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PREFACE

. ~ ’
The Rese¢arch on Evaluatien. Program is @ Northwest Regional -

~.use 1n education.

.Educational Laboratory project of research, aevelopment, testing,
and tfaining designéd to create new evaluation methodologies for

This document ' is one of a series of papers and

reports produced by program staff, vxsztlng schalars, adjunct

methocologles.

“

etwork of colleagues working on the development of new—

- .

/

What kinds of problems do evaluators encounter 'in the course of
their work? This report contains a collection of thirteen brief
statements (2-9 pages) of probhkems encountered by evaluation
practitioners in state-Gepartments of eqbcatlon. These problem
case descriptions, prepared by practitioners themselves, provide
1nsight i1nto the difficulties of state level evaluation practig;.

‘b

Nick L. émith. Editor
Paper and Report Series
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PROBLEM CASE DESCRIPTIONS

Introduction

.What kinds bf problems do evaluators encounter in the cours®
of thei{ work? This report contains a collectionlof\thlr:jpn
such problems as reported by evaluation practitltnersvin state
education aéenc1es (SEAs) . These cases were assembled by Dr.
Darrel N. Caulley of thé'Re§53jch on Evaluation Program so that
program staff would have a better qnderstandinq.of the *
.ditfidulties encou;tered by sthte department evaluators.
Assqutions ab?ut the nature of evaluation practice, its problems .
and constraints, underlie much of the work of(tbe prcgram. These
collected practitioner statements enable program staff to test,
.the validity of staff vxews of practice and to. grougd further
work in first-hand accounts of evaluation praetice. )

A tgmber of evaluators irr state .departments of.educatton'werq

paid’a nominal- fee to prepare brief (2-9 pages) statements of *a
N

problem they had eanuntézad in their work. 'They weré asked to
describe an actual prdgzem in sufficient detail so that others
could understand ‘the natuge of the problem, 1ts comtéxt and . .
+» implications., The ;riters were allowed to select any problem
'they wisH:d and to presentAit ib the form they thought mdst
ﬁseful (Of course, names, dates, etc. were altered to 1nsure
anOnymity ) To aid their efforts, writers were sent sample

f problem case descriptions obtained from business education

at

N »
materials. The following list of possible problem topics was
_also ptovided:7 Co

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




ERIC -

Aruitoxt provided by Eric

-

a. What methodological problems do SEAs currently have?

N

b. What new methods are neeaed?

- c. Which methods need to be improved?

’ ~. s . , ‘ f
What problems are there in the development Of new
methods? ! '

o,

Y
*

e. What problems are there in the implementation.of new
" "methods? : ¢

. . -
f.  What kinds of materials and training systems are
needed to help SEAs improve methods?
g. What serious personnel/staff;pg problems does your
SEA svaluation unit have?

h. what serious management problems does your SEA
evaluation unit have? . .

t -

1. What serious plannlﬁg problems does your SEA
."evaluation’ unit have? ' ;. )

.J. What important resources problems does your/SﬁA
evaluation wnit have? ;
r ) N // *
k. What important reporting problems does y ur SEA
evaluation unit have? . ’ //’5 .
. ;s\
.1. What important interagency communicafion problems

. does your SEA Wvaluation unit have
/ - ~
/

The thirteen problem statgments whth’follow vary
. . , /
considerably in topic, length, and rat., We are grateful to
the'followind individu§ls who providg¥d these problem case

descriptions: . ' i . &£
Mary And Awad . Ne4/Yozk Department of Education
Bill Burson lifornia Department of Education
Alex Hazelton + /Alaska Department of Education
Jerry Hutchinson ' Missisgsippi Department of Education
Thomas Kerins Illinois Office of Education
Ann Kraetzer Colorado Departiment, of Education

- George Malo / Tennessee Department of Education

Claudia MerkelzKeller New Jer Departmd&% of Education
Lyn Nachman’ MinnesB®ta Department of Education
Michael Plog Illincis Office of Education
Norman Stenzel Illinois Office of Education &
Donna_ Van Kirk, ’ wWashington Department of- Education

' C L .. -

/ -
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Dr. Caulley originally intended to supplement this collection
of case desbrlptions WLtn,add;tiopal analysis and thmentary.
Due to a serioug and lengihy illness, thever, Be has been unable
to do so.’ Hopefully, he will be able to return to this task in a
.. few months. *In the meantime, these problem,statements haye been

gathered hefe for use by ptogram staff.

Nick L. Smigh
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Problem Case Description No. 1

Nohpublzc Student Auxiliary Servicés Program

\

~

Background

th Mary can't read and wby Johnny c?n't add are serious\
‘concerns facing educators at all }evels--local, state and
nation?l.

A State departfent of eduéation in one4of the. greater '
metropolitan éreas of the nation ié develdpingAand impleﬁenfing
significgnt remediation and'compensaﬁory‘programs to deal with
the large numberg of its students falling below the

state-established minimum basi¢ skills performanée levels. By
7 state mandate ail of those.stuéents félling below the state
standard must be served:bx a remedial program which can be
funded, in full or in part, by local, stage and_fede{a% funds or
a.combination of these. As cin.be expected, the.Statq_départment.
of ;ducation implements a very sizeable Titlg_I program which v
serves botﬁ public and nonpublic s§pdent§. Approximately 77 -
million dollars are allocated to the state by the federal
government Every year for-the provision of Title I pregrams and
pr;jepts.‘ '

¢ ' The State Legislature has also made 2 commitment to provide
remedial programs to thelftqye's students through the allocation

of abouf 68 million dollars fﬁr the Stife Compensatory’ Education

Prdgfam. The State Compensatory Echation ProgiPm is /76
. administered by the State Department of Education And is aimééi%t

the public sector. In 1977, the-StaFe Legislature also passed

two laws with a funding package of about 9 million dollars which
provided auxiliary services and general'éervic;s for nompublic
students. This-legislation w;s a significant step forward -in

terms of-the allocation of public monies to gservice the nonpubiic

_gector. At the heart-of the issue is the separation of church

Wiy

and state.  —~

.
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" As can be seen from the previous discu551bn,,this state's
budgetary commitment to providing compensatory ‘services to its 1.
students is in the neighborhood of 160 million dollars. oOf

o
course, from a policy and decision making level, both state and

e

b

national, the guegtion arises, "Is the program working?"; that is

to say, "Are the éhlldren learning more as a result of the

program?" Thege accountablllty ang, evaluatlon questlons, as well ..

‘

- as others, gave rise to the, development of the Title I Evaluation . n .
and Reporting System (TIERS) at the natlonal level through

pressure from the U.S. Congress. .

The TIERS system attempts to formalize data collection and .
reporting across the states through the implementatxon of three

outcome evaluation madels &r de51gns coupled with the gatherlng ’

of other program and process data. K ;

(Thq three outcome eyaluation models or designs are as follows: # .

) Modél A: the norm-referenced model,
Model B: the control-group model, '
Model C: the special regression model. , .
- . , ) \‘ A k]
. All three models are des}gned‘to be used with any valid and

.

reliable norm-referenced test or griterion-referenced test.
Additionally, each of the models requires botn pre-testing and ) -
post-testing and imboses\some special conditions and restrictions
on the testing itself. The three models eaeh provide data on an
observed post-treatment éerformance'measure and an estimate of
what that performance would have been withéut the program (i.e.,
without the treatment) )
This state v1ewed the models proposed and then mandated 1n v

» 1979 for Title I%programs as a viable method to look at -
evaluation for all of its basic skills preventive and remedial
programs ‘in the state regardless of funding source. ThF state
took a bold step and mandated the use' of the Title I Evaluation /

€ and Reporting System (xJERS) far all of its compensatory programs )
operating in the state. The staterhas been Successﬁul in the

. melementation of TIERS for its Title I programs: and for its

State Compensatory~£duqation in the public sector.- Plans aré .t

)

' | o “/“L/\ ' |v”/
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4 ' h .
. currently underway to augment the basic-output design with other
oy tybes of program ana process data. , .
Vs - [ ‘
A Issue |,

1 1

Coy At the cété'of this issue, however, 1s the state's role in
’ ' the planning; development, Snd implément;tion.of an evaluation
* ~ . system 1including TIERS for the compensatory eaucation services
provided under the Nonpublic Student Auxiliary Services Program
. (see Figure 1J. ' -
The issue is a complex one, since it not only deals with (1)
the issue Of state control and qovernancé in terms of the
separation of church and state, but also With (2) philosophical
hconcerns which suggest tha;‘if an agencg‘accepts monies from the
state khat agency must be accountable to the state for those
monies apd must be governed by the implementation rules for the
;use of those monies. Added to the governance issue is (3) the
;'lssﬁe of program planning abd evaluation. At the state level,
one needs to know if the program is working, and indeed, if
. brogram services are reaching tfie intended audiences. At
present, the State Department of Education is at a loss to be
able,ﬁo say anything much beyond ‘the total putlay of‘ﬁonies by
categéry by scﬁbol district. ’'State ménitoring of the program is -
virtually non-existent. Again, by default kor at leat post-hoc),
N p;ogzam'QValEation plamning may ?ive substance and shfpe to the
overall planning, implementation, and delivery of the particular

‘program insgquestion.

eRlc 0 o | o
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Auxiliary Services Program @&

4

'§ ) The two-state laws which cogprisg tne funding package fo,

' Description of the Nonpublic Student

services to nonpublic students can be partitioned into the

féllOwing subsections: ’

' * » Tl
T 2 ’
v
2'
]
Auxiliary services for
. nonpublic students 3.
. 5 .
% ¢
t )
‘ ¢ 4.
f\ln - c’
’
.“ R .
. . .
fa M . ° . .
) ’ .
Lt 5.
kg
-» - .
- ' M . -
General services for
nonpublic students - 6.

,

"Compensatory education" means
preventive and remedial pro-
gfams in basic communication
and computational skills as
set forth 1in the state
admﬁpistrative code.
"Supportive services for
acquiring communication . .
proficiency in the English
language for .¢hilaren of
limited English-speaking ,
ability" means programs® in
English as a second language.’

"Supplementary instruction”
means instruction provided
for a pupil Elasaifigd pursu-
ant to state law as handi-
capped; it is given in
addition to the regul
instructional. program of such
a pupil, as set forth in the
state administrative code.

"Home instruction” means -
individua}l instruction given
in lieu of regular classroom

'instructiOn o a pupil who is

unable to attend. school
because of illness or injury, _

"as set forth in the state

adninistrative code.

Examination and classification
of potentially handicapped
pupils' (i,e., child study team
services).

Corrective speech services -
(articulation disorders).

.

.o
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. ) Y
-In order to focus the discussion, ofly evaluation problems

~ dealing with Category 1 (compensatory education) will .be dealt
' t
with 1n the subsequent discussion. L. ‘
) Services falling under "coppensatory" correspbdnd to the
) . ¥
generally acceptedQefin,ition of a preventive and remedial basic
* skills programs as “provided under the state law. Therefore, only
- services which are Ecompensatory” would be subsumed under the
¢ érogrémﬂevaluation procedures (TIERS) currently being implemented
' statewide. ; )
‘ The one major.problem with program evaluation under the state
- law gove}ning nonpublic education is the lack of reference to
. ‘ . -
- program evaluation requirements inyeither the law itself or in
. . Iy /
J the interpretive and guideline matérials prepared by the State .
g - [Repartment:
- ’ ! "At the close of the school
. Yyear, the district board of
: ' education shall submit to the
- - Commigssioner a report describ-
. ‘Problem with lack of ing the classification and
) reference to program corrective services provided
T evaluagion in law, by the district board of edu-
% . .. cation purusant to state’ law.
’ : _° The report shall be completed
in a manner prescribed by e
» ~ Commissioner and shall in-
clude, but not be limited /to,
such information as the
- . . classification and corrective
‘ . ’ service provided, numbers of

nonpublic scbool pupils
served, frequency and/or

. . amount of the service, and
. facilities utilized." .

There are several problems or concerns raised by provisions
in the state law governing nonpublic education concerning the
implementation and manaéement of services: X : »

- . * Services must be provided in
a pon-gectarian facility
7 . ) (i.e., students much receive
; services away from their usual
. environment).

