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INTERMEDIATE EDUCATICNAL SERVICE AGENCY EVALUATION:
- - LEVELS OF PROGRAM OBJECTIVES AND ASSOCIATED EVALUATION METHODS
: - .
- ' ‘ Stan Drezek & Alan L. Roecks
Education Service Center, Region 20

. San Antonio, Texas

ABSTRACT!

- A brief summary of the evolutfon of an objectives-based evaluation
approach within the context of an intermediate educational service agency

archical levels and focusing evaluation on priority objectives is

‘described. Evaluation methods feasible for objectives at ‘each level of -

‘ the model are listed and divided into suggested and other appréaches:
products taken from ongoing evaluations illustrate the use of the levels of |

program:objectiVéé model and its associated methods.

Paper presented at the Evaluation Network Sixth Annual Conference;.

Memphis, Tennessee; September 29 - October 1, 1980.
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INTERMEDIATE EDUCATIONAL SERVICE AGENCY EVALUATION:

- . LEVELS OF PROGRAM OBJECTIVES AND ASSOCIATED EVALUATION METHODS

The purpose of this paper is to explain how the "Levels of Program
Objectives Model" can be used to carry out objectives-based evaluation.
The context is an intermediate educational service agency. The intended
audience is practicing program evaluators. .
INTRODUCTION -
‘Education Service Center, Region 20 is an intérmééiété education
gifdﬁgéénc§ serving 50 school districts in a 14=county région of South Central
Texas: Region 20 is located in the San Anébﬁib metropolitan area. Just
T over three years ago Region 20 established an evaluation office, funding
it as a direct cost written into most grants and applications énd using a
time accounting system to document evaluation work performed for each

separate funding source. The office annually evaluatés over 50 programs
offered to school districts.

One of the first éééké in establishing the evaluation office was to
§éié§£ an evaluation éépfbéch'féasibié in an intermediate agency environ-
ment. In Texas these agéneiés are highly dependent upon external funding.
Most of the external funding Sources réquire program objectives and an
_éééb&iééé& evaiuation pi&ﬁ; Therefore, an objectives—-based model was

e chosen (Stuffiebeam & Webster, 1980). Much of the first year was spent
working with program staff clarifying program objectives. In fact, a
rather elaborate scheme to focus and document :the review of objectiveé
was developed. This approach resulted in the Program Objectives Checklist
(see next page): The concepts of clarity; significance, and measurability

‘were useful in reviewing objectives: However, to our disappointment the

e
elaborate instrument proved unworkable:




PURPOSE:  To_docusment_Evaludlion_Servicas' suggestions o clarity, significance, and measurability._ The
degree statement i3 the responsibility of Evaluation Sarvices. _lhLe relationshid of objectives
to ESC-20 goals and regional needs 13 tha responsibility of Planning & Development,

Program__ - Reviewed by Date_

Objective No: - Level

1. Clear: o SRS S .
B o . __Enables @ifferent resders to Picturs same fntent: stmpla Sentences: Aot sebiquoDS
2. Significant: o = . : S

- Of genuine worth; tangidic results; appears to relste to Center goals

3. Measurable: |
a. Audience: | -

b. Béhéviorzr : L B

c. Conditions:
d. Degree:

ﬁe Eoﬁsféﬁfiylégﬁé& ourselves "Is it really worth it?" 1In reality, we had
\1it£1e choice. With nearly ail funding agencies demanding objectives, we
- looked at ways E§ iﬁﬁfé%é the objective development process.

Program staff wanted SB—EEE—éﬁaé critiquing and rewording of objeec— .
tives. They‘aia not want &éEéiié&_ﬁfiEEén feedback that took precious time
from other activities: Informal féédbéék appeared more effective than
rfbrméi, structured fepbftiﬁg; A tool for more immediate feedback was needed.
This tool had to meet two needs. First, it had to proauéé measurable ohjec- -
tives. Second, it had to give program staff feedback on how well objSptives
worked together to accomplish priority program gouls. The tool that resulted
“was based on a model dégcéising how support programs; such as intermediate
édﬁééfi&néi_agencies' programs, assist district instructional programs.

Using this mbdgi and the categories of ciafié§ and measurability



from the Objectives Checklist the evaluator could work interpersonally
- witﬁﬂsrogrém staff to develop bbjécti§es. Bedore we describe the model let's
see how evaluation staff use the model. The model suggests developing a
“student outcome" objective wherever feasible: If this is not feasible,

often the case in an intermedtary service agency enviromment, "an instruc-

tional process" level objective would be required. The idea is to have

Once the highest level objective is developed other objectives must logi-
cally relate to it at lower levels in the model. For example; an
intermediary service agency adult education program might have as its highest
level objectivée an "instructional process" objective specifying cértain
desirable adult educator behaviors, then the "input level” objective might
spacify paid time to tryout those behaviors. The point is the logical
. : necessity of the "lower level" objective to accomplishing the highér level
6Bjéétivé would be threatened if the lower level objective were not
éccomblisﬁéd.

LEVELS OF PROGRAM OBJECTIVES MODE
This §iﬁ§1e éﬁﬁfdaéh (Note 1) focuses on students aqd the outcomes the

program intends students to evidence. We term this level student outcome..

