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" «"Despite, information theory and proeessing, no
one yet has actually seen let alone used, an
'information system,' or a_ 'data base'....The
main conclusion to which our experience with — ‘

- .comunications - largely an experience of

. failure and all the work on learning, memory,

perception, and motivation point: communica-
tion.requires shared experience.:..The effec-
tiveness (of an information system) in othe®

. words, depends on the pre-establishment of 4
' communication." P
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- . Peter ‘F. Duucker -
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THE COMMUNIGATION OF EXPER ENCE . -

+A GUIDEBOOK FOR THE MANAGEMENT OF INFORMATION ‘
BY U.S. OFFICE OF EDUCATION ARTS EDUCATION.PROJECT DIRECTORS

I. INTRODUCTION

This guide is designed to address “the _information needs of the Arts
Educator who functions-as a ‘manager of a program, project or other v
administratively definable.unit in a local or State~education§l/§;;;e;m
The material is derived from the experiehces of four regib
sponsored by the USOE Arts and Humanities Staff\for the1

“Project D1rectors v : j f

workshops
1978-79 grant

These gu1de11nes provide more than a repoﬁﬂ oﬁ the workshops yet
somewhat less than a detailed "how-to" handbo?k.,

The two-day workshops, entitled The Comﬂdh cation of Experience,
'brought more than 80.local and State arts edﬁeaFors together in- Boston,
" Oklahoma City, Phoenix and Indianapolis.’ gf?CUS of the wprkshops, as
of this gu1debook was project success and} Q~711va1--and how to manage
1nformat1on in order to ensure it. MaJor" ghéées were put on the -
1nformat1on arts educators need

° for the1r own roaects‘ effect1ve anagement (documentat1on),
® to convince others (evaluation); and | '
° to share among their peers (d1ssem1nat1on)

The under1y1ng rat1ona]e for the workshops was that this information,
regard]ess of how it is used comes 1n1t1a11&;from the experiences of the
project and ‘staff as ‘they work towayd the1r goa]s A major task of each

’ . "
, _ | l .
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brojgcf“is the transformation of ‘these experiences into information and
its use to-achieve success.- Thus the title, The Communication of

Experience. ' ;A C e

While there were some presentations of "how others have done things"
at the workshops, the major concepts were developed exﬁerientia]]y—-that
is, each Project Director brought {erfaiq experiences into the sessigns
which helped shape what they took away from it. This guidebook,
similarly, is not a transcript of workshop presentations or discussions.
Rather, it is organized-aroud?'a‘frameﬁork of questions whjch synthesize
many of the concerns of the Arts Educator who serves as a manager.~ To
the degree you share these eoncerné, the "arswers" suggested on these -
pages ﬁay be of value. . ‘ ) )

{

BACKGROUND | e

This guide, and the workshops, resulted from repeated calls for
assistance from lgcal and state grantees of the USOE Arts Education
Program, as well’as from Arts Educators e]sewhereﬂ ”Ige gontractor for
this effort, Applied Management Sciences of Si]ven»?pring, Maryland,
conducted an extensive review of the ltgerature in_this area with
particular foeus on recent national and Yegiopal/ﬁeetings directly
concerned wj;h evaluation iﬁ:arts education. Théfreéults of this review

are reported, with example$ of many of the most drelevant papers, in the
appendices. ‘ . \

Additionally, an analysis of the experiences. of é}ts Educators in th

80 projects funded by USOE in 1978-79 produced the following inferences,

upon which rest the particular design of the workshops and. of this
guidebook. ' ] ‘o

! ‘

° First is that most people already know how to tuPn experiences
into useful information for their own and others' decisions.
But they do not usually associate these skills. with the <

technical ‘terms “evaluation,"” "documentation," and ' O

"dissemination. "

) One of the factors constraining this association is a lifetime
of professional experiences in which people have been burdened
with collecting information for others; have found infermation
they provide to others used primanily to make \judgments about

A . ‘ -9

.
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them; and have found-the-information—they-neéded—inaccessible or
unavailable at the time it was wanted. -This has produced an
"affectiv!pbias"--or, more simply stated, fear--of putting
program information on paper. .

. A third inference serving as a foundation for this approach

. deals with the movement of information between people and
programs. Good resource management usually requires that each
decision-maker view his or her project or unit‘as an independent
entity. But in reality, the success of any venture is based

y upon the ability to take advantage of the interdependence among

.elements. And, the use of information to Support this

interdependence has been constrained by the fears cited above,

as well as the-fact that °seldom is any one person responsible

for interdependence. -

o Finally, we havé an assumption of why'a project or unit would
want to colléct and use information. The answer we propose is,
survival, not research. Unless ybu get the’ information you need
to assure success, you may end up. not needing any information
for ‘measuring it. Too many good demonstration programs in
education have ended up as cases of "The Operation was a
Success:..but the Doctor Died."  Program survival often requires
extending your "concern beyond your grant- period, on to the )
integration of  your results with the ongoing processes of your

. or another's organization. . .

s

ORGANIZATION

This guideboék is-organized "backwards." A]thouéh information
processes usually end with decisions, we will stért at that p&int. That
is: the transformation of your'projegt's experiences ‘into information
for use in the successful accomplishment of ¥our bufposes, can be.
displayed as: '

»>

e s . B ’ 1

EXperienées noduce—~>| Informationf=which——>| pecisions
' " - Suppont =

" Ilrawll
"analyzed"* .
"judged" 0,

""evaluated"

IRl
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However, the planning for this procéss has to start at the other end--with
consmderation of those dec1s1ons which are to be influenced by your

- project s experiences. | . . _ <
s
Decisions © " |-%ekg . | Information _ —uhich' Experiences
o what decisions 3£:t_€> o . is needed N;Eﬁeze o of project
o who makes them "1 o 1in what form %non > of 'staff -
o how to get it ’ o of clients

Therefore, following a ]isting of definitions, the first section of
this guidebdok addresses people, decisions and the information they:
need ~This is followed ﬁ} sections on- repohting hnd disseminating )
information to affect decisions; and finally, document ing your prOJect'
~ experiences and eva]uating them. The appendices include an array of

articles and reports which were used as supp]ementary materials in the :

workshops.
a
Y
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v External Evaluator:

'
)

g DEFINITIONS

'Follohing9ére a number of terms that will be used throughout the

remainder of this guidebook.
*.only to be what we mean by them.

Assessment:

{
W

Decisions:
Disseminating:

Doédmenting:
Evaluating: -

te that these definitions gre intended

Looking at the conditions existing in an :
enyironment--resources and people (both clients .
and providers). . .

Judgments based upon cumy]htive experience.

Transforming your own experiences intq useful
“ informatign for uthers. - ’

Collecting ?nformation about what you are doinga
and learning. . .

Looking at what you did as it affects clients, .
staff, and envirofiment--and making a judgment as
to its worth for you and others. ‘ o

A person who functions in the role of evaluator

BN

who is not connected with the day-to-day
operations of the program. '

Formative Evaluation: The process of reviewing and evaluating onGoing

programs for the purpose of changing strategies
and makihg jmproyementsabgfore it is too Jatet

Internal Evaluator: A person on‘the program or project staff who

g

Linkage: -,

functions in ﬁhe role of evaluator.

A relationship between two pérsons/organizations
(with reference.to .a mutual concern) that serves
the needs of both parties.

T e,
Minimum Reporting Requirements: The convenience of compliance ’
B _ * without thg discomfort of thought. ’ s
Model: . " The way someone else did it..
Plan: Your best estimate of what should be done,  until

o

»

"Strategx:

.. Response Burden:

¢
¥

' 'Sumﬁative Eva]uafioﬁi Looking at

you get enough new data to guess again.

K -~
The ditference between a Federal or State )
decision-maker's desire to have good iinformation
and the practitioner!s desire to provide it.

. An approach to reaching a desired end that allows -
fok unanticipated Happenings.

the-program upon completion of the -.

LY

N

\

effort, .

/
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I1. INFORMATION: Who has t? Who wants it? For what?

‘ Control and Influence

planning and scheduﬂ1ng, personnel management, development of suj_“
prOgress monltorlng, evaluation -and d1ssem1nat10n. More simpTy stated
this means that there are Just'four elements that you manage--money,
time, people, and 1nformation. . , -

2

As manager,\whlch of these do y__,feel you can con rol? or 1nfluence?
" Control?. S nflu nce? ~
. ) : . v _—'_T-_ .
Funds, - : N ‘
[ Time * ) ) . ‘// ) v
[ . , - —_— —_— *
People’ ‘ ‘ L
Information ok *

Most project directors'are aware that only\three of those elements -
can he "contro led. Twg of them--money and time--are the focus of most
management techn ‘//Z thlrd--lnformatlon--can -only be- controlled 1f
you have“?t. The fourth--people--can't be “controlled” at al) but they

3

< 'can be influenced And it is those two elements--information and )
people--that are closely intertwined in the management of ‘any . L

demonstrat1on or other type of project, .Identifying, generating and
2 uswng 1nformat1on to 1nfluence people can be a major factor in the
'+ suecessful integration of arts educat1on into the school system of your
' communlty and state. :

*,

F AN .
"Sof%i”ﬁata/"Hard” data 3

-~
But what types of 1nformat1on are most 1nfluent1al? Ask yourself
what forms of information most influenced the decisions you made in
_ developing your current proaect? And, Jjudging by the follOW1ng artlcle,
" you are probably not alone if you said that your decisions arevmost often
1nfluenced by d1rect or 1nd1rect experlences rather than reports and
: evaluatlons. T e P

-' a ! A :}%__ * " - ' -
.
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*What Cbunts with Congress? - - o .

When Cangress sets out to make maJor pol1cy decisions, the most
important variable. is the personal values of six to 10 congressmen
and their staffs, a top congress1ona| aide told education researcher;

gﬁthéred in San Francisco th1s.week -5t

$ .
In a candid discussion before a sparsely attended session on .

: "Designing Educational Research" to.Reflect Federal Policy.Needs,"

Minority Staff Director Robert Andringa of the House Edutation and
Labor Committee made no bones about the gulf that separates policy,
makers and policy researchers. After a little 1mprombtu research of
his own, Andringa sdid he came up with this rank-opdered list of what
counts most heavily in the congressional dec1sion aking process on
issues such as education: .

[

(1) personal values of s1x to 10 memhers of Congress and their <

o staff, .

"(2) strong views of respected and trusted friends,

(3) assumpt1ons about the budget .

(4) public opinion and the popu]ar media,

.(5) consensus among maJdr interest groups, such as education

~ associations,
‘ (6) program data,bcaescriptive data about yho is -served, etc.),
* (7) GAO studies. ° .
(8) the heari néﬂproce‘ss K . '
- (9) policy research C

(10) administratjon V13ws and lobbying, and
{11) progran eva]uat1on.

, ~/

Educators ‘are- general]y along the least effective witnesses on -

Capitol Hill, Andringa told the participants.attending the panel’
session of fhe American Educational Research Association conveption.

- .“Evaluations tend to be untimely or too long or ufreadable or in the

wrong format," he said, ufging-his listeneds to "use bar graphs and
p1eftharts." Andri?ga said the researchers often seem more intent on
impressing® their co leagues ,than on he1p1ng lay people make wise

dec1saons.

4 ' ' (From Education Dai]y; April 23, 1976)
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. The point is that’ decision-makers, unlike computers, are most
. influenced hy the1r experiences and’ fee11ngs (or.views, assumpt1ons,
' A _"1 etc...), and.the feelings of people .around them, than they are by
stat1st1cs"“§o your goal as manager: “and evaluator of your project is to.
gather and present information in a way which -affects the way people
think and feel, so that decisions they make will ‘be in the direction
which you think best. . Lo .

i

) # The reason we ca]l this process éva]uat1on, and not propaganda, is” -
.- _ . because the ;bundattﬁz of your effori is the gather1ng of honest ‘
- 1nformat1onv-not the propagation of [ies. But it is critical for you to
sealize that the effects of kva]uat1gn ~and propaganda are the are the
same?-they 1nf1uence people S dec1s1ons. )

g “ 0n the néxt two pages aré some quest1ons “that you: and your ‘staff may .

find useful to identify the various persons who 1nf]uence, or “are -
inf luenced by, your project. -

L)
P

e . ‘ \

- . ""Statistics are no substitute for judgement." .

- _ . ' , -~Henny Clay

.
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If your project were completed, what tangible services and/or
products would exist or have been provided? "Who would use or
have used each product or service? Who would be ultimately
affected by each product or service?

Products/SenV1ces : User

i \
!

Ultimate .Target

s

NN
?
.
‘s
G

“

To what .extent have the users or ultimate targets of your
services been involved in your proaect?

... in proposal development? L ' S

.+-in a project advisory role}

.

...in providing other feedback? -

How do you use the mformatmn you get from them? Do they know
this? ' .

" Who are the people who are totally comm1tted to the success of

i

your. project?
]
«« ON your staff? .

.« in your organization? g N
.. ofitside your organization? | SR

' Who might like you to be- successf&]lbecause it~ will facilitate
some goal of theirs? what are their goa1s or purposes to which,
you re]ate? -

gy you know what you and each staff member "wants" out of the
oject? * .

.. ~How'do you see your role as contributing to the success of -
. the prcject? .

.« Do others on.the staff know this? -
How will you know you are being successful? ‘
.. Who has the information you need? o ~
Who has information }ou need in order to be successful?

-+« about the problem or need you are addressing? !

~«.  about the relevance of ygur product or serviceﬁ

s\
3

.o ~about the effectiveness uf your product or servﬁce?

i

’

1016




How often do you need the ihformation'from these people?

why‘wou]d they want to share that information with youj

I
|

' /

_ How can you get it?

information mechanisms are you using?

Are staff meeq\ngé for.giving information.or getting
it? = v )

Are adv?sory mé&%ings for giving‘jhformaﬁion or getting .
it? '

Do you ask people to fill out forms? How do you feel*when
you do this?,

Do they know how the informat1on 1s going to bé
used?

-

Who 1s going to be judglng your success? (Aud1ence for your
evaluation)

UsoE? - . Your - T - Others?
NYour institution or agency? . _. Yeur staff?-
Your community? ) Your<profess1ona] ubers?

What will each aud1ence be 1looking at? your serv1ces or
products? your proaect processes? (

.

4

. o ' '
Audience . Services/Products .° - Project Process

T

.

e

A
]

L }

Upon what information will ‘they be basing their Judgments?

When will they want the information? At the end of the
project? Throughout the project? Quarter]y? Other times? -

Why does each dudience need the information?
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Information inProject Problem=Solving

‘ Yéhr tasKéfn managing the giving and receiving'of information would
be reﬂatively simple if it were not for one factor,"For some reason,
when' we apprbabh the varyﬁng components of management--planning,
operating, e&a]uqting--many of us appear to forget much o% what we do
with information in other aspects of 1iving. Almost mindlessly we assume
that -a-different form of behavior is required. We begin to restrict

/K’~?3¥Prmation to symbols that can be recorded on paper; and tend to deal

with it as an end in itself, apart from the impactfit.haé on the
experjences of those who receive it and give it. '

As an example of how this culturaf b]iﬁdnessylimiﬁg the information
we can get for our‘management purpose, and which we can give to others
for theirs, we might first look ‘at the simple task of planning. We tend
to deal with planning as a "sgraight line" process. That is, we have a
starting point, a goa], and a series of intermediate obJect1ves to
accomp11sh it:

< li
[ N =) SN [T N P

:
13

°

wheh;'in the course of program operation, we reach the time that the
first objective was to have been accomplished, we check to see if we have
reached it; and if we "have not, we label this a "d1screpancy“ and try to
figure qut how to achieve the intended objective'

start objective GOAL

- two

‘ ," } = discrepancy,
A & Leads to
actual new plan ' °

position
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'This may seem logical, but think for a moment about how planning
works "in.a task such as nav1gation. Here, too the navigator begins with ’
a "straight Tine" plan .... ) - e

”~

0

position position ——~ > GoAL

one - two

.s.but when the first position, or check-point is reached, and he or she
d1scoVers‘that unanticipated w1nd currents, wrecks, etc., have taken the
ship,off’its p1anned.course-—a new course (or plan) is developed--but not

" to the old check point. Imstead, the course is p]anned to the original

\

goa] from the point at wh1ch the. person now is: \

Y . . . \ ' ’ ‘ "
\\- , ) \\ . ¥

position position
one tWo . ) GOAL

v - 4

. \ ) o~ ‘, .

| . . n ; .

. . A\ - “e‘d D\a ' o ‘ -
actys - : -

This operation continues as the navigator continués to take soghtings L

every few hours to determ1ne where the ship actua]]y s, and to re-p]an
its course. b o N

start

> | coaL

. t \ 6. -
In looking ot the‘actuai z%g-zag.course thét,brings the' navigator to
the goal, it is possible to suggest that this planfiing process is based
upon a different set of assum ﬂions than those we use in moSt
organizafions. For.example, §t appears that

B

° Knowing where you are is more important than knowing whg?“%}ou g\<
thought you'd be. ] ‘ . .r’x\ .

v . Q.. | } .

ALl

13 19




o. There will a]ways be unanticipated events or. bther things over
“ which you w111 have no control.

° Discrepancy 1nformation is positive data that first tells you-
where you are relative to wEere you want to-be, and.then can
he]p you identify forces that can be harnessed to achieve your
goal.

. The more frequent the checking (evaluating your position) the
“» less chance o eViating‘foo far off course.

L

Interesting]y, all of these assumptions can be equal]y true in project
management, yet they are seldom used. One reason for this may be
“fear"--fear of the discrepancy, of beiny judged wrong, of not achiev1ng
expectations. Unfortunately, the loss that results from this fear is one
that affects more than the project itself. For t‘e information inherent .
in the discrepancy--where we are, how did we get here, what happened that
was unanticipated, etc.--is in effect the description of an gxperienc .
And experiences are not merely judged good or bad, and then passed over.

\ .One can learn from ejther one.. When this Tnformation however, is not
gathered and shared because of "fear," then 11tt1elpr no learning takes
place. )

) The road to wisdom? -|Well, it's plain . :
. ’ and simple to expregs:

Exrr
and
, . and

err
err again

but
and
. and

20
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~ A second example of the limits we impose on. ourselves by our
perceptions of ‘management is evident When.we ‘try to use an organization
chart“as a way to identifi”informafio . needs -and/or channels for
communicating information, - ’ . ”

™

These very familiar "maps," existing if not on our walls then at ‘
least in our minds, portray what we believe to be the relationships in o~
organization. And they do, but only one'type of relationship--those that
relate to decisions that contro] resources “¢oming into the organization
The’ "higher" in the pyramid the largerothe amount of resources affected——//
by a decision-maker.

.%ncoming

Le””
. /'~ \ - . \‘ H

Organization charts, however .are difficu]t to use for portraying how
dec151on-makers relate to each other in terms of the outcomes of the
organization~-which in most human service organizations invoive some type
of influence on another person. But if we’think of an organization chart
as a form of map, then we see that it can be rerdrawn without necessariiy
changing rea]ity--just as mercator and polar proJections portray the.same

\

- . "




, - ‘ CL | g
reality while appearfng’to be-different-—tﬁe dif?erence resultimg from
their being drawn to different referende points--the equator and the

- poles. ‘ . .

]

' fh the same way, if you re-map your'organization in terms of a
different.reference point--that is, to portray how peoples' decisions
relate to or affect the outcomes you desjre--you may be surprise& at the
number of pofentia] allies and §u5ﬂ%rters for your'project that y6h
~ identify, as wel] as the opportunities you perceivé for building links,
with 1Qg3£mation, to these pthers‘who s@gké a mutual interest in your
project's outcomes. = . . . 1

c e s

The foilowing "map" is.oné way to portray tﬁe;e ng]ationships in a

typical schoal situation. It has these characteristics:
P ot ’ e ’ 5. ’
o ' each decision-maker in the total organization is displayed with
reference to the student! yet the traditional "resource”
rel§fionship§ are not changed; . )

° the "space" that each detision-maker primarily influences with
his or her resource decisions--e.g., classroom, building--is
shown in a way that_includes the "spaces" of others that are
influenced by these decisions; -~ ’

e each "space" also coincides—to a great extent with that person's
job-related sense-of-self. This is where each decision-maker
strives each day to meet his or her needs for a sense of worth,
achievement, power, etc. In other words, within this space is

" where the element of job satisfaction is achieved or is
. potentiaily available;: - « . ° .

e - those professionals who are not in direct contact ‘with students
or teachers, such as curriculum developers, are arranged on &
line of influence that relates them #o the outcomes they support
but clearTy-shows that they -do not sjjare in the "power" of :
controlling the major resdurcds of the organization;

] other groups or 1nd1vidﬁa]s outside‘%he school whith relate to
the outcome can be shown. These'can\{nCIude the home, community
organizations, other projects within the school system, etc.

-

%
o}
S ‘ ok %‘) \\/
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OUTCOME
INFLUENCING *~~.

RESOURCE
CONTROL ——
 DECTSTONS "

- LY

s

* s LIHE OF

QPERATIONAL
DECISION~IAKING
RESPONSIBILITY

<= o LINE OF o
SUPPORT .

" *

¢ !

Using a format such as this to plot the re]ationship§ of the persons
within your project provides several advantages:

P . \ :
v . & You can identify those individuals who -need information from you
‘ to. accomplish their purposes, or from whom you need information
“ to accomplish yours. In your project what information is this?

When, or how often, is it needed?

.0 You can deal openly with the fact that each person in a program
has dual motivation--effectivesdervice and self-interest. The
knowledge that self-interest intrudes on almost every decisiond

- 15, increasingly being acknowledged -in research, and in fact,
satisfaction is now identified as a key element in the success
of any program. What types of “information would contribute to a
sense of satisfaction for you? For your staff? ~ =

° If- your program exists on the 1ine of "influence" rather than
"resource control" you may be able to see that attempts to .
achieve outcomes at the student level without involving those
who make the everyday resouree-decisions are bound for eventual

- failure. You may want to draw lines to those decision-makers
for whose problem-solving decisions you could offer support. ,
What types of prob]emségo they have to deal with? How does what
you offer relate to thése. problems? . t

° You can draw lines to those other agencies or individuals
- outside your organization that share interest in your outcomes. '
What types of information do they have that could support your
objectives? How can they be involved so that you have access to
© them? .

t
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Within a goal-centered perspective such as .this, you can begin to
identify the various gourqgs of the information you need to document or

.

gather for achieving your projgct‘s ojectives. You can also identifyi/f
- the information you have which could be useful to others in accomplishing

N

their purposes.’ This latter information is the "éontent" of what is

usually called evaluation or dissemination. -

s -

h} ) -

"It is not true, as a good many industrial ‘
psychologists assert, that human nature resists
.change. On the contrary, no being in heaven or
earth is greedier for new things. But there are
conditions...: ’

(~; the change must appear an improvement;

e it must not be so rapid or so great as
to obliterate the psychological land-
marks which make a man feel at home;

° nor obliterate his understanding of his
work, his relations to his fellow-workers,
his concepts of skill, prestige and
social standing in certain jobs."

--Peten Drucken

24
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IIIy  REPORTING AND DISSEMINATION " ‘

J/ -

< v

Reporting
Before you start thinking about any required reports yod:have to
produce as part of your pkojeptggrant, are you sure you know what is f _ .
expected from you? It was found at the work;hop that many P;oject
Directors believe that more is required by the funding agency than
—actually is. For example, consider the following excerpt from the |
., - Evaluation Md;itoving and Reporting Requirements of the DHEW/USOE GePera];

Provisions: - ; ' h
N ’ T . . T } " .
§ 1002276 Evaluation. *© ° | Subpart Q—Monitoring and Reporting of g 100,433 s:undem developmetits be-
‘ A , . Program Performance tween scheduled reporting dates.
Fach project shall include procedures 1 0 of sub .

for effective evaluation of the extent to §1002430 Scope part. Between the “scheduled performance |
which project. objectives are being met. This subpayt sets forth the procedures  reporting dates, everts may. occur which
(20 TS.C. 1221¢(b) (1)) , . for monitoring and reporting program  havé significant impact upon the federe

performance. Thess procedures ‘are de.  Ally-supported aghivity, In such cases, the |

signed to place greater relisnce on re- recipient shall infhrm the Commissioner

cipients to mansage the day-to-day oper- a3 soon as the following types of condi~
of their federally-supported ac-  tions become known: : .

. (8) Problems, delays, or adverss ‘cone

. OMB Ctroulsr No, Al S 1. ditions which will materially impair the
( o A-}0% Aftachmens L) ability to attain the objectives of -the |
‘disclosure shall

) 7%%00..431 Monitoring by recipients. gr:nt or eontracts’ This
~ ZReciplents' shall cohstantly monite accompanied, by. & \statement of the
. <, . % mnny.mtg.’ acuontaken,oxpoontemphteq.sndm
T . ported activities to assure that adequate  Federal assistance needed to fesolve the
progress is being made towards achisy-  Situation. L ’
- ing the goals of the project. This review (b) Pavorable developments or events

s , ) shall be made for each function or ac-  Which enable meeting time schedules and
\ Hvity of each-project as se¢ forth in the  goals sooner or at less than antici~ |
approved grant application or contract Dated or producing more T8~

document. ‘ sults than originally projected,

}

In addition to these general requirements, the USOE Arts Education
staff have indicated the types of information which are useful to them,;
as in the following excerpt entitled "Final Rgpérts" taken from a USQE.
Staff Memo to the 1977 projects: '

g

The staff at E%e national level responsible for administering
~ the program will not be able* to visit -many of the 77 State.and local
projects, Much as we would like to. "We (Jearn something of what you
are doing by talking with you and your associates by telephone and at ™~
conferences, but we need to add to this informat ¥n. Thé& reports
will help us answer the many requests we receive for detai{s on the

grants., . . ) . .
- \\ ’ * -~
- ’ .
\, ‘ Y . Q
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J
An informal narrative report will suffice. 'No specific form,
need be completed, nor are you required to-supply specific

stat1st3ca1 data. (However, if such data are available we would
apprecidte your inc]uding this information.)

Ne wou]d 11ke you, to include in- your report:

° a brief summary of spec1f1c activities the grant supported
o \ the project's strengths and weaknesses *
° major problems and/or obstacles encountéred during the year

(] sissues (those which emérged during the year as well as
" those present at the beginning of the project)

prOJect outcomes (progress, gains, compromises,
jmplications .for the future) ‘

specifi¢ plans for the futuqe (for arts educat1on in your
school, d1str1ct or State; for the project ‘or its godls)

(whether or not these agcomplishments relate to the drigin
proposal). We hope you will consider the report an opportunity to
record your own reflections, intuition, and.feelings..about the
project, as well as the e{perjences of students, teachers, and
adm1n1strators involved.

We are interested in‘what you fee] the project accompﬁnshed
1

/

In addition, we would appreciate copies of the materials wh1ch
the grant helped support; i.e., ayrriculum materials, -in-service
training materNals, -comprehensive plans, resourcexguides. Do not
send but let us know if you devéloped slides, F11ms, videotapes, “or
other, audio-visual materials with grant funds.