¢

.
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S
Problems w1th<gmp1ementa-
tion and management of

services @
A
- ‘ . £~
\ -

e ™ y

"depending upon sueh factors as number of pupils, kinds of

Services must be arzanged for
and managed by the public
school and ,may not include
use of any staff employed by)
the nonpublic facility.

3
Services may be arranged
either through contracting,
hiring of staff by the public
school, or through cocpera-
tives among more than one
public school district.

Services may be delivered in a variety of ways,

services, iocagion ?f facriiti;s, personnel avail¥ble, ldgistics,

funds availablej etc.

\w

* e - » O\

i

Some.of these ways include the following:

Districts themselves providing
services to all eligible
pupils for whom these dis-
tricts are responsible;

-Two or mare districts cooper-
ating to provide_ services to
all eligible pupils attending
nonpublic’ schools locatéd
within their regpective dis-
trictg, whether or not the
.pupils actually reside in the
same district where the non-
public school they attend is
located;

. N
Districts providing services
through a county‘ducational 4
services commission

Pistticts contracting with an
educational improvement center
to provide services; and

-
Districts contracting with a
non-gectarian private school
to provide services”

Each of the above represents any number of variables which
may -have an 1ﬁbact on the services. With the variations that ‘can
occur, as:umpffénl regarding consistency in treatment conditions

fall apart. Measurement of program impact could be aggregated

4

‘10

. a L.
c * v
. . . .]




onky if raasonableﬁcontrols are built i1n to retrieve relevant
infor?atlon on setting, types of‘serv1ces, *etc. Given the fact ) .
thatlsetﬁlces must oqcur}outsiéé of the nonpublic school, the .
potential for a breakdown in communicatien between the regular .
/ - teachers armd the comperisatory staff increases. . *
' gountar to the provisions uhder the state law governing
< nonpublic education are the prévisions for nonpublic services ' b
under P.L. 89-10 (as amended). The ESEA Title I program, which
requ1r1ng‘manageﬁent by the pub;ic séhool,'fostert much more . s (g
consiatent~servicés in that:
4 *l. Services are provided an-site in the nonpublic
facility.

2. Services are provided by staff specifically ‘
identified as instrycaional personnel for the _ '
w nonpublic facilities (since uynder 192, these -
personnel are-not employees Of the nonpublic
.+ school). Services are provided through coordination -
w1th the administrators and staff in the nonpublic .

"‘ . e’ SChOOl- ]
THe Title I prsaram also represents a Soint planning effort . X
between public and nompublic schéols in that a single program ‘
»plan'is developeé, needs assessmeng,is coordinated, and program ' /-
3 ‘ ) v
evaluation procedures are designed for both the public and _

. nonpublic components (while these may differ in terms of

-~

- specifics, provision for evalqatién is present for both).

' Another genafal;éxobiem.with the state law govarning -

, nonpublic education is limited funds available. By the time - "
suitable fagflities are formed, transportation‘is arranged, etc.,
the number of séudents who could be effectively served may be
very small in some cases. The nonpublic monies are used to bay )
all of these costs. Coptrols on the size, scope, and guality of ' . .

I3

.o ' - services appeit to be more limlted than under Title I.

)

The fact that services must oqsgf "off-site” precludes any

prov1s1on for comparigson groups. This means that the only

- ., reasonable model that might be appropriate for evaluating ‘ 5

. compensatory services under the nonpubllc fundlng category would
dy ' ‘ \
JWi . \‘1, . ] ‘ : .

o , ‘;4 . N - ’

. . 11
Q T . .
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e . - .




be' TIERS Al

were being served and three test aamlnlstrators could be

-

(TIERS A2 ‘would not be approprzate unless a large N

scheduled) If *TIERS Al is required, then 1ssues pe:taining to
~>‘ sfnflzcts with on-going testing 1in either the public or nonpubllc
B schools arise. The guestion or consistency of services at
various sites, etc., all enter into the picture. .
R (% .
. « Evaluation Questions, Evaluation Problem Areas,
and Evaluation Needs
* l., Re-write (1mp5ct) on legislation to provide for a clear:

-

2.

3.

.'*

4.

5.

ERI
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evaluation mandate for those programs governed under the
state 1aw for nonpublic education.

Design a comprehensive state evaluation plan for the .
Nonpublic Student Aukiliary Services Program includipg:
* How are the appropriated funds spent by each
categorlcal area?

* How much instructional time does each student
recelve in each area?

what are the most fregquently ‘used models for the
delivery of these services?

o~

* Which models are the most cost-effective in terms

of their operations delivery of services and in

terms of student impact? &
, . '

.

Develop a cdncept“paper on the state governance role over the

nonpublic sector.

accomodate those special n

Refne the Title I Evaluatidz
the previous section. <

Deveiop a cdmpxehehsive program and budget evaluation,
reporting, auditing, and monitoring‘system.

"Develop an evaluation training-plan-for staff 1n the
nonpublic sector.

V4

and Reporting ‘System (TIERS)
s and problem apeas defined in

to




‘ . Problem Case Description No. 2
Evaluation in the State of Steiner*

Within Steiner State Department of Education, evaluation comes N
. ‘under the Office.of Planning and Evaluation. - “According to the
coordinator of -the office, the office is fortunate to be staffed

with hfghly qualified personnel. The office staff 1s made up of /

three individuals, each with a terminal degree in the field ot
education, and two hxghly skilled secretaries. According to the
coordinatot, methodologxcal problems that might be prevalent
among other state education agencies do not seem to be a concern
in Stéiner. The coordinator feels that the expertise of the

. staff within the Office of Planning and Evaluation negates
methodologxcal problem areas. .

The biggest problem area.confrontlng the Office of Planning
and Evaluation is the problem of acquiring appropriate funding
sources to effect proposed studies. There have been many
examples where study proposals have not been funded.

Management within the Steiner State Department of Education
has been very supportive of the Qffice of Planning and Evaluation.
The typical routine followed by this office 1s to prepare a
formal proposal, obtain proper authorization before proceeding,
and seek an appropriate funding source. Almost always the
appropriate funding source becomes the obstacle that hinders
implementation. Attached is aprief synopsis of the funding
. problem prepared by the coordxnator for one of the state
. legislators.

s

The Problem

. ———————————— L] rd

. Compared with dfher states, Steiner’seems to be the rqpiplent
of a‘disproportionate shage of federally allocated funds which
are administered through_educational projécts sponsored by the .

, National Ingtitute of Education (NIE) through research grants.

.

] The Cause L .

- . Projects funded through NIE usually-result from written

' -proposals which emerge successfully from a screening process.
Policies of NIE stipulate competition among potential recip ents
for the available funds.\ The very fact that: competztiveness ‘
exists works disfavorably for Steiner. For example, some state .
education agencies have on their staffs trained proposal

wrzters. In Steiner, the responsibility for writing a proposal *

)

*A fictitidous name for a state. o
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is usuél;y a§s%gne§ to a persbn in the office who most nearly
. relates to thg topic under consideration. That person presumably
’alreaay has full-tlme respon51b111t1es and will likely give only
taken.. effq;t to the task of writing a proposal, especzally wBen
- he regllzes that should the propogal be funded he will be given
' ';the responsxblllty of admxnlsterxng the prOJect in addition to “
. . his régular duties. Obviously, this procedure lessens the
,; . prospects of obtaining an ultimately funded proposal whlch’hes
b§en spbjected to the rigors of competition. ' If Stetner could
afford the l%xury of employing a proposel wrlteru the salary that
. that individual could ‘expect would be far below dhe salaries of
compifable 5081t10ns in other states. Again, competltion would
likely rule out the possibility of a prOJect keing’ funded for
u Steiner. Some exceptions do exist.' However, when one compares
the total amount of money rece{ved by stages through educitional
reqearch grants, he will find that Steiner does not compare
fagoiably.with those states that Bave more weaffh and more

A Y
skilled manpower for developing technical proposals.

. . ;
Ifsprqposed projects appear nebessary or usdeful for disbursiny
funds, the money could be allocated to sFates on the basis of
formulas which address such;factofa as school erirQllment, popula-
tion, per capita iecome, etc. Obviously,dthis procedure would
. ,negate the necessth of competition for funds for educational
research projects. This EOQS not‘maan, howevel. that competition
. "for grants should be totnlly elimxnated. Certainly, by the
. nature of some proposed pro;ects competLtion is desxrabde.

.

: Discretion is necessary.
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Lroblem Case Description 43

. % ’
The Evaluation Needs of Differing Aualiences

> - . g

<

Two and a half years ago, a state aepartment of education
instituted a full-time position for an internal program \

evaluation consultant. This positlon was designed as an

alternative 'to hiring independent (i.e.; external) contractors to”

perform evaluations requxrec'as part of federally or state funded

projects. ' J L. -

Since then, the demand for the%e se:vxc;s h;s more than
doubled. The evaluation staff 1s now grappling with issues.‘
related to 1ncreasihg its effectiveness within the organization.

In contrast with other state education agencies, this
Department 18 com;araplvely small and nas limited regu}atory
responsgibillities., .It 1s comprlsed‘of'approxlmatexy 125 &
professional staff who serve the State Board of Education.: Its
majbr function is to provide leadership to the state's public

[

school system. .

The State Board of Equcation has five memberskwﬁo are the
élected reprééentatives of the state's five congressional
districts. The'Board'eresp0n§1bilit1§s are"to distripute state

and federally apportioned funds to the schools. submit

' recommendations on education zmprovements to the Governpr a

General Assembly, and to appraise the work of the Commissioner of

' Education (whom the ‘Board appoints), the Department of Educagion.

and the state's pqpfic schaol systenm. 0 ‘
. Because the é!?te strong}y adheces to prxncxplés of local
qpntrol and autonomy, the Depattment staff's prlmary functions
are to provide leadership afte‘ﬁlcal assistance to school
distrxcﬁs and to administer federal and state categOftcal ‘
educational programs. These'services are organized In four
offices of nhe Department, each headed by an assxstant N
comm 1 er, and the office of the, Comnxssioner. The

Commis iOnes‘of Education and-ﬁssistanF Codmissioners form the

Department's Executive Committee. Within the five offices are

[
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Cg .
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! _thirty units, each specialized to provide either program servi;gs

. to the schools or suppg;t'serv1ces to ,the state Department of

Education. . .

The Planhing and Evaluatlon Unit has the prime responsibility
hmath to assist the Commxssxoner in pr;paratlon of the Department's
budget. A modified Proqram Plannxng and Budget System (PPBS)
called Planning and Marmagement System (PAMS) was developed by the
C Department to coordxnate the budget process. PaMS 1includes a
self- evaluatlon comp0nent for each program operated by the

Department. -

4
X L)
. Th\s ~self-evaluation component 1s geared toward the
N~

information needs of the state legislature and goes not provide
the level of cetail needed by managers of categotical projects.
Prior to the avallability of internal evaluation consulta&ts,
evaluation needé were met 1n two ways. Program evaluations were
conaucted by the prdject staff or through contracts with .
independent consultants. In the flrst sﬂFLatxon, staff igplcally
lacked the expertxse and the tl?e to conduct more than
. perfunctory program reviews. Contrgcts with opts;de consultants,
‘however, posed additional problemé. The Executive Committee

became disillusioned with independent contractors begause their

. ;ésults too freguently were characterized by one or more of the
following concerns:
”
° Lack of timeliness;
° Lack of formative evaluation;
/. Overly biagsed in a positive direction; .
°
°

,

Overly technical
) Not responsive to the informational needs of the -
. Executive Committee and State Board; and
° Lack of staff commftment to the evaluation results.

. To‘renedy these conterns, thd‘Depajtment agreed to expand the
. evaluatxon role of the Plannzng and Evaluation Unit by addxng
) staff with specialized evaltation tr# ning. Funding for the
evalvation staff did‘not follow Sdrivik‘(\prescr!ption that

LT

evaluatiod'gﬁndiﬁq not come tbtouéh the program budget. Rather,
the line-i1tem entry of evaluatzon in federai%y and state funded’

program budgets made internal evaluations posazble. . -
~ . '

El{llC ‘ : ‘ ’ 22 . l '
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Fﬁnds earmarked for evaluation.are noted by the Plamning and

. . .
Evaluatxq‘ staff auring the internal proposal review process.