We divide the many hierarchical systems in education into two broad
éiéééééi support programs and inétructighéi programs. Instructional ﬁfé-
grémé are ﬁfagrams whose immédiété purpose is to engage the student in

: ' iééfﬁiﬁé; Support programs are éii the other eﬁucatiOﬁai pféé?éﬁé whose

foliowing:. a university téachér training program, a school district

personnel selection system, a school district inservice education system;




- and, finally, the instructional program. We believe educational planning
Q is fortunate in dealing with just the two broad classes of imstructlonal

\andvsupport programs at thils polnt. :

] .\ We coniceive the instructional program to include input, instructional
° ' . , .
- o process, and student outcome levels. We use these terms in the broadest

sense of familiar usage.

. Student outcome is student performance. The focus of an objec-
tive at this level is to define the good which our students wiil
evidence in their behavior. . .

and- his instructors or instructional media. It includes all

variety of instructional technology., The focus of an objective
- at this 1eve1 is to define the unique, powerful instructional

4 transaction that is to transfer the rich mix of inputs into
’ important outcomes for students.

. inpn:,means the money, staff, time, and marerial resources
dedicated to the instructional process to come. The focus of

an objective at this level is in specifying the "key ingredient“

~-the _input that is so vital e.g., a minimum amount of student

- : *  time, that its absence would preclude accomplishing student
" outcomes:

-

and products which can becomeiigputsftogtheelnstructional program, iﬁé

conceive these support programs to include resource, activ1ty, and client

=

learning/product levels, These terms are symomyms for the inputs, processés

and outcomes of the instructional program. Again we are using these terms
in their broadest, most familiar asagé.

A

- : these gains are as 1nputs to the instructional program Support

program objectives at this level focus on the critical learnxng
- ; or product. _For example; a training program might focus on a key

. instructional competency, e.g.; level of classroom questxoning:

A resource provision program might focus on providing a certain N
set of materials (product) to be used in the instructional process:

. Activitz means the training; assistance, information dissemination,
facilitation, or manufacturing which the support program undertakes
to transform its own resources into learnings and products of
genuine usefulness to the instructional program,




s I
LEVELS OF PROGRAM OBJECTIVES
- INSTRUCT IONAL )

: . INPUTS———# INSTRUCTIONAL, g STUDENT

_ NPUTS———fp INSTRUC NN;-_‘,

_ INPUTS PROCESSES OUTCOMES

SUPPORT PROGRAM <>
RESOURCES——IPACTIVITIES—IPCLIENT LEARNING
B OR PRODUCTS *

A network of support programs heélps to maintain an instructional pro-
gram of a district. Programs supporting the instructional program inciude
but are not iimited to the district central office, community organizations
such as parent/teacher organizations, local colleges and universities, and

E state and intermediate education service agencies (see figure below).
Evaluation offices represent support programé which either feed into other
Support programs or directly serve thé instructional program.
i
Figure 3 )
Support Program Inputs to Districts
< Support Programs
Local University Intermediate Education
¢ Support Program ; Agency Support Program
‘ (e.g. prese;gipébtréiningj (é;é;iﬂééi?iéé training )
. | o 2 W

School District
7 " Instructional Program |
! ' -,Q 2 9’ .

(eig: curricular development) (e:g: ciassroom aides)

{'Di?strictCentrai eff’iéﬂ | Parent organtzation ]

Crermrmma e Durneembe e 4k T2




Support programs can impact the samé part of the district instruc—

‘tional program: The classroom teacher, for example; is directly affected

by both university preservice preparation and inservice activity spon-

sored by an intermediate servicé agency: In sum, the relationship between

the instructional program and its various Support programs as well as

the intérréiatibﬁSEiE among support programs themselves is complex.

Again, we believe educational planning is fortunate in dealing with just

instructional programs and support programs as broad classes of programs.

This paper focuses on one égpect of tﬁis complex réiétithHip. The
"Levels of érbgram Objectives" model explains the relationship between
an instructional program of a district and various programs éupp;rting
the district program. A Véfiééi of éﬁﬁﬁoff programs are provided By
intermediate educational service gééﬁéiés; the context for this paper.
The remainder 6f the paper documents how each 1e§ei of the model and its
corrésponding priority OBjeétivés can be evaluated,

EVALUATZ ' METHODS FOR EACH LEVEL OF PROGRAM OBJECTIVE

Once we established the model of program objectives, we began o
arrive it a consensus of wﬁat‘the most ébprbpriété evaluation method was
for each level of objective. Just as the objective-based model was the
most appropriate for our setting but not the ideal of &valuation
(Stufflebeam &.Wébétéf; 1980), so too these methods suggested as appro-
priate are feasible but not ideal. Each level of program objective has
a corresponding “Sugéégéé&" evaluation method. This relationship is
Summarized in the accompanying charts. Objectives corresponding to
prbgraﬁ goals —= or priority SEjééEiVéé -- are evaluated using the éééocii

ated evaluation method. Either the "suggested" method -- that judged to

less resources to devote to the objective: (See chart on next page).
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SUSGESTED

INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAN
Level I Student Outcomes

Driority objectives at this level specify
he knowledge, attitude; or skills
tudents will evidence or the prodicts
hey will construct; A student outcome

bjective is highly desirable far all
Tograms;

v

Student performance measures (in-
cluding achievement, psychomotor
and attitudinal), o
Expert reviews of student products,

Educator judgnent of student perfornance
collected in face~to-face or telephone
interviews, but not surveys,

o Level IL: Instructional Processes
riority objectives at this level specify
ritical behaviors which should occur when

student receives direct or mediated
nstruction,

OPro/iding sufficient resources are
available, measures of the class-
room_environment (e.g., observa-
tion),

oIntervievs measuring teacher impie
mentation including the use of
instructional materials (e.g.; Lol
Interviews -- Note 2),