It -is obv1ous from the above that the types of .information that
persons operating at the Federa] level most need include many of the -
fee11ngs and learnings that do not fit easily on checklists and one page
forms. This creates a problem for Federal programs becausedfhey are
constra1ned from creating "updue response burdens" on local programs. = .
-Earlier we defined response bureens as the "difference between a Federal
or State dec1s1on~maker s des1re\to have good information and the
practit1oner s desire to'provide 1t " On the one hand, today,’ the

awareness of response burden has led to shorter and less fnequent report

., forms in many programs. But on the other -hand, it has also slowly cut-

off the flow of learnings and other experiential information that can 1et

”iFedera{ personnel play rolés more helpfui and supportive than just being
. compliance monitors. ' Ty

26
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One way to del] with this s1tuatiq§‘has been suggested in the
proposed néw regulations forgghe USQE Arts Education Program'

S

-

-'we—mm
Met by a Grantee? _
3161047 Ongoing evelustion

(a) Throughout a project period, a students served, student and teacher achieve-
grantee' is responsible for evaluation ments and attitudes, and relatio hips
ctivitkes that provide information for , . between other academic subjects ard t)xe
kf ective management of the project, : arts,
including-- (b) The COmissioner may require thau
(1)Documentation of all activities for some of the information in pgragraph (a)
self-monitoring- purposes; and . .~ Of this section be “included in project
(2)Collection of statistics and data Teports,
* they many feel is needed to assess progress (c) Not more that 10 psrcent of'total

and develop local support, for example-- project costs may be used for Putside
) . evaluation of the prvjtas\f )

(20 U~S C. 2962)

Here, in these new regulations, the program is articulating'the'
o Principle that all.reports are derived from information which, in the
first instance, must be gathered by the local project for its own
management purposes. : Ct ‘

-

Dissemination S ) . .

Dissemination of information about a proJect' accomplishments is a
requirement of most Federal demonstration programs. -It prov1des a way to
maximize the investment that the government makes in the=deveiopment of
new qdeas. In addition, most proJect directors want to share information
about what they are doing, espeCially with peers and others operating
“similar programs. . 4

th then have the results of so many dissemination efforts been

.

unsatisfying? . ' )

+

- The idea of experience sharing among individuals or projects in a
" Federal prOQram is a deceptively'entiCing concept that wop]d work ...

° If individuals could be aware of what is happening ‘while it is
happening .

a If experience and information were synonymous--that is, if the
actions and thoughts of indiyiduals, as they dealt with the
major tasks of operating a successful project, ‘could, be
translated into a useful and communicable form.of information.

_If sharing wefen't" left.to, the "good intentions" of parties
" whose intentions soon get overridden by the daily problems of
running a proJect or "program.

+
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_:thjs type of information.. In this section, however, we will focus on
dissemination as the movement of- information among those who have the

" issues discussed also 1nf1qgnce the way a specific IocaI proJect can

'.way, betwéen those who believe that the ™wheels" are more important than
" the process of creating them, and those who believe that the satisfying
e process of creative adaptation is an important e]emsnt in teach1ng and

Y

" e If the sharing coald take place-while the pr, Iems were current.

If individuals felt it was as safe to share the cr1t1ca1
information about what did not work as about what did.

o If the fear of evaluation and Judgment could be removed from the
process of providing information to others n a program,
espec1a11y those in higher positions. R

4

‘We have been and will be discussing ways to identify, and “dogument

-

"questions" and those w1th the "answers."

1 , . , F
AJthough this may’ “be of more. interest for State proJects or others ,'r
with-the responsibility for mainta1ning dissemination networks the ST

package and share information about its work . . R

There are three issues that heed to be considered,when planning . 3
dissemination--Khy dissemina&e? Whatsto disseminate? And how to do it7 -

[

Why Disseminate?--The Adopt1on/Adaptation Issue ) . »

A

Leaving aside for a moment the grant requirements to disseminate, it °
may be important for you to clarify for yourself how yoo'feel about why
dissemination is important. ‘

Tnue or False? “The reason to disseminate is so that others do not.
have to re-invent the whegl!
, o -
Your answer will.put Yyou semewhere on a continuum between those who
believe that good*materials and ideas should be adopted without change,
and. those who believe that they -must- always be adapte . Or, said another

the professionaI growth of all’educators.

what to Disseminate?--The What We Did/How We did It Issue

v

: Another consideration related. to dissemination relates to the type of
1nformation most helpful to others. Formal dissemination usually »

»,‘1

/nf&
‘ B .
. ! s‘u ‘ . . ' 28
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”encpmpasses what might be termed the "NHAf" information--what happened,

to whom, with what effects? etc. On the other hand, the "HOW"

sinformation--how you .did it, what workéﬁ; what didn't work--appears to be |

the 1nformation.most needed by local programs. This latter information C

‘is the .type that is exchanged, usaally info}mally; through meetings and . "

phone calls. Yet most projects do not have ways to systematically - ~’/) J
' capture or document this "HOW" information whi]e it is still fresh. (If |

you are interested in one way to addréss this problem, see the discussion

of the Growth Record in the later section about documentation.)

=‘\\‘How to Disseminate?-~The Push/Pull Issue 7

A final consideration addresses the issue of how information gets to
people.. This might be envisioned as a "PUSH- PULL" continuum. On the one -
. . end-are those who see the role of dissemination to be the "pushing out"
' of 1nformat1on to people who are perceived ‘as needing it. On the other
end are those who believe that dissemination systems should allow people !
to "pull" or get information only when they need it.

i . Actually there isma right position on the three issues aichotomized
. abeve. Sound dissemingtion practice requires that all-six of the -

v A

' 'ég? ‘elements be taken into' account in any'dissemination system.
°-b ' -
oY i
¢ ta. . ¥
L4 » .
9\
-~
' g A
?
‘ . : . A process éanﬁot‘bé'hnderstood by ~
. - stopping it.

' ‘ e Understanding must move with the
flow of the process, must join
it, and flow with it.

(First Law of the Mentat)
Frank Hernbent
/- Dune .

" Q | e ’ ' . é%\ ; -
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Packaging ‘ ’ . '
There are a]so some considerations to be taken into acount when
. packaging ‘information about your proaect'

Mu]tip]e audiences

The more different audiences you envision for your material the 1eSS'
the chance you will communicate effectively with any one of them. If
' possible, deve]op separate materia]s--book]ets, slide tapes, reports;
etc.-~tailored specificaily to the audience you desire. ' Sometimes this
on]y involves the re-ordering of information you already have deve]oped

Media

‘Using non-print media for -your reports can. have two effects. It can
. make it possible to communicate imaginative and experiential parts of
your program. On the other hand, it can. 1imit the access to the
materia] In choosing the media for, your communication, consider whether
or not your desired audience has access to the playback equipment that
will be needed. . ' -

i ©

¥ .

Content

The one thing you can be sure you have in common with anyone” who will
find your experiences usefu] is that you both are responding to some
similar probtem; e. g., integration of arts into the classroom. -
Therefore, Juseful format many times can be one that focuses on problems
~and how your proJect responds to them. Ask yourse]f if someone were
'"visiting the proaect what would interest them the most? Use this in your
L report . T \ " 1

People have different abilities and different experiences which
inf]uence the way they receive and use final reports. These- differences
. must be-taken into -account when interpreting findings and reporting . -~
" information. For' examp]e, reporting achievement tests scores maydf'——_ .
meaningfu] to some audiences, while others may be a]ienated by the use of
such .information. ' !

The primary determination that shou]d be made in the derelopment of a
report is to understand the criteria that wi]] be used to judge a program

“or praduct. s
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B;\cw—%§73’;::nary of ideas about reporting that Project Directors

offered during the course ‘of the workshops. You may want to compare them

to yours. *

%

: < P - . . ¢
/’ ) T

What Information.Do Audiences Ask for About a Project?
-

® an abstract

®  who was the ‘target group?

® what was the objective?

. what stratedy or technique was used?
. .

°

what feafhrgs are different from other projects?

cost: start-up; special equipment or staffing needs?
continuation? .

®  evidence of @ffectiveness:
How was) it tested? -

On whom?
How many were tested?

How were they selected? .
By what|measures were théy tested?-

o responses toltesting: "

What tyﬁe of responses -occurred? :
At what!frequency? ,
1 Within what range of possible responses?,

° crucial elementss; :
Which B%d‘ you find essentidl? -

When di‘ you employ them? \
possibi]itie% for modification:

What alternatives were tested?
What alternatives are suggest®d? .
What problems might be encountered? '

b

‘e prepared-materials:

Clear,-detailed instructions to primary user

. Separatefnanua]s/instructions for other users
- Project brochure ' .

Self-contained modiiles ,

Compatib{lity with existin programs or schedules

Public information gooklet?s)

L/

)
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What are the various types of reports that can be considered for
_different audiences? .
¢ TTX

written? . B
oral?

general?

specific?

-technical?

nontechnical?

descrtiptive only?

evaluative and judgmental?

makes recommendations?

-

~ e«
.
® ® e ® o ® o o o

S

« ‘ What Modes of Display Can You Consider?

h
® o

' case studieﬁ

portrayals>
graphs and charts

~ test score summaries
scenarios/anecdotes
questioﬁs(answers - '

* product displays "
di&logues/testimoniés
photographs/newspaper clippings

i<

,® ®© @ ®© © ® e o
M) ) ) e) ) ) ) ) =
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IV, EVALUATION

'

What Evaluation Is

1

Evaluation cqh'be defined as"lpoking at what you did as it affects
clients, staff aﬁd environment--and making a judgment as to its worth for

you and others./'A breakdown of. this definition prov{des further
explanation: -/ ‘

H

o

K..look1ng at what you d1d...

The f1rst feature of any eva]uat1on 1s documentation of the process
%in an on -gaing fashion (what has been called "formative evaluation.")
When documentation is'conducted in this way, a'program manager\can make
assessments at any point in a project's life. The more detailed this
documentat1on the greater the understanding of the process fod both the

program staff and external observers. , \

"...as it affects clients, staff, and environment ..."

An important feature of any ‘a]uation is theﬁability to shaw change
in ‘behaviors or attitudes as a rasult of an innovation. The degree of
" change or effect may be-smali but noteworthy. Effects may be due to
many things; the intent here 1s not to "prove" that what you've one has
created f change, but rather provide evidence of -differences wh1oh.now
exist iff the environment since the program or innovation has been
introdiced--so-calted "before and after" information. \
-, ..making a Judgment..." ' ~ \

» |
Evaluation always - 1mplies judgment. whether we like it or noq people

will'judge our projects. As one evaluator, ‘Michael Scriven (see h s
_evaluation model on page 48) has put 1t

1

"...if the goal of evaluation is to determine worth, then, to
collect.data, focus inquiry and 1nspect causal relationsh1 s
without making a judgment of worth is not evaluation."

This- judgment can be an informed one, based on documented informa-

tion, or thé judgment can be made - without benefit ofrdocumentation, Pr of

27 ‘ o
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information. When a program is evaluated, we seek to influence these' -
judqments by providing evidence of success, change, and/or differences.

",..as to its worth-for you and others..."

. Evaluation is always subjective. Evaluation is a necessary part of
the decision-making process, a process wiich utilizes informatidn as well
as the values and attitudes of the decision-maker.’ Another'"evaloator,“
Laura Chapman, writes that _ - ' t ,

f__g...the purpose of evaluation is to discover the value or

significance of something. Measurement is not an integral part
of evaluation; it imposes on the concept of "worth": an ordering
and ranking system which leads.to a denial of intrinsic value.
An evaluation of an arts program should be empirical, valid,
broadly reliable and responsive,to the qua]itative character of
art experience.f _ : '

But, if it is impertant to "se]l" a Qrogram to the “outside," one must*

acknowledge the criteria for success used by such external audiences and

prov1de information (evidence) as to how the program has achievéd that

success.

Conductinogan Evaluation

How do you go about conducting an évaluation? You can canduct an
evaluation as others have done, using established evaluatiop "mode]s.“
You can design your own eva[uation tec nique which will satisfy the needs
of your program, or you can use a combination of your own model and those
of others. The important thitng is to/select:an eva]uation strategy that
you are comfortable with and which satisfies your own decision-making
needs. o e

Evaluation can assist inAthe décision-oaking process ‘for

v @ prooram planning
) o. program improvement
» 9 program justification.




When eva]uation is used for program p]anning decisions it has severa]

- features. First eva]uation can help to identify ‘needs within _the
program that are contingent upon the ultimate success of a program. Many
times within the course of running a program, even if a formal needs:
asses;ment has been conducted, issues or needs will .arise that must be -
addressed in order to accomplish program objectives. By .establishing a
formative feedback evaluation system“for decision-making, these needs can

*be identified early in the program and steps_can genera]]y be taken to
satisfy these needs.

. Secondly, evaluation can help to identify the discrepancies between
intended and actual program elements (see the discussion of the
Discrepancy Eva]uation Model, on page 46). TWhen a project is

onceptualized we identify outcomes and the processes necessary to
achieve these outcomes. In the course of running a pregram, we implement
the processes in the anticipation of the desirtd results. Because
programs are made up of people as well as processes, often what we
suppose will happen, does not, in fact, occur. Sometimes this f~' .
realization does not take place until late in the project cycle, or if
the realization occurs earlier in this cyc]e, we feel locked-in to our .
process and unable to make necessary changes. Evaluating the process can
assist here in two ways--it can provide early identification of 7z
discrepancies and it can also provide evidence for the need for change to
both internal and external decision-making bodiés.

Fina]&y, evaluation is useful in the piinning process, because it can
serve as-a checklist to the decision-maker to assure that the steps are
being taken which will lead té project success (this, again, is what is 1

- meant by "formative evaluation").

Evaluation is also_used in maEing decisions about program

. improvement. Management is a constant state of trying to improve and ‘1
attain greater ievels of satisfaction among staff -and constituency.
Evaluation can be used to deve]op change strategies and alter the course
of a program to this end.

b
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But evaluatioen, in the:end, is mbst often used for program
Justification. Why should this program continue? ‘When we need to e

Justify a program we seek eva]uation information that speaks to consumer \

}

utility and cost-efficiency. . \
{

Understanding why we conduct an evaiuation for planning, improvement,
or justification will he]p us in desigping eva]uation techniques and
reporting findings. :

‘»

.

e
<
>

Steps in Eva]uation

There are four basic steps in condicting an eva]uation-

e
I. Identification of issues (what needs of the audience must
be addressed?)

II. Identification of information solrces (documentation)

III. Identification of a strategy (efther an "evaluation model"
or a design of your own)

IV Identification of resources (staff and money avai]ab]e for
conducting the eva]uation) : .

These four steps will be discussed more fu]]y in the sections which -—— .
follow. ;o L '

»

s |

Identification of'Issues . A
(Audience Needs) ~

f .

Who is going to be judging your successi .

o  USOE ‘ ? )

° Your institutionl' . » ? - ,

° Your comminity . « 7 . =

o You - ? e '
o Your staff 7 ‘

o Your professiona] peers ? k

o  Others . ‘7 g

In designing an evaluation, it is important to understand not only
why yoy are collecting information, but also fo whom you are collecting
information. The audiences of your evaiuatioﬂ/:;e those persons and.
organizations who will be making decisions about, your prégram. \

What will each audience be looking at? .

<
-
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0  Processes--what was it you did? v
0 .Cost--how much? o

] Consequences--how did your project affect your community, or the
future of your students? 7 ‘

(] Change Factors--what aggear to be the reason for changes which
occurred?

] Client Satisfaction--did the students like the program?
0 Cognitive or Affective Change--were there changes in what peop]e
have learned, or in ways in which they feel? ;

« Whether or not you want certain groups or organizations to make -~
Judgments about your program will not prevept such Judgments from being
made. When you undertake the process of evaluation, you, as a program
manager, have made a decision to “inform" these judgments. By providing
your audience with information that is directed to their needs, you $jve
them concrete evidence upon which to base a decision. Remember that jigt
as in a court of law, evidence here can be considered as inadmissible and>®
circumstantial to some, and as concrete proof to others (see the
discussion of .the Jurisprudence Evaluation Model, following on page 54).
So another feature of an evaluation plan is the determination of what
evidence will be acceptable to your audience.

How will you gnow and prove that your project has been successful?

L
,o identify the criteria by which different people make Judgments

- identify the "po]itica] atmosphere" in which the decision-makers
operate. |

While you and I have 1ips and voices which -are
kissing and to sing with

Who cares if some one-eyed son-of-a-bitch invents

- an instrument to measure spring with.

E-4

--e.e. cummings

1
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Identification of Information Sources:
(UDocumentatipn)

Following is a series of questions which deal with the information
you will need to collect for your evalyation and where this informa;ionh;
can be found. The sections on documentation which follow give a more
complete description of how to collect and analyze. information,’

¢  What information mechanisms do you use?
- staff meetings--for=giving or getting information ?

why?
- Who has the information you need to be successful __  ?
How often do you need this information from. these _
people . . ?
Why would people want to share this information with .
you
How can_you get information: .
* discussions
. observations
- correspondence

written materials
meetings

\

It iS important fer the success of'Arts Education prdgrams, -and the
evaluation efforts that-parallel them, that dotumentation and eva]uation
pﬁocesses not be confused. Regardless of evaluation type or
strategy--internal or externa], project or progrem, process or
prodpct-fwhat is dmportant is_that the information upon which those
Jjudgments and decisions will be based comes, in the first place, from the
experiences of fhe peqp]e'at local and State levels. Documentation--the'
translating of those experiences into cdmmunicable information--is a
prerequisite for both good management;and good evaluation.

It cannot be assumed that 1nformation and experience are
synonymous--that those who are in the middie of an experience are aware
of what is meaningful in it (and if they were, that they could ~
communicate it to others inwa helpful way). Therefore the responsibility

R | 38 R
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ory meetings--for giving or getting information ?
Are pégple fil]ing out 'forms' for you? Do they know )

“) ) ) ) )
-




. ‘ ) \_::.‘; - . ./.

1 . ./. N , % . . /
] Y , © . ! .
for documenting what is, happening and what ‘decisions are being made
should become a regular function of proJect operations, not something you
“assume" will be done by someone e]se, or by yourse]f only later .:..

Documentation might be considered “process observation," but 1t is
) important to differeptiate between the "process observer" role in
~ traditional research, where an individual, working independent]y, gathers
' "objective" data on what is happening for later extefhal analysis, and
the progess observer role in management. In the latter situation, the
role involves the who'le project team. Using various appropriate methods
the Project Director; or anther individual increases the awareness of .
the staff to the experientes which the program is undergoing, why and how
) things are happening, and why various decisions are being made--and this
person helps the staff .to use the information they. generate for project
problem-solving and decision-making. N ‘

An additiona] and valuable use of this information, of course, is for
‘,*evaluation " While it is critical that Project Directors and staff have
access to current information in order to run a project, it is equally
. important that they be able to turn it into timely reports for different,
audiences of internal and external decision-makers whose judgments can
influence the project's success and ultimate existence. '

The task of gatheripg‘information about the occurrence of events is
relatively simple compared to that of getting the data about the '
re]ationships between and among events, and about the processes that
precede them. It is not that the information’does not exist, only that
it is stored in the "experiences" of those who were the participants
They are frequently not aware of all of its ‘meanings nor of its value to
ose who' might be looking at the event from another perspective

* The nature of this experiential information is what makes it so
[ valuable as a targét. of the documenting process--it deals with. how and
hy things happened Since the prymary interest and emphasis of cthe Arts
ducation Project Directors' Workshops dealt with the "communication of. -
xperience," the Growth Record Process was presented as one way that
froject Directors might find useful to translate reqularly the
experiences of the project participants into useful and meaningful
information.
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‘The Growth Record Process: ngdhiggﬁAhead is_ a Looking Backward Process

: @ - .
As noted earlier, it has been our experience that.there needs*to be a

distinction made between the yole of documentation in research and in

management. What makes this particularly important are.thé perceptions

] held by many managers that eva]uafﬁon_i§ an external process done By and

for someone else; a process that makes judgments which are often based
upop sketchy or incorrect information about what really happened.

As evaluators in one federal program noted, ‘ -

"Our pervasive impression is that evaluation is not a very well-liked
part of the program in many.sites ... it still has a slightty~ ‘
unnatural. feel in the base of project operations. It .retains a.

‘' flavor of an "add on"--of "something being done to us." It is
extrémety difficylt to govern and conduct gvaluation so that
participants share in its ownership.

~

For these reasons, Applied Mdnagement Sciences advocates
;experimenting with an approach to documentation called the Growth Record
‘Process. The fundamental concepts in.this approach are:

0 understanding of an experience--what happéned, why and how--can
best be derived after it is over. ~

To do this requires a reference point to focus your awareness--
something to look back at 'to create a structure for the review.
"Planned" objectives serve this purpose well; for example, "What
did we intend to do? How? What actually happened? Why? What
were the influences that affected the outcomes?" &

0 The more points of view, or experiences of a sﬁtuation'that are
considered in the review process, the "better" the picture of

what happened. This also addresses ‘the concern for a
documentor's objectivity--the problem of self-selection of

information. The more persons involved, the more 1ikely that .
one person's values won't hopelessly bias the evaluation. .

This-process of identifying what was important is an experience,
s analyzing it, making generalizations and documenting these

learnings so that they can be used in future actions lets a

~staff or board experience the "ah-ha's" of discovery_and

learning that external evaluators usually reserve for
themselves. This type: of.review should follow each gajor
project activity or event, and be done at least once'a week,
e.g., at a staff or board meeting, to pick up other aspects of
project development. ; ,

a




Participation in this review process provides a way for various
role groups, or agencies, involved in a project to cotlaborate
on a meaningful task; that is, to contribute to the solution of
problems .thdt relate to their mutual concern.. The “meeting,"
therefore, as a problem-solving forum, serves as a.major soupce
of process data for the documentation. .o ;

‘ ¢
The frequency (suggested as once a week) of the “process™
réviews may seem too high to one who is accustomed to a culture
which already seems to, have too many meetings already built-in.

An analogy for this type meeting, however, c#h be drawn
from the process of navigation,.discussed earlier. Even though
the original course (plan) is laid out as a. straight line,
‘between two points, the navigator is accountable for. continuous
and frequent checking to determine where they actually are; what
unanticipated forces caused them to be there; and to suggest a
-new course ‘based upon where they are now which takes into
- account the previously unanticipated” influences.

In this process, "knowing where you-are" is more important
for planning than knowing where you thought. you would be. .
Checking frequently is essential because the longer the time
between checE points, the larger the. possible ™error," and the
possibility of forgetting some of the dynamics.of the events.

The strategies that support this process’ consist of a fupétionh] role
for a documentor and self-monitoring "forms" which permit-a project to
document jts own growth. A discyssion of these two. elements follows.

. ® B

The Role of the Documentor ) o CL \

» , It is helpful to have one person: accept the’respoﬁsibifity fbr.the~
doéumenting process. °‘This might be the Project-Director, or it can also
be a member of the brojeét su'pport staff. \The role of tée documentor “can
be perceived as that of an internal facilitatior for the flow of
information ﬁeeded for project management.

3 .
- - ~ v ¢ s R
In a.previous application of this strategy in a natiopal program,
§uch/bersons were called "infoFmation facilitators." As described in’
that program, o -

°

his/her principal t::k\ﬁs to assure that adequate information is
.generated and fed back inte the decision-making process within the .
project, to "mirror" «what- is_going”on, and to facilitate the asking
of "better" questions. Todo.-this requires a recognition of this
role in the project; a sensitivity to the needs and strengths of
project personnel; and a commitmént to. the project's approach.

s g .o
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‘Other important e]ements of this persen's role include serv1ng
as an interface between the project ‘and external information
-requ1rements, i.e., primarily OE through its quarterly reports; and
serving as a linkage agent to facilitate shar1ng of experiences among
projects. ¢ .

S Final Report on the Deve10pmen of the NDEP

Informat1on System, 0EGr0~70~20 8 Sept. 1973.

/
The role of the documentOr responds to one Federal program' s
_recommendation "t6 make eva1uat1on SO much an 1ntegra1 part of the
project that it becomes most 1nd1st1ngu1shab1e +++ SO that 1nformat1on

. from participgnts can be gathered more easily and all project pe?sonneT

can become accustomed to a regular feedback process. and to the utiliza-

" tion of data for cont1nuous program improvement." This documentor role
helps everyone to be a process evaluator and therefore can remove much of

the fear of evaluation as an external process.

The Project Growth Record: A Way to Translate Experience‘into Useful
Informat1on

The pieces of paper that we, ca]] the ?roaect Growth Record are
designed to provide a project and a documentorty1th a means for
generating and collecting experiential information about how a project
accomplishes its tasks;“wnat it has to overcome in‘dqing this; what it
]earns in the pkrocess; and how it applies the learning It is both a
p]ann1ng and a se1f~report1ng system that surfaces problems before they
become unmanageab]e, and then cha]]enges proaect staff to look for
alternative ways to deal with- the problems. It is not an "information
system" but can interface with whatever formal or informal management
1nformat1on systems_are used in a project. e _ ‘ .

" The Growth Record Process is designed to document the outcomes of a
project's ongoing decision-making processes, as opposed to a“process
which requires that projeet staff produce and send data to others for
analysis before getting any value from it. ‘

Copies of forms follow, with a f]ow.chart that illustrates how they |
sed by project staff to ]ook back at their month S exper1ence, to
1ea n from 1t and to re- apply the 1earn1ngs.

‘\/\/ =
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{PROJECT:

TASK/OBJECTIVE:

” \”EXPER.IENCE o
'REPORT

-

‘/// \\f?f the pericd of:

/

.
7

LE

Describe the/principal actions or events which took place
during this period.

M e ———

*A Munagement Tool of NEEAP Coonfination Project .,

other effects? , .
° ’ —

What were the observable indicators thai'éach dction
had the effects yqu anticipated? . or that it had
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TASK/OBJECTIVE:

[
/'\2 . PROJECT:

ve foreseen?

n Comparing your actual EXPERIENCES
this period with tmur plan, what
things happened that you nlght not

'LEARNINGS

For the Period of:

~

J

N
7 kInDsTeNT |

What actions planned during this period did

not turn out as expected? What caused the -
difference? ) =~

| 4

:,./
s <
- )

¢, A -
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w .
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\ 2 ) (

/ SERE
What unexpected favorable
during this period? )

L

N D

‘k

IPITY

developments occurred

0l TH

What learnings can you derive from these
experiences that can be applied to your
PLAN for the ilext period? ... or can be
shared with other WEEA grantees?

- e \
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PROJECT': \

i
3 TASK/OBJECTIVE: L

(
\_

14 ) ‘' '8

POSSIBLE PROBLE
& RESOURCES

MS

"/

@t special OBSTACLES do you anticipate ‘encountering
during the next period? .