‘Project managers are contacted and informed of the evaluation
.y .

services available through the Unit. 1If the project manager 1s

interested, the evaluation staff 1nﬂL;ates a process of defining
evaluation objectives. This process leads to a formal contract

for sefvices between the Planning and Evalbation Unit and the

v

project manager. 3

v

THe process, which is outllned in Figure A, 1s designed ko

fac111tatq\responsxveness to each level of management 1n the
[ 4

State Department of Education and to overcome the coacerhs listed
above. . Y ’ / S

That the process &s success¥ul 1s evidenced by 1increased
» o

demand for the service. The process has mét 1ts objective to

increase the involvement of the Executive Commlttéibin defining

evaluation objectives. ALl parties to the'evaluatibn concur that
benefits come from the accessibility, communlcatlon, and gommon
understandlnqs that the 1nternal environment affords

‘Because the evaluations 4&re conducted by management service

stafg, not program staff, the objectivity of the evaluators is

" enhanced. ,The evaluation staff 18 dfrectly accountable to the

" Planning épd Evaluation Unit director #h6 acts as’ a buffer and

mediator to protéct the evaluator's 1ntegrity. Proximity to =«
project staff fosters close'working relationships that increége
tée evaluator's ynderstanding of the 9L{03ect staff's view of
their pzograq's purPoses, goals, and.-prpblems.

However, the evaluation staff frequently feels torn between
the needs of project m;hagers and higher leve} managers %y the
Department ' / ]

Becapse funds avajlable for any given study gener@lly are

) 'limltgd, and the studies must meet federal or state ptogram

requirements for, evaluations, the scope and depth of the studies

has'necessarlly been restricted. While program managers tend to
.glve high priority to formative evaluation objectives, the State

Board, the Commissipner, and the Assistant Cqmmissioners have

- 3
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' evaluation process.
A

<

greater need for answers |

Federal and state requirements typically encompass both

to summative evaluation guestions;

categories of evaluation objectives but funds are not adeguate to

provide thorough rgsponses to either category. fhe evaluation

statf efforts become fragmented in trying to respond tQ‘all of

»

Y

the 1néormat10n demanas.

Therefore, the Planning and Evaluation Unit is seeking newps

‘ways to’increase the efficiency and effectiveness of the

Some alternatives being considered are:

-

3
’ /
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FIGURE A

Evaluation. Process '
Planning and Evaluation

") The following information represents the basic steps to be

followed by consultants in the Planning and Evaluation

r I.

Unit Ln'conducting evaluation studies:

[«

Establishment of Evaluation Objectives - Cumulative

>

Z'teps {In writing) _ \
) . . . .1
. Proposal or Plan Reviewt- Serxgs BT/Evaluatzon .

Objectives (as appropriate)

B. Project Manager - Verification and Development
of Additional Objectives (as appropriate)

C. Unit Director - Verification and Dévelopqgnt of

~"\ Additional Objectives (as appropriate)

&3

D. Commissioner - Verification and Development of
Additional Objectives (as appropriate)

] -
Development of Evaluation Design and Timeline

Development of a Contract Agreement with Project
Mapager .

Implepentation of the Evaluation Study

v, .
Conduct a Monthly Evaluation Prograf Review with
Project Manager and Unit Directos

’

Development of a Draft Report -
Verification &
Develigggg; of a Final Report Approval by
Developpent and Presentation of
an abstract of the Final Report )
to: N AN

A ’ N\

A. Executive Committee

Guidelines
\

B. State Board of Education

S

Decision Maker-

O
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® Soliciting independeng/funding;forlhtudies of broader
issues raised by the BState Board, the Commissioner,
) , and the Executive Committee:
° Incre351ng the technical assistance ngen by the
evaluators to program Staff so that, program staff
. . would assume greatgr responsszlzty for conducting
formative components of the evaluations;

o

® Prlorltlzlng re&hrests for. dxfferent kxnds of

. evaluation information; LT o,

® Incie351ng thes«use of clerical and Student intern-
assistance for routigg evaluation procedures; and
I'4

® Increasing coordination of evaluation data -

‘requirements ‘with the Accounting Unit and the School,
Finance and Data Seryices information systems.

-None of these alternatives would be easy to accomplish )

A because fund cdts are occurrxng at all levels of education and

present staff workloads a already overburdened.

. Questions

- v
. f

1. wWhat other alternatives could the Unit take to
improve the responsiveness of the evaluation studies?

2.  What communication systems are necessary to meditte
. . theadiffering information needs of the

. . ¥ .
: &rganlzatlon s hxerarohy?-\\ ‘
% .

3 . -

3., What are the major advantages of

a) internal evaluations?
\ S

—— . b)’ independent evaluations? -
. . 4. What are the appropriate kinds of objectxves for
- evaluations done by V. .

¢ a) project staff? ////

> ' ' 'b) management staff? : o7
¢) independent contractors?
. ) ‘ ' \
5. What actions should the Unit, take? Why? ° .
. - /
< ) ’ . '

ol
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Problem Casq Description #4

The State Agency and Third-Party Status
* P

.

Tbetg are time:,when s’t'ate E’ducagién Agency (SEA) evaluators
have difficglty keéiné"tﬁeir“‘thitql-patty "stat‘us:_ George, a,'
ficti%tious name for 'a‘petson who wsas once my boss's boss, asked
rd® to ev'alua‘té ; program. that he had helped, institute. He had_an
activerintetes-t in the success of the program.  The results of my
evaluation wel.:e negative; the program was cénceled. My report,
nhfutally, was not the only réasofi for the cancellation.

For this episodf, Ythe program being evaluated is.-not greatly
important, but it shoudd be briefly described. The program was
es;:ablished to create cooperation between the SEA a-nd’ some of qthe,

. « \!
state universities. Personnel from the SEA were given release

- time (at full pay) to attend olasses, work toward advanced

degrees, and provide services t<\ the Univysfties (i.e., a

graduate assistant). The universities were to make:

tesourcgs--profess'ion.al' time--available to the SEA gx no

charge The profe'ssots were given release time io provide these
free sefvices for the SEA. . - ’

The majo“ason fpt the lack of™success of the program
relates to the use of the.univétsit‘y :es.ourceé by mqnaaats within
the SEA. Most agéncy managers knew of the program, but did not
know how to go about obtaining the free services of'feted'. (This.
is.,a gross over-simplification, but adeguate for our purposes

here.)

tt is important now to understand the ot'ganization of the

Y. ) Afbvaluation unit wit;i{rﬁ:he SEA. I w'as an evaluator, reporting to

the director or eva¥iation. There were other units with 's'inlar

functions in the deéattment.' George was the administrator of the

department. Because of this grganizational structure of the SEA,

I was reporting to, and (in a sensé) eveluating the same person.
That was a very unusual vation in the SEA. Normally, our
evaluations wetgcmélucted on federal programs operated through
phe' SBA, suc: as Title I‘, 'ri.tlci IV, Special Education,
Handigapped, etc. George, and other péogle in his department, °

-

.




were not involved in the admxnistra@ion o€ any of the programs we
normally evaluated. Since George r;borted,to the Chief State
School Officer, our unit (and entire department) was similar to a
staff poéltlon as opb?sed tq.a line position. were in essence
&.n the SEA. To

evaluate a program that George partially administered was, as

third-party, disinterested evaluators housed

stated before, very ubusual. The, evaluation was a special ogse,

, for a short time period, and for one’ report only. s
. Even_though this eval¥tion was a special case, I still had
difficulty keeping a third-party mental frame.of reference. The
difficulty, I must hasten to point out, was caused not by George,
but by me. As‘far as I know, he had no problem with my status. |
The major reason fbr my concern was my newness in the
position I held at the time. I did not know George very well; we
had then recently 'started working together. I was fairly new
wik‘)the agency ;lga. My laéi of experience and knowledge about
George and the agency caused some insecurity on my part. George
did not seem to be a vindictive person, but I ‘did not know how he
would react to a potentially threatening evaluation report. - As:
it turned-out, he was inde;d not vindictive, and reacted very
well. oo
In additién‘t&.my personal difficulties, there can be some
professional prpble@s with this type of evaluation. . An
evaluation lack’ing id&rd-party status is a no-win situation. If
. "the final r;port is pq?itive. critics of the program can easily
claim the evaluator is trying to hide something. The report may
~ \have little credibility even with supporters of the program being
- ¢ gvalua:ed. If the final report is negative, the evaluator may be
‘in a less Ccomfortable position than ] was. Superiors can be
threatened to a greater extent than George appeared to be. There:

could be charges of disloyality, or tzyiﬂg to do a "hatchet job"
] -

t associations between evaluator and

from within. Future/;zports and findings may not be accepted

wg}i, because of the»/
organizational administratot. All this reflects on the entire
evaluation unit, not juségkhe single evaluator within the wunit.

.

— A
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. ) <'I'he cl'edibility\ of the unit can suffer, which hadpers other work

.' . that is truly third-party., _

. ~ The results of this evaluation were not nearly as bleak as
they could have been. George recommended appropriate action be
taken with regard to the program. There was no *imosity between
us after the report was completed.

| .-
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Problem Case Description #5

The Problem With Positives

-

It ooeSn;t happen‘often, but a, few evaluation reports are
thxrely positive; there are no negative findings f The program
smells like a rose, w1th no thorns attached. Non-evaluators may
have dlfflculty 1maginin9 the questions ‘that go through our minds
in such a s1tgatxon. Wh(t digd, I miss? Have I been co—opted by
the program'svxdealiibr personnel? Did I--xntentionalIQ‘or
not--do‘a whitewash on the program? Should I\ do one more chi
sqpare, one more interview? | -

It is possible for programs to meet all the standards agreed

oh before the evaluation. .While it may, be true that other
standards could be appiied (or the .standards themselves could be
evaldéted&? that may 1nvoive adding new rules to the game. Also,
some clre;ts»want specific information. Even then, gear Abby,
wh§ dg I have such a diffioult time living with ho negatives?

. Evaluators are tempted to search for negative results. Thre
1sia‘lendency ve share with. auditors and other third-party
investigators.. I would like to discuss some reasons why we are
tenpted to Eind negative results about the programs we evaluate,

First, .finding negatxve aspects about programs validates our
exiltence and service. We are eapeciallg validated if we find
lonethxng,thet,everyone else missed. Without our service, how
would ,anyone know the flava in a pfogram? We can best see this
idea ‘of validation by deﬁining the purpose of evaluation as
atliltance to decision makers. 1In order to "help"” somecne, we
must start with a problem. If we have no problem, we cannot
help, therefore the'money spent on evaluation has been Wasted.
If we cankb} téll a d}%ii&on maker that something needs changing,
ve heve no service to offer. Our jobs then have no reason for
existence. Good grief, we could even be eliminated. After all,
theid are iof{ngel to pay, children to feed, and a cat that has
not hunted enythihq more gerous than a paper wad.

- &
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Anpther reason we are tempted to search for negative findings

relates to our view of our role. *§t-is easy for an evaluzﬁp{ to

get carrigd awly with the ;maée of an investlgatlYe repor er’
striving valiantly to uncoVer goverpmental waste and |
fnefficxeqcy. .We have, after 911, a\moral obligation to the
public, and especially the }unding sources. Some\ﬁvaluators do
not view their role as similar to investigative reporters. There
stA}l reméins the image of the disinterested ﬁruth seeker. We
‘'simply cannot depend on program managers to point out problems
with their progfﬁ%s. ) .
Finally, ii,ls easier to write about neésllve findings 'than
to write about pb31tiv%'findings. Positive findings tend to
produce a "so what" feeling on the part of the evaluator. When
we put something negative down on paper, we need a lot of
ammunltlon. We‘expect disagreement from program personnel, so we
have to pake“an extra strong case. In order to justifyfoyr
findings, we'mustﬁgather all the support possible from the data.
This justificytion.even includes many of those techniques we
Iearﬁéd in gréduate school, such as how Eo use statistical te;ms/
80 no oné undersgtands whét we are saying. This takes up space in
our reporty and Qé are aware that the value of a report is’
directly correlated with its thickness. (Well, even if we
disagree, our boss believes that, so we have to turn out thick
°repqrts. Ever heard of a person gefting a raise because of a
thln’r;port?)' \—‘f\/‘

_ These are some of the reasons we are temgted to search for
negative results. The temptations are powerful. We feel guilty
if. we do not come up with at least one bad thing about a
program. I tQ}pk, howewver, w: should fight the seduction of
comfort in negative finaings and not be ashamed to present
positive ffndings.