Educator. reports such as "Teachier Inple-
mentation Checklists" preferably in a
teiephone or face-to-face context.

level I11a; Inputs from the
 Instructional Program
riotityfotjectives at this 1evel specify
puts that are "key ingtedients" for |
'ccmpiishing student oitcomes, Inputs :

on the instructional program include |
ney, time, and materials, i

— - i

—

Measures of the amount/adequacy of

“inputs, especiaiiy the amount of

tine allocated to instructiop,

3

Educator reports preferably in a telephot
or face-to-face context,

10 Level I11b: Inputs fron the

Support Program f

iority objectives at this level speciﬁy
puts that are "key ingredients" for !
complishing student outcomes., Inputs
om the support program include skills
qui[:[z\y(:m inservice training and |

ass.uvm“iunsultative assistante. /

Neasures of the amount/adequacy of
inputs; especially the amount in

| classrocm consuitarive assistance |

received; Measures include inter-
views assessing thie adequacy of

the consultative agsistance,

hmmn@um@msammmam
Assistance Rating Form carried out in a
telephioné or Face-to-face context.




LEVEL OF ! BECTIE
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SUPPORT PROGRM

| Level Iv: Client Learnings
Priority objectives of this level specify
the knowledge; attitiides, or skills

educators will evidence, or the products
they will construct,

-

Hducator perfornarice neasures
(e, ptelposttests)
Expert review of educator products

Bducator julguent on workshops results
(é,3., Hotnied Rorkshop Bvaliation Form)
PoLlowup telephone {ntervievs

level Ut hctivitles

Priority objectives at this level specify

the quantity and quality of support
progran activities Sich a8 trainlng,
consultative agsistance (not on-site),
information dissemination, and coordina-

—

Hdurs of service measures {e.g.,
educator hours),

Educator judgments on quality of
services preferably in a tele-
phone or face-to-face context;

Participant observation
Educator judgment on workshop conduct
(e.g.; normed Workshop Evaluation Ferm)

Level VI: . Resources

riority objectives at this level specify
angible products (or.thelt revision)
uch s fnstructionat modules, filns,
éﬁiéi@ﬁ@ﬁﬁfﬁﬁuisuﬁuio

final reports, -

product with users)
oMmﬁmeMGMWa
format for reporting mjor- evalua-

- tion findings, discussing these.

with project staff, and arriving

| at appropriate action statements;

OUssr tryout (piloting pALtS of the

Jntrinstc evaluation (Scriven; 1967)

methods such as documenting centent of
prodoct, reviewing product objectives,
logical analyses of the relationship
between product activitiss and clfent
tearning objectives, and ex?ert revievs,



Let's first look at the instructional program. The suggested method

for student. outcome objectives is a measure of student performance. We
. do not often have an opportunity to use student performance measures
Therefore, the instructional process objective is a common one and we
suggest evaluating it by interviews measuring teacher implementation of .
critical features of a program:. The specific technique we rely on is an

; . - .

adaptation of the Levels of Use focused interview (Note 2) developed by
input level objectives, we suggest measures of amount or adequacy of the
input. Time measures can be particularly.revealing.

_Looking at the Support program, we suggest educator performance data

include posttesting of trainees.on objectives. We are not always able to

convince project staff of the necessity or even desirability of post-

testing. Posttesting may alsc be imprécticéi in iIl-defined projects;
because we do not havé the, time to ciérif§ training objectives and develop
items, In such cases a normed worishop evaluation form is used. At the
activity level, we sﬁgg;st hours of service pfovidéé to edicators in sich

activities as training, consultative assistance, information dissemination,-

judgments on the quality of services. A particularly useful "other"
method at the activity. level is participant observation.

evaluation staff actually go through project training: Finally, at the

resource level, our most powerful method is to document use of information

- -

with the Using Evaluation Data form. The form provides a format for



‘reporting major evaluation findings, forces an occasion for formally
'aiééussiﬁg these with project staff, and allows for recording action
-taken.,

The application of "Levels of Program 6bjectives” to a program

evaluation setting is further iiiustrated in the appendix. Exampie

tive are presented for those evaluators wishing to learn more about the
.
model.

PRIORiTY_OéJEGTIVES

Educators rarely have tlme to. plan programs adequately.before conduc—
Eiﬁg them: Educators face so many immediate problems they perceive they
. must act 1mmediateiy. Unfortunately, they do not reflect on the cogency
of their ééEiSﬁéz w&en-properiy used lthe "Levels of Program Objectives"
model causes educators to examine the consequences of their action. The
structure of the model encourages objectives to be written at the highest

possible level: Priority objectives then are identified.
Priority objectives correspond to the goals of the program. ' These

are the objectives which must be achieved. If they are are not, the board,

advocacy group, special interest representation or funding agency will

surely question program funding' They are so vital that program staff too

The numbén and éébpé of objectives determines the allocation of evalu-.
ation resources. Practical consideration dictates that évef§ obJective can n¢
' <
be ideally evaluated Seen another way, not ail written ohjectives are

priority. Evaluation resources are first ded1cated to priority objectives-

remaining resources are spread .among other program ObJectIVES’ Often; the

' level of evaluation method selected corresponds to a 1ower 1eve1 ob1ective.
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suggested for the lower level (activities objective (V)). The model then

‘can be applied to the real world of program evaluation where there are rarély

enough resources to get the job done.