7J Wr the._period \of:
. - ﬁLx J

What RESGJRCES
dealing with 1

rt?e there within your Project for

Al

*A Mansgoment Tool of the NLEAP Coordination l;_mjecl

Jw .
(Ve ® %
‘ .
HOW do you plan to address the above OBSTACLES?
. s k 4
; . .
/ p—
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- T W Task/omsEcTive:

'ACTION PLAN

‘ : - _ o || For the périod of: - _ .
.\ - - ‘: « i ) : Ll
) - R » — . . . R
Jk - - L R : . . : /
: / . . 3 -
' At the end of the period what ‘differences lm
f 'tl:lfiat a;:itl:e g{gﬁ{%ks that yon plan to undertake | Conireiond of the &ew od vhat -di peol)le s In
s c._ e p - - : ' satisfy you that this activity had the effects
o ' « " youdésired? -
. . > - ] . R ‘ . A ’ 1 .
4 . — - . 4 ¢
1 « ‘
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" Hnugesent Tool of the WREAP Coondinatfon l'r‘ci)wj. ’ DA .
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" The structure ot the forms and the wording of the question; asked can
vary from  the prototypes 'shown on the previous pages, but the basic
principles are usually maintained. The formats provide a way for a
project-to document/:ts dec1§1on processes for activities related to each
major objective. These decisions are perceived as the outcomes of

problem-solving processes that require exper1ent1a1 information from more
than one person.

The decisions (or plans)-are the last step in the process. The focus
is on looking back at a previous plan (expectation) and comparing it with
actual accomplishments in order to learn from the positive or negative
discrepancies. It should be noted that this differs from Management-by-
ObJect1ve-re1ated discrepancy evaluation where d1screpanc1es are
"judged", evaluated, and commogjy perceived as "bad." Here, instead,

a discrepancy is defined as an experience (what actually happened and
why). There is no such thing ‘as a good or-bad experience since it is
possible to learn from both; and so-called "bad" experiences frequently
provide more useful information than the "good" ones. It is also
possible to pick up information about "lucky," or "unexpected"

occurrences, which would be lost 1n a Management- by-ObJect1ve report1ng,
because they were never planned for.

The project documentor, uti]izing this type of strategy, serves to
facilitate his or her projects' ongoing evaluation and planning.
"Moreover, time is a most important dimension of these reports. No's1ngle
report is s1gn1f1cant except- in terms 'of ‘its relationships to ear11er or
later information. It is this "picture" of change or growth over
. time--and the reasons for it--that provideé a "process" picture
frequently impossible to capture through traditional research or
evaluation. A periodic (monthly or quarterly) review across a series of
weekly reports can permit a project to perceive patterns or trends that

]
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may be significant.  Further, it allows them to ﬁdentgfy areas of concern
for additional probing and data collection by the documentor. This

analysis of activity at quarterly review points ean serve to generate a -~
-great deal of the process (how and why) data needed by Arts Education °
project directors. :
One more thing needs td be said about this process. Since it is
x based upon both’ common sense and evélqation-theory; projects may have

already implemehted many of the elements. One of -the attractians for
project personnel is that'they really do ot have to learn something
new. Many Project Directors with'pribr management experience already o

w?ll have informal mechanisms that they have used for their own process, .

% ﬁ~
evaluation. It will Ué possible to use those as a starting point or to
.modify these suggested methods and formats-to relate to their own pré-
_ existing procedures. ' .
SN - ]
. ¥ & ’ /
&
, AN
N C.
/ Q
» 7 P Richard leakey, "There haye been ‘thousands of

-living organisms", he says, "of which a very
high percent has bécome extinct. There is

C* nothing, at the momént to suggest that we are

- not part of the same Yattern: He notes that .
there is one point of difference: man is the
only organism with power to reflect on its
-past and upon its future. ' That power to - v
reflect, he says, "is what makes us able to
. plan. our future in such a way as to avoid-
\ what seems inevitable." ‘

(p. 76 Time, Nov. 7, 1977)




" Who will conduct the evaluation?

‘Identification of Resources
(staff and Money)

- v

Evaluation can be done by the’Project Director or staff member; or by

someone who is external to the program. Whoever is selected to do the: T
evaluation should have a clearly-defined rote. When a member-of the - \i\x
project team is acting as evaluator, that should be known to everyone. "
If dne chooses to use an‘'evaluator outs1de the project, as in the hiring
of any professional, standard procedures shou]d be used. An examination
of ' '

° pract1ca1 background (What do they know about the content and

context of your program?)

o ° educational background (What type of credentials are imdeﬁant
to the¢aud1ence??

° ph1lo§ophié orientation (How do they define evaluat1on? Does
' this match your def1n1t10n?) BN

° methodology (Do they suggest a technique which 'is realistic
within the 1imits of your project? Do you understand all the
implications of this technique?) -

It. is important in securing the services of external evaluators to

. examine the1r evaluations of other programs, to understand the téchnique

and ph110$0ph1c approach of the eva]uator. Calls to past clients are &
q?od idea, - ~ : 1=w//// ' o ‘ '

Who will be responsible? >
. for the design of the evaluation = . 1
‘for the col]ect1on of information ?
. . for- the: deve]opment of 1nstruments ﬁ - ?
L for thes analysis ?

Responsibilities should be clearly ‘delineated and should be divided
among the persons involved, , using the above tasks as a guide,

What are the cost factors 1nvo]ved in evaluation, in terms of money,
time, and‘kesources? S Y \
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Evaluation should be considered a cost-efficient meaéure, not a costly
.one. Things to be considered are:

’ ® - What resources do you have available?

o Do you have an evaluation budget? -(A good Fufe of thumb here is
! not to exceed more than ten percent of the tqtal project budget) -,

.0 Have you accounted for program time needed toirespond to :
‘ . evaluation requests? (Even if you employ an external evaluator,

staff time will be expended.)

° Have yoy measured the potential impact of the evaluation against
the anticipated expenditure? (Sometimes expending mohey. at the
beginning of the project will result in greater savings later in
the project 1ife.§ ' .t ‘ :

[ What are the “costly" considerations, such as invasion of
privacy, defensive attitudes of staff and clients, and
difficulties encountered in information ¢ollection.

.° //_\/ ¢ 3 \.'
A | VA

~

- FIVE COMMANDMENTS FROM W.H. AUDEN*

S c T . Thou shalt not answer quest;;Eﬁaires,‘
. ' or quizZes 'upon world affairs, nor,

. ' with compliance take any'test. Thou |
) /5b4iEc§2t sit with statisticians, nor
~ commit a social science.

. . . . . : . ) o
o0 o, . *From "Unden the Lyne-- A Revolutionary
‘ Tract gon the TimesE" . .

.
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Identification of a Strategy

~N

BISCEPANCY EVALINTION - PROVDS
T0 MELATE OUTCOMES TO OBJECTIVES

PERFONWACE DATA VS, ORJECTIVES -
DEMVIOML OBJECTVES
ACNIEVEPENT TESTS

OFENTS: o mxxnnu:uzun‘kaamu

T NEGATIVE THIGS
o NEINES EXTERSIVE GON. CLMRIFICATION
o NOT MENELY A CRECKRST

¢ ARE ORJECTIVES DEING ACNIEVED?
- KMEIEMWE(

5

costs.

f

negative.

Discrepancy Evaluation:’

(Models)

An evaluation strategy is simply the way in which one goes about
analyzing evaluation information. A1l evaluation: strateg1es, or mode]s,
cgn utilize almost any type of available data. They distinguish
themselves in terms of the questions they pose, how information is
arrayed, and how decisions will be formuiated. What follows is an'; .
overview of seven of th!‘major evaluation models, their features, uses,
and procedures. It shqﬁld be noted that these evaluation models are only
presehted as sample techniquesgvthey need not be used exactly as * - N
described, nor are they “required" of Project Directors. Many successful
~ evaluations have been done merging one or two of the techniques; or using

features from several of them. THe important point here is to select a
strategy which you feel comfortable w1th and which will be most "
satisfactory to your aud1ence. '

The Model of Malcoym Provus'

To use this medel, you compare the
differences between standards you've set for ~
performance, and the ‘actual levels of

_ performance: the outcomes of your project

are, compared with your objectives w1th1n the
cont\xt ‘of program operatioh. -

s

[n order to do this, you have to be able to
clarify your-goals, not just in terms of end
products, but the goals you set for the -

design, operation, and production of 1nter1m and final products, and for

At all of these stages, indicators. of performance are compared with
standards which Serve as cr1ter1a of performance, and discrepancies”

between performance and standards are reported to program managers. A
discrepancy is defined as a simple difference and need not be negat1ve - %
i.e., it is a d1screpancy to be operat1ng under budget yet certainly not

56& “ ‘ . . °.
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' - /- ' N
when you admin1ster a program, you keep in mind your goals, or plans,
and your actual attainments, or results, but when you use the discrepancy

model, for - evaTuat1ng you cOncentrate on the difference between goals and

Ll

+

-

resu]ts wh1ch is the "process" of. your program.

What's found by studying the d1fferences between goals and resu]ts is
a-set of "Tearn1ngs" which - can inflaence the results of your program, if

you use them. : “ . . « v

0ftent1mes, the D1screpancy Mode] is used ]1ke a checklist or report
“card, that is: th1s 1s what you said you- were going to do, now let's see
whether or not you did it. But. the ‘model’s -intent is far-more than
- this. - It can aid you *in_doing what you sajd you were going to.do and
further to help yeu determine whether or. nof this is st1]] a des1rab]e

goa] e . <y,
, :

s Provus advocated’ cont1nuous conhun1cat1on between project staff and:
evaluation staff, so that discrepancy 1nformat1on can be used ‘at the
earliest poss1b1e occas1on to: modﬁfy the program whenever ‘managers feel
mod{ficat1on is needed to attain the desired outcomes." In the’ Provus
“model, it s important to remember that for purposes of eva]uat1on*'i
d1screpanc1es are not necessaraly negative--differences need not be
deficits, as they help you get a sense of what you're do1ng.‘ According:
to this model, the place where you end up is affected not only by where
you are, but also by what's happened aTong the way, if you keep anmeye on
the d1fferences between where you are and where you thought you'd be.

/

The key features of: the D1screpancy Mode] are:

o. the need for a c]ose ]1nk between program pIann1ng and eva]uat1on o

evaluation is a cont1nuous -process >

evaluation criteria need to be Tinked to stages of program
development and implementation

. ® use of d1screpancy information ‘as the pr1mary method of program-:
evaluation

(] : the need to maintain rapport between eva]uators and program
' managers. -
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oal-Free or’ Consumer-0r1ented Eva]uat1on. the model of Michael

kcr1ven«
x .
SO, FIEE EVAUNTION - SCRIVEN Goal-Free Evaluation, though the title of -
- this model conjures up a variety of images,
PURPOSE: TO EVALWATE THE NORTN OF A PROGRAN .
. wmsmnglumrm does. not imply that the evaluation, .project
e e ORCRLIST f or evéguator is without goals. Rather thjs
(] mmm N . -
. g::;wnm—mm:mlm . model ¥s concerned with measuring all of the
oo .. . . 2
J— : WAIES ME CNEY B S, effects of a project and Scriven concends
e NOCATE PR PRTRSSIOW 15 that this can only be done:if the project™3
vighed holistically apart from its original
MJOR QUESTIONS: o WMAT ARE ALL OF TME EFFECTS? y
' 6 WAT IS TIE CONSIPER UTILITY oals or intents.
(BEST )7 ' ) N
— The model is based on'the assumptjon that

consumers don't usually care'ebout whether a program achieves /its
organizational goals--tﬁey care about what a‘program really does, whether
or not it!s a "good" program, and they expect an evaluation to deliver s -
this information to them. Scriven feels that these. consumer “values" are
embodied ‘in standards which support the design, implementdtion and
evaluation of a program. If evaluators are in fact saddled with this
responsibility, they need to put a lot of emphasis into understanding the
etandards they-use for evaluation: are they subjective, biased, °

- appropr1ate? Scriven feels that the program professional (e.g., the arts
/ educator) is best suited to conduct the evaluation as these persons are
most.familiar w1th the standards to be used.

‘One of the features of Scriven's model is that it can use coﬁparison,
either between programs, or in the same progran "before and after," ar in
the field at 1arge. A non-comparative technique also can be used.

What's important is to determ1ne whether or not the audiences of the

eva]uat1on will be making compar1sons and to gather 1nformat1on 3

- accordingly..

In developing his evaluation model, Scriven d1st1ngu1shes between
"formatlve evaluation" (used to improve a program while its being
1mp1emented) and "summatfve eva]uat1on" (used to Judge»the completed
program, process, or product) Formative evaluation should be done by
someone- "inhouse," while summative evaluation is done by an independent,
outside-evaluator.
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Scriven also distinguishes between "intrinsic evaluation" which
examines the "means",' and "pay-off" evaluat1on wh1ch examines the wends."

Scriven developed a taxonomy of criteria f‘or educat1on evaluation
studies which can be used as a cthecklist in designing an evaluation. The
steps which Scriven developed for designing an evaluation methodology are:

(1) Defining the type of eva]uat1on needed by mtended use--forma-

tive, summative or both
- (2) Defining the role of the evaluator(s)

(3) Determining whether the goals of the program are adequate. and
worthwhile )

(4) Detesmmmg ‘the instruments’ to be eva]uated (intrinsic evalua-
tion B

(5) Determim‘ng the effects of the instrument(s) (pay-off evaluatioh)

(6) Determmmg whether the evaluation is to.be comparative or non-
comparative. -

Scrwen s methodology for eva]uat1on is more appropmately thought/ of as
a set of conceptual distinctions (and thus related to evaluat1on design)
than a procedural model for conducting an evaluat1on.

»

>

I]]uminative Evaluation: The model of Parlett and.Hamilton
L i

: The focus of this evaluation strategy is on
ILUMIMIIVE EVALATION - PARLETT & WAILICR describing and interpreting, rather than on
- measuring and predicting. Your goal as
evaluator ~1‘s‘ to obtain the best picture of
L what's going on with the project--you use
¢ EmAmTIn " descriptive data obtained from observations,
‘ %m&mf&‘ﬂn interviews, questionnaires, and.archival
bW ISTE OIS WP | records.  After you'vedescribed the
¢ WITDISIRNS MERDIMET | ooject, you share this information with
your staff, chents and others who are
mterested and/or involved in the project, the purpose being to assure

that there is consensus on what the activities of the program were.

T0 DES' 215 A INTERPRET RATHER THAN
PEASINE

‘.




~The next step in this process is to interpret the program according
to the interests and needs of the staff _clients and other.interested
groups. This step is made in order to gain some understanding of the -
project's diversity as:perceived~by externa] audiences. As evaluator,
using this model, youawant to know what is, and gﬂx describe and
interpret! The entire program should be studied in depth--its rationale,
evo]ution, operations, achieyements, and Sroblems--in other words, the

. program in relationship to the environment in which it operates.

s )
This approach is intended to be unstructured. The assumption behind
it is that pre-defined hypotheses, which you want to test, end up
constraining your data gathering, and unduly influence the nature of the

P

findings. _ T

The deve]opers of this model spec1fied three stages for the eva]ua-
tion: ~ ~ -

. observation -
e  further inquiry ' ) . oo
. explanation -

'S
P

Each of- these stages isacondUEted independent]y--the second and third
stage pui]ding on the first étage. ‘OhserVation is directed towards
program activities. The second stage o further inquiry is used to
provide information which will "illuminate" the program activities in
terms of goals and outcomes. * The final stage is'used to explain or
ana]yze the program in terms of goals, actiVities and outcomes.

Responsive Evaluation: the,mode] -of Robert Stake

This .model focuses' on both description and
, IVE OOUATION - STME - ¥l Judgment ‘as befng necessary parts of « .
- sy gmmﬁm&‘ﬂzﬂ' éevaluation. In making a judgment, you are
STRATESIES asseSSing the worth of a particular aspect
FETNOR: - o ANTECEDENTS
s IwsAcTions of yogr program,-e.g., an educational
¢ CONGROENCE ' | strategy, as it relates to impFoving an
TS T DIESITY .aspect of learning. What you're trying to
o MECESSITY OF BOTN DESCAIPTION .. .
M JUOGENENT * do is make a judgment about your program,
PAJOR UESTIONS: o '“&“&“mm and share it with an external audience.
o HON CM THESE DECISIONS 2€ .
TNFONED? >
60 , .
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An jmportaﬁt~aspect of Stake's Model is the distinction of data
sources by their relationship in time to the practice being evaluated: .

0 Antecedents--those conditions ex1st1ng prior to the teaching and

- 1earn1ng'exper1ences which may relate to outcomes, such as the
students' aptitu or previous exper1ences, previous
curriculum, etc.

‘A

(] Transact1ons--1nte actions oflpersoﬁs in the ‘learning
environment, your program.

0  Outcomes--the results of antecedents and transactions.

In this model you look at things from two perspectives--the
antecedents, transactions ‘and outcdmes'which you intended, and those
which, you observe. In evaluation, you are looking for congruence betweed
what you intended and what §ou observe. This also combines the use of
observations to obtain.descriptive information. But it is more &
" structured than other models in that the program intents, or'goals, serve
as the framework for gathering information. " And the emphasis- in this
model on the re]ationships (or contingencies, as Stake refers "to then)
between the antecedents, transactions, and outcome$ makés it more EQ\\\\\;\
env1ronmenta]]y-respans1ye than the Provus Discrepancy Model.

Infessence, using this model you are making judgments about your -
program all along the way--are things good oribadf-and you're .
continuously checking out your assumpt1ons.

In th1s model, the descr1pt1ve data that you obtain are based on
logic,. while the judgments are based on empirical comparisons between
results (outcomes) and standards. Tne model looks at logical
consistencies in order to understand d1vers1ty between program intents
" dnd program operations.

The,bas1c procedure of this model is to make 'a determination as to
what decisions need to be made and then to gather information to inform
these decisions and/or recommend change strateg1es.
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CIpP Context In ut Process, Product) Evaluation or ¢

~ ecision-Uriented Evaluation: e model of Danie ufflebean
T p
: : : The CIPP model, a combinatiop of other ‘ p
. ‘ ﬂ"(mmg"'.w,ﬂuﬂg n,;p smnu‘m evaluation models, was designed to remedy-
rovese mmmmmxm problems T previous models.’ It assunes “
- L e that there will be a large mutual ‘influence
e :‘gﬁahliﬁﬁﬁﬁiﬂgfﬂ‘ between evaluatton and decision-making.
YL e The thee major steps in the evaluation
. o SUSGEST OWKGE
' MU STION o SYOELD A GIvER Procks 3¢ e, | . PT9CESS are delineating, obtaining, and
’ DECITED 9 DISIEIMTED T0 FOSTER | providing information for Judging decision
D alternatives 3
® ' delineatin information refers to identifying required \\ '
information

() obtaining information includes collecting and analyzing the data

\ () roviding 1nformation refers to the organization of information ﬁr~*~'
gﬁF‘FEBBFting purposes. , . ,

s

Seen from the perspective of th1s model there are three environ- ‘
ments, or contexts, in which changes can occur within which isions by
managers must be made: '

(%3

-

() those guided by technical standards, with a routine, cyclical”
data collection system »

® - those in which there is ongoing developmental act1v1ty aimed at ‘
continuous improvement - r

° those in whjich innovative activities are being used for
: g ﬁ//,—lnventing, testing, and difquing new solutions to-problems. - .

n this model four types of decisions are delineated“‘and determine-

" the type of evaluation to be conducted : . W
° planning decisions: these are aimed at major program changes,
-based on discrepancy information. The evaluator performs a -
" "context evaluation" in which the relevant environment is -
defined; intended and actual outcomes and discrepancies between .- -
them are described; problems that prevent a high degree of T
congruence are diagnosed . - J

) structuring decisions: these specify the means to ends that
were established through planning decisions. The kiinds of
variables studied include program organization, personnel
. . schedules, etc. "Input evaluation" is used to provide A F
. information on methods of resource utilization for meeting \

program goals.  ° ~ \J{‘ N

, A ) -
Q . ) 52 . SN




0 ° Implementing decisions: these involve carrying out the planned

actions. "Process evaluation" is directed towards these
decisions needs in several ways--detecting or predicting
problems in the procedural design or its implementation; -
providing information for programming decisions; and maintaining
a record of. implementation processes as they occur. .

] Recycling .decisions: -those which determine the course of any
activity at any given point in the program. "Product :
evaluation" serves these decision needs by measuring and .
interpreting attainments, both during and after a project.-

Art-Criticism Evaluation:q the model of Elliott Eisner

This evaluation mode] is patterned after the

AR CRITICISN POREL - E1S%ER / process of art criticism. IE'S also called
PRISE  TO JOGE A PROGW'S YORTH [N " "connoisseur-based evaluation."
RELATIONSHIP TO 1TS FIELD . .
* METOm, o NUE-RIBON PAEL Programs evaluated either by expert,
e / 1led "blue-ribbon," panéls; or they are
amens o sos o ok seovss /. so-calle ue-ribbon," panels; or they a
# v Seelwwnion /"] compared to recagnized standards of
MAOR GIESTIONS: o WNLD A CRITIC APPAOVE NS excellence. These standards of ‘excellence
o WAT DISTINGUISNES A .]. ""need not be only those from the.field at
FRON OTHERS OF TNE SAPE - ‘ »
e . large, but more importantly, these standards

: should be recognized by.the audiences ‘of the
specific project. St'anbardg, can be as measurement-oriented as increases
in test scores or qualit'at"vély-oriented such as artistic excellence. A

. blue-ribbon panel can be co osed of l}'ecog,gj_zed experts in the field or’
p@fessionals in the field énva§$ume the role of the panel by usi'n'g
agreed-upon standards for/judgment, e.g., a group of music teachers -

~ within a school arts’ pro ram can be brought together and establish
critenia’for judging their™ own prOjram'.

The goal is to critically describe, appraise, or illuminate a program -
element, and to determine-what merj/lts'qr demerits distinguish a program"

-, from dther; that are at the same ievg] of development. .

_ (B’asicaﬂy, the goal is to place a "stamp of approval" on a program by
determining "would a critic approve this pf'ogram?"‘ '

18
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As a mode], it is particu]ar]_y d¥%endent on the\ET/la]u.ators' expertise
and sensit1v1t1es, and on-their ab1]1ty 3§ convey meaning and feelings.
This model assumes that judgment is based o affective information or -
"feelings" and so eva]uattons'shoula address the affective domain.

Another feature of th1fs mode] is that by utﬂizfng critical ét'andards
or criteria as- a basis for Judgment you not onyy determine the project's
status in re]ationship to these st ards but ,yow can seek to improve or
"raise" the standards of the fie]d

Jumspr;u,dence or Adversary Evaluati the model of ‘Robert wo]fl

The jurieprudence/adversarial evaluation

TRISTHOENCE WEL - WUE model is characterized by: -information
PURPOSE 31/ v . '
J Wm*;{?#mm AS T0 A management by courtroom procedures; use of
e R T — A citizens for information review; and bipolar
. g{“..{}:,.: mms"" egloration of key issues. Two evaluation
¢ JWGEENT N RESOTION L » . :
teams are organized. One team serves as the

COPPEENTS: ¢ -SEEXS TO MAXINIZE ACKIEVEMENT
OF JESINED MESHLTS _advocate team and seeks to gather

information and develop logical arguments in

PR GESTICH: AT N, TIE AT FOR 19 - support ‘of the program being evaluated. A -

second team serves as the adversary team and
v . attempts to present information h1ghlight1ng
the 1nadequac1es and weak“points of the program. Neither of these
evaluation teams is respons1b]e for the ultimate evaluation of the
program;.rather, their respective respensibilities are to collect ,
relevant 1nformat1on and to develop evidence and arguments in support of-
the1r position for or against the program.

)

A Jury of "citizen evaluators" hears the evidence and“é‘réument's of
each evaluation team. The evidence .is presented in court room style with
various witnesses giving testimony (a review of test scores, explanation

of decisi'ehs, descriptionst of the effects of certain'decisiond; etc.).

)




'Th1s permits the development and exp]orat1on of a]ternat1ve hypotheses.

* évidence that has been presented. It is then the responsibility of this

' areas where the evidence is too contradictory, too minimal, or too .
: one-s1ded and thus withhold Judgment on certain issues.

_ through the presentation of ev1dence and arguments reflecting’ both sides
" of the issue; 2) it enhances the oppoetun1ty to develop alternatiye

|
|
L
1

Each team is allowed the opportunity to “cross-exam1ne“ witnesses.

Jjury of citizen evaluators may direct quest1ons (funne]ed through the
jury foreman) to any witness for the purposes of c]ar1f1cat1on or to
examine other hypotheses. )

Aftgr both‘eva]uation teams have completed their presentation of
evidence and arguments and after each team has presented summary
statements, the jury of citizen evaluators retires to deliberate on the

citizen jury to make judgments concerning the program being evaluated
point-by-point for each of the: prespecified key issues. The jury may ¢
report favorably or unfavorably, in part or whole, and may also identify _

The Jur1sprudence model has three advantages not offered by any other
evatuation strategy: 1) it insures the full explorat1on of key issues

inferences from data; and 3) it removes from the evaluator, the e
responsibility for summary Judgments and p]aq@s this respons1b111ty W1th

"evaluation teams rather than one) and the administrative complexity of
* agreeing on evidentiqry rules, §pecifying thé,scope of key&%ssues to be -
. addressed, and selecting instrumentation common to both evaluation

a panel of c1t1zen jurists. r.

~ The most obvious disadvantages are increased cost (by funding two

teams. Some of these "disadvantages" can be counteged by utilizing
advisory panel members” as the evaluation team.

65"
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SUMMARY

- The documentation, evaluation and dissemination strategies in this =
guidebook have been presented within a larger context which views the
management of information as a process as important to the success of a
program as that of managing resources and personne]. :

Moreover, these ideas have been based upon our particufar view of the
needs and uses for information 1n‘Federa] demonstration prograﬁs such as
the USOE Arts Edusaijon Program. 'Within'this perspective national,
state, local, and individual 1nformation needs are considered
intérdependent. Thus, effective 1nformation management starts with the
experiences of the local program staff and clients and, to the extent it

‘ provides useful information at each\]evel of program support, it

eventua]]y produces the quality of 1nformat1on needed for national
management and dissemination needs. \ . :
’ Finally, we view 1nformation as re than exper{ence-der1ved data.
It also can be used as part of experiences, and especially to influence’
others. An Arts’ Education project doe have a complex task: as a
"temporary system" it must have a positive influence on individuals and
permanent. sbcial institutions over which it has Tittle or no direct
control.” Each of these has its own goals, objectives and primary
responsibi]ities. It is for this reason|that documentation, evaluation

and dissem1nation can be major management| strategies. Many of the

' purposes of an Arts Education program are \determined and shared by the
’ individuals and institutions with which it\works.

To the extent. that
these individual$ and institutions are prowided with.information to
perceive the achievement of their purposes hrough the project, to that:
extent the Arts Education project may successfuly influence changes in
the permanent 1nst1tutions with which it int racts.

Education project's act1V1t1es, the probabi]it& of ach1ev1ngApfoject
~objectives increases and perSOnS both within the project and representing

cooperating 1nstitutions feel ownership in the proaect and its strategies.
L ]

\ . *

s - N \
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In other words, when
5 1ndividua]s perceive -their purposes and grawt enhanced by an Arts

v
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. Effective management of information in Arts Education project

management, to us, therefore, provides: ’
4%

-institutions;

(] A learning process which enables a project to stay on top of the
compTex and changing conditions it faces by accurately
perceiving its environment,. drawing information from situations
while still in process,- learniny from these situations, and
applying, the learning to its advantage; .

e an involving.process which recognizes that while management’ .
decisions may be made by one person, no single individual has-
the experience or information to support the decision. When all _, -
project members share jnformation, share in decision-making, and "
-~ understand clearly the Yu]e:ggreguﬁations, and operating limits, ]
the project runs well and parSons gain psychic rewards from . .
participation; . . . : ) ) , '
° 2 controllable process which acknowledges "that, while the
functioning of many of the project's components are only )
indirectly controlled by the project, management 6f information
¢+, s one major function which is totally under the project's
control. Too often a project will relinquish what is actually
its "power" to affect its own outcomes because it feels that
documentation, evaluation or dissemination are functions that
have to-be done for Washington, or that have to be separate <
components distinct from other ‘objectives. In these‘cases,
management of information often becomes-a purpose in itself for
which oq}y a few people are responsible, and in whose successful
accomplishment there is -1ittle investment by others.

