. For an eva;uahon to
ks s ‘L *‘( .

- address the most important is sues in a si)eelﬁc settmg and rbmain cred1b1e

.

to the various stakeholder groups is a d.ﬂﬁcult; task,’ “
. L4 ¢ - - K ' . ‘.\.
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This very real ;')rdblerh has been identified by many evaluators,

‘and several authors have recommended procedures for systematically .

)

<dea1ing:with the discrepa,unt views and values.of different stakeholaers
_ (Ezlwards & Guttentag, 1975; Stake, 1975; Stenner, 1976). Edwards and
' (..J.uttentag-s"u‘gge st a ''multi-attribute utility analysis'' that takes the dif-
| fering values into account when setting up the evaluation plan and analy-
sis procedures. Stake haé des,cribled‘an approach that he calls "R.lepon-
sive Evaluation, f’ According to Stake, |

An educational evaluation is responsive evalua-
tion (1) if it orients more directly to program activi- c
ties than to program intents, (2) if it responds to audi-
‘ence requ1rements for infdrmation, and (3) if the dif-. )
ferent value perspectives of the people at hand ‘are re-
v ferred to in reporting the success and failure of the

© program. (1975, p. 10) * . .

Stenner uses ''Policy hnphcatmns Analysls, " which asks members of1tb@

various stakeholder groups to identify the types of evaluatwe 1n£ormatz.om

[ 3

and appropriate reporting formats that they would like from the evalué}ion

-

"at the end of the program (pr other future date specified).

Coleman (1972) discusses a related problem of the limitations of
o \

any one evaluation study, | especially if it is carried out from only,,.pne theo- -
. retical 01: disciﬁlinary perspective.'. Every decision situation can be viewed

from various perspectives, each of lvhich may lead to very different deci-

sions. His suggeétion thaf a number of concurrent evaluations take place,

. . : "
uysing different theoretical and disciplinary bases, is esg;ecially pertinent _

" for dealing with multiple sgakeholders. ‘

¥ . .
In decision situations, various groups are contending for limited re-

sources. Each group will use whatever information is available to sﬁ”‘bport

2 .
LN
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 its own\; positian, regardless of the quality of the data, If the evaluator..

:'. wants to contsibute information useful to the decision-making process,

(s)he n{w\ast attempt to represent the majér differing perspectives and re-

port the\‘information as comprehensively and accurately as possible. My
\

- own expériences as an evaluator, combined with the experiences recorded

in other major evaluation reports, have revealed that this task is an ex-
tremely d\ifficult one, ' )

A hajor problem in meeting the needs of the various stakeholders

|

is that m.e‘thqdology‘is often used without recognizing the assumptions that
are requir\e'd for meaningful interpretation of the results for the -specific

situation, laThis relates to the role of ''methodologist' as discussed by

Lazarsfeld ‘\and Rosenberg (1955):

\\ The term methodology . . . implies that concrete
studies are being scrutinized as to the procedures they
use, the underlying assumptions they make, the modes
.of efplanation they consider as satisfactory. (p. 3)

In order to report data accutately and to make appropriate interpretations

of results, 'a number of fundamental considerations about the use and inter-

pretation of empirical information is needed.

(\‘ Evaluation Data and Interpretation

\
N

{

In this paper several issues related to accurate specification of
data and i;ate;-pretétion of results are discussed. The focus of these com-
\._.,mer:;ts is to make an evalugtion replort more readily interpretable by readers
who are not experts in research met‘r;odo,lﬁogy' or evaiua‘tion, which is often
the case with many educators and 'lay"’ groul;s. Several types of informa-

tion are recommended for inclusion in reports, and examples are given
Ly
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where possil;le. The issues addressed deal with (a) the subjective basis
of all data a‘nd its interpretation, (b) rationales for including variables’
and measures in an educational evaluation, (c) assumptions required for
meaningful interpretation of data in a specific setting, and‘(d) inadequacies

.of the experimental paradigm for evaluations,

Subjective Basis of Empirical Inforrnation1

. In general, laws, theories, variables, and measures in the behav-
ioral sciences are man-made conceptualizations. For example, what is
"réading" from one perspective is '"'symbol processing' from another.
The measures that would be used for assessing each would be very differ-

ent, -and different researchers could use quite different measures of the

same variable,

jective basis of the interpretation of data

Another example of the s
is the varied uses of the Coloured\Progressive Matrices Test, Raven (1962)

developed it as a measure of nonverbal 1Q,™which was believed at that time

to be a genetic characteristic. The test scores were used in the eyaluation
of the National Follow Th;‘ough Program (FT) as a nonverbal problem-
solving meas-ure., skills assumed to be learned and affected differentially
by the various instructional models.

