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- Introductioﬁ‘ :

- . ]
Wlth the increased interest in 1motoV1no he utilization of .
eva;uatlon results, some researchers habgvbegun to'more closely
examine th rnlatlonshlps between po1léy and evaluation, This, -
topic is of particular concern to the’ s»aff of the Research on
Evaluation Program because of -our \nter?ek in &eveloolng new ’
methods which increase tbe‘utlllzatlon df evaluation. We
. therefore sought to understand better hOE%pOl;C] 1nfluences
- evaluation and how evaluation in turn shapes pollcy Instead of
examlnlng these issues through somewhat %;z;z1c1al surveys Qr .

. field Lnteerews, we decided to haye the st knowledgeable-

3

‘1nd1v1duals, evaluation managers themselvt , discuss their own

. b
. insights concerning these.matFers.‘ t; toe
“ ' Evaluators in six state aepagtments oé?nd&cation were
g commissianed to prepare reports on the in&;fface.between po;}cy
: - and evaluation 1in their settings Thls dogument .thus contains
. the .reports of the follow1ng 1nd1v1duals.‘§1
] \ ,I . -
’ Gordon Asbher . Oregon State Dgpa?tment of’Educd;ion, ;
. Gerald Bracey . ) Virginia State Department of Education 7
s+ Pavid Donovan and ey, ’ —
. .. ,Stanley Rumbaugh N Michagan State Department of Education -
C James Gold - Wlsconsin State Dgpartment of Eddcation
\\ Alfred Rasp . MWashington State Department of Education
* * . Paul Sandifer South Carolina State Department of
. ) . , . Education ~
| o "
~ % . "
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To orient the writing of those authors, the following

guestions were suggested as the focus of their LepoRts:

. 4

N ’ N

¢ How does policy influence evaluation? For example:
How does policy determine what 1S evaluated? LCoss
policy somehow 1influence evaluation methods? How
does policy influencd the nature and organization of
your evaluation unit? To what extent do policymakers
call on evaluators to help them with their policy
proolems? What policy problems require the use of

-~ evaluation i1nformation? Wwhat percentage of

evaluators' time 1s devoted to policy guestions?

¢ How does, evaluation influence policy? For example: .
To what extent 1§ evaluat:ion used in policymaking?
How 18 evaluative i1nformatlon communicated to
policymaxers? How 1s evaluative information used 1in
.Arri1ving at policy decisions? '

Thomas F. Green, an educational philosopher from Syracuee
Jniversity was commlssioned to provide a general discussion of
policy forﬁgt;on and to comment on the s:ix feports.\ After the
authors had the opportunity to review eacn other's work at an
xnviéatlonal conference, final drafts of the papers weére prepared
for inclusion here. '

Dgrr?i N. Caulley, who assemblea these materials, originally
intended ta sypplement the collection wlth an additional analysis
and commentary designed to highlight the common themes of the six
papers. Due'to a serious and lengthy illnes§, however;\?e has
been unable to do so. Hopefully, he will pe able Lo return to
that task 1n a few months. v

These papers pteseqt several insiders' views of the nature of
evaluation practice in-state departments of education. , Their
rich examples help 1lluminate the diEficultigs of providing
usefil evaluations in state agency setgings. Readers interested
1n further discussion of these papers are veferred to ROEP Report
446, "The Context of Evaluation Practice in State Departmentg of
Education" by Nick L. Smith. - Thislétter:eéort draws on these
six papers io describe the forces that shape the practice‘of
evaluation in state departments. This latter paper thus-contains
additional analyses of the reports contained herein,

Nick L. Smith

’
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, THE INTERACTION BETWEEN POLICY AND EVALUATION [“”*““\-
‘ ' WITHIN OREGON DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
1
.o Gordon: Ascher |

- . Assoclate State Superintendent of Publfc Instrkgtlon
Oregon.State Department of Education

I

»

A Conceptual Framework .

) [y
.

Policy and Evaluation Defined

It is not the purpose of this paper to develop a complete.
‘ conceptual framework for policy and gCaluacion. Its purpose,’
rather, is to show, in a practiéal setting, how these two
1n§eract1 But it is recognized that some definitiom 1s necessary
in order td'prgvide a common nderstanding which will permit ‘

communication between author and reader. For the purpose of this

v paper, then, the following definitions are presented:
Ad B
Policy: Guidance provided by an organ;zat%on to decision
: makers. \Q

Evaluation: The collection of information for use 1in ;
making decisions.
The common factor in both definitions 1s "decision making."
In some manner, both policy and evaluation are uded by a person
who 1is forced to make a decision. How they interact w&ll,~of
course, vary with.the situation. But the fact that they do
*interact is a major premise here and the fact that their
. interaction occurs in the decision making-proéess is a second
) major premise. Therefore, we can only meaningfully define these

terms dynamically; by considering how they fynction jointly and

severally in their mutual environment of decision making.

The Interaction of Poligy;ahd Evaluation

Policy and evaluation both serve the decision smaking
\ .
process. They interact’with, each other in a variety of ways when
decisions are made. - To 1llustrate, consider an unhappy consumer

who finds'that the radio he ‘recently purchased does n6t work. He .

. returns to the '‘store seeking to return the radio. What poss&ble
- A
Q ’ . ¥
ERIC )
v/
i i e

M 1 o _ e
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. O . .
reactions can he get from the salegcberson? The salesperson will ,
elther take the.radio back or not. How the decision is made .

depends on haw the store uses policy and evaluation. i

Scenar1o l: The salesperson says: "It 1s our polléy to . .
accept all {(or no) returns, no questions asked." Here the . -
decision appears to be based wholly onypolicy. &n evaluatloﬁ‘of :
A ' .

. how the radio ‘functions is,not required to make the decision. We

, should, however, suspect tnat evaluation di1d have some influence

on the adoption of a policy .to accept all returns. Probably) ) -

navket research or the storeowner's own 1nformal collect:ion of

) information indicated that such a policy 13, in the long run, -
- £
: ' good businesgs. : .
Scenariq 2: The salesperson says: "It 1s our POliCy toO

decide all returns based on our evaluation of the product. We
w1ll have our service department conduct the evaluation, and then
'

%
3 3 n . 2 . -
we wltl_deClGe. The decision 1s based og.policy and on ) \

\
.

information generated through product evaluation. That is, a
blend of evaluation and policy.
Scenario 3: The salesperson says:) "We don't have a general

~ . policy on returns, but the radio 1s obviously defective, so you

can recturn 1t." Having evaluated the radio's function, 1t
v appears that the salesperson is able to make a decision based
only on evaluation and with no éol}cy influence. -But the absence
of policy 1s 1llusory. Implic{t in the salesperson's willingness
to take back a defective product 1s a policy to be fair, or to

.+ please the customer, or to avoid legal action by recognizing an

.
.

»
impliea warran€y.

It appéérs from the scenarios crat no decision is made
without the influence of both policy and evalyation. Why, then,
. ;

do our real life experiences lead us to think that some decusagns .

can be made without the influence of policy; or yithout the’

influence of evaluation? The answer ljgs, in our perception of

- -

the influences of policy and evaluation nmelatiVe to each other on

the making of the decision. Our'pé:zpption of the relative

influence of~each 1s determined by e proximity of the influence

to the decision situation. A graphic presentation of this model
3 " N
S .
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of the perceived relative influences of the making of & decision

' appears,in Figure 1:

- .

HIGH. - ‘ , .

LOW

il

ba

NONE |

- A . - B C D . E

——

: At Point‘B, a degision maker would perceive that her decision
is influenced to a g;éater degree by policy than by e?q}uation.
Similarly, at Point D she .would perceive being influenced to a
greater degrge by evaluation than by poiicy. At Pointkc,‘the ~ '
perceived influences are aé edquipoise. Points A and'E do not

- . . .
gxist in reality because every decision is influenced by both

policy and evaluation, The mfsleading perceived relative
influences are determined by the proximity of the influence to a

the immedihte decision to be made.

Point B represents Scenario 1/ The perceived influence of

evaluation by the salesman is nonexistent. ‘Actually, 'the

influence of evaludtion exists but is perceived to be So small
... relative to the.influemce of policy, it appears nonexistent when

the salesman says: "It ‘ig 6Qr policy to accept all returns." . g
» . .

The perception of the influence is determined by the proximity of

the influeqée to the decigion situatiom. The reason it appeaﬁs

14 N
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to che\sqlesman that evaluation is not necessary for his decision

“to take the radio back, is that he is thinking in terms of
- evaluation of the radio, the object to be returned. He does not
perceive the influenhce of a more remote evaluaticn: The store
‘owner's market research which led him to believe that the general
policy of accepting all returns is good business. So evaluation
influenced the policy directly, but influenced the immediate
decision about the 5adio only remotely and so it appeared  to the
decision,maker that evaluation did not iniluence his decision.
This, it often appgfrs to us that policy {or evaluation) gpes not
enter into the decisions we make. However, if we 1ook hartd
enough we find the remote in?luence of evaluation (or policy) in
every decision we make. The model, just described, can be
summarized by ten "rules": ' ) .
Tl Fhe interaction of policvy and evaluation occurs during r

N the decision making process.

- ¥

" o S I '
2. The.nature of this interaction is’'determined by the
relative influence each has on the making of the

' decision.

3. The Perceived influence of policy and evéluation on the
making of a decision is determined by the proximity of

-~
the influence to the decision making situation.

4. A decision can be made with the direct ipfluence of both - .

policy and evaluation in the dedision situation

r -~

U (Scenario 2). ) ,
A T e

l 5. A decisipn tan be made with che.direct influence of
pol%cy’in the decision situation and with no direct
‘ - influence of evaluation. The influence of evaluation on |
. the decision exists but is remote "to the decision
sicﬁacion. A total lack of eva}uation influence is.

[4 ‘ . ’

T4 : illusory (Scenario 1).

6. Similarly, a decision can be made with the direct

influence of evaluation in the {decision situation and ‘ >

with no direct influence of policy. The influence of
L] ) {

[
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pollcy on the deczslon Sxists but is remo te to tb% ¢

deciszon sztuatlon.. A total lack of'’ policy 1nfluane 1s

illusory (Scenario 3). .
° . r . L F
Policy is created or affirmed each time ffdecision Sis

made., It is- common when maklng a deczslon to look at

earliér decisions made under a szmllar set of )

=4

circumstances. *If the later deczslon is the same as the

-
earlier deczslon, the policy whlch 1nﬁauenced the

marl;er decision is affirmed. If the later dec151op

re]ected the influence.of the polxcy applled in, the £

) earller decision, new policy may be gleaned from thé Weg

-~

decision, Court decisions ‘function in this way.* - %

Evaluation information is unaffected by-a decision it

influenced. The weight .and credlbﬂllg%,of the data in %L

-t

future use, however, may be affected by how the decision

maker owed it %o influence the decision,
Policy has no- influenc &mn ‘making unless the

policy is comnunlcaped andxkndwn:to theidec1sion maker.

H »

0}

- @
Similarly, evaluation information has no influence on a
decigsion unless the information “is communicated and is

known.to (and understood by) the-decision maker.

~ g

- Y

Policy and Evaluation in the Oregon Depa;tm;nt of Educaticn

)

[ *

The ten rules present the.esggnCe of the pdlicy/evaluation

"
- interaction model. The remainder of the pkaper presents examples

of this interaction in the Oregon Department of Education. For

these examples to be understood, it is first necessary togpresent

v some description of the Department organization and how it

'functions:/s -V .

~ A ¥

.

*See, e.qg., Caulley, D. and Dowdy, I. Evaluation case

Tistories as a parallel to ;kgal case histories, Portland,

Oregcn-

Nor thwest Reglonal Educatlgnal Lgboratory.

’




Organization of the Oregon Department of Education

~
Figure 2 presents the Department's table of organization.

A=l

Note tRat.the five associate state superintendents report

L]

directly o' the State Superintendent of Public Instruction and

not to the Deputy State 5uperintendent.a ths has am effect on
the making of policy. ?urther,'you will note that both the
Superintendent and‘the Deputy,‘like each associate, manages &
division. Thus, they are involved in day-to-day operations and
. do not exist -n an ivory tower. This has an influence on policy
mak}nq. The nducatlonal Program Audit Division was e%tablished
._by_Superinﬁendeng Duncan to separate evaluation responsibilities
. from program responsibilities. Tpis was to relieve the ~ .
amb?vafence of program support people (e.g. Title I field.lzaison
. »people} who put a great deal oq'energy inéo helping local
\ district perspnnel develop programs gobaid'éhildren and later
' have to apply the (often antithetical) evaluaé&og rules developed
‘ by federil agencies or others in the Department. ' For example5
this Division mchitors P.L. 94-142 compflliance while the  Special.
Education Dlv1510n prov1des technical s poort for program
development in the field. Additional e€xamples are possible but
. the point is made. éhis innovatio% has worked to the
3 satisfaction of all partiés and has had a great deal of influence
A on thinking about and doing evaluation-based decision-making
throughout the Depakzﬁznt. While the remaining divisions do not
have the evaluation responsibility of the Progrém Audit
> ; Division. Yet each still must do a great deal of evaluation
within its program subport functions and in this ‘case the Program
- Audit Diviéion assists by providing techqical assistance. )

" The State Board of Educatien, a lay board appointed by' the
Governor with the approval of the Senatg,‘ﬁas been assigned a -
policy making function by the legislature. The State
SuPerinténdent, an elegted official, carries ocut the Board's
policies. In,doing 80 he creates a great deal of policy by

. interpreting Board pollcy and in owmder to §ill gaps in policy on
issues not addressed by the Board. Thé Syp@rintendent's powers

are unusual in that he performs the same. function as a district

~ -
. ~

"
%

il
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or circuit courtin interpreting state and federal statutes ¢ -
- concerning education. Appeal from his decision is made directly
té the appellate division of the courts.

! o The policies of the Board reside. in the administratige rules
promulgaged by the Board. These follow a legislatively
prescribed procedure and have the same weight as legislatively
enacted statutes. Board policies in many areas have not been
delineated, but~must be gleaned from the administrative rulies.

- While the Board is currently conéideriné a process to develop z
set of policy statements, Oregon practicali‘y dictates that
effort pn}éuce usaple results. Flowery statements, or broad
generalizations presented by other states do 1it®le to provide
the guidance to dec:ision makers that the Oregon Minimum Standards

for Elementary and Secondary Schools (and the otnhag sets of

-

- standards for other sdhools) provide. The policies of the

Superintendent are foung JAnedministrative memoranda and other

speciral memoranda he promulgates and policy may be gleaned from

his decisions 1n controversies fa body bf quasi-case law). :

o . % .
ro, The,Policy Makers . -
-

While it is correct to say that thé State Board of Education
and the State Superintendent are the policy makers identi f ed by
the legislature, the reality is that many others make bollcy when
cgfrylng out functions délegafed ‘to them by the Board and the
‘S&perintendent. Therﬁ;ore,‘to look at policy injthe.Department, .
we must look beyond the table of dféanization forka functional N

) dgséription. ‘ -

. ’ Supe;inteﬁdent Duncan has eStabIﬁshed a cabinet. "It éonsists

" of the Deputy Superintendentkang all of the associate ' ‘

K . shperintendents. Tﬁis cabinet meets several times each month as

f///’T?“\i y the Superintendent's Council. Note that the apostrophe in

\\ \\4~“\"Superintendent'ﬁ” is placed béfore the "s" and not following'the

A "s." s, the Council is advisory to the‘Superintendent:_
Superlntendent Duncan malntalns his freedom to hear the Counc11”s

advice. and disregard it if a hlgher wisdom s6 dictates. The-

. ccuncxl hawever, is not at all "window dredsing.” The. “ ‘
. ’ 2
. . ,‘5119 .
. Q ° . i (
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discussions and the atgume:jj/put forth are~a serious part of the
decxélon maklng process an

lso serve to keep the associates
. ;Furrent as to the Superlntendent s pqllcy. This policy provides
» Juidance to the assoc1ates when they-make the many decisions

required of them in the operation qf their divisions., The

cbuncil also serves to inform the Superintendent of decisions

-

made by associates (and other staff) These decisions have
estab‘lshed policy and, since the associates acted as -the

Superlntendent E agents, the decisions somewhat llmlt the

Y

Superlntendent s freedom to'establish policy. This balance of
policy making roles is possible because of frequent formal and

informal interaction amang all parties involved.

Others who influence policy are the special interest groups.
The Oregon Education Association, the Oregon School Boards

e )
i Y b

Association ard the Council of Oregon School Administrators are
just three of many. Thé opinions of spec1al interest groups are
f often solicited because they offer a persnectxve which Department

; staff may not have considered. The same is true of the Oplnlons

.of citizens in general.

THe legislature influences policy by enacting Taws which

L dlctate the limitations on policy 1n certain areas.. More'
directly, the legislature 1nEIUences policy through the budgetary
process. The Department's budget is presented biennially to the
*legislaturetby the poard.’ The Board's policy to support programs
for gifted students ‘ig given life by.a dollar amount of Supp;rt
in the budget The legislature, in modifying this allocatione
placesfa llmxtatlon on the Board's appllcatlon of its policy.

One may argue that the policy to assist gifted students was not
affected, only the degree of suppokt was. But the next time the

Bbard buiiﬁs a Budget, the earlier legislative action does affect
(S poliey., -

The Evaluators .

Y

Those who hold pgyroll designations as "evaluators" reside in

the Educatl?nal Program Audlt Division., Approximately one
’ ) ‘.

L\
.

e
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' percent of the total Department operational budgec.ébeszéo‘
) . support this division, but an estimated ten"pe:cént of the Co
operational budget is used evaluation chause every’oéher T R
. . division retains some eval(xativD functidn. So, Just as policv ©
making dees né; completely §1de in an ! denxdfzaole ‘e neither

A : Yy 2 L T
does evaluation. 1In fact, in reallty, all-policy makers evaluate

N or use evaluation information (formally or informdlly) ané all A
who make decisions zbout the conduct of evaluati a:eqlnfluenced
by policy and establish policy by making decisions about wnhak;to, !
: evaluate, <Y T

'
\

r
. - .
1 * . . -

The Policy/Evaluation Interact-icn

in the Oregon Department of Educat:on *

The Oregon Minimum Standards

Since dec:isions of all Xinds on all levels

La i}

of org
. are made dall‘, many examples can be used %o show how policy and
evaluation interact in Oregon. Of all ‘of these possibilities,
one has been-éhosen for disdussion on %the oa;zs of the fact that
it .involves evetyone‘in the Department.and the State Board of .
Education. The Elementary-Secondary Guide for Oregon Schools

Part I [(Oregon's Minimum Standards) has been c¢hosen as an example ‘ .

. . . . Y :
of) (1) a policy setting process which is influenced by evaluation

[

‘nfotmaﬁion and (2) a.statement of policy which 1influences
evaluation. The Minimum Standards are di%cussed here because
they are the Board'§ omly complete sgatehent about the Board'%
golicy on evaluation and about the policv/evaluatior' .
interaction. éven though the Minimum-StandaIQ§ are applied at
- the local level, we use it hete'for illuskration 9f the policy
i that is applied at the state agency.level a7fwell. 11xe many
state agencies, there is not a complote policy statemont for the
- «  workings of the agency itself, Informal transmitta¥ of policy by '
' -+ the Board and the Superintendent indicate that the éame,policigs .
[* - apply at éﬁe state level,%pgt there 'is not the concise form to

. Y £

show the reader. ‘ <

-
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. +*The Minimum Btandards are a Set.of.administrative rules
establighed by the State Board of Education ender a legislative :
grant of authority.to do so, These have the same weight and
influence on the schqpls as do 1eglslat1vely enacted statutes. - ,
. The Board adopts many ts of administrative r;ules but has i \
chosgen to designate/only\pne subset the "Minimum Standards.”
While a school district is required to comply with all of the
. ) administrative rules, only failure to comply with a Minimum
Standard will authamatically put into motion a process whieh
requires the district to correct its deficiency or lose its state
- funding support. This process is’ the school staridardizatiopn
(dccreditation) process administered by a section of the
Educational Prdgram Audit Division in response to -a legislative
..mandate to determine that schools are meeting éhe standards set .
by the State Board. Of course, failure to comply with an
4 ) admlnlstratlve rule which is not part of the Minimum Standards
Subset carries penalties toco. Those penalties, however, are
stated in"each rule or for a set of rules. But the school
standardlzatlon process (team visits to every school in the state
on a f1ve,year cycle) is concerned only with compliance with the :
ylnzmum sta?dards.-

+ -

Let us pause and see what we can detect so far_concetningrthe '

1.4

- .policy/evaluation interaction. .
. '== The Minimum Standards are the Board's expression of how a
A Y
district must opérate to provide a quality ,education to .

its students, These are statements of policy or rules @ -

!

. based on policy. ) : ,
- \ ’ ’
. . . 8 .
-~ The legiglative mandate that such policy be established
\\ Y, was accompanied by a Begislative mandate that the State: .
Superintendent of Public Instruction determine whether

schools are meeting gpese standards, This process of s >
. ’ : . T ~
! ;> quality assurance is a process of evaluation.

" . . ) N

. . -

~= Thus, the legislature, @esirous of quality schools, .
required clearly defined policy for schools to follow and

[

evale\Eion to make sure they do. How dcgp the legislature

ERIC - - ' ‘ e Y N f ' e
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- '« e ensure that the’policy and the evaluation will interact?
'G ;‘2 ’ BY.placing the Superintendent in a decision-making role.
. o ) “Thé'§ééision he must ma%eéis which %chooi districts will
- P S CQ;Zinug'to receive the state funds provided by the
RS ‘legislature. . ’
s The discussion of the ﬁinimum Standards nowf branches into two

. .

streams. The first stream is a consideratipn of what the
Standards céntaln because that sheds‘light on how the Board is
directing the'schookgf{striets to carry out the Board's policy,
and how evaluation i required to ensure that the fSolicy is .
. qg?fled out. The second stream considers how the Board

~  establishes these §tand§rds, that i5, how the Board determines

policy and how evaluation informat:igon i1nfluences thi§ policy

P The discussion of the first stream,.the contents

of the Standards, is based on the Minimum Standards currently. in
LY

maxing process.
H

! . use in Oregon afid adopted by the Board on -June 23, 1976, A
. revision process’has been.underway since 1978 and a new set of
Standards will be adopted in 1980. Howdver, for our purpose
ro nere, either set will do. The discussion of the second stream,
how the Board establ?%hpé standards, is-'a discussion of the
\ revision process ghich will result in the 1980 adoption.
J ) B '

.

The Role of Policy in the Conduct of Evaluation

» B - -

~ i —_ .

' The Content of the Minimum Standards

Yo ’

The 1976 Minimum Standards are divided into twelve sections:

. " ==.Definitions.' These are definitions of terms used in the-

! . Standards. .They aye more than definitions for the

s . guidance of thgse invdlved with the standards because

. .

these have been adopted as an administrative rul'e much the

8 . same way.that statutes contain definitions prefaced by
* M ' , E
« \_ - "For the purpoge Of this statute: . . ." :

-- Goals. ‘The Board states its goals for students and for:

the process of schooling. ) 2

v 1 . -
. .

> E l{TC‘ . : ‘ | ) ) ~ ’ '
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-- Accreditation. The Board here describes in detail ttd

process for school standardization. That is, its process '
LY

é%% responding to the legislative mandate ‘to evaluate
schools for- compllance with the pollcy whych is the major

content of the Standards.
A

—_— Instructianal Planning., This section cdontains a rule .

fwhich requires local districts to link evalawation and . v

. policy. This rule will be discussed iu more detail below.

%

-- Instructional Programs. Here are the rules which express

the Board's policfes concerning the contents of a quality

educati'oh pfogram. These rules constitute the Board's ' N
\ °

response to the legislative mandate to establish standards

of quality.

hl||lmmfh

-~ Administration. . Rules for the operatlon of a school ' ’

district. This sectlon,‘coupled with the sections on
J Student Servdces, Staff and Class Load, Media and

Materials, Facilities, Safety and Auxiliary Services

o,
ot

describes all policy for thé operation of a local district

- which is not cohtained in the Accreditation, Instructional

Planning, and Instructional Program ‘sections. -
The purpose of examlnlng the contents of ‘the Minimum ‘ .
Sbandards was to see what the Board rqqulr?s of local dlstrlcts -~
as a mix of pollcy and evaluatlon. It has alréady been stated
that the accreditation section of the staudarcs desdribes how the

" State Board will ‘evaluate the local districts coﬁplfancé with the ,
Bbard's policiés so the accreditation section is a view of the )
Board's policy on how the Board will assure compliance, that is,

how the Boarq will use evaluation, Our purpose is little aided »
by a detailed distussion of how the evaluation’ is conducted The

rules which describe thlS process appear in “the appendlx as

581- -22-202, 204 and 206, ‘ - oo
°  We are interested, here, in how the Minimuwr Standards have
‘requlred local districts to use ‘both policy and evaluation in the

' conduct of a quality school program. We are interested in the ) :

i

policy/evaluation interaction at the local level, Taking
? 3 ’ ‘-
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selected Standards, we will paraphrase or extract excerpts for
the\sake of brevity, and use these Standards to illustrate the

interaction. The complete text of each Standard paraphrased’ '

appears in the appendix.

.

.—— Standard 581-22-208, Instructional Planning. Each

- Qistrict is }equired to establish district, progr&nm and
cour;e goalg. These goals embody(Ehe stated policies -
N about the district's educational program and the outcomes
T . of that program. ©Once stated, the goal§ form the basis of
the local district's evalhation'bf its program and |
’ . policies about education. This evaluation is required by
the Standard: ‘Pollowing the evaluation, the dist;ict is
required to identify its needs by comparing assessment \\\\w
results to its goals. The final requirement of the
Standard is that, bqsed on this evaluatioé process, the

district is,. required to establish policies for making

T

»
program improvements. Thus, DF see that the State Board

has directed districts to rely on the policy/evaluation

. . interaction when planning its instructional program.

) " _ . -- standard 581-22-218, Educational Programs. The Board

~ t
¢ . requires each district to:

(1) 1Identify individuals' ledrning strengths and

weaknesses; . . .
* (2) Provide learning opportunities for students' . t
. ‘ ‘ responsive to their needs; .
' , { (3) Determine progress students make in theiﬂducatiénal ) t
? ; progran; v : " -
(4) Maintain student progress records and report the ) z#a
e, 3 . inf?rmation“to pasgnts and studengs (OAR 581-22-218).
- This pequired evaluation process is intended to achieve the |

Board's polic§ that district§ "provide all students opportunity

to achieve district-adopted learner outcomes,‘requirements for

!

graduation and personal goals through participation in .

ediicational programs relevant to their needs, interests and
abilities. (OAR 581-22-218)."

-
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/ .
-—- Graduation Requirements. It is the State Board's policy

that local boards "shall award a diploma upon fulfillment -

of all state-and local district credit, competency and
attendance reguiraments (OAR 581-22-228(1))." |
Further, it is the State Board's policy that "student ~
transcripts shall record demonstratien of minimum competencies <l
necessary to: ‘ '

o

(1) Read write, speak llsten, -

(2) -Analyze; * i . y . —

B) compute; N
. (4) Use basic scientific-and technological processes;
(5) . DeveXop and maintain’ a healthy mind and body; .
(6) Be an informed citizen in the c&nnunlty, state, and
natlon, \\'
(7) Be an informed c}tizen in interaction with environment; | -
(8) Be an informed citi;en on streets and highways;
(9) Be an informed consumer of goods and-setvices;
(10) -Function within an occupation or continue education
leading to a caréer (OAR 581-22-231(1)).

It is the State Board's policy that each local district

*a

expresses its pollcy about what a competent graduate is: "The
lecal board shall . . adopt and make avallable to the comunity
minimum competencies it is willing to accept as evidence:students
are equipped to function in the society in which they live (OAR
581-22-231(2)). -

The State Board policy, then, requires the local district to

" evaluate each student to see if the student has achieved
. sufficient competence to be awarded a diploma. "Eagh local
Idistrict enrolling stu&ents in grades 9 through 12 shall -

1mplement the, competency component of 1ts graduation requirements
as follows:
(1) Establish mininum competencies and performance <
" indicators beginning with the gradﬁating class of 1978;
(2) Certify attainment ofacompetencies necessary to read,
write, speak, llsten, analyze and compute beglnning with

. the graduating class of 1978; s
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. (3). Certify attainment of all competencies beginning not »
1aCer than with the graduating class of 1981 (OAR
. 581-22-236). -
We have seen thac the State Board's pclicy is that Oregon
graduates be competent c1CLzens Tovachieve this, the Board
requires each district to state its policies concernlng comDeCenc
graduates and the Board requires an evaluationm of students as a
vehicle for effscting its sFatewide policy of competent -
graduates. Oregon differs from some states in that, in Oregon,
evaluation of the graduaEFS‘is.conduCCeq lqcally and is uniform
only/to the extent that che'general'competency'areas hav; been .-
deféﬁed. In intent, Oregon is no different from any state which

establishes,uniform exit requirenents and conducts a uniform

-

-

statewide evaluation of all students, - . -t
Additional examples are possible, but the intent was to show

that it is the policy of the Oregon State goard of Education that

(1) policies be established and communicated, (2) evaluation be

conducted to be sure gbese policies are fﬁplemenCQd, an@ (3)

insures that policy and evaluation irteract by requiring

decisions (about programs‘and St&dents) based on that ) .

interaction, Here, then, we see that the content of the minimum

standards demonstrates that, in Oregon, evaluation is required by

policy and policy and evaluation interact in the dgfision—making

process. We now turn to the second stream of our discugsion of

the Minimum Standards to see héw the development of the policy is

affected by evaluation.

The Role of Evaluation in the Development of Policy

. e ez

-

We have Seen that the Board's policy in the form of the
Minimum S&éndardSvrequires distridts to use evaluation
information when setting policy and when making ﬁecisions.” It -
has beqn asserted that the policy about evaluation-based policy
making in the state agency i{s the same as che policy illustrated
by the excerpts from the Minimum Standards. It can be

¥ A
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demonstrated ;het the Board and the Superintendent rely on -
evaluetion information Qhen establishing policy. ‘Again, many
1llpstrat10ns are’ poss1ble, but it seems reasonable to show ‘that
the polidy statement which requ1res evaluatlon-based policy
making {(the §1n1mum Standards) is, itself, pol1cy based on
evaluation, . ’ , . - ‘ )
When the rev151on of the current (1976) M1n1mum Standards’

‘began in 1978, the Superintendent and the Board wanted

information ‘about .the objectlves of the standards and about
lmplementetlon,problems. In addition, they wanted information
about the results of the implementat§on of ‘the 1956A$§andards. A
study was commissioned and conducted by the faculty of the-
University of Oregon. The study Was designed by the present N
auéhor. In 'order to,show the readee a real example of evadluation
?n the real life of  the Department, the following discussion is

based on the major portion of the eriginal paper which presented

- the design to the Superintendent and the Board. This- provides an

insight into the realfties of conducting evaluation for use b

lay policy makers. - ' . |
N .
EvaluatianOqegoﬁ's Minimum Standards -
* ‘ . . . '

A Céntext in Which to.Evaluation

Cw
¥

‘ Evaluation is the¢ collection of information for the'burpose
of making deci;ions. The, evaluation of a program such as the
Oregon Minimum Standards consists of the collection of
information for the‘purpose of deciding whether the Standards are
effect1ve as they are or whether change is’ needed The
information to be collected relates to goals, implementation,
procedures and observable results. None of the information,
however, is useful unless therg,is a well-defined model for
program development and evallation known te thoee involyed in the
evaluation.so that the collected information can be "inserted" in

the proper place in the decision making process. Simply put, if

19 .
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N .
we don't know how we wish to use collected information {i.e

- what decisiops we wish to make), we will not know what

information to collect nor Qill we know how to use whatever

- information wWe do collect. Before we can begin a discussion of

the information we .want and how we plan to get it, we must view

the context within which this evaluation should be conducted.
Theré are many planning models ("planning™ as used here
ﬁ; \ subsumes evaluation and the making of policy). The model
presented to the State Board of Education and adopted tehtatively
as the Department's generic model appears in Figure 3.* A
simplified.version appears in Figure 4§ This model for planning
and evaluating programs and policy, briefly, descrlbed, requires:
1. The development of GOALS; A ..
2. - The identification of NEEDS (by comparing "what we want"
(GOALS) to "what is"); ‘ a
3. The laéntlflcatlon of TONG RANGE OBJECTIVES;

-« 4. The ldentlflcatlon of short term PROGRAM\EHANGL
OBJECTIVES which, when achieved, will move us toward the
achievement of the GOALS; ' )

5. The aevelopment of a PLAN to achieve some of the PROGRAM
CHANGE OBJECTIVES; ‘

6. The implementatioﬁ'and eventual evaluation of the
effectiveness of the PLAN (an effort which 'seeks thé
answer to the quesiién "are the goals of the PLAN being ,

J .achieved?"); and finally; v

S ’/7. We ask the questions "are the PROGRAM CHANGE OBJ'EC'I‘IVEQS,

' LONG RANGE OBJECTIVES and original NEEDS being met by

. | . this plan?". Following this effort we make decisions

. abput the efficacy of the PLAN agp the policies. .
N If an evaluator ‘who knew nothing of the history of ‘the

. . - Yy ’ .
\5 development of the Minimum Btandards were given this generic

a v

N - ~ - )
- . .*The Oregon Plannlng Model was develcped jointly by Gordon
AScher, Robert Clemmer and Donald Egge, all of the Oregon State

. . Departmenté%f Education. &
- : ’ ' .t
- N ( .. t‘ « ‘. a
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Flgure 3. Oregon Generic Planning Model
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model and | copy o§ the M%nhn&m Standgrds, he/she would probably
assume that prior to the adoption of the Standards, the Board:
1. Established GOALS which described the Board's philosophy .
- ‘afd what it Hoped to acgbmplish"through a variety of?
. » means; L
o 2. Used assessment procedures to collect information which,
- - . when compared to .the GOALS, identified the NEEDS (i.e.,
the Board used the discrepancies between what it wanted
and "what was" as statements of NEEDS);

—d 3. Identified some LONG RANGE OBJECTIVES; ¢ +
4.+ Identified some short term PROGRAM CHANGE OBJECTIVES
which, if accomplished, would lead the Board closer to
the achievement of its GOALS; _— K .
s 5. Developed a PLAN (the Minimum Standards) which it hoped
woyld achieve some of the PRJERAM CHANGE OBJECTIVES, and

6. Implemented the PLAN with an evaluation design to answer

the question "Are the gogls of the PLAN being achieved?"
All of this so that, witpin the context of the generic
model, the Board could aépraise'how wel% the identified
NEEDS were belng met

The evaluator § assumotlons would be rnasonabln but

erroneous In fact, prior to the implementation of Zhe Mlﬁgmum . v
Standards,,the Board dld.not establish GOALS, identif VEEDS or
identify LONG RANGE QB VES or PROGRAM CHANGE OBJECTIVES. The

* Board qid develop a PLAN, albeit in the absence of a spund
context, but neglected to develop’an evaluation component for the
«: PLAN. As a result, the Board cannot, it would seem, readily .
iccnduct a proper evaluation, after the fact. But,'almost all of -
the parts of the generic model do exist and were attendeé to but
these parts were not brought together as a cohesive whole. It is
possible to do so because of the vantage point presented by thé
paséage of time and because the work done to date has been of
high quality. .
We can conduct a proper evaluation because it is possible to-

reconstruct some of the missing links in the generic model. The

- t
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evaluation answers four basic cuestions, "Are the PROGRAM CHANGE

. Y . .
OBJECTIVES being achieved?"; "Are the LONG RANGE OBJECTIVES being
achieved?"; and "Are the identified NEEDS being met?"

The Need for Reconstruction

-

Considering the Question "Are the PROGRAM CHANGE OBJECTIVES
Seing achieved?"” To answe; this cquestion we need to know what
the PROGRAM CHANGE CBJECTIVES are* that we are trying to achieve
through the implementation of the Minimum Standards (the PLAN).
Further, to evaluate the effectiveness of the”’ PLAN we need ;o
know the goals of the PLAN itsélf, and the performance ’
indicators, measures and standards related to each of the goals
of the PLAN. Of all of thegse, we have only the PLAN, We must
1ident1fy the PPOGRAM CHANGE' OBJEVTIVES, the goals of the PLAN and
the performance i1ndicators, measures and standards :glated‘to
each goal,

Once we have answered t@is guestion we can ask whether the
LONG RANGE OBJECTIVES and NEEDS are being met. To do so,
however, we must identify the LONG RANGE OBJECTIVES and NEEDS and
to do that we must Eirst‘iden}ify the GOALS and the assessment
information which enabled us to determine needs relative to th
GOALS .. . :

° -

¥ \
Upon accomplishing all of this, we will have the elements of

LI

a proper evaluation.

— - =

A Plan for Conducting the Evaluation

Part I, Evaluating the Minimum Standards Qut of Context

[

This section presents a plan f$br answering the question,
’ 1

"Have the goals of the Minimum Standards PLAN been achiewved?" As

*We could use the past tense but we want our ré;ults to be
useful npow so we will forget historical objectives and work with

those currently in place. ,

i ~ . .
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‘point'out above, this question is important but it is only one of
our i rtant questigns. \Trying to answer the remainingithree
questiong*+* requires placing the answer to the first question
within the cpntéxt’oﬁ the Board's generic planning model.

Evaluation of the Minimum Standards within that context is the

- subject matter of Part II. .
To determine whether the goals of the Minimum Standards ﬁLAN
have been achieved we must first i%entify the goals and then .
identify performance indicators for each goal. Following that,
we must identify appropriate measures and standards to determine
whether the performance indicators_were achieved and then make
inferences about the achievement ofithe goals. We can define
twelve tasks: ) . %
1. Identify the goals of the Minimum Standards PLAN.
" 2. For each goal, identify one or more perfopfiance
indicators. ) *
- . 3. ggr each performance indicator, identify one or more
s appropriate measures and peéformance standards which will
" be used to collect and analyze information about the ©
achievement of the performance indicator.
‘ . 4. Collect and'analyze data.

5. From Enformation about performance indicators, infer
about the achievement of“each goal,

6. Identify-the plan for implementation of the Minimum ¢
Standards. \

7. Identif§ €ﬁe implementation pldn goals. -

. 8. For each goal, identify-one or more performance
indicators.

{ 9. For each performance indicator, identify one or more
appropriate measures and perfsrmance‘standa;ds which will
be used to collect and analyze information about the
achievement of that performance indicator. ¢

10. Collect and analyze data.

3 s

**The remaining three questions are: (1) "Have the PROGRAM
. CHANGE OBJECTIVES beaen achieveq?", (2) "Have the LONG RANGE
OBJECTIVES been achieved?, and (3) "Are the NEEDS being met?"

" <
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. 11. From information about performance indicators, infer
~about the achievement of each implementation goal,
12. Produce a Eeport,on the achievement of program and .,
implementation goals.
]

- .

Part II. Evaluating the Minimum Standards Within the Context of

the Generic Planning Model

Here we attempt to answer thg qguestions "Have the LONG RANGE
OBJECTIVES been achieved?"” "Have the PROGRAM CHANGE OBJECTIVES
“een achieved?” and "Are the NEEDS being met?" To an;;er these
guestions we méfﬁ/fi:st have the answer to the guestion posed in
Part I "Have the goals of the minimum $tandards PLAN been
achieved?" Before we can apswe; these three questions we must
also £ill in the missing parts of the generic planning model.
These missing parts are the State Board of Education GOALS,
identified NEEDS LONG RANGE OBJECTIVES and PROGRAM CHANGE
CBJECTIVES., We can define six tasks:

1. Identify the State Board of E&dcat{pn GOALS.

2. Identify the NEEDS. ,

3. Identify the appropriate LONG RANGE OBJECTIVES.

4. TIdentify the appropriate PROGRAM CHANGE OBJECTIVES.

5. Apply the data gatnéred from the evaluation of the

’ Minimum Standards ?LAN (Part I, above) to:

a. determine whether the PROGRAM.CHANGE OBJECTIVES were
échieved, ’ '

b. determine whether the LONG RANGE OBJECTIVES were
achieved, . .

c. determine whether the NEEDS were met,

d. infer about the achievement of GOALS,

6. Produce report on the achieve&ent of LONG RANGE
OBJECTIVES, PROGRAM CHANGE'OBJECTIVES and the meeting of NEEDS.

i . (
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Results of the Study ) .
KK ' i

The preliminary portion of the evaluation study has been;}!

, conducted. The results of an extensive survey of several

school-based populations are available. These results are X

4

currently being used by the Superintendent and the Board in the

H e

setting of new policy. LR
Summary
: i
This paper has explored a conceptual framework for the
relationship between policy and evaluationa and has provided
. h .

> examples of the policy/evaluation interaétion in the Oregon State ‘

Department of Education., The author has attempted to shgw that Cor

policy makers are very much dependent on evaIuatlon inforhatlon

and, in fact, are required® o be o dependent by the pe@%gles of

the State Superintendent of lic Instryction and the Stdte

Board of Education, 1In additiodt it has been shown that v
evaluators and the nature Of evgluation are guided by the

Department's written policy.
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e . THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN EVALUATION AND POLICY

IN THE VIRGINIA STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
: By :
5 - Gerald W: Bracey, Director N
Research, Evaluation and Testing

¢ . Virginia Department of Education

4

Some General Comments.and Definitiondd Issues. v
Judging from the literature I have read,*evaluation and policy appear
to have beem only tangentially or occasionally related at either state or
federal or even local levels.- Where they have been related, the relation-
ship has generally been unidirectional with policy having a significant
- bearing on evaluation, but not vice versa. “Explanatipns for this phenom~ |
enon vary. Fox (1977), reviewing 10 years of evaluation of Teacher Corps
concluded that the problem lay primarily with the methods chosen. Accord-
. ing to Fox the "Standard Experimental Design" as defindd by Astin and
Panos (1971) was often used and was invariably inappropriate. Fox recom-
-mendeY to evaluators the "model" by Parlett and Hamilton (1976) described-
- as "Evaluation as I1lumination". Certainly evaluators have been misled by
. certain methods. However, in this case, I feel that a careful reading of
Fox' paper leads gne to conclude that the policy changes affecting by
Teacher Corps would have taken place no matter what evaluation model had
been chosen. Policy changes were determined by other factors and the
outcomes of evaluations were simply irrelevant to such decisions. Indeed,
House (1979), has argued that the Follow Through Progrdm in particular and
- federal programs in general h been evaluated in such a way that. the
evajuations are bound to be narrow, trixial and hence jrrelevant. Many
would argué, -I included, that %he current Title I eval ations will be
another case of a disfunction and disjunction between evaluation findings
and policy changes. ’

o

A1l of this prologue is simply to document‘that ghe relationship

between evaluation and policy has not been a happy one, at least as viewed
v from the perspective of the evaluators. Alkin and Daﬁllak (1979) recently
- Jamented: : ‘

|
-

- , There have been great, hopes for evaluation,hnot only
among evaluators themselves, but also among many other
educators, elected officials and the public. Yet these

- - hopes havesdimmed. It was—hoped that evaluation infor-

mation would.'help planners, administrators and policy

makers both by improving individual programg}and by

YY)

= . . -

Cautjonary note: While readers may experience difficulty with this.
- paper for a number of reasons'solely the fault of the autkor,' readers
addicted to the words "implement" and "impact" will experience additional
.~difficulties as these words occur nowhere in the text in either noun,
. verb, or adjective form. :
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aiding in choices among programs. The reality we are,
told by almost a\; observers, is that evaluation has

“/\\ had littte influeMce on educdtional decision making,

LY

and evaluation information is largely ignored.