Some evaluators are so ashamed of positive findings that tbey‘
will present them in a reverse manner. ("There is no evidence
- that tﬁis program causes harm to students' reading ability.")

This is almost a double negative. There is a difference between

\' o
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saying we found "nothihg wrong' and saying we found "something

&

right".

Positive findings should be presented w: ‘e same intensity

and fervor as negativg £indings. We still mg8t justify our
findings, ang gathef. all possible suppoft from the data. If
evaluatign findings (either positive of negative) are to be
aceepted, the rigor of any study must be evident to the readers.
Evaluators should realize that it may be helpful to point out
the positive features of a progtem, Perhaps the program managers
only get a feeling. of security, not specifié'suggestions of
things to correct. Even so, other people are znvolved with the
program and interested in the resuits. Evaluatxon reports are
read by people in funding sources, oversight groups, governihg or
advisory committees, as well as the program managers' superiors.
ﬁhlle we often moan and complain about the lack of response to
our repdrts. we really do not know how widely our wbrds are
read. Let us accept for a moment that in so;e casés the system

works, aqa decision.makers do indeed read our ntports;\ A

" positive report can be a hélp to decision d&kers at many levels.

An easy cxample to show thxs help is the case of two programs .

competing for the same funds. T o ' ' \
It ij\}mportant ‘for evaluators to understand that we are not

trying to sell newspapers to 'a jaded public. We may borrow

techniques from the field of -invegtigative reporting; we' may even

- borrow a degree of gkepticism from that field. Our purposes,

however, are different. We are supposed to be aiscovering the
nature and worth of a prggoram. We may borrow techniqhes from
other fielhs.’sucb as an adversial ¢ourt situation, but again our
purPOles are different. 1Idealisa qay be very helpful in some

xtuations, but. nympholepsy is notJmuch value to an evaluator.
1\\~L; will at this point seek forgiveness from all supporters of
the union betwsen investigative reporting and evaluation. My
words abovo show an admittedly less than perfect realization of
the be otita of such- a union. 1 am personally not opposed to

%

discussions of similarities between the two fields.)

-
.
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This 1s not a call for evaluators to search for somﬁtbing .
positive to say. It 1is definitely not a call to try to collect
data that will shpw a program in a positive light. .1 am simpily

stating that the evaluator should not avoid. presenting positive

findi’gs. Nor should an evaluator feel any guilt or shame

pe se of a ,positive report. I started this doclUment with the
comment that entirely pos‘tlve reports do not happen often.‘
Perhaps'tpat is as 1t should be. Perhaps other evaluators, like
me, have searched for something Begative. What about you? -

» P
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Pfoblem Case Description #6

-

4 . i . Cooperation from Schools 1n.Collect1¥q Pata * !
N *

4

. A State Departmenﬁ of Education Testing and Evaluation Unit.
committegd 1tself to participate 1in a katzonal Longxtudlnal Study
.of high school sophomores and seniors. Since the National Study
had insufficient schools in its study for the state to generalize .
about students in the'state. the State Depar;ﬁént’s Testing and
Evaluatién Unit decided to c;mpllment the national study of 12
R schbols by adding an additional So.sbhools--thus creating a total
state samble of 62 schools. .
The étudy des1ign called for requesting a sophomore ‘and senior
' / ?élass rogter from each of the selected schoois, randomly choosing‘
36 students from edch of these class rosters, and inQitlng thesge -
A particuiar students to participate in a three-hour survey. Each
student wéo participated would be asked to complete three
booklets: Identification pagési a questionnaire; an achievement
test. <The 50 schools chos’n represente§ a variety of .
P geographical locations, and a mixture of yrban, suburban, and .
rural. communities. JBecause of.the small number of schools in the
study, it was particularly important that the mix of schools be !
- maintained in order to make some generalizations about’ students
\ in the state. S0
To insure school cooperation with thg study, an agreement’of
: co-sponsorship was established between the Evaluation Unit and”
the State's Association of School Principals. This arrangemgni
- k,j was intended to provide principals with s&me'daditional
. information about the study and additional incentive tq
cooperate, Some phone calls were made by association members to
principalsff} selected schools to informally encourage their
support. .
To proparo fq‘ contacting chpol districts and school '
, .principall, a iwo-day training ot evaluation staff was conducted
) by a member of ‘the mational office responsible for the study.

During the training, staff roviewod forms, procedures, survey




1 booklets, etg., whlgk\tge national staff preparec, and some
‘ F E "'tnought was given as to ‘how particular materlals mlght be
adjusted to suit the needs of the state' s study. At the o
‘ conclusion of the training, five two-person teams were formed and
‘ S school as51gnments were made._ Teams were told that a letter had
already gone t® d%ﬁtéxct superintendents,~wi1th a carbon of the
letter dddressed to principalﬁ, and a lett addressed directly
.to principals was®scheduled to be mailed.the following week. Inj
addition, teams were informed that they would receive a memo
covering revised instructions of copies of revised materials
wltqin a few weeks, at which time it would be appropriate for
, . them to begin pnhoning principals to 1) establish the principal's
willingness to cooperate; 2} f;\tterate the nature of the study;
3) receive the name ©f the school staff contact person wh; would
handle details. Lastly, teams were told that the school surveys
‘needed to be concluded by May 1, wbleh gave them a_total,of three
N months for the effort.
During the month following training, several staff spent
’ their time reviewing ai} the national materials, editing where
necesgary, making decisions cdncerning changes in directions, and
deciding how many copies of materlals would be printed.
Additional staff time was spent developing a management
xnformatlon system SO that the entire procesa could be monltored.
Infoughout Fhe first month of the three-month study, certain
assumptiond wefe made about school district participation. Since
letters explalnlng the study were mailed to district
- superxntendents on January 30th and schgol principals on February
7th, no response from them was 1nterpte%éd as a positlve
- '‘response. Believimy that adeguate time had elapsed for 'school
districts t;'send negative responses, no efforts were made to
confirm district approval other than some éontacts made by the
Director of Evaluation to confirm the willingness of the staff of
,“eHe largest school district in the state 6 have seven Of 1ts

twelve schools survqyed. The Director called the Assistant

.

Superintendent and was informed that the digtridt office required

- ) i 29:3¥3
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cBmpletion of a form "Application to Conduct Research and
- "Experimental Studies in the Brisoane* Public Schools™, and so
- thig form-was completéd and.promptly recurned. Durung the third
week of February,.the Director visited the school district office
- . afid received a verbal assurance by the Assistant 3Superintendent
that the study woull e approvec.( Five aays elapsed ana a
g .wrltten response arrived lndlcatlng that the district would not
approve the stucy This letter, receivec 28 days after the
lnltlal letter was sent to the District SupgrlntFndent explaining -
the siucy,xcame as a complete surprise. By February 28, ali Kjf
Ve . materials ware prlnt;d, 52 boxes containing- three booklets for
. each of the 3,600 students had ari}yed from the national cffice,
’ ' and teams were preparing to schedule school visits. The
magnitude of the problem of having the largest school distr:ct 1in ’ “
the state withdraw from the study was summed up gquickly by the
Director--the 10ss.of that district would end the study. toe ,
During the next several days, steps were taken by the
. Evaluation Unit Dlrectéi to open up other possibilities Qo ,)

-

salvage the study: R

'1. The State 3uperintendent of Education assured the

- Director that he would De willing to write a letter
: to the District Superintendent asking for a review
. of the decision. . - )

' 2. Several school principals 1n the district were
phoned to agsess their willingness to partzcxpate &n
the study. ' -~

("]

3. The Director received permission from the dléirlct s X\//A
Assistant Superintendent and the Cha rman of the
pPrincipals' group to make a presentation about the )
study at a district's principals' meeting the
¥ following week, 1n order to seek thelr approval to
proceed. ’

-~ »

. ’ f (-
/ 4. A commitment was maage by the district's Assistant
Superigitendent that he would stand by the declsgon
of the principals.

*A fictitious name.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

v
As a result of the Diréctor's'presentatlon to the princxpals,'
all affirmed their wzlling;gss to participate, even though two of
;Se Beven principals expressed  concern that other school
activities might present sqme scheduling and adminlstrativé

.

burdens. Following the meeting, the Director went to tﬁe school

" district officeg and relayed the principals' decision to the

Assistant Superintendent, who gave his approval to proceed with

the stuay. u/
’ \ ‘ - Y. -
Because Evaluation Units are not always so fortuflate as to be -

able -to turn a "no" into a "yes", hindsight affords us with the \

-

opportunity to have a clearer understanding of what might have*
been done to aveoid the “"critical incident® ‘described.

Several thoughts surface:

1. To assume that s’l districts feel obligated to
N . cooperate with re@@sts from State Department of
) Education Evaluation Units 1s a false assumption.
\-

2. | Letters which seek to involve a school district but
do not specify a procedure for expressing a
non-cooperative stance may lead to an unfounded
sense of confidence in the Evaluation Unit about how
many “for sures® there actually are.

3. Respounses to written communications take time and,
therefore, a low level of resources should be

. expended (salaries, printing, secretarial, training,
etc.) prior to commitments being solidified between

' Evaluation Units and school aistricts.
- L4

4. Verbal assurances do not replace the need for .

written assumrances in situations where key
. decislions control the outcome of 'the entire effort.
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-~ . Problem Case Description #7

The Politics of Evaluation: A Bilingqual Case Study v

f

]
The commitment os the State Legislature and the State
‘ Education Agency (SEA) to prov1de'equal educational oppogtunity
to students of limited English language proficiency through
p}lingual education is reflected in Pulllic Act 78-727. Enacted
in September, 1973, PA 78-727 mand the establishment of
transitional bilingual pgograms in public schools effective July
1, 1976. Prior to this date bilingual programs'were conducted by ~
school districts on\a voluntary basis. This Act enabled the
étate Office to provide supplemental financial assist;nce to
. local school districts to help them in meeting the costs of their
bilingual programs. Durigg that fi;st year of 197é-77 13 million
dollars (9,750,000 for Perth* and 3,250,000 for all other school
districts) were avai}able. ’ . t:::7
Transitional bilingual programs are mandated 'in all
: Q//attendance centers with 20 or more students of limited English
language profidiency of the same language background. bDistricts
with fewer than 20 students as specified may provide bilingual
programs on a voluntary basis. Only the "transitional"™ local P
efforts are reimbursable by the State Education Agency. Local
education agencies can choose to "go beyond" transitional efforts
) if they‘are ;illing to pay the additional cost or seek federal
L Y supplementary funding.
Puring the tenure‘of the last State.Superintendént, the SEA
! bjlingual program administration moved from a one-man staff in
the state capital to a’staff of fifteen professional and.support
staff in Perth. ‘The physical move north of 200 miles was
. sensible programmatically since the vast hajority of the students
and bilingual programs are in Perth or suburban collar schgols.
However, this move'permitted the bilingual staff éo becoﬂe
isolated from many support sections-within the agency.