The reader will haveé noticed the heavy.summative flavor to the 'Levels o

 Program Objéctives" and evaluation methods suggeésted. Howeven; wé have come t

believe summative information on accomplishment of objectives must be comple-=

mented by formative information which responds to specific concerns of program

staff, Furthermore, extensive involvement of evaluation staff in the program
is esseritial if action is to result from evaluation findings.

Our Ebaiuatioﬁ Services unit meets it$ responsibility for summative
evaluation by selecting priority objectives for evaluation. Evaluation staff

usually collect data on the amount of service provided under priority objec-

After making sure that the priority summative question(s) 6iiilbé ans—

wered, evaluation staff and program staff focus on concerns of program staff;:

Formative evaluation includes evaluation questions that are of present concern
to the staff and can therefore be included in an evaluation plan, as well as
o

. R

allowing Eé§6$iéé§‘f&f additional evaluation work which emerges in the

course of the program year: #As time has gone on we have been shifting more
1
and more to formative and responsive evaluation.
CLOSING COMMENT
seems to work in our setting. We have been able to successfully classify

over 800 objectives using the model: Présentation of the model at this confe-

‘rence is our first attempt at. dissemination. Second, the concepts of the

mnAdsl mala sanca +~ KK;H awaliiatdnnm and mennram craff Thie malae tha mndal
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bhas been

uséful in breaking down the oh-so-common communication barriers” in objec-
tives clarification. Third, the model has provided a unifying force in

our newly developing evaluation office. Explaining our evaluation approach

.- - -

difficult. The model provides an excellent starting point:

Finally, we believe the model has the potential to be an effective training

‘guide in an objectives-based setting. Our goal this year is to train staff.

with it. If you're interested, we can report the results of our "training
N .

activities to you next year. The conference will be held in our hometown of

San Antonio.
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INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM Level I Student Outcomes

Prtorzty obJectzues at thzo ZeueZ peosz the knowledqe attttud< or skills
udents 4 student outcome

obgectzve is highly desirable for all programa.

mgaxnamgﬂanngggf

INSTRUCTIONAL__| o STUDENT
» U

) S 'NPU:'S_ PROCESSES OUTCOMES

-~ . SUPPORT PROGRAM<|”

— i
RESOURCES—— P ACTIVITIES——PCLIENT LEARNING
OR PRODUCTS

'irbgram context: A modei program for deaf-blind 1nfants funded under

V=€ of Public Law 93-380.

was a_direct inétfuctional program. Inputs of 1.5 hours .,

per week were specified no instructional proce§s was

Evaluation method: Student performance measure:
The Learning Accomplishment Profile documents developmental

rate by observation.

Priority objective: Given an ave'ragé of 1.5 hours per week of infant-parent
trainlng, at least two-thirds of six deaf-blind infants,
0=2, will have a greater developmental rate in specified

. areas of instruction than their rate one month after

entering. the program, as evidenced by a 10% increase in

deveiopmentai rate on the Learning Accomplishment Profile

K

for Infants -(LAP);

Evaluation question: How many deaf blind infants have 1ncreased their develop-

mental rate by 10% in specified areas of instruction’

Evaluation 9roduct: See example 1 on next page

b,




cYAMPLE 1:  Lever I: StupenT OuTcoMEs
SUGGESTED METHOUi STUDENT FERFORMANCE MEASURES
Evaluation Question 2: How nuny deaf-blind infants have increased

their developmental rates by 10% in spectfied
areas of instruction?*

Pre— and post—service assessments usxng the tearning Accomp}ishment Profile

(EAP) have been administered to the six students receiving reguiarly sched-
uled training (1:2 to 1.9 hrs/wk). The table below presents both pre- and

post-LAP data. for these six cases:

Change in Developmental Rates for DB Infants {

Pre-Service Post-Service ‘During-Service
_1_121!,_ DOB (inAﬁgs’ .) Level ii.;at:e‘:=l (inf88s.) Level- iateé' Rateb
537 4/12/79  6:6 1.4  0.23 10.5 3:5  0:33 0.46
528 '8/3/77  21.0 .0 0:10 - 32:4 0 2:1  0:06 0:01
503 3/27/77  19.1 5.9 0.22 348 6:1  0.18 6.10
535 . 11/12/76 32:3 1:5  0:05 41:0 1:7  0:04 0.02
254 4/14/77 25.0 1.6  0.06 - 37.0- ‘1.8  0.05 6.02
S99 8/21/77 2.9 60 024 298 1 67,022 04

a The pre andgpost service developmental rate reflects months of development

per month of chronological: age:

.~ =

level pre to post divided by months of service.

b The durlng —service developmental rate reflects change 1in developmental

One student has demonstrated an_increase in overall deelopmental rate as
well as in all areas of instruction (see p.17 ); this student's overall
developmental rate has doubled durlng training: One of the five remalnlng
studernts showed a definite increase in developmental level, and the rest
were able to maintain .their developmental level

to identlfy an approprlate criterion for these infants. This year, the : ame
goals were tentat1ve1y set for the deaf-blind*infants as were set for the
visually handicapped infants. The criteria seemed appropriate for the VH
infants but not for the DB infants (see pPP- 18-20 for a report- of VH student
progress)

[N

*The infant parent trainer sees herself as providing services affecting all

six areas of development:




INSTRUCTIONAL iRocaAM: Level II; Instructional Processes

* Priority objectives at this level Qpectfy eritical behaviors which should
oceur when a student receives dzrect or mediated instruction.