Although most ®valuators (and even policy makers) reading that state-
ment would probably.give general assent, the statement by itself has

- several problems. It does not delineate types of evaluation or.define

policy. A necessary first step in understanding the role between "evalu-
ation” and "policy" p the Department of Education or anywhere else is
to define both evaluation and policy.

At 6ne level any decision that dgtermines policy_is based in part on
information that“could be called evaluative. However, such information
cquld be (and often is) derived largely from personal experience. Pipho
(1978) reported that 80% of a1l legislation introduced with respect to
Minimum Competency Testing Pragrams-resulted from the immediate experience
of a legislator with either hiy own family*or that of,neighb§%s or rela-
tives. This datum alone should\give some indication of the relative force
of large evaluation projects on Pglicy decisions. * While these legislators
are clearly evaluatf%p**ﬂ%&nnat?bn by using personal experiences as a
source of evaluative iqformation, s¥ch experiences do not constitute-an
adequate definitign for evaluation for the purposes of this paper.*

. A

Fgr the purposes of this paper, "evaluation" or "evaluative informa- "
tion" will refer to any of the ten categories of studies classified by
Webster and Stufflebeam.(1978) as auasi evaluation or true evaluation.*
While it would be fascinating to include a discussion of what those author{i:.
refer to as pseudo-évajuation--propagandistic studies designed to support
predetermined policies--such discussion would be difficult as, by defini-
tion, the goals are prédetermined and part o»f the relevant information is
either not collected or deliberately c led by the perpetrators of the
study. Note:that one of the ten catedyries itself is labeled "policy
studies" which foreshadows what will/become clear--that the relationship
between the two concepts is sometifies intricate and simultaneously elusive.

I? one can obtain a'framé of reference for "evaluation" by noting
a single synoptic paper, such is not the case with "Policy". Attempts
by the author to obtain concrete, short definitions of policy have failed.

- -

*While personal experience does not constitute "evaluation,"” an evalu- -

" ator with an interest in inflyencing policy would be well advised to see

that his information became a part of the “personal experience" of the
policy maker. Constraints on evaluators doing this will be discussed later.

+These categories are objéctives based studies,-accountability
studies, experimental research studies, testing programs, management infor-
mation systems, accreditation/certification studies, policy studies, deci-
sfon oriented studies, consumer oriented studies, client oriented studies,
and connoisseur based studies. Although Stufflebeam and Webster presert

‘them as "types" the author does not presume.them to be mutually exclusive.

r - T
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The general thrust of the answers has been "I can't define policy but I
will know one wHen I see one”. Dictionaries are no help and articles
about policy provide:little guidance because the word is used in sO many
contexts. It,is endowed, as philosophers of science put it, with a great
deal of "surplus meaning". Generally, people responding to the.guestion,
"What is Policy"? discussed an overall philosophy, ideology, or plan of
action, sometimes with clear budgetary implications, sometimes without.

After a number of these discussions I imagined a continuum rynning
from broad-scoped statements’ of "policy" at one end to specific state-
ments of administrative procedures at the other. I was, however, unable
to determine any point along that continuum where policy clearly bécame
procedure or vite versa. Indeed, it will be seen during this paper that
one source of difficulty in relating policy and evaluation is a confusion
among all the actors involved as to where policy ends and administration
begins. A result of this confusion is that administrqtivé procedures,
best left as such, get elevated to the level of policy making, with a
resultant territorial intrusion by one group on the other. Similarly,
policies get enacted with no clear procedural implications. Almost any.
course of action can be restated as policy. "It is the policy of the
United States to contain communism wherever it should appear". Few would
argue that this is not a policy of the U.S. government, but its procedural
implications are by no means clear; the possible translative strategies
rénge from providing effective demonstrations of the superiority af a

¢ capitalist system to providing assistance to any government promising to.
- fight against communist activity in that country to physical obliteration
of 211 nations professing themselves to have communist governments.

In other cases to be discussed, it appears that policy statements
often make an appearance to justify administrative procedures already in
place. Unless, of course, those procedures themselves are under attack.

Finally, in some cases the policy statement is redundant with or a
gratuitous addition to a procedure. The ¥878-80 Standards of Quality for
PubTic Schools in Virginia, to ®de discussed”ip detail below, illustrate
such a case of redundancy. One part of one standard states, "It is the
policy of the Commonwealth that the awarding of a high school diploma
shall be based upon achievement". There follows the standard that puts
inte place Virginia's graduation competency testing program. The poiicy
statement is unnecessary, is unattached in any causal way to the testing
program. In recognition of this fact, some legislators unsuccessfully
attempted to have the policy sentence removed before the standard was
enacted into law. '

[t is comforting, if not illuminating to note that others have

struggled with definitions of policy issues and it is worthwhile to
o examine the struggles of other&m’th policy.

Bertak (1970) pointed out that evaluators needed to know whether
they were operating-in an area of programmatic impact*or policy impact*
and act accordingly. For Berlak, a policy issue has four criterial attri-
butes»

—p

(“Tgése are phrases from Berlak and do noE{vioiate the promise of page 1.

a
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1. It directly s indirectly-alters the power relationship between
the citizens and the state. .
2. It affects .immediately ar in the long run the status a person
has and the power he can exercise within the social system.
3. It increases or decreases political or sicial tensions as a
- primary outcome.
4. It alters the self concept of the individual.

While not a model of clarity, nor in several instances easily amenable
to empirical tests, these considerations are an improvement over the
classical political definition of policy as the "application of reas®n
and evidence to choose among program alternatives". Perhaps the .best
discussion -of policy is by Mann (1975) who chooses 1ike Berlak not to
define policy but to describe policy issues in education again in terms .
of criterial attributes. For Mann, policy issues have five characteristics.

1. Policy problems are public. This might at first seen unnecessary
to state as we are dealing with public education and hence all
things are in public domain, but in fact they are not. Certain
"policy”" discussions revolve aroung what is the proper goal of

- public education. Which of, the desired outcomes of childhood
are the domain of the school and which are those of family and
other institutions? Certainly much heat, if not light has been
generated over where the responsibility of schools. ends.

2. Policy problems have important consequences. They increase ten-
siens among political groups and their resolution directly affects
the lives of a Targe number of people or a small number of
people in large ways. '

3. Policy problems are complex. They have political, economic, o
moral, dimensions which of course, do not operate independently
but interactively. R

4. Policy problems involve large amounts of uncertainty. This
almost follows from #3 aboye. .If the state decides to allocat?
more funds to school districts with Tow scoring children, in
order to hire more teachers what will be the outcome? .Clearly
this cannot be known in advance although various "scenarios"
can be depicted-with greater or lesser sophistication.

Policy problems are viewed differently by these with different
interests or ideologies. Again this appears trivial or at least
axiomatic but it is important to state. If all people agree on
what is to be done, then it is no longer a policy problem. And,
in terms of this paper, the fact that people disagree has direct
bearing on how, when or if evaluative information will be used.

(8]

Attribute five, even if axiomatic, is important to the thrust and
tone of this paper. I take it as axiomatic that readers will not be inter-
ested in the effect of evaluation on policy unless that evaluation contri-
butes to the resolution of a policy issue.*
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The Structural Gontext. -

¢

There are, fundamentally, three policy making agencies in the area of
education:

1. The Department of Education, a part of the executive branch of
the government. .

2. The State Board of Education, appointed at the pleasure of the

Governor and operating through the Department, but often quite
independent of 1t

3. The legislature.’

Policy matters may or1g1nate ‘'with any of the threé. Generally, any
policy matter originated in the Department is brought before the Board
for approval, and the Board, seeking to take a stance on a policy matter,.
may instruct the Department to prov1de the information necessary to making
decisions.

-I will show in some detail in the ‘next section that most major policy
issues either enter the arena via the constitutionally required “Standards
of Quality for Public Schools", also to be discussed below, or such po11cy
issues come to rest there. In genera1 the Standards of Quality SOQ
drafted each biennium by the Department staff., approved with revisions b%g%
the State Board and approved with further revisions by the legislature.

The legislature enacts the S0Q into law. is thus obyious that the
legislature is the final arbiter of educafional policies contained in the
S0Q no matter where the policy originatéd (unless the entire act is vetoed
by the Governor). Again, as I will discuss in both the Historical Context
‘and the Case History, the legislature in recent years has been very active
in resolving .new policy issues and reacting to policy matters brought to
them by the Board and the Department.

=

The Governor may, of course, independently formulate policy through
his office or through those of-the Secretary of Education or the Super-
intendent of Public Education. In recent years, where Governors have
acted independently, the target of their actions has been largély the -
domain of post-secondary educatiop, not elementary or secondary public .
schooling. The Superintendent of PubJ1c Instrugtion and the members of
the Board are all appointed by the’ GoOernor subject to approval by the
legislature. According to the constitutiom the Superintendent.'s term is
coincident with that of the appointing Governor: =In fact, no Superinten-
dent-fias gone out of office with the a@ppointing Governor. It might be
noted the Virginia governors may hold two four-year terms, but not suc-
sessively., The nine members of the State Board are appointed for a four
year term and may succeed themselves once. Terms are staggered such that
no more than one vacancy occurs at a time. In the two and a half years
-that I have been with the Department, five of the nine members have been
succeeded, although one of the five resigned due to. the press of Qther o
duties as the mayor of a 1arge city.

>
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ngzeﬁg:;e current Board have been appointed by Republican Gevernors
although approved by Democrat1ca11y controlled legislatures. It is some-
times alleged that the differing views taken by the Board and the legisla-
ture on matters in recent years are-a reflection of this differing parti-
safiship affiliation. That the legislature fights some of its battles with

Governors throygh the vehicle of overriding the Board. Not only is the
truth of this statement not verifiable, the al]egation is not readily
.apparent in public exchanges. 1 was told by several people in all serious-
ness that the differences produced by partisan affiliation would-be
obliterated by the communalily engendered by V1rg1n1a s 1ongstand1 g
comm1tment to conservative trad1t1on - °

Finally, the medf%, especially the print meddim, have shown no reTyc-
tance to propose or react to policy issugs relating to public educati
This might be expected by the descriptidn of policy issues in the pr€§2d1ng
-section. As pertains to evaluation, the pr has been part1cu1ar]y ctive

" in commenting on the results of state mandgggé’test1ng programs ‘and trends
in test results both in the state and nation. As will be seen, testing
has come to constitute the b@k of evaluative 1nformat1on about public
schopling at the state level. )

s 4 é .

Figure 1 shows the structure of the Department of Education as of
December 1979, Only those areas outside of the Director of Research,
EvaTuation -and Tegting which are also concerned in significant ways w1th
evaluation are lat®lled. Both the components pf the Division of Research,
Evaluation and Testing (DRET) and the way in which information flows from

i to other parts ff the agency merit comment.. . -

It is an administrative regu]at1on of the Super1ntendent that any
information intended for the State Board must go through the Superinten-
dent's office. While the préevious I intendent delegated much autonomy
to the assistant superintendent for flow of such information, the
incumbent persomally "signs. off" on all such information. The impaortance
of the qua11ty of information flow from 1ower to upper levels in the '
h1erarchy is man1fest - i -

. o

Similarly, it is & regulat1on that contacts between the Department,
officially a part of the executive branch, and the legislature cannot g -
be initiated by Department members? The Ass1stant Superintendent for
Administrdtivé Field Services serves as the official 1iaison between the
Department and the legislature. Any information thought important to the
legislature must be funneled through him. Legislatogg may contact mem-
bers of the department infévmally for information or request them to *
testify before the various committees and subcommittees of either house. ,
A.brief report of all such contacts initiated by legislators in this
way must be filed with the Assistant Superintendent for Adm1n1strat1ve

Field Services.

-

o
s several functions which might not be expected

oup and does not contain several other func:
it to have. . Notably it hag }E}Tesponsibil1txx

Virginia's DRET conta
to be found in a so-name
t1ons which one m1ghu.exp.
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for the evaluations of Title I, special education, or vocational education.
While this leads to administrative akwardness and some redundancy in
2 efforts {children tested for Title I are retested under the state program,
. but the magnitude of any practice or regression effects is unknown) it has
Tittle real impact on policy at the state level: most of the above men-
tioned programs are constrained in terms of evaluation by federal, not -
statg policies. Virginia has a 10ng history of discordant relations with
Washington and one often gets the impression that!| where federal funds are
» involved, the Department prefers the off1ces handling these tainted monies
to be as autonomous as possible.*

This general feeling does not hold true éntirely, as witness £he place-
ment of the Title IV-C office with the DRET area.- While arguments could
be made for its being elsewhere (and until 1977 it was with the Special
Assistant for Federal Programs), coupled with the Pilot Studies program,
which is a 'state funded. innovative R & D effort, its placement with the
Program Development sphere and R & D unit also makes sense.

What is most noteworthy and important is that while there is a research
staff des1gnated as such and g test1ng staff designated as such; there is
no evaluation staff desigriated as such. While accreditation fa%ls into a
valid category of evaluative information, the methods used in Virginia do
. not at the moment conform to the typical methpds cited b§ Webster and
Stufflebeam for these operations, notab]y selt~study and team visits.

Accreditation is based. Yargely on self-report on a quest1onna1re aug-

. mented by site visits. There is-a secondary school evalyation designation,«
with one pe¥son in this role who organizes those teams which make site
visits following a period of self-study by the local .agencies., There are
recommendations made from these committees but there is no follow-up to
determine if the recommendations have been acted on and in any case no
sanctions are imposed if prob%ems are noted but recommendations are not
.. followed. Virginia is one of fey states which separates the accreditation

o and evaluation process for schoods; the evaluation process is voluntary--

* it must be requested by the ]o 1 superintendent.

v

The structure o leaves little or no opportunity for what is
usually thought of as program evaluation. The research staff have skills
appropriate to6 such evaluation, but for the most part their energies are
devoted to either the per1od1c surveys that the deépartment conducts or to
assisting the testiw# service with the ‘myriad of programs which have been
mandated by the legislature j the past three years.t v

N The lack of evaluation staff constrains the DRET in two ways: It
must eithér re1y on. the assistance bf people from outside the division not
7 well trained in evaluative tgchniques or more likely, it muék turn to an ~
outswde agency such as a untvers1g§ .contracted for a particular task.
1Te 5uch tontracts have advantages as well as disadvanfages, the chief

! =

[*The Superwntendent from 1975-78 was previously: a local superinten-
dent of the on]y division in the State that did not have a Title I program
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disadvantages.are that university faculties are often not aware of the
information, néeds of the Department, try unsuccessfully to fit the
problem ‘into the paradigm of academic research, and cannot be "on site"
often enough to render. assistance at its most timely occasion.

The Historical Context. - \

As indicated in the previous section, the use of evaluation is
affected significantly by the structural context of policy making. It
v - would be’a mistake, however, to view tnis context as static. Indeed
the purpose of this section' is to treat that structural context as a
dynamic, f?u;gaggg,;ndgshow how it has changed over the past decade.
The primary medns of focusing on the historical changes «ill be by
following the evolution of the Standards of Quality for Public Schools
in Virginia and the evolution of the position of Director of Researcn,
Evaluation and Testing as reflected, in part, by changes iR the job
description for that position. , .

dhile any starting date for a "history" would be arbitrary, the
year 1971 seems appropriate to demarcate a formal change in thinking
about education. By 1971, the policy of massive resistance to school
integration had in itsel* been largely abandoned. No issue had domin-
ated public education in Virginia qyite the .way tnhat the ramificatidns-
from Brown vs, The Board of Education had ("This will keep us in power
for at least twenty-five years", said one legislator in the 1950s, clearly
seeing how long the issue would be in the forefront), but in 1971 the
devate revolved not around whetner, but how (i.e. through voluntary
efforts or court-ordered busing). More importantly, in 1971, the Common- -
wealth of Virginia approved a new constitution for the state. A part
of that constitution reads as follows:

Cor Standards of quality for the several school divisions
shall be determined and prescribed from time to €ime |
by the Board of Education, subject to revision only
by the General Assembly.

r

The General Assembly shall determine the manner in which
funds are to be provided for the cost of maintaining an

& educational program meeting the prescribed standards of
quality and shall provide for the apportionment of the
cost of such program between the Commonwealth and the
local units of government comprising such school divisions.
Each unit of locd} government shall provide its portion
of such costs by local* taxes or from other available
funds. ART/VIII #2.

The Standards of Quality (SOQ) hav: come in the last eight years to
be the final resting place of al? policy issues where sume state agency
1s the initiator. of policy. Almost all najor nolicy matters have either
begun with changes in the SOQ,.or if begun elsewhere (as, sayy a change
in the standards for accred-ting secondary schools), have eventually
made their way into this document. Similarly, most of the debates over

- — ’ *
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policy issues at the-stdte level can be found reflected in the ch@pées of
the SOQ'over;time and in the manner in which they were changed by the
respective bgdies who writ® and rewrite them. P

. The original S0Q for 1972-74* were performance-oriented withe a number
of standards being expressed in quantified terms relating to outcomes for
bath schools and individuals. Most of these outcomes were countable and
stated in terms of expected changes in the-future. For example:

E At least 45,000 five-year-old children in the State
E will be enrolled in kindergarten (26,500 in 1969-70).

Only one standard actually dealt wiﬁh learner outcomes,land that stan-
dard, meaningless on its face was to cause considerable controversy and
Tead to changes in the SOQ. This standard and the controversy it produced
will be discussed as part of the jllustrative Case History.

In 1973, the position of Direct&gagf Program Evaluation (later to
‘become Director of Research, Evaluation and Testing), was created and
carried, in part the following job description:

1. To provide leadership in evaluating State objectives (Purposes of
education adopted by the State Board of Education), programs
{including standards~of~qua}ityﬁi“and*stndqu~progress?*"

2. To develop a training program for the State Department of Edu-
cation staff and for school division personnel in translating-
state objectives into learner-oriented objectives, many of

-

which should be measurable. .

3. To develop, with the assistance of consultants and a representa-
tive conmittee, the criteria needed by school divisions to evalu-
ate their own programs, organization and procedures, reporting
and progress--<especially the progress in student learfing.

4, To assist schools and school divisions in making realistic
evaluations and reports to the public.

5. To encourage and assist institutions of higher learning to evalu-
ate their programs for pre-service and in-service preparation -of
teachers.

P . * ) x
This broad, wide-ranging set of duties was never realized. The Pro-
gram Evaluation staff consisted at first of only the Director and one
other professional and later a second professional staff member was added.
One reason for this lack of support was that the Standprds of Quality
themselves were being revised substantially for the 1974-76 version in a

L 4

- way so as to downplay the need for evaluation. In this version, the per-

formance standards which had led off the 1ist of original standards were
eliminated. The general goals of public education were stated and five
modified performance standards were listed as "objectives" with the note

that "school divisions may wish to establish additional specific objectives
to receive priority during during the biennium".

*Virginialoperates most of its programs{on the basis of biennial plans.
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The éﬁfk of the standards, listed as such, were ten prescriptive
statements categorizable as "input" standards. They specified that
schools were to' provide kindergarten, special education, gifted and
talented education, a eertain number of professional .staff for each
certain number of students, etc. §

This shift away from the outcomes of schooling back to the provision. ’
of goods and services--inputs--did not sit well with the legislature.
According to persons - interviewdd who were around at this time, the
legislature felt that the intention of the S0Q sectidn of the 1971 con-
stitution had never been properly enacted by the State Board of EdGCa-
tion. In any case, the 1974 session of the legislature noting that
there had been "discyssion both within ang without the General Assembly
as to wnaf is appropriate to be included in the Standards of Quality...,
created a joint subcommittee to study tne SOQ. Formed in September 1974,
the committee delivered its final report in December, 1975, just before
the General Assembly- convened for its 1976 session.

The: words of the report itself reveal as well as anything can, the
scope and philosophy of the subcommittee's study: .

Rather than confining its work only t% the language of

the standards, the joint subcommittee has sought to review
comprehensxve]y all aspec;s of publicly financed °ducat1on *
in Virginia.’

¥

The outcome of this review, again in the words of the committee was:

To a great extent, the Joint Subcommittee's revision /or“

the Standards of Qau11ti7 has been based on the concept

that the quality of education is measured ultimately by

what students have learned (output) rather than the quant- ) v
ity por quality of resources devoted to education (input).

Whereas some standards must be oriented towards input, the
greatersemphasis should be, in the opinios of the Jownt

Subcommittee, on output.

Thus very clearly and dramatically did the General Assembly, on
adopting the SOQ as revised by the Joint Subcommittee change the thrust
of educational policy away from the traditional goal of providing goods
and services to measuring outcomes. In fact, many people outside of
the General Assembly felt that the legislature had not revised the S0Q
so_much as they had actually rewritten them, thereby overstepping their
constitutional powers. According to these same observers, the Board
decided that any constitutional challenge could result, at best, in
winning a battle but certa1n1y losing the war; accordwng1y, no such
challenge was made. ) .

1

Two other quotes from the final report are worth noting because they
set the stage for the introduction of two Standards which were indeed
written, not revised, by the General Assembly. Continuing with its focus
on outputs the Joint Subcommittee concluded its introduction with a set
of premises, the first two of which are as follows:




! . 1. The basic purpose of the Standards of Quality is
. to establish minimdh elementary and secondary edu-
cational goals that are to be met for each child
(to the extent practicable) throughout the Common-
. wealth. ‘ - S~

. \
2. Standards established by the General Assembly -
" should be oriented primarily towards products -
(objectives, outputs and goals) rather than pro-

cesses (inputs and means), thereby creating a

structure and environment for quality education.

To the best of my knowledge this is the first use of the word mini-
mum 1n connection with the outcomes of public instruction in Virginia
and provides the basis for a wide ranging set of changes in the orienta-
tion of public education. With these premises in mind the General
Assembly wrote the following standards: '

’ . Standard 1A. THe General Assembly concludéas ‘that one of. the funda-
mental goals of public education must be to enable each student to _
achieve, to the best of his or her ability, certain basic skills.
Each school division shall, therefore, give the highest priority .
in its instructional program to developing the reading, commuifica-

) tions and mathématics™skills of all students, with concentrated
v effort in...grades one through...six. Remedial work shall begin

for Tow achieving students upon identification of their needs. .
' Standard 1B. * By September 1978, the Board of Education, in cooper-
ation with the local. school+divisions, shall establish specific
Statewide minimum educational objectyyes in reading, communigations
and mathematics skills that should b€ achieved during the primary

grades and diring ‘the intermediate grades.

3 And how was the General Assembly or the .public to know'?f concentration
was being focused on these basic learning skills and if individuals were
to be receiving appropriate remedial work? By meams of: tests:

. Standard 7A. By September 1978, each school division shall primar-
fly utilize testing programs that will provide the individual
teacher with information to help in assessing the educational needs
of individual students. :

Standard 7B. Beginning in September 1978, each school division shall
annually administer uniform Statewide tests developed by the Depart-
ment of Education to measure the extent to which each student in
that division has progressed during the,(ast year in achieving the
specific educational objectives that have been established under
Standard 18. . ’
Standard 1 codifies a back-to-basics movement for Virginia. Standard
n - 7 provides perhaps the most ambitious, comprehensive program of diagnostic
testing in history. If, that is, the standards are to be taken at face
. value. And while certainly these standards, conceived entirely within
the General Assembly are not to be taken lightly:-the-objectives and com-
mensurate testing program are at present in place--there is good reason
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to believe that the legislature was not fully aware of the implications
of what it was doing.” The committee had been advised primarily by one '
legislative aide, untrained in psychology or education. While that aide
read a great deal of background research, and while the committee as a
whole learned a great deal about testing, *the final report of the Joint
Subcommittee is a melange of the Zeitgeist, theory, errors and naivete?
As paper after paper was_delivered by the legislative aide to the commit-
tee,."We began," in the words of one committee member, “to conclude that
he knew what, he -was talking atdut when in fact what was being created

was legislation by inundaticn--we were simply inundated with papers about
objectives and criterion-referenced tests and so forth." *

" The aide had indeed "discovered" criterion-referenced testing and

proposed it as the omly reasonable alternative to current testing prac-
tices. The following quote from the final report of the Joint Subcom-
mittee is revealing of the errors and naivete”alluded to above:
Far too much emphasis in testing has been placed on . how a group
of students (a classroom, school, division, or state, compares
relative to a "norm" group. Relative rankings bear no direct
relationship to an absolute level of academic competency.

Particularly with basic skills, knowledge is more absolute than

relative. Thus, use of relative rankings or percentile scores -

masks any change in the absolute-acquisition of skills or knowl- 2
edge. The Educational Testing Service, which administers the -
College Entrance Examiniation has noted.a steady decline over

the last ten years in 2%9 absolute academic achievement of stu-

dents taking its examination. "Norm referenced" tests do not .

show the decline that has actually taken place. .

Such delightful confusion could be accepted if it did not accompany
a document proposing a program ‘that no one had yet accomplished--getting
all or most teachers to use tests, and tests, as meaningful, not to say
diagnostic instruments! to

"The Department of Education's involvement in this policy change was )
nearly nil. ™ Indeed, the Department had been operating independently on <
its own initiative. The Director of Program Evaluation had convened in
1975 a State Testing Committee made-up of LEA, SEA and IHE personnel to
propgese. a comprehensive testing program for the state. Much, though not
all of their work was rendered moot by the actions of the legislature
(the State Testing Committee did not make its final report until December
1976, some nine months after the action of the legislature). The Depart-
ment apparently had no inkling of what the legislature was about to pro- ____
pose; the legislature, for its part, did not acknowledge the existence
of the State Testing Committee.

The effect ef_LQ;\few S0Q for 1976-78 was to strengthep.an equation -

that had been in the™making for the preceding two years. That equation
was simply evaluation ="testing. ’
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CA Case Study.

o

The new S0Q were passed in March of 1976, the Director of Program
"Evaluation resigned in August and the pos1t1on remained vacant for nine
months. When it was advertised aga1n, the job description had changed

~congiderably. Now.called the Director of Program Evaluation and Test1ng,
tﬁ?é:ew ad spec1f1ed a person to prov1de

Leadership in developing a program for measuring individual

~ student. attainment of basic skills; developing a program
for assessing student achievement; coordinating the work of
staff members:in developing, administering, and interpreting
the statewide testing program; and deve]op1ng and adm1n1ster1ng
the testing. program budget

Evaluation = schoo] outcomes = ggyal test scores. A rather differ-.
..ent orientation than in 1873. g

It is quite possible that all test1ng except that prescribed by the
new SOQ would have gone by the Boards in 1976 had not Virginia's inter-

" -mittent policy making body, the press, jumped into the fray In both

articles and editorials, newspapers, particulary those in Richmond,

the State Capital, argued that the elimination of norm-referenced tests
would lead to chaos as it had in other states. California was cited as
“a state which had thanged tests so often that no one knew where the
state was, what the anchor for scores was. The N?TS were kept.

THE EVOLUTION OF VIRGINIA'S GRADUATION COMPETENCY TESTING PROGRAM I

If the history of the Standards of Qua11ty provides a general framework
- for the evolution of the equation testing = evaluation, the history of
"Virginia's movements in the area of "minimum competency testing” provides
"a concrete example 'of that equation in action a5 well as how policy deci-
sions are made and how programmatic decisions get elevated to policy levels..

In a“period of two and a half years, Virginia moved from having no
competency requirements at a11,"€hrough a stage of having an "Oregon plan"
“with localities having latitude,to having a uniform statewide graduation
competency testing program.

£ 1In1976, acting to head off a legislative mandate and in react10n to

" "the handwriting on the wall", the State® Department through the State

Board proposed that a set of competency requirements be added tg the

standards for accrediting secondary schools. While some evaluative infor-
-mation was -considered--test score declines as reported by BETS and NAEP
~and fluctuations in the results of the State Assessment Program--there is

no evidence that the decision to add competency requirements was signifi-

cantly influenced by these results. h~’//
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The requirements dealt with computation, communication, social
studies and ability to successfully pursue post-secondary experiences
either in the marketplace or in higher education. The first three were
adopted almost verbatim from a publication of NASSP entitled This We
Believe. The fourth area was derived from the goals of public education
as stated in the Standards eof Quality. ’

In considering to whom this new requirement should apply first, the
Department and the Board were guided largely by an intuitive sense of
vair play. The Department and the Board felt that the children to be
affected should have ample warning before hitting the barrier. .In terms o
of the course of schooling, it made sense that the requirement could
justly be imposed on those children who were about to enter the minth
grade. They would know about the requirement ahedd of any high school
years and havk the full four years to meet the requirement.

The plan adopted was referred to as the "Oregon plan" although it
differed significantly from the Oregon program in one respect: While
Oregon allowed local divisions to establish the competency areas the
-State of Virginia specified them. However, as in Oregon, the determina-
tion of how to assess competency and how much of any competency consti-
tuted enough was left up ta the locatities.

The localities, with little input into this requirement, gave the
action mixed reviews and treated it with mixed reactions. Some divisions
alreacy had a similar requirement and essentially ignored the Board's
“action.* ‘Other divisions took the new requirement $eriously and began to
plan in various ways to meet it. .The most common form of planning was
-to develop or purchase a test.

Almost immediately, a large number of local divisions began to lobby
the Board, the Department and varipus legislators to move the competency
assessment program to a statewide level. Some lobbying efforts derived
from legitimate concerns, some did not. Many divisions in Virginia are
small and lack the staff or money to develop or even purchase assessment
devices in four areas. Others, it appeared, simply did not want the
bother of the development process and some, seeing a fertile lode of
future litigation, preferred that the state and not they be hauled into
court. The pressures for statewide assessment. of the competency areas
grew during the fall of 1977 while legislative committees were meeting.

When the Tegislature met in early 1978, an addition was proposed
to the testing and measurement standard created by ‘the legislature in
1976. As originally written, the 1978 standard would have required test¢
to be used both for graduation and for promotion from grade to grade.
This standard was debated hotly over a period of two months, but no mem~
ber of the Research, Evaluation and Testing staff was called on to provide

any kind of testimony about the wisdom of the standard. And, unlike the
w

* *There is some anecdo videpee that some people did not really

take the requirement “"seriously" until after the first results of the,
later statewide tests were released in early 1979.
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original testing and measurement standard which had been preceded by a
year-long, if somewhat flawed study, no such study was conducted prior
to the introduction of this new standard. ‘

- -
The addition of a standard calling for a statewide graduation test

was réally no surprise as the local superintendents had gone on record

as favoring it. Calling for the use of tests to determine promotion,

howevex was something of a shock. On what evaluative information was

this s§h§gte proposed? One cannot be certain because of the lack of

contact bptween the Testing Staff and the legislature, but it is reason-

able to dssume that the Tegislature was responding to what had become

known as the "Greensville Experiment”. To understand the Greensvilie

Experiment and its power requires a digression, but it is an illuminative one.

. The original Standards of Quality had called for a division's

achievement level to“match its ability level, both levels being determined

by NRTs*. While most divisions had close correspondences between the

two tests, Greensville County did not--the achievement level was well

below the "ability". Based on these results, the State Board singled out

for public censure the County of Greensville as failing to meet the

- Board's Standards, Greensville's response was to retain about 67 percent
of the fourth graders and high percentages in grades 1, 2, and 3. All
those who did not achieve at a certain level on the NRT were retained.
While this caused a short term furor within the county, the superinten-
dent was abple to build public support for the program which involved more
than simple retention based on test scores. Greensville's superintendent
presented the program as offering low achieving children "more time to
learn" and was able to convince a substantial portion of the population
that it had this benign intent, thereby removing much of the usual stigma
associated with “flunking". The superintendent was able to convince the
majority of his constituents that it would be unfair to promote the chil-
dren who had not achieved a certain level on the tests; that it would in
fact be more humane to allow them more time to learn these skills by
repeating the grade than to go on and encounter even more difficult sub—;>7
ject matters in higher grades. By 1977 favorable reports on Greensville
had been written in various.state newspapers, Time magazine, and shown
in prime time on two of the three commercial television networks.
Greensville's program is complex and difficult to evaluate partly be-
cause of inadequate baseline data and partly because the need for adminis-
trative decisions which outstrip résearchers' ability to gather data.
Greensville is a small division with essentially a three-person central
office. One can 'scarcely fault them for not being research oriented, ]

. for operating with an administrative style of deciding what needs to be
done on the basis of the collective wisdom of the office and the school -

board and doing it. However, the general public and some legislators had

gotten a simplistic notion of the program that said essentially, if you

fail kids,scores go up. The fact that those children with low scores

. *In fact, as phrased, the standard did not have any meaning. The
interpretation given to the standard was that the average percentile rank
for-a division in achievement should be equal to or above its average
percentile rané??of ability. ‘




were being retained and that this selectivity alone would méke scores

appear to increase was not a part of this simplistic conception. Part, -
but only part, of what Greensville County had done was to test third

graders locally and retain those scoring below.a certain level. Thus

when the succeeding fourth graders took the state required test at that
grade, .the fourth grade scores appeared to rlse dramatically. Other
increases occurred in other grades.

By, the School year of 1977, however, the children retalned in the
Tower érades for one or more years were now 14 years old. They were also
in many cases, in ungraded classes. However, for purposes of funding by
. the state, the children had to be declared as either eighth graders or
. ' special educatlon students. By declaring them as eighth graders they
: would-be eligible for intermural athletics and they were so declared.
But being now eighth graders, they came under the law that required all
eighth graders to take the state NRT. The result"was that the scores
that were apparently high, took an equally apparent nose dive. A legis-
‘lative resolution commending the. superintendent of Greensville for his
efforts was tabled and the promotion-byrtest section of the proposed new
oo e . standard was deleted. . Such is the relationship between test data and —— - - .
' policys The standard calling for a graduation test was retained, however,
and in its final form read as follows:
[} -
It is the policy of the Commonwealth that the awarding of
a highfschool diploma shall be based upon achievement. In
order to receive a hdigh school diploma from an accredited -
secondary school after January 1, 1981, students shall earn
the number of units of credit prescribed by the Board of
Education and attain minimum competencies prescribed by the ) -
Board of Education. Attainment of such competenc1es shall
_ bee demonstrated by means of a test prescribed by the Board
of Education. /,a\

Certain characteristics of this policy statement and its concomitant -
action rgqujrement stand out. The policy is, in one sense extremely pre-
scriptive in that a test is requ1red In another sense, the policy: is
extremely liberal in that no areas are defined for the testlng + Under
the letter of the law, the State Board is free to prescrib® a test in
the basic po%tures of hatha yoga. In one sense the policy is extremely
vague in that it does not define test. And a number of people were con-

‘ cerned that because the standard referred to "a test" the d was not
free to prescribe different test® in more than one area. 4
Need]ess to say, hathalyoga is not a requirement for graduat1dn and
test has been interpreted as four-choice multiple choice. The Board
decided that they could require more than one test--reading and mathe-
. matics--and no Tegislator has complained that this violates either the
Tetter or the spirit of the standard. That such concerns about wording
coultd be raised and discussed with a semblance of seriousness is indi-
cative of the sometimes fragi]e/relationship among policy making bodies.
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, While the legislature altered the policy of how competency was to be

N demonStrated, it left the year when the statute begame effective unchanged.
The class of 1981 was (and is) under the gun. Again, no one from th
Testing Staff of the Department was asked to testify concerning the effect
of these policy and action changes. At this point, no litigation had been
resolved in Florida and McClung had only recently {1978) suggestéd that
the length of phase-in time: for such a program could be a source of 1iti-
gation. The Department felt strongly, however, that the children to be
affected should be tested as early as possible. Early testing would allow
for remediation and to prevent any feeling that the rules of* the game '
for'getting a diploma had undergone a sudden andXcapricious change in the
eleventh hour (or the eleventh grade). Accordingly, the Department convened
two committees of reading and mathematics experts for the purpose of review-
ing tests in these areas and recommending to the Board which should be used.’

, It should be noted in passing that the calling of these committees
reflected a long standing Department policy. Whenever changes. in educa-
'y tional programs are Tikely to have significant impact on local school .
J\QV? divisions, committees representing different regions or different levels
of organizational status or both will likely be convened to "evaluate"
the change and.advise the Department and Board. In my experience, such
committees function substantively, not as window dressing.

5

The two committees consisted of teachers, supervisory staff, univer-
sity faculty and representatives of various special interest organizations.
Their charge was to review all tests that ha¢ been deve]oped‘fn Virginia
under the "Oregon plan" years, as well as those tests that were coming
onto the market from commercial publishers. Two tests were redommended to
the Board and accepted by it in June, 1978.. '

With the tests chosen, another question arose: How much«competency
» On these tests is enough? Where is the cut-score? TRis issue might seem
t first to be too minor to constitute policy. On the other hand, it ‘
ertainly meets all of the griteria for a policy issues as described by S
"/ Mann and cited in this introduction. It is a public problem, with impor-
tant consequencess with political, economic and moral dimensions, involv-
ing a goodly amount of uncertainty and viewed very differently by different
interests. In any case, the amount of heat generated by the debate elevated
the decision to the policy level. * ,
Most of us directly concerned with testing were largely in agreement
with Gene Glass (1977) that cut score decisions. could not be based solely
. on“technical considerations. We were, Tikewise in agreement with Glass
that: ' ’ . - .
' <\ iy For most skills and performances,’one can reasonably imagine C~
a continuum from "absence of skill" to "conspiciuous excellence. .
But it does not follow from the ability to recognize.absence -
of the skill that one can recognize the highest Yevel of skill
below which the person will not be able to succeed (in life; —
at the next 1eve\ of schooling, or.in hissthosen'trade)... If
anyone would dare' to specify the highest level of performance
below which no person could succeed in life as a parent,
counter examples of persons reading below the minimal level .
- yet who are regarded as successful parents could be supplied
in abundance.

. . . . .




- ; 4 ] ST
/i L v \ .
\ ,
. . , i .
C . ' S 8 ’ .
;- On the other hand, a cut score was necessary and thus the search———

e had fﬁ‘be‘;onfined to methods that would reduce arbitrariness in its
' bad sense of being cap;jcious. Several methods were considered an9
that which seenfed most ‘congenial to us was the method proposed by !
Jaeger (1978). While openly judgmental, ‘the procedure altows for judg-
" ments by various audiences and a series of iterations before reaching’
a final decision which allows j!hges to €hange their minds<based on
' new information. However, one of the cycles of the model requires
that data from jtem field test's be provided to judges that they may
. not. how many children™sctually answered a given item correctly. This
, cycle seems particularly important "in view of other similar models
which operate without actual. data and often lead to unrealistically high
. scorés (e.g. procedures for validating the National Teacher's Examina-
. tions). »
t - " R T
! However, with the Tegislation enacted in March and testing scheduled
- for November, clearly no field test data was going to be forthcoming
and the two tests chosen had limited field testing and none in \irginia.
. -In June of 1978, the testing staff recommended that the setting of the
b~ fut score be delayed yntil actual test results were back and that the
resulty from the first administration be used in the Jaeger model where
data was: called for,

i . - .

No action one way gr another was taken on this recommendation for
some months. In late August or early September the press became ¢ogni-
zant that no cud.score would be established until results were in, and

5 in several cities allofed as how such a procedure would permit the scores
to be "tampered with" to make the resuits both poi®ically and econom-
ically-acceptable to the "educationist establishment". In reaction to
these allegations in the press, the State Board attempted at its Septem-
ber meeting 8 set a cut score in the absence of an procedures. "Let's
£ ; set a score and letgihe chips-fall where they may," said the President
’ of the Board. "We Wn always change the score if we need to". I and
- two other megpers.of the department argued vehdmently against
& this approach, and after several heate exchanges, won a month's delay
a to conduct some kind of study only by promégéng to provide a recommended
score at the next Board meefing. During ti®’month, seven groups of about
~ 15 people each ware convened in various divisions of the state at the
invitation of _the local shperintendentfof*the division. The instructions

‘

“e to the superintendents were to pick péople representing professional -
, - educators of all 1evg1§s ahd parents and other interested community mem-
® - bers. Each item was examined in terms of its importance and then a glo-

bal rating was obtained as to what would be a fair passing score. ‘The ™
range of scores was 35+to 85.» When analyzed according to”a lay-qgucator

omy, lay persons wanted a score around 75, educato artgund 70.
Department recommended{70-ugich was accepted by the Board.

. D o
It is worth noting tﬁqt feelings among the testing staff were so
in opposition to this haphazard approach that others in the Depart- -

ment administration "absgWed" us from any responsibility in the con-
duct of the modified, Tess-than-rigorous cut score Study. retrospec?,
I'feel that this cut score wag predetermined, that, it was not likely to
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have been anything other than 70 (the Jjudgment of the groups actually
favored a score of 75 and had the testing staff been in charge of the
erécommendation, that would no doubt have been the recommended score;
if thsbtesting staff had conducted the study it is not clear where the -
cut score would have fallen).
- i . .
Again, in retrospect, it 'was good that ‘the cut score/éggnin fact :
. established before the test was.given. Even though iﬁ’?ﬂe actual pro-
cedure political considerations and public relations considerations
weighed more heavily than conceptual soundness,-a tecfinically sound
study ‘conducted before the test administration might have led to more .
"disruption and dislocation" in Glass' phrase and a cut score set after
§$gfggst adntinistration certainly-would have miximized disruption and
dfsiocation. This unfortunate outcome wodTd have been determined by
events surrounding the test administratign that could not have been
foreseen prior to that admigistration. : e

-~ The competency testing program had been good copy for the media.
Both print and electronic media representatives had been keeping close
tabs on events surrounding the competency program. When the test was
actually administered, schools were deluged with reporters interviewing
'students for their reactions. The tests, said the students without
exception, were "a piece of cake" and "an,insult ¥o my intelligence"”,
etc. Apparently no reporter questioned whether or not his sample might
be biased--that children who experienced difficulty would Rither steer
clear of the-cameras or be loath to admit hardship in the presence of
.peers sneering at the ease of the test. In at least one instance we
obtained repqrts that only the "right" students were being aimed in the’
direction of the camera$ by the school staff.

i

In addition, approximé%e1x,a month_after the test administration
and before any results were received, sample items of both tests were
released at a news conference. These items did little to convince the
press that the test had been difficult and one paper published the items
with the first of a series of vitriolic editorials attacking the test
as a farce and pubtic education as a sham, bilking the public by permit-
ting children to grdduate knowing so little, .

%Qne can only i‘gihe what would have happened in this charged atmos-..
phere if the cut-score had been set after all this publicity. It is
likely that any group charged with establishipg a passing ®¥tore would
have felt obligated to set the score higher than What had been established
prior to thé administration. With the score set at 70, 9% of all white
students and 33% of all black student® fai%ed the reading test. .If the
scorer had been, say, 80, these figures would have risen to 25% and 63%,
respectively. .

Before leaving this particular topic, it should be noted that while
the data preferred by the testing staff could not be gathered, some
information was gathered for use in establishing a cut-score. Some 100
people did render judgments about the appropriate cut-score. The extent
to which this data influenced the cut-score or which it "improved ‘the .
decision making -process" is undeterminable. What is clear is that this
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is the type of information that will often have to be used in informing
po11cy makers. Because of f\ime pressures,+pplitical, economic and publjic .
relations considerations, it\is likely that the need for a decision will
usually outstrip the professionally desirable methods for*collecting
information. If evaluators are.not. simply going to take their marbles
¢ and go home (thereby rendering their contributions nil), they must 1earn
to cope with and use less than "pure" data. - The techniques for such
coping and use and the criteria for evaluating the power of such data
are by no means clear, although the exponential increase im evaluation
g methodologies--everything now gtems\to be a metaphor for eva1uq;1on—-1s“
. ‘test1mony that evaluators are least aware of the ®roblems.