.0 and finally, information management is a natural process--an
N ongoing problem-solving process that responds to the basic human
. need to have some influente on surrounding conditions. The
' - ' individuals to be-involved in the project--administrators,
parents, support personnel--already have their personal
. "management" system in place fermittipg them to identify- needs, .,
' to select appropriate actions and to self-correct before acting
again. The major management task for} the Arts Education project
. director is omg of providing these individuals and groupd with

e _ a unifying process which links the needs of the individuals and

~——

.
¢

. the information and opportunities to Japply their natural :
' probiem-soiving”abiTities and -interest to the accomplishment of
) § project objectives. . .
. ] 4
5\ ’ e . L4
N . Mo .cc:%munication requires shared
] ) , experdience..."
oo ' - Peter F. Drucken
: PO Manag ent
- & ,




-Two final thoughts '.'. .
- ‘about information- that goes i_rf, and comes out, .

of our programs . . .

’.
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The go.{emmcntha.rc very keen on THE, GOVERHMENT IS VERY KEEN OK PRODUCING
amassing statistics. They collect them, EXE{‘!PLARY PRODUCTS AND PROGRAM HODELS, THEY RESEARCH - e
add them, }:aisc them to thcm:h power, THE NEED FOR THEM, DEVELOP, IPPLEPENT AND EVALUATE -
-takc the cube ropt and ércpm wonder-  THEM DISSE.MINATE AND DIFFUSE. THER; AND PRODUCE '
ful’ du,,m But you.fhmst never  WONDERFUL REPORTS ABOUT THEM, BUT YOU'MUST NEVER
forget tha‘t: every one of thcsc ﬁgms" FORGET- THAT EVERY ONE OF THESE.PROGRAMS OR PRODUCTS
- conies i the ﬁm instance from the WILL, IN mﬂm INSTANCE, BE USED BY A HUMAN

vxl]ane Watcl who just puts BEING WHO WILL DO WHATEVER HE DAM! PLEASES TO MEET

down what he damn plcascs. -
' - .S‘trj‘:mb Smmp. . By . Lews A, Ruopes

INLAND REVENUE DEPARTMENT (Eajland) 1865-1919 ) ' - " (Ush) 1976

S NEEDS FOR SATISFACTION IN‘{IS}IORK.
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WHERE WE STARTED

This current effort of the USOE Arts and Humanities staff to pro-
vide assistance in evaluation, documentatlon and d1ssem1nat10n is

limited to a 2-day workshop. However, it 15 built upon an understand-
ing that has been dévelopiﬁg'over the past few years concerning the
unique needs of the art educator who often functions as a program
-manager ‘in a local or state éducational system. / ‘
There have been several state and national meetings and con- ~
ferences to explore the partjicular eva%ggkidh concerns of the art edu-

cator. We have attempted to utilize the fighings,of these meetings as
1ndicators of the directions this workshop should go. For example,

in March 1977 the Dgpaffment of Public Instruction of North Carolina
":1d a2 symposium on "Measurement in the Arts: The Search fo; X."

Rl

’

1., svrpc:ium was held to giwe participants a view of the many efforts
be.ng.made to assess arts programs and their e'ffects on’'students.

There were several conelusions that were felt .to be of major import- .
‘ # \ .
ance. - .
. . . . :
We need to give much mor€ thought to the. reasons we
,C0llect: dataq

We need to give much more thought to/ihe use we plan
make of data.

need to make far greater use of the immense amount
data nowsrat hand. .

-

ésires for children...since -the simple
1ng data lets loose 1mp11cat10ns over
wh1ch the collectors have no control." .

In March 1978, the Ameglcan Theatge Association and USOE con-
ducted a seminar entitled "The Analysis and Dissemination of Arts_
Education Evaluation Techniques." The qoiiipt of the seminar cen-

{

o

“tered on the fact that ‘ ' \

... the demand for evaluation of arts prOJects has grown in
the past ten years. Since- arts evaluation is still in its
infancy, few state and regional arts practitioners. and J

v - -
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. . 4
leaders know very much about its function and methods.

. Whad is appropriate, useful, manageable and cost-effective

for arts-in-education projects is critically important to"
the growth apd development-of new programs. Therefore,
there is a need for: 1) knowledge of methods available
for évaluation.of arts projects, and 2) dissemination of

the information to project administrators and directors in
the field. .

e

One of the seminar participants, Dr. Jerome Hausman, presented

several Comments and recommendations at the conclusion of the seminar.

He felt that

L
F]

...within each of the arts fields, there are ‘'problems and
ambiguities pertaining to evaluation. ' This is "built-in"

by virtue of the dynaqics of the arts themselves--changing
conceptions for form, content, and context. All of this ‘
is further compounded by thinking that links the arts and
environment. No wonder we are loathe to develop simplis- .
tic approaches to evaliating "state-wide" arts in educa- (’"
tion efforts. No wonder there is a turning toward more
generalized - data sources and more open-ended and flexible
evaluation sfrategies. We have found that overall evalua-
tion strategies need to be- responsive to multiple and per-
haps diverse criteria. 'But, we need to be clearer and more
structured in the strategies we develop. '

My own tendency toward self-study and anecdotal review
procedures is based upon, the assumption that critical
issues must be reviewed- in context. We also need to
develop means to distill critical elements for analysis
and ‘assessment. Bob.Stake's use of terms like portrayal
and depiction are very useful and exciting to me. The
real challenge rests in telling the story with attention
to critical details and then assessing the meaning ang
significance of data. Of course, measurement approaches
and techniques may be applicable along with assessment

of performance or.outcomes. ‘

HauSman .goes on’ to point out that

+..evaluatioh strategies need to.address themselves to
processes and outcomes accountable to the arts! .Once we
have developed our general picture, specific criteria p
pertaining to’ behaviors, skills, and outcomes shoglq be
distilled from this general picture. Responsibilities
for persuasion should only be assumed_after the data are
reconciled with values and purposes consistent with the
program's objectives.

b
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7> , In addition to these meetlngs, the writings of both arts educa-
. tion and evaluation theorists reflect the concerns for evaluation.
Robert Stake f1nds that ;
7 ...accred1t1on reports rarely show the real worth of an
educational program. : |
Michael Scriven says that ot B
+  +...1f the goal of evaluation is to determlne worth, then, 1
to collect data, focus inquiry and inspect causal re1a- )
. tionships.without mak1ng a Judgment .0of wotth is not L .
) . evaluation. .

4

Stake elaborates on this idea by stating that ,controls, tests, regres-
sion equations and behavioral language may all be essential for test-
construction but may not facilitate the conduct of an "evaluation proj-
ect 8t all. These theorlsts have responded to people who are con-
~oriad with documentat1on, evaluation and dissemination in the field

ef a:*s education. 'Laura Chapman writes that -

...the purpose of evaluatlon is to dlscover the value or
significance of something. Measurement is not an integral
part of evaluation; it imposes on the concept of "worth"
an ordering and ranking system which leads to a denial of
intrinsic value. An evaluation of an arts program should
be empirical, valid, broadly reliable and responsive to
the qualitative character of art experience.

Stake takes this theme even further when he says - ‘ X

7 .We need a reporting procedure for facilitating
vicarious .experience. We need to portray co?piexity,
holistic 1mpresslon mood and even the myste y of -exp
ence. ‘

‘Finally, we have also based this workshop on the comments which

were expressed by current Arts and Humanities grant project directogf:
X ‘ ) . \. ]

° "Evaluation and research are essentially the same thing."
) o "Documentation and dlssemrpat1on are devices to show
others what we did that was good."
° . "Soph1st1cat1on in evaluation means a strong preordinate -

design usually done by someone else." .

v




° "If we do deal with the relationship between what is
‘ actually done and what is evaluated, m1ght not Arts
Education lose out."

"Evaluation means numbers to_show administrators."

"Evaluation is never simple, if it is, it is not good
enough. Our teacher-made tests are just good for us
. but they are not what a real evaluator would ir."

of mdney

‘.

° " 1Good evaluations are expensive and take a lo

and time to do."
s o
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SELECTED TESTS IN THE ARTS \
» ¢ ) . . «*
Creativity | , ‘ . *

Torrance, E.P.
ASK AND GUESS TEST

Neutral forms, age, originality, fiuency, fleiibi]ity, elaborat
production (written) .
+ Personnel Press, Inc. . i N

Item: Consist of three activities: - ) )

I. Asking - subject required to 1ist as many questions as he can -
. about ‘a drawing presented to him. v f -

II. Guessing Causes - subject required to 1ist as many as possible

causes of the action in the given drawing. <

II1. Guessing Consequences - subject required to 1ist as many

possibilities as he can of what might happen as a result of what’

is takingzplacq\in the picture. , .

Scoring: Based on Fluency (no. of relevant responses), Flexibility ¢
(1 point given for utilization of each of several categories given
in the scoring manual), and eriginality of responses. ;

Validity: The author presents considefgg}e detailed information
 on content validity, construct\validity, concurrent validity,

sooring reTiabil#tyy; and test-retest reliability in the technical

manual of the test séries. g ‘ ,

¢ Eisner, E.W.- . '
BUILDING TEST ' <

Art, unspéeified, originality, production (building, drawing)
Typology of creativity~in.the Visual Arts. Eisner, E.W.
Studies in Art Ed., 1962, 4(1), 11-22 . .

Item: Subject must construct an object out of 1/4 peund of
clay and.colored ‘tooth picks.

Scoring: Based on opinions\bf 3 trained judges. Evaluation -,
proceeaed on.a nine‘point scale and objects scored: on everal .
" criteria: Boundary Pushing (subject and form), Boundary Breaking

(subject and form) aesthetic organizing. . ) : ’
) - N . & M D WS .
Torrance, E.P. . AT ) .. " .
. CIRCLES TEST T : T, -

Neutral forms; age, originality, fluency, flexibility, elaboration,
production (building, drawing) . .
Per'sonnel Press,-Inc., Prince}on, N.J.

.,,:" “ » C 7
«

2 Ttem: Subject presented with a series of 36 cir&]es'printed on

¥

2 pages and is instructed to draw as many different objects as
he can inccrporate in the circles. . , . ' .
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Item: Four Items- Forms; Subject 1ists different things each of 5

ambiguous silhouettes could possibly be.

Functions: Subject lists different Juses ‘for each of 4 common

objects. f

Concepts: Given an attribute of a class of objects, e. g "things
. rourid", subject must 11st appropriate objects.

'Scoring: Scoring for each test based on frequency (no. of responses)
variety (no. of different classes of responses),.
and un1queness (1n frequency, of occurence).

Validity: The autho presents detailed information regarding -
validity and re]1ab1?1ty in the article.

Torrance, E.P.’ .J
PICTURE COMPLETION TEST

Neutral forms, age, origina]ity, fluency, flexibility,
elaboration, produck1on (building, drawing)
Personnel Press, Inc Princeton, N.J. ‘ qf

em: SubJect given a series of 10 drawings of incomp]ete
Tgures” and is 1n7tructed to complete a drawing using the
"1ines given. - ,
/

Scoring; Badsed o f]uency (No. of pictures completed),
flexibM™ity (No. of different categories of responses),

.\\, ‘Ttem: SubJe t gfven a piece of colored J:;er in the form of

.

orig1na]1t<‘(lma ination), and elaboration (Amount of detail).

Vd1id1ty The author pregents considerable detailed information.
an content validity, construct validity, concurrent validity,

s scoring, and test-retest reliability in the techn1ca] manua]
the test serﬂes

i

Torrance, E.P: / . y
PICTURE CONSTRpCTION (CURVED SHAPE) TEST

ge, or1g1na]1ty, elaboration, repreﬂuctfon
ing T -

Neutral forms
(building, dr
Personnel Press\ Inc., Princeton N.d.

— <

I

--a—curved -shape and-must draw a picture utilizing it. .
Scorwng Based on originality (on a scale from zero to five),

. and e]abora;1on Qamount of detail). .
Val1d1ty~ The author presents considerable detailed information
on contpnt/ /validity, construct valldjty, concurrent validity,
scoringy apd test-retest re]1ab1]?ty in the techn1ca] manual

of the sen es. .
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Likert, R. Quasha, W. H. '
MINNESOTA PAPER FORM BOARD TEST

Form, age perceptual grouping, Succéssive categoﬁies
Psychological Corporation, 304 E. 45th Street L .
New York’, New York 10017 - . '

Item: 64 multiple choice {tems each consisting of a geometric
“figure ‘divided into 2 or.more parts. The subject must choose
one of five figures presented that would represent the
original should the parts be fitted together.

Scoring: The au%hors present cansiderable data on norms,
validity, and reliability in the manual accompanying the
test. .

Coild, Iwig L. ‘ .«
PRETERENCE AND AESTHETIC SENSITIVITY TEST

Painting, age, preference, rank order .

~ ¢orsone} preferences as an expression of aesthetic sensitivity
by Irwin L. Child, Journal of Personality, 1962 vol.:30 pp 496-
512 . ' : ’

Test consists of 12 sets of pictures each set containing 60
pictures. Subject must rate reproductions of paintings
according to his preferences by dividing each set of pictures
into 10 piles of 6 pictures each and rating each group of 6

individually. | ¥ |

- Scofind: Norms derived by the scé]jng of reproductions by
"137art graduate students according to aesthetic quality.

Reliability: Determined by test-retest method yielding a
correlation of approx. .90 for 44 undergraduates. co.

. Benner, G. Seashore, H. Wesman, A.G. .

SPACE RELATIONS - DIFFERENTIAL APTITUDE TEST BATTERY

Form,.age, perceptual grouping, successive categories

- Psychologica1 Corporation 304 E. 45th Street

New York, 'N.Y. )
_Grades 8 thru 12 ' v

Pl .
Item: Test consists of 40 patterns which can be folded into -
figures. For each pattern, five figures are shown. The

*+  subjects must decjde which of the figures can be made from_

-the pattern.

Scoring: Extensive informatidh on scoring and norms is
.presented in the manual of the test series. .

' {

Lewerenz, Alfred-s. - _ T .
TESTS IN FUNDAMENTAL ABILITIES OF VISUAL ARTS'

California Test Bureau Delmonte Research Park
Monterey, Calif. . .
| g

] ©
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E{sner, El1l{ot W. \ -

raves, Maitland ' : ' ™~

. C.H. Stoelting Co. .

EISNER ART INFORMATTON INVENTORY

Questionnaire, age, batkground knowledge,

standard objective . - v

Arts Curricula for the gifted. . .

E;;ngri E1liot W. Teachers College Record, 1966, 67(7)
-50 v

understanding,

Consists of 60 mu]tip]é choice 1fems equally dividediingo’
subtests dealing with art terms, art media and processes,
artists and their works, and art history.

Scoring: No norms given. 4 . -
Reliability: Application of the Kuder-Richardson Formula
20 to the tests results.of 1488 subjects yielded a coefficient
of ..934. T ‘

-

GRAVES DESIGN JUDGEMENT TEST

Figure, agé, sculpture, preference, pair comparisons _
Psychological Corporation, 304 East 45th Street
New York 17, N.Y. .

Item: Ninety'items-each consisting of 2 or 3 plates from
which the subject must select the one he considers best.

Scoring: Scoring key furnished. Norins given in percentiles
.for high school and college art and. non-art students.

Norms- derived from test results of 826 art students and 480
non-art students. - g . -

Reliability: Coefficients range from .81 to .93 with a
median of .86 based on retests of 14 groups of students
from 2 high schools and 3 post high school institutions.

Horn,'CharIes,‘C.”. .

HORN ART APTITUDE INVENTORY ' .

Task, age; draﬁfng; prodgction . : o

vt

‘A24 North Homan Avenue
Chicago 24, I11,

“Item: Part One (scribbling and doodling): Subject must sketch
" twenty’ familiar objects. , = . . , -

Part Two (imagery), subject must manipulate twelve rectangles
containing,"key" 1ines to arrive ata picture. r)

Scoring: Items rated as either excellent, average, or poor
based on examples of the 3 leyels of work illustrated in the
manualz - No method given foy.ibtqfning quantitative scores.

. 1 ." kY itf'\) . -
Validity: Determined by correlations between two scores and
teacher ratings of 36 high schapl seniors, the product-moment .
correlation coefficient eqyaled ..659." L S

2
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- ‘C;ELECTED TESTS IN THE ARTS

Dance

McCulloch, Margaret L. L \ .

"= TEST OF RHYTHMIC RESPONSE

Aural (music), age, rhythmic performance, motor performance.
The development of a test of rhythmic response through
movement of first grade children. McCulloch, Margaret L.
Thesis (Ed.D.) Univ. of Orefon. . .

Item: Test cansists of 14 items requiring the subject to
step, clap, walk, and bend in time to given rhythmic patterns.
Test purports to measure response to pulse beat, response to
accent, response to rhythmic patterns, and response to musical
phrasing. o )

Scoring: Based on a raiing scé]éhﬁ?om 1 to 3 indicating

whether the subject was always, sometimes,-or never in time

with the music. : ; ) P
-

‘Reliability: Tést-retest reliability ggfgfigjent\reported to
bg .90 based on_test results of 27 fir rade chi]dren.

Coppock, D.E. ) N
VEST OF RHYTHMIC MOTOR RESPONSE .
Aural (music), rhythmic.performance, motor performance.
Development of an objective measure of rhythmic motor response._
Coppock, D.E. Doctoral Dissertation, Umiv. of lowa, 1964. -
k-] . N

a Item: Subject is presented with'23 rhythmic patterns (drum)
"~ of increasing complexitysand is required to step in time to
-each pattern. ’ -

¥ N y .
’ Scoring: Based on a 5 point rating scale (from 0 to 4).
. - Subjects rated on meter, tempo, and total for each item.

Validity: Determined by correlations between test results and.
%each§r'rafing§ of 92 subjects. Coefficient found to be .267
p.01 .'"-» Co ’

Reliabiljty: Based on test results of 92 subjects. Spearman-
Brown Prophecy Formula yielded a coefficient of .91.

Withers; Maida Rust .
GREATIVITY. OF MODERN DANCERSA

Aétion, dance training, dance performance, motor pérfbrmance,'
"Measur,ing the Creativity of Modern Dancers," by.Majda Rust
. Withers. Masters Thesis University of Utah, 1960 "« -

L a8

o

M [;Blgg; b A 9 53()

Validity: Test items sé]ected by.§4dance and a music "specia]istﬁ.

) A
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SELECTED TESTS IN THE ARTS

.

i - AR
e | \

Aliferis, James Stecklein, John E, .’ ,

y ALTFERIS-STECKLEIN MUSIC ACHIEVEMENT TESTS )
. L .

Rhythm, melody, harmony, age, aufal identification, visual note,
reading, standard objective L .
University of Minnesota Press Minneapolis 14, Minn, *
Item: Consist§ of 79 items at a piano mysic (played) to be
compared with printed ndtations of melody, rhythm, or harmony.
Multiple choice of 4 alternatives per played item. -

Scoring: Norms given are based on the testing of 2500 music °
students. . Separate norms ,for geographicdl location, type of

Anstrument “Studied, and type-of school. )
. 0 -~ Beach, Frank A. Schrammel, H.E. ' . )
v BEACH MUSIC-TEST

Music, pitch, musical training, age; aural identification, -
composer identification, visual note reading, pair comparisons,
standard objective e i

Bureau ‘'of Educational Measurements Kansas

State Teachers Co]leée
. Emporia, Kansas o e ’

—D——

© Item: 70 items divided into- eleven sub-tests consisting of
knowledge of musjcal symbols, recagnitionof measure, tone
direction and similarity, pitch discrimination, application of
syllables, time value, musical ‘terms and symbols, correction
. . of notation, syllables-and pitch names, representation of
4 - * pitches, composers and artists. . b

Scoring: Nérms givén iﬁ'percentiles for grades 7 through college;

Va]idiﬁj: Based on test scores and teache) rankings of several

_thousand students.
knowledge of musical fundamentals =

Orake, Raleigh M.
DRAKE MUSICAL APTITUDE TESTS

.74.

X

Rhythm, melody, verbalization, age, percuss
‘~note reading, pair comparisons,
- Science Research-Associates, Inc. .

259 East Erie Street, Chiecago 11, I11. * .

Correlations with musitianship,=

Item: 2 Parts, musical memory, rhythm. Mu
" Subject listens to a number of pairs of 2 b
on the piano and compares them as to samene
in notation, key, or ‘tempo. :

‘81

11

.65, with

ion p]éxing,°v15ué1 )

ical ﬁemory: ’

r melodies played, .

s, or’change ;

'k
.
S

\
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Music . . .

"N

. i McA1eavey, Grace Anne
GROUP TEST oF SICAL ACHIEVEMENT FOR THE THIRD GRADE ‘

r\P1tc°h rhythm age, aural identification, visual note reading,-
) standard objective
"Formulation of a Group Test of Musical Achievement for
the Third Grade" by Grace A. McAleavey, Masters Thesis
Northwestern Un1v ’ Evanston, IM. ) i &

Item: Group test of 4 parts. "Tester reads questions aloud and’
S's raise hand to answer. I. Knowledge of musical terms - 28

mutiple choice items, II. Knowledge of syllable names - 20 fill- .

in blank items, IIL. Tonal recognition - 6 forced choice 1tems,
O IV. Rhythmic recognition 0 16 fill-in blank items.

. Scoring: Tentative n rms establlshed by percentile rankings
of 300 ch11dren «

- Validity: Determined/ by judge@pnts of experts; and analyzing

40 courses of mUS1

‘ *

Reljgbility: De rm1hed by corkelatlng two forms of test i ~
yic}corre]a ion pf°.76 for 300 pupils. . \¢_
- Drake, Raleigh M |
. INTERVAL DPSCRIMINAT 'ON TEST |
TimBre, age, aural discrimination, pair comparisons .
Drake, R.M., "Four New Tests of Musical Talent", J. Applied
Psych. XVII, T933; pp. 136-147
. . LR
_ Item: Test requires comparison of two musical intervals
o played on the piano to determiné if the last interval is
» lTonger or shorter than the f1rs€ 80 pairs of intervals to
be compared. _ x
Validity: Va11d1ty coefficient %easured by teachers' estimates
.17 w1th N=46. 4

\ ' .
ReTiability: Self-reTiability c?efficient - .83 With yess.

!
Taylor, Corwin H. ‘
MEASURES OF MUS ICAL | BACKGROUND FORM A
_Rhythm me]ody, harLony, age, auna} ident1f1cat1on background
knowledge, understanding, successive categories, production
"The Construction and Validation of certain Expérimenta]
Measures of Musica]‘Potentlality"\by Corwin H. Taylor.

Doctora] Thesis Un1v of CinC1nnaf1, 1941

‘Item: Consists of 4 tests: Test I. Recognition of Tona11ty -
a)* 32 melodies are presented and\must Jjudge whether each is.
minor.or major key. b) 62 chords are presentdd.and S must
choose major or minor. Test II. \Rhythmic Discrimination -
-a) 32 se]ections are presented aqd S must indicate meter of each.

ERIC S | 2 |

-
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Re&liability: Kuder-Richardson formula. 20 yielded a coefficient
~ of .78 based on the test results of 2314 subjects from various

size schools in Colorado. .
Hooper, Sharon’ ' | L | N
N § MUSIC READINESS TEST, = A o . S

.Questionnaire, agél background knowledge, understanding, visual . d
note reading, standard objective )

- Item: Test consists of‘llj‘items.divided into five sub-tests :
. * dealjng with interpretation of terminology used in notation, ’
N ability to defermine titles of familiar songs from a few measures
. A o of,nptation,‘conceets'and ski concerning rhythm. :
2

%coring:' Norms given in means and standard Hevfations based
n test results of 200 students in grades 3 de 4,
Reliability: Coefficients derived frdm test gesults-of 200
. . subjects in grades 3 and 4. Split-half = .99, Kuder-Richardson
. . Formula 20 = .937. . .
. : _ / <
Seashore, Car\El.- Lewis, D¢  Saeveit, J.G.
SEASHORE URES OF MUSICAL -TALENTS, REVISED EDITION

: ) : .. \
Pitch, rhythm, volume, melody, muiﬂcglztﬁéining, age, aural
discrimination, pair comparisons o T -
Psyéhological Corporation, 304 East 45th Street’, New York 17, N.Y.
. -~
7 Item: Test consists of $ix sub-tests requiring the subjects
discrimination of pitch, intensity,\time, consonance, tonal
memory, and rhythm. B -

A}

. . e . .
‘ : Scoring; Scering key furnished. Norms given in percentile. = .
. : ‘ , - .. ,

-

A

. ﬁé‘* . Validityt The.authors present considerable information regardiﬁév- : -f'
° . . !alidity and reliability inaihe manual accompanying the test. Y\{ .

v > . [}
»

.. ¥atkins, John 6. Farnum, Stephen E. L e
‘ WATKINS-FARNUM PERFORMANCE SCALE: ASSTANDARDIZED ACHIEVEMENT \
~  'TEST FOR -ALL BAND INSTRUMENTS -
Music score, musical training, brass playing, striog playing,
- woodwind playing, percussion playing, instrument playing
Hal Leonard Music, Inc. 64 E, 2nd St., Winona, Mich.
. 'Item! Congists of a series of musjcal exercises of increasing
' . @ifficulty presented to the student for sight.reading and

- -

o+ individual.playing.
: Ty T >, . ‘ e
. . Scoring:. Any and each error in pitch, tempo, rhythat; etc.
incurred while the subject plays each piece.counts as mimus
. .1 towards, the total score, Norms given based oh the number .
4 ., of years the instrument has been studied.. - . oo
(S N . . . ' . N -—
ERIC o ' . - A . )
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. PR 9. D. R.ioxﬂ‘?ﬂm of Bxperimants (New :

// ' . . @ ‘j. >

ey

- SRR 3;sx_.zem \PROM A. N. CPPZNHEIM'S -
‘s . }‘2’ .
1 \ ‘ \

/ _Problems of Survey Design
ﬁ-Sangung Mathods

1. A. Stuafe, m& 1deas of Sciepsific Sgmpling (London- Griffin,
198
~ /

An excellent, nqpmachematical account.

2. Isidor Chein, "An Introduction to Sampling," Appendix B in
) . : Claire Selltiz, Marie Jahoda, Morton Deutsch, and Stuart W.’