: ,,,,,,;,— g INSTRUCTIO STLDENT
'"P”;S PROCESSES OUTCOMES
; ———
wHﬂUJRxwwﬁ
l
RESOLRCES—’ACT!V!TIES—-’CLIENT LEARNING
OR PRODUCTS
Program context: An Elementaty and Secondary Education Act, Title IV-C,

model program whose purpose was to train teachers in
innovative mathematics methods. There was no.student

olitcome objective., Support program objectives in-
cluded developing a module (resource level) and training

(client learning). An instructional program input

level obJectIve specifying the provision of consultative

. ) assistance was present.
Evaluation method: A Level of Use interview measuring teacher 1mp1ementation.
Priority objective: Between December 1, 1?2?,,a“d,M§Y 30, 1980, participants

will develop and implement a plan to 1mprove mathematics

,1nstruct10n in at least two areas where training was

received. The plan will inciude objectives, activities,

ard evaluation. Accomplishment of this objective will-
be evidenced by: (1) plans on file at ESC-20. for at
1éé§t 707 of the paftiéipatiﬁg teachers; which will
(2) responses to quest;ons,asked,during Levels of Use
interviews with a _sample of teachers indicating that
507% are ‘implementing their plan.

Evaluation question:  Are 50% of the teachers impleménting their plan?

Evaluation product: See example 2 on next two pages.




EXAMPLE 2: Level II: INSTRUCTIONAL PROCESS
: SUGGESTED METHOD: INTERVIEW MEASURING IMPLEMENTATION

—_—. e = -~ e P Y]

EVZTYATION SERVICED MEMORANDUM
Tlth: Math Attitude Levels of Use Report
PERSON FREPARING:  John Andrews
DATE: Jine 12; 1980

DOCUMERT o NUMBEP 79:203

PROGRAM OBJECTIVES ADDRESSED

proposal states that 50%. of part1c1pat1ng teachers w111 be 1mp1ement1ng new

strategles to improve their mathematics instruction in at least two of the four

areas in which training was provided:

OBjeEtiGé 4. 0 ‘states. Eﬁét 75/ of the ﬁéftiéipating teachers who received technical

Both of these obJectIves were assesged by conducting interviews with a sample of

teachers tralned.

FINDINGS ON ACCOMPLISHMENT OF THE OBJECTIVES -

1. A totaI of 76/ of the teachers were found to have 1mp1emented new strategies

in_at_least two areas: All those who were. 1mp1ementers were able to use the

act1v1t1es smoothiy In the classfoom., ThIs is probably due tD the1r se]ectjng

The non- 1mp1ementers did not use the new activities because they were satls—

fied with what they were already doing.

2. By the time of the Intervxew, 90% of the teachers had recexved a technlcal

assistance on-site visit. _Of these, 63% believed the visits to be useful.

Teachers were most likely to believe the visits were useful if the consultant

demonstrated, w1th’the students, some actIVIty or procedure;

ﬁpplTiONAi‘flﬂQiﬂcs

1. The toachcrs were most 11ke1y (81%) to have used new strateg:es in the area

‘ of Concrete Activities. -However, few teachers seemed to have 1nterna112ed the
Goncretc Pictoral- Ab%tract contlnuum Rather, they saw the Concrete Activities

as isolated tools they could use:

o

2. The teachers were ieast 1Ike1y (33/) to use the new strategies in the area of

Probiem Solv:ng. This was, apparently due to the fewer number of Spec1fIC
Problem Solving Activities and materlals suggcsted to them. Also, there may

not have been enough workshop time to adequately cover the subject. Teuachers
had d]ff)culty translatlng, on their.own, theory and concepts into classroom

——t taed b T -
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

I~

S o

_Less than Eaif of the tzacners (43%) were using the Lantulee of Yoch Activitio

LlieoTo nse the

< activitier on Student Attitudes.
ere the ones most {reguently used.

i

AbOut 15% of the teachers had already com.LeLed the tedcher developed dCClVlteH
they were suppove to develop for the project. About _70% indicated that they
piaﬁhed to do so: The most frequently given rcason for not having completed
the activities was lack of time:

The strong pOInts of the 1nserv1ce tralnlng were scen as being the multitude of

ideas that were presented and the opportunity to share with other teachers.

The ?eag poxnts of the training were seen as (1) too much emphasis on thcory,
(2) gcheduilng the worPshops after school, (3) scheduling the workshops in the
middle of the school year, (4) the lackiof time to make materials, and (5)

not having the workshops separated for Primary and Intermediate teachers.

The teacners own attitudes toward math apparently impmvéd.

struction. An 1mportant role for the project staff was found to be relnfor01ng
and encouraging teackers for the good work . they were already doing.

\P . :



INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM: Level I1I, Inputs: .

Pﬁzorzty objéctives at this ZeveZ speczfg znput“ that are "key ingredients"
for accomplishing student outcomes. Inputs include money, time, materials from

the instructional program itsel[ and skills acquired, products, or ﬂonoultatwm
assistance from the support program. _

INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM -
. _ pre_L B INSTRUCT 1ONA STUDENT I
. INPOTS - e raere ‘ourcarvzs l
L SUPHORT PROGRAMt!+ 7 ‘ j
] - |
RESOURCES — B ACTIVI TIES—— P CLIENT LEARNING f /
_ OR PRODOCTS |
Program context: Another P. L. 93-380, VI-C model program for déaf-.
: - blind students —- this time adolescents. ThIs instruc-

tlonal program input level objective was accompanied
by a priority objective at the student outcome tevel,
‘a measure -of work skills. No support program prlorlty
obJectives were wrltten., The 1nstructiona1 process

i
Evatuation method: Amount of time allocated to the instrictional process.