In the design stage of an evaluation, the evaluator must decide which
variables and measures to include. These decisions are based on the eval-
uator's perspective 'of the program, its context, and its pu;-pose. This view
is often discipline-based. For example, the evaluation of Follo% Through,

like most educational evaluations, utilized only academic achievement,

self-concept, and individual responsibility measures. This represents

”
1
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primarily a psychology-based.view of education. Xn order to make sense

out of an dvaluation such as that of Follow Through, the reader must be

L
aware of the evaluator's perspective of the program and the evaluation,

.

and the evaluator's rationales for including whatever information is pre-
-

sented.
-

In reviewing modern developments in the philosophy of science,

y

"Campbell (1974) indicated that: v

Non-laboratory social science is precariously sci-
entific at best. But even for the strongest sciences, the
theories believed to be true are radically underjustified
and have, at most, the status of ''better than'' rather than
the status of ''proven.'' All common-sense and stientific
“knowledge is presumptive, In any setting in which we
seem to gain new knowledge, we do so at the expense of
many presumptions, untestable--to say nothing of uncon-
firmable--in that situation. While the appropnateness of
some presumptions can be probed singly or in smalksets,
this can only be done by assuming the correctness of the
great bulk of other presumptions. Single presumptions or
small subsets can in turn be probed, but the total set of
presumptions is not of demonstrable va11d1ty, is radically

’ under3ust1f1ed (p. 2)

A

Conclusion-oriented re*{earchers have the freedom, if not the responsi-

bility, to carry out their studies within a well defined theoretical perspect1ve

in order to test the theory and contribute to knowledge within that perspec-

tive, regardless of the extent to which it is justified by emp;’&ical evidence.’
, _ 1

Evaluators in real-life situatiéng.’have the _r,esf)onsibility of providing ine

formation useful to that situation. In order to do this, the presumptions

*

upon which the data and their interpretations are bdsed must be specified;

dnd the extent to which they are met in a particular situation must be esti-
.

mated. The presumptions, or assumptions, and the extent to which they

are met in an evaluation, are discussed in the next two sections of this paper.
. ] B

e

/

/
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Rationales for Variables and Measures in an Evaluation

¥ | Whenever an evaluation is planned, a wide range of variables and
measures are imnitially identified for possible inclusion. Some variables
and measures are inevitably excluded during the telection process. The

= evaluation contractor is usually most knowledgeable about the compro-

4 mises and deletions that are made at this time. Unfort.unatelyk, a discué-
sion of the selection process is seldom, if ever, included in an evaluation
report. Thus, the ~best thinking abo{Jt this problem and the rationales for
the decisions are lost to the field and to society. They are aiso not avail_—
able to the stakéholder!, who need that information so that they can more
appropriately assess the relative valye of the evaluation's conclusions as

~they relate to decision alternafivesl - Without such a disc&ssion, only the

. most knowledgeable reader will be able to recognize the limited nature of

S

N the evaluation, and weight the possible alternatives appropriately.

A good example of sdclq a discussion appeared in ljesign for the

Individualized Instruction Study (Cooley & Leinhar'd_t, 19:75). The rat;Lzon-
ale for excluding noncognitive variables in the ev:Qlua.tion cfesign was incluc‘led
as an/’déyp\renrdz".x to that study. It indicated the steps that were fdllov;/ed and

- Sthe crit;ﬂa t.hat'.were uséd to arrive at the .rec,ommendations. Cooley a\nd

Leinhardt also presented their rationale for using a standardized achieve-

- ment test to)assess cognitive outcomes. The criteria utilized to compare

A

y ‘ .
possibleitests were delineated. The actual test reviews were included as

A/
fanother appendix, in which the subtests of each achievement battery, the (

. . P f

psythometric characteristics, the available norms, dnd other character- ‘.