Bolt ’ 1959)

3, F. Yates Sampling Mathods for'Consusas and Surveys (London:
cr;ffin, 149). . :
. . \ ] M -
4, Morris H. Hansen, William N. Hurwitz, and William G. Mordon, .
"~ S3mple Survey Methods and Theory (New York: Wiley, 1953),

Vol. zg
b Practical sampling methods appu$d to surveys.
. - . ’
Experimental Design * ‘ : ' J
5. Ronald A, Pisher, The Design of Exveriments (3dinburgh: Oliver
: and Boyd, 1947)." BT
A classical textbook on exparimental design.
4 ) .g : . L.
.~ 6., W, G, Cochran and G‘,M,-‘ch, Experimental D'esim (Ncw York: °, -
‘g . - Wiley, 1950).

~ 7. A. E. Maxwell, Experimental eaigg in Pszcholm and mm_

§cugcgs {(London: M‘thueQ, 1958)\‘ . .

3,

8. A].lcn L. Edwards, '"Experiments: 'rheir Planning and Bucution,",
N R in Gardder Lindzey, ed., Handbook of Soefal Psychology
. ve \ (Canbridge, Mau.. Addison-Wesley, 19_54 .

o - - -

k: Wilay, 1961),

SN mm_m@ : : .

£ N
Tt 10, "Claus A. Moder, S gz Methoda 1n ocié Invutig;:ion (Lom‘on
. . ' Helinemann, 1958)

; '\ . A good 3011‘:11. text on suxvey e s. Ses “peciilly
S .-amtonampungan&onin: . N
N

- \ Cook, eds.,\an ch Methods in Socia] Relaticns (New Yor:




11./ilcrbcrc H.- aymu, Survey gc_g_i,gg

Robert L. Xahn and Charles T.'

.z-

Procgduzas (clmoe, 111..
Yor the advanced student

. .
m;m.u.u :  xinciplag) Cagzes,
Free Press, 1955). '

12.
. (ch!ork- Wiley, 1957)
A uutul. taxtbook on surveys, quotionnaiuodaugn,
b and mmung.
’\

B

13. William A. Bollon, "Matching and Prediction on the Principle of

Biological Chooiticacion, Applied Stgtisties, VIII (1959),
65-75. ..

-On cho u'uo ;F. the stable-cmala:ec method of matching

W. 2. Billewlcz, ™Matched Samples in Medical lnvestigations,”

British Journal of Preventive and Social bhdiciu, XVIII
-(1964), 167-173. °

. . }"

latervigver Errors
15. Berbert. H. Hyman et al., Intervieuing in oc_i_g; Regearch (Chicaso,

Epidensiology apd ’§gsm @ﬁ:;m .

J, N, Morris, gm of Epidcnialogy (Bdinburgh:  Livingstone, 1957).

xn-um'm
a8, um-u Raunberg, Wagner Thieleus, and Paul Luarofald, "The Panel ‘

«o®

16.

"N

17.

Univetoity of Chicago Press, 1954).
Experimental ctudiu of {interviever biu and the effects

>

of tnurﬁm?ﬂ on respondents.. Y

Robert L. Kahn and Charles P. Cannou,,_‘m_n_ Dynamics of Interviaw-

ing (!ov York: Wiley, 1957) .-
) Su upccuuy the saction dealing wich 1n:miewer bias.

A lhort buic zextbook.

*

.

Scudy,' in Hcio Jahoda, Morten Deutsch, and Stuart W. Cook,
«ds., M Methods in Social Relations (New York:
Dryden Pnu, 1951), ?a:t II. . . )

v P . . e
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19. James W.-B. Douglas and J. M. Blomfield, "The Reliability of

. Longitudinal Surveys;" The Millbank Memorial Fund Quarterly,
’ XXxIv (1956), 227-252. B,

, .
Problems. of Questionnaire Design

terviewi ' ’ '

. 1. Robept L. Kahn and Charles F. Cannell,-TH%’ng;, amics of Incervigwing
(New York: Wiley, 1957).

Cbepcer 6 is a useful introduction to questionnaire design;

chapters 7, 8 and 9 deal fully with interviewing skills,
eourcea of bias, and so on.

4 ¢

. 2. gprberc H, Hyman et al., Interviewing in Social Research (Chicago
' University of Chicago Press, 1954).

. ' Experimencal studies of interviewer bias and the effeccs
of interviewers on respondents.

3. Robert K. Merton, Marjorie Piske, and Patriciad L. Kenddll, The
. Pocused»Incerview,(clenfoe, Ill,: The Pree Press, 1956)

/ ‘ . A careful and clear analysis with ueny examples of inter-
- viewing ptoblems and procedures. /

4, Paul B. Sheatsley, "The Art of Interviewing and a Guide to Incer-
viewer Selection and Training," in Marie Jahoda, Morton
Deucsch, and Stuart Cook, eds., Research Hechode in Social
Relations (qew York: Dryden Press, 1951), Part IX.

An introduction to the conduct of interviews and the
problems of interviewer training.

P . S. Bleanor E. Macé%thand Nathan Maccoby, ‘‘The Interview: A Tool of

' , ' Social Sgience," in Gardner Lindzey, ed., ggggbeok of Social
' sthg(umuQmuum.Auuwﬁnhhlﬁﬂ

Basic textbook. reference on. problems of research in
. . » intervigwing. .
. Mail Questiounaires

6. Christppher Scott, 'Research on Mail Surveys," Jouwnal of Royal
’ Scatiscical Sociec » XXIV, Series A (1961), 143-195.

An excellenc contribution to research into *mail question-
. - naires, together with & full review of :he licerecure.
A
* Question Sequence~ . T

- )

7. Gaeorge Gellup, anlicacive Heasuremeet of Public ggggigg. The
. Quintamensiongl Plan of Question neaign (Princeton, N, J..
Ty . . Amarican Ine:icute of Public Opinion, 1967) .
- »( * -
R i .: " ..' K . .. . /K “.

4

.
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- 7. William A. Belson, Studiu in Readershig (Londan' Buainnn Publi-
. cncionl l.cd., 1962) . PN

A carefully conducted follow-up inquiry into the causes of
unrc-lubiucy in a national readership survey.

- . N 4

Qscupational Grading | N

8. Hilde T. Biomelveit, A. N. Oppenhein, and P. Vincs, Televigion and
chc ggg__ (London. Oxford University Press, 1958).

Su ‘Pp. 82-84 for ptnblm of obtaining tnchet'l job
j information from school children.

-

9. Portune Surveys, The People of the Upited States--g M
tune, Pebruary, 1950, Vol. 21).

.10. Richard ers, The Psychology of Social Lauu (Princ.con'
Princqton University Press, 1949).

Zsbyrraseing Questions . oot
11. Alfred C. Kinsey, H B. Pomeroy, and C. E. Martin, Sexugl Behavior .

, . , in the Hyman Male (phuadupu{. and Loodon: W. B. Saundars,
. a 1948) . o~ .

“t /~

See upociauy pp. 35-82 on mctwmg techniques.
/ . 12, Allem J, Barcon, "Asking the Embarrassing Quucion," Public Opinion

! Qucterly, XXII (1958), 67-68.
A humorous set of augge-cions for wrding embarrassing
* quuciont. .
. \ . T | -
Reliability and Validity N
‘  13. Lee J. Cronbach, Bssentials of P M .-;g_g (Hcv Yorlv
T Elrpor, 1960).
° . . A useful ccxcbook on teets and ‘their uses. See especiplly

mptct 5 on validity, and pp. 126-142 on reliability.

.14, T.W. AMorno, Else rnnl.l-nrunswzk D. J. Levinson, and R. N.

’ T Sanford, The mmmmw York:  Hatper,
. 1950) . - , : .

. mfuca N h‘ting Scalc_l, and Inveﬁtoriu
Eovchological Meagurenent

. 4+ Harold Gulliksen, Theory of Mentsl _,_g_ (New York: - Wiley, 1950).

A basic textbook on casc-cons:zuccion cbooty 4 ’
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"13. Anne Anastasi, Psychological Testing (New York: ' Macmillan, 1963).
‘ - Attitude Statements ‘ J : ' o .

l. David Krech, Richard S. Crutchfiald and Egerton L. Ballachey,
Individggl in Societx (New Yotk McGraw-Hill, 1962).

( See chapter 5, "The Nature and Heuuteunt of Attitudes," -
‘ for the cluractericcics of attitudes and attitude systems,
. i aq exposition of scaling methods and typu of survey
' ‘ qucccions.

2. D. Kntz and E. ‘Stotland,’ "A Preliminary Statepent to a Theory of"

- Attitude Structure and Change,"” in'S. Koch, ed., chol
A Study of a Science, Vol. 3: PFormu g;_igns of ;h_g Pergon _gg_

the Social Social ggntex (New York: McGraw-H{1ll, 1959).

-

A wide-n:anging essay on attitude theory.

L g

J.. Hens J, Eysenck, The Psychology of Politics (Loundon: Routledge &
Kegan Paul, 1954).

- . See especially Chapter 4 on-the organiution of social
attitudeu.
4. Bdward A. Suchman, "The Intensity Component in Attitude and Opinion
Research,"” in Samuel A. Stouffer, ed., Measurement and Predic--
tion (Princéton, N. J.: Princeton University Press, 1950).

S. T. . Adorno, Else 1-Brunswik, D. J. Levinson, and R. .
'~ Sanford, The Autfioritar Personality (New York: Harper,
1950). '

A classic study of prejudice, showing the relationships
K betdeen different kinds of prejudice and the development
™ . of the concepts of ethnocentrisn and duthoritsrianism.

", 6. E. Wellin, "Water Boiling in & Peruvian l‘ovn," in B. D. Paul, ed.,
' Health, Culture and Comunitz (New York: Russell Suge’
Poundation, 1955) ,

7. Bernard M., Kramer, "Diunsions of Prejudice,” Journal of Psychology,
- XXVII (1949), 389-451, g o > -
=~ ‘ -—-/

Writing Ac‘; itude Statements

“ Allen L, ds, Techniques of Attitude Sc‘lla g_o_nsttuction (Newv——
. ompplcton-(:entuy-c:'ofts, 1957).

| T - : " See' in particular p. 13 chowing how to edit attitude
| ) . . statements. .

- ¢ .‘. .
, B 20
o .. . . 88 ' . .
M B} 5 R . . O ,
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T . §. 5. Stevens, "Mathematics, Msasurement, and Psychophysics,"

‘ . in S. S. Stqvens, ed., Handbook of Ixperimsntal Psvchology -
¢ (New York: Wiley, 1951), .

On gom'ra% medsurement cl'bory.' ’ ' - ‘ ’

5. A. L. Edverds, Tachuiques of Atcitude-Scale Construction

. (Wew-York: Appleton-Century-Crofts, 1957) . .
/ g : :

6. Hntﬁdc W. Riley, J. W, Ril.cy- ._'h'., and J, Toby, Sociological
Studies in Scale Analveis (New Brunswick, N.J.: Rutgers
University Press, 1954), : ,
- M i '
7. W. S. Torgerson, Theory and Mathods of Scaling (New York: Wiley;
2 2 1958). - ‘ NN

)

[y

o

e

Yor the advanced student, "
8. Leonard W, Ferguson, Personality Measurengnt (New York: McGraw-
Hil1, 1952), ° ' , :

. Sze chapter 4 on attitude measurement.

9. J. P. Guilford, Paychomstric Methods (New York: McGraw-Bill, .
1934).. N . '

. . /\ .

See especially chapter 16 on factor-analysis, chapter

4-7 on psychéphysi2al methods, and chapter 15 on item-

- - analysis.’ : ‘ " ‘

A N - ‘

10. Lee J. Cronbach, Zgeentigls of P lesting (Mev York:
Harper, 1960). ,

» ‘
’X A udseful textbook on tests their uses. See especially * -
- chapter.S on validity and pter 9 on fector-analysis.
Percentiles are discussed on pp. 75-78; standard scores
- v . on pp. 78-87; calculating correlations on pp. 110-125;
Eana problems of relisbility on pp. 126-142. .  °

- L4 1 ?
i’ ' . "3 ' .
1. E. S, Bogardus, "Measuring Social Distance," Journal of Applied
Sociology, IX (1925), 299-308. .

.12. E. 3. Bogardus, "A Social-Distance Scale," &cglo‘;ui‘% Social
Resegrch, XVII (1933), 265-271. . :

13. Herry C. Trisndis and Leigh M, Triandts, "Race, Social Class,
X Religion, and Natjonslity as Determinants of Social Distance,"

L aod Jocisl Peychology, LXI (1960),

=1 S ' ,
) Use of i revised version of social-distance scale,

AL - . "developed Wwith the aid of the Thurstotie successive-

+ . interval procedure and checked for linearity, uaidimen-
sionality, reliability, and reproducibility. '
' A/

894

b4

\"

Journal
110'11.8 Y

LI




¥
N . . A * . t . -‘
. ~ ”
. N ~ . e L . . .’ - N
. v o . CRAA Y -~ - . . L,

» —y > LI 2 . . ..

22._ Raymnd B. Cattoll agtor 8124!18 (Neu York Harper, 1952), -

. 23 ng 3. Bysenck 'I'he gsxchologx _A\M (I.ondon:' Routledgo N
s ~ & Kegan qul 1954) w - y
NI . . See eupociauy chapter 3 on scaling procedures on& valida-
. : 2. rd.np and chapters 4 and 5 on factor-analysis applied to

3

- attitudeu aud their cluutering.

2, Hans J. Eyunck "Primary Social Attitudes. A Comparison of
Attitude Patterns in. England Germany, and Sweden,"
Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology; XI.VIII (1953),
. " 563-568.

A croaa-national comparison of atti"ude structures with
the aid of factor-analysis. *® oo e
25. Earl S. Schaefer, "Converging Conceptual Models for Maternal
Bohqvior and for Child Behavior," in John C. Glidewell, ed.,
Parenta] Attitudes and Child Behaviof (Springfield, 111
Charles C. Thomas, 1961) s
( b3
P *
A presentation of the two main omponontu of maternal
attitudou, {n terms q) factor -analysis.

§

_s“lggzam_é.nalzgis

) . ®26. Louis Guttmn,‘ "The Basis for Scalogram Analyuis," in Samuel A,
g Stouffer, ed., Measurement and Prediction (Princeton, N.J,:
Princeton University Press, 1950) .

/
~— &5 The main aource book for the ‘Gittman scaling technique
and its theoretioal background.

o)

.t 27. L. Podell and J. C. Perkins, "A Guttman Scale for Sexual Experience

& -4 Methodological Noto " _g_mg__gl of Abnom; Psychology,
LIV (1957), 420-422.

28. Paul Wallin, "A Guttman Scale for Meaauring Wo‘n 's Neighbotlineu " (
The American Joutnal ‘of Soeiology, LIX (1953), 243-266.

29. Joseph Trenaman, "Guttman's Scalogram Analysis of Attitudes," in .
.. Attitude Scaling (London The Market Research Sochty, 1960) .

@ ) A useful apd u’itical exposition of the scalogru-boord N
' e ) tochniquo Tle
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JTen *  39. Rurt Lewin, Principles of T_MM Psychology (New York: McGraw-
ST . .. Hill, 1936).

_ Lewin's definition o} behavior as B = £ (P, B) and :I.t:s
inplicaciom‘

“

"-//.‘00.‘ Gcorge G. Stern, "B =P (P »E)," Journal of Projective Techniques
y s and Personality Agseamnc, XXVIII (1966), 161-168.

. / \ L An attempt ac_fa‘ﬁig environmental influences on
LY ® ) perception, attitudes, and behavior.

Qs N 3
. "41, Gardner Murphy, Lois B. Murphy, and Theodore M. Newcomb,
/ L. Experimental Social Psychology (New York: Harper, 1937).

See especially their comments on the relationship between
attitudes and behavior on pp. 898-900.

.
o .
7 A [
. )
..

’ P - .
Projective Techniques in Attitude Study , ‘ : .

fe .nce._to o jective Techni ue -

1 Dould T. Campbell, "“The Indirect Assessment: of Social Acc:l.tudu,"
g . M Bulletin, XLVII (1950), -38. | s T

. . A very useful review of ptojecc:l.v mechods in attitude

s K . research; particularly thorough on "information" tests,
S guau:lng tasks, tests of u'ir::l. 1 thinking, and pictorial
- p " devices. . .

2. °-'n.’“a'. Anderson and Ghdy; L. Anderson, eds., An I_giroduccion <
Prgjeccm Techniques ﬁw York: Prentice-Hall, 1951).

&

. l basic m:books .

. . ) ! .

/y\/ J. 3‘- 5011 m echn ggg (New Yotk' I.on’gmans,_Green,
& 1968) e _ ,

—~———

\kﬂ . démal. textbook. '_ ‘ ‘ o :

aitp, Sellciz Mntfc?npoda, uorcon Deutlch and Scmf: w Cook, ) "
' Lvsg_ &'.*.L:. in Social M&is.u (New York: Holt, 1959).

- . _Su pcu' 8 wprofeaqtvo and ‘other 1.ndircc: uthodi.

S. H. Benry, &civgt;og M (I.ondon. Croaby Inqkwood & S“,’m, 1958).

Chapter, l«.,duls wtch t:ho use of ptojeciive techniques in.
surveys:- ) ** Jo.

-

6. G. H. smith, Motivation
' (Nov York: Hccrawn-ﬂ’-ﬁﬁgﬁa)m and m B

}m LA 4 b -
Includes a rev 3 projocci.vo cocﬁniqun used {n -ﬂur .
. ) . * : T - ,n ‘ ', 3
Qo ! . . \ .
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15. Joha W. Atkinson, ed., Motives in Fantasy, Actiom, Jﬂ §gci¢t!
(New York: Vnn -Nostrand, "1958). i

/ A series of studies using,TAT measures of the needs for
achievement, affliatidn, and power, complete uith ccoring
nyauml. ﬂ . .

16. W, Caﬁdill 'l'ho gsxchiat:ric Hosgital. as a Small Society (Canbridge
Mass.: llnrvard University Press, 1958)

»

See especially the use of drawings of hospital neanu ‘as
projective devices (Figures 7-3 to 7-6).

fi7. M. Haire, "Projective Techniques in Harketing Reeeatch,{ gg_m
. of Marketing, XIV (1950), 649-656. .

Shows the use o shopping lists as a projective dov:l.co,
to obtain the "image" of the houaewifc who buya uut:ant:
coffee. ~r . ) ‘a
. W
i3. R, Proshansky, “A Ptoject:i.ve Met:ho&-for-&he Study of Attitud“.
_.zourn;l. of Abnormal and Social gsgchologz xxxvnx (1963),
383-395.

A pictorial method for studying attitude to !libor

o~

19, M. Shepherd, A. A, Cooper, A. C. Brown, and G. W. Kalton,

Psychiatric.Illness in General ggact_:;co (ﬁew York: Oxford
University Press, 1966). '

A o

[N

Pseydofactual Questions . o, S
20. B, L. Hartley, l‘roblems in judicn (New York: K:l.ngs Crown
ﬁ\ Pre"’ 1946) / o, L . .
- Sge especially the use of "none-such" groups in attitude

regearch, €.8. s Walfoninna, Danireans, and Piremm

21, 'rhcodore M. Newcomb, Personalitz _g Social M_ (New York‘
Dtyden Presa , 1943) )

\os - 4 r:v
‘ ' An ear{y use of the {Gueu-‘{ho" technique. :

. .
¢ - . 4 o~ !

‘. lay Tech L PR .,SA .
.'9 *

ﬂumtshorna and Mark A, Hayy,,§ 19 in Decelt (Nov Yorks
e uacuil.lan, 1928)
, a 9

>

f, Experiment:al xwudi,ea of childten 8. att:it:udes.

0

o f
. .
N .. . -

- 23, L. E. Ucko and Terence Moote "Parental Roies LY Sun 5 Young |
¢~.- . . Children .in Do‘ll. Play," Vitg Humans, VI (1963), 213-242.
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: b4, Gar i.ind'zefv and Edgar F. Borgat:t:a, "Sociometric Measurement,"
n,Gardner Lipdzny, ed-, Handbook of: Social Pszchology
(Canbridgc, Mass: Addison-Wealey, 1954)

-

e ‘ An excellont textbook reference on the.,uhole Field of

3 socionetry B . ]

5. Robert J. Wherry and Douglas H" Fryer, "Buddy Rat:ings‘ Popularity .
. Contest or Leadership Criteria?" ian J, L. Moreno, ed., .

The Sociometry Reader (Glencoe, Ill: The Pree Press, 1960).

r

-
-

-~

s tic. Dif arential . . 7 .

s - 6"? ‘chu-lga g. ,.Q,agpod George J. Suci,*and Percy H. Tannenbam. .
“- ‘ ‘1'__!5_ Measurement of _}ig&igg (Urbana, 1I1,: University of
S Ill:lnois Presa '*1957).. .

Int:roduces the t:eq,hn:l.que of -the semantic ﬁferential.
See especially chapter ‘3 "The Semantic Differential as a
Measuring Instrument," .and. chapter 6 "Semantic Meaaure-
ment in Personality and Psycbot:herapy Research.

T "

s I U PO O Jenkins, W. A. Russell, and J: Suci, "An Atlas of Semant::lc
Profiles for 360 erda," American Journal of Ps cholo
. LXI (1958), 688- 699.

— b4

- ﬁ

-~

8 " George A. Kelly, The Pagchologz of Persrmal Constructs (Nev York
o U Ww. Nort:on, 1955)

# Volune 1 cdﬁt] ins the baaic theory, and ‘the devalopmenc
of the repertory test (aea capec:lally chapcers 2 3, and.

J 7 5)en

-

-9,. D. Bannister, "Persanal Coristruct Theory: A Stmary and Experi-
mnl:al. Paradi.gm," Acta szcgologica, XX (1962) 104~ 120.

r A clesr, axpdsit:ory paper

10. D.‘Bannister, "The Nature and Measurement of Schizophrenic Thought
Disorder,"” J_uggl of Mental Science, C VIII (1962),

825-8642.

11. L. M. Levy and R. D. Dugan, A Factorial Study of Personal COn- '
! structs," Journal of Q:_\aulting ggcholgn xx (,9.56},

b 53-57
' w) c. ‘ : - ' | ’ e )
',12 W. Buchanan and H. Cantril, How uagig _4 Each Qghg;_ (Urbm.
[ , Illinois: Univerait:y of Illinois Press, '1953) .
-~ . " Studies of the role of stereotypes in ipternational

attitudes. , X,flﬂ
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7,’ J.‘P. Guilford, Psychomatic Mert o
8. Palmer 0. Johnson, st Liacicai st
. Pt.ntic.‘ﬂal 49), N
, .9, mqu.t, Stﬂtistical ﬁu“lln‘." i
¢ ' " rk: "“Houghton Mifiliu, Yee B

¢ -

Cealeste lleCollough and Loche Van atid .

CMeGyau-B111, 1954),

s
£ iionest (Hew York: .
- - N a “

Yacat {fnnl Re»sea.s:ch (Nov

-
¢
-
4.

Mztstical Concupts (Hev
D]

' . York: McGraw-Hill, 19433,
¥
T # : A uuful programed learning bexs.
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. Why an evaluation plan?

; , ‘A plan for evaluation may be viewed as a blueprint .
. which providas information about :he intenced |
\\wuviﬁcs (and implicit philosophy) of an evaluaticn
gduyor. A plan allows the evaldator to explain his -
nception of the evaluation task to the client be- i
ore implementation, The clien: theén has an oppor-
unity to see if he apprgyes of the ‘evalyators
- Intended actions and may Mfsiate his concems—t he
feels this is , . .
. Certain elements should be taken into.account. in s
p designing any evaluation pian, Hut eacn plan rust ‘
necessaniy reflect uniqueness of the particular
program being evaluated. The commentary and '
checkiist featured-in the following pages suggest

+  30me design considerations, , .
L3 ( ‘ pQ‘
wamphyiségndumamn.lnmowm.of&ua-

tion.at the Unversity-of lllinois at umnn-cwns.?n. Arcen
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| .« Why evaluate?
hgmm,mluaﬂomsconducted in response to a need
expressed by ‘pecple within a program, or individuals

' Of agencies interssted in a program but extemal to
. it. Evaluation ‘may fodus on what has been done,

what s boing dono. and/or what might be done.

Evaluation can assist in: e

Planning procedures, programs, and/or produéts
lmproving existing procodures programs, and/or
products;

Justilying (or not msﬁiymg) existing or plannod pro-

cadiures, pmqrams. and/or preducts;
‘Evaluaﬂon may yleld: v

Dncripﬂons of procadures, programs. andlor pro- |
uct:

Judgmcms of the valuo of procedurss, programs,
and/or produsts. |,

)
4

.Eva!uating for program plamning |

What progr?m preferences and needs" are held by
eandlnstrtuuomz sy,

What dls&epancm exist between desired and aczuar
status of vanous program elements? &

What maans are feasible for attaimng desired goals’
\Mut will happen it proposed goals are, attamed?

Who are the.advocates-and adversanes of*the proposed -

program?

Evaluaﬁng for program lmprovement
Are stntegm working, as planned?

What unanticrpated resutts are aﬁéctmg program
oporaﬂon? i

Are program issues being dealt with satisfactonly?

‘s there suffcxent program flexibility to meet new
preferences or concams? : ‘ s

is the program content appropriate and effective?

Are Intemalesternal relations hindering or enhancing
program strategies? °

is the pmgram as affectivo as similar programs?

Evaluaﬂng for program justiﬁcation

Are the goals of the p program justifiable as viewed by var-

ious people?
What was not atgamptad because of the existence of this

" program?

sWhat exactly was done and what were.the results?

’ Shooldtheprogrambeanemd expanded, or disbanded?

Whatdoadvowcs andaadversaneswamto know about
mo proqram? '

EY i
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i@ eVa!uatzon for?

pncally most mtarested in
evaluation are”the\indivkiuais or groups comm
sioriing the evaiuayon, the persons invoived in
conducting’ the program being evaluated, the
_program participants, and the supporters or de-

tractors of the program. Special attention should .-

. be given to alt these audiences, especially the audi-

erite that actually commssions th_a evaluation.

. The evaiuator must be responsive (0 each audlen
and recognize that different kinds of mformatx?
may be desired by or uscful to different groups.

.o

Policy makers and public officials

Community interest/action groups

- Academic dsc:pur;e speaahsts

Technical and methodological speclausts
General pubhc / o .

- (Spectty). ,
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i What focus should the

evaluation-have?

" Both evalusior and client should be able to define thoss
Variaties which'they beiieve have an important infiuence .

programe, aif\@valuative ‘efforts shouid' seek to fliu-
“the wider social, economiic; andlor political

minate

ey
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Information desired by intérasted audiences
Program dynamics and processses - °.