Pribrity objective: Between July 1, 1979 and June 30, 1980, four deaf-blind

adoiescents will receive work evaluations —- three days

/ each; four others, work adjustment :training -- 160 hours

'/ 7 each; and two others, paid work placement, 300 hours

each as evidenced by (1) -documentation of amounts of

experience and (2) case-by-case interviews with the

! S M EERED S

primary work trainer (aide) and supporting daily Work

Training Center Performance Records;

Evaluation question: -Has 640. hours of work training been provided?

Evaluation Product: See éXémpié 3 on'néXt two pages

Y



EXAMPLE 3: LEVEL III: INPUTS ,
SUGGESTED METHOD: AMOUNT OF TIME ALLOCATED

At

svaluation OQuestion 2 Has 640 hours of work training been provided?

L 4

» ' 45 of March 30, 1980, a total of 505.2 hours (402.2 work hours, and 103

live away experience hours) of training had been provided to the 14
.- : clients-served by the -project (see Table 1).. Based _on the average amount
. of service per quarter and the scheduled live away for June 1-6; it can
be estimated that the project staff will probably come close in proViding
the 640 hours of training.

The evaluation qn°stIon states work training, however the prcjeCL staff

PR

view the teaching of independent liv1ng skills and worR training skills as

one in the same. _This view is substantiated by a high correlation r = .86

of the San Framncisco Vocational- Competency Scale used to measure students

pre to post growth in work skills with the Camelot Behavioral Checklist

used tc measure students pre to post growth in independent living skills

(see Evaluation Qnestion 5).

’

The mean amount of service for the 13 clients with service was about 39 U Ther
is high variab‘lity in the amount of service per client; One client reéceived 13
hours (#6504), and three clients received what might be interpreted as _a low

amount of #6527 #6506, #6524, and one client (#6518) received no service, but i

this was due to this client being out the first five months of the program for
major eye Surgery

The December~work training hours were low becanse of a problem that arose._ v1th

transferring the Goodwill ERS students to community work sites. Since solving

this provlem the primary work trainer has worked wIth clients of the project on
small group rotating basis, : K :

Site visits to Goodwill North Substantiated the efforts ot project ataff in

on 1271277
interview veri-

fied the appropriateness of this setting for work adjustment training

(see pg. 13. ) _ "

providing work adjustment training. A formal interview wa —condug
with the Head of Housekeeping at the Downtown Holiday ZInonm.
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" *'ﬁ;{i total work t:raln:l.ng hours ;y;ludes approxigrg[:ely 103 hourgipf live=
g . awvay ‘experience hours as the pfggect staff see these hours as beirxg
supplemental trazning in the area of work skill :

~

indi rch does not include the
) weekrlr.ry_ac-tlv:Lty reports for the weeks of March. 3-7, for tha work
: traiger, and March 24-28, for thie:prdjéct”iiéﬁaget, as these reports were
not forwarded to -evaluation services: ’ : :
2 . |
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SU?PORT PROGRAM: Level IV, Client Learnings
/r70r7Ly aanﬁtzvns at ihis tevel specily the khéwlédée &IIT/UJ&H; or skills

educators will evidence; or the products they will construct.

- ) . - INSTRICTIONAL PROGRA

S S INSTRUCTIONAL g STUDENT
INPUTS— B ™ oo saes — P OuTCaMES

SUPPORT PROGRAM <} e

RESOURCES— B ACTIVITIES— B CLIENT LEARNING
OR PRODUCTS
— L

LI

- Program context: An early childhood education for the. handicapped in-
i centive grant, funded under Public Law. 94~ 142, The.

program contained an instructional program objeetive
_at the. instructional. process level addressing imple-

mentation of mastered learning: The support program

objective is given below.

Evaluation method: Educator performance measure (Posttest)

Priority objective: Between January 30, 1980 and August 31 1980 fifty

. ©  programs will have the necessary- skills and knowledgé
to conduct effective parent involvement groups. _
‘Accomplishment of -this objective will be evidenced by

‘80% of the participants demonstrating mastery on

. o Checklist (60% correct, including summarizing)

[N
Evaluation’ "product: See example 4 on the next two pagéé;




AMPLE A LEVEL 4+ CLTENT LEARNINGS BCE-H
EXAMPLE 4: LEVEL 4: CEIEyT EEARNINGS OBJ, 3 (a)
SUGGESTED METHOD: : POSTTEST

PRE AND POST-TESTING.

. Background
6BjeCtivé Z(a) bf'thé prdpogai §pécifié§ that Eifty éariy chii&hébd

80/ or higher on the Posttest.

Pre and Posttest items used were the same as for the previous year (see

Attachment) Two additional posttest only items were added this year
' as a check to verify if partlcipants are learning more than the
"required" materials.

A random sample of ten_cases. wefte. chosen by the evaluator to see if

the test scoring . procedure (as_scored by the prOJect manager) was

retfiabie: .  An interrater reliability of .98 was obtained.

ﬂNearly ail (48 of the 55 participants, 874) had completed the pre and
posttest. ,

- Findings . ’ :
ObJectlve 3(a) was reached in that 94 (45 of 48) of the participants
scored 80% or hlgher on the Posttest. .