- ’ . 4
. * isfics were described. .

s £y

Ps

o ’ i




There are many pressures on evaluation céntracto’l‘s to make Qin
evaluation appear as comprehensive and comp'ettent' as possible, Thus,
the omission or weaknesses of the chosen set of variables and associated
measures are seldom presented and diqcussgd. When they are not pre-
sented, the reader may be left with the impression that all important vari-
ables were ihcluyd-e.d in the evaluation, and the'procédhres used did meas-

w—

ure them adequatél{l (if not comprehensively).. As a result, the particular
» .

' groups that these measures favor will use the results to fighfvfor a deci-

- sion that supports their position and give them more of the resources.
A good example of this type of use by a stakeholder involved the
use of Follow Through (FT) evaluation results (Stebbins, 1976) by the

Oregon FT Program and SRA (the publisher of DISTAR, a central com-

*- ponent of the Oregon model), THese results were immediately put into a

s}}ort paper indicating that Oregén was the one successful FT model, yet
no plans were being\.made to provide additionf.l funds for dissemination of

this program: SRA disseminated these results broa’dly.

. - P

A closer reading of the FT evaluation results would indicate the
limited sense in which the Oregon_model"was the '""most successful.' The
lack of clear avrticufation of the sense in which the model was ''best'' . gave

Oregon and%RA the license to use the evaluation results and language to

t 13
-

their best politiéq’l,advantage. > )
In interpreting evaluative data,‘ stakeholders may use it in ways

that are inappropriate in the viewr of the evaluator (although Iam not say-

A

" ing that was the case with the Oregon and SRA\\}seé and interpretations).
N [ ]

However, in any situation &here the rationales,and caveats do.-not appear

<. . \ N
.
. [y

‘- . , - ‘:) .



appropriately in the ' report, the evaluator must take some responsibility
for any misuse, :
N | .
Assumptions Required for Meaningful Interpreta-
! ‘tons of Evaluative Data

As indicated previously, all quantitative data are based on presump-
v tions about the data, Some of these are often the assumptions of the partic-
ular statistical technique used to analyze the data. For ¢xample, the usual

parametric assumptions about data for analysis of variance (ANOVA) in-

~

clude:
y 1. Independent observations

2. Populations are normally distributed
3. Populations have equal variances
4, Variables are measured on interval or ratio scales.

If these assumptions are adequately met, then ANOVA results can be mean-
- ingfully interpreted, Much is known about’ the effects on 'ANOVA when data
d; not precisely meet the assumptions, and that knowledge must be con-
sidered when deciding about the adequacy of the data in a specific situation,
When more sophisticated techniques, such as multiple regression or ANCOVA
are\‘;sed, the assumptions are more nurﬁerohs‘and the effects of failing to
¥neet them precisely are usué‘.}ly not accurately specified. (See DiCostanzo

N |

N
& Eichelberger, 1977, for a discussion of information ndeded to assess
o4 .

assumptions required by ANCOVA.,) ’
' | In most setting@, numerous other assumptions must Bso be met if
1nterpreta.t10ns that are meaningful for decision making are to be made., In
: general, thesle invelve threats to internal and external valn;htss s‘(escnbed

by Campbell and Stanley (1963).and Bracht and Glass (1968). These threats

‘ g
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arc sgldom controlled adequately in any natural setting--especially onc
as complex as the educational setting, where buildings, teachers, admin-
v-

istrators, and the social contexts of the schools vary so greatly, The

particular strengths and weaknesses of the analytic techniques used and

the confidence that one can have if the results and interpretations must
: »

be specified.

In addition to these logical concerns, the relationship between the
analyses‘bcing carried out and the evaluation question being addressed is
based on assumptions about the data and the education setting that arc¢ often
tenuous. For example, in the FT evaluation the two major concerns to be
addressed originally were:

l. Assessing program impact on pupils, parents,

schools, and community (Emrick, Sorensen, &

Stearns, 1973, p. 72).