.
— . 1

- *A fictitious name. i
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The present State Superintendent established the Federal ' N
Programs Coordination Coungxl (FPCC) in January, 1876, to develop )Ay
a\éleafly defined, centraliéed intra-égency mechan@sm for *
P exémining the policy impact of federal programs on the total ~
programmatic, administrative, and fiscal operations of the SEA.
The Council, composed of thé agency's assistant super intendents
and several Qirectors, provides a forum for the collective ‘ -
Judgments of agency étaff,responsible for policy‘fogmulation on
federal matters. Its recommendations a;e forvarded to the State
& Superintendent for review and consideration. The FPCC has
+ developed procedures to progess federal requests for progosals,
agency responses to proposed federal rules and regulations:
reguests for state endorsements of federal applications and
issues. ' —.
One bf the procedures for quality controi Ehat was and still
is utilized by the FPCC is a‘routing slip format. Once initial
approval has Qeen given by the Council for a‘ptogranrsection(to
pursue the submission oé a proposal or state plan, final approval
must be obtained from the éouncil'after’a routing slip has been
initialed by various sections within the agency. One section
tb;t reviews all proposals is the Program Evaluation and
p Assessment (PE&A) Section. .
For a period of one year it seemed that the Bilingual Section
had the most serious problems with the Council in obtaining

approval of its proposals and especially its staffing plans.

F After a series of incidents, the directors of the éilingual and
?E&A Sections reached an acceptable arrangement in the hopes of
modifying this situation. One of the staff in the PE&A Segtion
in the state capital would have her salary fuﬁded out,of a
combination of federal bilingual plans; this inéividqu would not i

\\\\~\

only perfogm the required evaluation tasks but would also serve

as a the state capital liaison to the Council. 1In this capacity v‘\\\\\
SS—" the evaluation staff member could assist the Bilingual Section :
staff in drafting proposals and planning. ° ~ ’
- v ’
' 33
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.should be done internally by temporary staff or by an external

1
v

i This resolution had occurred in the late fall of 1976. In: L4
the early sprlng of 1977, staff from tne PE&A Section were askea
by the Executive DepS:; Superintendent to gather and review

information for top level management 1in the agency about the

mandgement of the Bilingual Program. Fortunately, that staff é .
member who reviewed the program had a bead gtart in beginning to )/ff
understand the program. 1In the following months, ghé éi;ingual ' <?_§\W'

Dlreﬁtor left the agenCQ and the approprlétlons bill to fund the
entire state ‘program passed the State House by one vote.

Concurrent with this lztte: series of events, the internal
evaluation report produced by the PEsA Section strongly ) o
recommended an immediate e%aluation t? determine whether or not '
the program was “"transitioning” students from the bilingual
program to all English cl : gooms. Yet to be determined was
whether these students #ere really learning English.or was this _
program a way to ma1htaﬁn Spanish fénguage and culture in
American schools while dimultaneously employing Latino teachers. —
Not only was there no,déta available, there was no system to ev 3
produce data, th1s seequ ironic since without the data system,

I

program personnel would never be able to prove to legislatdrs T
that the 5{93539 was reapky having beneficial effects and was = ) !
accomplishing xté goals. The 1internal evalugt1on report
recommended that/ét least an eighteen-month effort be initiated
which would obtain pteliminary findings and establish a system
for future data collection. ‘

However # the final;aq\:cy decision to have a formal -
evalaition of the Bilingual Program was'delayed beyond the point
where the amount could be placed in the annual State Board of
Education Budget Request duringd the late fall of 1977. A - .
decision was made to introduce an amendment to this budget in May
1978 in a State Board ;ommitfee meeting, then to the full Board
and then to tge Generfl Assembly. In the meantime, options were
discussed internally with regard o the ambunt of money that

would be necessary to conduct sucdh an evaluation and whether it
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third party contractor. In either case the decision was made . x

that-the Program Evaluation Section would be in charge of he »
a‘ . effort and the difector of that section would be the projejt

officer. Unfortunately throughout this period of‘discu$§ENn

[

i N\
there“was no leadersh1p in the program area--appllcat;pns\zeye

dlrector s position. !
glf the State

. . be1ng rev1ewed for the va

AThe'lntroduct1on of | cal apendment throu

Boara went very smoothly. The ggneral Assembly also accepted the -
. amendments as a-"quid or continugd fund1ng of the ’ o Q

- progra In fact, one of the) legislators known for s
N iy . .
. - reservations about the progfam introduced,the‘amendment foroa 'W'-
. . third party to exceed $136,000 for .FY 79. (. :

" The next for the agency to 'issue an RFP {Requegt for

-
.
.
.

Proposal) to as larg€ a group.of bidders as possible. However,
~ . PR -] ~ .
» first the guestions to be answered in the proposal had to be >

P .
*determined. ,T‘ﬁ-Bilingual Program director has been hired by

w

thi time; he had several questions. The State Board of
“Education had questions; so did the SEA Planning Seetion that is
resppnsible for developing an agency policy position on bilingual
. education. The Generit‘hssembly had questions as well as top

»

" level SEA executlves

s e o oo e e miann JE R s

personnel were told that it would be politicalfy prudent to

n addit1on, the Ptogram Evaluation T At

d1scuss the RFP and the questions wlth both the Perth Board of.

v (2:5' Education (s1nce 78 percent oﬁ the students are in the Perth
v B .

rofx as well as the B1lingual State Advisory Council, a group N
! '3 lished By statute to set directions for bilingual education.

+ The discussions pointed out the differences among groups and

v ] ’ amonq 1ndiv1duals within groups. Some 'viewed the effort as

evaluation for destruction; others viewed it as evaluation for ) -
,' ' r’fustification and others as evaluation simply to describe the ’ (Tl
_' l facts as they existed.’ Many wanted their oyn question; included . A
" in the QFPlat'the expense of the guestions of the others. : . -
There was everyqattempt to expedite the development of the

RFP, and the review process. Although the original recommendatlon

had been for an 18- nth prgject, the séct10n was 1nformed that
/ f ) *

’
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practlcally and polltlcally it would have to be completed durxng
the 1978-79 school year. Ideally, 1t would be,done oy
mid-December when the State Board was in 1its budget deliberations
éor FY 80. Of necessity, some information on the most important
guestions had to be availabie by the follonlng May-June debate on
bilingual education 1in the General Assemply. ¢
After the contract was awarded, an Ad Hoc Evaluation Advisory
was appointed that contained the following eclectic
distribut}on: Senators _and Representatives who are the major

.

'declared friends and foes of bilingual educatlon; local aistrict
personngi from a rural downstate ddstrict, a suburban collar-
district, and the City of Perth; university experts ;n bilingual
education who had either a gualitative or guantitative
bagkground, afd the President and Vice-President of the State‘
Bilingual Advisory Coincil. This group eventually met five timeg -
during the eight-month period of the contract.. The dialogue )
.among members of this ad hoc advisory panel and between these

members and the contractor sen31t12ed everyone about the

-
- -

_complexity of the measurement xssues.

.During the first week of March 1979, when it becomes clear

.1_.uhrm,wmsnat;fherewuonld,be_a.suceessfuicompietion“to“thtS‘contraot, the

contract oroject officer held a meeting with the Executive Deputy
Superintendent’to.discuss the agency's approach to responding to
the evaiuation.' It was concluded that the agency response to
this evaluation report would be at leall as important as the
report ifself to the General Assembly and their gtaff. Any hint
of-defensiveness would be disastrous for program funding and g‘
perhaps even its very ekistence. Instead the agency ~would "use
the evaluation report as 3 apringboard to begin making the. )
proqram changes that everyone knew were needed. The guestions
did remain though as to héw to orchestrate this response.
It.was decided Chat _the Bilingual Program d1rector could not
chair the response task force. Since there was a poasibility
. that there would be recommendations in‘thé report”tnat, as a

program manager he could live with but not as-an advocate for his

’ '/ .42 =
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own bilingual constitutency, the logical choice was ‘someope at
the Assistant Superintendent level who had three of his managers
closely involved with the project. Therefore, the Assistant

Superintendent of Research,\flanning d Evaluation was named to
chair this task force. \\\__,r‘(g9

i

As the deadline for the contractor's draft report approached, -

theré.was an'attempt to clarify the réle of the response task
force. Two key players in forming this role were obviously the
project officer'and thewprogram direé&or.» A memo’was devéloped
which outlined the gsequential five steps necessaty for the
agency's strategic response to the evaluation.

The steps in this memo proceeded routinely until'step
four-=the pgesentation of the final draft to the evaluation
advisory panel. During‘tbat last advisory panel meeting (June
5), several comments were m;ae by SEA p;ogram staff that could
have been interpreted as attacking the credibility of the
contractér, particularly on the collection ©of the transition’
data. The .tfhe for these qugstions had begn in the teghn?cal,
response to the contractor and not before members of the General
Assembly and their staff. These remarks could be interpreted as
meaning téat there would be "business as usual” and that the
evaluatidn would have little impact. )

To avoid this erroneous conclusion, the program director and
the project officer were instgucted by the Executive Deputy that
same day to begin drawing up the SEA response to the evaluation *
even though the contra;tor‘had only delivered a draft report..
The focus for the response would be the contractors’ ‘
recommendation section in the executive summary. The program
director returned to Perth andetompleted the sections concerning
program planning and policy; the directors of Research and
Statistiss. Program Evaluation and Assessment, and Office of Data
Management developed responses to the recommendations of a future.
evaluation plan within a general management information syslem. )

The backdrop for the immediacy in these actjions was twofold.

First the House,had cut 8 millidn dolllars from the SEA request

I 4

L] .
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for Perth and 2.3 million for the downstate request. The Senate
negded to know immediately how tbe.SEA .was going to react to the
external evaluat1on report so that Senate advocates would have

sometb1ng to 901nt to as ghey lobbired for the restoration of the
funds. House advocates also neééed something when the time came
fér the Senate-House compromlse over the appropriations. ~

Second, there was to he a breakfast meeting for various ‘
‘members of the House and Senate and their staff who were véry
.concerned about bilingual education. This breakfast would occur
at 7:00 a.m. on Wednesday, June 13. Originally the subject of
.this seminar session yas'to be collective bargaining., However,
the governor's off}ee requested that a substitute i1ssue be‘found
and bilingual education became the topic. A\panel of three
members of the General, Assembly would react to the evaluation
findings. It hecame imperative that they also have the
szmultaneous opporfG;;;y to react to the SEA's proposed
5ecommendq§1aps or plans to implement the contractor's
}ecpmendiii.oris. L | \

On Jung & and 7 the fzrst drafts of the SEA reactzon papers
were wrxtten. The Pro:ect Officer merged the sections on June 7 v
.and sent them to the Execufive Deputy for review. On June 8 the
comments for revisionfrom the Executzve Deputy and
‘SUp!:inteﬁdgég Qg;égincorporéted into'a final draft which was
approvedJQEjﬁp§a§y morning, June ll.- Copies of this reaction
were theﬁ;iai}‘p to éJ%ry member of the General Assembly except
those panel menber5° their copies were hand delivered.

The Qtrategy “worked., The breakfast participants were
impressed with the speed and qualxty of the response. The final
appropriation was 4 million dollars for downstate prodrams (an

#ncrease of 400,000 from the previous year) 'and 12.6 million for

Perth, am increat of l!:6 million).
-
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. Problem Case Description #8

A

-

Quality Control

The Education Bureau is responsible for the collection of
data on student achievemeht for students who are in categotically
aided programs® Individual dat; are cbllected in the areas of
reading, math, w;iting. and bilingual programs. Reports are then
p;epared by the Bureau ih compliance with state and federal
manaates. ’ ]

The Burea:u is faced ,n'.tl":i the problem-of guality co*l in
ensuring that the data collected are accur#te and usable on the
local, skate, and federal levels. Before the data rﬁpch the
state's Education Bureau, the data may have been handled by many
persons. For examplé, the reporting fo;@s may have been filled
out by several different teachers, submitted to the principal,
forwarded to the chief school officer, and then forwarded to the
superintendent of the Region who, in turn, submits several
district's reports to a Regional Computer Center where t;e data
are entered on a magnetic tape to be sent tp the State Educatipn
Department's Bureau of Evaluation. Problems arise when the data
receivod by the Butreau are not machine processable. 51ng: the
Bureau uses a computer, the data.recexved must be in an
acceptable format. SCSbol qistrictq must complete several forms
on each student'énd'gpe numper of forms and type of information
reguested vary in accordance with the type program a student was
enrolleé/in and the evaluation design the district chose for that
program. In ;he past, the Evaluation Bureau has spent mady
months screening ihe d};s;and corfectiné such gross errors as the
use of the wrong district code or an incorréﬁt or missing caré
identified. These errors are the tip of the iceberg. Many
errors, which the Bureau cannog correct without contacting the
districts for the correct information, skew tﬂz\:esults. The
Bureau has developed a list ¢of errors which repeatedly occur and
has informed school districts thﬂE\ﬁPeY will'be responsible for

the correctia:rpf their data errors this year. _

.
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The following 1s a partial list of types of errors which will

be detected by the computer program: ?

