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The bibliography-cites 326 rferences.on the use of evaluation informati n and

6II°results. Both Oilblished and unpublished works are cited. Whenever possi e, ERIC

or' University Microfi1lms accession numbers are provided for unpublished works. A

list of seminal works in the field is also presented.
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Recommended Readings
. 0

The following references are, particularly recommended for their .quality and

.,comprehensive scope. The cited dissertations [citations 11, 38, 61, 99, 127, 129,

262, & 292] are also valuable because they include attempts to integrate the

literature in this area.

Alkin, M. C., Daillak, R., & White, P. Using evaluations: Does evaluation make a

difference? Beverly Hills: Sage Publications, 1979
Brlskamp, L. A., & Brown, R. D. (Eds.). Utilization of evaluative information.

San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1980.

Haenn, J. F. Reasons why evaluations and testing don't inform. Paper, preiented at

the annual meetE of the American Educational Research Association, Boston,
April 1,980. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 187 733)

Lyon, K. 'S., Doscher, L., McGranahan, P., & William, R. Evaluation and school

districts. Los.Angeles: Center for the Study o? Evaluation, 1978.
Meltsner, A. J. Policy analysts in the bureaucracy. Berkeley: University of

California Press, 1976..
Patton, M. Q. Utilization focused evaluation. Beverly Hills:, Sage Publications,

1978.

Rutman, L. Planning useful evaluations. Beverly Hills: Sage Publications, 1980.

Weiner,,S. S., Rubin, D., & Sachse, T. Pathology in institutional structures for

evaluation ann a possible cure. Stanford,TA [94305]: Stanford EvaluatTE
Consortium, 1977.

Weiss, C.- H. Evaluation research: Methods for, assessing program effectiveness.

Englewood Cliffs, 14.5T--PFe-Eice-Hall, 1972.r S

.Wise, R. I. What we know about the decision-maker and decision settings. Paper

presenter at the annual meeting of the American Educational Research

ASsociation, Toronto, 1978.
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