With a cut-score set, the tests given, the question now arose as to
how to release the data. For many years test scores were not released,
but in 1971, the State Board, reacting to both public prgssures for such
scores on a division-by-division basis’and an opinion of the Attorney
General, decided to make such release a matter of course. ite of
an attempt to defuse invidious comparisons among the d1v1s1onsﬁg; empha -
sizing the desired match between "ability" and "achievement" (noted on
page 16 ), this practice did not sit well with many legislators as noted
in the statements from the Joint Subcommittee report. Nevertheless, the
Board's decision was not gna]]enged and the Department planne&*a release
in this fashion for the Graduation Tests. In addition, becausé of results
already reported in Florida and North Carolina showing marked racial
differences, it was decided to report the data analyzed by these two
categories. The results were accompanied by a brief summary-interpreta-
tion- prepared by the testing staff p

. The racial d1fferences in passing rates made Q/g/head11nes around
the state. In addition, & number of divisions that"do not traditionally
do well on the norm- referenced tests did very well on the Graduation
Test, much better than neighboring divisions with similar NRT scores..
ThiS'1ed in some instances to’phone calls to .the Department questjoning | .

N the validity.of the results for:the high scoring divisions and in a few
cases. to open charges that some divisﬁqhs had somehow cheated--had taught
to the’'test, withheld certain percentages of their kids who should have
been testgg, etc. X . s \%;

. o yuch accusations place the Départment in a difficult position. It

, Tacks the resources to administer the tests and certainlty -cannot ver1fy

the ghallenges of impropriety. The best that the Department can do is
to prepare a narrative to defuse these kinds of attributions. However,
this course has ‘its own dangers. If the narrative is too long and makes
too many points, the media accuse the Department of managing the ‘data
and ignore the narrative.

If the narrative contaips information which the Department feels is
important but which is complex--which cannot be dealt within a few
paragraphs or during a 60-second segment on the evening news--such a, .
narrative is also likely to be ignored. For example, while the failure
rate forcblacks was four times that of whites statewide, this rate did
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not prevail in all divisions. Indeed, in @ few divisions,.blacks nassed
“at a hjgher rate "than whites, and an examination of those dtwisions
where blacks performed well 'indicated that the results could not *be a
- simple function of demographic variables, SES or anything simple. In all
- 1ike1¥ood they reflect subtle program and extra-school variables. But
syblety has no place in the face of deadlines and short on-camera reports,
although the variations “discussed above were reported in the narrative.
4
The point of this discussion ¥s that evaluators in possession of
"public information” often have a difficult time getting that informa- .+ -
$ion to the public in usable form. The Deprtment is often forced to
do a "data dump" and hope for the best. Presentation of what the Depart-
" ment considers important is often viewed with suspicion as being that )
“which the Department considers to be in its best interest. ) .

[ world note in conclusion, however, that in fact there is never
really & “data’ dump", but only a method and format of reporting certain
information to which the press and others have become accustomed. It
hds been noted. by numerBUs philosophers of science that "data" should
really be calied "capta“——that .nothing is given but rather is. taken,
captured. The problem for eyaluators is to obtajn acceptance for the
kinds of capta they consider relevant, ‘not simply those which may be .
relevant to the press. NN

- POSSIBLE FIAURES FOR EVALUATIVE INFORMATION

<
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© ) In tne preceding sections of this paper, we have seen that the
influence of evaluation on policy in Virginia has been a very limited
one, ha¥ing been constrained by the structural context, as well as ‘ ~—
h1stor1ca1 events. The structural constraints were two-fold: an absence
of evaluation staff and strictures on the,flow of 1nformat1on which

would make it ‘difficult to get relevant 1nformat1on to those making

policy decisions. The Zeitgeist has also constrdined the influence of
evaluation in two ways. People have not seen evaluation as particulgriy
relevant or important fo policy except in a negative way. Qgcondly,

the sp1r1t of "the times says that in fact, the evaluation dataare already

"Test scores are declining, costs are go1ng up, teachers cannot

teach and the 'whole structure needs revamping. This aspect of the .
‘Zeitgeist clearly includes the general pubtic, as can-be seen in the
annual Gallup polls on puplic opinjon of education, as well as the

policy makers .as can be seen from ‘the number of Teg1slated educat1ona}

_programs. . £ -

In V1rg1ﬁja one senses, though it is difficult to demonstarate

with "hard" evidence, a pun1t1ve. calvinistic attitude towards the
schooks. The schools have failed to control the natural depravation of .
Jmankind and must be punithed, for their. shortcoming. +It‘is never phrased

- “that way, of course, but the behavior speaks louder than the words. I
have often been asked by people outside of Virginia what remedial pro-
grams the state is qapv1d1ng for those who fail the Graduation Competency-
*Test. My answer is hone, there is no money for remedial programs.




" When the same enquirers have asked "Is this not a little unfair", my reply
is this: Manywho could provide funding believe that if the schooly were
doing their job there wouldn't be anyone faiging the test and so nd, addi-,
tional morley will be forthcoming to assist what should be done anywdy
Not all policy makers feel this way but enough do to prevent any sums be-
ing_ appropr1ated for such programs or for, legislation being introduced to
prov1de money.*

Similarly, the Standards of Quality can be assessed in téhns of their
per-pupil cost. That 1s, how much money on the average, does it cost to ©
provide the programs required by the Standards qof Quality. According to
data collected at the local level and state level,.the standards have con-
sistently required more money than the legislature has appropriated for
them. This failure to.appropriate actual costs for constitutionally required

. standards, largely written by the legislatureggeflects again a certain
attitude of punitiveness towards public educa¥™on.

8

As another instance of constraints on the use of evaluation at the
state level in Virginia, let 'us consider a situation in no way unique o

;Vlzg¢ﬂla but rather symptomatic of .certain organ1Zat1ona1 structures.
fvaluation, to be used oroper]y ‘must take place in'an atmosphere where
there is some freedom to fail.” If one is not doing pseudo-evaluations
where thé results are detérrined beforehand, one cannot quaFantee the out=" -
come of an evaluation, Such freedom does fot exist in education and such
and such freedom does not usually exist in bureaucratic structures compet-
ing with other such structures for money and power. Rich (1979) distin-
guisnes two different ways of "avoiding risk" in organizations. For
3ci°ntifically oriented academic researchers, reduction of risk consists
of and in the ideal requ1res, new information which may contradict earlier
information. The goal is truth and the new igformation reduces the risk
of being wrong. While I think Rich's description of dcademig's open arms
acceptance of new information is self-serving and overstated”, ceruaxn]y
theré is more ‘reedom to fail in academic settings.

v

*After the first draft of this paper was written a part ‘of the 1980-
82 Standards of Quality was changed to permit the hiring of extra personnel
for eighth-graders scoring three or more years below grade level on the
eighth-grade norm-referenced tests given annually. These children are
known to be at some risk in terms of passing the Graduation Competency Test.
The change thus has the efféct of providing remedial assistance although
it is not phrased that way. This k#nd of 1nd§rect use of eva]uat1on informa-
tion is becoming more common in Virginia.

#The case of acupuncture vs. the American Medical Establishment comes
immediately to mind. Rich's statement might be better phrased, to the
effect that new information is wejJcome indirect proportion to its poten- .
tial for getting grants and publications for the receiver of the information.
Resistance to change in the scientific community has been beautifully and
amply documented in Thomas Kuhn's The Structure of Scientific.Revolutions.
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Rich is.more on target when he speaks of the Manager's Perspective

- of Risk Avoidance. Here risk relates to competition for scarce resources.

The manager in a bureaucracy is likely to ask how new information might be
used to embarass him or to place another agency in a More favorable 1ight.
Evaluation ih this context does not have a "truth" orientation, but a
political one, Evaluation will be well recejved if it helps the organiza-
tion and manager meet goals, minimize costs and maximize gain. This means
that evaluation as customarily defined has an uphill fight--it takes place
in a value-laden political context. Education is in an area of competi-
tion for scarce resources and in an era of negative opinion towards its
achievements. In such an area in such an era the cost of looking bad is
too high to permit a scientifically detached perspective,on evaluation.

Finally, the role of evaluation in Virginia is coMtrained because
it has been narrowly defined, namely by test scores. At is safe to say :
that until test scores cease to be an area of concern, such potentially )
fruitful sources of evaluation as affective variables or process vari-
ables will be ignored. Similarly, unitl test scores per se become a non-
issue, little will be done.in the way of process or formative evaluation.

[t would be easy after reading-the above paragraphs to conclude that
evaluation is unlikely to ever be usefully applied in Virginia through

. the Department of. Education, Easy,.but wrong. MWhile eyents dp not .audur ..

well, there are areas where imaginative and ene#getic use of ddta and
lobbying by those&1nterestéd in evaluation can produce results.
- ‘ I'4

The present press for accountability in education is 1ikely %o in-
crease. Tne problem for evaluators is to eliminate the emuation of account-

ability with test scOres and write a set of equations including many

variables. While there is no guarantee that such a conceptual oroadening
can occur or be used properly, there is at least one area of accountabil-
ity where it might. The focus on competency in Virginia has moved from
students to teachers 'and while there is, yes, a test required for new
teachers,, all concerned recognized that such a test will not' guarantee -
anything except the screening?out of near-illiterates. There is a

" recognition that knowledge and competence are different and that com-

pétence is related to behavior. This is not a recognition well articu-
lated yet, but’ it is there and, the necessity "to move towards assessing
teacher performance would seem to 'at least open the door to:a broader
conceptualization of evaluation. ) ’

“Similarly, evaluations could. take policy ,issues and relate them to
empirical research in such a way as.to broaden perspectives and hopefully
open :the way for better utilization of information. For example, class-
size has been a pdlicy issue in Virginia for some years. There has been
a mandated reduction in class-size as apart of the SOQ for some years. .
The mandaqte occurred without data. Now, Glass and Smith and others have
provided-some widely accepted research findings relating class-size to
both achievement (Glass and Smith, 1979)-and affective outcomes (Smith
and Glass; 1979). The key, it would seem would be to identify those policy
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areas that already are issues and try and prov1de as much evaluation
evidence as possible even if the evidence cannot be col1ected by the
state department,

The job description for my position has undergone considerable
revision from that given on page 14 and puts emphasis on evaluation.
as noted earlier, however, this titular emphasis has not been backed up
with a staff adequate to the job responsibilities. ’

+

Evaluation retated information has come into prominence in recent
years--even if it has not always been used properly. A decade ago, no
one in Virginia was particularly concerned about assessment. Now tests
are everywnere. A thorough history of how tests use grew in kudzu-
fashion is beyond the scope of this paper, but such a history might pro-
vide some clues about how_to build interest both in other means of assess-
ing outcomes and assessing other outcomes.

-Finally, those interested in evaluation must just keep pushing evalu-
ation as an important and useful activity. In the two and one half years
that I have been with the-department, workshops have been neld both for

- persons in the field and in the départment on techn1ques of evaluating
projects and prooosa]s Each time 2 new program activity is proposed,
_+the question is asked (by me) how are you going to‘évaTuate it?  The

" eXtent™to whith THis awaréness pu1101ng activity’has been productive is
not fully known but there are encouraging sigms that evaluation is being
considered more as an 1ntegra. part of programs frop their inception.
This is particularly true in formative evaluation where the information
is used more as a guideline for Furthegeaction than as summative judg-
ment and hence maximizes the risk avoidance necessary in a bureaugracy.

In conclusion, it should be noted that "evaluation" is also chang-
ing. A desade ago, evaluation was conceived largely in terms of the
laboratory model of research described by Fox (1977).: .The inadequacy of
this model has been widely recognized and there are now a plethora of .
papers drawing from fields other than psychology and education to pre-
scribe techniques for educational and psychological evaluation. There -
has been, similarly, a recognition by many that evaludtion does occur
in an environment where power, prestige, and economic$ often have a
2 higher value than "scientific rationality". The degree to which changes -
in evaluation will produce models more relevant to more audiences is not
clear. The degree to which evaluators will be willidg to part1c1pate .o
in "impure” research, the-point at which they will féel that their hands
are too politically dirty is also unclear. One mustihope that the
activities of evaluators will produce.a better match Between policy and
results than now exists, and work to.that end.

3 ~ N4
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) THE INTERACTION BETWEEN“POLICY AND EVALUATION
v WITHIN THE MIC%;GAN DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

David L Donovan ,
B and

‘é ~ /. » T Stanlgy A. Rumpaugh
Michigan Department of Education
s ) ’ /
¢ ; . / : .
. . . HISTORICAL BACKGROUND . . '
.

v

The State Board of Education

The last flfteen years have been a Derlod of transition in -
Mlchlgan education. Historically the governance of education was
delegated to local boards of education. The State Constitution,

i statuteg and regulations tended to provide wide parameters for local
5 . programs and policy waking. The Departmént of Education 1initiatea
little policy and was often criticized as a "do nothln? ‘ agency.

-4

The early 1960s set the stage for change. Prior to 1964 the State
Board of Education Jonsisted of three members, plus the Superintendent
of public Instpuction. The mempers, including the Superintendent,
were elected at a biennial spring election. $ince voter turnout at
the spring election was usually small, educacér organizations found it
easy to influence the election of persons Lrlend1y to the concept of
local control of education. The constitutional authority of the
Superintendent was stated as "...shall have general supervision of
public instruction in the state...” and, "...dytles and compensation
N snall pe prescribed by law."l The explicit authorlty of the Board

« was, "...shall have gerieral supervision of the state normal college -
and state normal schools, and the dutles shall be.prescribed by
law."Z The State Superintendent and Board gave direction to a
relatively small Department of about one hundred qplrty professional
and clerical employess. The authority was weak and the resodrres
! needea to govern a state educational "system of over 700 school
districts providing instruction to nearly two mi1llion students were
{nadequate. Thus, few policy 1nitiatives emanated from the state to:
give direction to Michigan education.

'

]

The mld-szxtles brought together several changes in thought, and

several events in Michigan and the nation, to produce a differant

State Board and Department. The base change was incorporated in a new

State Constitution ‘adopted in 1964. t redefined the role of the

State Board of Education, and changed the election process.

é - [4

The 1964 Constitution established an eight-member board with
candidates nominated at party conventions and elected at the regular
fall blennlal elections. Terms of offlce were made eight yeafs., The
membershlp of the Board was completely changed. A more subtle change
than the election process and membership was the attitudes of the new
members. They tended to havel constituencies beyond education, to have
social concerns begohd education, and to have political ambitions
beyond the'State Board of Education. .

The new Constitution expandeo the role and authority of the ‘State

Board of Education, .The State Board duties were to be, "leadershyp

~ and general supervision over all public education, including adult

education and instructional programs in state institutions, except as

to institutions of highen education granting baccalaureate degrees, 1s

vested in a state board of education. It shall serve as the general

gplanning and coordinatlng body for a%k gublic education, including
Q - . ~ Uor
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- higher educatdon, and shall advise the _legislature as to the financial
requirements in connection therewjth. "3 The persuasion of the Board
was to develop a’program of overall supervision of education and to
initiate” policies in keeping with their leadership mandate. The State
Board was the policy board for the Department of Education. “The State
Superintendent was both the Chairpetson of the Board and the Chief
Administrative Officer of the Department. The Department of the past
had ,to be changed to be responsive to the active role the Board wanted,
and to the new world "of education.

’

The Department of Education ,

The events of the time provided a setting. A collective bargain-
ing statute was enagted, agd old power structures were being altered.
The courts increasingly erteéred into educational matters. Educa-—
tional issues were often being identified and defined outside 'the
educational community; there was a ne#d for strong leadership in
Michigan education. -

The passage of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act in 19453
(ESEA) not only increased the Federal presence in education, it in-
creased the role of state agencies in education. Most of the ESEA
progyams +flowed program money through the state and provided adminis-
> trative funds to the state. The resources available to the State
Board and Superintendent were increasigg and with it their ability to
initiate policy was increasing.

As State Board members began to address their new responsibili-
ties an obvious question was posed, how "healthy'" is Michigan educa-
tion? Answering the question was more difficult than expegted. Al-
though the Department collected some financial and staffing data and
issued a few statistical reports, virtually no evaluation activities
existed. No effort was made to gather and analyze a broad ridnge of
information about the schofls and districts of the state. Certainly
there was no effort to identify inadequacies, inefficiencies and
inequities in the system. This paucity of information presented the
policy makers a dilemma, a desire to provide the leadership for educa-
tional improvement, but no base of information about what changes _
were needed most. There were beliefs that some districts supported

- education at a much higher level than others, that learning levels
were disparaté,- and that the conditions for educating were vastly
different throughout the state.

- Members‘of the State Board were anxious to perform in their
leadership role-and were not willing to wait until the Department
could develop an evaluation capability and produce the information
they needed. Rather, the State Board, with support from the Legis--

¥ lature, contracted with Dr. J. Allan ,Thomas of the University of
Chicago to do a thorough study of Michigan education. His charge was
to gather together information on the system, to describe the system,

- and to offer recommendations for improvement, The study took eighteen ~
months and culminated with a report issued in the fall, "1967. The .
report drew several conclusions, among them:
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1. There is a great variation in the educational
opportunities available to students in the
State of Michigan,4 and

2. The Michigan State Department of Education
should expand and strengthen the Bureauy of .
Research, Planning and Development.”

The report was well accepted and thoroughly read by those inter-
ested in Michigan education. The report was a good base from which to
set a direction. The goals of the 1970s were to be greater equity
andg equality in Michigan education, and evaluation, in the broadest
sense, was to provide the leverage for the changes.

[

[
Initiating State Assesspent

7

Acting on thé‘réé;mmendations of the "Thomas Study,' the State
Superintendent, Dr. Ira Polley reorganized and enhanced the, evaluation
capabilities of the Department by creating the Bureau of Research
within the Department. Staff for the new Bureau was hired from bright,
recent Ph.D. graduates of universities like Chicago, {olumbia, Illinois,
Oregon and Michigan. These persons not only brought new and different
skills to the Department, but also the commitment to use these skills
for educational imprdvement. Nearly as sooh as the small staff of
four or five were hired, they began to discuss the lack of reliable
information about the statys and progress of educational achievement
in Michiga This small group was familjar with, and intrigued by the
research agikw;itings of such menwr as Benson, Fox, Holland, Celeman,
Thomas, Levin, Bowles and g,thers.6 The group generally ‘embraced the
input-process-output research model used by many of these investigators
and saw as important to the state agency the answer to the qugstion:
"what are the correlates of educational success?"’ Thus, staff dis-
cussions led to the development of a paper which suggested a statewide
assessment effort to determine the status and progress of basic skills
achievement and factors related to it. The paper was shared with the
State Superintendent who was very pogsitive and asked for alternative
strategies for implementing the idea. p

>

As the Superintendent and staff were considaring the statewide
assessment of achievement, the State Board was looking for ways to get
information on the quality of education in Michigan. They were inter-
ested in the accreditation function then being fulfilled by the Univer-
sity of Michigan.8 At its meeting of January 15, 1969 the Board dis-
cussed the atcreditation process, It was obvious from information
which came to the Board that taking over accreditation could not be .
easily accomplished...the University wanted to keep if. More importantly,
the lack of dny demonstrated relationship between accreditation and - .
achievement was a major concern. Thus, when Polley introduced the
assessment idea as an alternative, it was well accepted. Staff were
asked to provide plans for a statewide assessment for the State Board's
review. Proposals were placed before tHe Board in January,9 February,lo
and April11 and were thoroughly discussed and revised. In April the
Board passed a resolution which directed the State Superintendent to

[
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seek legislation ,that would provide the authority and funding needed
to carry out an assSessment in 1969-70, and to, do long range planning
for a more comprehensive program. The Board emphasized ‘that the
basic skills assessment should also include information- abouc the con-
ditions under which the schools operated.
4
The legislature during the se551o; Wad three other evaluation,

‘assessment, or statewide cescfng b5ills introduced. In addition, the
Governor's '"Blue Ribbon" panel was about to recommend some kind of
state assessment as part of the education reform package. While the
task of getting the authority and Fundlng for the assessment was not
easy, the timing was right for approval: The State Superintendent was
successful in gaining legislative support, and the assessment program

was added to the Department appropriation bill for 1969-1 ’

The Governor signed the bill in August, 1969. The mandate was to
administer a statewide assessment of the basic skills prior to January
31, 1970. Staff began immediately®to plan for an assessment which
would yield reliable data on reading, English usage, and mathematics
skill levels for Michigan school districts...provide an indicator of
the level of basic skills achievement among the districts so that the
disparities could be described and policies considered to address the
problem areas., For the first time the state agency would be gathering
information about the levels of achievement in the school distticts of
the state. The State Board would have information about the system it
was to supervise., -

Implementing State Assessment

The State Board in cooperation with the Legislature and Govermor,
had taken a major step by obtaining approval for a state assessmeqt
of the basicé skills. However, before the first assessment was done in
January, 1970, there was»a changing of the guard. Ira Polley resigned
as State Superintendent and was replaced by John W. Porter. In making
this choice the Board made a commitment to a pro-active and highly
visable role for evaluatien. Porter brought a philosophical commitment
to use of data in the management of the educational enterprise at both
the state and local levels. To Porter evaluation was critical to
managers. He was to define educational evaluation as, "a.process of
obtaining, for decision making purposes, information concerning educa-
tional accivicies,"l and emphasized his commitmett by saying, "...we®
are committed to developing educational evaluation into a fruitful and
productive exercise. We, in Michigan, are not content.to treat evalua-
tion as that useless exercise required from on high that takes time
and pain to prdduce but which has very little significance for actionm.
Porter, as State Superincendenc during the 19708, was to be the driving
force behind state efforts 'in evaluation, and personally used che data
provided to him,

- N \

Porter topk office in October, 1969. The first state assessment
was conducted the following January, 1970. The 1970 administration
imcluded the collection of data on student achievement as previously
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noted, but also included data on the socio~economic levels of the schools
. and district and general pypll attituded. This was accomplished by
administering a "General Information" questicnnaire which contained
tventy~six questions. Students responded to the questionsg anonymously.
The purpose of the questionnaire was to provide the information needed
to estdimate the group socio-economic status, and the,pupll attitudes
. ’ q"ard self and’school for each school and district. This was seen as
necessary information to describe the conditions of education for the -
*State Board, and for comparing group test results from year to year.

-

. Some groups saw the questions in the "'General Information' part
of the assessment as unrelated to the purpose of assessment of the
basic skills, and even worse, an invasion of personal privacy because
of the questions asked as proxies for socio-ecénomic status. The press
picked up’the complaints of educators and parents, and then legislators
. . gct into the debate. Department staff spent considerable time and
effort explaining the need for these data, and defending its collection.
Finally, as time passed and other issues arose, the controversy abated;
but was to rearise each year until the State Board in 1973 directed the
State Superintendent to eliminate the socio-economic status feature.’
It was recognized that these data were valuable for the proper ‘analysis
of the basic skills assessment data, but it was just not politically’
viable to keep this instrument as part of the program. The policy
decision to eliminate it #as made on political rather than technical
- grounds. At the same time the SES feature was eliminated, the questions‘
used for constructing the attitude scales ¥ere eliminated because of
technical deficiencies. Although these were corrected a year later,
1974, they were never reintroduced to the program.

/igbthef controversy the first year was raised by legislators at
the request of thelz constituents. They attacked one of the reading
passages in the test.because it was, "a blatant attempt to inculcate
anti-American and anti-free ent&rprise values in school children."

The Department staff discussed these issues with the legislators and
were able to avold serious action against the assessment program. The
compromise solution included changing the reading passage for the next
year. , ,

-~

The time between passage of the assessment legislation and its
first administration was only four months. The short timeline did not
allow the |[development of the long range plan for assessment. The lack
of a plan produced uncertainty and distrust among local educators over
the*ultimate purposes and uses of the tests and the data they would
yield. This opposition was further stimulated because the program
was new, it was championed by a new State Superintendent with whom
they had little prior experience, and 1t was gn intrusion by the state’
into local educational autonomy. The State Board .and Department were
seen as pushing out to ‘exercise new authority and were using the

+ assessment program as a vehicle. The program became the focal point
of opgosition.

-
The results of the first assessment were sent to local school
districts without fanfare. There was some interest from the press
t . .
_ . L
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in repoxting 'scores" of local districts, but the Department deferred »
. , requests to local districts, or were able- to convince the media people . o
not to report them. ‘ . '
. N .
1

The Department used the results for two maJor purposes, 1) analy31§
of the torrelates of educational success, and 2) as one Of the criteria
to determine school district eligibility for state compensatory educa-
tion funds. The analyses to identify correlates of school success con-, T
firmed other such studies; -the coxrelations betwéen mean achlevement 5
as measured by the test and percejt minority students were about .50 .
and.achievement and mean socio~economic status of students were about .
.60.16 The analyses were disappointing because all other correlatisns ‘El
between composite achievemept; and *expenditures, staff training, -
silaries; size of districEY etc. wére less than ,20.17 Again the vari-
ables in control of .the school managers were disappointing. The Depart-
“+ment was to repeat the studies the next year with ;he same results, ’
and then dropped such analyses fr the program. -
« - - ¥ ’ . . .
The second'major state use of the results Was as one of the criteria
for determining.school district eligibility for funds under the state
esompensatory education program. Eligipility for funds had ®reviously
" been determined on the basis of socio-econpmi¢ indicators (e.g., similar
to thé ESEA Title I use of aid to dependent children, fﬂhily 1ncome,
etc., as indicators). There was @ strong feeling among Department staff
‘led by John Porter that eligibility should be more directly determined -
by a measure of‘"educational deprivation," i.e., low basic skills %E;E
achievement” & position paper which advocated the use of mean dis t
L scores on the state assessment as one of the criteria for eligibility T
was developed, and adopted by the State Board of Education, The idea
° was Jell_recelved in the legislature, and the state compensatory educa-
) tion program.fChaptem 3 of the State School Aid Act) was amended for -
- : ) 1971, The policy makers strongly believed’the direct achievement
measure was a better crjipgrion for directing funds to alleviate low
achiévement problems. Late?, Chapter 3 was amended to maké resylts on
the state assessment the sole criterion for district eligibility.
Chapter 3 will be more thoroughly discussed in a later section\ggagpis

-8 paper.
StaEe Assessment: Local Educator Reaction toN ' o !
. —, , v .
e 7 -
_4éE§ L The state assessment the first year had been authorized and funded s
throd§h the Department budget bill. This was an expedient method, but

only 2 temporary one. The "Governor's. Task Force on Educational Reform"
had reported the need for a continuing measure of pupil achievement.
The Department staff developed a draft bill which provided continuing : !
authority for the program.‘QStaff ware concurrently working on re- , !
- visions to the state compensatory education- legislation to include .
: . - edugational diprivation in the criteria., It was natural that the ~ .
"draft bill to authorize state assessment as a permanent program would '
tie-in compensatory programg. The draft bill with some minor changes . J .
was enacted as Act 38 of the P.A. of 1970, and remains as the legal‘ '
base for the program today.. The legislation broadly states: "A state-
wide program of assessment of educational progress and remedial v
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o . assistance in the basic skills of students in reading mg{hematics,
, - . language arts and/or other genergl subject areas’'is established in
. the department of education. .

-

L4 -~ -

The provisions then go on to give various elements of the ‘program.
Included are: estaobish achievement goals, provide information use- ‘
ful for allocation of state funds to equalize education’ opportunity, -
- provide incentives to introduce programs to improve basic skills or
attainments, and provide the public imformation on the school system.
- . With this legislation, the state assessment nad a definite mandate. y
: The assessment tests from 1970 were revised Lor use in the 1071
assessment. The tests were lengthened so that each fourth and seventn
grade pupil would take a full test battery for reading, mechan*cs of ..
- written English ‘and mathematics. . The tests would now yield scores
reliable enough for reoofC1ng ind1v1dua1 pupil socres, as well as
.aggregate scores at the school bu11d1ng and district levels, 2nd a -
state report. The tests were administered tnrougnout the state in AN
“ January, 1971, along with the scall controversial socio-économi¢ st:at:us_[>
N and artitude scales. : <
2 o .
. PO Before the Qest adminiscraC1on perlod was over,*a group of local
superintendents met to review this 'nmew' state program of assessment. '
ese discussions led to acgion by some thlrtyfelght of them. They ’
. ordered that the test and®er sheets be held inm the district and not
- sent to the scoring service. ~ The press picked up the story and the
- state assessment became a big story...the program had visibilicy! “
!
' After two weeks of unsuccessful discussions where state officials
tried to convince the superintendents to send in the‘answer sheets for:
sscoring, the State Superintendent and the President of the State Board- i
of Education sent a joint letter to local superlntendents and boar Yo ¢ -
' . presidents.19 The letter Ggited "Act 38" .authority 2£i the agsessdents, w§§

)

~ -

1

K}

directed the submission of answer sheets, threatened'court action a d ‘
offered to discuss the superintendents’ concerns. e superintendents, #
N though reluctant to comply, chose not to challenge the state authority
. further. - - I -7 )
' < E) -
In the enSuing discussions local superintendents Yaised’several
‘e Z issues. THe major issue was, of coutse, the intrusion ©f the state into
’ local school affairs. E€ach of the seven or eight megtings between De- .
. —partmeht staff dnd superintendents began with this issue -and required a,
rejustificatfon of state assessment and the state authority. Other
.charges wyere madé, such as, 1) e tests were invalid and did not
correspond to the "Michigah Curgulum," much less the '"unique' curricula
of the many local districts;<2) e tests were ill constructed and un~
no reliable; 3) the test information was no different than that‘already
known from local testing; 4) local educdtors had no opportunity to »
participate in che‘planning of the state assessment program; and 5)
. reports of resalts would be made to the public. The criticisms were
in part acknowledged by the staff and promises were made to be more
responsive to the involvement and data needs of local educators. The t
* " ' technical issues,i.e., reliability and validity of the tests; were ’ ) -
e . . e -
. ’ ! N ) 6l .
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defended and:final disposition of the charges were left to the publica-
tion of the technical reports. .

-After nearly seven months of monthly meetings,‘the superintendents,
though still ‘Qt satisfied, decided further discussions were unnecessary.
They would cooperate’in the future, and the Department would form §n

advisory council to’help form the future of state assessment.
s

M

, _Public Release-of Results

The promise had been made by Department officials in the first
'year of the program that the state would not release the "scores' of
individual school districts. With this_ promise, local school officials
felt secure with the new program and coOperated in the administration
with a mitimum o§‘objection. Scores were réported directly to local
school superintendents and to state officials.

-

In the second year, the press, and eventually legislators, made
inquiry about the "scores' and were told they could not be released.
This led to a confrontation. An influential legislator threatened to
introduce legislation which would mandate the release of the state
assessment data for schools and districts and would provide guide-
lines for the release, After discussions with the legislator, the
Deaprtment policy on release of these data was changed and the basic
skills assessment data were provided to the press and legislators.
tven today, ten years later, the promise which couldn't be delivered,”
i.e., no public release of school or district results,.is remembered
by some superintendents.

The first release of results was made in response to individual
requests. However, the interest was great and the State Superintendent
decided to publish the results for all districts. The first to be pub-
{ lished were the 1971 results. A’compilation of data (assessment test

results, staffing, financial, dropout, etc.) was made. A book was put s
toéether and released abdht a_vyear after the test administration; :
irofically the book had a red cover and the press conference for its
release was on Valentine's Day, 1972.20‘ Superintendents had no love

of the assessment, and saw no humor in thisi} The 1972 results were
published in like form...the book being brow§ and the nelease was at
Thanksgiving, 1972.21 Thei"thank@" of local school people was that

‘ this was the last book of all disPrict results puplished by the state.

" The "heat' was too much and the Superintendent decided results from {
1973 were to be released on request, but no compilation of all dis- {
tricts was released. . . R / (

After 1973, rank ordering of school districts was not done. The
tests were ‘changed from norm referenced, which could be reported succinctly
in standard' scores and percentiles, to objegtive referenced, which.
were reported in proportion of pupils mastering each objective.. Since
there were over sixty objectives, the publication of even district
data for all districts was too burdensome. Assessment results .,
mgde available on request, and oftenswere listed in the news=- ,

pgks. . .
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- The klic release of results was made even mdre necessary in

1977 when the State’of Michigan enacted the Freedom of Infor%:cion .
Act which required public agencies to make information available upon
request. ’ o

The policies on release of assessment scores have been influenced

by educators, legislators, public advocacy groups, and asskssment

" technicians. The ''pull and tug" to derive a policy involved the desire
for widespread public disclosure on the one hand, and the fear of mis~
interpretation and misuse on the other. School JFeople fzared invidious
comparisons of schoels, and judgements of school effectiveness based

. . on a narrow set of %easures. .Public advocacy groups pressured for

£:11 disclose and specialized reporting for subpopulations, e.g., racial-
.ethnic groups. Assegsment technicians counseled caution in generalizing
from the data and sought ways to provide better ingerpretive reports.

2

) Legislators, at Zirst, wanted full disclosure, 6ugﬂhave more recently .
. pressed for recognition of the'limitations on cﬂb;daca. In fact the
1 Legislacgre inserted a statement into the Department budget 5ill which ' _ «~

pronibits the use of assessment as an evaluation of schools. The current
policy of disclosure is to make results for a school or district availi-
. .able upon request, but to provide explanatory and interpretive materials )
.  along with it. The State Board in 1979 sponsored several workshops
for local educators and therpress. The Board's purpose was to assist
local edycators to wdrk with the press to achieve full disclose with .
. responsible reporting. aAlso, the State Board adopted 2 policy which
’ stated that assessment resultswers not appropriate to use in the evalua-
tion of an ind;vidualcteacher. ¢ . ) L

o . g ;
Evaluation of Schools

Tied closely as an: issue to the public Yeporting issue are the
issues of use of assessment results in making decisions. How good is
my school or district has always been the prime question of interest
. to citizens. Before state assessment the judgments undoubtedly were
I . - made on griceria ranging from hearsay, to dthletfic teams, to {ﬁe,number .
: of graduates getting scholarships, to any of numerous ocherg’accors. _ -
‘ State assessment was of inteérest as a cyiterion for judgihg-the worth :
o of a school or district because it was reporting on how well pupils
. . Were learning. After 511, schools existed to téach the basic skills . -
should be rated on how well this was accomplished. Newspapers
é:ZorCed scores and pointed to high_scpring‘éiscriCCS (mean of pupil
es in the di&trict was used, and later Q%: proportion of pupilse -
mastered more than 75% of. the obj ives sted) as "good," and
low scoring as "poor." Real estate agents, too, tried to ugé the
sgores, if it suited their purpose, to Steer customers to buy in ''good”
istricts. )

e e Yy

. )
I 4

* - .
The comparison of school and districts on assessment scores alone
was a concern for school administrators. They carried their dissatisfaction
. o some key legislators as well as State Board members. Under pressure
. *from the legislators, the Department initiated a large campaign to assist
local educators in the proper and full reporting of results. Advgcated
were early reporting, and reporting in the cogtext of other information
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about education, i.e., the financial, scaffiﬁ% and other conditions

of education. The idea was to put the assessment scores in a larger
context to provide for a fuller understanding and a better "evaluation'
of the schools than a simple judgment made pn one set of test scores.

' A

wﬁaximize Policy Use or Instructional Use

[

. Initially (i.e., 1970-73) the state assessment program used norm
referenced tests developed, by a testing company from existing items to . < 4
. ~the Department specifications. The primary purpose of the program was
to measure the status and progress of basic skills achievement in the
state and its di§cricts. These tests in_reading, mathematics and
mechanics of written English provided d§§% for these purposes with a
ninimum of expense and testing time. An aggregate achievement '"'score”
\ for the state in each area was computed, @s was a "score” for zach |
district in the state. Districts were eagsily ranxed by percentiles,
and districts in need of assistance were easily identified. tate
~0licy purposes were well served by the use of norm referenced tests.

~ -

Polizically though there was discontent with the program. The 4:
discontent involved: 1) the use of the results to compare school y
districts, 2) the tests did not provide information useful to schools
in instruction, and 3) the tests were not '™ichigan tests’ and Michigan
- ; gducators had not been involved in creating them.
i . .
// . After the furor created by the superintendents in 1971, the State
- i;szféx‘Supe;inEendenc decided to both be responsive to the issues raised abput «
= ; he norm tests, and to exercise state leadership in basic skills curricula
£5r the state. It was decided to change from norm referepced to objec-
tive referenced zests for thé state assessments.” The decision would
. switch the emphasis to maximE%!Q;he instructional and curriculum uses
of the results, at the local level, rather. than the policy usge at the

: stare level. ?j {

The State Superintendent met with each of.the statewide curricu-
lum organizations (i.e., mathematics, reading, science, sotial studies,
" health education, physical edycation, art, music) and challenged them ,
’ ro specify the basic expectations for their area. The basic expecta-
tions were, in general, defined as what every pupil should be able to
do and should know at the end of grade 3, grade 6 and grade 9. These
. - were to be "minimdl expectations" for all pupils in Michigan schools
. , " and would be strongly advocated as the minimm curricula for all
schools in the State. The curriculum organizations, after much dis-
’ £ussion, all chose to respond and work with Department curriculum

"

specialists to sﬁfcify the "minimal. expectations. . .

-
’

, During late 1971 and early 1972 the curriculgm gpecialists drafted .
the expectations. These were reviewed and, in some cages, revised by
committees of generalists (d.e., teachers, principals, school board .
members, school administrators and paqgnts). Pinally, in 1972 the
State Board adopted the first two sets of expectations, or objectives.

These were the reading and mathematics objectives which were to be .
used in the new'state assessmerits. .
[N L4
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The rtests were constructed from the objectives. The Department )
engaged some local school districts to provide: 1) teachers to write . .
test items, and 2) classrooms for test tryputs. The tests were to be
written primarily by Michigan teachers based on Michigan produced
objectives...these were to be '"™Michigan tests."” The Department also
contracted with a testing company for support services to insure that
the new tests would meet high technical standards. .

The tests were completed and ready for use in the fall, 1973.

The test administration time was ch ed from January to September-
October with the initiation of the opjective referenced program. This
was done because of the emphasis on Isstructional uses. The early
administration allowed the return of results early so that individual
pupil needs could be identified and teachers would have time during

s ! the school vear to provide remediation, if needed. The reports wou
Kdencify the objectives mastered, and those not mastered. Mastery 3§§
defined #s answering correctly at least four of the five test items
for each of the forty mathematics and twenty-three of the reading
objectives. The reports contained detailed information compared rto

. the general information contained in the norm test reports. The detail

_of many scores made it more difficult to compare schools and districts '
on the basis of state.assessment, but made the informationgfore valuable
to principals and teachers.

s

.

- The State- Board had used the state assessment progrém to exercise
eadership in Michigan education. For the first time a common curriculum
had—éex specified, albeit it was only a minimal level and was suggested
vather -thah mandated. The minimum expectations though were to become
useful in promoting equal educational opportunity initiatives in schools
of the state. M .

A [

1 ) AY .
Stace Level {ses . . .

. 4
* The change to objective referenced tests and the more detaileéi

reports wag responsive to local education criticisms.
the first reports were released, the press, and state
confused.by the many figures. They wanted to be able

However, when
officials were
to tell whether

or not schopls were doing better than. last year, and.which were '"good"
and which were '"pbor" achieving schools. There was a demand for. a

. simple summary. type report. The State Superintendent asked for a

' single score. - . : . ) :

& - -

The political ‘dbressure from State officials led to the development

of a summary type report. The report was added in 1974 and was called
‘ the "proportions report." The report gave the percent of gpupils

mastering objectives #n each of four categories (i.e., 0-24, 25-49, .
g 50-74, 75-100 percent). The reports were in reading and mathematics
and were produced for schools, districts and the state. The fewer
figures were more understandable and useful to laypersons and for
state purposes. ) g ) - :

“The proportions reports were used to set criteria for identifying
-levels of needs in Michigan schools (e.g., schools with fewer, than

b Y
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50 percent of the pupils mastering 75 percent or more of the phjec-
tives were defined as high needs schools). The State Superintendent
and staff directed special assistance to these schools in an effort

to assist them to improve. . *

The assessment program reflected an action policy of the Depart-
ment of Education to seek and use information to develop a concerted
program for educational improvement. However, it was too general to
provide 'information to assist in determining the success or 2ffective-
ness of specific program efforts. Thus, concurrent with the develop-
ment of the assessment program, the evaluation program was also being
developed. _ “ .
Initiating Program Evaluation

As noted 1in am earlier section, the advent of extensive federal
involvement 1n education, in particular, the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965 (ESEA), provided & new impetus for State Educa-
tion Agencies across the nation. In addition to creating an expanded
role for State Educatzion Agensies in educational program development
and adrorinistration, ESEA demanded a more active role for State Educa-
tion Agencies in evaluating those programs.

ESEA caught most state and local education agencies unprepared
to undertake sophisticated and technically sound program evaluation.
Federal officials were vague 1in providing direction and frequently
suggested summative questions which needed response. These questions
were usually descriptive as well as s ive in nature. 3eyond
these basic ‘descriptive questions, State Education Agencies were
encouraged to develop evaluation capabilities and design ®valuations.
to best wmeet the needs of state and local constitugnts.

In Michigan, as in most states, early evalugfion efforts were
aimed at meeting the summative evaluation requirements. The prevailing
philosophy was that evaluation was a federal reporting requirement
which had to be done in order to maintain eligibility for funds. These
"reporting' activities were decentralized in the glate agency agypart
of the &Verall responsibility of the persons who administered the
programs. The evaluation results were seldom used (nor thought to be _
useful) in program administrationsor policy development. :

The decentralized approach and the 'required reporting" philosophy
toward evaluation began to change in Michigan in 1969 with the creation
of a Bureau of Research. With the establishment of a new Bureau: ¢came
the direction for the new staff to begin conducting evaluation of the
new fgderal programs, and to use some of the federal money to support
these evaluations.” This new commitment was further strengthened by, )
the appointment of a new Superintendent who, as noted earlier, believed
that information provided by technically sound evaluafions would lead
to improved decisions r garding educational programs;

-
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The early and active support of the State Superintendent resulted

in a decision to begin recruitment and employment of a small number of
specialized staff and to begin centralizing the function of evaluation.
Evaluation staff were to be administratively independent of the person-
mel who were responsible for management of the programs to be evaluated.
The new staff were asked to develop and 1mo;ement a systematic approach
to program eva’uat;on. -

s

: A

In 1974, the!State Superintendent emphasized his support of
evaluatign and put the full weight of his office behind the cemrtrali-
zation of the evaluation functions in the evaluatidn program, was igsued.
Portions of the policy statement Sollow. >

.
It is my intent that all evaluation activitiesy
sponsored by the Department of Educatioh be co-
ordinated by staff with expertise in evaluation
SO as to walnfaln consistency in the evaluation

efforcs, .
: o . Y. ]
- Afcer citing several negative aspects associated with decentralized
evaluation efforts, the Superintendent's statement continued:

A ’
N If evaluation is wg;th doing, it is worth doing
/ well. Furthermore, program administrators should
never evaluate their own programs. Therefore,
effecrive immediately, I am asxing each of you to
ensure that the evaluations offyour programs are
coordinated through (the %yaiuatggn Program) which.
, ~ is...responsible for evaldation.” '
The statement congluded by indicating actions which should be e
taxen to receive appfoval for evaluation activi:ies.
. N
In 1977, the State Supor*ntendent rnpeated his statement verbat
and added that he ‘expected any items which included plans for eva;uat*on,
such as programmatic stare jtans, to include a statement of support
from the evaluation ssigéi?eFore being suoma;&ad to the State Boaré of

~

7 ' >

The Evaluatrion Process ) ’

-

Education for approval

, The goal of evaluation was to provide information to educational
decision-makers so program improvements could be made. Staff were
committed to the task of demonstrating that well-designed, carefully
implemented and properly supported evaluation "prquides objective
information for planning, administering and improving aducational
services at all levels of educational governance, from federal and
state to school district, to school building and to classroom levels.