. - .
- a. Improper pQpulation code, e.g., nonpublic school
. ‘ pupil assigned to a public school building.
b. Improper %omponent code, e.g., impossible code
number. .
v * [ 4
‘o, , lmproper test ¢ode used for both norm—- and .
v criterion-referenced tests.
id. Improper test level, e.g., 2nd grade student given
high school level test.
e. Improper month for pre- or pbsttest, 1.e., out of
) the norming period.
f. Table missing.
qg. Raw test score missxng for pre or posttest.
t
' h., Normal curve equivalent or Percentile ﬁ1581ng for
pre or posttest.
i. Birthdate missing for pupil in an ungrhded class.
. 3. Duplicate data on a pupil. )
AN
. k. Improper sub test code, e.q., vocabulary code used .
with mathematics test.
P Errors are classified into three types. Type l errors are
) critical errors and they must be corrected for any analysis of .
the data. Type 2 errors wre considered substantial and they must ’
be corrected for more meaningful analyses. Type $ errors are “~\\\_—’/f'
classified as "information”. Generally, they cannot be
corrected; however, they may alert recipients to the need for a ’
f modification in testing procedures.or a change in the evaluation
design %n the next school year. A Type 1 Error would be a
'nissing district code. A Type 2 Error would be when a math
- component is listed for a pupil, but the number of contact hours
LY

in Math for that pupil is missing, and a Type 3 Error would
indicate that the test administered may be too difficult for the

student.

N \
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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The Bureat collects information on approximately one million

pupils.

The task of data col}ectlon is enormous for both the’ o~

Evalugtion Bureau and the lodgal education agencies. Assistance
is neéced 1n~£he area of guality control and the development of a
gystem whereby the data are screened along@ various check points
will help to ensure the data received by the Bureau are as
accurate as possible. The error correction procedure is an
attempt ‘to begin this process. Additional elements need to be
added ti’ﬂhe errcn‘éh;reqtlon procedure to complete the quality
control system. The implementation of the error correction
procedure and other guality control elements are essegtial to the
rapid processing of data that will make possib the timely
return of infarmation to local education agéncies, the state
educatyon agency, and the federal government. without %imely
return, the utility of evaluation for decision making puyrposes 1is

lost and the evaluation simply meets reporting requirements. <>
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Problem Case Description #9 | - -

Bagic Skills Evaluation

4wy
!,li‘(‘L

Introduction

k\/- At the end of the last legislative session, a bill was passed
which dealt with Basic Skills. One of the requirements of the
legislation was to evaluate the state Basic Skills prograﬁ.
Punding for the program was for staff, sta¥f expenses, and °*
in-service costs. The evaluation budget was zero.

This bill was negotiated at the "last minute” primarily by a
few legislators and with ﬁ{nlmal.consultation‘thh tne'étage
Department. In a sense itf was a very small token for the

Governor who had wanted ahother very large education bill.

0

4

General Background

There were many 1oqistica} problems in getting this program'

organized and off the ground. In the Department there were two

- --schoels-of philosophy.  Oné gréup thought basic skills were as

» defined in the legislation, i.e., abilities to lthen, speak,
read, write and compute. Another -group, composed of subject area
consultants, .felt besic’skills were an integral p;rt of every
subject, i.e., science,|and thus they should be involved in the
statewide planning. issue was finally resolved and the
formpr'philosophy prevalled.

A Departna:L task force was developed with people from each
Division of the Department to assure iqsoss-Department
coordination and to Euide program direction. A Basic Skills
supervisor was hired along with 11 Basic Skills speciélists.
These specialists were assigned t?:rbgg in regions of the state
in intermediate unit offices. ) - .

However, the regional specialijst reported to Depart even
though they were housed in and worked with staff of regﬁggji'
Un%t8~ Tbil‘was “*upsetting” to miny directors of reqionaf?dnits

who felt if a person were housed in his office he/she shodld have

2 4§
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some administrative responsibility. Other state and fedefal
programs had provided staff to intermediate units and.all were
under the direct admini$trative control of the regional unit
director.

,The operational model for the Basic Skills program is the

following:

1. All Basic Skills specialists are trained

simultaneously. ,
After training, the specialists will then train
staff from districts who wish to participate in the
program. '
4

After training, the local school persons trained
will then implement a basic skills program that
reflects the Basic skills Standards of Excellence.

-~ Another issue was the reluctance to make the standards too

specific. There was & feeling that perhaps 1f the standards were

kept more general, accountability might be easier.

e - —

7 Assignment of Evaluation Responsibility

-~

No evaluation funds were iQEluded‘ln the legislation. Staff
of the gvaluation Unit in the bépattment was assigned the
evaluation responsibility as anf additional task to its current
activities.

. f'> ) ~N
Program Implementation

The sic Sk1ills program was modeled after a previously -

highly gquccessful program "Right to Read". chh {;gional person
8

‘would/train persons from local school distric to be the leader
and coordinator of Basic Skills activities in their districts.
Pérsons from local schools would be trained in both content aﬁd
process. From cembet\to April, regional®*specialists would

explain the Basic Skills program to lacal schools and encourage

»
a

them to pd;@iéipate. From April to June there would be training

of persons from the volunteer schools. Training also would take




place. again after the summer. The iocal schoqls would then begin
t?/igglement the Basic Skills prégram.
The Basic Skills program had;a series of 18 statements, some
1 __ measurable and some not, called “Standards of Excellence”. These
wre the stanaards to be used which defined whdt an 1deal
_comprehensive Basic Skills program would include.
Prellilnary Evaluation Tasks

Proolem 1. To determifie what the legislators had in mind as
evaluation outcomes of the grogram. .
Action. Prepared aproposal that suggestgq‘that the
principal authors of the legislation be sensulted and shown some
alwernative guestions which mlgnE bq\iiésonably answered in the
- next year lsince a report had to be made to the legislature by
\‘the following January, six moqths before the funding and program
activity would be completed a®d funding would end). This would
attempt to make decision makerg moreNynvolved in the evaluation
process and possibly encourage them‘to utilize evaluation results
for decision making. It would also clarzg;‘what kind of
information was n;eded,at their level in cofitrast to the kind of
data that is needeqd for programsmanagement evqlu?tion. This
procedure was réjected by Department decision makers. As a
result, an evaluation plan was prepared whifh may or may not be
of interest to legislators who will de%srmine the continuation of

- the project. -
- /

One major issue well could be that only very preliminary
information will be made availab}e‘by January and that the

legislators are expecting cutcome data.

e ~ ,
Problem 2. The Standards of Excellence were generally vague

and not measurable. ‘
Action. After a geries of meetings with the Department
Committee and'Basic Skills ;pecialists. measurable criteria were
. ) ) ‘established for each Standard. It wés important thaé these be
measurable 8o that data could be obtained from all ;articipating

_districts as base line data.

.. " ¢ :
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One major issue 1in this area 1s that since there would be no °

new basic skills activities 1n schopl districts until four months
before the preliminary report to the legislature was received,
very few new activities probably would be 1mp1eme;£ed. It 1s
critical that the report clearly explqin the meaning of base line

data. . - ~

Problem 3, Can any new basic skills activities in schobl
districts be ﬁirectly attributed to the new Basic Skills program.

Action. There are other state and federal programs 5elat1ng
to basic skills. There 1s no way to clearly establish a glrect
relationship between this new‘pregram and improvements in basic

sk1lls programs.

Problem 4. Was the training of local school persons
effective? “ R

Action. All workshops needed to be evaluated to determine if :
the participants were learning the skills and processes,to °
implement a coordinated integrated basic skills program 1; their
district. A workshop evaluation questlonnairz was developed (see

Exhibit 3). :

A major issue was the concera-expressed by the Basic Skills
staff, many of whom had ‘little experiefice in putting on workshops

or in having thexr"performance"q~eluated. An administrative

decision was made, however, that\the evaluation would be done. -
Problem 5. How to measure the impact of the Basic Skills
program on improved basic skill test scores.
Action., It would be impossible to establish a measurable
relationship between a regional training program and student )
achievement. Changes in basicéskllls scé’es will be monitored/’ )
through the State Agsessment Program.\over at least five years
after the‘incgption and hopeful continuation of the Basic Skills~. _
p:éqrém. ’
Problem 6. 1If no hard data are available how can it be \
determined if the Basi® Skills program appears to be making . 4

positive changes in school districts?
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“— ' Action. A process evaludtion plan was developedf/*An annual

survey woulé be don€¢ om a yearly basis; the responses would be

t .'based upon the professiong] judgments o% the tespondents:l lay ~

ana advisory council pérsons. s®hool board persons? school ~
guperlnfendents, and schq@ol staff. Their feelings would be the
pmincipal data which could be shared with decision makers as an

¥ indication of program success. .

Ya majog 1ssue always 1s the use of Jhégment and opinion/
data. The precedent for this process had been established and
accepted 1in the former Right to Read program. Because of the
simjlarity of the models of the two péograms (Basic Skills and
Right to Read) judgment data should be accepted. However, 1f the
current positive climate in the state toward edécation changes,
the impact of judgment data could be reduced. In programs such
as this Qhere the outcomes are not clearly defined and in which
the content areas cuts across many other ondoing educational
actlvifies. 1t is difficult to gather. hard data. ‘: \

»

Problem 7. Funding for evaluation activities. *

Action. Miscellaneous evaluation expenses needed to be .
covered py other program funds. Substantive evaluation is,
therefore, very much constrained.

- -

Evaluation Summary

An evaluation needed-to be done. For various reasons the .
avaluation staff was unable to meet with the legislative decision
-- makers. This was an example of the role of politics in . Py
evaluation./ Program evaluation at a state level often is a long

way-away frbm the "textbook" evaluyation pgocedures taught in

. colleges and univergities. Knowing that the evaluation that was
to be done was going to be less effective than it could have begn‘
perhaps raises the issue of the professional integrity of the
evaluator versus ; need for survival in his/her job.,

Will the proposed evaluation activities have any influence on

V]
the final decision,for the continued funding of the -Basic Skills
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pregram? Probably some, but not a major factor. Only when
evaluation is considered when legislation is developed, can .
evaluatipn.results have a chance of being\a majer factor in

conti d fund s of pr&gram
ntinue 1ng' pga}, .
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Problem Case Description No. 10 '

Monitoring - A Threat to Evaluation?

- ‘

3 ; .

Things started to go wrong on Jack's third visit to the
program funded by his agency. He felt he had lost all rapport
and cooperation with the program people he was to help. Even
visits to other funded programs were not well received. 'It~was
aé if word was out to beware of Jack. !

During his first visit, Jack thought he was acceptéd as an
evaluator. He had worked with the program director to show that
evaluationc with its myriad of definitions:dependent upon, the
different schools of thought, may be viewed as the assegsment of
the value or worth of a program or activity. He felt that
evaluatién could be seeﬁ as a teréiary relatioms (x, y, z), where
"x", as an evaiuator, acts with a get 6f data "Y" to determine
whether a standard "z" is met. He knew that decisions baapd upon
evaluat;on results should be made by the program director or
administratois.. .

Jack was also pleased'with his second visit as a monitor. He
explained to the program director anh others &hat monitoring may
be thought oﬁ as a proceég,for ascertaining whether a program or
activity was within various rules, regulations, minimum
standards, or agreed upon terms. Monitoring'also may be geen as
a ter%iary relation, (x, y,.zi. where "x", as a monitor, acté
with a get of data 'y; to determine whethef a prescribed precept
"2" ig met. Jack knew that decisions ba&éd upoﬁ monitoring
resnlt; were made by the’?ﬁnding authorities'}nd po{icy makers.