Néarly all (94%) of the participants scored 80% or higher on the two
additional four part items ind1cating the participants were beyond .
studying only for the Posttest.

On the average, scores rose from 17 on the Pretest to 94 on the

« Posttest. .
Iable,lﬁgeDistrlbuticngcchncrrnur Seores
o : o Posttest Only items
1979 1980 : (maximum 8 points)
| score # 2 & & score  _# %
‘ 70-79: 2 5% 3 6% 4-6:° 3 6%
. 80-89: 3 % 5 10% | 7: 11 23%
i 70-99: 16 39% 24 '50% 8: 34 71%
1008 20 49% 16 33 |




LI70V

. GROUP SKILLS -

Background

Part b of ﬁbjective 3.in the proposal states that at 1east 80% of the

participants will demonstrate use of at least 60% of the group skills

including summarization:

A sample’ of 42. participants were randomly selected Lo conduct simulated

‘parent meetings of. approximately 20 minutes each.r A project.staff member

observed each participant for demonstrating any of ten group skills (see Table 3).

Findings - (See Tables 1, 2, and 3)

. About 45% of the participants demonstrated 60% or more of the group
skills including summarization.

. The number of group skills demonstrated in ‘this year s 1onger
- sessions (about 20 minutes instead of 10 minutes) greatly increased
over last year's with the exception of "task setting and obtaining
committments."




SUPPORT PROGRAM:  Level V; Actlvitles

I'riorily objrclives al: Lthis level speetfy Lhe quantdly vind qual Dby of capiion.
program activities such as training, cons sultative assistraneiz, (not on=gile),
information dissemination; and coordinution/liaison.

HGTRKHU%LPK%WW —

S S INSTRUCTIONAL g STUDENT .
INPUITS- b orocesses ’OUTCCNES

R

ﬁésoanés:JEEAcTiViTlES‘i )CLIENT LEARNING
. OR PRODLCTS .
Program context: A stateigp@ federeiiy funded adult education

cooperative program.,,ft involves multiple agencies

over_a wide geographic area; No support program client

1earning objectives were written. Instructional

program input level objectives were present but
higher level objectives were not.

S : ¢
Evaluation method: Educator judgment on the quality of services
Priority objective: .By May 30 lééé a1l Adult Education staff will have.

completed the required twelve hours of in-service training
* provided. Training will consist of the following

(a) A series of coiurses designed to provide teachers

to their needs and. desires.,

(b) Additional workshops.that might be presented by

universities, state or federal projects; and teacher

organizations as_appiicabie to the adult learner.

(c) Undergraduate and graduate program offerings by -

- i

; - area colleges and universities for college credit.

@ Individuaiized training (films, modules, independent
Accomplishment of this objective 111 be evidenced by at
least 50% of the Adult Education instructors responding

-+.~ . favorably to selected items on a workshop evaluation form
or during an individual interview, depending on type of

« inservicé completed.

- Evaluation question: Did 50% of the instructors respond favorably (option 4"
tr "5") on items 7 and 8 of the .Workshop Evaluation Form.

Evaluation product: ‘ See example 5 on the next two pages:



N ' ) : . - ' WEP, OBJ:. 3.2

' EXAMPLE 5: Level V: ACTIVITIES .-
" SUGGESTED METHOD: JUDGEMENT ON SERVICE QUALITY

WORKSHOP EVALUATION REPORT

RKSHOP TITLE: Teaching Readking Skills - . DATE OF WORKSHOP: 4-23-80
ﬁéﬁiiAﬁE/ R0JECT: Adult Education .
ALUATION STAFF Eiﬁ?Aﬁiﬁé REPORT Ethel Turner : . REPORT DATE: 5-6-80

HORKSHOP DESCRIPTION '
MAJOR OBJECTIVES ~(SUMMARIZED): -

To cover three primary areas. for teaching reading to adults: (1) methods for

determining reading levels, (2) suggested graded materials to be used in a reading

program, and (3) methods for evaiuating progress. .

5
LENGTH OF WORKSHOP: "3 hours

OUTSIDE CONSULTANT:  none 7 A

AUDIENCE: T Numher.(%) cbmpieﬁiﬁg WEF: 16 (100%

Number attending' 16

Type of Participants: GED, ABE, and ESL teachers
'  Teacher aide - 1

/

[DINGS ON THE IMPACT OF THE WORKSHOP

analysis was made of the responses to the "outcome" items which describe the impact
the workshop. These results are presented below;

A All : (100%) of the respondents 1ndicated moderate of substantial new
1earning. For this question this worﬁshop ranked lst of the 29  Adult

Education Workshops evaluated to date.

B. Most. (81/) of the respondents indicated they will apply their 1earn1ng
which could result in moderaté or large incréases in effectiveness. For thIs
question this workshop ranked 7th of the 29  Adult Education Workshops
evaluatad to date.




,i,,
Participant comments indicating the benéficial aspects of the workshop including—

(l)f having a consultant presenting the material who was ‘enthusiastic, well

prepared,; and very knowledgeable_about. the. subject (11 comments),

(2) reviewing the Adult Education reading materials (8 comments),

. (3) evaluating and administrating reading tests; determining reading level
- (3 comments); ' o
(4) recelving an overview of the Goodwill Reading Program (2 comments), and
i (5) teaching basic reading (1 comment)

Two participants felt the workshop would be more useful if they had received a iist
of addresses/publishers of the books and mater1als used by the consultant

Participants provided suggestions for future workshops. They included:

(1) working with adults - counseling and guiding (2 comments),

(2) curriculum organization and management - e.g. developing a program;

deciding it. should be individualized, teacher-directed; etc. (2 comments)

(3) teaching math to adults, and

(4) teaching reading to adults.