S

"

.

In an enterprise so large and encompassing as education with so
many factors beyond the control of' the evaluation specialist, it is

impossible to employ the same experimental rigor which might be found

in #scientific laboratory. "In the social sciences and education it

~1
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N
is often impossible to control conditions and set up experimental

designs as in the natural sciences. Therefore, the evaluation model
employed by the Department had three stages: (1) descriptive evalua-
tion, (2) evalugtion to determine success, and (3) evaluation to
determine effectiveness. Descriptive evaluation refers principally to
the quantitative description of resources Chuman, financial and materlal)
and purposes associated with educational services. Evaluation of

success refers to quantitative and qualitative judgments regarding
whether or not objectives of an sducational delivery system have been
met. Evaluation of effectiveness,refers primarily to identificaction »f
factors associated with sucdess 4nd the relative costs of assuring chat
those factors exis:.

4hile these stages are sequential in nature, they are also fluid
ané overlapping. For example, it will take some evaluations a Yyear or
ere to pass through the descriptive evaluation stage while others will
pdss through this stage much more quickly. Also, work may be occurring
in nmore than one stage g9imultaneously, for exaaople, evaluation of success
may begin before the descriptive evaluation is complete. Purthermore,
the implementation of each successive stage does not mean that the prior
stages are terminated. Rather, each successive stage >uilds upon the
information provided by the preceding stages.

in the&las: half of the 1970s several evaluations were zble to
identify factors which are related to success. 3ased, in large nart,
»on these evaluations the Departzent is now exploring means by which,
through a state-~local partnership, =crateg1es can be developed which
will lead to more predictable program improvement. .
. - . . ' , 5, 27 .
As part of the State Superintendent’'s policy statement, ne
asked program administrators to enter into “'Agreements for Services"
with the evaluation staff for the conduct of evaluations. The TAgree-
ments.for Services" reached between program administration staff ana
evaluation staff specify services and responsibiliries of both staf
and formalize expectations of Soth parties. The agreement commits the
administrative unit to prov1de a mutuafy agreed amount of fuhds to,
conduct the eva;uaclon. The agreement commits the eyaluation unit .
to provide information to answer specified program and policy questions.
Staff employed or the evaluation are adminfstratively and programmati-
cally_independent of the program administration staff. .
While administrative independence is desirable, daily substantive
+ interaction among the evaluation and program administration staff is
essential. Evaluators must be aware of, and sensitive to, the subtleties
of the program théy are evaluating. Also, informal substantive contact
decreases the threat often associated with evaluation.

Much emphasis 1s placed on communication among staff and the
appropriate use of evaluation results. In addition to the day to day
contact among staff, more formal mechanisms are used for presenting
findings and regommendations. Pormal "exit conferences'" are attended .
by evaluation staff, program administration staff, and, frequently,
one or more high level officials of the.Department. At these "exit

G
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conferences," Iindings of the evaluation and action-oriented recom-
.mendations are formally Dr33ented by =va uation staff. Program admini-
stration staff respond, either at the "exit coaference," or soon after, )
regarding actions they plan to take on each recommendation. The "exit

. conference" reducgs the likelihowod that evaluation "ndlngs and recom-

mendations will be ignored. The administrator ims charge of both the

program and evaluation-responsibilities is present, supportive and can

diretct actlons and policy responsive to the evaluation findings.

The State BOard of Education has, historically,JEeen very interested
3 in the work of the evaluation staff. Great care 1s taken to prepare and -
present gvaluation reports to the State Board which will be meaningful
- as a tool to guide in establisning policy. Frequently, major segmencs

of time are set aside by the State Board of Education at Commitztee of

the Whole meetings to discuss evaluation feports, recommendations and

implications for administrative and Statz 3oard action.

. : . .

. In addition to formal aad informal ‘communication efforts with
Jepartment stafj d t State Board of. Education, evaluation staff
are actively in a program of tethnical assistance and dissemi-
nation to loca ucation agencies. These activities cross a broad
range Irom disWFibution of executive summaries of evaluation repor:s
to formal inservice or technical training sessions.

The Confiict Between Fxpectations and Methods ¢ - //
: There has been a st rong policy add programmatic commitment to .
. - evaluation in the Michigan Dnsartmenu. An environment has been
b created to promote the development of a strong organization for con-
ducting  evaluation. The.commitment to use evaluation findings and act
on evaluation recommendations has been high on the part of the staff
of the Department and the State Bcard of EZducation. But evean in an
organization with this high level of commitment conflicts between —~
expectations and methods can and do occur. )
s . ’
One of the most common areas of conflic® is a conflict among
. - program priorities. These conflicts are primarilyv of two types. One
type of conflict is a result of a lack aof clear enuni¥ation of the
purposesaand priorities of a given program. Evaluation staff, during
the "deé!&iptive stage" of evaluation, work with program administrative
staff to clarify the purposes and objectives of the program to be evalu-
- ++ ated. This process can be a particularly frustrating one, if there .
are external pressures to provide information gquickly. The lack of
<lear enunciation of purposes and priorities becomes acute when the
evaluation effort begins a lengthy period of time after the program
begins.

. ‘The €xamination of program purposes and priorities frequently
leads to a second type of conflict among program priorities. This
occurs,whnen the programs have a mixture of social action dnd educa-
tion priorities. For many reasons, categoricall; funded programs

' often have a multlplicity of apparent purposes; some establish

primarily education priorities while ochefs establish prlmarily action

. .
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priorities. For example, legislation may contain language'wnich seems
to equate civil rights and bas%fvskills education.
= <
v SR . . . S
It is not uncommon for these social action and education priorities

to be so closely intertwined that it becomes virtually impossible to
distinguish among them. The 'descriptive" stage of evaluation is used.
to deal with this problem (as a part of enunciation of purposes and
priorities). However, even if the social action and education priori-
ties can be iden®ified and separated, these programs are especially
difficult to evaluate. In some cases, program administrative staff »
s have preconceived expectations regarding the outcomes of an evaluation.

Additionally, they often do not fully understand that social action \

objectives cannot be measured by educational performance measures.

This combi¥tion of @yeconceptions and misunderstandings can lead to

great disappointment upon the completion of the evgluation.

Evaluation must he especxally careful to develop mutual under-
standing about purposes, prxorltles and expectations of the progranm
to be evaluated. Of equal importance, is the development of mutual
understanding regarding expectations for the evaluation er;ort Eval-
uation staff of the Michigan Department of Education use the "descrip-
tive" stage of evaluation to develop these understandings. However, -
the affirmation of cthese understandings must be continuous.

A second area of common conflict between expectations and methods
is @ﬁe conflict in requirements. This type of conflict is the conflict
oetaeen program funding mechanisms and expected results, and most
often occurs when prografis are funded on one $et of criteria and the .
- ' program success 1is ju éaz on a different set of criteria. Por example,

' the funds are provided for reimbursement of program staff salaries,

but the evaluation focus is on how much the participants achieve.

This particular type of conflict may create homgility among local educa-
tion agency staff who feel that it is unfair to conduct a state-level

L evaluation of those parts of the program funded locally.

'This type of conflict often establishes a negative political environ-
ment within which it is very difficult to conduct an evaluation. Evalu-
ations fraught with this type of conflict usually will not advance past
the "evaluation of succéss stage.” The evaluators can use the earlier
stages of the evaluation to establish reasonable measurement criteria:
and data collection procedures. However, there are likely to be so
many negative factors beyond the control of the evaluators, that some
such evaluations will never leave the 'descriptive evaluation" stage. ”

Another area of conflict occurs between federal constraints and
state-local policy and program needs. Historically, the requirements
- of federal programs have focused on summary reporting and are of little
. use in state or local program or instructional decision making. This
is not a problem so long as state and local education agencies are a‘&e L
to exceed these requirements. In fact, if the burden of federal ye-
porting is minimal and federal funds can legitimately be used to expand
. sthe evaluation of that program to yield results meaningful to state
. and local éducatqrs, a positive state of affiars exists. The conflict

. . ,
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occurs when federal requirements, even though summative in nature,
are so burdensome that all of the resources available must be used
1n meeting the fe deral requirements. A review of the history of evalua-
‘tion of ESEA Title I in Michigan sGggests that this pattern has occurred.
ESEA Title I will be discussed in more detail in a later section of
this paper.
-

Recently, a second type of conflict between federal program re-
quirements and state-local policy and program needs for evaluation
has become common. Federal programs are becoming more and more pre-
scriptive with ragard to mandating specific information which must be
gathered and the specific evaluation procedures which must be used by
state and local evaluation staffs. These procedures are frequently
insensitive to state aﬂd local policy and program needs. Further, the
constraints are such thdt states can do little to design evaluations
to meet both federal requirements and state and local needs. 4An
example of this "federal prescription service" are the rules and regu-
lations dealing with data collection and eva;yétion of programs funded
under PL 94-482 (Vocational Education AmendN'nts of 1976).

94-482 and its associated Tules and regulations require both

evaluac1on and reporting of management data (the Vocational Education
Data System--VEDS) on every vocational program.” The evaluation require-

ments, by themselves, are manageable and considered by many to be useful. _

However, the reporting requirements of VEDS are so prescriptive and
burdensome that the Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO) has
officially opposed them and threatened to refuse to comply. This
enormous data collection burden 1mposed by the federal government has
made it very difficult for evaluators to collect and analyze new data
needed for more meaningful evaluations.

A third general area of conflict is a conflict in commitment.

r"‘-‘equm'll'-l)’, top level policy makers do not provide adequate support
for evaluatien acciv1Eies because they have an incorrect impression
of what evaluators do. This is especially true if +the only visible .
product of the evaluatiof ezzorc is an annual summary report which has
little perceived asefplness. Evaluators need to do a much better job
of helping policy makers understand what evaluators do. Formal and
informal communications must not stop with program aqnlniscrators:

Another problem is that commitment from top level policy makers,
as evidenced by resource availability, is inconsistent. Ironically,
in periods of economic difficulty, resourcesgor evaluation may
actually increase as decision makers seek data to help with the manager
ment of decline. 1In.economically good times, evaluation may not seem
as necessary and resources for evaluation may become less plentiful.
This inconsistency, even in a state with a generally high level of
commitment, makes long range planning for evaluation somewyhat more

o

difficult chan desirablé

- - -
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A Case of the Influence of Evaluation on Policy

.

Michigan has had a state compensatory education program since 1967.

The first years of the program funds were distributed to school dis-
tricts as formula grants. The formula used economic, cultural and -
social factors for defining educational need. However, beginning in
1970 Michigan began to define educational need in terms of pupil
achievement, f.e., a direct measure of educational need rather than a
proxy measure. The state compensatory education program makesyuse of
the state .educational assessment results for this purpose. The pro-
cedure for determining school district eligibility, beginning in 1971,
for the compensatory funds was: i

1. Pupils scoring below the 15th percentile on the 4th
. and 7th grade state assessment test were defined as

pupils to be counted as "eligible."

8]

The proportion of all 4th grade pupils deemed "eligiblé"

was computed; likewise the proportion of the 7zh grade
pupils.

3. Applying the proportion of eligibles in grades 4 to grades -
K~3, an estimate of "eligibles" in those grades was com-
» puted; likewise the grade 7 proportion was used to estimate
grade 5-6 "eligibles."
5
The school districts were ranked (high first) according
to the proportion of "eligibvles" in the district.

oy

5. The district allocation was computed by multiplying
the number of "eligibles' in grades K-6 (the State

« program was limited to these grades) times 5200 (the
funding level). Districts were funded in rank order
until the total State appropriation was used.

It was determined that the State could .afford $22.5 million for
the program before the formula for the program was written into legis-
.lation. Legislators used several computer simulations, each with
different eligibility and/or fund level criteria, in the process of
setting criteria. Basically the data were used in making political-

= . policy decisions. Legislators wanted to know which districts would
. be funded, or not funded, and at what level, before agreeing on the
. formula. The final formula was a compromise made by members of the

. appropriations and education committees of the legislature.

The use of an achievement test indicator for determining the fevel
of educational need was But one of several different features of the

X Michigan program. Others were: .
//fA S Assurance of three years of funding once a district
was deemed eligible. i Lo
352. Provision for funding adjustments based on program success. -
72 . “ .
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3. Proyision for annual eyaluation of each pupil's progress
to determine level of gttainment.

4. Provision of considerable local discretion vested in

. local districts in the use of funds. . hl

Department staff worked together wirh local educator§\§o design
the program. . The local educators were interested in three things in
the new compensatory education program: 1) more money, 2) more dis-
cretion in the use of the money, and 3) greater assurance that the money
would be available for more than one year. FEach of these was attained
in the new legi‘slation.2
AY

The State in this program was interested in two important proposi-
- tions: 1) could schools be -held .accountable for educaéing the lowest
achieving pupils 1in the schools, and 2) cogld additional money for
basic skills instruction result in higher pupil achievement? ‘
The program has changed over the years since 1971. When the State
assessment changed to objective rgeferenced tests in 1973, the criterdon
. for eligibility was changed from students below the S5th percentile to,
students achieving fewer than 40% of the objectives zgiggﬂ. Again the
legilsature used, several simulations of data to set the formula so that
the funded districts and the funding.levél remained comparable to the . .
previous years. -
= The three years funding feature was later changed to an ggguél
redetermination of district eligibility and *funding level. Non-funded
districts lobbied for the change so they would have a chance for funds
g before the three year cycle was completed. . C
€ ' .
' A philosophical belief was that all pupils regardless of race, geo-
graphical location, economic status, etc. could attain basic reading
L and mathematics skills. Thus, a feature to reduce funding if pupils
didn't achieve was included. The adjustments were to be made annually
on the basis of pupil achievement. Pupils who achieved at least 7.3
‘months gain, ds measured in grade equivaleng units on a standardized
test, received a full $200 allocation for tHe next year. However, if
achiévement was lower than 7.5 months, the district received a lasser
amount (the proportion being the gain in moriths to 7.5 times~32Q0).
Local districts accepted this feature initially to get the money. -
After the first year they lobbied to retain the money which was going
to be "lost" because "the kids still need the help.”" The money was
reallocated to the distrfct provided-they filed'a plan to meet the .
needs of the students who were still low achievers. After two years,
* and threats of losing more money, the districts succeeded in getting
the legislature to delete this'"accountabiiity" feature from the program.

L]

s

The evaluation of the compensatory education program was linked A
very closely with the "accountability" feature. Since the funding was -
‘ determined on a per pupil Basis and that was tied to level of attain-

; ment, it was necessary to evaluate on an individual pupil basis. State .o
guidelines called for'a pre and post test (either spring to spring, or .*

-
»
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fall to spring administration)‘:using approved stanﬁardized tests. :
Scores for each pupil were submitted to™the State and were used both
for program evaluation and for the determination of ‘funding, The veri-
fication and processing of over 112 OOO pupil records was QZite a., !
challenge for State evaluators.

a

t

The evaluations of the program showeds the program to be a success.
The districts committed themselves to developing qyality basic skills
programs based on specific perfo;maace objectives. Strategies were
Sdevelgped to provide services to low achieving children regardless of
% the school attended, thus moving away from the "target' school concept.

Most important.of all, the program resultsd in improved achievement for 4 . . -

pupils in thé program. - .
N , ° . 4

The State evaluators not only analyzed data from the scfool dis-
tricts to determine program success, made recommendations for” program
improvement and provided funding allocations, they also used the prod-
gram to improve evaluation tecnnioues aeross the“State. The evaluation
of individual achievement, as*ell ‘as orogram evaluation, presented
many local sciM@l edicators a <hallenge beyond th knowledge and
skill level. State staff were able to seize this bpportunity to provide
inservice training to improve evalbatio pethodology and ,data use in
many school districets. Particular emphasis was placed on working with
local district staffs to’develop ob*eCtive- eferenced tests for evalu-
ation purposes. s ‘

. ¥ ¢

,

+  Unfortunately, the elimination of the funding adjustments based
on the success Peature made some people believe there was little need

. to continue program evaluatiog, Thus, funding to maintain .the State,

. evaluation staff was deleted from the Department budget, even. though
for another three years-the mandate to provide the legislature with an .’
evaluation report remained £n the act. Local schools, in most cases,

-
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continued tﬁe‘program"evaluatioﬁ*aﬁﬁ*useﬁ"rhEAresuitseiotaiiy7“however;
State activities stoppeH with the withdrawal of funding. .

3 . . .

»

At the time evaluation funds were deleted, it Wwas suggested that
<f taté assessment reeults be used to evaluate the program. The belief
was, since State 'assessment was used to determine eligibilitv for com—
. pensatory education €unds, the same test, over the same objectives, -
should be used for evaluation. Very simply, it was thought the fourth
grade results Would show success through the flrst four years, and
seventh the last three years of the program. There was @ certain loglc
to the proposal, however, there were many falacies: 1) State asSess-
ment results were néported for the total pupil population, not com-
pensatory pupils as a subpopulation; 2 pupils moved in and out of
compensatory programs and treatments viried; 3) one measure was not
"sufficient to evaluate program sudcess and would tell nothing about

* why some programSsucceeded more than others. )
r aflhe proposal was hotly debated. 1§ t eba;tment,Land an attempt
was made to implement th#® "evaluation" v identifying individual pupil

assessment data with the compensatory services the pupil received.
’ Bocal school administrators and evaluators strongly opposed such 'Bvalua-

on.' R - .
ofon." t . .
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. The local staffs refused to cooperate in the coding and the ¢
attempt failed. After negotiations it was deciged to use state asse$Ss-—
ment as a vehicle for colledting some data zbout the compensatory pro--’
gram. - Local evaluafors agreed-to code pupils on the fall assessment as
enrolled in the various compensatory programs, i.e., ESEA Title I,' Stats,
‘Bilingual. “This allowed the State'to address some questions witi™policy
. .dmplications: 1) were the lowest achievers in compensatory programs,
and 2) were pupils enrolled in more than one compensatory p(ogram.
JIn case the lowest achievers were not in the program, more stringent
guidelines for pupil selectiorf® could be imposed. ' Data for the second
question would be used to address whether or not the greater benefit
was to continue multiple funding or spread :money to new pupils. THhe
- ' rcﬁdlng project is now in its first gear and data are being analyzed.
C As’ for the more in depth questions "of evaluation, local districts and
the Department are cooperating in special case studies. These studies
will .address the reasons some programs are successful and.others are not. .
F
The State Compensatory Program is a good example of using data to
. carry out :a philosophical belef, i.e., low achievers should be benefited
f 5.4 Also, it was a good example of evaluation being used in the
ment of the program and its improvement. Unforrunately, the
uation efforts were not appreciated and resources were withdrawn . '
ior to the potential benefits being attained.” The program continues,
there is no way of systematically judging its.effectiveness. -

Title I Evaluagion ~ A Case of Categorical Constraints .

.

"The preceding discussion of Article 3 evaluation has presented a
‘ " case stldy of evaluatiof's impact on policy. The evaluation of ESEA
Title I is a’'cage study of the categorical constralnts on the usefulness
of - evaluatron in policy development. :
. -

-

- ,ritle I evaluat;pn development paralléled Tin many respects, the
evaluation of Article 3. In fact, this federal program, more than any
y -other single program, provided impetus for evaluation in-tne Michigan
Départment of Education.
- - N - . r Lo e B ~
, ) . . In the late 1960's and early 1970's, the federal reporting re-
quirements for ESEA Title I were quite minimal. Summative information
of a descriptive ndture was expectad ‘and achievement data.wére desired
- v by -federal officials. However, it was recognized that many State and” ¢ &
~ local*education agencies did not have the capability to conduct more
sophisticatéd evaluations,: Federal officials encouraged ‘State -and
local officials to develop capability to de evaluatlons that exdeeded
the minimal expectations. :

—

. _‘.‘ Thus, durfing the late 1960's and early 1970's -the eGaluations of ,
! . Title I conduo{ed by the Michigan Department of Education were almost
entlrely desér ptive, consisting initially of baseline information such a

"as number of. stgdents, number of teachers, and amount of money spént. :
. Beginning in 1972, the evaluation started to yield adcurate and useful

information regarding succgss ({fn terms of achievement of students) of

the program across the State. This information was based on district

. N T n -y
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level information. Through the 1974-75 school year the design remained
- relatively constant so as to verify findings of.success.
* - . ‘

State and federal officials were able to say with conszceraole con- -
fidence that Title I in %idhlgan was successful. However, the "Success
evaluation" did not provide sufficient information to enable state and
local officials to identify or select specific strategies associated
e with-success. These.might be used Zor improving local projects which
were not successful. Consequently, since 1973-76, the evaluation of
ESEA Title I in chnlgan has focused on. the oulfdzng as*EEe lavel Zor
data collection and analysis. . \\\

in the evaluation of Title I, the Department of Education esvalua-
tion staff have been successful in identifying a®number of variables
related to success. Further, these variables have been verified by
. ; other Studjes. Thus, evaluation of ESEA Title I in Michigan has

advanced into the "eyaluation of effectiveness” stage discussed earlier
)" in thisg”paper. ’ - 4

+

- e

In addition to the progress in 1'1cleas:mg the sophistication of the
. state level evaluation, evaluatidn'staff have worked with local educa-
s - tion agencies to make local evaluation efforts more useful, For many
' of the same reasons the assessment, program switched to objectiva re-
ferenced tests, local districts were endouraged to develop objectives
— - - - - - and objeetive-referenced tests for evalu tlon purposes. ‘- Together,
r State and local officials worked to make Phg objective-referenced tests
uSeful both for instructiqn and evaluation. *-In order to assure high
standards of quality for locally developed objective-referenced tests,
Department stags produced a quality-control system for objective-re-
ferenced tests which was generally followed by local districts.
Locally- developed tests had to meet the standards of this quality

- i

-

aVvalgation-otf ESEA, Title I. B A DR N T
* e / ]
The Qevelopment and planned use of objective~referenced tests for
Title I evaluation peaxeq.}n 1974-75 and 1975-76 at about the 5amé time
that the state. level evaluation was reaching the "evaluation of effective-
‘ ness" stage. Thus, the Michigan Department of Educatdon was able to
: take advantage of the impetus provided by Title I to develop sound
evaluation procedures which yielded meaningful results for policy de-
. velopment and program improvement at both the state and local levels.
- Additionally, the data provided to the U.S Office of Education about
‘ Title I 1in Michigan was.of high quality.’ However, not all states had
C developed a high degree of sophisqicationuandazgﬁfe which had done so
’ . had used .different methods and procedures. In sifort, the federal
policy of encouraging development of evaluations which were useful
at State and local levels had resulted in data at the natipnal level '
which were not comparable and of varying degrees oiqualitx. . <

N

control system before they were aporoved by the Deoartmenjs'or use 1in Q} \

In tegtimony during the debate leading to reauthorization of ESEA
. . Title I in 1974, Congress expressed~cpnqiderable dissatisfaction with
the lack of comparable data to guide its déiiberations. This dissatis-
. faction wds specifically exhibited in the Education Amendments sf 1974
i and the Education Amendments of 1978. E ' R
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The legislatibn required the i.S§. Or‘i of Education to deyelop
and prov1de to state education agenc‘e; "nodels for evaluation < all.
programs">" funded under Title I "...to be utilized by local educa-
tional agencies, .as well as by the state age¥cy in the evaluation of )
such programs. "3 The law furcher stipulated that the models shigggf"
vield data whi¢h are compatable on a state and national basiszgé

At the time that T.S. Office of Education began initial develop-
ment of these evaluation models, Michigan Department of Education
staff were struggling to develop procedures for aggregating cata from,
locally developed objective-referenced tests. It was noped that the
new models would recognize the va1aa of objective-referenced tasts and

that 2 sound“model for their use would be developed. It was sdon
was not to be the case, :

learned, however, that sych
] - .
It became obvious that the models being developed woulid He of
imiced usefulness to the Michigan Department of Zducation. Cange-
data,

quently,

while supporting the need for nationally zomparable

ment aC"l‘VQ.LV acvocatef‘ the ﬂeve'oo'*

evaluation staif? of the Depart:

2

of more flexible modals aimed at id
withsachievement
‘ In October, 1979, the

m@gdacing-tde use of- 'nree evalua

more restrictive and less useful at
- hopad for by e valuation staff .of the
- . ) , :
The immediate 2ffect has been a

peing saenc< 2 dﬂveloo arocedures te

tion wmodels.
the state and local levels,
Michigan Department of

stifying variables associated
and greater utility at the 3tate ang@glocal levels.

NS RSP : 13 .
fln;i rules and, regulations~’ were passed

The

retrenchment.
compNy with

nodels are much

<

than '’

' >

Resources. are not

the mandated federal

has been side~
renced tests

ess'

Educaticn.

Title I ip.Michigan.
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> 8 eporting *eﬂulrnmencs. “Evaluation of =ffectiven
'\;:}n tracked and extensive new deve-ooﬂenc of objective=~refe
™. has #cme to & '*r;ual halt in the 4va‘ﬂbcﬂon of
N It remains to be seen‘wne"ner new state and local uses of the manaaceg
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can be developed cnereby reducing the conflict
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Summary ;
. 6 € . -

- The role of the State,Board of Educag&on in Michigan changed
dramaticaiés/i tpe last ten yebrs. The ¢ransition was from a rather
passive presence in %1cn}gan education to}an assertive leadership role.
The leverage for-the ‘change was in large jart because better data
about ,the educatxcnal system Qecame avalJaole to Rthem. .

: . 3a i . i .

S
The staceugae eéhcaciénaliegéessment program was initiated in 1970, o
‘The data from he assessments were used ?s indicators of the weaknesses
and 3trengths in baslc skills educatien,{and to monitor progress of the
.s¢hools and c*szricts of the state. TheState Board based solicy initia-
tives ih comoensatory education, af%bunt bility, eqlal education oppor-
-~ tunities, and Départment services to dlskrlccs on *qgormatﬂon procucea
+ by the st&te assessments. The program mecam o
glementary and secencarv 2ducartion in tie state.
1
The assessment. data were good indi iatora of ﬂeecs, 3ut were of
s - very limited use in orov1dfﬂg direcrion)in dealing with the needs.
‘ ,A zore indepth evaluation of programs wps needed to identify "what works"
/to produce, a better eéucatlonal system Jand higher achievement for
i ;children, youth,and adults. The Stats ‘uperiﬂtendent, ian *ecogqi:ion
s "of this, centralized the evaluation % cricn in the Department of Fduca-.
’r'f tion, and aver the years was :ost supp ntlve of their work. The evalua-. (
*‘:ians went ;nrough thYDE‘ﬂnaSES desc*‘ptﬂve, success and effectiveness. |
csaeci§; in écpgeqsatcry education, the - eva’dat*on data were important: s
‘5, in gec ion$ OI‘I”SOJTCE a};ocac1on, ;rogram management, and policy
- devélor m:.; w’hereas, the @ssessment data pravided an ;ndizator of - * '

ne "center Q‘ECE of
. L

i
.
i
i
!

S problems, tn% evaTu bn ca%% a*ovide the dbt‘ for address1ng the )

. N ‘problems. X \f i & :

~ V4 ;i 1 H 4 *\, '\
‘ i i ¥
H {'a

’ “Yeciston o making. The[State 3oaru an Scate Sugerintendent appreciate
Ene.oower of data an& use 4f§in fo ng};olzcy ;hey have been better
éble to justify policy 1nit;étives,, ndihave beenimore assartive in ™ v
. Ga&;ng iniciatives to: ‘changef and 1m§}bvé the eduqécional system. In- .
‘ . formation from evaluations dz the, .-cnigan educag;pnal system hag been
used %o form policies, and in ;urn, tne nolicies beve,-nzluenced the i
" \\ direction of.the evaluationf ) o

\ ! i .
3 \ i Micnxgan educetlon has _gome to pprecia%e the aowﬂg of bata in o
] .

.1‘
i

, . The proactive, State. Bdard and,State Superinteddent in chn*gan{ .
. ' used evaluation activicies and dat% to establish [scate greseace iz, R .
’ : edutation during the 1970'p. The'denor of the £4mes was ‘an "outcomes"
s orientation and a promotiof of equgty and equality for all childrem ¢ R
in education. ~ The state afcepted 4 responsibility for setting standards, - .
. [for measuring impact, and for assisiting schools toward improveément.
$ . */This was a middle rpad betéeen the policies in other states of\ settidg

* [ gratewide graduatioﬁ stand@fd seff 8n competency tests, and Ieaving &
v ., standard setting ccmpletel} zo 13§a . initiative. ’

H h
. (\ N I VIR \ |* o

- . . . - * . !
» N . » . i ' A " \ - ! .
. : . . A ] .,
'\ R . F1 - . X ',{,‘ '1"‘: . ' R

. B | .
- =L S R Y t '
- - . / 9> < . ,_tr‘., ., . - .-1‘ _t - = -
. ) . . . . ! e, ;{‘_,/

H
¥
- i‘“ : 1 s
- 3 - ¢ :
pRiC. — - - S I | TN R
¢ TR 5 ’ . © ] - \

,
.
.

L



7

I
Y]

. . : i
% cL , .
L3 L4 )
Y oL, e ’ POOTNOTES
1. Michigan, Constirution, (1908), Article XI, Section-2. %
’

2.~ Ibid.; Section 6. R

3. Michigan, Conmstitution, (1963), Article VIII, Section 3.

4.- J. Alan Thomas, School Finance and Egucational Opportunity in /
Michigan, (Lansing, Michigan: Michigan Department of Educationg
1968), ». 321, ’ -

5. Ibid 245, Y,

. '"“_‘ g J )

.

6. C. D‘uim‘-(earne" "The Politics of Educatibnal Assessment in
HlCﬂ*gan,' Paper Delivered at the Annual Meeti ng of the American
cducat*onal Research Association, %aneaao is, 5

7. ﬁwms?

; Wilbur,."'ReSearch Into the Correlat
nance: A Rex

es of School P erfor-

iew and Summary of Literature," (Lansi ﬂz‘§ﬂi igan:
Michigan Dep gr ment of Tducation, 1970). .

8.  iIn Michigan, Th< University pf Michigan historically did tie
accr d.at‘on’@f secondary schools on a voluntary basis, ‘The,

Dnoarcmenc of Education had neither the resources nor the «in~
clination to_take on this function. .
* : ., \ .
9. Minutes of ::e State E’:oarr4 of Education, January 15, 1969, De-

5
partaént of Education, Lansing, Michigan, pp. 171-172

19, -ninuuos of the State 1969, De-

"

|
r

s Bcard of E'ucationhl?ebruary 26,
- 4pazumeangz_‘dnca¢~nn,,uansing,.“iﬂhfgan, D223
11. nqcas of the State Board of EZducation, April 23, 1969, Deparc-~
zent of Education., Lansing, Michigan, p. 306. ,
) D ° - . <

12.  Acci 100 of the Pyblic Acts of 1963.

" - : = . . i -
13. John W. Porter, "Evaluating Educational Products.’aﬁopeecq at tnea
Ann Meeting of the Chief State School Officers, November 13,
1972 &t San Francisco, California, p. 3. p
14, Michigan Senate, Journmal of the Senate: YNo. 7, Regular Séssion

of 1970, p. 83. -

.~ b
15. "™ichigan Assessment K-12 District Corretation,' .(Lahsi
Michigan: ufpublished Michigan Department of Education scaff
paper, 1912@, '

-

164 1Ibid.

y v
H .
v .t
17., Ibid. : R
. 4
. - . v
- - - - - . 75 - - . . .
. - C‘ ’
\ ’ ~ P
e Ce . ! + ﬁ ‘.
= . .




1

[}
B ,
18.  Act 38 of the Public Aets of 1970, 5
~ . . ,
19. Joint sletter from John i1, Porter, State Superintendent and Edwin
. Nowak, President of Stgte Board of -ducation to Local Superinten-
dénts and Board Presidents, March 4, 1971, ° &
20. Local District Rasults, Michigan Educational Assessment Program:
The Pourth Report of the 1970-71 Series, Michigan Deparcment of -
Education Lansing, ﬁlcnigan December 1971, p. 171 -
21. Local District Results: The POurtn Repo)t of the 1971-72 Mi
Educational Assessment Program, Michigan Department of Education,
) September, 1872, p. 142.
22. Michigan Department of Education Memorandum, State Superintendent
* Associate Superintendents and Service Area Directors, August, 1974,
n Q R *
v 23.  1bid. :
«- 24, Michigan Department gf Education Vemorandum, State Suuerlnteﬁaent
to Administrative Council, April, 1977.
B - [
25 Stanley A. Rumbaulh’, "A Review of the Status -and Needs of Evaluation:
. +Activities in the Michigan Deparftment of Education," (Lansing,
~Miehigan:, Unpublished Staff Paper, 1977), 5. 1. - - Lo e e
26, Michigan Department of Education Memorandum, gjtate Superintendent
. to Associate uuperlncendencs and Service Area. Dlrectors, August
1974,
27., Michigan Department of Education Memorandum, State Superintendent
to Administrative Council, Apri 1977 -
28. S;anley AL Rumoaugn and David L. Donovan, “"Achievement Based Kunding
The Michigan Experience With €ompensatcry Education,”" Paper Deliver- .
4 . ed at the Nineteenth Apgrican Educational Pj‘nance Conference, .
Nashville, Tennessee, 1976, p. 3. .. . ‘ o . N
- 29. Rumbaugh, .R cit., p. 4.
30. iDaniei £. Schooley, et. al "Quality Conznok for Evaluation Sy.stems

Based on'Objéctiye-Referenced Tests," International Journal &f
Expep®ental Research in Education XIV, -2 (1977), 213-228.
. . ] i

Public Law 95r561, Sectdon 183 (d). = - o
miB ' o *‘ -

'Public Law?95-561, Section’ 183(£). .
David L. Donovan, Daniel :E. Schooley, "The Wational Title I Evalua—
tion Model¥ind TechnicAl Assistance Efforts: A State Perspective,"”
Paper Delilered at the [American Education Research Associaticn, New
York Cicy, April, 1977 ‘

» *
" a z \. - 80- -
-
£ .
~ s A L e e e mim e e =
. P - -7 .
[y . .




.
-
- L3
.
.
,
.
R
&
.
. .
\ .
P
L]
.
.
. R
.
N .
.
* -
.
. N
R . a,’
. [
] £
¢ '
.
*
.

e

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

MC B N

-

A ]
~ © - ’
PR 30150- = .
PR 39152-59139, Qctober 12, 1979.
+
. 4 -
e . -
o
B . .
- o
2
¢ : .
“ - @
i L3
R \
- .
1]
. .
. ¢ -
.
L d
4w
. . . . .
-
< &
. . *»
7
\
.
j\/ = v &
- 1
. ., .
. =
. .
y » . ,
.
—— ot - ——— v i
- . * -
’r %t o
.
\ N " ) .
A iy
. B . .
Y » .
A% - »
. N M - v
.
\ . .
! . T : i
i . . N - .
PRENS kN »
e e ——— - [P R R - — - -
\ © . N ,
.. , -
.
\
v ’
- -
) -
< . )
)
.
- . . - N
‘ A . . i
» » ¢
" .
-
.
. -
+ e
.
- - -
- . ' ~
.
N N B ) -
. ) ( ‘
A ~ -
. .
.
. N » *
. e
N
f
. .
) .
-
. o .
.
)l . - L
- s . -
- [ -
R - < 31, . (:- . -




e

-——Qan—w—m4éa4e~aadmfeéefa}*se&fées— As -costs-have risem-and- resvurtes~“*-—————-—"“"

desirable student behavior. Thus, program evaluation has become

THE INTERACTION BETWEEN POLICY AND EVALUATION
IN STATE DEPARTMENTS OF EDUCATION

James H. Gold
GOLD Resources, Inc.
Madison, Wisconsin

)

INTRODUCTION

¢
’

Although educational policy and evaluation have been a part
of the American education system from its inception, the ‘content,
form and relationship between them g?ye cnanced tnroggnout the '

-

years. Early school policy was goveTned ay concent rdtion on the ' |
3 R's and educatiohal evaluation was based on. the effectiveness

of the individual teacher. In contrast, schools today have

exnandec programs far beyond the 3 R's in an effort to provide a )

more comprenen51ve educatlon to greatﬂr numbers of students. The

public has charged schools with the resoon51olLaty of addressing,

and amello:atlng, social ptoblems. Accompanying thlS gxpansion .

of responsibility is an increase in public‘dollars from local,

1
become less available, funding agencies such as private

foundations, state education agencies, local education agencies
and the federal, government have placed increased importance on
promoting and funding educational activities that encourage

an increasingly important part-of general school operations.

Specifically, the passage of the Elemeﬁ%ary and Secondary .

: Educatlon Act of 1963 propelled the evaluatlon movement by

requ1r1ng‘evaluat10n of State Eduﬁatlonal Agency (SEA) and Local
Educational Agency (LEA) programs supported by federal funds.
This concept has grown horizontally to other federal programs and
vert.icaall)_' to state.ar}d 1o’ca1’1'5rograms.’ Subsequently, evaluation




. - .

and policymaking have become an infegrél part of managegent '
concepts such as PPBS, management by objectives, and the more
generic cohcept of accountability. Al;houg% variations exist in
application, a common theme is that

' )

be the basis for both policy and operation

evaluation philosophy and

. feedback about behavioral changes resulting from program

evalpations should

decision making at the program level.
L

The binding of program &valuation to policymaking is based on

he

me

ot

the notion that the scientific process which encompasses

&

L]

ican

)
™

evaluatien process would solve the problems of educating

oo

vouth just as the same processes were able to put an American o
the “0's.

one-tp-one relationshdp could be developed between

moon in the Thus, the expectations were rat

policymaking. - - .

.

Today, over a decade later, evaluatoys, educators,
sio

educational 4 and other interested parties ¥re

-
i

faced(with th

eality that

the one-to-one anticipated “
,

.

19
-

relationship has-simply not -evolved between policy.and. - ;
. ¥ y
. - 5 . . oL 4
evaluation. Too often evatuation results are.ignored in ng;%.of
. political expediency Consequently, we aregfaced with the 'k L.
' prodblem of improving utilization of evaluation information. in, S
pojicy development. This-paper will detail some of the issues . v
and present .how one state, Wisconsin, is structured to relate
evaluation to policymaking. ' T
- r - . ’
’ : I3 - P -
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CONTEXT AND MODEL FOR EVALUATION AND. POLICY

. [

A 1. Contextual Factors ] » c e
Prior to-discussing the relationship between educa- | -
) ‘ . . . - . L TRy o

tional policy-making arrd evaluation, it is essential to -

understand some,of the important contextual factors within
which policy-making and evallation operate in educa}ion:

- These %ac:ors are not new but are a; reminder that the,
educational enterprise 1is,dynamic, conducted by humans .~
EF . ) who possess the strengths and frailties which determine,

the outcome of all human endeavqQrs. Systems are made ype

of people who shoulé be accountable for results rather
* - ¢
‘than for the failure o% the "system" itself, Thus, =zhe
N A

following contextual factors are presented as a ‘ramework

: S ‘ : - "
within which most policy-making ané Evaluatiomr take place. . -

Contextual Factor 1 . . e -

- - J AN

made by influencing . : t .

o,

—\ . Decisions in education

& N N o . - : [ .
{;t. ho have the #£fnal decision-making author-

1ty 1nves® flem by state constitutions .and

laws. . -
’ . . s géntextual Factor 2 .
) Education is a political protess which 1s strangly

o influenced by individuals and groups who are af-
: ' fected by the decisions’. Their vested interest
£

: may- conflict with the welfare of others.

4

Contextual Factor 3 .:

3

R Education is an enterprise in which peoplg with
= / ' . ! . 0
‘ . - diverse values must agree to live with a single . A
set of policies and operations within an eduta-

. é tional system. .o .

, Contextual Factor 4 )

A . Education is not an exacting science in which
. success or failure can ‘be precisely predicted

B for any par;icu}ér policy or program. Thus, a

,; single ﬁest policy or program may fail to émerge.

' . - .  Contextual Factor 5 ' , . -

&
. ) Translation of pregrams and onerations from policy

LY ’
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may bedr little resemblence to the intent of

> the original policy.
Conteéxtual Factor 6. . L
3 . Both individuals and groups are often vying

for limiggd resources, which often leads to .

. - I3 . '] N
conflict and, competition rather than cogpera-

~ tion. :
.. . $
. . Contextual Factor 7 N
Evaluation conglu smons are often contradicged
. and refuted by those desiring other outcomes- . s

They may reinterpret data or pﬁesen:acontradic— -
tory data which‘suppOEts’their viewpoint. -
. - Because of these contextuval Zfactors we must begin W&fh
the assumption that educational decisioh—making regarding
policyy programs and evaluation is not always ration
but is often based on influence and compromise. ‘hls poli-
tical dec*szqn-maklng process is inefficient but successful
in a multi-cultural - emocratlc :oé?itv in which public edu-
. cation 1is laid'open, dissected, studied and ¢radually re-
constituted in an evolutionary process.

. - Within this coatext we can begin to £it together the

- -dynémics of oollcy and evaluation, realizing each state

* ‘ is sonewhat ‘different in terms .of the power suructur

values,Aand traditions which influence che oo?1c1/eva¢ua—~

7 tion relationship. The importance of this paper is for .

p T the reader to gain insight into.the dynamics of other states

ot 50 that he may better utilize evaluation results %in his .

.

IR policy development process.

. 2. General Model N

T Y 2

which provide organiZations with a basis for progrdm de-

*- Educational polities are broad statements of intent

-'siégﬁand’lmplementation within a given State Education
:Aééncy YSEA) They Drovide'a description of agency direc- ,
tlon to those odbSLde the organlzatlon. Characterlstwcally,
DOllCleS lack quantx‘mcat;on, soecx;mc behav’oral descrip-

L tions and program specxflcatlons. However, they usually do

7 ) v e . -
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eflect a desired standard. For instance, a policy may

be to'"eromoce ecual{educational opportunities for all !
n17dren in the state.” This statement reflects a stan-
dard hut doesénot indicate how i1t will be achieved or

how one knows when it is achieved. These specifics rare

ac mpllsheé through the developient of goals, objectives,

programs &nd pfogram evaluation. .
. The orocess ef generatlng policies in an SEA is com-

plex, and varies between SEA' s. However, it does appear

possible to develop.a General ‘model that reflects the

L

dynamics of ‘decision- ma<1ng in mbst SEA's.

-

_Figure 1 (page 6) is such..2 wodel and 1s, XQSLgned to.

I

be fiexible inorder to acoomdda;e the varﬂatﬁons whlc“
.o occyr 1n SEA's. The general fbo cf the model showsgrhat

"data" raises policy issues, resul ing* in Dol o

adoot*on,
- .t(..-

rélated orOgrems and evaluation. The evaluation

are then uséd in revising pol &cy, orqgrans @nd eben
evaluation itself. : . ¢,

The model begins with the disclosure-of "data"; ﬁhic@

strongly suggests. that either current policies be revised

or new policies be deQeloped. At the very minimum, the -
® "data" raises serious guestions' as to certain unmet needs

% "”Dat"*"“"‘ A Ehis model Hag two ~

forms. rlrqu people express their concerns based on their

v T which must “b‘e—aﬁt}ress*e
' own experlencehaQ oarents educato"’ students, employers,
and taxpayers. Although thlS data is neédther systematl-. .
cally’ collected nor sgientifically analysed it can have

a powerful effect on educational policy, if a consensué

of opinion is gained‘and the oplnloqg are heard in a loud
and clear fashivon. This type of da;a can be more powerful
. in bringing about change than even the best ‘evaluation
studies. . ‘ .