2. Assessing relative effectiveness of different

programs and program approaches (Sorensen

& Madow, 1969, p. 4).-
Tne evaluation des~ign on which the FT final report was based essentially
involved measuring pupil outcomes (academic achievement, self-concept,
and individual responsibility for learning) at the end of third grade for
pupils in the FT classrooms, and comparing the results to the outcomes
for "similar"6 students not in FT classrooms, The differences m out-
comes, after numerous covariates were used to adjust results statistically,
were identified as ''program effects,' In order to interpret the results as
program effects, a number of assumptions had to be met, The simplest two,
for illustrative purposes, were that: (a) the groups were initially similar,

and (b) whatever differences obtained were due to different educational

experiences of students,



10

If the first assumption of the evaluation design, that the two
groups were similar, was met, then the general question of the impact
of the total national FT program was addressed to some extent. (Keep
in mind that the FT program included psychological, medical, dental,

and nutritional support, as well as the use of classroom aides, etc.,

~

and not merely innovative vducationallpro;.(ramﬁ.)

If the sccoﬁd assump'tion, that the Clxilcl;-t'n experjenced different
educational programs, was also met, then the second evaluation question
was also addressed to some extent. The evaluators did not atten\lpt' to
identify the differences in the educational experiences of the two ;.?.roups
(FT and non-FT) that werc tested. A¢l thawis known about these students.
is that one group participated in classrooms identified as '""Follow Through"
and the other group .did not. Other factors also existed th;t ques‘tion the

adequacy with which that second question was addressed, For ex-

7

ample, the program effect'was measured by the adjusted differences be-
N ) -
!
tween a single FT dite and its non-FT comparison group; thus, each value

was on a different‘métric; and-the relative effectiveness could not be ad-

dressed directly. ! " .

In the FT evaluation report (Stebbing, 1976) these assumptions were

not specified, although some information was provided that described the
similarity 6f the groups compared. The tenuousness of the inferences

from the data to the inferpretitioﬁ of results, as they related to the evalu-

L d

atidn questions, was not presented in the report, however, This left the

impresgsion that the evaluation questions were indeed adequately (if not

comprehensively) addressed.

7
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. Argu:rncan soclety, and esmdlly the academ1c commun1ty, have

. N _
beén oversold on the app11_cab11f1ty o:f the exper1menta1 method to address

_almost any type of question in"any type of .setting, It is such a pervasive
. belief that if there is no ¢%&1trol group nor tests of statigtical*signi{_ican‘ce
. %in agfevaluation study;‘>the study is immediately suspect. This view is -
: - : . - ' -
R ) . - .

.reflected in a quo't'e'fro'm the evaluation of FT: ) . o

t : \ \
b
Y

It is an axiom of evaluatlon that in order to attribute ‘! i
observed outcomes conclusively to'a program, children - 3
" who participate in the program must be compared to simi- Y
lar children who do not. ~{Stebbins, 1976, p. A-45)

Numerous authors have discussed the inadequacies of the experi-
mental paradigr_rr for educational research and evaluation in natural setting‘s -
(e. 8o, Guba_,‘19'65, 1977, Edwards & éuttentag, 1975). A major prohlem -
u}ith the experimen‘taI paradigm is its assump:tion that a program is static -

rather than dynamic, (i.e., the situation is such that an identifiable independ-

-

ent variable is operating). Guba (1965) questions the value of this assump-
tion for educational programs (because programs must adapt to the educa-

tbional requirements of different kinds of students); and, he also questions

"the likelihood that the assumptmn is usually met.’ o

Edwards and Guttentag (1975) pomt out four kinds of dynam1c changes

that occur in educational programs: : ‘

1. Theé values of those served by the program and
thosé who operate the program chahge.

2. 'I'he program evolves--changes shape and char-
“dcter. { . . ’

»

.3. The external dirc‘umstances to wh1ch the program
is a; response change.

[N Cow o . :

. o 1
o

o



4, Knowledge ‘of program events and consequences
Cha.nge (p. 415), :w :

/

Each of these four t}qaes of cha.nges occurred w1th1n the F'T pro-

'--as they will in'any longitudmal program, Every FT sponsor's

progra change.d over the years, For 'exynple, FT sites associated 7~

with fhe”’Learning Research and Development Center (LRDC) adapted the

Center's instructional materials to meet their particular needs., In addi-
t;',on,('/sorne major changes were made-in the content of the k'inderglarten

~

and first grade curricula across all sites. These changes were partly

based on knowledge of events ancl consequences at the sites, and were f‘\

partly normal evolutionary changes. Also, in 1967 68, Americahn soc1ety

viewed the Head Start"Program as.a p081t1ve first step in compensatory
educat1on, wh1ch Follow Through was to continue. The original evalua-