" Program outcomes ki

=~

Program context and setting
Program: issues . o
Information needed to make decisions
Instructional/administrative strategies

Student participant capabilities

Personnel and institutional resourcas

-
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' Practical background N
. ) Experience in evaluation’ ‘
f_;/ - " . "P I o l ., ) P
: - o - N General work experience .
. , . \ . —. . Educational qualifications
A ° ' " Academic background
. ‘. : v Experience in education -
— ’ , , i Professional interests
T 'S - .
B ' Orlentation . N
‘ Perspective on purpose of evaludtion
Servicwpractitioner .
. | _Ressarchtheorstician .
Outcomee/processes - )
R Prespecifiecd/responsive
. . . . . , . . . -
- R - . Methodology /-
: - e = Mmamm{. related (e.g., histarical)
” informal techniques
What sheuld you know _ - Behavior analysis ‘
about the evaluator? S ddgmental | B
. 7 Descrigtve | .
Anyptoenlwbdmmoménorwonhon
N ‘program necessarily invoives evaluator judgments. lmnc&nawyus
, mmmmminm;mma&mm . ‘o 3 : , .
quiring attention, the sources which are ob- - . stand <o e
‘tained, the techniques used to gather information, and L . P,“‘t ard_s ) /
the messages finsily conveyed to dn audience. Because ¢ - 2 Knowiedge of other evaluations |
20 many judg may be made, the client may wishto . L Mm ‘ ‘ ‘ N
tmmgmmwmo::u mcfhodolog"iwm ‘ . v Y .
tation uator, his motivation for wishing tocom=- - . Delivery asked, when ,
\ dudmxudon.mkmbdmofmmw« o . on whE! was needed .
study, his his capacity to work with people, -, Trustworthiness .. Loy - .
“and his to report information. Such information  ° ' -4 . -
“ sbout g‘i: (similar QM‘:;: mlt be raised " Style P
> H m “wu .wkm“ p— N . ’ *e
, mmmmngmmahmnmm"” ’ .. Responsiveness 1o client A
’ prepared {0 select the appropriate evaluator for the ‘ - Persogable . .
- specific program, procedure, or product to be eval- . "
\ N uated, - - / bty to-work with qthers
& ’ - ) N ) ¢ ' '
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What are the moral, ethical,
- and legal responsibilities
of the evaluator?

. Mmluaﬁonnuyexmnnemanyamcalandawm

aspects of a pregram. Cqonsequently, a number of
conflicts can arise among clients, evglustors, and au-
dlences. ‘An evaluation pian should refiéct an aware-
ness of potential problems, and should specify to
which existing inforrhation (e.g., student reccrds) the
do with
such information. Agreement should, be reached as to
anonymity of sources of information — when such
snonymity is ‘deemed appropriate. The pian should
stioulsts as clearly as possible contingencies on deliver-
ing the promised information, by a predetermined
date. There should be agrdement as to who will have
access {0 the evaluation report, and who will not. All of

- these elements affect the way in which an evaluation -
-may be ‘conductsd and reported, and the obligations

incurred by both evaluator and client.

. *

Estabilsh gﬁlde!lnes
Penaities for not n
, deadlines) m’m p

Enunofreponfnpo ontywhasaskodforor
giving information beyond ‘onginal request .

Reporting dw‘imen(al information

éctations ’(upocially

-Aw‘utomtuaﬂoninfomﬂon—whowauhmao- '

Authority,of the evaluator or client to determine
‘what to ropon

G«wmuny of resuits and implications

Sp.cﬂy the client's parameters of power to ter-
minate the évaluation pmcasa

Conduct of the evaluaﬂon

Uss cmﬂdcmhl inbtmaﬂon appmpmwy S
Avond lnvasion of pnm.y - /
' Obtain pumiuon foé use of certain tnfomm!on

/

.mnmmdnmm@mwf
evaluator

conceming each other's ;ntoruts

lepadauduinmprogmmwwquuﬂmwm
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ldentitying primaty audlences
Program funders : )
Program managers or administrators
Program participants o
Program or product consumers )

Others who may exert an influence on the program
. (e.g., content.specialists, legaslato:s) .

{dentitying critical lssues »

Outcomes *

Rrocesses

Costs .

*Consequérnces -

Justifications

Data sources ! : -
E:ds’ngd sorrecofds

~ ’F w\
/ ‘ Related rasearch in evaluauon \
L Y
How do you eonduct /  Techniques for collecting data
an evaluatlon’) Questionnaires and opinionnaires
h . pt o f th. w m 2 . Wﬂl‘\ﬁm »
an attem ocus evaluation, client and ’ Obsarvation

" evaluator typically define critical audiences for the _ .mw"'“

evaiuation, and the issues or variables to be ex- . Active participation in program

arfiined. A next step i evaluation is an identification Historical inquiry -

of the’information relevant to each issue or variable. . .

and the fikely sources of that information (e.g., Standardized tests . 3

leamers, citizen committess, class activities). Next, Rating scales.

the evaiuator must determine how much infofthition Behavior analyses ’ .

should be collected. and from what proportion of « © . ‘

the data sources (which sampling procedures to -Chacklists. LN

use). Once these estimates have been made, ap- Attitude scales

_propriate instruments dnd procedures should be . . -

selected or constructed-and data gathered. Finally, ’ Interaction analyses . *

the comparison of data (including,judgments) with Utilization of biographic data

appropriats standards is aiso essential.
. Quesdom;bouttimingofmfonmﬂoncol‘cﬂm%\ ‘Anecdotalracorm

lanations as to certain infoPmation is;being col

,p,“d' and m:"z, coding and storing, m,,",?“m , Techniques for gathering standards .
must also be considered. Theconductgm evaiuation ’ Statements by program personnel
wininteractvnmo:imommmocom;:ctofa Statements by contant ax

gram. Therefore, it is important that considers by m

tion be given to the process of phasng/ uation into Reports/recommendations by boards, commissians, etc.
’ DW operations. : Statements by regulatory agencies

- :’ f §
§
; A 34
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How do you report

_ the evaluation?*

.People have different abilities and different experiences
which influence the way they receive and use evalua-
tion reports. Both evaluator and client should take
these ditferencss into account when interpreting and
reporting evaluation “information. Reporting standard
Scores from an achievement test, for example, may be
meaningful information to some audiences. For other
audiences, inférmation may need to be pressnted in a
different form. Simiiarty, the inferences drawn from cer-
tain information may be useful and defensible when
presented to one’ group, but may be inadequate (or
even have a negative effecty when presanted to another
group. it is important to underStand what criteria var-

lous people use to judge programs, what standards are -

reievant and meaningful, what indicators \people ac-
Cept as legitimate, and in what form and in what
language ail of these things are to be meaningfully dis-
cussad. Finally, the evaluation report. must be'timety —~
-ther is often too little information too late.

-

Types of reports

. Written

4

Pmums\'zpons
Final reports
General
Specific

" Technical™

Nontechnical-
Descriptive only
Evaluative and judgmental

Makes recommendations \

Does not make recommendations

* Modes of display

Case studies

Portrayals - s
Graphs and charts "
Test score summarizations / ’
Scenaries ' ’ '
Questions/answers
Product displays
Multimedia presentations
Simulations

- Disloguestestimonies
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"How do you encourage people
; touse evaluatxon”

The process of eva!uation. well
evaluation results, requires @a\clear uderstanding of
the social, personal. and pojitical ics surround-
.ing any educational activity. An evaluation plan should 4
show how the results of an evaluation will 'w’
into these dynamics, if any satisfactory use is to be
made of the evaluation information. £
Pecple will be more likely to use evaluatign infdrma-
tion it thay the process and/or resulting infor-
mation as reledant to their needs, if they see the
potential benefits deriving from the evaluation, and if
they find the evaluation results to be avarabie when
needed. People who have been involved in‘the original
planning and implementation of an evalugtion are more.
likely to use evaluation results than those who were not.

‘ S 104
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Ways to encourage use
To deveiop commrtment. mvolve people from inside and

- outside the program in the evaluation process

Report results when desired by project staff
Jndicate altemative courses of action

Indicate implications of the findings

Make prsentaﬁon'ciéar and attractive. ~ '

Provide assistance for additional anatyses of result.s as
needed .

Provide technical assistance for lmplementatlon of ev}.o
uation suggestions

4
Prgwde time for the study and use of evaluation findings
Resuits should be valid
Reporting of results should ¢ake into consideration the

background and onentation of audience o

Reporting must show sensitivity to pomiw./socaal famzons

Jb

Ed
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What does it cost to do
an évsluation?

Conducting an evaluation necessanly wuirés expendi-

lure of resources: money, ime, and personnel. An evak

uation plan should incluge estmates of cost in terms
of dollar outlay, time expsncitures of sthif and cthers
(such as those from whom data are sought), particular
expertise needed, elc. Evaluation may be more critical
10 some kinc's of programs than to others. thus making
. Qrester allocations of resources legitimate in some

mHm.smfomofevaiua'nonanﬁtimoany‘

budget Reasonabie cost can be cetermined by an est-
mate of the sgnificance of the issues apd the likely
impact of the evaluati . The value of ccnducting an
evaiustion may aiso beVinfiuenced by the. availability of
information about similar"programs. procecures, and
products, and the availability of existing informaton on
the program 10 be evaiuated. -

105 . 37

™~  Money -

Enluztgr fees
* Travel and accommodations
Supplies and communication ' -
- Dissemination anq implementatian of findings
.- Costs.to program personnel
Time of personnel in gathering informafion about vanous
aspeLts of the program N
Time and effort in facilitating evaluator requests
Explaining and defending evaluation 1o proghaim con-
sttuents Y &

- " Considenng, rejecting, or modifying evaluation sugges-
tions .

" Potential costs of acquiring information
rvasion of privacy” v
Intéepersonal relationships atfected negatively '
Psychological influences on spectic incvicuals '
Other difficuities ~

Formation of cefensive attituces in peéple invoived in
the program [ '

Negative reactions of audiences not consicersd .
Controversy generatea because certain rssues nct con-
sidered te .

™~

.
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c - IX. §COMMON EVALUATION HAZARDS AND HOW TO AVOID TiiERf

~ \ ") , /.‘ .

Each of the following subsections ptovides a brief do~
scription df a common evaluation hazard and what should be
‘done to avoid it. The hazatds are ptesented in thg approxi- ”#
mate ordér of their judged ftequency of occurrence and sovar-
ity. Not all hazards, however, are relevant to all evalua-

_ tion designs. An attempt has therefore been made to describe
ag early as possible in each presentation the situations
where each hazard is likely to atise. ‘Unfortunately, because
many of the hazards are relevant to two or more designs, it

X was not feasible,co organize this chapter accordipg to cvalu-
ation: design. .

L}
\ L ) y

‘Hazard 1: Claiming Much, Providing Evidence of Little
) H ; .
The goals of an innovation may 'be multiple and grand;,
the svidence may be modest and limited, as in one instance
- where preventing school failure through increased parent in-
volvement, home/school cooperation, building positive atti-
tudes! and academic -gains were claimed while. the only data
were pre—-post measures of spelling. .
y y
In angther Subrission, it-was-claimed that patticipants
would get in less tzouble with the law. Evidence for this
claim was not included in the submission, in adiscussion, .
/ R the claim turned out .to be based on the fact that "The ghil-
r dren are being watched from 8:30 to 3:30 every day. This
would help keep them ofit of trouble.” In the same submis-
sion, the claim that regular progress during the fall-spring
year resulted from the $ummer program tugned out to mean "If
our children gained three months in six weeks, they’d be
gaining the ‘equivalent of one year in eigh? months."

¢

\

The panel -can only teach Judgments based on the evi-
dence, where evidence matches the claims, a favorable deci-
“sion is far more likely than 'where evidence falls far short
,of goa;s, objectives, and claims.
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Hazard 2:, Saelecting Measures Not Légically Related to

I3 . ) ° ~a \
. ¢ ) . ’ \
/.

the Intervention . .
—_— .

,

. Valuable as standardized achievement tests nay be for
assessing nany interyentions, 1n'nany instances there are
-other, mo:é,senqiti@e, more appropriate sources of data.
lleasures should be selected because they will assess the cen-
tral consequence of the intervention, be it improved career
decision making, ddequate knowledge of human reproduction or ,
contraception, ioproved comsumer skills, minimum compétencies
£8r self care in dressing and toilefting, increased pride.and -
self confidence as a member of one’s ethnic or racial group,
improved teacher classroon control, or a better school plan-
ning and budgeting systen. . ‘?

Y
. For almost all educational outcomes, reliable sensitive .
measurdnent is possible, using techniques as varied as analy=
sis of basic school records, interviews, questionnaires, case
studies, 'observations, and tests. '

4+ .

Hazard 3: The Use of Grade-Equivalent Scores ' . ,

Grade-equivalent sgcores' presemt'a seﬁere methodolegical
problen wvhen used in norm-referenced evaluations. No norm- -
referenced evaluation bised on grade-équivalent gains can
be accepted. Uhen used with control-group or .regression-
evaluation models, the nethodological pfoblems’ are far less
sgvere although problens of interpolation remain.

A

Grade-;quivalgnt scores provide an insensitive, and,
in somef instances, a systematically distoirced, assessment
‘of cognitive growth. The concept of a grade-equivalent Bcore r
is nisle%&ing--gpr exanple, a grade-equivalbnt score of five
attained by a third grader on a math test does not mean _that .
he knows ﬁifth-gzqde,na;h. Pogsibly he can do third-grade
‘math as well as the’'average fi¥th grader, but it is likely
that no fifth-grade students have ‘ever taken the third-grade: .
level of the test. ' . ] ;-
The use of grade equivalents for-evaluation purposes
creates-a second problem in that they do(net form an equal- '

_interval~scale and should never be averaged. Finally, grade ' v
equivalénts are constructed based on-the assumption that
-growth occurs at the same rate throughout ~the school year. -
. . 4 . >
/‘ ) ") h
N 62/ R »/,
’ ’ 7
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" participation in a special treatment based on one set of test ‘-
' 8cores and then be pretested using an alternate form of the

Research has shown, however, that learning typically-does /
not follow this regular pattern and, consequently, gains
measured in grade equivalents will be artificially inflaced 2 .
or reduced. '

énce to pre- and posttest percentile standings wicth Tespect , ’
. \ , )
Hazard 4: The Use of a SinMe Sec of Test Scores for ..._.. T e L]

Both Selecting and Pretesting Participants — e e ~ s

- When students are selected foi.participation in a spe-
cial group because they obtained relatively high or relativew—, N
ly. low scores on Some test, use’ of these Scores as pretest

tions (see Hazard.s). This problem stems from what is known
as "statistical regression,” "regressidn toward the mean,"
or simply, the reg;essioq/effect. ot

.To avoid.sﬁis hazard, students should be selected for

Same test or a different te3t. Another alternative is to - § )
base student selection &0 some .form of needs assessment other . Tt
than test scores. : : o .

- ' ‘

‘Hazard 5:;'Tﬁe Use of Comparisons with Inappropriate~ - oo . _ . _———
Test Dates forx Obcaining Information - T e L T s e —

. In norm-referenced evaluations, tests should be adminig- \ N o
tered at nearly the Sane time as the tegt publisher tested

L4

.

-~y




Ve

7 . ., ) P — -
the norm grfoup. When control groups are available, few eval-
uators would consider testing the treatment~and control
groups more than a few days apart. Yhen norms are used as

g%bstitute contraql group, this same consideration needs
to e given to tes dates. ,
} ' Io avoid this hazard, treatment group students should'
%e tested within two weeks of ‘the midpoint of -the interval
huring/which the normative data were collected.’ Particularly,
Where the evaluation spans a sutmer, both pre- and posttest
shoyld deviate from the norming date in the same direction

' .aud by the same amount of time. Testing within six veeks

of empirical normative data potnts is permissible if linear
tnterpolations or extrapolations of the nhormative data are
madly. ‘Tests that .provide gormative data ‘for only one point
in the year should mnot be used in fall-to-spring norm-refer-
enced evaluations. The principles of comparability in time
of data collection also apply to other outcomes, such as job

: placement rates that will show Systematic seasopal variation.

X

3
k]

7ﬁagard 6: The Use of Inappropriate Levels -of Tests -° >t
X . = ¥ -

If most qf the pupils achieve very high or very low test
scores, t;:{ISVel of the tést may be inappropriate for as-
-sessing performance. 1f pupils encounter the test £loo
at pretest time or the ceiling at posttest time, treatment <7
effects will be underestimated. Conversely, if the céiling

is encounteréd on the pretest or the floor on the posttest,
gains will ‘be overestimated. Ideally, students should scoré -
in the middle of the range of ppssible raw scores. Avérage
performance for groups of students should generally fall be-
tween 30 and 75 percent Qﬁ the total number of items answered

correctly.

-

To avoid this hazard test levels should be selected
on the basis of the achievement levels of the students, not
on the basis of .their grade in school. In most cases, the
nominglly recommended tegt level or ome level above or below
will be suitable for testing most - groups of students.

Using a test level other thaid that nominally r@ou’mended

- for a particular. grade is likely to mean that norms~tab1es

for the tested students are not included” in the test nanual
for that level. Howeve\ it is not meaningful to’assess

{

s . °
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either status or gains by comparisons with,studehts at a dif-
- ferent grade lével. The status of a sixth grader”should be .
\ :atsessed using sixth-grade norms even if he is tested with .
) fourth-grade test. tost major test'publishers, forCunaCeiy,
"have interlocked. their test levels by providing an expanded .
standatd score scale which enables tife determination of score
ulvalencies between adjacent test levels. Wﬁzse scotes .
§hke.ic possible to predict from a pupil s score on.one test
level how he would have scored. on the.next highem br lower
*level, thus providing access to the in-level norms. Another
possibility (although rare} is that the manuél’nay provide
normative daca for pupils Cested out of level.

Iﬁ? L R : :
Hazard 7: Missin Data o L e e

Regardless of the evaluation’ model used, data analysis ~  /
should be based only on those. Students with boch pre= .
“treatment and post-creatmenz-scores.y Interprecation of these S
data, however, should take inco account the charaCCeriscics
of che students who droppei .out, entered late, or graduated:
from the project. For exanple, if all of the lowest scoring
students on a prerescgdropped out before pgsctest time, the’ R
average posttest score would increase with respect to the
pretest scores simply because of the missing stydents. This °
increase could beggisintetpreted as “a gain. Likewise, if -
the high-scoring ‘students graduated from the group, the nean
postCesc score ‘would ‘be artificially deflaCed.,

To avoid ‘thig haz;%d every effort nust be made to,ob=-
. »tain’ pre-cxeatment and post~treatment data for each projecc
. participant, and to base comparisons on those ‘students- for
whom both data elements aré available. Data from students .
' ,having only pretest or 6§1y posttest séores must be carefully
examined ‘to see if they differ in some systematic way from '
the data of students having both pre- and posttest scores.

4n the. evaluacion report. )
* }, -

- . '

- ° ‘ !

A description of -any of these differendks should be included ' [N

. S Hazard 8: The Use of Nonco arable Treacnenc and .t <
T ) Jg Control Groups. ‘i eme

RN : 2 -
LR , ~ In ”Crde" experimental designs, treatment and control
! - " s, groups should be similar in all éducationally relevant
[ s ® o’ T ’ ' ' ’ . v » ,

. : . © 65 o
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. Yoo respects before the‘ggeatment begins. G:oups that differ in.-
o . ' Jterms of pretest scores présent an obvious source of bias.
Other more subtle factors such.as differences in, age, sex, '
" ' race, or socioeconomic status can also exert strong biasing’ i
’ . . influences and should be avoided. Nonvolunteers should ‘never
’ be used as controls for pupils who volunteered (or were val=
unteered by their parents) for a particular instructional

trea tment.

Whenever possible, students should be assigned* to' treat-
. " ment and control groups on a random basis. For example, with
“ a .semester-long reading program, pupils could be tandonlv
se - nss;gned to first- or second-semester.groups. For the [icrst
' half of the year, one group would serve .as the control group
c for the other, but both,groups would’ ultimately receiue equai
: > amounts of the treatment.

.
[l
i

<

‘ ‘In some cases, pre-existing groups will be enough alike
. .56 that they can appropriately be considered equivalent to
random samples from a single population. In other cases,
a control group wll be known to differ systematically from
!* the treatment group. Where the difference is small, the
; . i, control groyp model may still provide the best methoq.of

o evaluating the project, and statistical adjusEnents can be
. \ ’ made to com ate for between-group differences. :Where the
\ differences are large, however, there is no way in which a -

-noncomparable control group can provide an accura.e estimate
of how well,the treatment group would have done without the
- - treatment. ,

’ . ) . '

e * . Hazard 9: The Use of Inappropri Statistical Adjustments

! . , - with Nonequivalent Control Groups -~  _

4

. : o

.- There are several statistical ‘bocedutes that are widely ™\~

used in an attempt td compensate for.initial differences be-

Y tween treatment and control groups. Some are legitimate

‘e . while others ‘are nqf. Making between-group comparisons using .
( either "raw" gain scores or "residual” gain scores falls into-.
the latter category. Both procedures should be scrupulously
avoided. '

7
Y room

‘ ' A raw gain score 1s simply the difference between a pre-
, - and a posttest score and reflects the gain made between test-
ings. It is argued that, alchough two groups may have been

‘ »
.
. . ) ,“f
.
.
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somewhat different in terms of initial achievement levels,

their expected gains would be roughly comparable after the ¥

same educational treatneat. This would 'be true, however,
only when each group’s posttesc standard deviation is the
same as its pretest standard deviationm. \;?re the posttest
standard devifations are l rger than those of the pretest
—3cOres, a raw gain score ‘analysis will systematically under-
estimate treatment effects\, Conversely, the procedure will
systematically overestimag
dard deviations of pretest Scores exceed those of posttest
scores. ‘ ' ' |

A residual gain score is the difference betwveen an
actual posttest score and a posttest score estimate derived

from the combined. treatment and control group regression o
line. Presumably the mean resﬁdual gatn score for a group ;
that received an effective treatment would be positive while 5
that’ for the control group would ‘be negative. Als&Q the sunm

cf tne absolute values of the two?differences would provide

it %index of the size of the treatment effect. Unfortunately,

it .20 t2_shown alegbraically thaE a residual gain score

anaiysis always underestimates the size of the treatment

effect except where the groups’ pretest scores are equal. ?

Furthermore, the amount of under#stimation-is directly pro-
portional.to the-size of the inifial difference between
groups.

_— . ‘ Ar
There are other factors, such as houv the treatment and
control groups were formed, whidh determine the appropriate
adjustment procedure to compensate for their initial differ-
ences. The issues involved, . however, are very complex. Ex-
pert advice should be sought. : -

-

Hazard 10: Constructing a Matched Control Group - - -
+ after the Treatment Group Hds Been Sa}ected

&

treatment effects where the stan- I

Finding "matches”

for trieatment participants in some

other group is a fundament
and the treatment pupils a
groups fram which they are
act differentially on the

ally unsound practice§ Unless they
re/ equally representative of the
rawa, statistical regression will
o groups and artificially inflate
roup with" respect to the other.

the apparent gains of one

o

?7
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Ky Iu the most common sitpacion, the group(s) from which
" Ulthe m&kching control pupily are drawn will be higher ‘ach
' 'ing than those from which the treatment group pupils are

. lec:e& Consequently, :h{ control group pupils will be Ear-

i

:herﬂtelow the mean of the group(s) to which they belong
than the treatment group ! children. On retesting they will
f thus 'show greater statistical regression and their posttest

;scores will be too high to serve as a nb-trea:men: expection
" for the treatment group/ participan:s. ' ‘

Thc corrcc: occdure for es:ablishing matched con:rol
groups is to do th§ matching first and then assign members
of ;ach 'pair randomly to -the treatment’or the control group.
That is; a large group of students, all eligible to be in
the project, must be available. The first step is to divide
‘the group into natched pairs ‘based on test scores, ethnic
background, sex, etc.; so that the two megpers of each pair

are as similar as possible. Then, after the matching process

is<complete, some random procedure such as flipping a coin
should be used to decide which member of each pair goes 4into
the trestment Qnd which into the control’ 3roup. . .
| Since this proccdure will rarely, if ever, be possible
in real-world situf'tions, the only way to avoid this hazard ~
is’ to avoid ma:cﬁggg,% A better pragtice is to work with un-
matched‘and therefore slightly different groups and to cor-
rect for batween-group differences with ap-.ropriate statis-
tical adjustments, such as some form of covariance analysis.
»Again, practitioners should seek the help of experts.

. J N
Hazard ll: The Careles's" Collection of Data

Tos:ips aud othen types of da:a collection must be ac-
complished with scrupulous attention to detail. - For most
evaluation models, the primary requirenmerit is that treatment
and control or comparison groups be :reaced in exactly the ;
same way. Jlinor variations from the procedures described
by the. test publisher, are pérmissible in control group models
and in certain quasi-experimental designs.. It is essential,
howaver, that” treatment and -comparison groups be tested 4in
exactly the sanme- manner. In norm-referenced evaluations,:
treatment group students should be tested in the same way as
the students in the norm group. This requirenen: means that
procedures ou:lined by the test publisher must- be followed
prccisely.

.
L 4 Y . /
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. , Problems arise if tests are administered or scored in - T
' an-<inconsistent and careless manncr. If there are differ-~ |

ences in the ways in which' the test -takers and the norm.group Vo

students are tested or 1f there are differences in the proce- C |

dures, condicions, and scoring at pretest and posccest tihes, ’

then it is impossible for the resulting_data to be acgcurately

B interpreted. There are no statistical manipulations that can
compensate for mistakes made in gdministering or scoring a
Ld . testo N . s .
./{’~/\\\ ' To avoid tKis hazard, the follawing steps should be l
. taken: " ) ' .
l. Test procedures must be orderly and accurate )

if scores are to "be méaningful.

2. 'Test administtation and scoring procedures must
be exactly the same for ‘the (treatment group as for
the control, comparison.’br norm group used to
generate the no-treatment expectation. -Testing
treatment group pupils ip exactly the same way as N
pupils in the norming sample means following the :

- ‘ test publisher s directions in every detail.
I’

3. The procedures conditions, and scoring methods
used during posttesting jmust be exactly the same
as those used during pr1cescing.

%

°

. N
& Hazard 12: The Use of DifferentInstruments for
Pretesting and Posttesting C

v

In the norm-referenced dgsign, it is not advisable to
change tests between pre- and popttesting because there is
no adequate way to compare pretest scores on one test with
posttest scores on a completely different test. Since each - : .
, . " test ‘publisher follows slightly different norming practices, '
. it is likely that one test’s no:Es will be slightly "éasier"
than another’s. These differences do not matter if the same
test is used both pre and post but could magnify or obscure
real ‘gains if changes’were made.{ While it is not esséntial ’
to use the same form and level of an achievemént test pre '
and 'post, this praccice is also recommended. -

R I
L3 . ? [

\' . ‘ . .
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Some tests have been developedfso that the lower levels
are intended for use at the end oﬁ one grade and the begin-
ning of the next.~ In these instances, to use the same form
and level of test for fall pretesting and sﬁ?ing posttesting,
it will be necessary either to pretest or posttest out of
level. In some grades where spring-to-spring or fall-to-fall
evaluations.are conducted, it may be necessary to change test
levels in order to avoid ceiling or floor effects; unfortun-
ately, this practice will introduce an unknown amount of error
into the méasure of gdin.

(S NSEEEN P

.