The second type of "data" is the more systematic,
consisting ef test scores, surveys and research. Somar-
times these studies are carr;ed out to reinforce or chabyé B
pollcy, ‘while at other times their lnfluence on'ﬁ%ﬁlcy is .+ =«

]

acc1éental
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It is important to note that in most cases the two

forms of "data" are used to complement each other. For
instance, many people expressed concern over students not
leafning the basid skills". . This notion'was then reinfor-
ced by reports of declining test scores and dther "hard"
data. Thus, most state departments have develooed a
stronger and more v151ble policy concerning basic skills.

It is interesting to note that data has several
points of entry into the policy development process. The
chief State School Officer (CSSO), governor, legislature,
state board of education and SEA staff are all viable
candidates for influencing policy. Depeﬁding on the per;
sonal policies of each and their relationsbip to each
other the entry points used are based on receptivety to
change and the power to'change. If policy change is de-
sired it is most important to” analyze the actors and sel-
ect those who are receptive and willing to work for the
desired change. Y.

Once Ehe défa‘is revealed policy issues are deter-
mined by a number of different people. 'Proféssional groups,
. a legislators, the governor, CSSO, and SEA staff offer var-

ious policy alternatives. Each of these groups may prepare
issue-papers, appear at public hearings or attempt to
persuade others on an individual basis through rational
analysis, emotional appeal or political compromise. The
'end result is either no.policy, or a policy which is agreed
- . upon by either the SEA, legislature, governor, or any com-
bination of the three. . ' .
. Policies are then translated into programs through
the development of goalé, objectives, activities and bud-
gets. The legielature often goes beyond policy by deter-
minipg-éome program specifications.. Suc¢h activity can
create conflict between'SEA and legislators. It is at
this point that lobby groups/atsp work to insure that the
funds are allocated and %ctlw\tles are designed to meet
the needs of thelr gonstituency. Thus, these groups exert

. strong influence on_both SEA's and legislatures during this

' phase of the process. . ) f
. ' 88
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-£ional programs.

State é;ograms are given varying degrees' of autonomy'in
determining evaluation procedures. For some states pro-
gram evaluations a¥e required but the ﬁesign'is left up
to the SEA. Other brograms have the evaluation specifi-
cations spelled’buéigither with general guidelinges of

specific.activities. 'Reéardless~of the form, it appears

that states are increasingly required to evaluate educa-
X
)

Evaluation results can influence virfually every ®
phase of Ehe model. Peoples' perceptions could be changed
through the new information, thus the "data" basefchanges.
The evaluation could cause aAre—eyalugtiqn of policy or
raise new policy issues. Certainly the managemént, or-
ganization, goals, objectivesd, activities and budget of
a program could be affected. Whether any of these take
placg depends on the processes developed for handling data

and the desi;es of those who éontrol the data.

. :

a b




FEDERAL INFLUENCES ON EVALUATION POLICY

t Since the passage of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1963, the federal government has had
greater influence on the policies sand evaluations of state
and 1pcal education agencies. The federal government of
the 1960's began to intervene directly' to overcome some

of the large scale social problems of the decade. Educa-
tion was among the many social programs affected. The
major mechanism was the injection of massive funds to state
and local education agencies for the purpose of designing
and implementing programs that met the needs of society.

In handing out money for specific programs the fed-
eral government began to influenck state and local dis-~
trict policies. For instance, acceptance of Title I fynds .
increased state -and 1oca1 district's committment te im—‘
prove the education of the dlsadvantagea Although most
states had some committment to this pollcy, the Title I .
funds imcreased that committment and made it very visible.
Likewise, the original Tltle ITI greatly influenced p%%l-
cies for innovative programs and expanded the Dollcy of
publically documenting educatlonal needs at a statew1de
level. Stjill other programs were respon51ble for~imple-
menting new management concepts and placeing.an emphasis
on educational planrfing on a statewide level. . At the SEA
level many, if not most, of the'qurrent central planning ’
units had their origins established from ESEA funding.
Thus, the federal goveinment ehrough massive fanding «
attached to specific programs, has had.a great 1mpact -on
educational 'policies 3t the state and local levels.

One of the key areas of influence is in evaluation
of programs. A prime example is Tltle I, in which evalua-
tions have gone from being loc 1ly de51gned to follow1ng
- more rlgqrous federally manda, \q requlrements. At the
outset, local districts wereobermitted great leeway in
how their program evaluations were qesigned and implemented.
The gbake‘and objectives wefe strongly encourageﬁ and the

~
90
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evaluation instruments were left up to the local district. .

As a result, ragged from excellent to totally

s

inadequate. inconsistancy in quality became mogé .

evident, the federal*guidelines for Title I evaluatfons *

N
.

were restricted to make them more consistant with good

»

evaluation practice.

In addition, congress began to seriously guestic
£ 4 -
lgd

to chaﬁges-in evaluafion requirements and subseguently tc - :

3

the effectiveness of Title I funds. This questioning

evaluation practices. When faced with measuriné the "im-
pact of Title I, educators were unabldeto aggregate ‘Title
I %valuation‘data from across the nation and gauge their -
effectiveness. 1Instead, case studies ané anecdotal data

were used to defend or attack the massive expenditure of

funds. Subseguently, congress mandated that a method be
developed t3~report on the impact of Title I to Congress.

As a consequence Title I de&eloped four models for P

evaluation which generatéd dat§§tha§ cold Be' aggregated )
at the state and federal levels. This, strategy limited
the evaluation instrumegts that were reépired [LEA's

could supplement), the sequence Of evaluaticn‘evénts, and,
to a certain degree, the content redquired.to be evaluated.
In essgnce, the Title I requirements limit the require
evaluaﬁ!‘n strategies, curricular content,.and test in-

struments to those that Title I determine. -
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LOCAL INFLUENCE ON POLICY DEVELOPMENT

A

Local individuals and groups can influence policy
decision-making through several mechanisms. L;é&ing de-

finitive data on how effectively these mechanisms influence

.policy, the reader must draw upon his own experiences to

j%dge'the value of each. \ ' g

1. Individuai Personal Contact ®

In this case the individuals may call, write or meet
with SEA management, lsg}slétors, or governor and exXpress
their opinions. For people viewed by governmext as opin-
ion leaders, this type of contact is valuable. Otherwise,
a large quantity of responses is needed to ih{lggpce policy

+ = a !
decisions.

2. Specific Issue Groups :

‘There are ad hoc¢ groups which pool energy .and re-

"sources to change specific policies or procedures. Their

. » - 1] b
interest is in a single topic and they Qse personal xon-

tacts, letter campaigns and media as their major mpdes of .

operation. * : N

3. Task Forces and Advisory Groups ]
Historically, the’governor, legislature and SEA have ¢
eségblished task forces to review specific problems and
make ;ecoﬁmendations for policy and programs. These task
rces are ysyally appointed B§ the governor and/or agency
head, with the basiseof .selection not always clear. 1In V-

mostrcases, the local constituency is represented. How-

ever, the individuals‘éelecped~often hold views similar,

or at least not incompatable with, the appointing author-
ity. Thus many, but not all, task forces have a built-in
bias.

» *

4. Organizations . -

The "local constituency is usually well represented
by various professional organizations who have been in-
creadingly involved in political lobbying\efforts to L

serve the needs of their members. Teachers, administ;a- t -

tors and business officials all have their representatives

B2 N ' —
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who’mpnitor ahd influen
. " at the gtate level. 1In

' have formed an umbrella

discussing major policy

- thugh the group hés no
) 'consensus on an iséﬁe,

' grea;/influence on thos

. In Wisconsip local

of mélntaining locaf\gp

& laws have not compromis

n ) . Vvisory groups opt for» 1

.

ce educational policy and programs

—

Wisconsin, some of these groups
group with DPI for the purpose of
and program considerations. Al- ’
formal authority, an overwhelming
policy or program would have a
e who make decisions. )
influence has ha¥ a general effegt
ntrol where the federal or state
ed it. In evaluation, most ad-

eaving the design.and ifplementa-

. + .
tion up to LEA;s and reguiring as little extra work as

possible to accomp%ish
position is partly due
. i very well reflect a fee
evaluafion data either

enough to justify incre

evaluation reguire ents. This '
to the issue of coi&rol, but may
ling-on‘égg part of LEA's that

is not, or cannot, be utilized T

ased demands on the time, energy

and money of the local district staff,

. * W
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. personalities, politics and program priorities. Thus’, - ) ‘

methods whlch place less dependence on student perfor-

nt

~ .

EFFECT OF STATE POLICIES ON EVALUATION

State educational policies effect eveluation,in three -
ways. First, the policies may determine that no.evalua=~
tion‘take place. This is usually accomplished by leaving
the requirement for evaluation out of legislation and the
budget Thus, the programssare 1mplemented and a general C
flscal accounting is done, but no perFormance evaluation
takes place.

Second, legislation and/or budget documentatipn may
be very prescriptive in determining the evaludtion policy
and procedures. 1In such cases the evaluation requirements
are often spelled out in ‘detail regardlng, 1) process, 2)
instruments, 3) time-lines, ®&nd 4) reportlng requirements.

This situation placey severe limitations on the SEA,. but "

increases the probability that the legislature wi{l_haver

4 - ~

its evaluation pollcy carried out,

Third, the legislature/budget requires, that the SEA
evaluate specific programs that are being supported by ‘
state funds."The directive to -evaluate is o:ten vague,
sometimes ambiguous and always open to interpretation as &
to legislative intent. Procedurally, the’ €SS0 assigns ‘
the program to an individua% to administer.*‘The‘nature . ) p
of the program and evaluation will then be determined by .
tpe personality, politics,,professional persuasidn, and.
program priorities of the p}ogram director and hig/her
superiors who have veto powers. = | ' ~ -i '

Like individuals, organizational units .have their own
i P -

central evaluatlon unlts tend to be 1nterested more in
performanc based evaluatlons, _using Surveys and objec—“
tive testsﬁ\whlle ;nstructlonal ‘people often emphas1ze
process evaluatlon, uslng interview technlques or other »
"

magceh The nature of the eyaluatlon, thén, will be estab— ’
lished by organizational" assxgnments\s1nce anvoverall

agency evaluation policy is often absent.




. INFLUENCE OF EVALUATION ON POLICY
t ) . ' - . $

Educational evaluation®has the potential for influenc-
ing- four aspects of the educational enterprise. First is
the establrshment of programs based on evaludtion of need.
dnce concetns are expressed as shown in the earlier deci-

# sion model, the collection of s?stematic evaluation data
B A may indfcate‘the degree to_which the concern is real. This
use of evaluation could set the course for the content,
process, and extensiveness of SEA programs. The results
of these evaluations can dlrectly ef ect the amount of
fiscal and human resources made available to address the
. concerns.
Second, the management and operations of ongoing pro- .
grams may be mpdified as a result of formative evaluation.
These chanqes usually effect the activities of staff and
students, but avoid any major changes ln overall policy,
missions, goals .or objectivies. These changes are intended
to promote more effective and efficient attainment of the
. original goals and objectivies. ‘
A third aspect of evaluation is program monitoring,
which, is related to managementvand operations, but has the
‘ intent of insuring that the proposed program is the proéram
’ being carried out. Program changes must be documented,
verified and justified. . -
o The' forth area involves policy chahges which deter- "
mine the continuation of the program. Programs may be
discarded because the evaluation shows them to be ineffec-
tive, iinefficient or politi¢ally unnecessary. Evaluatlons

may lndlcate that the goals and ob3ect1v1es are both reav

sonable and based on desired standards. Hewever, the end

results simply may hot meet the standards sufficiently to’

rant cehtinuation of the project. It is also possible
- ;, even i1f the-'goals and objectlves are being met, the
- cost 2n dollars and human commitment. is too great for the

outcome. Flnally, when the evaluation results are placed

in the larger context of, total organization programming,

. . 4
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other priorities may supercede the project as a result of
. changing needs and perceptions on the part of administra-
tors and the publie. Thus, the evaluatidh may contribute -

to the expansion, maintenance or - termination of existding

»

pr;gl‘(z\ms T B ]

. The final policy decision’ 1nvolves the choosing of
one prcgram approach over another, and the general signi-
. N ficance of the evaluation results. As a result of a
program evaluation an oréanizatfon may choose to‘drop.one .
% program and adopt and/or expaﬁd_a program that the evalua-
\tioﬁ has shown to be more effective, efficiept, g;d/or
politically acceptable

In - 'reality, evaluation studles have rela;ively small
‘impact on policies in comparison to their impact on pro-
gram operatiops. This sitﬁation‘exists because of the
nature of educational policy, the politics of the educa-
tional enterprise, and the current staté of the science

‘ of evaluation. , , \g

As indicated earlier, educational policy is usually : ;
stated in broad and abstract terms which foster multiple
interpretations of goals, objectives; programs and evalua-
.tion. Since most evaluatlons are designed to measure
program objectlves and act1v1t1es, it is 11ttle wonder
that policy is barely touched. 1In addition, most policies

" are robust enough to withstand significant program changes
without requiring policy changes.

Statewidé educational policy is usually very appeal-
ing to the public and appears to be in the same'unaséaii-:
able category as "chevrolet, apple pie, and the American
flag." Within this context much puklic policy is tradi-
tional and insulated from rapid and extensive change.

— This stability is due to the balance'of power befween
traditionalists, moéerates and liberals who influence 'and
make policy decisions. -

This balance of power also explains, in part, the
impbsing role that the federal. government and courts havg.

played in bringing about both policy and program changes

.
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at the state and local level. During the last 25 years
the government and courts have geen iiberal‘regarding
social pollcy and programs, and have created policy and
(- ', program changes at the state and local level by legal
mandatés and the infusion of large grants for educatlonal
programs For example, statew1de'polzc1esﬂqoncern1hg
equal educational opportunity, school desegregation,
school finarrce, and library building programs were all
changed dramatlcally be&iuse of federal intervention.
Even curricuffum poJ1c1es,and programs have been influenced
dramatically by the creation of:the National Defense Edu-
./ cation Act (NDEA), Titlé III, and Title IV. It is impor-
( >tant to note that the federal activity came about as a
result of public concern and a national'feeling that the
policies and programs were necessary for the 'public good,

, not because a comprehensive evaluation concluded the -~

changes were imperative. Society expressed concerns ané -
the federal government and cqQurts responded by establish-
- ing programs. and policies that addressed them. - .
~ Evaluation'has had a less than desirable effect on
po;icy'because.the results are often‘inconclusive or con-
. trary to previous studies. The technology of evaluation
is not perfect and contains the bias of both the evaluator ~ .,
and the program staff whlch focusés on specific aspects
*» of the program whlle mlnlmlzlng amd/or ignoring others.
) 7Even comprehens1ve evaluations have errors of both content
~and des1gn‘ﬁhlch allow ‘opponents to criticize the evalua-
tion and dlscredlt the results on techical grounds.
Similarly, ‘education evaluatlon has not produced
insightful, permanent, and significant dlscoverles which
i would-revolutlonlze the enterprlse as is true in other

- — flelds. Evaluatlon discoveries have no analogies:to X |

r ys, penicillin, or the electric light bulb. Instead,
“;gﬁucatlpn has a series of fads such as MBO's, programmed \
- instruotion, and the open school, which laose their lus-
ter after a relativeiy short period of time or are re- . ™~

futed'by contrary research within a decade. As a result,

a




’ . educators and evaluators have faileq to create the'public,_ L
trust which other fields have de&eloped through finding
permanent ‘and effective ways §§ addrgss public concerns. s . -
Finally, the rtraditional view of organizations hé@%hg
sbecific‘missigns towards which all their human and fiscal .o
- resources are devoted ;s no longer appropriate. Factors
such as' limited fesources,’céntroversial policy issues,
‘ influence of special interest groups, public politics,
organization politics and the openess of the demotratic
process have led to decisions 'that are less than ogtimal
in regard to the organization's mission, but more practi-
\ cal in thd4t they try to satisfy ?ll the variables listed
above so that programs and policies can be implemeﬁted.
Thus, one should be little surpri;ed when parents and
others expresg.dismay over théir perception that the » v
children seem to have been lost in the decision-making

process while the survival of individuals ‘and'organiZa-~

i

i

tions appear to have been opélmized. Although evalua-
. tors should be concerned about'students, in reality evalua-
% . -
4 tion results may be neither necessary nor effective when .

dne or more of the above factors is given higher or'even

0] M . . . . . 0] d‘ .
exclusive priority in decision-making.
v
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STRUCTURE AND FUNCTIONS OF POLICY AND EVALUATION
4 WITHIN THE_WISCONSIN DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION

1. Department Organization ‘

The Wiscopsin Départment of Public Instruction is
. unique in that the state superintenderit is both the major
v pollcy maker and administrator for educatlon in the .state.

. - The CSSO is a constitutional officer ePected tn.a popular
non-partisan electlon evgry four years. There-is ‘no
state board of education or any other\State structure
which supercedes the policy-making authorlty of the office. ) )
Thus, the CSSO is. accountable only to the puSlic“every )
four years. S

Implementatlon of policies and operatlons are accom-
pllshed in two ways. First, Wisconsin is under a biennial
budget system with a budget review occurlng on the_ off .

T year. The budget is a mix of i19cal and program.elements.

However, the budget has beeﬁﬁused increasingly by state
, agencies, leglslature and governor for developlng or
changing policy. , . , %
\L\_ The 6%I creatés a budget which is submitted to the
, Department of Admlnlstratlon for review after which the
governor makes hls/reﬁbmmendatlons %e the leglslature.
g\ J ‘Both budgets are reviewed and -modified by committees and .
’ finally adopted as a tatai state budget. The governor =~
does have .line veto powergowhich can be overturned by a .
2/3 vote of the legislature. This procesS generaily fol-
lows the model described in the’ previous section-and is
greatly ihfiuenéed by various special interest-groups.
Organization of 6PI, shown in figure 2 '(page 19) con-
; sists of the~state .superintendent, an appointed deputy .
and five appointed assrstant superlntendents who serve at
LIS ) the pleasure of the CSSO. Thé department is divided into
five major divisions. includlng Financial Aides, Handlcagpeu

. Children Instruction, lerary, and Management, Planning
.-

and: Federal Serv1ces.
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. An Administtative Council made up of the CSSQ, deputy .
. - CSS0, and five aksistant superiﬁtendents review major

policy changes. | In addition,*the CSSO confers with indi- .
vidudfrassistant rintendentsf progiam staff, and

numerous task forces and advisory groups for direction

‘ conternlng policy. and operatlons However, final decisions

regardlng policy and. 1molementatlon are. the sole respon-

siBility of the CSSO. T °
- 2. Evaluation St4ucgure and Functiopns
Heu%fd within the Division for Management, Informa- ‘e
L4

_tion and Federal Services is the Bureau for Evaluation,
iE ' Planning, Iﬁﬁormation andnﬁesearch. This is considered
the central evaluation unit'o% DPI and is divided into
three units, fwo of which are invdlved directed iw Pro~
¥ gram evaluation. The,unit entitled Educational Planning,

‘ Evaluaéion and Research consists of six persons who have

.o ‘varied responsibilities. Some desigﬂ and implement eval- a \
uvations for other DPI programs such as épecial,éaucation<
and nut;itiénal education. Others review and monitor

local evaluations for Title IVC projects. Some hav% been
involved in a statewide needs assessment which had poten=~
£1Y: for statewide policy development. For the most part,
thel group is "on loan" to provide services to others who
lack gtaff to fulfill their evaluation néeds. This group
also,advises local districts on the design and implemen-
tation o§ local evaluatioﬁ programs. .

The second unit is the State AsSessment Program which
conducts an annual stateyide assessment of pupil perfor-

mance. This unit has a staff of six. 1In addition to state-

s wide testing, this unit has been instrumental in developing
L a local optlon'testlng program and is in the beginning
stages of developlng an item bank to be used by LEA's.
3. Evaluation Methodologies
The basic methodology used in evaluation is that of
establishing outcome objectives-and measurihg the attain-
. ‘ment o0f those objectives for each program eva%uation. In’
addition, some process evaluation may take place to insure
’ - & .
. . . . »
Q . ‘ . 1o;
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that the program proposed was in fact the program dvalua-

ted. Achievement tests, interviews and guestionnaires - -
; Y .

have all been employed as data-gathering tools.

4. Problems and Constraints

Lack of clarity concerning

what clients want from evaluation

Many clients come to evaluation wit@out‘ﬁuch

knowledge of what questions they want the

evaluation to address. Subseguently, a greét L

deal Qf time must be spent on clarifying goals ’
* and objectives. To some clients this is both
4 a tedious and often threatening task. . ' R
' ' Attitude '

Some clients are afraid of evaluators because “

they are intimidated by them and/or f#el they
are being personélly evaluated. Such feelihgs' :.
qhindér the evaluation process in -that people A
either become resistant to the process or ‘agree

to things they later reject under the éretense' o
that they did nét understand them. , ' f‘ .

L]

5

o Minimal Effort’ . ' .

Clients are often being forced into evaluatioch
to ﬁold on to their funding source, and, there-

\ ‘ fore, desire to do the minimum to meet the re- -
quiremenié. They are just going through the . . //f:a\
motions. ) . ’

Communications ' P

Evaluator and clients often fail to communicate - N

4

* ideas and assumptions, thus a common understand- <
ing does not exist. Such communication gaps are

_hcaused by both language differences and varying ' .

= = . . . N . i .
degrees of receptiyity to ideas and viewpolnts
on the part of both the evaluator and client.

Use of Evaluation Results

After the time and money are invested, after
V} fulfilling an obligation to evalugﬁe[ clientsg
do not utilize results adequately. There is

.
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¢ resistance to pte-plﬁnningﬁ&?e use of results

" and a propensity for a "wait’and see" attitude. '
i )

i } , However, most evaluators do believe that results

are used in a less systematic and less visible

> . fashion. ) . .

N Difference in Philosophy

2

R ‘Differencég in evaluation philosophy ‘exist among
. . ' educators, especially in terms of the "hardness"
L -or "softness" of data required for adequate.éval-
. uvation. In the Wisconsin DPI, as in most agen- .

o f cies, Fhere are those who place greater emphasis
. ., on prockss rather than outcomes. Thus, conflict

arises as to how much reliance should be placec ‘ ?

on student performance data vs. other types of

information. If-%n evaluator whgo is a strong ) .

;’ ' believer ip performance data is "loaned" to a

program whose personnel tends to believe more . &
in process or other data, the evaluator 1is cgﬁ—

straingd_in applying his prgfession as he/she

=
[ -
e

e ' believes is appropriate. . -
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" In addlqlon, the CSSO dlrecteo that public involvement be
signlflcantly increased in all phases of the assessment.
This change resulted in the assessment of practical skills
- ‘and knowledge in addition to the purely academlc objectives
AR the assessment had previously focused on.

. The changes in policy and procedure were consistant
" with the general policy of the CSSO‘regarding local con-
trol. The asséssment was to be developed for, and bw, the
. public with technical assistance provided to local dis-
-tricts on a’'volunteer basis.y The assessment design was
a-"safe" compromise which sfowed DPI was concerned about ‘ .
accountability and yet was not demanding enough to pose

» a”direct,threat to any particular special interest group.

In summary, the assessﬁent was a reactive program designed.

to quell concerns over student performanoe. Its purpose

was to orovide public _information and hot to comprehen- %)

sively gvaluate specific edutational programs in Wisoon—

Although the yearly results made interestihg news-
paper coverage, it is difficult to 1dent1fy 1f the assess-

‘ ment has been instrumental in changing pollcy No new

p;ograms have been_lnntlated and no new funds have been |,
‘generated by the assessment results. There is scant evi-
"dence that the educat#éh of Wisconsin children has improved
or that any improvement, which may have occurred, would be'
due to the assessment. On the positive side, th@%e is
q2v1dence that local dlstrlcts u51ng the local option pro-

\ ] " gram, have .used 1t for Droaﬁem improvement. This &ffort

¥ encouraging, slnce dlStrlCtS are attempting, to flnd '

ways t?/gakéLevaluatlon figure more prominently in pollcy—
making ot -

ro S "
N\ . '
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PUPIL ASSESSMENT: A CASEHHISTORQ/ ’
_ >

5 € Fd

In 1971 the Wif®consin legislature with‘tﬁé'sﬁﬁport
of the DPI enacted §5.115.28(10), which mandated the‘de-
partment establish a Pupll assessment program wlthln very

" broad guidelines: N ’%_’ - o
Develop an educational program to measure ob-
jectively the adequacy and efficiency of efu-
cational programs offered by public schoold in
this state . . . Assessment shall be yndertaken
at several grade levels on a unlform statewide
basis. (S.115.28(10Q)

Unlike other states, thlS leglslatlon passeq with a

minimum of debate and llttle organlzed 099051tlo It 'q ‘

received neither wide press. coverage nor spec1a%§1nterest

group attention. Most importantly, the legislatq;e did

nQt provide any state funds for initiating the program,

which may account for the lack of interest amongiLaw-ﬁak-

ers and educators regarding the passage of the bill.

‘Thus, the DPI was mandated to provide’a.program of pupil

assessment, but was given little Iegislative guid%nce, ’

interest or funding. ’ B

Fortunately, the"state superlﬁtendent was commltted

to thg congept of accountablllty and therefore alloCated

dlscretlonary federal funds for stagtlng‘the program with

the intent that the state would eventually take over its ) Ca

support. This became a reality in the following biennium, ,

when the state took‘fdll support .of the program. The state

1ncreased allocation for the program each biennium since. e

From 1971-75 the assessment program developed a set’ ?

of\goals, for education, and implemented assessments in

'readlng, magh, science and soc1al studies. The Eleven

. . Goals for Education’ were lntended to be the basis of the
assessment and were to prov1de diregction for education in
Wisconsin Public Schools. The test instruments were all
‘objectively referenced, and ‘put together by Wisconsin

educators, or selected from National Assessment of Educa~-

-

E . tion Progress (NAEP). They were administered to a random
sample of public school students based on a, two—sﬁhge ran-
dom sample design. ‘ :

). 9 e losg
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During the first four years, several events did and
did not'take“place. ﬁo éefinitive purpose for the aasesé- . .
ment was established or documented. :There was little con-
sideration giéen to the nature and'type of data to bé - ,' .
collected. .There was little consideration of:persons n .

, reéponsible‘for content and techniéal guality of the in-

struments. No one was designated responsible for the con-
tent of the reports. Thus, an internal tug-of-war began ‘ T
between assessment personnel, the specialist, and manage-
ment of other divisions. As a result, until 1976, products g
were dqgmed unadequate by the Assessment Director. Many t
policy-makers, outside of the DPI,iquestioned the value
of assessment data. _

At the end-of the 1975 Aségssment,'an'internal evalua-
tion of the aSsessment program was done by’ the assessment

. staff and a Tethnical Advisor§ Committee. The evaluation

concluded; the sampling procedures were excellent, the

logistical systéms for adminis%e;ing the program were ex-

cellent, the test instruments needed some refinement; and . )

P the prdgram &id not seem to hgeé the need for student in-- .
foé%ation. ’Thus, an assessment program had been created
that operated well, but did not satisfy needs of educators,
law-makers, or the general titizenry of Wisconsin.

’As a consequence, the CSSO directed the assessment
staff to gicomplished the £ollowing:

1. ‘Pqeyide the'citizenry.of Wisconsin with a statewi@eﬁ
profile of the 'quality of education’ as reflected in
students',ability to demonstrate expected ﬁnowledge, ‘

»* 7 skills, and attitudes. '

2. ,Provide state officials with student perfofmance in- " .
formation for use in educational policy development I ,
and/orvcommunicating yithfbons%ituenfsi’

3. * Provide state officials and the general citizenry

e ‘with a profile of Wiscéﬁéin pupils' performancé as
.Compared to a national average. ' .

4. Provide school districts with the opportunity for -

'self-evaiuation, using the methodology and products ‘

1
of the Wisconsin Pupil Assessment Program.
/ .
- I ’ » -‘ \ . N ¢ '
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.- . HEURISTICS FOR INTEGRATING POLICY AND EVALUATION

: : ‘ ' | (;// "é

‘
"For the;prupose of clarity it is necessary to draw

- a distinction between local project evaluations with lim- - -
ited'local implications, and statewide evaluations which - .
ha&e potential 1mp11catlons for the entire state educatlon
system. Pollcy questlons are more ea51ly addressed in .
projects. The approorlateness of a dec151on can be judced .

‘ against the concerns and needs of a relatively small- group
of peoole Jnstead of Judglng whether a paticular policy
or program 1s appropriate for 436 LEA's who have both com-

; mon and unique needs. Consequently, policy may be more
controversial at the statewide level than in a single LLA
The sheer size of a statewide eva}uatlon and deci-
sion-makjng process opens complicated political channels’
which-ageAdften difficult to control. The power structure
may shift .with the policy issue in statewide processes,

- Cd : '
whereas, at the local level the power structure appears

to be more stable. ! . .
Statewide evaluations are usually carrled out by. SEA
staff, while local project evaluatlons may involve SEA" . -
staff, local staff or outside consultants. Since st%te—
wide evaluations require an internaly evaluator, his/he{t
role may be different than an outsider's. The internal
- evalnator begins with a particular status in the organ-
. izationand'is, in all likelihood, less prone to, dev1ate
' @ from the organlzatlonal norms of cammunication, %tt;tudes,
and lnnovatlon. This 1nd1v1dual‘1s already part of the ' S
i organL&atronéi strud@ure and, in all probablilty, has -
been plgeon-holed into specific pOllthal and philosgphi- - .
cal categories, making it- less llkely that the organ a~- :

» . ¥tonal staff will V1ew the evaluator as unbiased. T
i SEA evalugtor must then make a consé¢ious decision to
' either facilitate the evaluation process by providing -
%echnical expertise, or take an active role in_thelpolil -~
tics of the situation, thefeby influencing the design,
 implementation and utilizetion of the evaluation.

.
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' 1. Project Evaluation - ’

A. “Make .sure. YOur credibility w1th the organlzatlon
is establlshed by prov1d1ng documentation @f work his-
tory and neﬁerences frqm other evaluation projects ~
you have oppduoted. Submission of ‘an evaluation re-
port'wh}oh-you have completed would also be valuable.
. ’ B.( Detérmine at an early state both the formal and
\\\ informal structure for deoision—making in the organi-
1 ‘ zation, and deal with the &ppropriate decision-makers
' regarding the evaluation design and implementation.
C. All communicafions should be done at a language
and technical level appropriate'for‘the audience.
Do not use the average level but the lowest level in

the audience ,so that you w1ll communlcate effectively
%

1

D. Be orepared to deal with peopléﬁggqa simplistic

w1tn all people involved in the orocess.

' level. Assume respons1brllty for increasing the
. audience's knowledge of evaluation téchnlques and of
| how results can be utilized. .,
E. Clarify the roles and responsibilities 6f the
evaluator, staff ang administration. B .
+F. Do not go into an evaluation s1tua%§on with pre-
concelved notions of what the' evaluation should do or
how the evaluatlon will be conducted Be sens1t1ve
~ te local needs vs \textbook models. In -the final
ana1y51s, the best evaluatlon des1gn will be useless
unless 1€‘meets local needs.
G. Do not take sides on local'poiitical issugs, but,
. act as a congillator in bring about compromise. Make
suggestions ani;ielage relevant research, but do not

F

_ impose your' vi oint. ' .

- . H. 1Identify the purpose of the evaluafion and. the
. . ~speglf1c questlods\that need to’ be.answereda This
is essential since most clients do not understand
what an evaluation can-<o or what they want. Be
honest about what questions can and cannot be ade-

quately addressed, and expléin why. State how rniuch

= P
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ing questions

3

Do not let the client-expect more than
purpose of the evaluation and the specific guestions
sfgn it. =
I.

staff time and what resources are required for answer-

the evaluation or evaluator can deliver

Document tHe
/

to be addressed and have both the client and evaluator

Develop the evaluation process plan

vities, responsibilities and timelines

Include acti-

lécal situation
5

should be a team process so that' the client will

1i This may be
accomplished through developing options which the client
decides from, based on your analysis

° ’
. This decision
i feel
ownership and try to tailor the evaluation to the -
»
Develop an analysis qplan that specifies how the §E
data will be translated into answera to the evaluation
. questions. Av01d statistical jargon. Present the
plan e} that everyone 1nvolved will understand the
\process and the final outcome.
K., Develop an interpretation and utilization plan
that dellneates who, how,
r be Lnterpreted

i
i

and when the results will
determlne the utlllzatlon of data.

Thig step is critical in utilization,
51nce most cllents are, inclined to let the, results
¥
L.

. By defining how

-

spec1f1c desirable and unde51rable outcomes will ef-
fect policy and operations, the clie
actlons.

€

will probably
be more committed to follow1ng through with specific

Develop a dissemination plan which targets evalua-

that ' they wxll redd and follow through on.

tion results and‘recommendatlons to audlences in a.- form
M.

technical and summary reports whlch convey the same
1nformatlon 1n different forms.

Produce- -
semipation may utilize alternative media such as trans-

In some cases disy
paren01es, television or slide/tape presentatlons.

1s not ready to respond.

Do not drop surprises on the client to which he/she

Keep key decision-makers informed as, to the" pro-

gress of the evaluations and any unusual findings.

109
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N. Make sure the role and responsibility.of the ecaluc-

tor is clcar in terms of information reléase.' Do not

release information witheut the clients approval. Re-

quests for information should be directed to the client.
’ : . 2. Statewide Evaluatlon and Pollcy Interaction

., Most statew1de eva¥unations are conducted by the SEA
staff,vthus,gthere is little cilent/evaluator conflict.
However, the evaluator must interact with other government
and public entfties, finding-the most resistance in }ntra-.

. agency dealincs. Thus, the heuristics preéented beiow
assume evaluation and'policy interaction are ihternal agency
activities that‘mqy involve extra-agency politics.

. A. It is essential that the evaluator‘have the full
confidence of the agency's top manégement. ‘Since

> ’ statewide decisions are made by the CSSO and/or state

board, it is imperative that the evaluator build a \
strong track record with them. He/she must Sfcdqce
evaluations that fit their expectations 4nd are

. politically astute, fleg{ble and technically com-

’ petent. ) ‘ ’ o ) '
B. The evaluator.must build’é positive relationship
with‘ﬁhosé staff members who may.be affected by eval-
uation outcomes. Agencies ére generally rgsisfanc
to change. IndiviQuals may be direcfly threatened

: by.evaluation, and may do everything in their power

to overtly and coveftly impede the evaluacion effort.

- o @. Evaluators éhoula build relations with influen- -~

cial groups outside the agency and esducate them as

* to how evaluation results can be used in making de-

cisions. " These influepciél people” include budget

" ' aﬁalysts, legislatiQe”staff, professiohal organiza-

- tional staff and media people. Evaluators can edu-

. cate such people by Holdinq conferenccs and work: R ”

. shops for them, or by meeting yitﬁ them individﬁally“

% to infcrm them of evaluation progregs. Under no

circumstances should such me;tings take place if

R VI they confllct with an agency policy or rule, Like-

. ‘ .
.. . t
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wise, the evaluator should not promote ideas which

are contrary to agency policies, rules or-requlations.

The intent 1s to educate and bulld confidence 1n”%e K
evaluation process.

D. The purpose and objectives of anv statewide eval- 7;
uation should be clearly delineated-and appro&ed by

the CSSO and the evaluap??. The evaluator should .
offer alternatlves and recommendations®as: to what

guestions the evaluation may address, as well as, an

'analySLS of the policy and operatlon implication of

each. . -

 E. An evaluation plan should be developed that in-

cludes activities, responsibilities, and timelines.
This plan is then signed-off by.the CSSO and manage-
ment staff who are involved. The signing of the plan’
represehts a cqmmitment to implement it? Manage-’
ment must insure that staff members carry out the

plan even-if it means reductiom in other staff acti-
vities. . ' a

P. An’analysis plan should be develqped to specify
hog the daia will be translated into a format that N
will answer the questions addressed in the evaluation.
This'plan provides a mechanism for.communicating what
wili and wi'll nof be done with the data.

G. A utilization plan should be developed to indi-
cate how the evaluation resufts will be used. Posi-
tive and negative results should be analyzed and
potential actions described. Such a plan represeﬁts

a public cpmmitmént to use data in specific ways. -

It may prevent the collection of extraneous informa-
t;pn that is costly and ipconyenient.

H. Provide a dissemination plan that directs eval-'

uation results and recommendations to target audien-

+ ces in a form that they will read and'follow through

on. Produce technlcal and summary reports which
convedy the same information in different forms. In

some cases, dissemination may utilize-alternative
* -
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media such-as transparencies, television or slide/tape
‘presentations. . = ‘ ,
o I, Have evaluation results reviewed:by professiongl
' ’ and lay people who have different points of view. '
Provide mechanisms for eacp interaction with the two
objectives of, 1) having people with diverse view- -~ .
J points gain a better understanding of each other and
‘ the issues, and, 2) obtaining new perspectives on
the issues. Such an open dialogue promotes common
understanding and increased support for subseguest .
actions. - . ‘ ’ ' ’
Although fthe heuristics described above may aid util-' .
izing evaluation results in policy-making, -the dey to . a“ )
success is in the persafialities and politics of indivi-
dual decision-makers. It is obvicus that sgme decisioh-
makers thave the confidence and ability to attempt revolu-
’tionafy changes while others are satisfied to let the
"system" evolve at its own pace. Regagdlesssof any pafl
° ticular situation, the evaluator must understand that v
evaluation results will always be used in,a political
context. Unless attitutes chande, most systems will de-
cide to provide sufficient, not optimal resources to an
. Qrganization in helping it attain its goals. Credibié .
evaluation, then, is essential for verifying needs and
- effectiveness of programs within the broader context of

decision-making,. )

-
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EVALUATION AND DECISIONW MAKING IN WAQHINGTQN STATE
Alfred Rasp, Jr.
. y

Washington State Department of. Education

BACKGROUI‘;D
‘ . g “;" ) : . .
. On Januvary 11, 1973, a program evaluation' section was officially
established rj’tne office of the Washington State Superintendent
of 'Publaic Instructxon- and for the first taime, at least 1n modern ?'
‘hlstory,han emph331s was placed on the meagsurement of program
v impact. This does not .mean thaE previous superintendents lacked
interest in the.success of programs, bu% it did express a new .
concern, for genérating evaluative data as a basis for po}icy
making. This paper will attempt to describe both the .
. organlqulon changes that have taken place and the interface
- - between evaluation and decision making in Washington state.
. To make sure there are no misunderstandings about intent,
names or geograéhy,‘three ground rules will be established.
First, this description of eyenes will be ne%ther an -expose' of .
e agency practices dor a positive self-serving statement lauding
the efforts £ the evaluation sectlon. In the words of Howard
Cosell, the goal is to "tell it like 1t 1s." Second, in addition,
to the use of the gtadndard educational acronymes such as LEA;
SEA, and USOE, the Washington State S&%erintendent of Public
Instruction will simply be abbreviated to SPI in the name of

economy. Tbi:d, to avoid misunderstanding whenever the word

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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_ Washington appears singularly, it will.mean "State of" not

"D.C." People in Washington state Just” prefer it that way.

Dr. Rrank B. Brouillet was elected SDI in the fall of 1972
ahd’offxcxally_launched his administration January 11, .1973. is
é?gfessional‘career represents an interesting blend of Ucation
and politics. He has professional experience from both the
school and college levels. He is a former teacher, counselor,
coach aﬁa administrator. He has degrees in economics and educa-
;ion and an earned doctorate. Perhaps most unique in this
background blend--he served 16 consecutive years in the .
Washington House of RepresentatLVes ‘and consistently provxded §
legiglative leadershxp in educgtxonal affairs.

This combxqatxon:of experiences has‘led Superintendent
Brouillet to a three—part educational philosophy. He professes a
" firm belief in the importance a local control, a commltnent to
providing the resources necessar¥y for a quality educatxon and a
dedication td'%he basic tenents of educationgl accountability.

It is the third element that is of special significance to
¥his discussion of evaluation and decxsxon making. Being an
ingider to the working of the legxsiature, Brouillet knew long
before being sworn in as SPI that perhaps the only way to expand
the amount of state resources for education, and ag the same time
protect and’strengthen local‘control, required close atteétion to
accouﬁtability. He knew that maintaining or increaéing the
flnancxal support for prograTi in,existence and 1n1t1at1ng new
p}ogtams depenaed in large part om providing the legislature
assurance of the f9119w1ng. first, that the program is

necessary=-that the need really exists; and second, that the

impact of the program can be measured, and, of course, that the &

résults are positive. The methodology of evaluatxon plays a
'y

central role. | The -key uestlon, however, is not whether ocne
altqrnétive or treatment is more effic1ent or effectxve than
another, but in a more basic sense, does the aLternative selected
ég%; a qifference? Is there an impact? Assuring need add
effeFtiveness become prime concerns %gr evaluation in the

political accountabillty system. ?he influence of an elected

»
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superintendent with an educational and legislative perspective
. 4 .

. . clearly makes an impact on evaluation practices.
, \

’ ESTABLISHING AN EVALUATION SECTION .,

The rhetoric of the campaign trail, increasing programs, and
protecting local conE?b&_by establishing need and measuring
igpact became criteria for establishing a new section within the
v office of the Superintendent of public Instruction. This program
evaluation section gave concrete, visual proof that the new
superintendent meant what he said--there was clearly a pf%ce to
. point to on the organizational chart. (An org;;izational'chatt
appears at the end of this chdpter.) : &

"It should be noted that in many respects the 43velopment of
the evaluation section was a process of putting "new wine in gfg
bottles." Because at the same time the supe:intenden%?took

: office, the legislature in the name of efficiency placed a limit
on the staff size of state agencies, and no trained evaluators
(were hired. The evaluation section was formed with personnel on
. hand, only the responsibilities were new. v
‘ As time paé%éd, the deputy superintendent was inst;umental in
shaping the section into an effective work unit and expanding the
emphasis on program evaluation. He recognized early that in the
name of objectivity program managers should not evaluate their
own programs and that outside contractors could not interact
* favorably with the legislature. With his leadershipy several
- programs were designated as pricrities end small amounts of their
administrative funds used to establish project employment
positions in the evaluation gection and to hire staff‘to carry on
* the evaluation aotivitiee. This move gained both objectivity and
creﬁibility, as well as the required evaluation data.
The title-:of the section has changed during the years to
. éeflect new emphases a‘hd to better rIassure the ]Qegislature and

the public that the accountability charge is being carried out.

i

In the beginning, the name Program Etaluation seemed to be the

Ciit‘

£
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answer. It soon became apparent that not having a research"
descriptor appear in the organlzatlonal roster was causing the
agenoy to miss lmportant contacts. Thus the section title was
expanded to Program Evaluation and Research.