. . ) ‘ N /
tion issue in FT was to develop and identify the ''best'' or the "successful"

models. 'Later, in 1‘975-77 ' the value of all compensatory education was

being quest:.oned and the desired outcomes of primary educat1on tended to .-

expand beyond the read1ng and math sk111s emphasrzed by FT and measured o

by the standard:.zed tests used in the evaluation,

In addition to these dy-nam1c problems, it is frequently 1mposS1b1e

o

to obtam a group of truly comparable groups of ch11dren 1n stable cn'cum-
stances that allow only the prog.ram or other treatment var1ab1e to operate
When Richard Anderson, Director of the FT evalua.tmn for Abt Assoc1b,tes,
was asked (at the 1977 AERA convention) whether he would use la control

group if he were to do anything like the FT evaluat1__on agam, he indicated

| that he would not, because of the many problems that were experienced in

obtaining comparable groups.



The appropr1ateness and adequacy of evaluative 1nforn’1at‘10n pro- :
. b/ .

" vided for dec1,a1on making mustibe assessed in each s1tuatmn. The tenu-
/

‘ousness of 1nterpretat1ons from complex experimental des1gns with s0-
. ‘

phisticated multivariate analyses must be recognmed and reported accur- .

ately. In the words of John Tukey (1954), ”Experimental statlsticians
should be honest and expos1tory about the re1at1on of prec1se assumpt1ons
and exactly opt1rnum solut1ons to-r.eal s1tuat1ons“ (p. 719) The same

types of assessments of results from ”respons1ve" and other types of

evaluations are also needed. This is work for the methodolog1st as 1dent1-

fied by Lazarsfeld and Rosenberg (1955). o

Summary \'(

7 The.thrust of this paper has been to point out that evaluations occur

i . -

within a pol1t1ca1 dec1s1on-mak1ng mileau, where mult1p1e stakeholders are

contend1ng for 11m1ted funds. Given the subj REF bas1s “of empirical in-

formation, different conclusions or recommendations about a program may
result fror"n different ideolo.gical; theoretical, and disciplinary perspectives.
The logic be,hind the interpretation of results, and the assumptions necés'sary
for such 1nterpretat1ons, must be spec1f1ed and explamed to facilitate the
most apprOpr1ate use of an evaluataon. \M‘

Each of the issues ra1sed in th%paper need further study and exphca-
d,tion if evaluators are to learn how to provide the most useful information for
decision making. - Because of the complexity of .J;nany statistical techniqueg
presently used, much work is-needed to identify what assumptions imus‘t be

met for meaningful and useful interpretations of results in a specific decision-

- making situation, . The persons best prepared to do this fundamental work are-

*
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- probably research methodologists who are not practicing_ evaluators.

Perhaps we can'coax our colleagues in research methodology to join us
R
£

4]
4

in doing such needed work,

\

i

oy



-
A

Footnotes N

L -

.

1Scriverr»(l972) discusses qualitative and quantitative sense in

- "Objectivity and Subjectivity®in Educational Research. '

2Campbell (1974)y argues that the qualitative basis of quantitative

' data must be recognized and that both types of data are needed as cross-

g = “
validating sources, “

@ .

3Much of this discussion is taken from a paper written with

James L.. IjiCostanzo (Di(f'ostan:;o & Eichelberger, 1977).

¥

One oversight, in my view, was the lack of:some discussion

v

of the inadequacies of the test battery that was selected by Cooley and ‘

Leinhardt for use in the evaluation,

5Colema.n N972) d1£ferent1ates between the world of action and

the world of t~he disciplines, It is my view that in the world of actmn,

- persons bright enouéh to recognize such an opportunity (as in the FT

t

evaluation) wQu'ld consider it foolish not to seize the opportunity. The

Oregon and SRA usage is an example of stakeholders usfng whatever
information is available to support their poeition. !

6’I’he degree of s1m11ar1ty has been a. continuing problem for. the -

FT evaluators, Such problems are identified for one program Sponsor

A
»

. by E1che1berger (1977),

. .
. ‘ - ~

- -



16

M 4

References

~ . -
Bracht, G. H., & Glass, G.'V The external va11d1ty of exper1ments.