Jack was wéll aware of the strain during the third visit when,
the program director asked, "For what reason are you here? Are
you here to help us with our prdgram or are you heré to be a
natchaoq?' I;'the eyes 'of the program director, Jack, as an
evaluator, suddenly became. a moh!gzr. + : -

In the case p% Jack, the roles of an evaluator and a monitor

became confusing. At one point, he was performing activities for

purposes of evaluating the program, while at another time, he was

\
e, [
T4 ‘
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ving for monitoring purposes. RWas
this sensed’lack of rapport duejto his agency hdving the ‘ﬂme
unit or person§ responsible for poth evaluation or mon1tor1ng’

Although Jack probably had no prob¥em with the role change'since
ii'i‘“ the’ focus of ‘a monitor and evaluator are different, the funding
‘u . 7 r - . N
recipient had difficulty in Mntetpreting the intent of the ‘b ’

visits. .In effect, a relazed atmosphere necessary for

cbmmunlcatlng d}ear information to’an evaluator wals lost.
f -

_Jane, an evaluator in another agency, also ran’ into problems
&

w1th hgr vzslts and communxcatlons w1th funded project

personnel. She was attempting to assist in’ setting up evaluation

designs amg collecting formative information when asked by 7he'
project personnel, 'How are you going to use the project ,/
information?”™ Jane believed that she had clarified ear)zer how

data were® to- be used in an evaluatlon process and was surprised

f at the further 11ne of questlonlng, "Will the 1nformatlon be used

to assist in the 1mprovement of the program or will the

.
*

1nformatlon be uveed to cut or reduce fundlng?“

.

with further\xnvestlgatlon, Jane. #ound that the project -

reoexved a nonltorlng 1nstrument by her agency. The project
persq.nel felt thaé many of the questlons in the instrument were
too,szmilar to those being solicited in the evaluation. The
Eﬁxpose or use of the ir¥ormation bécame so unclea} that the

miginterpreted and used agalnst them. They were fearfu

project personnel were afraid -that some information may
1{that

program could be in Jeopatdy if they answered questlons in a EQ:
ank manner, especially when some adjustments were presently

y being made to alleviate identified’problems. 4

As in Jackys situation, the atmoshpere necessary for

communicating clear information was lo;t. Jane had to spend a
large amount ©f time assuring that information she collected
would be used at the agency level for assesglng the value orq
wqrth of agbogram and for provlding feedback to assxst in the
devel t of the program. She further agsured that her data
v‘would nQt b7 used for monitorning comgbiance to various rules or

regulations

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Pﬁpblems between evaluation and monitoring .can occur whenever
varipus corresponding components -of the two tertiary relatigns
. are equ Oy elements within the compconents intersect. Jack's
. case 1liustrated a situation in which e first componenfs were
.equal. In this casé,_the evaluator ahd the ‘monitor were the same
person. Jane's case of having collectéc some evaluation data

3

similar to that collected on a monitoring instrument #&xemplifies

a situation whenever elements within the components of the
- . . 4 .
relations intersect (elements of the second component
intersect). This situatiorf can also occur whenever the same unit

within an agency is responsible for both the evaluation and the
-

monitoring of programs (elements of the first components
intersect). Althéugh it is theoretically possible for other
component equality or intersection of elements, this author has
not observed such instances. Thfs absenqe may be a good sign as
occurrences of other instance¥ wobld indicate serious problems
with understanding the differences between evaluatioé and

mOI‘i&r ing.
L

- An ideal situation would be the case where no equality or

»

intersection occurs. However, with ogganizational structures
which place evaluation at a low priorfity, with the limited
knowledge base of various pergans about evaluation and
m:nltorlng, and”in a t1me of staff reduction, *it is very unlikely
that the ideal~situatiog will occur in many funding agencies..
Thus, to lessen problems between evaluation an nitoring!
strategies need to be develoggd for siéuations where
corgesponding componeqt§ within the tertiary relations are equal
or where elements within tge componénts,of the relations -
intersect.
Strategies should be planned for addressing problems at both
‘A ‘the funding agency and the funded agency lgvels. Answers need to
be found for suc¢h problematic guestions asr How does one assure
.59 fugggd project personnel that evaluation refﬂ}ts will be used
to judge the worth of quality of programg? What does it mean to
judge the worth or quality of a ptogram when.the question of

®
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conFinued-;unding is in the minds of funded project personnel?
What can be done to better delineate the roleé of evaluators and
monitors? Wbat/are soﬁe w;ys a .funding agency can assist staff
when the evaluator is alsoythe monitor or is in the same program
unit as is the monitor? What are the major differences in -
evaluation data and monitoring data, and how can these ’
diﬁferencés.be/gggf communicated to those ‘program policy makers

“ . [
or decision makers who are not evaluators?

Although some answé}s to problehs may seem guite evident .fo
ones ;ho are knowledgeable in evaluation ahd who, for example,
can distinguish between evaluation and monitoring, one must ngp
in mind that the evaluator ié but Me actor out of many who are

involved with programs. As in Jack's case, the problem was not

necessarily with Jack having 'to differentiate between the role of f

an evaluator and a monitor, but rather, with the funded project
staff feelng that a conflict of roles existed. Even theugh the
funding agency‘may recognize a difference between an evaluator
and a monitor, a solution to the problem by having different'
evaluators and monitors may not be that simple when funds are not
available to hire additional gualified staff. Jane knew how to
apgly her data aga%nst evaluation standards, but the project
staff was not convinced. Perhaps they felt her superios may
misuse the evaluation results and make megulatory ﬁecisions or
funding decisions.

Monii%ring--is it a threat to evaluation? Perhaps not, if
possible probléms é?e anticipatea\igg strategies developed to

address these problems.

s~




Problem Case Description No. 1l

Betwixt and Between

£

.. ‘Background

- L .

* For State'Qff:ices of Education, accepting federal funds often

£}

-;7 " carries with &t a respongiblity to gather evaluative data. The
data iben are reported to the approprlaté federal agency.
Recently, however, in One area--Ti@le I 89»l0~-federal ;y
. meta-evaluation studies concluded tbatizyaluatlon reports
" received ffcm states were of doubtful guality and that no
Aaggregable national data cpuld be compxle?/because of the
diversity of the reports. The consegquence was that in Title I
"89-10 and other programs, federal evaluation guidelines now
include the prescription cf,écceptable eyaluation models., It is
. Qrgued that implementation of such evéluatidp models as these
will provide information which will allow sound generalizations
to be made at the national level. This may be true, but in the
implementation of theée models a situation.is created where thé
State Office evaluator is caught betwixt and'between providing a
service basically for the benefit of a federal dgency, providing
. evaluation services useful to State Office decision makers, or
providing éervices to Local Educational Agencies which has their

benefit as a major concern.

Nature of the Problem

Ay

. When providing evaluation for fedc;al programs the major
.evaluation functions of ‘the State Office Qf Education are often
three-fold. One function is to provide service to Local
Educational Agencies by providing assistance which would, be
, cnnpatible with locql needs and which would add incrementally to
‘ the current local level of sophistication. The second ‘function,
- : serving State Office adninictrutors, includes gather'ing data
' regarding compliancg with federal law, gathering information
which would forecast potential troublesome areas,. and gathering
- : P h L —— } ' P

-
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data which would comp*ement grant writing efforti.- The third
function is to sérve the 'Feds“."!hls includes monitoring 1EA
- evaluation efforts, making the required annual reports, serving
as an 1;téfm ary between the Feds and the LEA; and providing
technical assistance in the implementation of the federal
evaluation models aE-EEE/Igcal level. . ;

Of these three sets of functions, the primary concérn of the
State Office 1s to serve federal interests. That primacy derives
from the power of the purse. Bgiause federal m9n1toring 1s a
possibllity, the emphasis within the State Office 1s to serve \\
federal functions at the expense of any other 1interests. ’

At this point a variety of complications should be
mentioned. Most of the complications reflect the limited amount
of administrative funds allocated to the state.

The constraint on funding has a variety of ramifications. -
federal'fundlng is admxniste;ed in this Stgte Office by progyé;
staff who aré separate from €valuation staff. Program staff
typically.argue that allocation of administrative funds needs to

be directly supportive of local program impSEE upon children. At

>

»

that point, program staff point out that Sta Office #valuators
primarily function as a service for federal jsteresés.
Evaluation, then, is assigned é‘ﬁow priority by Program staff.
.'k Limited funding assures thét only one or two staff are )
allocated to evaluative purposes at the state level. In addition
/Qo a l1m1ted number of personnel for evaluation, travel and
additional/ resources are limited.
The lack of staff provides a severe constraint on the scope
’of work possible. With federal interests primary, state
ev:}ﬁatprs often put other interests aside‘completely. 1In the
eyes of the program administrator this confirms the low priority
asgigned to evaluation. For the LEA, it virtually assures their
frustration when anything but- fedegal model evaluation'xs' '
b}oached with State Office evaludtors. For LEA staff uninitiated
to the scope'of evaluation, it creaeqg the 1mpresslon that

experimentalist and measurement oriented outhue evaluation 1s

53 .
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what evaluation is all about. For small schools or schools
lacking technical sophistication, the models are viewed as

byurdensome and without potential transferability to other
evaluative purposes. )
~

Parameters for Resolution

The guick and easy dismisstl ok tne 'probigm“ as being
remediated by reapportionment of State Office fundé to provide
for adaitional evaluation s}aff 1s not likely to be possible. As
wag indicated, evaluat1oq,1s perceived to be a ;owipr1or1ty for

the persons administering the funds. Something must be done

Cfirst by the State Office evaluators which will demonstrate the

benefit of evaluatign services.

At the State Office level the demonstration should relate to
such aspects of expected functzong as forecast1ng potent1al
trouble areas. This musg, be donetw1tn l1m1ted travel, l1m1ted
staff while aé the same time the staff fulfille obllgat1ons to
ass1st ip the implementation of federal evaluation models.

In support of LEA evaluation efforts, considering many of the
same points listed 1in the prevxous par;graph, what can the State
Office evaluator do? Here thé*undertak1ngs must be flexible
enough to adapt to a variety of LEA setings--including such
features as size, technical sophistication, availabléizséal

staff, and restricted finances. : ’

Another guick dismissai of the "problem” might be attempted
by expanding the funding‘and functipns of the Technical
Assistance Center.1idea as implemented in Title I 89-10. But
TAC's are constralned by their basie function of supporting the
impled&htafion of the federal ﬁodeis. Evaluatiop needs go beyond

those models. The evaluation neeés at the State Office level

" also would not be typically within the scope, of interest of the

TAC's. Finally, the TAC's bften represeht a high technology
approach to the solution of problems. High technology solutions
are beyond many of those in need of evaluative assistance.

$
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It may neagly be an 1impossible task to devise evaluative
- } .

.

tactics which can pe ciccumscribed within such bounds. I
belleGe, however, that much 1in these parameters delineate a great
neea for evaludtion. We, as evalyators‘, ‘must have a kit bag
which includes evaluation approaches or tactics which can be .
1mplemented by a few persops, 1in a short tlme, with llmlt&d time
and funds; and in addition, many times to be 1mplementec by
persons or relatively modest evaluative sophistication.

.In our day with our fascination with high technology, it 1is
easy. to forget the multituae of evéiuatlve needsjwhich will not
be thus served: The fo;goften needs will gé those where money
and power are lacking--yet they are not insignificant. It seems
to me that 1t 1s there where much will be done to 1mprove the

condition of educafﬁon.
=

.
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Problem Case Description No. 12

Maximizing Assegsment Results Utilization

2

a

- ,

Probably one of the most vexing problems existing for State
Departments of -Education are attempts to make assessment results
meaningful at multiple levels of the educational hierarchy.
'Teachers want to use assessment results for student diagnostic
and perscriptive purposes, while building administrators look to

‘ assessment results for within building program and curriculum
evaluation. District personnel perceive assessment results as a
way of evaluating progtaﬁs and curriculum between buildings,
districtwide. At the state level, assessment‘resulgs are viewed
.in a broader contest. Typical state utilization of ass§ssment
data are for evaluation of students, programs and districts
ecross the state. Often domain deficiency within content areas
are explored. The mazn utility of assessment results, however,
at the state level is for sugportan evloence for addltional
" funding by legislatures or policy issues by State Boards of

ucation. Most statewide assessment ptoqrams focus on the

‘jﬁizyéttter uses of results, often overlooking teachers', building

'adninistrstors' and districts' neeas for quick accurate

assessment results for evaluation of students, curriculum or
élogra-s at the locsl level.