BQ the mid-seventies, however, evaluation in the SEA setting
had generally subsumed research activities.and, with the advent.
of "golden fleece" awarés and other indicators of *the public's

low esteem for educatiopal research, the title was changed to

’

Testing and Evaluation. This choice dropped "research" and added

emphasis to the more popular notion of Mtesting." At a time when ’

leglslative debate on questions of testlng was long and lbud, the
reference to testing in the.section title reflected the SPI's
intent to meet issues head-on. . ' ‘

A broadening of the accountability concept took place in the
mid-seventies when the Seattle School Dlsurlct successfully sued
the state for not meeting the constitutionally mandated duties
"to make ample probision for the education of all children..¥and
provzde for a general and uniform system of public schooels.”

his legal battle led d1rectly to the passing of the-+Basic -
zrducatlon Act (BEA) in 1977 and to the need for evaluatlng" LEA
Eoppllance with the provisions of the law. At’tht same time, .the
-State Board of Education renewed its interest in expanding the
concept of school. accreditation to focus on faculty
self-evaluation, that is, on improvement through evaluation. How
better could the SPI meet these ,accountability challenges than by
adding td% respons1b111t1es to the Testing and Evaluatlon sectlon
and changing the titfle to Testing, Evaluation and :
Accountability? 1In 1980 the rfoutine gompliance chéecking activity
of the Basic Education Act will move out of the evaluation spnere
to a more appropriate.long-range setting. Perhaps the sectio)
title will stabilize s Testing and Evaluation.

This discussion of names may sound superficial, but it is‘
important to note that the activities of7the section have always
received the necessary fxnanc1al support. Hopefully, the major
reason for this fortunate circumstance is that the sectlon staff

has discharged its assigned responsihilities with professional

1le
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competence. The changing of titles, however, does reflect an
s T aétempt to match the "mood of the times," certainly that of the . .
\ o ' legislature, and to build confidemce in the SPI's intent to
. establish program need and to measure impgct‘as & decision making

< ¥ base.

- R . . ‘
. CURRENT RESPONSIBILITIES IN TESTING, EVALUATION . i

b AND ACCOUNTABILITY

3y . -
Testing . { .
* / 4

e

- Currently, the major testiqg\iiiggg§iﬁfiity is" to carry out- ;
2

the mandates of the state testing law passed in 1976. This law,

tjtled Student Achievement Surveys and Tests, requires stateg

, testing and reporting at three grade levels. The SPI must ,f
. : annually aaminister a standardized a;hieveéent test 1n the basic
: skills of feading, language arts and mathematics so all fourth

i grade students. The results of the testing, glong with the

B . relationship of achievement to appropriat;'input variables, are 1
to be reported to the legislature, LEAS, and subquuently to the & -
parents of-children tested so that parents can compare éhe _ .

achievement levels of their children with others in the district,

state and nation. 1In._grades eight and eleveh, samples of

)

s;udeﬁts‘sdffioiFntly large for generalizing to the entire state,
> approximately 2,000 at each grade level, must be tested in. <

&
reading, language arts and mathematics:and the results reported

to the legislature at least once every four years:' The law also

o . éncouraébs local school districts to conduct d§agnostic_testing
in grade two buf does not agsign that responsibilty to the SPI. _
e *  The maln intentions of the legislature in passing the law are

" - clear. There-was first an interest in ascertaining,the impact of
Lo basic skills thstruction. This was typified by the quesgibns:
: What are the achievement'levéls of washington students? How does )
o _:NM,Wgsningtnn:petﬁo:mance—compa;e~w$th—theLnationai?f“ﬁcﬁzrEBS“tﬂ%* - -

weakness requiring special attention exist? A second purpose. led S -

2 Vo *  to the display of district summariesg of fburth drade test -

G

2 PO 1
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. Tontracted services are necessary and play a cfucial role.

& - a

results. The 1nterest being two- fold——to spotllght hlgh
achieving dxstrxcts in order to learn from thelr-success and to
isolate low achieving districts for special a551stance.
purpose was to provide parents and the public 1nformat10n about
the 1mpact of schooling, that is, to encourage educators to more
fully share information re;ated £o program outcome%.

*” The law is implemented through heavy reliance on contracted
services. To accomplish major tasks such as the printing and
scoring of tests, log&stical services and analysis, requests for

broposals are prepared and sent to interested bidders. The
technical proposals submitted are reviewed by outside panels of
experts working independently. The recommendations of the
technical review panels are supplemented by the SPI staff

the superintendent pakes the final

and contracts are written with successful bidde;s. In

analysis of bld‘amounts;
decisions,
Washington, contracts for $2,500 or more reguire that a
sompetitive bigding prdcégz be used. Single source contracts for
larger amounts must be justified and defended,. In the case of
contracting with other state agencies, for example, universities,
educational service districts and LEAs, waiving the competitive
bidding protess is not difficult; however, when agencies other _

than those of the state 3re involved, great care 1s taken to

\

explicitly follow the rulés. . T

Since the total professional s;aff responsible for the
resting activity is 'less than one full-time equivalent,
The
typicsl pattern is<qge in whiqb large contracts for specialized
services are awarded ¢n the basis of technical merit and )
competitive bid. The assistance of additional personnel is
gained through c?ntracrs with the other state agencies or school
districts., Specific tasks are_completed occasionally through the
use of single source persénnel service contracts under the $2,500

amount. Developing work plans and time sgchedules, preparing

. reguests for proposals, reylewxng bids, writing and managing

contracts are necessary skills for adm1n1stering the Washington

-
¥

testing program.

. +
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I'The Ces?ing results ‘are repqrcéd fn several forms and through
several channels. In the case of grade four individuals, \
classceom,' schodl, and district level reports, including summary .
data and*item analyses are delivered to the LEAs as soon as
possible after the October Cesciné. In December, the state's

performance is publicly released to the LBAs ahd media. By the

end og\February the State General Report and District Level
. Summaries is»diifeminaCed to the legislature, -LEAs and media.

} Wich the sample studies at grades eight and eleven, there is less

-

) information to report. Since a sample is used, no classroom,

school or district reports existh When -possible, individual ’

P4

student results are returned to the schools, but the reporting

consists primarily of & news release of the state's results

followed by a general report sent to the legislature, district q
superintendents, p}iﬁcipals of schools with the grades tested and
¢ the media.
Aﬁn additional thrust of the testing program aims at helping
' personnel in local districts to improve their skills in ¢
selecting, administering, interpreting and reporting test
‘results. This effort usually takes the form of worksho?s .
conducted throughout the state. The first Series, timed before
. the October testing of: fourth grade students, focuses gfimarily
on test administration. A second series, conGUCCed'after }pe
state's fourth grade test results have .been returned to the : @ v
v districts, empha;izes incarpreéatign, rap?rcing, gpd use of test

results for instructional improvement.

Evaluation

Major evaluation effgris revolve around the evaluation of
selectéd, priority program. These are the programs in which the N
SPI has a special interest because they involve large sums of '
qey'and/or are compensatory or categorical in nature and/or are
politically ‘sensitive. . . ) /
'~ For the past two years, evaluation priority has been placed

. on six programg: Title I, Title I-Migrant, federal programs for
. A / .

A R ‘ /
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R ”?Eé handicapped, the Wash}ngton Urban, Rural, Racial Disadvantaged
program, educational clinics&for'dropouts, and the Title IV, Part
B learning resources program. Although these are all designated : .
as important, gﬁe evaluation responsibilities vary from program .
to program, with greatest efforts in Title I and Migrant, and -
least in the areas of Title IV, Part B.

In both Title I and Migrant, full annual evaluation reports T
are prepared for USOE. These reports ar;lbased oﬁfthé : ¢
computerized aggregation of data from applications, monitoring
forms, interim reports, andg year-end reports, as well as fiscal
files and program officp files. The annual evaluation reports
desgzibe how the program resourcCes were used, what outcomes
resulted, what trends developed, and what special problem areas

f existed. The annual reports also show the extent to which the
‘ grate plan goals and objectives were met.

-In addition to the preparation of the evaluation report, the
computer data files are summar;;ed and printed to provide
periodical management infogmation for the program staffs. Duraing
the course of the year, the evaluators also assist in traiping
LEA personnel to use prggram forms and procedures.

There are two points of empha51f related to the evaluation of

-federally sponsored activities for handicappea students. For ° :

several years, the main responsibility was for evaluating the

special state projects provided by federal discretionary funds. 1
This was accomplished through year-end report data and on-site \
reviews. More recently, with the impact of 2.L. 94-142 and the

mandated indivijdualized educational programs for hahdicapped

students, the evaluation staff has been workigg primarily to

» -

»
assist in the develdpment of a computer processing system for . 8

. ~management information, including an emphasis on organlzing‘ . o

monitoring and evaluating data.

/// The Washington UrSan, Rural, Racial, Disadvantaged'program ‘
was expanded in 1979 to include Remediation Agsistance (RAP).
Whereas the regular URRD program has provided money for a wide

' ‘ range of crisis oriented projects for the past decade, the RAP

addition is strictly a compensatory é}ogram modeled sufficiently .

.? [ N ) ' L
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afte? Title I‘to qualify Washington for :Eé Title I incentive
grants when the federal funding becomes available. The
evaluatiog section involvemeht with URRﬁ takes many'forms;
includiné; the review of the evaluation plans speciFied in the
gran"applxcagxons, onsite pdoject evaluatxons, the computer
aggregation of compliance monitoring data, the follow-up study of
students served, and a computer summary of apg}lcatxon data. 1In
the case of the new RAP component, assistance has been g1ven in
the .development of program guidelines for LEAs and in the
preparation of the reporting documents. The year-end evaluation

activity will include the preparation of a statement on

.

achievement gain in the style of Title I. 7 A

Evaluation assistance to the manager of the Title IV, Part B
learning resources program typically has taken three forms. The
applecetion and financial data are stored, aggregated and
tabulated by computer for both interim management information and
year-end reporting purposes. The results of LEA compliance

monitoring by learning resources program staff are entered into

“the computer and aggrggated.' Three to five case studies

involving onsite reéiews of LEA activity were prepared by the
evaluation staff during each of the past three years. At the end
of the year, computer printouts of updated progrem information
and mopitoring reports, along with draft copies of the case .
studieS} are delivered to the Program manager, who is responsible
for pteparing the annual report for USCE. .

L Por the past two years, the State Board of Educatxon has been’
required by legislation to certify education clinics organized to
provide programs-for school dropouts, and the SPI has been
requirea manade the funding process and evaluate the programs.
Because of the special legislative interest, tne activities are
politica;ly sensitive beyond the small amount of money involved.
The law §tself ca}ls for the evaluation of superior performance
based on educational gain ag related to the difficulty of
eaucating,the students and efficiency in EErme of per pupil

expenditures.” The demands for evaluative precision outstrip the -

current state of the art. An achievement and superior

?
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performanqizreport is prepared annually'based on data agg;egated
from indivrdual student recorg forms that are submitted by the
clinics for each student entering and exiting the program. From
this information, a description of each clinié s prepared’
showinérg’jifficglty to educate factor, an achievement factor,
and an efficiency factor.

= . .
s 1 /

Accountability and Other Responsibilities

Since the Basic Education Act went into effect in September
of 1978, school districts must be judged in compliance, or have
certafé reqgulations waived, by the State Board of Education
before the SPI can distribute the funds provided by the
legislature to €ﬂ2m. With 100 percent of the funds for th%rbaélc
program moving to districts through these channe?s, the
determination of district compliance is of,crug;ai'import;nce.
For the past two years, this responsibility has been fulfilled by
the Testing, .Evaluation and Accountability section. Forms are
developed and distributed; reports reviewed, Recommendations
based on the district input are presented to the-State Board of
Education for action. As the board judges districts to be in
compliance, the SPI1's Division/of Financial Serv1ces manaéés the
apportionment of funds. Apéroximately one Billion dollars flow
to Washington's 300 school districts through this process each
year, ,

*The school accreditgtion programs age also administered by
the Testing, Evaluation and Accountability section. 1In

o

Washington, two accrediting programs interface. The State Board €

of Education by law must provide an accredltatzon process to any
school that applies. The program is voluntary, not a basis for
“funding available to all schools. Although the State Board has
accredited secondary schools for years, in 1979 the law was
amended to add elementary schools. The ad(redltatzon*ggngram isg
currently in the developmental, field test stage, and the.goal is
to have a process operational by September, 1980. The second

accreditation program is that of the Northwest Association of

. ' 122
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Schools and Colleges. * This program is ﬁanaged by the section

ditectofywho serves as’ the chairman for the Washington Committee

of the Commission on School§'and as a Trustee of the

Association, The Northwest secondary school accreditation .
process &as opefﬁfed in Washington since 1917 and currentlg
involves approximately 180 member schools. Management has been a

responsibility of the director since he joined the SPI staff ?n v
1970 and a responsibility of testing and evaluation gince the '
section was.EOImed. Educatioﬁal improvement is the goal of both
programs. The céntral elements of each revolve arouné :
determinding that :the resources required for a quality educational d '
program are present and conducting an indepth self-study with "
external verification. The state board activity as part of the

SEA activities'may move to another section in 1980.

Section personnel &re responsible for a number of other ;
activities—-;ome of which are closely related to testing and
evaluatibn and oéhets only by a great stretch of the
imaglnatloq. For example, liaison is provided with a number of
grganizations, including: Americaﬁ Educational Research
Association, Washington Educational kesearch Association’,
Northweé@ Evaluation Association, National Assessment gf
Educational Progresg, Northwest Directors of Assessmént,
Committee on Evaluation and Information Systems, Region X=-Title I’
Technical Assistance Center, Northwest Association of Schools and .
Collegeiq Nationé; Study of Scho&l Evaluation, Association of

Association of Washington, ington Junior High/Middle School
Principals Association, Washington Association of Secondary
School Hrincipale, High School-College Relations Committee,
Washington Preﬁpqllege Testing Program, and the Washington
Alternaéﬁyg»Learéing Association.

Questions dealing with correspondence schools and high school

‘gradhatfon requifements are also answered by section personnel.

In addition, the section is the clearinghouse for many research

activities in araas related to testinéland evaluation. - A current

example “is the "%igq/5chool and .Beyond" study being conducted by .




’ i
the Natﬁonal Opinion Research Centerggai the Natianal Center for '
Educational Statl%qics. A-project just c ncluigd provides/
another example. From July 1977, to the fall of 1979, the
. Northwest éeaeing Consortium, a four-state Research and
. Development Ubilizetion Program established by the National - ?//n

. Institute ofvEducationf was cob;dlnated by the sectiqn. Section .
’staff also provide .technical’ assistance in planning, testing,
evaluation and research as requested within the state agency and

. .
. outside.

STAFFING
—_—

During fiscal year 1980, several staffing patterns will be
used to provide the human resources necessiry to complete the
assigned responsibilities. At this time there are eleven people
:eéularly on the sectlon's’payroll. Seven of these are
professional educators and four'age sec;etar}es.

The seven professional‘staff members have all been teachers,
but their backgrounds vary greatly. Figeghave earned doctorates,
and. they bring great diversity to the section because each
studied a different specialty. IFor example, one received the
degree in curriculum and instruction, another in educational
psychology , a third {n counseling and guidance, a fourth in
reading, and the last in the administration of higher education.
Of the seven, teo are former principals, one a school counselor,
one a school psychologist, one a reading spec1allst, ‘and one a
former state education assoclation pre51dent.

B

,” A% a result of experience and graduate study, all have
‘ baqk;rounds in educational research, but none have extensive .
formal training in ewvaluation. This %s not to say that there is
a lack of expertness. Since the sectlon was launched in 1973, ?
steps have been taken to develop the requlred skills. Througn
N individual initiative, sectlon staff development act1v1t1es and

on-the~job training, the staff has gained a high professional

T level of competence. 1In the areas of large scale assessment,
. o - . s
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program evaluation and the use of %ﬁe computer to facilitate the
aggregation of evaluation data, the professional strength of the
section is noteworthy. It should also be noted that the section
has earned a good reputation-~a high level of credlbility even
though it frequently deals with tough topics that are not always
;iewed favorably by LEAs or by others in the SEA.

;he seven professional staff members represent two hiring
xpatterns and three funding sources. Six of the seven are regular
lcivil;servants. The seventh is hired on khe basis of special

project neea, and the employment must be renewed and approved at
the beginning of each projéct year, depending on the availability
of funding. The section budget is baseg on three sources of
funds: state money provided by the legislature for the testing
progam and for general SPI activities, such as administering the
Basic Educatibn Act and State Board of Education's accreditation
program, federal dollars for state leadership in education and
small amounts from thg administrative money of Title I; federal
handicapped, state compensatory and federal learning reso&rces.

.The regular secretarial staff consists'of four people. Téege

are twd full-time secretaries, one part-time secretary working on
program evaluationjreports, and one part-gime secretary assisting
in the computer processing of data. As overload situations
arise, temporary help is added as required with a minimum of
bureaucratic strain.
™ Eleven people cannot attain all of the objectives flowing
from the many assigned responsibilities, but with the size
limitations imposed by the legislature, there are not staff yearé
. avallable for hiring additional permanent personnel. Steps are
taken to augment the staff through the use of personal service
.contracts. 1In some instances, the contracts call for another
agency to: provide personnel who will work under the direction of
the section. In oéher'cases, the accomplishment of speé??ic
tagks forhé the prime objective of "the contract. ’éééaéibnaliy
when the need for assistance is short in duration or the specific
task is small in scope, a peqs§éb; service contract may be

negotiated directly with an 1néfgidual.
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Using contract has both advantages andrd;sadvantages.

However, the negotiating, writing, defending, and
There 1s also a potential problem in
—\

/
Certainly control over the size pf the permanent staff is
maintained, and there is an effictent flex1b111ty for peak load
managing of contracts is time-consuming and freguently calls for

§

superivision of personnel.
the

efforts over and above the time normally spent on the
the lack of staff continuity and commitment to long-range goals.
in a-sense,

staffing.
Because of the different types of contractual arrangements used,
it is difficulX to estimate the number of full-time .equivalent
+
J

RELATIONSHIPS WITHIN THE AGENCY

staff members that serve the section during any given year.
There are a number of relationships with the SEA that help to

¥

the responsibilities, and,

define the roles, 11i
location of the evaluatin unit.
Success in fulfilling the evaluation responsibilities depends
on close and positive worEiqg relationships with SPI program
Placing emphasis in two areas,

?
The evaluation staff and program staff negotiate a

work plan specifying the activities, timelines and staff
Application and reporting

The cycle of involvement typically begins with a

b
the vear.
the object#¥es are analyzed to ensure that they reflect the major
With the assistance of the

' managers.
responsibilities that will gquide the evaluation effort throughout
-
review of a program's state plan.
intended ocutcomes of the program, and the evaluation plan itself
is elaborated and brought up-~to-date.
forms are ‘examined to make sure that théy will provide the
information required and provide it in a cohdition compatible
with computer data processing. i .
The outline for the final report is
This review is conducted to provide

= discussed with the program staff, and draft copies reviewed

computer, information is aggregated and reported to managers on
program staff an opportunity to point out possible data errors
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the predetermined schedule,

before final printing
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and to provide a first-hand knowledge of ;be contents before_ the

report is digseminated. A

" In order to promote objectivity, the evaluation and program
activities are clearl§ sepqtéted by housing eacq in different
divisions of the LEA. Néné:of t@g programs for which an annual
evaluation repg?t is prepared are located in the Division of
Instructional ;nd Professional Services--the home of the
evaluation unit. This separation solves two problems. Since the
-program staff iswmgot evaluating itself, there is an appearance of
greater objectivity. At the same time, since the evaluation is
being conducted within the agency, there are evaluators who do
know program strengths and weakness--needs and outcomes--and who
dan provide credible data and testimony to legislative bodies and
funding sources. This is an attribute or advantage that outside
contractors typical;y do not have in Washington.

The relationship between evaluating and agency policy making}
s less clear than that at the program level. The assistant
superintendent heading that division which operates the Pfograms
approves the evaluation ;ork plan, énd the director of testing
and evaluation briefly discusses the planned activities with the
deputy superintendent and the SPI. These interactions, hq!gyer,
are freguently routine, resulting in statements.like, “SOund§
good, let's do it.f The attitude is noa negagivé or
disinterested, rather it reflects confidence in the negotiated ,
evaluation pJYan and the evaluatlon procedures being ugsed. Simply
stated, the 9031tion ‘of the SPI policymakers seems to be: the
Job is getting done, there have been no great problems, funding' ;

sohrces are happy engpgh-—why make changes? why disrupt the

A
process? . N .
o ‘1& B
. . . éy

There are additional relationships. A computer playing a
central role in the procéssing of evaluation data generates

another set of‘interactions; and good working relationships
~

between "man" and machine are crucial to the smooth

implementation of the evaluation process. In 1976 a

‘ mini-computer wa§ écquired to help solve the problems broudht

about by an abundaqce of work and a shortage of staff. Althopgh

- L .
- .
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programming e bécome more sophisticated and \

PN

the machi

the amount} ta processedy has grown, the basic human tasks .

e . have remained thé same. Efforts go intd the streamlining-of

S N T AR . . .

application and repbrting forms to make them more efficient for
+ »

%

\
the entry of data into the computer and the aggregation of

e

M

essential decision making information. The itemscon the forims
4 ' .

are coded, if necessary, and entered ii%% the machdne;' The . ‘

reports of LEAs are printed out and returned to them for - :

s

-correction. The data are aggregated to mit with the requests 7Ny '
of progoram m#hagement, and the final updated computer files are

“ used as the-basis for preparing the annual evaluation report. * {

Learning to work with the computer has been difficult £6r some

o

program managers, but the system is expanding andigiodiding a

broader range of evaluatign services each year. ‘ :

P

*

J o ' 'USING EVALUATLON
: X
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Pefinition and Purpos . 2 \ L s -
v l! kS ,

In a recent roundtable discussion, members of the evaluation

14

o . ! = )
& . staff were.asked to define "evaluation,"” and in every 1ns -
« ) % . ) R

. - the responses represented a variation on two themes. :Firsguk,

\ ‘evaluation was described as an ob]ectivetprocess'of‘collectiﬁg

and organizing data, o§ judging impac} and ascertaining value.

L}

Segond, everyone agreed that the definition was not ‘complete
without a statem?nt of purpose; for examplej reéogﬁizlngbthat
qyaldation is conducted to assist managers in making décisions.
Although thig definition is broad enough to encompass the .
generally used strategies, two additional elemenﬁs were described ' ®
v oo as necessary‘in a guccessful evaluation. These rdkolve ‘first v
' 'around;the clear delineation of what data are requi;ed; that is,
§‘ what éuesiions are to.be answered and, sécond, Qround the
effective displaying and reporting of evaiﬁé information.
Following this definition, the SPI é;alug effort
;includesz deciding what data are needed‘té?an’ et the key ‘ {§$

evaluation questions, collecting,aqd organizing e data, ”

H ¥
] -

3
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proéiding the necessary comparisons and judgéents, and reporting
. . &the information in a-way.dseful for decision making.
N Ideally, the purpose of dvaluation is to provide sufficient
. . information about pzogfam alternatives so that managers can '
A easily see the comprative value and make decisions that promote,
effectivenéss and efficiency. The idqgi_situation generates T
‘information, which reinforces the need for ;he program treatment
and shows its impact. The eéaluaﬁion activities ideally wole
N . ) follow a linear sequence in which needs were determined,
objgctives set, programs ipplemented, outcomes measured and“_/
information réquired to guide the next program cycle. In real
life, hawever, the process is often abridged ani seldom on the i
time schedule implied by the planning model. In most cases, the
data generated are more importantjas formative information for
program managers than as summary data fqz high-level
policymakers, apd certginly the data-are more descriptive than
judgmental.
- Data collection is the easiest phase of evaluation, but it. ¢
. mﬁs£ be clearly established what decisions are ‘going to be made, ‘
what data ase needed, and when the analysis and report must be
réady. ngggnera},rﬁata are collected about the program targets,
apout the_actual "performance" 6: édtcomes and about the
reséchesbused. More specifically, several questions must be
answered to guide data collection in the Washington evalqation )
process. What needs are addressed by the program? What

objectives are included in the state plan? What implementation

strategies are suggested? What outcomes are expected? What
. reséu:ces are provided? what gfbups are involved? Who is
' gerved? What are the treatments? ggy/;?elthe resources used?
What are the program outcomes? \What compakisons are appropriati?

-’

" Two additional guestions influence the @ffort. Who is

) kﬁs » interested in the outcomes of the evéldatioﬁ?' Who ought to be - S *

H

interested? .The answers are important for reporting puiboses,
* but they also help to solve delineation problems in the” future.

. - N -
- .. ! ’ . .
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Five Uses of Data

1. Annual reports are prepared to meet the requirements of

state and federal funding sources. These _reports generally

attempt to provide the answers to the prev1ously mentloned .

guestions guiding the 8ata collection. ' .

. -

. 2. The data are also used to assist program managers in
bécoming more effective and efficient. Management memos are
- prepared as_part of the annual rep5rtiqg process, but the
audience is SPI's program managers and Qolicymakers, not the
funding.sources. The goal is to help the state to better meet
its obligations through improved practices and guality control.
The content of a memo may vary from the comments related to the
need for improved office practices (for example, better written
documentatioq of program changes), to the highlighting of
objectiyes not met, or questionable fiscal practicés. Although.
... the program managers aze_not,aluaysepleasedethhrthe“contentrss _—
this use of evaluatxon data is viewed as a constructive practlce.
3. The deputy and the superintendent.rely on the evalaatlon ) T
section to keep them informed of any special circumstance that..
could ultimately require their attention. A third major use of

the evaluvation data 1s to make sure that policy makers are not

“suddenly confronted wlth an unpleasant ‘surprise. They want to
know in advance, for example. about the unpredicted concerns of -
special interest groups, anticipated major management problems,
and possible audit exceptions. )

4.. An abundance of descriptive data is available in the
computer files .to provide information for decision making--a;
v fourth majer use. The files include, for example, numbers

>

served, money spent, time in programs, delivery modes, staffing’

patterns, parent advisory committee act1v1t1es, and program o

outcomed. The data are arranged by districts, by programs, and

by funding:s urce.* The informtion is egpecially useful to

A 3 - program managers because it provides an up-to-date reflection on

how reso&rces are being used, that is, who is being served, in ‘ -

what ways, and at what costs. Through the aggregation 6f project

ERIC- . . - J .
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monitoring input, the managers can also review which projects are <
. . out of compliance and which rules or regulations are causing e
_ problems in the field. ' . :

5. Policy makers working at a different level of decision
- making abstraction use the data in two special ways. First, by ‘
, ' nev1e;1ng the 1nformatxon available, they can keep the 1mpact
measures promxsed to funding sources ad part of the ~
accountabllxty process more reasonable and thhxn the range of . ‘
possxbxlxty. Thxs.sensxtxvxty Es crxtxcal if credxbllxty is to : i
W be established and maintained. :Second, the data are used to
support decisions previously made. Since often the timing of
‘licy Jhaking and the collection and analysis of evaluation data
ca&hot happen in the preferred seguence, the required data are . 7 l
estimated on the basis of past experience and.updéted whew the
: . actual data become’available, hopefully to confirm the decision.

.
: L e e
. : RO : \ . P
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@ - Evaluation and Policy Making : .
o ., "*- ’ .
5 & -7 The term polxcy maker refers to the actions of the'

e
™

¥

P ngtop-lelvel SPI managers as they develop the budget, the

legislatlve thrust, and provide direction for the agency and the :

overall operation of the Washington common school system. This

f?' o ﬁahagemeht level consists of, the superintendent and his

I inrstratfve&staff, the. deputy; and the five assistant

#e ”‘3 ' superlntendents who head the five agency divisions. 'The SPI is

. e ag elected official, and the members of this policy group serve
. C at his pleasure:and are exempt from the state civil service rules. ~

”*%u* ) 4\As spedlfic policy questions arise, section directors, who l ]

. o ; are tenured state employees and provxde profegs;onaéggintlnulty, f p

1 : ) are f:equently invited to join in the policy-making proceedings. .

Por example, the director of testing and evaluatxon providas ) }

. éignificant input into policy gecisions regardlng the state level

y . ' activitie$ in that area. Descr ibing this interaction as : . R
¢ "providing’ input,“ however, does not reflect the full range of
U 4
\ . ﬁ\Xhe dynamics. Although the process is not Eormalized in SpP1’
° operating:procedures, thpre is an active two-way exchange. . The '
. . ; . % .
r(, ) - : . ;, .. .'
- T, b . N e
&
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. director does participat2 1n policy making related to testing and
evaluation, but perhaps motfe impbrtantly SPI policy makers rély

’ i on the section director tg keep abreasc of educational,

@ - legislative, and execuLLdé activities, botn state and federal, -

and to take the initiative in providing them necessary
information. The director, in a sense, is asked to be an
advocate of sbund profeséional practice and to also be able to
discugs the impact that alternative dec1sions)would‘have on
various componenté of the educatioHaLH;ommuﬁTE?z with interests
in testing and evadluation. In addition, it should be noted that
- * just as open disgussion and full input are expected before a
decision is made, once it is made, everyone is-expected to fully
support its implementation.

The development of thé state budget provides two examples of

evaluation's involvement in pollcx_maklng Along w1th the amount

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

“6f funds ;equestgd, each item in the budget must be defendig with
statements demonstrating the existence o% need and descrxblng the
measures that will be used to show impact. The state testing
proéram is a specific budget entry, so there i; a direct policy
making interaction regarding the activitles planned for the
biennium covered by the budget, the amount of money that will be

required fbr’impleTentatlon, and how the need and impact will be

v

described in relation to the mandates of the state testing law.
Since there is a tendency in organizations SUpp?rted‘By budget
allgcations for sections or programs to attempt to show their
value in terms of the amount of resources they command, the
budgeting process frequen:{y leads to a compromise. The demand
for resources is é}eater than the supply, and a comproﬁise
between what is desirable and what is necessary by law and -
required for state leadership results. The series of °

negotiations is active and positive, and reflects both the

superintendent’'s and legislature's priorities.

The testing and evaluation section is additionally involved ’

« in the budget making process‘through a technical assistance
role, }b mafntain a solid reputation with the Governor's Office

of Fiscal Management and the legislature, the needs, impact

.
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measures; and'ouﬁcome data specified in the budéet must .be

deliverablét Program managers ‘and even the SPI executive staff

aré tempteé occasionally to promise data that cannot be

e obtained. They are especially tempted tp promise the heasurement
and repo;ting of achieyement gain as an indicator of impact

. because this is the "hard" data that funding sources prefer. - The
problem is tgat in most instances it is not possible to deliver.”
OJer the short run, the use of high sounding_impact measures may
bring funding; in the long-run, the loss of credibility outweigh;

tﬁe temporary advantage and causes major problems. The section
is called on to help guard against this happening. .
~ - The development of the Waéhington ReMmediation A551stance:é}
Program provides another example of participation in policy
- making. In an effort to gain more resources: for the support of

s - ’“3 - the schools, the superintendent, with the advice of his

' adminlgtrative staff, decided to seek leg{slation and funding to
promote the remediation of basic skills deficiencies in the
intermediate.graces. It was decided that results of the fourth
grade testing pregram as the most "believable" gata available
would serve as the entitlement system for the allocation of the
program's funds. The three years of background data were used to
establish the need and the distribution mechanism, and the
experience with Title I evaluation and the USOE models became a
key element in the evaluation design. This latter connection was
important, since the state remediation program was being
organized to qualify for the federal incentive grants unde}

Title I. “

i! As mentioned in the discussion of the URRD program, the
section also assisted. in the development of RAP administrative
guidelines and in the preparation of reporting forms. Tfe
achieveﬁent or impact section of the annual report will be

prepared by testing and evaluation personnel.

. *
.
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AREAS OF PFRUSTRATION N "

. - Like all evaluation units, the SPI's unit ha; faced many -
frustrations. Some situations have been solved, others
circumvented, 'but a number, however, remain consistently
unresolved and igpitating. The following 12 situations provide
brief examples of problems, both philoiophiggl and practical, R
which continue to frustrate members of the Washington evaluation

staff.

l. A clear role differentiation bétween:evaluation and
:éksearch hag not been established. As a regult, there is a range

of instructional activities which have never been verified as
efficient or egfective, and there are probably a number of )
teachers who work very hard to do Ehings which may not promqte

learning. Typically, the evaluator's prime role is to collect

)
[ 4

1
and organize data which describe program inputs and outcomes. In

most instances, the researcher is 1nterested 1n deveIoplng
. - generallzatlons which explain or predict events. Nezther
* researchers nor evaluators generally develop instructional
materials or procedures, nor do they spend time checking to see
if instructional methods are faulty or misused. There is a ' .
ﬁdepressingly large twilight zone resulting from the unchecked
assumption that the instructional methods used in a project
R accurately reflect the research finding¥ and arefbeing used
appropriately. In fact, there is almost no research or -
evaluation energy applied to the analysis of alternative
) intervention strategies in Washington. . —
5 2. The role of "describing” in evaluation also requirés_
clarification. The gréwing use of case study and ethnographical
approaches suyggest severallquestionsa Where does the description
stop and evaluation begin? How can the comparative statefents so
frequently demanded of esgluation be made? The potential of
using these data nglectlon techniques to a551st in the program
evaluat1cn hag not yet been fully realized, and the frustration

rof trying to harness the rich data into an evaluation statement

with utility for an audience no on site persists.
* . ) . 134 /
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#3. Another frustration on the order of a "pet peeve" is the
inability or unwillingness of program managers to separate
monitoiing'from evaluatﬁon. Evaluation is clearly distinguished
by an emphasis on program’ impdct or outcomes. The on-site
reviewing of projects to ascertain compliance with rules,
regulations, stated objectives, ana negotiated budgets is an
imﬁortant manaqément function, but it is not evaluation. To .
cgnsidgr that the worth of a project can be determined by the®
degree to which it is in compliance is misleading. The '
respbnsibility for monitoring as a management function is moving
more and more to the program staff, and the energy and resources
of the evaluétion Section are focﬁsing on the evaluation. L \
guestions of impact and efficiency. The movement 1is not
complete; and to the extent Ehat it is not, the frustration -
remains. | ' . ?_M

4. A fourth disappointment stems from the fact that too many
educators are willing to use evaluation as an end in itself and §
to limit p:ogram emphases and alternatives to those amenabie to
‘gooé" evaluation designs. Freguently, ;valu'atcrs are b.lamed fo:d
causing this practice when they ptobablyxgpea& most loudly "
againet allowing the evaluation to determine the progr;ﬁ
parameters. fﬁe situation has developed, or degenerated, in some
instances, tO the point where greater pride is taken in L B 1Y
evdluatﬁbn résults than in the actual program outcomes, and this ’
"Catch 22" scene appears to be growing.

5. A great frustration also results from aggregating impact
and related data from 300 Washington school districts and
watcging important distinctions "wash out" in the averaging.
There are guccessful projects and significant differences.
However, implementing laws, for example, which céll for the ‘
correlation of "appropriate input variables" with the achievement S
of grade four students tends to often obscure the situation
rather than claiify i;. '

6. Using evalbation data inapp{opriately to respond to
outside inguiry, or generalizing beyond the powér of the-data, is .

: : S
a persigtent frustration. An example, once again from the fourth

B
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gréde testing, iilustrates the ptoblem. Preque;tly, 1etiers come » )
to the agency from people moving to Washingtoé askind for help“in,
deciding where to locate. The usual response 1; to send a copy .
of the fourth grade assessment report wlth dlstr1ct -by-district

s achievement results. This report shows fourth grade achievement -
sgores, district level per pu91L expend1tures (e~208 correlation

hid - wrth ach1evehent in 1976) and an average fam1ly income figure

pased on 1974 estimates~{(a .47 correlatlon with achievement in
1976). The sending of-the report by, implication suggests that it

contains reasonable data for deciding where to live. One might
4 A

say that this information 1s better than nothing, but the
frustration is--it is not sufficient information for “judging the
guality of a school dissrict, AN )
R - ' 7. Computer processing of evaluation data causes a T . -
§ ) frustre}ion of major proportion, or perhaps more clearly, four
! frustrations. First, the battle is still being waged against the
Mentality that views the computer as something magic, with the

v

ility to aggregate errors into precision. Second, the

. , fime-consting problems of moving data from report forms into the
~ machine are not fully apprec‘;ted by program managers, and the
\ problems have not been solved cempletely. Third, working with a
single, "one~owner" machine as compared to a service center,

gives control, but a minor machine breakdown causes a major

o

+ disruption of service. Fourth, the greatest frustration results
when, even after lengthy.glahning and negotiations, program
managers demand answers to question; that are not compatible with
the data collected, stored, and programmed. g {

8. The problem of gainiﬂg‘sufficient support service in the
preparatibn of evalugtion reports has not been solved. The
desired editing, graéhics, lay out, and printing skills are not
readily available in thelagency, and going outside for assistance
is difficult because of the rules regarding the role of the state

printer. . . -

9. The lack of congruence between ;;Zfe>hlgaxor's "logic™
and political decision making "logic" is also a keen source of

* p 3

.frustration. The old and accepted political process of basing -
t ' . ' ' ' ! ! - ~
: = 7 ) )
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dec151ons on powe; relatxonshxps is effective in lining up
" support and getting certain jobs done The fact that power,
polltxcs works, h&wevet, s not detract from the’frustratio; of
pfesenting ob)ectlve and overwhelmxngly persuasxve testimony _‘
' based on‘acsurat? and logical egaluatxgn data to a legislative
T ggommittee aha e#periencing-; contrary decision. ’
10. Another large source of frustration aglses from the
inabilit? to qaiﬁfa clear delineation from the policy‘makers‘
regarding the decisions they will have to make, the ihformatiocn
they wild neeéi and when it will be needed. A major reason 8t
the difficulty is that frequently-evaluation data only play a
marginal role in policy making. In the name of accountability
programé‘must be evaluated, and the evaluation repdrt must
indicate what needs are being addressed and what outcomes are
being oktained. (TooO often this information is treated-as an end
product, the report is maae and filed, but the information is not
., used foi planninq purposes. Evaluators by default often carry on
the delfneation activities vicariously and hope for an accurate
match with policy making needs. It is a difficult problem to
solve, but repeatedly, clarification is lacking and the
evaluation data are not.on target and not useful for policy
maklng.: ’ , '
- 11, An ultimate set of frustrations revolves around time.
One prohlem is .the nearly complete acceptance of the logical
planning seguence which tends to mislead people into thinking
N ] that if they go th}ough the steps they will automatically‘
accomplish something. Evg&uators move back and forth through the
sequencé in many 'diffetent orders, and in most instances probably
start by trying to establish what people with a stake in éhe
program.would be willing:to accept as‘evidence that it is wofking.
- A sécond timé consideration that is frustrating'céuld'pe .
labeled a continuity problem, and one _specific example will
elaborate the point. During a rgcent school year,
- repfesentatives of the evaluation sectIGh joined with the
university and educational service dlsﬁrict staff to work closely

with 12 small school districts on the Olympia, Peninsula to help

.
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n in planning and conddcting'assessments and evaluations aimed at
Slarifying priorities and isblating problem areas in the
curriculum. The effort was productive, and by the end of the
.scf@ol year all involved had'gained professional safisfaction for

- ' a job well done. The teams were eager to start the next year's
* round of activities. 1In September, however, the excéteﬁent
faded--half of the districts had new superintendents and one
district mo longer existed. ‘ , ¢ ’ ,

A third time element is the recognition that time, or more

- specifically, timeliness itself, is a critical variable in
evaluation. Perhaps the supreme frustration is to conduct a
sound evaluation, generate useful information, and deliver a well
documented report--just after the crucial decision has been
made. In the spring of'}974, the legislature mandated that SPI
conduct an evaluation consisting of pilot studies in LEA account~
. ability and a statewide assessment of basic skills achievement.

The law passed in April 1974, the funds became available July 1,

. . and plans were developeg in.detail. Accountability projects were
initiatéd involving a university, an educational service district,
and several LEAs in_the-right geographic mix. An achievement - - - -
test was developed using items from thé National Assessment of
Educétional Progress, a scientific sample of students was drawn,
and the testing scheduled for April 1975. all efforts were almed" ,
at making best use of time and dollars and having the study's
feport completed by June 1975. Of course, the legislature met in

) January 1975, asked for the information, wondered what was taking

so long, and nearly paesed bad legislation. i

12. A final frustration results from the fact that SPI staff
. and stafﬁ assignments are constantly changing. For example, over

v, the past six.years the Title I program staff has changed in some

way every year, the management pattern for the migrant program

has changed each of the past three years, and the asslynments and

personnel in the program for handicapped children ba&e al so
changed dra;atically. ‘Fedetal legislation and reporting
requirements in all of these areas have also undergone major

.transformation. 1In addition, reorganization within the agency <
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has become a way of life, and it seems as if the evaluation

process alw%ys involves new pecple in one phase or another.

" Petronius Arbiter captured the idea when he reported his -

frustration in 60 AD: -

We trained hard, but it seemed that every time we were
beginning to form up into tedms we would be reorganized.
I was to learn later in life that we tend to meet any new
situvatidn by reorganizing; a a wonderful method it can
be for creating the illusion of progress while producan
confbsion, inefficiency, and demoralization.

L4

Of course, Washington evaluators do not have a corner on this
. ’

frustration. -

. IN CONCLUSION

During the 1970s, the emphasis on program evaluation gained
widespread public popularity, as well as the strongfsuppozt‘of
executlve policy makers and law making bodies. In fact, few
developments have made 8o thorough an intrusion into the
operating practices of education. There has always been an
emphasis on the precision measuring apd accounting for resources,
such as the number ‘of books in the library, pupil-teacher ratios,
arid the number of hot lunches served; but the stress pleced on
the evaluation of program results has dome as an intricate part

of the accountability movement. Other professions hawye concerned

themgelves with various forms of input-output analysis for many

years; the decade™of the 70s, however, marks the general
introduction of accountability and program evaluation into the
educational setting. The concern for the analysis of resources

used and results gained is real and growing. -Howevep, the fact

‘that there is a lot of "program evaluating”™ going on should not

be- interpreted as an indication of educational progress or
¥
confused with claims of program improvement.
Evaluation has come ynder criticism in recent times,

especially from evaluators themselves. There has been a -

tendency, perhaps, to'address too many of the tough problems

139 .
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related to the conduct of evaluation intellectually rather than
practically--some of the most reputable evaluators are spending
more time verbalizing about evaluation than practicing
evaluation. One of the results is that new modgls, approaches,
and strategies are developed and discussed, but the basic trouble
spots plaguing "applied evaluation" remain unresolved. Crucial
among these is the overestimation of the influende of evaluative
information on management decisions and policy making. The
inteﬁt of tqﬁs paper was to provide background examples to use in
thinking about evalu;tion 1ssues and ways of improving practices.
As stated earlier, few ideas have spread more rapidly to
permeate the field of education than the concepts of
accountabilit% and §rogram evaluation. Making the moveme;t pay |

off with imprpved practices and better education for tbose/;erved

-

is still the challenge.
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' THE INTERACTION BETWEEN ‘POLICY AND EVALUATION . —.

WITHIN THE SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

\ " paul D. Sandifer, Director
Office of Research .

» South Carolina Department of Education

INTRODUCTION .