American Educational Research Journal 1968, 5(4), 437 474,

e
Campb’ell D. T. Qualitative knowing in act1on research Paper pre-

-sented at a meeting of the American Psychological Association,

New Orleans: September 1974, ' : fj :
Campbell, D. T., & Stanley, q C. Experimental and quasi vxpefggimental

designs for research, Chicago: Rand McNally & Co., 1963,

-2

Coleman, J. S. Methddological principles governing policy re‘s&arch in

N the social sciences. . Address prepared for the 139th meeting of

the American Association for the Advancement of Science, Washing-

ton, D.C., December 29, 1972,

Cooley, W. W., & Leinhardt, G, Design for the individualized instruction

o study: Final report. Pittsburgh: Univ.er_’sity of Pittsburgh, Learn-~ -

ing Research and Development Center, 1975. [NIE Contract No. |

{  400-75-0071, 1975]

Cronba;ch, L. J., & .Suppes, P. (Eds.) Research for tomorrow's schoolsot{

Disciplined inquiry for education., New York: Macmillan, 1969.

Di._Costahzo, J. D.\\ & Hichelberger, R. T. Deeign, analysis and reporting

considerations when ANC\OVA-type. techniqﬁes are used in evaluation

4 13

settings. Paper presented at a meeting of the Americ&n‘..Edpcat_iorial'

-

Research Association, New Yerk; April 1977,
Edwards, W., & Guttentag, M. Experiments and evaluations: A re-
examination, In C. A. .Bennett & A. A. Lumsdaine (Eds.),

Evaluation and experiment. New York:#® Academic Plres s, Inc.,

Y

) 4 <

L

1975.

18

«
.



n

N '

Eichelbqréef, R. T Comments on the natiénal evaluation of £ ollow

o Through: Some'lessons learned. Paper i)resented at Follow
~ Through Sponsors' conference at Sea Island, Georgia, July 11,

L1977, ¢

-

Emrick, J. 'A.;.Svgnsen, P. H., &.Stearns, ‘M. $. Interim evaluation

3 g
of the National Follow Through-Program 1969-1971. A'technical

report. Menlo Park, Calif,: Stanford Research Institute, 1973,
[ USOE Contract No. OEC-O-8-522480-4633(100)] V

Guba, E. @. Methodological strategies for educational change. Paper

, presented to the Conference on Strategies for Educational Change,

Washington, D.C., November 8-10, 1965,

Guba, E. G. Educational evaluation: The state of the art., Invitational
] : address presented to the Evaluation Network Conference, St.
Louis, September 27, 1977.

Lazarsfeld, P. F., & Rosenberg, M. (Eds.) The language of ‘'social

research: A reader in the methodo?ogy of social research.

New York: The Free Press, 1955, : A o |

Raven, J. €, Coloured progressive matrices (sets A, Ab, B). London:

~ E. T. Heron & Co., Ltd., 1962,

Ross, L.', & Cronbach, L. J. Handbook of evaluation research. (Review

of M. Guttentag & E. L. Struening, Eds., Handbook of evaluation

- .research, 1975). Educational Researcher, 1976, 5(10), 9-19. -
Scriven, M. Objectivity and subjectivity in educational research. In L,

G. Thomas (Ed.), Philosophical redirection of educational re-

search. In seventy-first Yearbook of the National Society for the

Study of Education, Part I. Chicago: The University of Chicago

Press, 1972,




18

-

d

Sorensen, P, H./&-Madow, W. G. A proposal for research: Longitu-

~ dinal evaluation of the National Follow Through Proérarﬁ, 1969~

70 Menlo Park, Calif.: Stanford Research Institute, June 1-3',

ST L2

.

Stake, R. E. Program evaluation, particularly responsive evaluation.

Kalamazoo: Western Michigan University, Evaluation Center,

1975. (Occasional Paper Series No, 5).

B

Stebbins, L. B. (Ed.). Education as experimentation: A planned variation

v . . ’
model (Vol. 3). Cambridge, Mass.: Abt Associates); Inc), £_976.
— . . kS

[ USOE contract No. 300-75-0134]

Stenner, J. ! Policy implications analysis: Design for evaluation of the

state capacity building program in dissemination. Durham, N.C.:

s National Testing Service, Inc., 1976,

Tukey, J. Unsolved problems of experimental statistics. Journal of the

American Statistical Association, 1954, 49, 706-731.

Bl

20

-

1

_—,