Hazard 13: The Use’ ‘of Ingppropriate Formg as. to Generate -
No-Treatment Expectations

4

Many projects. use an unrealistic theoretical mo{elj or
formula to.calculate "expected" posttest scores from'
other pretest scores. If students do beétter than the cal-
euleted expectation, the project is considered a success.

llany methods have been devised fog calculéE;ng per-,
.formance~level expectations that rést on untenable as'sump-
tions. Neither IQ scores nor grade-equivalent scores should
be used to generate no-~treatment expectations. For example,
a gtudent whd has gained 77 year per year, on the average,
. since beginning school, 1s-presumed to continue at the same
rate unless a special program increases his rate. Unfoptun-
‘itely, grade-equivalent. gains measured from fall to spring
.will usually exceed this rafa-—even for typical Title I chil-
dren-—and ‘treatments will appear to be more effdctive than
they teally are. . - [

» ’ ) 7

In norm-referenced models, this hazard may be avoided
by generating.the no-treatment expectations solely from em-
pirical percentile norms tables. When.control groups are °

. used, the actual posttest scores of these groups provide the.

proper Jasis for evaluating treatment effects.
A .
Hazard 14: Mistaken Attribution of Causality

'’ Observed gains may have resulted from the Title I ‘treat-

R ment, but ‘there are always plausible alternative explanations.

e plausibility of these alternative explanations should be
arefully examined'before evaluation results are attributed

\
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Introduction ' , R ] |
ey ¥ N

- |

This paper.is in two parts. The first section Qill deal with the,use of
. " photography in an actual evaluatlon study. , It Wlll be a loosely stated case-
study of how one evaluator was able to utlllze the camera 1n Sseveral related
but distinct ways. This section is wrltten after the fact - with the evaluator

.

reflectingrupoa_has use of the camera durlng a’ series of on-gite evaluatlon

v

visits.: Hany of the thoughts in thls reflection ‘havé been 1nfluenced by Susan

. Sontag's book On Photography and the author owes a great debt to Sontag for

artlculatlng some of the questlons and 1sspes that are related to this paper

- and which should have an impact on the use of the camera as an evaluatjon or

research tool. ‘ . / /

-

‘The second section of this paper will-discuss some of the broader issgisf

. that are raised with regard to the use of the camera as'a'research tool. .These
/ / . . ' N

issues will focus on some of the possible limitations and advantages that should
¥ ; -

~

be considered when using the camera as an evaluation tool and a reporting medium.
-5 * .

Overview ‘
hAALIALC 4

e ° ¢

In 1976, a team of evaluators from Syracuse Universityﬁs Center for Instruc- . .

’

‘tional Development:attempted to meaningfully describe and portray the workings

\ : and characteristics of a National Science Foundation funded curriculum known as

ESSENCE or Ehylronmental Studlss This curriculum pnesented a uniqhe challenge
. " ~
to the evaluatlon effort because it-claimed to be free of specified behavicral

-~ v k)

-~ objectlves and even went so far as to state that "Evaluation raises hell with -
. 3 . ,‘] .
trust.”" This challenge was heightened because -ESSENCE also claimed to be con-

tent-free. Its goal, if we can say that it had one, was to introduce children
to the process of inquiry; content was viewed,as a vehicle for this process.
3

Aften. rev1ew1ng the ESSENCE materlaIS3.1t was felt that the best” way.to

| | approach ESSENCE would be portrayal - the telling of the story of ESSENCE aE

\. s . [ . - Q . *

.\.' ' . ! qq'
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hoped this would provide the'cIient'- ;he D1rector of the Env1ronmental Studies

Inst1tute at Syracuse Unfber51ty - w1th a meanlngful understandlng of the cur-
.; ricudum as it &as,actually used in the schools. Therefore, the aim oflour in-

quiry an primarily descrlptlon. “We attempted to make no ckraims of merit p_g

N

Py 'sg. Rather we hope§ to captyre theOVarlous characterlstlcs and activities of

- "

ESSENCE as we disco ered them so that those who were not present when these actions _

Lo

>
were tak1ng place mlght Stlll be able to share our appreciation of some of thejir

?*

- meanings. This would ena?le the client to come to his-own conclusions and make &
Y

4
. [ %

nis own judgments. ' c, ‘

-~

We decided early in ourp)an#ingthat we would use a camera as one of several -
, \

' 4

. o
¢rw = -ts fortthe site-visits in order to capture and portray what ESSENCE was

- . in real ciassrooms,'with reil teachers and real students. The study cdns1sted

~f three maj76/componedts:: s1te-v1$1ts to schools where ESSENCE was or had been

¢

’

vsed; a separate review of the llterature on 5§fect1ve education that we hoped

-

would link our observations with'thé research literature; an éxteénsive ques-

)

" tionnaire sent to’participating teachers and administrators to be responde

-

in writing or on an enclosed cassette tartridge. The tamera was used in %he site
. - - AN >

visits. - T . *

* - 3 L}

The Hotion of usin;?a'camera as ome of our research tools was reinforced

——

by some of the ESSENCE activities. whlch §e were problng One of the more- h1ghly-
! N
touted activities of the ESSENCE curr1culum was the use of a Pclar01d camera by °

LIRS the students as a tool of inquiry. The students were glven Polaroid cameras

w1th the assignment.of "take i picture>of somethlng 1nv1s1ble," or "take a pic-

~ ture that is some positive evidence that something natural happened," or "go -

5\

. \ g/
outside and take a picture of power," or "take a dduble exposure that portrays

. some change." ESSENCE purported to be a process of inquiry, and thtmera was,

. ‘)‘ : o° L
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viewed as instrumental in this process. It focused student attention on a ;
specific problem or issue., It framed spécific actions to the exclusion of |
others. It recorded how things change dnd/or remain the same.

Because the evaluation team was “uncertain as to what to expect-while con-

- B ’4
ducting our study of ESSENCE we adopted a ‘certain ESSENCE point of view. This

-

point of view stressed process rather than specified outcome, openness to what-
- -+ . . N [y . -

. R |
ever. or wherever the study-lead, and a.willingness to deal with a certain amount

of uncertainty. as our inquiry unfolded. Therefore, we drcided *o use the camera as
‘o - . \
an instrument for focusing on specific issues, and as“a means of visually recol-,

[N

lecting some of those myriad-events and activities that were witnessed during

g R
a hectic three weeks of site-visits. And, most importanti?\ we hoped that what *

' . T . . ..
was captured on film would be useful to the client in better understanding some

- -

of the very complex and hnique characteristics of ESSENCE and the people who

utiliced it. - —™ ‘ S ' ’

- v

Three- Uses of Photography in the Portrayal of a Science Curriculum’
-
Because our knowledge of what ESSEsz comprised was very vague, the camera

initially functioned asa means of framing and isolating certain actions and events.
. :

The use of*the camera as a means of focusing” upon one specific event or activity

during the site-visits was a value-laden act in itself. Implied in ‘the photo-

graphs of the site-visits is the assumption that. what was photographed was some-
s : .

how worth considering as' a small but isolat:s/portion of our portrayal studyf* The

. y v

camera ‘forced the site-visitor to, at least momentarily, focus his attention on

-

a spegific activity. In what could loosely be described as a goalifiee evaluation
- 1

the camera became an instrument of goal-seekizfifiifpiﬁg the sitelszifif search
~ ° ’

. e, 2

* Stephen Kemmis speaks to this issue briefly in "Telling it Like it is: TLe-
Problem of Making a Portrayal of an Educational Program, Januaryg}97u, University
of Illinois, Champaign-Urbana, (mimeograph). : )

[

. < .
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

'.tape-reggrder; to aid in the site-visitor's later recollections-of what he ob-

“in the site-visits, thus leaving the site-visitor free to more readily 'grzsg 3

v

' v
. . . . - - N P . ’

. ’ P [ =

out patterns and look for order in the seemingly unordered activities going
‘ ‘& . . T

on continuaily around him. From the ven® begipning, the site-visitor was com-

p}llng a series of indfvidual‘images - both mentally and photographically which

5

would, much later in the study, be pieced together to tell the Ttory of ES3EINCE.

Just as.the Polaroid cameras were used by the students to focus their questions,

their inquiry, the site-visitor utilized his camer3d (Olympus 35PC) to bring order

and clarity of value to his study. Thislwas especially impcrtant in thd early

-
-

stages of the study when we were never certain what to ezpect from EISENCE or

even what questions .to ask about irt. R

.
% . .

. This ordering was vital to our study because .we understood from the be-

»-07ing t.at ESSENCE, because it concerned itself more with prﬁgess than product,

- .

could mean many. thihgs to different people. Our objective was to portray, in the
most meaningful way possible, "A Story,of-EZZENCE."” The emphasis in this title

must be put on the article "A" - because we were cdnvinded that what we were
. [ L -

portraf&ng was but one of a number of stories that could be written about this

. Loy
~ .

National Science Foundation curriculum project. The camera was one way events
v - '

-

and activities were singled out and isolated and then pieced together to re-

>

create one of many possible stories that would accurately and aequately/portray

q . . .
ESSENCE. , : <, < - )

B

- The camera was also used as a primary rmemonic device, along with a portatle, .
} % -
Gérved during his visits. This took some of,the burden off the evaiuator In terms
of trying to keep track of the many happenings that he experienced during his
visits. The camera and the tape-recorder almost completely replaced note-taxing

"

the insider's view of.the program" (Kemmis, 137u4): asking’'proting zZuesticns of

. »
2

~

| N 2
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teachers and learmers; watching for subtle interactions between teachers and’

1
~ - .

children as well as between ohildreﬁ and children; and trying to understand the

+

total curriculum without fear of missing some of its more specific components.

’
-

.

—_— Thepe is a sense of professional well-being in knowing that one is collecting
as much usable "E;%Fe as possible in'any.eyaluation study._ This wae partioularly
true in the site 'sitop'§‘observations of EéSENC£~in action. Not knowing before-
hand what‘to expec¢t, it was comfortlng to know that data (1n the- form of taped
conversatlons and photograpos) were bE1ng accumulated, and that these. data would
be helpful, in fact necessary, in piec1ng together a story, an adequate portrayal

of this currlculum. Like the atomic physicist trying to capture’ images of sub-
s s ‘ : ‘ ‘,?63:;
atomic particles, we could only speculate about what we would find - but were

s ! 'y s - ° > s s s
confident that if there were something to capture on film, we would discover it.

"And like the physicist, we were very aware that we might-not. fully understand

~ - . ’ M . L -

" whet it. was we were observing until well after the study's on-site observations

a
<

were completed. The photographs taken during the visits to the schools were a

form of insurance that guaranteed that the site-visitor would have sogething 16’

say about what he "saw" during his travels. The camera was his guarantee that

? . . v ’ . : 3
he would not forget the obvious -~ that those small details that give meaning
to the total picture would not be omitted.

L. . . .
.. - * “ -
. . .

3 Aithough theﬁcamera was utilized both as a means of focusing on: specific ac-
.tlon and as a memory back-up device, we felt from the b%glnnlng of the study that
good photographs of the currlculum in practlce wouId enhance Jour, 'study of ESSENCE.

We hoped to make our report as descr1pt1ve as p0331ble and we did not want to rely"

solely on words. To paraphrase the photographer Lewls H1ne“¢ if we felt we could

vtell the story in words alone, e wouldn't have needed to lug a camera around (Son-

L 4

tag, 1977). The ESSENCE study is a story of words. It is a story about people, -~

- ‘.
¢ . -
g




L . -6- . / \
. young and old, together engaging %g_the activity of teaching and learning.

<
.

¢ "The Story of ESSENCE" relie?gheavily on ‘the real words of real people - but

where'it'was possible, photographs were used to illustrate the objects of b
: conversation and to heighten the worded story. Thus, the camera was a most. ) -
- N o . < -, .

~
A~

. Tzipful tool in helping us repont our findings to thego}ient in a way that

u.‘ both factually informative and mearingful. Although the photographs by‘theml -
selves are only isplated images, mere bits and pieces of evidence, when they
¢ . : , \ ' v .

’ <

. wers paired with certain conversations or uged to illustrate particular ciréumstan- -
_— ces, we bélieve they added depth and human feeling to the rebortr. The¥e' were

.vera .n.tances when it was felt that the photographs led to & better understénd-

e

. ». 2 conversation that was taking place or a unique activity that was happening.

Y ES
When fﬁ”—taped conversations and photographs are used together they take * . -

&

. ¥
% ona reallty themselves, a reality that may‘he greater than the sum of” each take;\
. \ -\

separatély.. This reality is basically independent of the recorder even though

it is h1s point of view that informs what questions are to be asked and what ‘seg-

ments of visual reality are to be captured on film. Thlsgnarrlage of photography 8
% : .
s <. . -
o and taped conversation gives the client a sense of autonomy in his ]udgments and

v -

- decisions. He becomes a vicarious_participant in the events that have ‘taken place

-,

and is freed from his re11ance on the verbal 1nterpretatlon oj{the event thnough

Y

a med1at1ng voice. 'The use of photographs especially in portrayalrtype evaluatlons

A

<

TS

“ allows the client to comé to. more informed conclusions, to}make‘his own decigions
) 2. . >

about the wopth of a program, curriculum, or other activity. _Without dealing _

Y .

w1th the question of the subjectivity or objectivity of the photography 1n evaluation

4’.

J'*-J‘

' ‘research the .camera can help the client in better verifying his own oplnlons about
the flndlngs and recommendatlons of an evaluation report Photographs are ad-

d1tlonal _types of-evalua;;bn evidence, and if they ar€ not used surreptltlously

S *

1 - =

and deemed admissable within the particular context.of the evaluation study they
. -/l A 5‘/
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can add a serise of visual validity to more traditional modes of evaluation.

. .

Issues and Problems SurYounding the Use of Photography as an Evaluation Instrument

. » In the'previous section the psefblness of the camer an evaluation tool
! ' i '
. . . O/ . . . L] v
was briefly, put positively diScussed. This-raises some questions as to how dif-
L N

g -

ferent the camera is from other evéluation tools - for example stat%§'1cal ‘andlysis.

in’ fact, statistical analysls and the use of photognaphs in evalua ign research

. X .

may be andlogous - Both fi focus upon one event or aCtIVI£¥‘£2~EEF e£c£051on of others,

-

ani both have a quasi-mystical fascination for some people who see both as some .
. / s*mbolic representation of "Truth" or reality;uw

.

' T fact that photogrqphy is but a tool in the evaluation process can not be

-»

v

sr.derplayed. It is instrumental in achieving dther ends (description, determina-

. \ ~ .

=ion of worth, reasonable decisions) and is not an end in itself. Ong uses a

.shovel to dig a hole;'and unless.one is a craftsman or tool designer, the type
v 4 * . .
: . o .
. and design of thelshoyel are relevant only in so far as they fit the needs of the
- . -I
jop\to be done. The camera will sometlmes fit the needs of the job to be done,-

sohetimes it won't. We have been warned by Robert Stake that evaluators "should

~
.

. . 4
choose methods to fit the issues, even if forced then to employ weaker and less

.

‘

. respectable methods" (Stake, 1977). The evaluation téam who compiled the dat; \§‘
- 1 ‘
for "A Story of ESSENCE" and the-client for whom it was done, felt 'that .in this /’
7 LY / < . ¢
case the ushaof the camera was a "respectable method." However, in another sltu@a

. - . [ . . ~ Y

ot tlon, at anothar time, annther method, a Zifferent tocl might be more appropriate. -

- S, e - . : - LI I - » * il = L
the Tarr *h % The zan e Ll el ZATE BLTLULTLES T oTre Lnc.olizlon O otaers :

is ‘not a positive or negative aspect in itsélf "Rather, 1t 1s how we' de;l with
. . e : . /
this limitation that makes it relevant to evaluation research?»/ 2 51te-vi ito
. N ' .
of the ESSENCE study believed that the act of focus;ng on some evenas and e cludlng
s I .

others was a valuable hdeavor in bringing an initial sense of'order to; a seemlngly

< = - : N .
disordered_aﬁray qf events. The bepefit of fbcused'specificity in this ase.was,

ERIC - - = 123 - 52
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seen as a necessary beginning-to the formulation of an aheqdate overviewrof i §

. . . y R 8
~ ]
the curriculum. The problem at issue here is how much specific focus is enough

P .
e !

to pick out “the important components of a program and how much is too much r so |
I3

. that the total overview iy lost in obscure detail. Again it is Robert. Stake T

~

. ‘(. v
who best articulates this question "What is more important: to tell of some very
special things about the program or to provide'the most veridical portrayal of

1] ' ' A
the program?" ('Stake, 1972). Stake advocates the latter. Is it possible that ~ ‘!

the prudent use of photography as an evaluation tool might enable evaluators to. *

. ¥ - ]

o] octh - tell some special things about a program without detracting from the :

-

verall portrayal of_mhat program? It is not so much that "special things about

. ' 5@ *m” necessarily detract from its.'"most veridical portrayal" - rather

e perseveration of the evaluator with these "special things" that ¢loud
2 ‘ ' SN -
and distort jmeaningful program portrayal. This can be sa%d about any evaluatjoen

. . . A S,
nethod or tbol that is seen as an end in itself rather than an instrument to

another more informative, value-based end. -

-

It is this infatuation with the tools of the evaluation trade rather than

with process of valuing itself, that must be avoided. T

to offer any great panacea to the problems of evaluation resear
[} N

gra does not seem,

It does offer

.

a novel point of view to the field. ut just as the limitations ofla complei

1
”

. statistical analysis or research desi
research - so too the limitations of the camera must be fully explored

E)

o/must be kept up-front in evalyation

swith.
) : Because the number of photographs that can be t&k@p.ls v1rtually unllmlted

photography reanforces a segmented view of reality ef con51st1ng of small, separate

units of an apparently 1nf1n1te number. Thls makes the world more manageable be-

i

cause the photographer or the viewer deals with only one aspect of reality - one

separaée photograph -"at_a tim€”§Sontag, 1977). It was this manageable nature
.t . f 3 T
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of photography which aided the ESSENCE site-visitor - bringing order to the

« > initial stages of the study.

° *

, : The individual photographs only showed how sgparate and distinct parts of ‘/)

the currioulum'looked. They did not show{ how lt functioned (Sontag, -1377). How

N @

something functions implies action and time is a necessary condition of action.
*

Indi‘\dual photographs of‘ESSENCE dld not, by themselves, have the power to mean-
1ﬁgfully cénvey the workings of the bﬂrrlculum over time, even when .the photo-

graphs were viewed as a group. ° It was the™ narratlve quallty of the taped conver--

sations which placed thé activities of ESSENCE (and the photographs) within the
context of time. Narrative deals with time and action over~t1me.‘ It is only

.

“ within the coﬁtext of time that we can talk meaningfully of_process. An evaluation

(%
.

- study’ that stresses process must”deal wlth action dve ime. Narrative, therefore,

N\
betomes a necessary condlklon of any process-orlented evaluatlon.

-
.

Photography and the dlscrlm;natecuse of the camera havé a great potential as

3 useful and informative evaluation tools. The evaluation profession must make ter-
1] - ;(5 o
tain that these tools are not elevated to ends in themselves - but rather that
M‘” ﬁ"’ :
they be seen, and remaln to be seenx as only tools in the growing repertoire of

4 -
’

% the evaluator. Photography can aid the evaluator in focu51ng inquiry and collecting
J// data. But the ends of evaluatlon, determlnatlon of merlt or worth, the making
. 7
of ratlonal decisions, and the descrlblng of events and act1v1ties must not be

+ prempted by the tools whlch serve those ends. .- '

°
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Facilitative Evaluation:
Pamela A. Miller & Barbara B¥ McDonald

Vermont Teacher Corps, Act II

e a . Univotqicy of Vermont
< ’ s . - .

: ~ This .:&121e will describe an ov’iuacive'iibcisg derived from the - .
) ~ authors' experiences in loocing the f;ndécad ev;iuacionYdocumcncacion ' :
. requirements of a federal project 7‘signzd to foster educational change
and improvement. This article corceptualizes evaluation as obcaining\
(~‘ i;}ornacion‘uiilizlblp at tvo leyels. Evaluation is sean as a means for
empovering project staff to bo, hlo to monitor progress towatds meeting
4 project goals, yielding intor?acion u:otul 1n cho process of dosigning
‘ and xedeaigning cochniquol for advancing to these goals. In addicion,
cveluation is seen as yiolding enabling 1nforpaciou for the drawing of
' generalizable conclulions abdht the chnngo ptocoss. o
The £odora1 landaco to: documentation lod to a nunbot of issues that
.needed resolution. In ordc: to acqui:o wide~-ranging informacion about
issues bearing.on ptojoct outcomes, such as differing porcopciona of the
policicny forcefield, ncracogins used by projccc staff to cope with the
‘forcefield, and the in:cxin aud ulcinaco goals of the projocc staff, the

/

- - e X

activ cooporacion of a11 .tatt l‘nb.tl in the koeping of rocotds was
) ngcoll ry. This lotnc ‘that staff members ‘needed expertise in record
keeping and not!vaciog~co keep these records. R.aliscically, miny people ) .
are not,éilined to keep nccurage':ocot&; and need support in developing
their own evaluative skills The ptoblcn of motivating harrassed staff
., to kc.p roco:ds is even more difficulc. It is partially solved by con-
,¢( cefnod support ftom the evaluator and by making informaci;; kepp for T
, documentation purposes a vital componen£ of individual and ovefall pro-
ject man;gcmcnc. e o S
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Evaluation is seen as a reciprocal process tetween the evjﬂuater )
and the people he deals with. The model aseumes that staff must be
empowered with a proactive role in which tLey have an impact both on
the instruments that they use to collect data and the techniques ueed
to analyze that data. The evaluator is obligated to portray to the
people he collects information from the emergent themes he finds in the -
data.& %hey, in turn, have the right both for instruction in interpreting
these themes and an opportunity for affirmation or denial of them based
on their personal perceptu;i framhwork of the validity of the evaluator's

—_ éindings.
Bevond the issues of eccurate, cemprehensive documentation lies the
problem of theoretical context, an issue not customarily dealt with in

\\‘J(’evaluation. The authors feel that the generalizable ieformation atvail-
able from a multi-faceted, multi-data source, case study'has been undetr-
rated. /There are some .theoretical models which provide insights into-

the defineation of the change process. The current federal mandate for

»

docugtentation/evaluation can pt]gide information of a scope that can

test a theoretical, explanatory framework so that generalizable infotma-
; tion about the cHange process can be/ibtained. |
. This paper will heetribe foﬁf!aspeets~of the facilitative evaluatipn

process. The first section will diseuss how the evaluator goes about pro-
(7 ducing the evaluation design while establishing a good- working relation-
. ship with practitioners. Next, a description of the steps taken By the

eyaluatbf and practitionetfger implementiig the evaluation design are

‘described. Then, some examples of theoretical contexts in whith to con-

sider the change process will be discussed. Finally, some+ suggestions will

f
be sketched as t%»techniqqu for analyzing the data.

-

-
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// Designing the Evaluation

and continues

™~ Event :

Event 2:

J

Svent 3:

-

The following seven events desciibe how the evaluator initiates -~

his work: ) ' -
: . ¢ Ve N
Interview between Evaluator and Practitioner to:
(a) establish trust level
(b) ' discuss practitioner's role
(c) assess level of evaluative sophistication
of practitioner .
(d) determine practitioner's perceived needs-
for information S
(e) determine practitioner's ideas for collecting -
" information

' L
Compate results of total interviews with the overalI

project design, analyzing discrepancies and exploring
causality.

Evaluator derives overEll project design, given con-
siderations of:

(a) project goals and objectivcs

(b) practitioner's roles °

" (e) practitioner's ideas for collecting information

and- . . .
Q(d}) lével of evaluative sophistication of practitioners

Handcraft an individualized instrument (s) for each prac~ .
titioner based on overall evaluation design and practi-~
tioner's level of sophistication.

Check instrument(s) Aith practitionet to determine if it
£its his needs and ig usable. Instruct the practitiomer
in utilizing the inst?® t. Redesign instrument(s) if
necessary. .
Implement work process using individualized instruments
to collect needed information.

Conduét follouhup interviews to:

(a) monitor progress

(b) update instruments 4

- (c) describe emergent themes and check with
practit}oner!s,perceptions.
The purpose for using the gseven event nodel is to make it possible
R B oy
. . to collect data that is "accurate information' which will be utilized

cooperatively by staff and evaluator in plannihg project development.
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The Facilitative Evalyation model is intended to encourage growth both .

¢

in the competencies of individual Staff members and in the achievements

of the project as a whole. In this model, the evaluator s role involves
- ') Il
gainidg the trust of the staff, involving staff in the design of instru-ygpz’&

ments to obtain- infotmation and keep records, educating staff in evalud

. ation techniques as -they participate in the evaluation/planning process, ’ .
st N /

and participating with staff members in utilizing instruments. These
. events empower staff with evaluative techniques so that they can.use

aata for thelr own neads as well as the general project needs.
. : 4 . °
~his model uses an interview technique, Event One, to gather infor-
S N N N

"n:oc*wﬁd to facilitate staff cooperation. 'Primarily, one-to-one in--
e:views with staff and other appropriate people are scheduled. The -

interview process, when done well, closely parallels a helping-counseling \ S

process. There are many factors that contribute to successful usq of

' -

this technique. The evaluator must assume that the person being inter-

viewed is doing important work and is worthy of consideration as gipro-'

fessional. Both parties should be seen as equals, discussiné a sftuation )

¥
.

- of mutual interest and concern. This attitnde';ill convey. ftself in atten-

. 1

tive lidfening, positive non-verbal encouragement and apptopriate responsesi
with.the evaluator putting himself into a relaxed state with focused atten-
tion upon.the person. e cssual environment such as a informal lunch or dis+
cussion over a cup of coffeé provides the low-key nnaggressive, non-judg-

mental atmospnere that is most productive. If the process is going well,

a synergistic phenomenon should take place with two minds becoming more ,

] ’ . e

%
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)

productive and enetgizing than” one. Wotk is impottfnt and people arﬂf
usually eager to discuss and reflect on it. This synergism is 30 te-
warding and productive that experience has shown‘that staff,members

often strive to duplicate these conditione with other coliéagues,

»

incteasing the -creative power of the total project.

w

. It is inoottant in the‘lnterview ptocess to determine the. ptacg;-

o

tioner's current capability-to evaluate' jnformation and his ideas on

how to collect it. Of necéesity, when documentation is important,
staff must keep records. However, it is futile to expect them to keep
2cords they are unable or unwilling to‘maintain.
Event Two desctiPes the protessaof comparing what people actually
do based on intetviews and obeetvations with the overall w{itten~project

design. It is well known the&,rolee specified in proposals or planning‘

documents often tadioelly change both‘becauee of the people filling then -

and because ot the evolving needs of a project. The evalyator needs to
make sute'that staff:teelize'thet téié}isie common-occngtence that does
not imply blame. Whet is important is that some sort of record be kept
concerning the contént/in which the change happened so that knowledge
can be derived. ftom this phenomenon. Event Thtee, the cteation of the
overall ‘evaluation design, is self-explanatory, plbeit the difficult .
crux of the matter. Event Four dégcribes the selection ot building of

individualized instruments and documentation systems based on a realistic

assessment of the ptactitionet)s interests and capabilities in conjunction

. Y
* with the overall evaluation design.

.‘.. . Y
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E@eng Five d;scribes a critical step in the evaluation/documen-
tation pro;ess. It is important to’;heck back with the practitioner
to’ see if he can utilize the instruments designqdlfor his use. The
bracticioner’s capabilities as well as pragmatic considerations of
available time and reeoﬁrces may have been over or underestimated.
It:is often necessary to work through an in%grument with\thé practi-
tioner using a real life situaticn as ags:faﬁgig S0 éhé;\;he practi-,

. |
*.oner may get realistic practice in using it. Finally, instruments

: ' | .
7 nave to be redesigned. It is better to redesign an instrument so
r.cticionier will-record data than to lose the information by
. giag an instrument that is too complex to be accurately filled out

by the evaluator.