P

~ Purpose

-

-

The purpose of this paper, as commissioned by the Research on °
Evaluation- Program of the Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory,
is to describe the interaction between policy and evaluation in-the
South Carolina Department of Education (SCDE).. More specifically,
how does policy influence evaluatiorm and how, if at all, does -
evaluation affect policy within the agency? ’ '

A literal intefpretation of the purpose leads.oné to attempt to

,view the SCDE in isolation from other state and federal agencies, as
well as special interest groups. Although such an approach would

have the advantage of resulting in a much briefer paper, it Wwould °
ignore the considerable influence of other agencies and groups in
shaping the policies of the SCDE and in establishing external
policies under which the agency must operate. Consequently, the
focus of the paper is not limited to the policy/evaluation
interaction within the SCDE but also examines some of the ways in
which various agencies and special intérest qgroups affect policy and
evaluation at the state and, consequently, at the local school ’

district leveTs. - o

Although the paper focuses primar?ﬁy on the SCDE and the -
interactions between it and other agencies, my perceptions of=those
interactions are no doubt colored’not only by.my particular
responsibilities in the agency, but also as a result of seven years
as an administrator in the Wyoming Department of Education and nine
years as adigacher in public schools, in Mississippi and Wyoming. An
external o0¥erver, or other staff of the SCDE, might have
perceptions of the policy/evaluation interaction that are quite
different from my own. Since such differing perceptions are the
rule rather than the exception, the writer neéognizes.that the
thoughts expressed herein are but one versipn of the "truth".

« . ' . . , -
. -
.
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Definitions +

A L] N .
Although the terms "polfcy%yand "evaluation" are widely used,
> and:perhaps just as widely.understood, it seems advisable to define :
- the tggﬁé,as they are’'used in the remainder of the paper. Policy,
: © 'as us erein, is defined as’.including all legislation,
regqulations, position statements and policy statements, e.g., "the N
expressed policy of.the State Board of Education is --=", the
intendeg purpose of which.is to determine a course of action, ' . -»
, - estabTiM a program, or provide a\ framework within which decisions
are to be made. " - . )
N . Evaluation, as-used herein, Is defindd as the utilization of
' inforMation,, obtained through a systematic process of data ,
coliection, for any of the following purposes: assessing the impact
of established\policies or programs; comparing the effectiveness of
two or more.prqgrams; asses$sing the degree of compliance with
established poljicy; or jnfluencing the -establishment of new or ~
revised policiels or-programs.'-This definition of evaTuation
deliberately avpids any attempt ‘to draw the traditional academic
distinctions bgtween policy,studies, research, evaluation, and -

assessment. This is done for two reasons, first, the common © *
distinctions ngrthese teyms focus more on guestighs asked and P
procedures_f611lowgd than on the use(s) made of thy  information
collected, i.2., the distidctions are more semanfic and academic

*than they are real and second, the results of research, evaluation

{in the traditional sknse), asse$sment and policy studies are all - )

used, to varying degrees, in efforts to formulate or modify policies
-\ and.programs. Whether a particular data collection effort should

- legitimately be labeled an evaluation, seems to be more N

appropriately determined by the use(s) made of the data than by the
particular study design or the procedures used in collecting the
- data. Regardless of the complexity and/or degree of sophistication
of ap "evaluation" dekign, the act of-collecting data does not “
constitute evaluation. Evaluation occurs only after the data are
collected and then, only if the data are used as ‘a basis for making
, judgements about worth, value or effectiveness.. Although they. may -

. not be acted upon by those in policy setting positipns, the first -
0 place such judgements are normally identifiable is in the evaluation
. report, ' L Fooos .

] - .~
- *

-

Although they are consistent with the définition.given here,
many of the -eXafiples of evaluation used, in this paper will not be
regarded by academicians as "true" evaluation. However, the broad
definition of.evaluat¥on, previqusly given isinecessary in order to P
undestand the” policy/evdluation interact'ion.

L4

: . Organization of Paper‘tb

The remainder of the paper is comprised of four major sections.
-The first, "Sodth Carolina Public Education: State Organization and
Administration", provides a description of the context within which,

AN ® ‘ N
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The wriizr's perceptions of the policylevaluatie

been forfiulated. The second, "Policy* influence on Evaluation",
concerns the ways in which policy determines what is to be evaluatede
and the impact: that policy has on'evaluation methodology. The
third, "Evaluation: Influence on Policy", represents the writer's
perception of the conditions under which evaluation does,- and does
not, influence policy. The final section, "Other Factors
Influencing Policy and Evaludtion", examines .the impact which
special interest groups have on the formulation f policy, the
design of evaluation, and the uses t0 which evaluatipn findings are
ut. . [

-+ SOUTH CAROLINA PUBLIC EDUCATION:
STATE ORGANIZATION AND ADMINISTRATION

&,
State Superin}endent of Education

The Office of Statg Superintendent of £ducation was estaplisned
by the Constitution of 1868. The Superintendent is elected on a
partisan ballot for a four year term and therg is no 1imit on the
number of consecutive terms which the Superintendent inay serve.
During the period from reconstruction until 1979, twelve )
superintendents were electdd to office. The current Superintendent,
gr. Charlie G. Williams, began his first termm in January, 1979.

Tne general duties of the State Superintendent, as orescribed in
~he S$chool Laf of South Carolina {1975), i1nclude: °
4

1) serving as secretary and administrativé officer
to the State Board of Education;

supervising and,managing 411 punlic school funds
provided by the State and Federal, Sovernménts;
.

organizing, 'staffing, and administeriny a State
Department of Education; and
- e

administering, through the State Department of
Education, all policies and procedures -adopted by the
State Board of Education.

State Bodrd of Education

<

TRe State Board of Education is comprised of seventeen memberp
one from gach of the sixteen judicial circuits and one member at
large. The members from judicial circuits.are elected by the
legislative delegations representing the.counties of each circult.
The "at Targe" member is appointed by #he Governor. The terms ofx
the menbers are four years and no member may serve consecutive terms

\
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_ exéept by the unanimous consent of all members of the county ,

) - legislative delegations from his/her judicial ciruit. The statute

J pertaining to the composition of the State Board contains no
provisidns excluding professional educators from service on the
Board. The present chairman, and five other members are :
professional educators. Although the meémbers are elected by their 2
lTegislative delegations, the practice of electing educators has
receiived criticism from some Snembers of the General Assembly. .
During the past several years, legislation has been introduced, but
not enacted, to restrict State Board membership to the lay public.

- The general powers of the Board include:
1) adopting policies, rules and regulations not

inconsistent with the laws of the"State for its own
government and for the*government of the public schools;

2) annua]]y approving budget requests for the L.
institutions, agencxes and services under the control of
the Board;

3)‘adope1ng minimum ssandards for any phase of
education, as are cons1dered necessary to “aid in
providing adequate educational opportunities and
facilities; .

4) prescribing and enforcing rules for the examination and
certification of téachers; and

5) prescribing and enforcing courses of study for
the public schools.
¢ ) g
! State Department’ of Educat1on ©

The administrative structure of the State Department of
Education includes three divisions which>are under the supervision "
of Deputy Superintendents who arle d1rect1y responsible to the State
Superintendent of Education.. Each of the three divisions,
Administration and Planning, Instruction, and Finance and
Operations, includes several offices which, co]]ectwvely, administer’
the programs for which the agency fs respons1b1e. Although'most of '
the offices include two or more sections, the organizational chart
(Figure 1) .does not include detail below the office level., The -
organizational pattern of the Department has remained relatively - -
stable during the five years in whigh the writer has been an
employee.. The only significant ch nges, the creation of the ,
positions for associate superintendents and special assistant for

S ledislative affairs, as well as plaging the Office of Personnel '
¢ . under the direct supervision of -the. State Superintendent, have
- {
\- ‘ [ Q
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occurred since January, 1979.1

The Departinent employs 1079 individuals of whom approximately

one-half are involved in the maintenance and operation of the state

supported pupil transportation system. With the exception of the

emp]oyees of the Office of Transportatxon most of the staff are

based 1n the agency off1ces in Columbia. 8

Eva]uat1on functions within the agency are decentralized.
Althoughﬁno office title within the agency includes the word
evaluation, several offices carry out activities which fall w1th1n
the .broad definition of evaluation which was presented earlier.
Tnere is, however, no State Board or agency-wide policy concerning ~
evaluation responsibilities. ™

Each office which funds programs operated by school districts,
has, or assumes, the responsibility for evaluating, or monitoring

" the evaluation of, all programs which it administers. The | -

determination of whic? programs are actually evaluated is, more

often than not, a function of federal mandates. The offices most

heavily impacted by federal mandates for evaluation are Federal

Programs, Adult Educatton, Vocational Education, and Programs for

the Kandicapped. . - ~- = = -

Two offices vwhich do not administer funds for locally operated
programs but which are involved in evaluation activities are
Technical Assistance and Surveys, and Research. The Office of
Technical Assistance and Surveys conducts, at the request of lacal
school boards, studies to determine needs in the areas of

‘administration, curriculum, personnel, and facilities. The results’

of these studies frequently provide the basis for district planning .
to meet the fTdentified needs. Although in the traditional sense

these studies might not be considgred evaluations, they do provide -
information on which pdlicy is based and actions are taken.

The office of Research is involved in evaluation activities in
three ways. The first,-and most time consuming, is through the
administration of the Statewide Te#ting and Basic Skills Assessment

4
-

lThe State Superintendent recently initiated a management !
review of the agency for the purpose of determ1n1ng whether sofe
organizational changes may be desirable in order to more effect1vely
and efficiently fulfill the responsibilities of leadership, service,
and regulation. As a result of the study, the organizational chart
(Figure 1) may be inaccurate by the time this article appears in
print. With that possibility in mind, I have attempted to keep my
observations specific to the agency (as requested) while at the same
time keeping the interpretations general.
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Programs. The second involves data collection to assess the
f1nanc1al 1mp%pt of proposed or existing policies, e.g., "What is

projected ‘cost for facilities reguired to 1mp]ement a
eg1s]atrve mandate to reduce pupil/tedther ratios in grades one

through three?". Ffinally, evaluations are occassionally conductad
at the gequest of other offices within the agency or as a result of
a dec1snhn of the State Super1ntendent.

‘

-

POLICY: "INFLUENCE ON EVALUATION

Fa~

Organizattonal Influence

Ahether the decentralization of evaluation.responsibilities in

‘the SCDE is more a function of default than conscious decision

making is not knQwn. However, evaluation as a recogni-zed
responsibility of State Education Agencies is still in its
ch¥ldhood, or at best early adolescence, and some agencies have not
chosen to organ1ze 1n a manner that concentrates that respons1b111fy
in one unit. prer1ence gained by serving in two state education
agencies, one in which the evaluation function 1s centralized and
one 1n which it is decentraliZed, 1ndicates that both organ1za tional
patterns have their unique disadvantages.
\ « R

.The influence of %gency structure on evaluation is avidenced in
several ways. When the responsibiliuies for evaluation are
decentralized there may be no common criteria which are uniformly
applied either in the employment of staff or in the deS1gn of
evaluations. This. frequently results in: -

1) considerable variation in the level of expertise
of evaluation staff assigned to various offices within
the agency;
2) a grgafer than acceptable degree of variation
* in the quality of evaluations; and

3) a lack of consistency in the kinds of evaluation
requirements which the various offices impose on ]oca]
B «~ school districts,

. dhen evaluat1on responsibilities are decentralized, evaluators
are frequently directly responsiple to. the adm1n1strators of the .
programs for which they have evaluative responsibility. Even if
objectivity ecan be maintained in such situations, evaluation
findings may lack -credibility Because of an apparent donflict of
interest. This situation, however, is not autaﬁat1ca11y overcome by
centralizing the eva]uat1on funct1on within the agency. Individuals
or groups external to the agency may still consider f1nd1ngs with .
which they disagree to be merely a.reflection of the agency's bias.

.
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With centralizdtion of the.evaluation function, the
disadvantages cited above are eliminated or at least alleviateds On
the other hand, if evaluators are assigned to a unit that has no
programmatic responsibility, they may well be viewed with suspicion
and distrust by the-administrators of those programs which are to be
evaluated, Additionally, communications across or through
administrative channels in.a bureaucracy can be both slow and
frustrating. .

Whether responsibilities for evaluation are centralized or
decentralized is probably Jess important than having an agency
commitment to "good" evaluation for the purpose of addressing policy
relevant issues. In the absence of such a commitment, it is
unlikely that agencies will anticipate information needs and
consequently will frequently be placed in a reactive rather than
proactive role in the policy making process.

) Federal Influence

Policy, regardiess of the governmental level at which it is
createdg apparently” influences evaluation in two major ways: first
by determining what is to be evaluated, and second, by shaping or
dictating the evaluation methodology.

Determining what is to be evaluated is, in many instances, not a
matter of choice for any State Department of Education since State
and Federal statutes and requlations, e.g., ESEA Title I, may be
very eXpicit in this regard. A major portion of the evaluation
efforts of the SCDE are directed toward complying with federal
mandates although federal funds account for only approximatley 14%
of the annual expenditures for public elementary and secondary
education in South Carolina. This is not to say that too many
resources are expended in evaluating the effectiveness of federaily
funded programs. It does suggest, however, that in the past we have
probably spent‘?gr too little time and money in evaluating state
funded programs. :

*

The impact that policy has on shaping or-determining evaluation
. methodology is nowhere:more easily identifiable than in the
evaluation requirements for ESEA Title I, " The federal regulations
stipulate the only evaluation methodologies that may be used by ..
states and local school districts. -Any exceptions to the prescribed

. methodologies must be approved by the U.S. Commissioner of .
Education, The expressed rationale for these models is that they
will yield comparable data on pupil achievement that can be
aggregated to the national Jevel, i.e., across school districts and
states. Various critics have raised questions about the, validity qf
this assertion because of some unresolved technical issues
surrounding Epe models. Assuming, however, that the models can and

”
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do yield re]1ab1e and valid data, another basic gquestion is still
unanswered. How can aggregated pupil achieverent data be used in
addressing a policy issue which, on the face of it, is more social
and political than educational in nature? Would it not be
sufficient, and perhaps more appropriate, to determine: 1) whether
the target population as defined in legislation is actually being
served; and 2) what type of instructional programs or what
organ1zat1ona1 patterns are most effective in meeting the needs of
the educationally disadvantaged? -

As a member of the Evaluation Sub-Committee of the Committee on
Evaluation and Information Systems (CEIS) of the Council of Chief
StatesSchool Officers, the writer has peen priviledged to hear much
of the debate concerning the Title I ‘models. Apaqt from the
questions which have been raised about the- tech cal quality of the
inodels and the pol1cy relevance of the data, concerns have also been
voiced about the "test only" approach to eva]uap10n. Local district
personnel are concerned that the use of Title | funds for evaluation
will be restricted to the collection of data required by feaeral
requlations and consequently, their efforts to examine the
effectiveness of other program components will be severely hampered.

In addition to the Title ! evaluation model's which are already
being used, the U.S5.0,E. is developing models for the evaluation of

programs for migrants and for children in institutions for the

neglected and delinglent (N and D). éép the first draft stage, the’,
models for program for N and D are &so pupil ach1evement based.
The metnodology tolbe used is certainly being determined by policy
which will probably\ba promulqgated in-the form of regulations.

Beyond the impact that specific program policy, e.g., Title I,
may have on evaluation methodology as applied to that program, the
effects ofteén carry over into other programs. For example, the
comparability and non-supplanting requirements of Title I, coupled
with the Office of Civil Rights regulations which prohibit grouping
that results in the formation of racially identifiable classes,
virtually prohibits the use of experimental or quasi- exper1menté1
design 'in evaluating programs that’ may have little, if any,
relationship to the federal programs which have placed constraints
on evaluation in general.

State Influefce

Three recently enacted South Carolina statutes pertaining to
education include explicit evaluation requirements. These are the
“South Carolina Education Finance Act of 1977"; the "Basic Skills
Assessment Act of 1978"; and the "Teacher Training, Evaluation and
Certification Act of 1979". |

1"‘:
H
*
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The Education Finance Act 1nc1udes an- accduhtabi]ity“ section
wh1ch requires:

1) the establishment of schooi advisory councils;

2) scheol and d1str1ct based needs assessments ' 6
3) t¥e development of annual plans to meet Jdent1f1ed
needs; )
4) district participation in the statewide . <
testing program as prescribed by the State Board
of Education; and S

w
L

annual reporting of program effectiveness to the general
public -and the State Board.

The Basic Skills Assessment Act, although not as expligit-in its
requirements as are the federal regulations concerning Title [,
‘ contains requirements whicheffectively shape methodology and
instrumentation. The law requires: .

1) the administration of a readiness test at the
beginning of grade one,, .

’ L4

2) tests of reading and mathematics at :hegeqd of
grades one, two, and three; .

3) tests of reading, mathematics, and writing at
’ the end of grades 6 and 8; and - .

4) a test of "Adult Functional Competency at the
end of Grade 11.

The law includes & time-table for the development and ifiplementation
of the program and stiplUlates that the tests shall be
criterion-referenced. Further, the tests shall be used for the
purpose of diagnosing student deficiencies and as a basis for
remediatidn. The tests are not to be used as a basis for promotion
or non-pramotion. None of these stipulations are necessarily

- undesirable, but-they do have consxderab]e impact in shaping the
assessment program.»

The Teacher Training, Evaluation, and Certification Act mandates
major changés in teacher training and certification procedures. 'The
requirements of the legislation include:

1) all applicants for admission to teacher education

+ programs in State supported ~institutions must
successfully complete a basic skit*ls examination in
reading, writing, and mathematics;
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‘2)*1he development of an instrument to bé”Uéed by .
- colleges and universities in eva]uatwng all student
teachers; .
3) development of an instrument to be used by 1oca1

school® dwstrwcts4ih evaluating teachers during their
4 provisional year of cert1f1cat'¢on,

4) successful caanetion of a teachihg area
examination as.one requirement for ?rovi;i/na]

; cert¥fication; and

5) discontinuing the use, after July 1, 1981, of
the Commons” Examination of the National Teacher
Examinations .for the purpose of teacher certifica-
tion.

The 1eg1s]at1on includes a number of other provisions but those
cited appear to be the ones which impact most significantly on
evaluation procedures and methodo]ogy

Not only does policy influence evaluation by detenﬂ1n1ng what is
to be evaluated and what methodology may be used, it also has impact
on local acceptance of programs. Local district personnel

-frequently perceive evaluation requirements as being somewhat

arbitrary and infringing upon their rights to make decisions locally
regarding curriculum and instruction. Questions that are of

-interest to funding agencies (state-and,federal) may be of little,

if any, interest to local district adm1n1strators. For exmﬁp]e few
district administrators are interested in or coficerned wfth the
external validity of a project or pregram which is operating within
their school district. Whether the prOJeC%'OP program works in
their particular district is of more concern than whether it may be
exportab]e to some other district similarly situated. Evaluation
design -is, however, determined by the questions of interest to the
funding agency and external validity is of interest if the agency is
con§1der1ng replication of the project. Although the funding
agencies may ask 1eg1t1mate questions, lack of sensitivity to local
needs does little to gain the support and cooperation of local
district personne] who are implementifg the program.

All eva]uat1ons are not initiated as a direct result of
statutes, rules, regulations, or other written ‘policy statements
which may require that eva]uatwons be conducted. Occassionally,
evaluations are requested long after a course of action has been
detennlned and a program’ has been implemented. Such evaluations are
usually sought as a meafs of either providing data to generate
continued support for a dqc1§1on that was initially based primarily
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on beliefs or for generating support:for the expansion of the

proyram. .JThis always raises the question of whether what is being
sought is realtly an evaluation or a "Good-Housekeeping seal of *
approval". There is no intended implication that thosepitho seek

. such "legitimatizing" evaluations are dishonest or unethical.

To

the contrary, they are almost always $incere, dedicated individuals
who firmly believe that their program is work1ng, has great merit,

and should either be maintained or expanded. Seldom have these
“stake-holders" entertained the possibility prior to conducting

eva]uat1on that the results may nos Support their biases.

AJthough the questions addressed by such‘"legitimat1zMng

rg?: .

evaluations are not directly influenced by the policies ojactions
that established the programs béing evaluated, the methG¥0logy ig

certainly influenced by their eéx post facto nature. -

“

EVALUATION: INFLUENCE ONPOLICY

. A common lament of evaluators is that the.results of their
efforts are not used by decision makers. Although this is not

always the case, the situation occurs frequently enough to cause

great concern among those who practice the art (or science) of

kY

A)

-évaluation. Assuming that'decision makers are reasonaply ratienal

Jindividuals who would prefer to make decisions on tne basis of
-information rather than intuition, there myst -be reasons why

evatuation findings are not used. txper1ence indicates several °

_ possibilities:

1) the conctusions of the eva]uator are not germane
to the dec1s1ons)that must be made; - .

2) the evaluatibn findings are not reported Ingd
manner that communicates to the policy make S

3).theyf1nd1ngs do not support the biases of those
making po%?cy decisions; or

4) a lack of cred1b111ty results either from poor]y
conceived or conducted evaluation or the reporting
agency n eing credible to the potent1é1 users
of the dﬁ .

& ”? -
tach. of these possible reasons for ignoring the results of
evalaation is expanded to some degreq in the remainder of this

section. . ey
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/// :va]uat1ons which are too narrowly focused yield results which
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.. Conclusions Not Germane

Educational evaluators tend to function in the manner’ that the
label implies, i.e., given freedom in designing evaluations they
tend to focus only on the educational and-cost aspects of prograik;;/

policy and usually ignore, or fail to realize, that there are ofte
social and political, as well as educational and financial issues
involved. The eva]uat1on of any program or policy may well be of -
interest to more ‘than one group of decision makers and these various
groups may 1eg1t1mate1y be 1nterested in answers to different”
questions.yFor example the local district administrator of a
federally funded program may be interested.only in whether the °
program produces gains in student achievement beyond that which
would be predicted without program jntervention. The state level
administrator's interest may extend to the Juestion of external
validity. Administrators at the federal level may share the
interests of state and local administrators, but in addition they
want dafa that can be aggregdted across states, whereas, the fugd1ng
body, Congress may be more-interested in the soc1a1 ‘and p013t1ca1
aspects of the prograh, e.g., is,the group for which the program was
ifitended actually bedng served? Compensatory educatiop programs are.

case in po.int. Jhern is serious doubt tha Congress will ignare
social and political issues and make significant changes in any
compen:;&ory education, programs solely on the basis of ,pupil
achievement data as a measure of program effect1vene§!

may be viewed as not germane to the issue to be decided. An example.
is available as a result of an action by the South Carolina General
Assemb]y which' provided funding for a pilot program to reduce
pupil/teacher ratio in the .first grade from 26:1 to 20:1. The
\Office of Research in the SCDE was assigned the responsibility for
eva]uat1ng the’ p1lot program. Since the intent of the,pilot program.
was "obviously" to determine the cost-effectiveness of a reduction
in pupil/teacher ratio as a means of increasing student achievement,
an evaluation focused on achievement gain was designed and conducted
over a two-year period. The results ‘of the evaluation were -
consistent with a large body of the literatyre on the subJect and
indicated that a reduction in pupil/teacher ratio of the magnitude
involved wag #ot a cogt effective means of increasing student
achievementZ. Showstly after the evéﬂuat1on resulty were reledsed,

1
- ——

2Among the common prob]ens enceuntered by evaluatdrs ar%hose
created by insufficient time and f1nanc1ng. 1f it had been ossible
to conduct a 1ong1tud1na%_study of -the students involved in the
program the results might have been different. Although the
educa%1ona1 system is generally concerned with long-term benefits,
evaluation'is frequently restricted to the-examination of immediate
outcomes. .
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the General Assembly enacted the Education Finance Act of 1977 and
“mandated a reduction of pupil/teacher ratio from 26:1 to 20:1 in
grades one through three. ,Why? In-retrospect, the evaluation was
too narrowly focused and failed to take into consideration the
political aspects of the' issue. The South Cagolina Education
Association, a,rather effective 1obbying group), was exerting =
pressure on the jegislature and ,as a means of gaining their support
for the total finance bill, the previso relating to pupil/teacher
ratio Walrincludea. The question addressed in. the evaluation
certainly seems to be a legitimate one but peérhaps the utility of
the study could have been improved by including a survey of teachers
to determine whether they preferred to have the available funds-used
to reducé pupil/teacher ratio or to provide an ‘increase irsalary.
Additionally, taxpayers, especially those whd are parents of <
scheol-age children, may be supportive of smaller, classes because of
" their beliefs that children receive more individual attention in
smaller classes. The point is, there were other guestions, in
addition«to those related to gain scores, that probably would nave
been of interest to the policy-makers and, consequently, §hould have
been incladed in the evaluation. ,

[f we are really interested in increasing the use of evaluation
findings ‘in determining policy, more attention must be given to
identifying the social and political, along with the educational -and
economic, issues involved. No one is so ,naive as to believe that
.all decisions affecting education are made by educators, however, '
« the narrow focus of many evaluation designs is not consistent with
Qour knowledge® of the decision making process. The answer to the

question "By whom will the.results be used?"” is too often left until
the final report is being written, in which case, a likely answer 15’
“no one". If_evaluations are to yield policy relevant résults, the
various stake-holders and the questions of interest to them must be

identified before the facf. )

¢ X - \ N
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' -Evaluation Reports That Do Not Communicate

e

-~

' The policy maker who has the technical background requisite to
the interpretation of the typical evaluation report is about as rare
a specimen as a 5'2" professional basketball player. All too '
frequentlys evaluators appear to be more interested in producing %
reports for journals or discussions with their'colleagues than in
canmunicating results to potential users of the data. The -
deévelopment of highly technical reports may work wonders for the
evaJuator's egd.but the intended users wmay be left with two choices:
1) ignore the report, or 2) request assistance in interpreting it.

A colleague once madé a learned, but incomprehensible, presentation

§.‘ \
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%o @ lay advisory committee. Following his one~hour monologue,
during which the committee members were attentive and polite, two
canmittee memoers made comments. The first, a newspaper editor,
said, "] <onsider myself to be a reasonably intelligent man, but for
the past hour you have insulted my intelligence by subjecting me’to
3 your jargon." The second, a wealthy rancher, commented, “As a
4 former school board mgmber, I made it a practice never to fund
anything that I could not understand." Unfortunately, the message
the committee members were trying to convey was lost on the speaker.
The point is, that as long as we evaluators focus our conmunlca*xon
efforts pr1mar1]y on each other and the acadenic.community, we have
little room for comp!afﬁt when *he results of our efforts are not
ysed by decision makers.
. o
The Office of Research in the SCDE invested considerable time ——-
and®ffort in determining correlates of -achievement test scores 1n
- order to generate predicted school mean achievement scores for
comparisdn with those obtained through the Siatewide Testing
Program. The 2ntended use was to stimulate local school e
administrators to take a closer look at schools in which there were
significant differences between the predicted and opbtained scores.
zne Office prepared and disseminated to district superfntendeats a .
"non-technical" simmary report on the project. . One rkcipient of the
report wrote to the State Superintendent o0f £ducation and commented
that if he was really ‘expected to understand the report, it was-
probably a good thing that he had only a snort time left prior to ’
I retirement. For those of us involved in'preparing the report, the
. easiest thing to do was to agree that it was prooabTy good, that 'nis
. time of retirement was near. [n reality, however, he was‘probab1y
not the only one of the ninety-two superintendents with whom we
failed to cammunicate. The reports have since been revised and are
now beirg used as initially intended in many of the South Carolina
school districts. Unfortunately, we do not know the extent to which
@ the potential utijtty of the information was reduced by our 1nitial
failure to communicatd. ‘

]

Resu]ts That Oo Not Support Stake-Holder Bias

‘
&

Precedent to a dec151q%:}o nvzﬂuate the impact of any program or
policy is the decision that created the program or formulated the
policy. This decision usually reflects scme belief of the po]x AN
makers tHat,the course of adtion belng pursued is appropriate agg'
therefore uld yield beneflicial results. In essence, the

¢ stake-holders have evaluated, with positive results, the course of
action before pursuing it/ Consequently when forma] evaluations :
result in findings co ry to the policy makers' bias, the * :

ator, and his/hg ndings, may encounter considerable

yresistance., The ego inwalvement .of a policy maker may be so great
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that either revising an existing policy or formul ating a new policy
contrary to the previousy selected position represents a cost which
is too great to De paid. In this case the policy maker may simply
disregard-the evaluation results and proceed on the previously
established course. ‘On the ather hand, the 1nitial rejection of the
findings may, with time, give way to a change in position. The
writer has observed fnxs shift occur so gradually that it was
virtually impossible to determine the point at wnich the change was
made. (This seems to have implications for studies of evaluation

R utilization. In what time-frame must the results be used in order
to_consider them "utilized"?). , s

or several years the SCDE supporied the, implementation of :
extended-day kindergarten programs~in the belief tnat sucn prograns
were efficacious in developing "readiness" for first grage. When (M:
the results of a third-party evaluation indicated non-significant
ifferences between half-day and extended-day. programs 1n this
s & regard, the r*ndzngs met with eonsiderable resistance and
Jnjusuifiéb1e questions were raised about the technical quality of
e study. aradually, however, the srogram administrators have
. shifted their position on the issue. The point to pe made 1s that
. it may be unreasonable to expect negative evaluation findings to de
immnediately and,warmly embraqurhy those who are s’ake-ho]ders in
. the program, erhaos the besf that can be hoped for is that when
decision nake/@ are given DO;h information and time, reason will

prevail. o el P T
. ST T
7 Lack of' Credibility
. 7
Assstated earlier, non-utilization of evaludtion r1ndru§§~gue to!
lack of credibility may possibly be attributed to one of two ,

reasonsy 1) the evaluation was poorly conceived and/or conducted,
or 2) the agency reporting <he results lacks credibility with the
potential users of the data. The only apparent defense against the
- - first of these is to conduct other evaluations and not make the same*
- - mistake twice. Unless, however, the services of a different .
. evaluator are-ut1112ed, the re5u1~s may still pe viewed with
suspwcxon ay the target audzence. -
A
In the second- instance (lack of credibility) there, again, fis
little that.can be done after the fact. Prior to engaging in any
- evaluation effort, the agency should carefully consider whether the
potential users.of the data are likely to consider the results to be
objective and unbiased. “When the evaluation function is centralized
within the Department of Education and, consed®ently, evaluators are
not answerable to program adm1n1surators, evaluation results may-
have credibility within the agercy itself.. On the other hand,.when
+ Jwewed externally, even a centralized evaluation function is still a
' part of the total agency and results may be suspect. Unless, the
results of the evaluation are solely for internal decision making,
. this probably argues against having any State Department of
Education evaluate programs which it administers.
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Other Facﬁors Influencing Policy and Evaluatioen

Although the influence which special” interest .groups have upon &
the formulatfon of policy and, consequently, upon evaluation has
been mentioned earlier, the magn1»ude of this influence is”such that
it seems to warrant some special attention. Policy is not
formulated in a vacuum. Policy'is formulated only im response to;
external influence or, more to the pointy in response to some real
or imagined need. In the opinion of the writer, any discussion of
policy/evaluation interaction which does not consider those external
influences ignores the force which drives the system. Regardless of
whether a policy is developed by the Congress, the State
Legislature, the State Board of Education, or the State ,
Superintendent, it appears that the policy is always in response to
the stated, or inferred needs or desires, of some group. For
example, members of the legisiature, as duly elected representatives.
of the public, enact statutes (edufational and otherwis®) which, at-
least in theory, reflect the desires and interests of the electors.
The State Board of Education then transiates the education related
statutes into rules and regulations which are administered by the

tate Superintendent of Education. In turn, local Soards of
education may develop their own policies designed to implement those
1nposed upon them. ‘

Any of the po11cy-nak1 g g ups, the ‘legislature, the State
Bcard .of, Education, or localN ol boards may generate policy in
response to their own constituents without being motivated to do so
by one of the higher level policy-making bodies. In,any case,
however, the link between external influences and policy seems
obvious. .

. -
‘p{?his translates, then to a system of interaction that might be
rayed as in Figure 2. The implications are that special -
terests directly influence “policy and, indirectly, evaluation;
policy directly influences evaluation; and evaluation may influence

policy either directly by feedback to the policy-makers or
indirectly through feedback to special interests.

L «

Special
Interest
Groups -

Evaluation

- Figure'2
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Unfortunately, the process is not nearly so straightforward as
the preceding paragraphs and Figure 2 may imply. There seeém to be
at least two sources of "noise" in thé system that have implications
for evaluation &nd the use of evaluation findings. First, there are.
usually competing interests at work any time that policy (law, rule,
or regulation) is established. Consequently, compromise may be made
in framing the policy with the result that no one is completely
satisfied with the outcome. If this is true, various
"stake-holders" may seek Guite different results from evaluations or
at least may have different biases toward those results. Second,
even if the policy.i1% a precise statement of “he expressed desires
of the interest group, the underlying intent mdy not be reflected in
the pojicy. This may lead evaluators down the primrose path to
asking theasrong questions (or at least not enough questions) if
they mistakenly assume that a policy is addreéssing an educational
issue when, in fact, the force behind the policy was more of a
- social, political, or economic nature. . The earlier reference to

the question of reducing pupil/teacher ratio provides an example of
the pitfalls which can be encountered as a result of either .
ignoring, or failing to recognize the motivation for a partt;ular
policy. .

In conc]dding, it seems desirable to provide an example of the
special interest/policy/evaluation interaction. Ia using the South
Larolina Basic Skills Assessment Act, of 1978 as an example, the

3
writer is aware that his perceptions constitute only one version of
the "truth", -

A

.The legislative nistory of the act began in 1977 wnen two
representatives, both members of the Slack Caucus, co-sponsored a
2111 calling for the implementation ofea program of grade by grade
promotion based on achievement test scores. The bill provided that
the State Department of Education would select the tests and
determine the required scores. The proposed program was to be
implemented ‘over a.twelve year peridd beginning with grade one and
adding a grade each year until all grddes were included. The bill
did not receiwe favorable action in the General Assembly but it did
generate sufficient interest to result”in.a joint resolution
creating a special committee to study the issue of minimum
competency in the basic skills.

~

2

In its report'to the General Assembly, the comnittee included a
draft-of proposed legislation. Although-over eighty amendments were
introduced during the passage of the bill in 1978, the law is
essentially the same.as the bill proposed by the committee. There
is, hdwever, one major difference. The comnittee's propgsal that an
eleyenth grade test of "Adult FunctiBnal Competency" be required for
a high school diploma was deleted prior to passage of the act. What
began in 1977 as a move to require grade by grade promotion based on

<
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tésting, culminated in 1978 with a required testing program to be
‘ used for the diagnosis of student deficiencies and as a basis for
providing basic instruction to assist students in ovgrcoming those N ;
. deficiencies. Major compromises, the result of the interests of .
] various groups, were reached along the way.

What motivated the introduction qof the original o111 in 19777
The most obvious answer is that it was simply an extension of the
national trend towards competency testing. The prime sponsor of the
bi1l says that such was not the case. According to the sponsor
there were two factors which prompted him to introduce the |
legislation. First, his constituents were concerned that many of
their'children were only Remi-literate upon graduation from high W
school and they were seeking a remedy for that situation. Second, ’
‘the Tegislator had access to data collected tarough the SCOE
operated Statewide Testing Program which indicated that, on the
average, the achievement 'scores of minority students were
considerably below those of the majority. He attributed these
differences to poor teaching and social promotion. He apparently
- perceived promotion as a function of testing to be a renedy for the

sityation.

4

’ e The Basic Skills Assessment legislation s a rather significant
' - policy statement concerning evaluation. Apparently 1T came into
being as a result of the influence of special interests and the use
of available evaluation flata that supported the concern of the .
interest group. oo
- 3 . N

;‘f N Conclusion f{

This paper was written for the purpose of providing a
non-academic perspective of the policy/evaluation intéraction in &~
state education agency. While [ am confident\(at the 39% level) !
that it is non-academic, [ am not ‘equally confident that it provides
a "true" picture of the interaction which was the supbject of the -.
papar. As stated earlier, others may, and probably do, have quite A
different perceptions of the ways in which po]???}é@p evaluation >
interact, or_fail to do so, within the SCDE. But that is the, nature
of evaluatijon, take the information and make your own judgement.

.
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) POLICY AND EVALUATION: ‘
A CONCEPTUAL STUDY*

Thomas F. Green
Syracuse University :

[T

"

: What is (or can be) the relation Seﬁween public-policy, on
. the one hand, and evaluation, én the other? Is there a way to
attain clarity in understandfng what an appropriate rg‘gtionshlp
would be? I 1ntend to answér these guestions in two steps, I
shall consider first the typical character of policy questions.
In a second part, I shall examlneiglfferent facets of the policy
process--analysis, formation, decision, and political judgment.
I pelieve that these steps, taken toge will allow us to form
a‘view, however tentative, about the vance of evglpgtion as a

professional practice to various aspects of pdblic policy.

/. _*The numbered fobtnotes in this paper are not ‘really o
; footnotes. Theyk refer to corresponding items in the attached
! Appendix. This paper can be read as an independent analysis. It
constitutes an attempt to reach conceptual clarity on certain
. features Jf thé relation and interrelation between the practice
of evalyation, on the one hand, and the formation of publlc
. policy, on the other.
But the numbered items in the Appendlx establxsh specific }
liQﬁﬁ between this paper and a body of six others commissioned by
. ) the ﬁ%rthwest Regional Bducational Laboratory dealing with- the
. practice of evaluation in State Education Departments.
‘ . The numbered items, then, are citations of points in those
- . other papers that either provide the practical illustration of
. ’ points made in the text or have actually provoked points made in
) the text. .The underlying prlncxple is that a philosophical
, analysis of such matters should, on the one hand, illuminate what
pfactitioners do and say about their work; but, on the other
. . hanu,~i;i§hould’also arise from a serious study of what they say
and do. Philosophy, in this sense, is simply the explication of
, everyday life, # _
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There is probably no single definition of "policy" adequate
to capture the full range of ordinary usage. Such a definition
would have to satisfactorily capture the likenesses and .
. differepces between managerial. decisions, gJEdes to practice,
rules pf legislation, basic choices of political direction, and
. . the bar application of standard requixements in"administration
{No one gets unemployment assistance fg more tk&: twenty~-one
. “Weeks). It would have to include some matters that éall under
"Standard Operating Procedures” (file expense accounts within ten :
déys with receipts), matters of personal ptacéice (I don't answer
tﬂe phone at home because it's neve£ for me. Avoid argumen:s n
the office. Don't give G-3s unsatisfactory ratings; it takes too
long to defend them.) Alth0ugh each of these things can be
caled "policy", the term bas, in each case, a sligbtly different
meanind.l . . -
On the other hand, it is possible to éstab}lsh e common +
features'qf what we ordinarily take to constitute policy
_Question, especially if our concern-is with public‘policy. So I
© wish to render the question, "What is policy?" by asking "What is’ L
~ a Policy question?” ) , ’ ' . |
. ‘A policy gquestion isg a request ‘for a 11ne of action a1med at i
b pumara oo - erﬁecuring an opt1mal resolution of a conflict between d1fferent
. goods, all of which must be accepted, bu} which, taken together, . ,
cannot all be maximized. That is to say, we do not-have a
'-wéllrﬁormed policy questién, a fully formulated statement of a
policy problem, until we are able to state the get of values or
goods.from which the quéstion arises, and unless we are able to
state that set of .values or goods, so..that we can discéén their
mutual inconsistency. - .
B i ‘"*”‘The’issues‘involved in the contemporazy movement for ‘fiscal
reform in educa&iqp provide about as clear a model of poligy
aquestions generall§ as it is possible to shape. The policy

a
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; issues are always "nested" within a set of mutually incompatible

- values or goods. We seek '
— (1) Egqual educational opportunity for children. .
(2) An equitable distribution of the tax burden.
{(3) Local control of education.
5 X (4) Responsible management of the State budget. -

Maximizing any one of these goods--that is, getting as much of 1t

as we can--will do damage ta the advancememt of the others. The

policy proplem is generated by the fact that we acgept all four .

of these aims and yet they cannot all be max%@ized. We cannot

have all tne local control possible because doing so will

probably mean getting less than would be good in the way of -

equity for children ana taxpayers and control on the prllc ;;¥//"

budget. On the other hand, -if we maximize equlty‘for chiléren, -

then we are likely to get moaf inequity 1in the tax burden and

less local control. The prablems of educational finance policy,

. in short, do not arise merely from the need to establish a more
equitablg system for taxpayers and children. They arise ratW®er
from the need to do so within a system of public goods that

A

secures alsoc both local control and responsible public management.

- .
I daresay that all issues that we would describe as guestions

of public (or even personal) policy have this feature,? They

i
3
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3
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which must all be considered, but which, taken together, are more

or less mutually incompatible. Consider the issues surrounding

- the imposition of exit standards at the‘éecondary school. Here

»

~ we seek the mutual benefits of:

. . -

|
I
>
|
l are always "nested" in a set of social values or social goods
r
|

{1) Universal tattainment (or at least racially and

ethnically balanced freguencies of attalnment)
(2) Common standards of achievement. .
{3) Culturally pluralistic communities.

The mutual inconsistency of these aims is transparent when

thby are visibly juxtaposed. The difficulties of finding some

e

balance in thg entire set is well illustrated.by recent .-
experience in|Fflorida and Vi:glnla.3 Pbllc;es are establisghed

*

to maximize common standards of achlevement. The immediate
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consequencCe 1S to pay a price in securing the othe?\two goods.
So the policy is adjusted--or its implementation is delayed. It
v 1s not unreasonable to surmise that continuing adjustments will

result in policies that appear on the surface to depart

3 . .
substantially from previous formulations, but whose conseguences

are not substantially different. Such a result is likely to

nate more from the presence of mutually incompatible values or
than from administrative "bungling", or blindness, or from
ifeéfficiency, or from political chicanery. That is to say,
ney the most efficient action nor the most technically,
proffici;nt analysié will suffice to resolve the central conflict
between the social aims within which the policy guestion
resides. 1In general, there is no technical solution to a poligy
"guestion, For example, there is no purely technical resolution
of the fact that if, in social institutionhs, we get all the
efficiency we can, then we are likely to have less community than
we need 6: desire. ’ . ’ ] /’/’
. This conclusion, however, may seem outrageously facile. It
deserves some explanation, and that explanation can be discovered
. in two points. The first requires that we grasp the important )
fact that what count; as an answer to a policy gquestion always
takes the form of a "What we should do" and never‘a "What we
) Know". Only practical guestions ar; admissible in a public
v + forum, never theoretical questions. And this is fortunate
iadeed. Iéﬁmeans that in the domain of policy we are able go
arrixflat agreement on what to do without hgging to agree on the
. reasons for doing.it. We must be able to agree on a’line,of .
ag;ion and 5%§§§ to itf even when we do not agree on what is good
and even when ye‘have different goals.? ’
. The result of a policy guestion is always a decision énd an

action. The result of a theoretical guestion is always a truth.

claim. Policy deliberation is aimed at action, not at the

s acguisition of‘knowledge; tpebretical gquestions are dlways aimed
. at the acguisition of knowledge, not at acgion. I do not mean by.

this claim that we can or eve; should make public decisions

without knowledge. Social actions no doubt, should be informed

e
. -~

A

i
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Nor do I mean that we can ever gdain greater knowledge withoutu
some action. " Research, after all, is a kind of action. I mean
. only that wise policy is never.made with enough knowledge to
determine a decision, ana’poiicy qguestions are never asked out of o
a primary interest in adding to our xnowledge.5
i In this day and age it is not'hardgto imagine someone saying,
“1f we just had a-'methodology sufficiently sopnisticated and a
body of relevant data sufficiently refined, then we could answer
whatever policy questions may come along." Sucn a person has '
been captnred by a delusion. The delusion consists in supposing
that a policy question is a theoretical guestion when, in face,
it is not. Any tile we Suppose that a policy gquestion can be
e§olved by some addltlon to our knowledge, then it will turn .out
tbg:awhac we supposed was a guestion of policy has turned out to
be merely a problem of engineering or efficient administration
instead., * J ~
My point then is not that we shonlc abdndon all attempts to

imbrove our methods of evaluation or pol%cy analysis. *My point .
‘ is rather that since our indecisidn in matters of policy does not .
arise from thE lack of such methods, therefore, it 1s unlikely to
P% laid to res#® by éhelr development. In matters of policy{ we
are confronted with indecision not because -our knowledge or ~ - -
technical facif&éy is faulty‘but precisely because we are -
confronted with a kind of question that, in principle, cannot be
- U answeréd by any incremen; or imbrovement of knowleage. Our i
answers éo policy duestions mhy be improved by better information
and better analyses in the sense that they will be more .
ri%ionally persuasive. But"such guestions can, will, and usually
are, answered even withoutrsuch information., Furthermore, it is
not obvious that the answers given in the absence of such
analyses are worse than or even often different'frbm the answers

that would be given in their presence. In short, the answers may

be "better grounded" ratzonally, but still not different o¢ ’ -

v

better in any other sense.® We can, no doubt, do something -

T .- ¢« more rationally persuasive than consulting chicken entrails, but = * 4
s d

-

we 'are unlikely to get anything that in its results‘is guite as

w =4 3
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decisive. Andﬁthls 1s sO because of the properties df ®olicy .
R - *
- questions, not because of deficiencies in policy evaluation. e
- . r A}

This observdtion brings me then to a second important reason
s, Why there afe no technical solutions to policy'problems. In . ,
(Y paraddse, thefe is nd policy--except, perhaps, admissions
'.-‘ poﬂicies. But why do pelicy questlons not arise 1n paradise?
) There are: gbny ideas of parad1se, of course, but on the whole,, N

- . . A

%
one 1s 1ncllned to v1ew that men comceive of 1t as a perfected
3 . ’
. . * State of affairs in which wants presently denied in an Impsrfect
worlc w1Ll somewhere or sometime be satisfied in a per fected
. L}

~world. ‘Consider the view Emerson expressed in his essay "On

‘Compensation”. Ee heard a sermon, the chief message'of which was

that those saintly and good souls of the world who_suffer without a N

1 . . g
tie coiforts and amenities of life should p evere nongtheless

>

) b gbeir‘goodness v For -though sinners, wwith their fine carriages . ﬁ>ﬂk‘

. & - and furs, may seem to prosper now, they shall suffer later; and P

‘e tho gh saints may hahg1to do without, they shall later "be’ . .