* Two participants commented on their needs das an Aﬁult Educator. One commented

"I had a probiem,this school: year “in A, B. E. with not knowing what adult materials

"and their sources were available. This" workshop helped but more. information

would be helpful:" The other reSpondent felt they needed to have their basic.

curriculum and materials "uniform ail over the city. "

SUMMARY AND SUCGESTIONS

In view of the high percentage of "learning" and above average percentage of

application” to this workshop; and the favorable comments from the_ participants,‘

it may prove beneficial if this workshop was repeated next year for new. teachers;

received. "Use people who are presently teaching, in'workshops. We.need practical
ideas not just theory." '

ELT/es

APPROVED

Stan bréZék; Senior Evaluation Manager




,SU??@RT PROGRAM: Level VI, Resources

Dr*onzty obJectzues at this level °peC7Pu tanqzbZe product" (or their. revision)
such ‘as. instructional modules; film;s brochures, or information packets and
evaluation findings such as needs assessments;, interim memoranda, or final
reports, :

A]

, : ”8”&'['“: ﬁ,if,r,,,,,,' B

e B INSTRUCT IONAL__ & STUDENT
'NPUITS b RocEssES ’ourcomej

. ~ SUPFORT PmGRm<‘>

: . ! . B

R&souecas——h'crivlTIES:§CLJENi, LEARNING -7
- v . OR PRODUCTS Z

Program. context: A Department of Education Teacher Center program.

' ‘The majority of objectives were at the support program
activities level. This priority objective at the resoutrce
level was a needs assessment. Findings influenced the plan
ning of support program activities,

Evaluation method: Using Evaluation pata form

Priority objectivef By August 1980 the evaluatibn staff will have Surveyed
a 5% random sample of teachers and administrators in
the area served. by- District XX, Texas State Teachers

Association regarding (1) the’ percered instructionaie

needs of students. in_ specxfic skill areas that are basic

to all_academic. disciplines. and -(2) specific inservice

needs of the._teachers. Accompilshment of this objective
wi11 be evidenced (1) by a final report in project

- Evaluation question: HéVé théihéédéféééééémén; findingé bééﬁ ﬁééd to
’ recommend specific workshops for presentation?’
"

Evaluation product: See example 6 on the next two pages.
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Survey responses from a stratified random sample of The Needs Assesstient data was used by project %;ﬁ%
457 teachers and adninistrators regarding their staff in planning 1979-80 spring and sumer ¢

specific inservice needs shoy

L. ﬁ@@gi@étionf-yburs_and thetrs" vas {ndigated by

both elementary and secondary teachers as a
needed insetvice topic (557 and 543 respectively),
2. Mditional toples for nseryice indlcated 5 3

high need for elenentary teachers (n=241) were
™ 1) Developing sibject nateriais appropriate tb
the needs, abilities, and_interest of students
(542) and-2). Creating classroon materials (52%),
3. Tor secondary teachers (n=216) additional topics
vere 1) Handling stressful sttuations in the

classroom (50%) and 2) Challenges for the Cifted/

Talented students (487),

4 Respondents asked for additional inservices in

~ mathematics specifically math games, developing -
nathenatics learning centers, use of computers
and calculators, mettic education, Chisanbop,
individualizing nath, relearning basic math -
skills to teach slow learners; and alterfiative
approachies to math, o

LIPS Il e o _
Action means concrete policy, procedures, decisions, or assignments, * - ‘ - ;355

"Ne action" may be justified but should be explained for the recors:

PAruntext provided by Al

workshops; .and {5 beiig used to develop the 1930- q%&,
81 fall schedule, A sumary-of the Needs Assessment % -
results was also reportéd to the area teachers/adnin- 9
istrators in the Teacher Center Newsletter: v

L= 3. Specifically, during spring and summer 1980, iy
ansver to teacher/adninistvator inservices needs
the.following 1nservices (and nupber of) were
Presented~- o
- Motivation (6) - Developing subject nate-
- Stress (3) rfal appropriafe (o
- Creating clagsroon the needs and Interest

naterials (4) of the student (4)
- Challenging the secon-
daty gifted/talented
studerit (1)
4 Math inservices prasanted included--
- CHAP. (1) - Yontessor{ netlioy for
- Chisanbop (3) teaching math (1)
- Progressive trends 7 - faty games
cmath (1) - Elementary math:- an

- Teaching metric systens. 01d approach made ney

for bilingual teachers (1)
(1)
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- Otl

5,

- managing a reading program,

Teachérs also indicated a need for additional
training in teaching oral language and language
composifion, Specifically, inservices suggested
in’clode'_d speech and language development, improv-
ing listening skills, developing conversational
skills, teaching grammar, and vocabulary develop-
ment,

In order to better teach reading to their students
reading in_rhe content areds, teaching reading

to the middle school student, reading compte-

hension, activities for reading groups, and

A

o fon" may be jusrified but should be explained for the record:
CRIC

5,= 6. Inservices presénted of otal languape/language
composition, and reading included--

- Reading in the content - The I's of reading

area (6) N
- Managing a reading pro- + = Reading the financial
gran (3) ‘pages of the news-

' Teaching writing (1) papet (1)

-
Actlon meang concrete pol‘cy. procedures decisions or assignments

37