Paramoufit among the problems of multiple use of assessment
results is the scoring of answer sheets. -Scoring systems seldom
offer feedback to local school districts or teaCQers, such that
this infotnition‘can be used for local decision making. Usually
student responses to guestions on statewide assessments are
obtained under some machine. readable format, optical scan ans:er
sheets being the most popolar. Tpe answers are colleoted by the
teacher or test administrators, gend to the building level for
aggregation of all classrooms assessed in that building, and then
sent to.tbe school distrlct for further aggregation of .

districtwide assessed classrooms and finally to the state for
. ]

-gcoring of the answer shieets. In many cases states send the

-
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answer sheets to-a scoring service for processing. The resulgs

of the statewide assessment flows 1in re;ﬁgse order in reporting

A .
the results back tg the local school didtricts. This® scoring and
,rgporting process/can take from several weeks to several months.

Therefore), if e assessment results arg reported in such a
format wiwichi can be useful on tgé local level (often they. are
not), they do not‘filter down to the appropriate level in a
timely fashion. The 1irony of the statewide assessment scoring
process is that those that have the need for immeéiate test
results, i1.e., making s?uaent decisions, often are the last to
receive the results, while those that are more interested 1in the
;'. overall picture of statewide assessment and are ufable to aét on
the results unti]l next legislature or State Board convenes are
the first to receive th results. |
The assessment reports which are generated from the answer
sheets require different information for each of the levéls of
utility. - ibere is the need _for very detailed and discrete
information on the reports which are ngturned to the teacher 1in
order for her/him to make judgments about student;. These
reporfs must indicate item by item how each sFudent.performed SO
that the teacher may make judgments about students and design
classroom attivities which will facilitate student acbie;ement.
This report is very different from, say, the building level
report, district report, or even the state repérts which are more

concerned with averaging of scores across domaing, reporting

items for item analysis or reperting of gross scores across
programs, buildings or districts. Usually as one moves up the
educational biefarpby, assesaﬁént information 18 needed in a
‘decreasing order of detail. )

F}nglly, there ig always~tbe~problems of confidentiality as
the reporting moves away from the classroom. If the assessmeng
data is to be collected such that teachers may use t;e results
for classroom purpoées.students must be identified. At the state
level there is little if any need to identify individual

. 3
students, however, certain student characteristics may be very

.
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;initiated at the local school district, school or classroom level
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important (sex, race, handicapping conditions of students).
While reports that do not identify students, buildings or
classrooms may have little local utlllt?ﬁ these identifiers are
usually not needed for any statewide assessment. State oOr
federal confidentiality constraints or the degree of d
confidentiality required of 1nélvi§ual students'may impede -
assessment efforts at_the state level 1in the future and therefore
limit the utility of statewide assessme;t reporting.,

The utility of assessmént resslts at the various educational
levels neeas to be addressea by those doing the assessing, if for
no other reason éhan to offer some guarantee that assessment

results have a degree of validity. It 1s not enough anymore to
expect local school districts, schools, and teachers‘to
enthusiastically administer a statewide assessment because "they"
need the data for "some" reason. Only when those administering
the test 1instruments te~®udents can plainly see some direct
benefit.can we hope for compliance to standardized administrative
methodology. The validity of statewide test results becones
particularly troublesome when teachers must administer a se€ond
instrument to obtain the data that will be useful for their

decrsion maklng.

A suggested solution to this problem is to have assessments

and then the results of each of these aggregated as they are sent
forward to the state. The problem with this approach is the lack
of coordlnatiOn in order to.obtain comparable data to aggregate,
There 1s a need for agreement on what is to be assessed, how and

when the assessment is to take place. Different testing times,

. nonstandardized assessment procedures and attempts in agdregation

of assessment results wheréyyﬁhtruments are not comparable are
major problens. ' *

At first plush the‘abbve solution seems to have little or no
merit, However, if examined for téchnical feasibility as well as
practicality, it is gquickly recognized that the current state of

the art of scoring and the rethinkfng of out moded ideas can make




AN “

this solution a viable direction in which to pursue. The =
‘soiutlon as posea, rests on theoretical-concepts which we have
accepted over the years due to past technical limitations. .
. Malnly,‘the«scorlng of student tests must take place outside the .
school, or school district. This was due to the fact that
machinery to score stuaent tests was ve;! expensive. +With gpe
~ new computer technology, it 1s within the grasp of most schools
and school aistricts to do their own scoring and report
generating. With assistance from state and federal-governments .
' assessment support materials could be purchased (computer
hardware and software) that would produce a new type of -
. assessment administration that would furnish appropriate
assessment results at every level of the educational hlerarchy.
This method would require that the student assessment data be =
scoréq and :ep;?!ed at either the school or school district level
and then data sent forward in a machine readable format, ;y‘/
aggregated as it moves toward the state level. The -
instrumentat}on could be a joint effort by state and school .
districts of 1dentifyin§ areas to be assessed and other

specifics. This method of assessment would maximize the ’

-

+*. - utilization Jf results. Those that need the results earljest 'and

in the greatest detail would have first call on the results,

°

*while those that need less detail but a broaégzrdatq base would

; . “also obtain results in a timely fashion. < : .
: by |

~— "
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Problem Case Description No. 13-

Coleman Assessment Program

-

Background ‘

,There'haq been a legislatively mandated state-testing program
in Coleman since 1962-63. The Coleman Assessment Program (CAP)
‘as 1t is currently known, tests all publi¢ school Etudents
annually in grades 1, 3, 6, and 1l2. //

The first grade test is an 'entry level test/a&mlnisgered at
the~beginning of school to measure the readiness gfille whicty,
pupils bring with them to school. In the other grades--
state-developed tests.are administered on a matrix sgmpling basis
to monitor‘the achievement in reading, language, and )
mathematics. No individual student scores or classroom”reports
are produced. éhe smallest unit of agalysis is the school.
School data are then aggregated to produce district reports and
an annual report of statewide achievement.

A gtate director and six consultants administer the program
at the state level. Contracts are let” for printing,
distribution, collectiohn, scoring, amalysis, and preperatan of
reports which are mailed to each of the 1,044 Coleman school
districts. Regional workshops are held each fall to acguaint LEA
persénnel with the content and interpretation of the reports. -
All‘aseeesment information is available to the public after it
has been presented to the State Board of Education in November
\tollowing the echool year in gquestion. T
Schodlxind district reports include the-raw scores for the

current and prior school years. Look-upP_tables provide norms in

the form of gstate pefcentila ranks. Background factors, such as
" p

socioeconomic indexes apd English language fluency, are reported
and di,d iﬁ‘multiple regrelsion eﬁaf}ais to produce a predicted
score. Reports aiso'include student score dietriegtions and -
subscores b§ skill aiee (e.g., capitalization and punceuation)
and by subpopulation te.g., boys vs. girls).
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There are many issues, difficulties, dilemmas, .which an

assessment program faces. Few of those can be resolved to the

must be addressgd. Each of the follow;ng §araggaphs tquches upon
an issue with gﬁich CAP staff must deal. While the listing i§

5 *  not even exhaustlve,‘it can °nonetheless mislead the reader into
concluding that CAP has onl}’problems. CAP has been notably

successful. However the purposé of this paper is not to look at

successes but rather to focus on problems. Hence the following
focuses on the empty portion of the glass, not ¢he full portion.

-

Problems : N -y

-

1. The dilemma of reconciling local autonomy in curriculum

with a state program which assumes, or sSeeks, commonality of

teaching objectives. Coleman does not have a prescribed state
curriculum. Thus it is difficult to achieve consensus among
educators as to what should be taught and thereby should bev
assessed. '

2. A large=-scale assessmentﬂbroqram must rely almost solely

on paper and pencil, machine-scorable, multiple-choice tests.

While many teaching objectives le;a themselves to such measures,

: ‘ "Eﬁﬁ; other skills--particularly in the minds of many

educators--can be less directly assess in such a mode.

+ . satisfaction of all those affected by the program, but every oqﬁ"

3. ©Shifting legjislation and financial support make long-term
planning tentative at best. Although CAP is legislatively

mandated, those mandates have changed many times in 18
years--which grade ievéls are assessed, what content areas are )
tested, switch from requirfﬁg IQ te to prohibiting them.
Likewise budget allocatipns a;'e unkgn until the last minute,
particula;lx in recent' years wiﬁ!‘stete initiatives such- as
'ﬁropositions 13 and 9. '

4. How to motivate students to put forth their best effort.

- Because individual students have no stake in the results, there
is little incentive for them to do well on the tests,

particularly so with high school seniors.

a .
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5. How to distinguish between_true instruction and coaching

. or cheating. While the state wants to encourage scnools to teach
the objectives of the test and Qarticularly to remediate skills
Previously found to be weak, sometimes these efforts could be

vieweﬁ as teaching the test items tather than teaching the test

objectives.

. : 6. ‘How td meet the'conflicting goals of ;Smgarative

informat1®n and instructionally relevant information. Some

. - audienices, such as legislators and the press, demand normative
(ranking) information for schools and districts. Those sgﬂools
~ \ -
which rank relatively low become hostile and therefore aren't

. willing to leok beyond the negative ran%ing’;p—discover in what

skxllg.their students are deficient. ’ -

- 7. How to keep assessment reports simple and usable without

. . . . N L
sacrificing completeness and accuracy. The recipients and users

' of the reports differ widely in their technical, statistical
. - sophistication. It is difficult to_reconcile the dilemma of
keeping a repdrt simple enough to be usable by the classroom
teacher without offending tn; research staff of larger school
' districts who would label such a report misleading and simplistic.

R 8. How to encourage use ,of.assessment information at the

. _local school level. The complexity of the current reports (cited
above in number 7) is only one factor inhibiting usage. Other
factors are even more difficylt to overcome--e.g., antipathy of
teachers to testxng, the opposition to what is viewed as state
control or state interference, feelxng that teachers themselves

. are being evaluated, frustratxon at repeatedly unsuccessful

efforts to improve achievement in schools serving disadvantaged
‘students. . .

9. Whether to keep tests constant to encourage longitudinal

analyses or change tests to improve them. LEA ‘Personnel ;

3

continually request the c0nflict1nq neéd to improve the tests yet
keep them the same. How responsive should the state be to
recommendations or suggestiohqz*/jt'is difficult to ascertain

from isolated comments or committee recommendations fiow .

repzasegtatiue those thoughts are.
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-~ 10 How to"deal with scores of students 1in special programs

. & .
such as special education or bilingual. The advent of » ¢

v

- mainstreaming for spec1al education students and the increasing

‘Iymber offstuaents ‘whose Englxsh language fluency is limited have ~

magnified the dalemmp of whether to include their scores i those
for the school. . - \ /

/
11. Relatlon between assessﬂent and mznlmum ‘competency )>

testlng.' Thus far these ‘two programs have been v1ewed<\¥ two
dlspinct programs; however, the layering on of additional ts,
which results in duplication and triplication of testing of
studehts (who ag® in ESEA Title I) is ald too obvious to kEAs and
a method of consolidating testing will be in demand to save money
and 1instructional time. ‘ /) @ ) ’ ’

)

12.9 Education legislation usually has no sanctions for

non-observance. The CAP, as is the case,with/ﬁbst education
legislation, seldom has penalties for non-compliance. (The

penalties, if they exist, are seldom ¥nvoked.) ‘The program's
! »

’ success relies upon the acceptance and cooperation of LEAs. If a

LEAR tests, say, only 75 percent of its students, the state bhas no
. ‘ : i
viable femedY'or method of encouragement or ‘coercion to force

them to test something closer to 100 percent.
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