Ewarded. fThe‘Emport of such a sermon, thougnht nmerson, was the

age of saint to sinn®r, "You sin now. I shall sin later I
P o
\wou d sin now,‘but I can't." This is one rendering of the v1ew .
<

that heaven 1s that perfected existence 1n which wants present,

lfs.&,gls suggesxz,woivcourser k.bag&—b&-problem—of- D—
N ’ . optlmaluty—-therefore tne need for pollcy--would be’ banlshed from

" ’) but now deﬁied, w1ll be.satisfied. s -

3

Ny any world'ln which human wants or desires are perfectly balanced . »

by their saxlsfactlons. What else could parad1se pe except, a -

condltlon in which all human des1res are satisfied?,

a There are two qenetal strategles always suff1c1ent to produce
_such a solufidn. -The first lies on the sade*of~dotng -something -

about tfle gatisfactions available to human beings. (productivity),
) * and the segond lies on the side of doiné something;aboqt their
. . de31res'(educatlonwand the development of character) The fn'.st9

~ leads us alwgys to solaeqphe.problem of optlmallty by the
. .provision of abundance; there is presumably no problem of § P

o :satisf?xng wants. There® 1s enoughigf everythlng, 1nclu&ing ’ \,,/

eﬁough Justlce and enough virtue, When there 18 no problem of

- -

Y e > ! . ? .
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sat%gfying wants, there is no conflict of goods end, cherefore,
. no problem of optimality. N
‘ : , The other-strategy is the conJerse. There -is no scarcity of -
what nobody wants. 8o the second way to resolve‘the problem of
' 9 ,yoptlmallty lies not in the’satlsfactlon of wants, but in thelr
scontrol, their comp051tlon. Thus, for Ghandi, diamonds and mink
were plentlﬁul, not begause ‘they were any the less scarce, but
. because they were not wanted. And not being wanted, they were
oot abundant. 1If ﬁeaven is that condition in which wants are
saézsgﬁéﬁ, then there mayxbé abundance in heaven not becauseg
goods are maximized, but because wants are "composed”. 1In
*lneither case do problems of policy arise, and the reason they do
not arise is that such ods of composing the goods of the
wqQrld or of reconciling wants énd'setisfactions would Eenqé:

choice unnecessary. There is no conflict of goods in paradise.

formulate the conflict of goods within which it is "nested"”. s
But why do we not imagine paradise ontain lnterpersonalg

confllcts of wants? The answer §§ that to do so.would 1nvolVe

either the judgment that wants are 1mproperly controlled or that

goods are insufficiently supplled to satisfy them. Such a

Lt @ A '

» ' . ! .
’ And the fact eﬁ§:~:EZ?e 1s consequently no need for policy is - >
- . - part of the proof that €£o formulate a pollcy guestion 1is to

4'? candition would 1ntroduce a proolem. Paradise 4ould no lonhger be
- . a perfected existence. ‘It would contain the oroblem of
ootimality, a(kind of allocational defect. Paradise would
contain’;he.prob}em of comppsing khe most‘setisfactory
combinatiqn of what goods do exfst, and who should get them in' -
- -’ yhatuoegreeu In short,‘sdcg;a condition would introduce inEoﬁ

. -~ 2 [ 4 Al v
paradise precisely those circumstances that create the need-for

. ~ ~

policy and that dictate the features of any well-formed policy
gquestion-~Nhat are the ggpds 1 conflict? What is their best
possible adjugtment? How can we reach &t? What are the

-

L] ¢

v M trade-offs?? . ) . '\

’

."‘ The main point of this apparent cigrsssion is that problems

of policy are an immediate and direct reflection of some

S . -{mmen!aly fundamental characteristics of the world alfld of human .
. . < )
A ] N - ) ‘m;
, 1Ga . * LT
o : /- - r '
ERIC I

s » ~ . . !/
. . ,

L o e

= - -




-

. ‘interdepehden: and do conflict, not all the timg, in every ‘ o
. 2

.
<
. . .
¢ * i

existence within }t: They arise because the goods--not simply -

thé interests--that human beings seek to seture in the world are ~

«respect, but ell of the time in some,respects.” Only in pgredise

[ can we imegine that'all human goods are simultaneously in
suffiaient supply so -that there is no conflict in their
allocation. It is ?hportant to note that since knew1edge is a
certaln kind of good, then the idea of paradise 1ncludes the e =
assumptlon that there 1s sufficiency of knowledge. But paraaise.
does not arise because there is an abundance of knowledge. -
Polxcy guestions are not banlshed from paradise because our

capacity to know is perfectec. They ‘are foanished rather because:

~ there is either an)abundance of all gobds or becaufe there is a : .

suitable comp051tlon of desires.
€  This formulat?on, however, is not all that is needed in -+
exposing the presuppositions of policy questions. It deals with

~

‘the presupposition of scarcity, but not with the Presuppositiofy

-—of intérdépendence Betweeh gdods. "It is Sufficient to show that -
& r -
when scarcity is absent--as it ¥ in heaven--then no pol}cy . e

L]
problems can arise. But the example presupposes that it makes
conceptual sense to suppose that all human goods can exist in
abundance simultaneously. Our imaginary hypothesis assumes that’ .

abunggnss_gj“snme“gaods_canﬁalnaxs.beesecuzed_w;thoutms¢gnxflcant___e_ﬁe4._7_____J.Nmm

v

Lt The view then i& that human goods conflict (read "values" if

_FRIC
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costs in others. : B ) X o .
7 The fact is, however, that human gooés do confllct &2 such: a

way that they cannot all be provided simult aneously in sufficient i d
sugp}? to satisfy, human‘desi;es. The poipt is central. Human i

qoéds do conflict so that the price of securing the abundanee of } ,,'
some ,is always fajlure to secure as much as we would like of some

otheh. Bpus, if we succeed in ?rovidiﬁg as much equality as is “ .
wanted, we arexuhlikely to have‘as much liberty as is wanted. If ,. «\‘\“‘l‘
'persons develop as much tolerance’ for ambxgu;ty as is wanted, we C
are unlikely to have ,as much courage as is wanted, and the prlce - i‘r

H

wlll sooner or later begome apparent.

you wish) not simply because they\are in)sho}t supply, nor simply’




“because interpersonal preferences conf%ict{ but simply because

¢

~ J / —

\

. »

they are not structurally consistent. They cannot all be
maximized, even,in paradise. Jt is é'famlliar 1dea that human
wants or human interests cqnflict. But the view here is that
human goods conflict. The fact that hUman interests conflict is
what produces political problems, finding an agjustment between

conflicting human 1interests. But the fact that human goods A\

‘conflict is what produces policy questions, finding an adjudtment .

between conflicting goods. Human goods contlnue to conflict, even .
when human 1interests do not. Even'wﬁen all are agreed on a
51ngle predomlnatlng interest~-vi&tory in an all -out war, for
exampzefvthere w1lll remain policy problems.

In other words, there are no unlimited goods in the world,
There. are no goods 'which, i1f provided ip éréat;abundénée, would
not haye thé consegquence of certainsothézkéoods beiné in ‘snort
sgpp&y.‘ The ultimate églution to any problem of polic is,
therefére, to be found on;y 1H paradisg; that is¥ only under
conditions 1in which prbblem§ of policy are net so much solved’as'
they are szmpfy non-existent. Such a stat% of affalrs hmay. be
ideal; ané 1in that respect, 1t may be optimal. But it is not
possible, and 1h that rdfipect, it is ndét optimal at’all. That

the ultlmate solu&éi?ef all pdlicy problems. is to be fodnd onayv

b4
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in paradlse« may be precisely the fact that gtves rlse t5 the
con51stent ahd apparéntly inerradicable human 1mpulse to thgnk of .
social solutlons to policy problems in ucoplan terms.”
But utoplan thinking is defectlve not merely be@ausexlt pays
too llt*le attention to fea51b111ty. It is flawed more . . ‘

. . 4
fundamentally becar§e Lt pays no q%&entipn at all to .

politics.8 It is a fact of large sjgnificance that'no well

A
degeloped literary exposition of Utopia ever includes an account

of politics. The central aséumption always is that 1n‘gtppxa the

neg%id'balance between conflicting humap goods ig resolveéd,
Re

sideration is not needed. Thereféte,_the 1ntroduction of

N po ics .into Utopia would be a threat to--not a part of——the

good llfe. In Utopia, problems oﬁ p011c§ remain on

L}
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' managing its affairs. Politics is replaced by administtation, . -F/’ .
:and the role of evaluation, if\it,exlstg at all, would be reduced - _ .
to ;érving the ends of mahagemenx.}o . *

. .
Policy gquestiens do not arise at all in paradise. seridus

. . - %
.* -ones do not arlse'in Utopia. But thefteasons are. different. \ The

reason that serious ones do not ardise in Utopia is not that goods -0

are abundant or thatedesires are composed, but that tne 1nﬁerent ‘
&

. conflict between good5/6 taken as resolveg All that remains 1s
‘ Y
management.

-

Not even the presumec Utopia of put"nc evaluators

. Y ;7 . a
in charge would alter that resylt. , | . §
/S .
We must note a related feature of policy questlons
9\

endrally. Like a reporter~flllng his story fot the evening )

edlslon, whoever will answer a policy question, i ghe real

world, must do so within strict constraints of tlme. The

p : repq:ter files a story by aeadline, cut a;ways w1ith the knowledge

that there will be another ceadllne, and the present story can be -~ ’

aménded by the next as eﬂbnts change and further facts are N

- * P
revealed. Two points are discernible in this observation. The .

first is that policy quqﬁiions generally are ahswered in

anti¢ipation that the answer will be Jevised.

o,

The sebond'pdlnt
is that they are the kinds of questlons that have to be ans;ered
on time, even though the information needed for the answer 1s not
" -t {amerm—seth—peaﬂtsaaftseﬂércmrﬂjmmxma&*constrazntsy‘but—tHEY e ““:ki—
have different impllcations. .

* The first 1mplles simply that policies are impermanent. _We M
. ) expect them to cbangg. Often, tbey are not even very durable. a
”

They are not supposed to 53; In that respect, policy quesq}ons '
L3 - " > - * .

are unlike constitutional estions, and they differ from moral .

* ¢+ questions in éxactly the same respect. We do nbt expect persons d//f ,

- to change /their moral principles*--the constitution of their

character--4ith great frequency. We do, héwever, expect.policy ~

to chang¥ with experience and with fair frequency. "policy” :
implies polltacsﬁ and lerty --a peint that Isshall copsyder in . .

more detaij‘latern We may note, .for' the moment, however, tha

there is a practice whose improvement ypuld promise the largest \ .
» . - 1 oo b . £ N .- :
# - » - » .
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= . [ % . 4
w . . . : - . "w " a
v T » . ‘e . . -4 - )
. © . .
. - 171 1 G —_ P
. . “ —§ ) - - \}~ } e ol ¥ .
= \‘ . - & —— f“ . i
- h . ‘ — > R :\ ¢ ‘
EM .

PR v 7o providsa o eic

"hh

_ . [ - =



‘academiC research 1S both 1mprooqble for pol

- -~ [
B .

) hd *
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. « - . N =
marginal gains in the formation of policy, it would be” an
improvement 1in the pracwice of politics, not evaluation.
The second. point ‘is equally vgtal. “T¥ Mmeans that just as it

is better for tne reporter to file a story on time without all
.. »
the facts than to get all the facts and file the story too late,

so also, it 1s better, in the case of policy, to make a decision
on time$ but without all the facts, then 1t 1s to get all the

. o
facts and ,bake the decision too late. In the case of policy,

4o

",

decisions have to be made always within large limits O
. -

uncertaln,y Some :ecucglon in the degree of Jrcerta‘ﬂty will de

¢
helpful, but the degroe of rnductxon normall y§requzrec for

.

icy decisiop and

would often be undesirable.even.if it were not impropable.++ .

In other words,

s

crude data arriving on time ate always vetter
than refined data arriving too lafe. 8o it is acceptable, even .,
- i -
.- . .4
fortunate, that the methods required for-policy decision are - €3

L ]
refined.

crude, even though tne usual m;fhods of #iesearcn are necessarily

To answer a policy gudest:ion, we need as much

. >

information as We can get. ‘' But "as much  as we can get" usually . %

. ‘

* - -
turns out to ve less than we could get i1f we had more time and,

at tmhe sage time, more than can be used and more than wlll maxke a

dszerencg'to the decision.- Policy gquestions, in other words, -

(m' "

ERIC
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afe aiways answered in the Widsi ©f uncertdainty, anc tTheéere Is

always a point beyond which more information--however more

a

Ltzle w0 the reduction of that
o alter the diregtion of the

excelilent--w1ll contribure 1

uncertainty and do nothing ¢

T

decision.12 ; . . :

' .

All this is simply another'aipect of the claim that pol:icy

guestigns are practical rather than,theoretical. They are ’

guestions of the sort that need to be answered, and that will be

answered, even when we do not.know which among alternative ~
2

~

then 1t 4

answers is the best. If these oObservations are credible,

is possible to inderstand the claim scmecimes’qdvanced that
o

i f
.
D 9 *
-
.

*Note the offense involved in calling :hem “"ollc1e " .
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academic research is useful for policy decision invé%%gly to its i
excellence as academic research. . ’ ) o &
But there is another,)and more fanﬁreachlng,.implicat}on of
: thege last observationé. Suppose Ye define the charactsriof a
professional--as I think we must=--in relation to the degree to
., which tbevprofe551ona1's practice requires accuracy of approach

rin the midst of. uncertainty. If we 1magine a two-dimensional
3 space defined by (x) increasing uncertainty in the predictable‘ . s
behavior of the materials dealt with in any practice, and (y)
increasing uncertainty in the consequences of one's actions, then
« . We would be able o array the practice of professionals,
craftsmen, artists, and technicians as dispersed along the

dlagonal . . . .

1 would guggest {(and th:is 1is oniy conjecture) that such a <.
definitibn of "professional” would capture important “Eatures'
{though not all important features} of what we ord1nar11y mean by
2 the term. But such a deflnltzon has 1nterest1ng and 1mportant
— L . conseguences, Lﬁ means, among otbe;»thlngs, that the educat.on R
of profe551onals 1S an educatloh in being able to make juegments
and‘deci51ons in the context of large uncertainties. Such ] . i
. education, in a'deep sense, 13 education not in techpical skill
Lnor wlthout tqcnnlcal sk1ll}, but in the'capacity to deal witn -

uncertainty, %o l;ve with doubt, to cﬁange one's mind. It is

always ultimately & k1nd of ecucat1on in sélf knowledge--learn1ng

one's limits. T ‘ . ’ . -,

“But more importantly: and more conqretely,.it would gené to
! ‘ rearfange our <¢ongeptions Qf the relation between the praEtice§
of crafts and professiéns; For example, it would mean that. the
neuro—surgeon, although poesessed‘of greater technical skill and
manual dexterity,,nevertheless; deals!gpth a more pred1ctable4
—- - + problem than ‘the nurse, who, having to deal with the ﬁggig R -
' patlent: acts in the' mldst larger, thOugh often less serlpus, 1t'
uncertalntles of both material and cgﬁsequences.> in short, by '
such a ¥iew, the nurse turns cut £o be engaged in a practice that
is more pgofessional than the surgeon's. _ . .
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.set of distinctions, -

.
.

In an analogous way, the implication is that the evaluator,
/ ., .
insofar as hé presses for greater certainty and actually seeks to

become the determiner of policy, is less of a professional, at co A

his Best, than the politician or execuytive, at his best. The

drive of evaluators, to whatever extent they seek to find in .

practice a means of resolving policy guestions, i#¥ in fact the

drfvg to make the politieian an evaluator ,which is té-saf a . . ’ I
techn?ﬁlan'Cf policy decision. Such an achléveméni, if ever“

realized, would constltat; the most radical transformation of our

polgtlcal institutions and the practice'of policy decision thgt : —

one can imagine. Even ifvlt could happen~-which is doubtful--1t o 1

woulé be undesirable 1f carr:ed very far. But this,discussion -
. b4

e

cannot be extended, refined, or made convincing without a further
L) (‘

1
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__Facets of the Policy Process .

r
®

, o . .
Between polrcy analysis, policy formation,‘policy decision or .,
LR "

. A
promulgation, and the political analygis of policy there lie ° -

\
¢clear differences, and the practice of evaluation willl relate .

{ 770 . . . - -
differently to each. The tendency-exists to regard these four

~

LRIC

-mi1gleading, because these activities are never fully aiscfete 1in

of theory.

activities--analysis, formation,.decisio, and ‘political s
‘. ¢

L4

T D

analysis--as steps in the poligy process. But that view is

practice and they do not occur in any persistent seguence.
Nevertheless, there 1s a distinction of practice corresponding to’

each activity, and each practice, moreover, hds its distinct kind

- L]

-

5

Policy ¥Analysis . v

: . - . . ~

Policy analysis can’be defined as the rational’or technical
assessment of the net marginal trade-offs between different :
policy choices. The éuest}on becomes "Which set of values.will ) .
be advanced, which will® not, *and with what net benefits?" This . -
) ' {e‘ - -
[ 4 -
g . . 3 174 . -
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. . &,
' *



is the same kind of questioﬁ that we confront, say, in thé ‘design
of a hand dri1ll. What should be rhe design? The gquestion is
“nested; in a set of values., We want low cost, high safety, ease
of handling, and durability. We can ask and rather precisel?
- determine what marginal gains in one of these values will ?roduce
what cdrresponding costs in the others. If we "go for" breatest
, durability, then we are likely to get a higher cost and less ease
. of handling. If we "go for" the lowest cost possible, then we
are likely to sacrifice something 1in the yay of durabiliQY.and

safety. The desfgn problem is to discover a balance between
o

¥

these competing values.

> Enter the problem of incommensurabilities! How do ‘we ,
determine which among the combeting values is tobe given
greatest we;ght’ wh*ch has, the,greatest worth--lbw cost, pafety,
durablllty, or eage of handllng’ Not éven the most reflnge )

. analysis of the costs and benefits will solve that problem. Such

an analysié gives us the possibilities or a set of choices,ibut

*Yet we neea\some procedure for 601ng Just that. In short, we
n¢ed a market dec151on, and gettlng a market deciskon 1§, no
. doubt, going to requ1re'a market analzsrs.
o Is our-market made up of professionals? Or does 1t consist
—_— e ofsehtially of—amateursaaad-beasehola cfaftsmen? 1f - it-yg-the ——
- former, tbengthe problem will probablj be resolved on the side of
durabxllty and Safety with a slightly h;gher prlcg, If tre
latter, tnen, by all means, the decisipn will probably be to
minimize cost and sacrifice durability and, to some degree,

safety. But then again, the market.decision might be ) "go for”
"the whale range of the market. :Produce é~variety of desdgns *
’ represent1ng the full range of choictes revealeo by the analytlc

.

exercise. Somethiﬁg for everybody! ,
These activ1t1es are roughl$ analogous to the distincticghs I.
{ want to‘make in the case of‘policy. -Merely setting. forth the
[ o marginal cgsts and benefits of a range of chqices is one -
‘ thing~-pblicy analysis. Se}ectlng one balanced choice‘sr a range

o . from wlthln the possibilztles 15 another thxng--po;xcy
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formation. The decision as to which choice or choices will be

made is still.a third--policy decision. And performing the

- - ' ’

market analysis needed for that decision .is yet a fourth--policy

analysis. ’
For example, suppose we entertain the prospect of

distributing educational assistanc€ to students in preference to.

- .

. instldizlons'and‘that we are résolved to do so on the bdsis of

financiel need. In that casé-we reguire access to financial

. information, and not simply on groups, trends, or categories of

-

persons, but on each actugl individual. If we propose this‘'kind
of policy as more just ghan other choices, then, in the name of -

justice, individuals will have to reveal personal information

that may have bgen regarded pcefore as praivileged. *two values .
s ; M

, conflict. We extqnd-jhstice, but diminish, in some measure,

r

. privaéy. To secure a definable gain 1n one, we pay a definable
cost 1in :HZ other. Policy aﬁa1251s asks "What 1s the net
‘marglﬁél gain?" A trily refined policy analysis, which rare1§
exisis,,would téll us how much we are likely,to gain in the
" " advancement of justice for some corre;p?pding}cgst in privacy. n
But no such analysis, no matter how refined, will tell us whether

- - = - ' s -
. 1t is worth it. 1In order to resolve that gquestion, we need

- - -

something corresponding to a market analysis and a market

decision. "Policy” implies "polity" and "politics® just as "good
1ndustria1'design" implies a structure for marketlﬁg analysis and

marketing decision. -
) Bur consider another gxampl&. A Congressmag“asks whether
pass-through requirements for allocating Title I (ESEA) funds '~
¥ should rest on tes:s‘qf edu@ational need rather than economic,
‘ . need.. The anséér comes back couched not in terms of "whether Qe
' shoula" but 1n}terﬁs of "whag happens if we do?" That's poliéy_£§
analysis. In~éither case, Ehe funds would go roughly to the samg ~
- school districts--but not guite. What's the margin of “not
quite™? \Is "not guite” "very much"?K\Is 1t henough to matter"?

evén 1f it is "not much" would the chahqe Create incentives.

a
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in answering allocational problems? gnd if so, then would the
incentives be enough to make a difference? And if so, tﬁe;,(pe:e
we are again) how much of a difference? That!s policy analysis. )
‘Bug policy analysis-does not, and need mot stop there. It , i
- can ask not simply what the net conseguences would bg of doing X, TR
‘, but what those net consequences would pe compared to d01ng Y,’
g; where Y is either what we are d01ng already or some third
alternative.l3 fhe questlon for pollcy analy51s is not whether
doing X is a net merovement over d01ng Y--better than d01ng
» Y--but simply, what are the‘net effects? Wwhether 1t 1s better to
have a drill of low cost instead of high durability will not bg
determined simply from an analysis of the trade-offs. It
requi;es'a markeging decitsion. Similarly, whethef given the
different tonsequences, it is better to‘do X than Y ;n publac
policy will not be détermlned by a policy &nalysis. It will be o~ .7
dete{minea by-a political decision resulting from a.political '

process involving a political analysis. [

" In sbort,.;plicy anaLysisijg\ hat rational, technig ffy/\ -
analytic performance in which e’ centra uestion-is“not whether - * -
X is a good thing to do, but simply what are the marginal effects

of doing ¥, and what are the marglnal effects a#¥contrasted with

. : be
dolng something else 1n8tead? Hence,' policy analy51s is simply .,

~ Y an activity whose theory is the theory of marginal utilities. ;3“
is, by all accounts, an activity that consists in the exercise of

- .
B . theoretical, rather than practical, rationality. It assumes that

A " the policy question is "nested” in a conflict of values present”

- ' as objective %tates of affairq\in the society. It is an agtivity

., ; ln which éValuato;s may take a leading role prbv1ded that they do
not suppose they are actually evaluatlng policy, as opposed to
me:%iy IECOrding--elther in prospect or in retrospect——tﬁe

.

.

‘consequencgs.pf doing X EY.M
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Policy Formation hd
_ { . Policy formation is an activity of a contrasting genreh
T policy formation is that activity by which we seék to gain,

agreement on what form‘a speciflc:policy can or will take, as
" ’ opposed to what form it ought to tage, Not even by the most
' refined polic& analysis will we have actually formed a policy o
statemenff‘_InQeed, policy_analysts are not typigally in a
position to actually. formulate policy.15, For the iatter, we
need to engage 1in conversation, persuasion, argumémth and 1n
. (seemingly) endless meetings with those who will actually pen the-

regulation, mark up the bill, establish the procedures, write the

. S guidelines, etc. The theory of“policy formation can then be

discerned as one aspect of the theory ongovernmenﬁ management

.

and rhetoric. At the Federal level, 1t usually turns_out to be
the theory of inter-agency pdlitics. "Don't fight over turf;
- . jgst\tak@ up space” 1s a rule for ;he condugt of policy '
' : formation. I include here theutheofy of rhetgric because clegﬁly
it makes a difference what things are called. Thé same policy - -
- - o .that under one name may never 'see the light of day will, under
another name, pass without objection. Calling it "school aid”
may defea;‘it' 53: calling the same thing "natimnal defense" may,
. o 1nsure its ‘acceptance. ."If it matters what you ,call it, then
a7 callrlt something that matters” is another guiding rule in the
theory of policy formation, 16 . ’ '
, ' N T . -

Policy Detision

. . v oan s

. ' N

o .
* Dollcy decision can be described as the authorltatlve action -
of some off‘ce, administrative*or leglslatlve, by which a line of

- : action, for the moment at least, is establxshed. Pollcy decision
P ) N
is not so much an act;vxty or process as it is a momentary end

.

. ’ . Doint in the cnntlnulné bus;ness of government. It is that end

.point that is sometimesasupposed by the naive to capture the
entzrety.of the polxcy pfocess—-as though making policy could be
reduced simply fo .an act of will or the result of divination. T

The’ theory of policy decision is- simply tne theory of the policy o

” . *
.
. .
¢ .
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itgself, It is the political +and legal theory by which authorxty
is dxstrxbuted, oblxgatxons for decision are assigned throughout

the structure of political institutions, and agents of authority

-

are enjoined to act, s =

¥ .

Political Analysis . ( .

3 .
Unlike policy analysis, political analysis 1s concerned not

ks

with determining the net ‘benefits of a given ¢outse of action,

but with their political welght.17 The aim is not so much to

-

detérmine the net social benefits of a particulaf policy, buts to, -
4

determine its constituency. -If policy analysis is concerned with

establishing what is good, then political analysis_is concerned™
with estimating who will vote for it, whether the best thing to ¢
v

do is the same as the best thing that can be done. Hence, the

theg;y,of politiéal angAysxs 1s the theory of polxtlcal bebavior.

We may gather these thoughts togethqt-ln a brief culmlnatlng

' summary. The theory of policy analysis is the theory of marginal

utilities. It establishes the set of poliey choices.l8 The

. theory of policy formation is the theory of inter-agency
politics., It is the ‘governmental progess by which a course of
waction comes to be sglected. fhe théory of policy decision is

L

nothlnq less than the theory of the policy itself, anggthe theory

T of polltlcal analysis is the theory of political behavior.  When

we view all of’these actiyities together, rot as dxscrete steps

- in the policy. process, but as distinct facets of a soc1a1 . ’
process—~not one feature predomimating apd-now another--then-wé
can discern more clearly when the professional practices qf
evaluation fit and what their relevance is o the creation,
prémulgatién and implementation of public polily. ’ “"
© Evaluators and .evaluation can contribute ;o each of these
actfvities; but not to each in the same wayﬁ‘ Fof example, the
qatipnalAstan@ards of policy analysis are the standards ?f
theoretical rgés;h, but the rfational standards of policy decision’
and political analysis are the standards of politiéal judgment.
These are practépal activities. This difference may pelp t?t

)

14
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‘- political judgment is a practical act1v1cy.

explain why it is that when the gquestion, "what should we do?" is _
S A

. ] L ’
given a policy analysis, we may get one ‘answer, and when given.a

political analysis or when rendered in a_pollcy decision, we’ may

get an entirely different answers, In’ shof? the exercise of

It is also an
»

evaluational activity. But the result of that activity may

differ from or even contradict the results of pollcy analy51$.

What we should do——even the best Chlnc c0'co—-may turn ouc to be

e

one thing by oollcy gnalysis and a very different thzng when it
comes to polxtxcgl decision, -

The groresslonal evaluasor can cpntribute in the context of
government, .but he will contribute to aii Qf_chese accivlcies;

6n%y to the extent .that the evaluator pecomes also a_politician

and a political advisdor. - Consider,. fos example, ché case of

policy fcrmatLQn. The . evaLuator, as profeeslonal, can-~

. s

contribure, but that conCrfbuhlon w;li be most, substantial to -

-

whaCever extent he becomes.a student of bureaucracy and a trusted

o 4 * 3

<

counselom tolauthor1Cac?ve Aeadershlp
N So tne dilempa 1s~ch1s.
k]

~ evaluation in”somé broad- sense of the term.

s

-

-

“~

Each involves

-

1y

Each of these activities involves ,
. 7

eva;uatlon 1n the’® sense, sdy, that buylng a damera dges. But

only in the case of pollcy analysis is che evaIuacor s role, as
‘?rofess*ronal "J“ndi‘hrtecb‘t;y rm—heed*rtr ta“k e on otBef To’f‘é’fs The °
evaluator, as evaluator, is Iikely to make a contribution only to

" the conduct of policy analysuis. Buc in. governmenc as elsewhere,

che-possesslon of Knowledge can_ bring with it a certain kind of

~

To the extent that the evalu tor goes beyond his '

-

professional practlce and w1ch superior knowledge also Qarns the

power.

conf idence of oollt1cal leaders, “exercises p011C1cal Jdﬁgmenc/
an¥’ acqu1res the additional skills of a praccxced political
_observer of the present bureaucracy and an unbertaln&future, thén
he will cg'krlbute to every facet of ‘the policy process. But in-
doing 53, he will also'become’ }ess an evaluator in any limited ,

‘professional sense and more a political leader or'public "servant

in a'quiCe old-fashioned~and conventional sense. His main
- J
- » j;__ ‘ ] .
= lso , .
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characteristic will not be the p9$session of technical skill., It

will be the poss?fijé

n of civic virtue.
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POLICY AND EVALUATION:
A CONCEPTUAL STUDY

Appendix

- ’

1 i - .
The six papers upon which this text was &veloped are:

1. Gordon Ascher. The Interaction.Between Policy and
‘s Evaluation Within Oreqgon Department of Education.
X

2. Gerald w. BraEey. The Relationghip Between Evaluation -
and Policy in the Vlrglnla Department of Education,
(Draft).

3. David L. Dénovan and Stanley A. Rumbaugh. The Interaction
- Between Policy and Evaluation Within the Michigan
Department of Education, (March 3, 1980 Draft).

' . 4. James B, Gpld.- The Interaction of Policy and Evaluation
‘in State Departments of Education, (March 1980) .,

5. Alfred Resp, Jr.. Evaluation and Decision Making in
. : Washington State:

6. Paul Sandifer.  The Irfteraction Between Policy and
Evaluation Within the South Carollna Department of

Education, (October, 1979).

In the notes that follow, reference is made to these papers by ’
the authors' last names.. Numerical references are to points
_within the text of the conceptual paper by T. Gteen.

» 1. Bracey gives about as good a review,of the confusion
surrounding the term "policy" as I have seen. He, togefher
with Gold and Sandifer, observes that pollcy is sometimes
framed without clear, procedural 1mp11catlons“ and also that .
procedures are sometimes viewed as policy. Ascher tends to °

*  see policy as 'pretty much limited to authoritative rules of
procedure, and nearly. all of the authors, at one time or
anothar, speak of pollcy as somethlng akin to "personal
pollcy ‘of a person in authority . ,

j , It has not seemed to me fruitful to asplre af%er too strict a

| . definition of "policy". But to see what' it means in the

context of ‘practice might be Giseful. Hence, I have tried to
avoid what would appear . tb be 'a fruitless "academic” .exercise
= + of little practical significance by, asking "What constitutes

- . a policy question?” instead of “What is policy?"

2. Do all policy questions have these features? I think they.
do, but the papers do not clearly revéal that fact. On the
contrary, it is pretty diffitult to find any policy

-




-—

questlons really carefully formulated in these papers. What
one §inds, by implication, is .a range of descrlptmons of
technical and political problems surrounding some
signjficant events-in the history of State Department
activities. The values in conflict are almost never fully
drawn out. But they can be dlscerned inductively at work n
the narratives provided.

emn

For example, both Bracey and Gold remark, but in different

ways, that when there is consensus, it can be decisive in

resolving policy questions. But they also indicate that, in -
effect, this proviso, amounts to saylng,‘"If all people

agree on what is to be done, then it is no longer a policy

problem* (Bracey, P. 30). The implication is that a

conflict bétween values in which the policy issue resides is

an essential feature w1tﬁout which such questions woéuld not

be serious. .

R Sometimes we observe from the narrative. the points at whigh
the.™ested values" of. the policy quéstion beégin to emerge
through time.- (See Bracey, p. 45, where they begin to
emerge, but do not ever take the shape of a well-formed
. policy question. See also Bracey, p. 47. .See also Donovan .
and Rumbaugh, pp. 55-56, where it becomes apparent that the i :
’ policy issues arise as larger numbers of goods are permltted s
to enter in conflict through constitutional change and as
their presence becomes more .evident. Again, the same is
evident in.Donovan and Rumbaugh on p. 64, and pp. 72-73.)

. This feature of policy questions generally is also expfessed .
An Gold, p. 84. It is the essential requirement that he
lists there as Contextual variable $3.. The same can be seen

#
) . ' in the South Carolina experlence over legislation proposed
. .~ 'in 1977. As sandifer tells it, the policy gquestion, to the
.o * extent that there was one, was nested in conflicting values

on the part of legislative representatives«s
3.. The experience referred to here is the experience over the *
. exit standards at the secondary level in Florida and the
’ ac:punt given by Bracey on identifying the “"cut-off score"
- for the initial tests in Virginia. In that latter case,
< consider the extent to which political- considerations would,
N " . and probably should, enter quite beyond any eonsiderations
o of technical decision, and the ways in which the necessity o
- ©of those considefations reflect values in conflict and
2 ’ define the polfpy question. In short, asg Bracey describes
L, it, the policy dquestion was not really whether there would.
. - be a cut-off score (or what it would be) but how to strike
the appropriate balance between conflicting valyes at {ssue
in that decision. - The result-was initially a decisior
without data. There followed a readjustment of that,
o <« decision, and it ended up being .very different in
Lo appeararnce, but not very different in c0nsequences,’I

-
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§uspéct from what existed before. (See also ndifer N ¢
pp: 159-160.) A .
4. 1Is there any evidence in, these papers of the assumptlon that
people would agree on pollcy if ‘they could only agree on
4 goals? I am not sure. It is interesting, howevey, that
., those papers in which policy is seen to be most nearly
- - associated with management, monitoring, and issues of
4 compliance, (Donovan and Rumbaugh, Ascher, and Rasp) are
also the papers wishin which issues of policy are most
explicitly pegceivzg\ﬁg\}ssues of management and . ’ R N -
administrative guidégge.

<

5. This observation running through the paper is clearly B >
recognized, though not this explicitly, in Sandifer in nis !
extended comments on the problems of -framing evaluations agv
though they were addressed to academics. (See Sandifer,
pp. 155~156, and#again.p. 157.) But this point is also
explicitly addressed in Bracey.
‘- N . .
In Bracey's account of the program in‘Virginia, he provides
) / clear instances in which policy decisions are made without
data, with the suspicion that decisions might have been
better with it, but with another suspicion that they “might :
not be different in either case. .Stil}l,.the view prevails
both in Bracey and in Donovan and Rumbaugh .that the ®
possession of such data not only makes decisions more ° .
rationally persuasive, but may be necessary because of
statutory requirements and for allocational decisions even

when it does not produce a different result. 4
-~ *

(o))

7. This notlon that a well- formed pollcy question always
%pntalns these klnds of questions {s not something that is
well displayed in th apers. It would be interesting to
"take either a truly ggiﬁous policy question (such as is~
implied in_the personal goals of. the *SPI, in Washington® or
issues of remediation as displayed in the behavior of the
‘ system in Virginia) or’a matter of procedure as implied .by

' policy decisions in other of these papers, and really

éxamine what the poliqy question is, rather than, vas is s

- . usually the case, consider merely the result a policy -
decision and describe its operation. - \ T ¢
I

8. Can one f£ind in these papers the Tesidue or-evidence of .
utopian thinking? at would it 1ook like? Well, for one ' *
thing there is in geperal a4 failure to take seriously 1 .

.. ' these papers the pféSence or the need for a political .

! process. Where the /presence is acknowledge, a8 in Bracey, -

: Gold, and-Sandifer khere is also, it seems to me, a general . 2
failure to take thaﬁ rqle seriously. Exception®would be the
Virginia paper. But Sq%difer presents’ an 1ntere§ting test -
of this.. On_p. 158, he explicitly acknowledges the .
necessity of taking the political precess into account in

4
. . .
@ N ’
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trying to understand the role of evaluation. But he regards
such influences as "external" (to the Depaitment, I assume)
and not as essential. The same ambiguity 1is expressed on

'f p. 154.

9.

-

11~
12

13.

Bracey's paper>§resents another interesting, sensitive aﬁd
sophisticated example of this kind of acknowledgement. But
I wonder! would it be Bracey's opinion that things would be
better on the whéle if such "non-locgical” behavior were not
so influential? It would be the utopian impulse to say
"Yes" and stop there. I suspect that Bracey {also Gold and
Sandifer) would go on to answer that question with a "Yes,
but . . . " . e

1 think it would be interesting to consider what features of
evaluation within the operations of government regard the
preservation of politics as something of an intrusion. Why
is it not the view of evaluators that, after all, the play
of political forces is the primary and only essential method
of evaluation that we really have to preserve?

I believe that the answer to this question is that
evaluators share a kind of utopian vision in which rational
decisions replace bolitical decisions. That is to say, the
maintenance of politics is seen as an obstacle to the .
conduct of effective evaluation and an obstacle to making
evaluation contributions to social decisions. In short,
‘politics tend to be viewed as replaceable by management and
management tends to be viewed as something that should be
guided by evaluators: . '

] . v
The papers almost uniformly testify to the claim that the

role of evaluation in state departments aof education is to
serve the ends of management and to keep politicians out of
trouble. (See Rasp especially, on the last point.) This

tends to be viewed evaluation ?orists as a defect, but
it is usually viewed“y those in 5tate departments as their
normal, natural, and rightful role. y

. 3
AIl of the papers, with the possible’ exception of Ascher,
cpmment on the stringent boundaries of time under which
evaluators in state departments operate and the ways in
which this fact marks a substantialicontrast between what
has to be done in the context of government and what can be
dong’ in the academic setting. Clearly, they are in
agreement-that this is one ¢f the major differences that
tends to make evaluation theory of little relevance to
evaluation practice, at least as it occurs in State
governments. R

v .
It is interestind, I thimk, that in none of these papers is
there- &ny detailed story about framing a "better than" kind
of judgment in the case of policy analysis. Rasp remarks

-
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b
"that the section in. Washington State never performs policy
. —analy31s. The same could be said of Ascher's aécount. But
‘this is probably an expression of the fact that well-formed
policy questions seldom surface in the cOntext of State
* educaticnal policy.- That ls, as I have observed already,
the full explication of goods in conflict virtually never
comés to the surface wi@kin state governmerntdl affairs. If
» 1t did, as a matter of course, then there would haves to ba
- 7, stories about "better than" kinds of judgments in the
accounts given, Yo '

L .

; .
[
lé% Policy analysis necessarily ipvolves. the study of marginal

ut¥lities and really excellent policy analysis (which seldom
‘occurs)gwould require a study of net marginal utilities.
One step in that kind of analysis will always be simply
"finding out what happened"; in other words, 1t requires the
study of ‘effects. Note: "Study of effects" :s what nearly
F//z’ y all experimental and virtually all intervention designs aré
’ ahout. Effects can be "greater or less" more in one area
; than another, St the "study of ,effects", though an
essential step, will never add up to a study of worth. GA
. gives a good illustration of this when he descr 1besthe
circumstances in Oregon by which any decision of worth 1s
"kicked downward"™ in the system. Stuydies of "effects"
though es$ential as a step in policy analysis, remain
nevertheless 9211 a step. Evaluators in state departments,
b, ’ contribute to the satisfaction of this step, but they
. . cannot, by that means alone, complete a policy analysis.

. »
. s

15. None of the papers reflect the occupancy of a position
sufficient to determine the actual formulation of policy.

16. The theory of policy formation could be described as the
N - theory we use to predict the behavior of political and
: bureaucratic leaders. All of the papers, but especially
Bracey and Rasp recount the significant difference . that is

created by the personalities-of leaders. Evaluation
. ) practice is substantially governe the behavior of
. political leaders. So the theory of podicy formation, as
; ) the theory of inter-—agency politics, is likely to be
. .eXpressed in the descriptions that DOlltlcal officials give
Q§ N and. the descrlptlons that their subordinates give of their

. own personal qualities, and their own personal aims as
> actbrs in the political arena.

17. . Notlce that "political weight"” is different from "rational

.t welghq . '

Co 18, The set of policy choices is also established by what are
s sometimes called "peremptory rules". (See Braybrooke and ,

N ) . Lindbloom,s A Strategy for Decision.) Buch rules tend to

. . establish she moral limits within' which policy can be
‘ selected, but, at the same token, they teénd to guarantee
. * L _ .
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that policies are to be chosen from among alternatives, all
of which are morally permissible or have worth. In that
sense, defining the set of policy choices is the expression
»of moral conviction and value estimations, but selecting
from within that defined set is not. This is partly the
jreason why, with even the best evaluation data, we are
unlikely to arrive at policy choices that are substantially
different from those we.would arrive at without such data.
The range of choices is already substantially set by
considerations that.define the set of alternatives} and .
those considerations, being peremptory, do not permit a very
large range of differences to arise. '
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