Event Six sees the~practitioner using the newly designed instruments

to collect infermation. His role in this capacity is that of a partici-

Jpant observer. Ev;nt°Seven describes the conduction of follow-up inter-
views: to mogitor progress and update the i;dividually designed instruments.
It is important that the evaluator show sustained interest in the data
the practitioner gathers. It is not aiwavs convenient or agreeab}e to

- N

record information. The evaluator's personal concern with the data,&ﬂﬁ

the practitibncr as well as the practical utilization of the data .in the
project will help to:alleviate this natural phenomenon. In additioﬁ,
the evaluator needs to monitor changing project goals and practitioner

roles and update his instruments accordingly. Then, too, it is hoped

that the practitioner will become more sophisticated in utilizing evalu-

" ation as he ga _practice in the evaluation process and adjustments in

v

ingtrumentation jhould be made accordingly. These encounters also offer

2 |

al
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the evaluator the opportunity to portray to the practitioner the in-

sights and repetitive themes that he has discovered from big\overall'

-

perusal of the evalugtive'data and to discover whether or nqt‘Fheéé
themes are validated by the perceptions of the practitioner. : 'x
In summﬁrv, these seven events describe dhac:the evaluator does to
[
proéurepractirionqrparticipation in the collection of information. The
gﬁints.are conceptualized as a means to train'p;actifioners so that they
‘Ean~serve as participant-observers in the field. Tﬁey Qill then have the
capacity to validat; the emergent themes presented by the eyaluator:and
| to derive their own emergent themes for presentation to the evaluator.

From overall projecc_goals and, where available, emergent themes, the

practitioner ,develops work goals."The planning-replanning cycle to im-

plement these work goals will be described in the next section.

L N\

s Implementation and Utilizatlon of Data by Practitioner _

L4

In this sectién, facilitative e;aluation will be discussed primarily
in terms of steps that practitioners take to bring'prbject goals into
reality. These steps are Aesiéned to ;oughly replicate, in a pragmatic
manner, the steps of.goal settiﬁg, implementation and reassessment that
are so useful in an ?pnovative‘project. o

The steps in impiementation and utilization of data by practitibners'
> M »

are: - .

. . N

I. Select a work goal
The practitipner defines clearly a goal and
discusses the setting where it will occur.
The evaluator should offer clarification and
help in this process.

-

II. Discuss the present reality and- identify the problem
The practitioner takes an objective look at the

‘'situation. The evaluator should encourage this

\iijffif,ﬁz responsive‘listenihg and questioning,
. ~
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Conceptualize, the mést effective solutibn

The practitioner conceptualizes the, most effec~
tive solution(s) to the problem. f%e evaluator
.can be especially Helpful by offering encourage-
ment conducive to inventive, yet feasible comn- -
' ceptualizing of the future.

Plot steps to the solution

The practitioner plots the steps needed to bring
the goal from where it is presently ‘to where the
Practitioner would like it to be in theé allotted’
time.

A I “
Establish checkpoints

The practitioner establishes completion times of
steps as.tentative checkpoints. These checkpoints

serve to motivate the practitioner to move forward.

Design evaluative indicators for each work step
These indicators are milestones which indicate
readiness to move to the next step. (Or a failure
-which indicates need for re-appraisal of (a) the
steps to achieve the goal-or (b) the appropriate-
ness of. the goal).

- Implement initial steps.of the plan
As each step 1is implemented and the evaluative in-

dicator has or hasn't become reality, the practi-
tioner’ should log warning signs, that indicate thé
steps to compile the gbal may need revising due to
new-information. Conversely, data may indicate
success.’ .

Assess progress at checkpoints . '
'This is donme to determine whether the next steps are L
feasible considering the cues that the practitioner
has collected.

~
.

Continue progress ' s ‘
Continue to the next step or replot steps. If useful,
devise a new, more effective solution to better accom=-
“modate the new reality. ‘

Comglete all steps oﬁ’discontinue goal - t

Data indicates whether practitioner should continue on
present course or discontinue the work goal.’

In ectualitﬁ,/steps one to three, the selection @f a work goal, de-
1ineation of present reality and conceptualization of an effective solution

'to a ptoblem, are not necessatily done in linear sequence. Instead, suc-




cessive approximations of one step reverberate on thie findings of

. another §te§ which-in turn initiate new thihking of an earlier ;tep. ]
) . A
The selection of a work goal, step one, is dependert on a number ~

' » . Y .

of factors. Among them are overall project goals, identified emergent
¥

themes, staff interests and competencies and the time span of the pro-

ject wiﬁh‘che ramifications for what is feasible. Step two, an assess-
ment of the present reality has a heavy fmpact on the selection of a work

goal. The factors to be considered in such an assessment are numerous.
‘ ?
) : Ve . ¥
e Critical among these factors is an unblinking,. realistic assessment of

pclicical realities both in che‘accual §ys;;h bging worked on and the

c¢.zer environment. Aside from cheﬁﬁolitical realities, the socio-cul- °
tural-physical climate of a system needs c;reful consideration. In the
end, the number of factors conéidered;ih an aé%essmenc of current reality
is de:ermined by the perspicacicy of che staff as well as the refleccive a
probing of the evaluator. g \ . ”‘ , i\ B —
® - Step three involves the concéptualizacion of the most eff;écive so-
lution(s) to thc problem. Given the context of an o‘erall work goal‘ggd
the present reality as perceivod by the people in che environment, pracci-
tioners decide what the most effeccive solution(s) to the proﬁlem are. .

* . A '

, P Praq;i;ioners, aided by informed questioning by the evaluator, need to
imagine whit aAhgtter realixy would look like. A discussion of the context J
wichin which the problem will occur and feasible alternative solucions will ‘
help the practitioner think through :he direction to take. If the problem ‘~'
is parcicularly complex, a brainstorming of helping and hindering factors
may. be of assistance. During the pchéss of.the ﬁraccitiongr working through

f ché/ﬁ\three steps, the evaluator can also be sdrting'ouc the érojecc's per-

ceived underlyiqg problems, its underlying philosophical asswaprtions, S

P

- ' \
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.checking their veracity against the per ptions of practitione&s.. These

‘sessions offer the evaluator the chance for reflective portrayal to prac-

titioders of emergent themes that he has seen from his w

Once a consensus on’ the future objectives is reached, the actions

’

necessary'to bridge the 8ap between present reality and a f’lure objective

need .to be derived. This is a careful meticulous process which relies

<

heavily on step two, i.e., a forthright unUlinking assessment of present

reality, both political, and social . Step four requires the practitioner
RE
.o estimate a realistic time line for the ompletion of each action of the

K

«7rk zoal. Having established the actions for the work goal and affixing

" .,

/ ) . a . . . . .
an action is completed may indicate a need to readjust subsequent’ actions.
. . I 4

h
«xth action with a. completion date, step five continues “the process by

-

escablishing indicators to help the practitioner know that he has achieved

iy . . .

or failed to achigve the necessary actions. Lo : .
The sixth sf“p is to implement .the plan}’ recording whether or not the

eialuative’indicators hawe been met. Different indicators signifying that

’

- S§eps seven,’eight‘and nine are to assess progress at checkpoints,'continue

*

g

to mext step or replot s#eps and finally, complete all steps or discontinue

goals as data indicates. The steps are conceptualized as a circular process

of’;oal setting, implementatiqn, checking "and re-appraisal. The choice’ of

’

abandonment of an untenable position is built into the process. It 'is
e ° L

assumed that a position may become untenable because of an inability to

P ] » x

achieve the intermediary steps necegsary for attainment of the goal or be-

_.cause the goal itself: begins to be seen as a mistakelé(It is impbrtant to

. signed to -yield written records'ahan{are of systematic use in dect making

document the events leading up to failures so’ that” app opriate anaIYsis may

®

be made of. the causes of such failures. This whole geries of steps is dq; -

, .,' .-'/)

</

-

69




w ANy . z - . e

T

: 1
bv practitioners as well as prog'iding participant observation field

records for the evalutor. S < - «

Theoretical Framework ,
! “ ; . -y
Aspthe authors stated in the introduction, this evaluatjion model

serves two purposes. The fi::st purpose, discussed in the previous sec~

,'l‘v tiono, is to provide. data for better project management. The second
- pur.pose is to gather generelizable data.about the change process.‘ In
’j"“»this section a odisct;msion of the theoretical frameworks dealing with
. the change process' will reveal posgsible themes thct may a'ssist the
evaluator in~a better understanding of the proceedings that are being

messed. .
Yy

"Industrial managers are .fond of noting that change is the only
thing that arema Y t in their lives. Yet despite the common
occurrence of organizational change, its dynanics a.nd undérlying pro-
cesses are understood in only rough, ill-defined weys. Managers anc
soclal scientists who create and etudy change situations find that or-
ganiutional changes involve multiple sets of complex variables whose
3_:\\/1 identity, interaction and impact vary from situation to situation woo
/ (Bernu, 1967.) ‘ : '

- Because of the veried and rich dote at his disposal, tne project
‘ evaluetor is in an excellent position to identify emerging Aes and

‘to portray these themes in a larger theoretical framework. The authors'

L . étu&l contexts by which to consider the change process. T}ne three

3 theories are: conflict.theory; exchange theory and interaction theory.

-«

138 ©

intend to briefly describe three sociological /;heories that provide con-.‘ :

e Although there are certainly other theories Bhat would be -appropriate to
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.

consider in gaining a larger theoretical framework in which to consider
. ‘\!ﬁ , .‘
“thie process of change, it is not the authors' intention ‘to present an
A @
. . exhaustive study of theoretical models related to change but merely ‘to
. ./‘ ‘ . . .
spark interest in the notion of incorporating theoretical*thinking into

the evaluation process.

[4

" Conflict is a theme that recurs’frequently in the change process.

~ i3 Coser (l956),.in his study of conflict, cites a number -of scholars

h

.8 S.mmel, Sorel and Marx who maintain that confliet\is a binding
‘. . ¢ well as a disruptive‘one. He‘}oes on to state that interest
groups will form and reform around issues that are conflict laden.

", ,.when a social structure is no longer considered legitimate, in-
’ ‘dividuals(with similar ohjective positions will come, through onflict,
to const;itut:e themselves into- self-conscious groups with comgon interests.

(Coser, 1956.). Mbst theoriats in ‘talking about conflict tend to agree

that conflict cannot be rep:essed. Bow it is expressed, however, isxre-

flected in the chatacteristics-of the individuals or groups dealin with
.it. Coser states that there is a difference<in group behavior when con-
flict exists vithin a group and when it is directed at a group from an
external source. Groups who have very close internal. relationships tend

~‘. to reprebs internal conflict longer; making, the conflict much mofe intense

‘a

when it finally occurs. Groups that are being attacked from without tend
to demand more commitment: from their members with fewer conflict issues
allowed to surface frou within.

N A finsl element in'cohflict theory that the authors will conmsider is

v . Coser's definition of\realistic‘and non-realistic conélict. He states that

139
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while realistic conflict involves resolving conflict focusing on the
actual issues, non-realistic conflicts are based on real issues, but

L4

deal with them in an indirect manner, resulting invabconflict resolu-

tion dealing oith false issues. Therefore,‘there is not a true reso-
lution of the ‘actual issues. Noting that conflict theory concerms it- -
self with ghe behaviors of indiyiduals and groups engaged in con=- )
flict sicuations, the authors feel that a look at exchange theory would
expand the reatler's theoretical per%pectivé of human behavior,around

issues &f chanée by examining and analyzing other factors that affect

‘rhgr peoole do. In this theory, Thibault & &el;ey (1967) -are concerned
witn inca*personal relations and group functioning or put another way, how"
people'’s behaviors are influenced by the costs or rewards that they per<
celve they will~experience as a result of their actione. <During the pro-
,cesl—of deciding what action to take; a person is continually‘weighing the
consequences of ‘his behaviop, -of ten with opposing notions about what his -
actions- snould be.s Thibault & Kelley (1967) define a variety of explanatory
terms that help decide what action a person will take. Norns, or those

agreements about what behaviors are and aren't.acceptable that carry with

them a social process fo enforce compliance, afford a certdin degree of

predictability to the actlons people may take. Status 1S also important
when deciding who will do what. The positive status of aperson influences
others to more frequcntly behave as he does, giving him more power. Power
and dependence are interrelated phenomenon. An individual obtains power

. by others being dependent on,him. His power is greatest'when.he‘can operate

as he wishes without being concerned with others actions interfering. )/( '

o | . | 72
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Exchange theory takes into account all the possible behaviors a

person may exhibit in any one instance and analyzes thé consequences

each of the behaviors will have for him. While exchange theory deals

largely with people s behaviors, interaction theory deals with the

perceptual events in people's minds As change in an organization in-
-~ .

volyes constant human interactionm, it is useful .to look at some concep:

tuklizacions of how and why humans interact with each other as they do.

-

_ Interaction theorf looks at human conduct(&gyd how people function with

other individuals or grouﬁs.
George Herbert Mead and Herbert Blumer (196%) identify two kinds
of interaction in human society. Blumer calls them "non-symbolic" -and

"gymbolic" interaction. Non-symbolic interaction takes place when a

' person responds indirectlytothe actions of another without interpreting

them. Symbolic interaction assumes that a parson takes meanihg from .

others' actions and responds by behaving in accordance to the meaning

" he has affixed to the others' action#. (Blumer, 1969). Blumer ‘also

-

us.i,eih term "3oint action.” This is characterized by actions ranging
rom the interaction betwe;n two people to the complex social workinés

¢f an organization. These "joiAt acti;ns" make up society, acéqrding
to interactionist thought. "gach participint necessarily occupies a

&

different position, acts from that positionm, and engages in a separate

and distinctive act. ) It is the fitting together of these acts that 9

constitutes joint action.” (Blumer, 1969). People perform tasks by

assessing the job to be done, looking at their own actions and the actions
+ .

of others and fitting these act4ons together to accomplish the task. In-

teractionists believe that people's actions are determined by the way °that

they perceive recality.” A person's perception of reality and the role that

141 \
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he plays in that picture of reality, therefore, effect thgxalliénces

he develops and the actions that he takes to maintain or change these

alliances. ) .
. » : . 4

In summary, the authors h§v5‘5;ief1y described parts of three

804 ological'thfoties Fhaé"have implications for the change process.
-description of conflict gheory looked at how conflict a;fects .

people in their dealings with others.  The digcinccion between realis-
tic and non-realistic conflict was also described.

Exchange theory deals Wwith people's behavior and how these be-
haviors a£e influenced Ly the: costs and rewards that people perceive
they will experienée as a tes;lt of their actions.. Norms,_ stat
povar and depéndepce were all discussed in relation to .this theory.

Finally interaction theory uaa.diséuased. ‘Interaction theory states
that people's actfoq% are determinéd by their pétéeﬂcion of reality”and
the role that they p}ay i; that reality. Synb9lic and non-s?yﬁalic inter-.
action and Joint action were dgfingd. .

! Each theory gives the evaluator a different but not unrelated pcrspéc-

~ : . ‘
'::>tiv¢ of the change process. A concqptualization of\che“evaluatots role in

#

portraying this knowledge for the practitioner might bé;%%?? as Milkg: et
al. have pértraycd the change prqcess in their theory.éf social refor;-‘
(1977). First, an id;ntificacion of the actors in the process-is made’
and then an identifiéapion of{che variables wh£c§ describe, the process

in which the aétpta are iuyolﬁed is 'determined. An inalysis of the inter-
.. < -

relationships that exist between the actors and the proéess thaé cﬁey are
- @ * . -
involved in characterize-the change process. With this eonceptual model

as a basq,'the usefulness of a theoretical framework becomes evident. '

K

[3

L]

.-‘ . - b- .
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Conclusion

. Evaluation'has been customariiy conceived of as formative and
summative in terms of success and failure. Given the time and money
limitations of much evaluation, this is indeed, all that can be hoped
for in man; cases. However, given the scope of information that can be
collected using techniques of evaluation/documentation, the authors
would-like to briefly sketch some techniques of synthesizing this in-
}ormAtion into a comprehensive whole. ¢ '

As the evaluator follows the techniques outlined in previous sec-
=.cns, he is faced with reams of data collected both from his vantage
puint and from the vantage point of the participant-observers he has
trained. He is confronted'with the task of placing differing world
views into a portrayal of the whole. The a thors concur with the
techniques suggested by Cariani, Engel & Hein (1978) for the application
of qualicative.methods to program evaluatién. , As information is col-
lected, the evaluator ;hould immerse himseif in the contemplation of
it. Themes should eventually emerge from the contemplation of this

collection of (éta. The evaluator should then begin combining this

data'into a loose weave of meaning. Once thie is dche, he can commence

&%

cross-matrixing thede emergent themes preliminary to an analysls of the T

data to determine the relative influence of various actors and their ac-
& ~
- £

tions' on the process. The data can then be cross-checked with theoretical

premises. ' The evaluator, because he has access to all the rich array of

»

information is in an excellent position to portray data in a broader,

theoretical framework.

. —
The authors’ feel that the interaction ‘of practitioners with the

evaluator is crucial thrbughout this process. People's perceptions of

' -
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3 .
their experiences trigger theoretical understandings which when

.

revealed to the practitioner empower Pim with new insight. Besides
utilizing the perceptions of a number of par;iqypant-observersqwith
differing;world.views in his“iﬁmersién in the data, the evaluator is

o ated cB coﬁtinuously check and cross—check with participants both
the emergent themes that hé perceives as well as the ones that they per-

ceive. The evaluator needa to make fragmented data whole and mirror

~

it back to practitioners making it a comprehensible entity for them.
Emerging ;héﬁés are portrayed to managers so that they can change
their procedﬁres, if négzésary. Data is thought of as representing a
phenomenologically rich world in the process of. becomirig.

?he authors feel that, while human beings are amaéingly complex
organisms, ther; is still much that is universal from human situation
to human situation. They suggest consideration of this modél to gain E)
information that wilI be useful in the "practical art of getting things

done” (Stake, 1978, paraphrase) while allowing for the chance of relating

case study data to a larger theoretical framework.
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M What to' consider when you choose an information collection
method (see below) T " :

® Should you use ability tests? (see p. 2) -How about ques- ‘ -
tionnaires? (see p.2) Afe interviews feasibIe? “(ped )

8 A quick guide to pros and cons of each- me " (p=. 5) ¢

B News about evaulation activities (see p. . \-‘,/

= ) » 4

LT L‘*\::y'j —
« How.To Collect Evaluation Informatiorr , '
5 . LT J .
You can colleqt evaluation infor:mat:iorx~ in many different ways. If you need informa-
tion to fipd out whether .an innovative e]tementary' school reading center has
T ‘ actually improved student, reading abilrty‘,\ﬁri:example, you would probably ask

>

this question: Héw much have students' reading skills improved?
. - o . /

o »e

)

To prévide a credible answer tod the question, you qould use any of the following
daformdtion collettion techniqueg: .
B Give parents a r'a't‘i}n‘g scale to assess their children's ﬁadiﬂg performance.

‘ ® Send questirm?aire:s to teachers tosget their opinion about student reading
. performance. * i 7B . .
8 Interview students to xsk",i:gi' y opinion about student reading performance.
® Observe students as they read and rate their reading ability. .
® Have students keep a dfary their progress. -
® Give students a naiiﬁﬁ:qallyj_nérmed achievement tes#:-that assesses reading
performances o )\ D/ ‘
® Have students taRe-a teacher-developed test. _
® Review student fec'brcgl for achievement test scores, report card grades, ,and

teachers' comments L\/

‘This list illustraégs;s:fx;altefr;ative t"ec}miques an evaluator might use to answer
the questiog abaut improved reading skills. They are interviews, questionnaries,
rating scales.,ys,‘tmzdard observations, record reviews,® and achievement tests.
To choase the best tec}‘mique for answering a particular question, you

3
¥

should conslidgy'four factors. First,. the method should be agreeable to your
client and cofleagues. If you want to use questionnaires, but the district's
staff prefers interviews, you must decide just how serious the consequences

S~

of imposing yout own choice might be. _ -

(more)
1
‘ 146
. Annual Sucacnionon Ask $35 00 . 78“
. 0C 20037 Teiepnone (202) 4521600 Py )
Harmg R - 01978 vy Capitol P inc A 1 WhoMS Of 11 DAL 13 SINCTy

ATION MANAGER: SLIZABETH V. EAMLY . . fOTRGON LNiEES WITHeN DENMTISHION NES BEEN Qranted by (e CUDKINC 1 G8Ch NKBNCE




- »

Page 2 ) How To Evaluate Jdnuary 1978

How To Collect Evaluation Inforﬁigion (Cont.) ™.

Second, the information collection techniques should be technically
.sound and the data collected from them should be reliable, valid, and target- -
ed to the evaluation questions. Third, the information collection techniques
should provide the best data the evaluation budget can afford, which means
that you will have to decide such things a$ whether to buy or develop your
own measures, and whether to use more than one technique for each evaluation
question. Fourth, you must be sure that thé metHods you choose will allow
*  enough time for gathering and analyzing the data. .

©

Should You Use Paper and Pencil Tests.Of Ability?

Paper and pencil tests are among the most commonly used measurement teéhniques in
education.

- . S =
A .blevement tests measure competency in a given subject. They can be developed by
the program or evaluation staff or you can buy them from publishers. Achieve-
<.t tests can be used to measure a student's knowledge of basic English usage
«r a . lass's ability to solve quadratic equations.. -

The advantages of achievement tests are that they can be administered
to-large groups at relatively Iow cost and that carefully developed and vali-
dated'tests are available in many subject areas.

One disadvantage is that achievement tests must be properly validated to
provide accurate information, and this can be a costly procedure. Another is
‘that having high §cores on a test of factual knowledge doesn't always mean
that the student:can apply that knowledge.

Aptitude tests are measures of potent}al. The most common measure of aptitude is
an IQ test. Aptitude tests have the same advantages and disadvantages as
achievement tests. .

W_hét About Paper aﬁd Pencil Self-Report Measures? | .

<

. Paper and pencil self-report measures ask people to tell about their attitudes,

beliefs, feelings, and perceptions. Questionnaires, rating and ranking scales,
the Semantic Differential, the Q-sort, ‘and diaries are among the techniques
most frequently uged in<gvaluating education prograins.

Questionnaires are self-administered survey forms that_consist of a set of questionms.
Answers. to questionnaire items can require free responses (short answers) or
they can be structygred into "forced" choices (multiple choice items). Ques-
tionnaires are fre!ﬁently ugsed in large scale evaluations to obtain -partici-
pants®' reactions and opinions. They are less exvpensive to construct than most
measures, but-the kind- of information you can get from them is limited, and
people don't always answer the questions truthfully. Don't forget that you
will have to follow up on those who don't respond, and that's an expensive
undertaking.

[

Rating scales can be used for self assessment or for _appraisals of other peop le,

groups, events, or products. Student attentiveness, for example, can bé rated
on a five~point scale from 1 for not very attentive to 5 for very attentive.

Rating scales are particularly useful when you need to-reduce judgmental data
A . 2N
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s

What About Paper and Pencil Sclf-Rigofﬁ Mcasuresf‘gCQnt.z )

-~ to a manageable form. They are relatively easy to complete and they produce
objectified data. ’

Unfortunately, they are subject to many types of bias--some raters are -
lenient and.others are not, and sometimes raters let their personal feelings
influence their ratings (a halo effect). Further, the amount of information
you can obtain from rating scales is limited because the rating categories
are never perfect.

_—— ~ e v s — r———

Ranking scales involve putting a set of items into a hierarchy according to some _ .
value or preference. Asking a teacher to rank four textbooks from one to :
. four according to their reading difficulty is an example. Like rating scales,
Tanking scales are easy to complete and produce objectified data. But remem-
ber that rank ordering a long list of items is no fun and it takes a lot of 3
, time. Ranking scales sometimes ask peogké to make distinctions among things
' vhere they can't really see any differedce.

Z.z3ntic Differential is used to measure attitudes by relying on the indirect mean-
-lags of words. . - o T Ty T
For example, students might be asked to rate their country using a series
+ Geven point scales like the following: .

! - oW e St
UNITED STATES s
. . ) 3y
GOOD . . BAD
o - ) B B
PASSIVE = . . ACTIVE
SMALL ' LARGE
< DEMOCRATIC - : - . UNDEMOCRATIC
RICH - _ POOR
s - —
The Semantic Differential is relatively easy to ¢ :e{/it produces onec:i— ”

fied data, and respondents usually find it harder to choose "socially acceptable"
~ answers than when they use an ordinary rating scale. However, the Differential
can be difficult to score. ) .-

The Q-sort requires individuals to place a series of items or statements into riting
" categories so that some minimum number of items is assigned to each category.
For example, teachers could be asked to rate ten textbooks as "above average"
{ or "below average" so that at least two texts are assigned to each category
(the remaining texts can be rated either way). ,
Q-sorts produce objectified data and they force respondents to establish
priorities among items that are being compared in an evaluation. But the Q-sort <~
“"requires people’ to make very difficult distinctions, the directions are often
hard to follow, and the resulting data can require complex analysis methods.

Diary ‘techniques ask people to keep daily or weekly accounts of specific'béhaviors;
attitudes, thoughts, or events. The critical incident teehnique asks people
to record only those things that are particularly importagt, unique,, useful,

or’ revelatory. For example, you could ask—sggﬂgugs-tu-keEp—aTuzInydIET?‘Bf”‘—;ijf
the amount of time spent in free reading, or.-to record the names of any books
: 148 .- 7 .. (wre) 80
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What About Paper and Pencil' Self-Report Measures? (Cont.)

- .

they liked or disliked. ’ o

Diaries and critical incidents permit people to describe unique situa-
tions in their own words, but people sometimes forget to maintain them and
they are often difficult to score and interpret. : :

L]
-

“ ™ Why Not Try Observations? R | '

Another information collection technique frequently used in evaluations is an gye.i
o witness account of individusl behavior or program activities. .You could use
observations, for e le, to find out which viBual aids teachers are using. .
The information collefted by observers can be reported bf checkligts, rating
scales, field notes, and summary reports. '
Stawdz:d observations require careful planning so,.that the(information obtained is
© arnniate.  Observations can give information collectors first-hand information
.- 4byuf a program, and’ihey are often the only feasible and economical way to’
2ather certain kinds of information. But it is costly to train observers,
sud several may be needed to get reldable results. Another drawback is that
people who know they are being observ may not behave &gymally.

T

Time 'sampling observations involve repeated ob?efvaﬁioqs of a given situation. For
example, observers may note how many students and which ones ask direct and
indirect questions during.ten consecutive five-minute intervals. ° .

"~ Time-sagpling allows first hand observations of a program, and the many
observations make it possible to identify unusual events that you might other-
wise think were routine occurrences. 'When all the observations are made one

.

1

:O.'J

. ; - after the other, however, they are likely to depict only one particuldr situa-.
. tion and not the program as la whole. S . T
e . . '
5 Are Interviews Feasible? S

‘ An interview is an information collection technique in which one. person talks to
.apother or to a group. Interviews can be completely unstructured and spon-
taneous, or you can decide ahead of time the kinds of questions to ask. If

you use multiple choice questions, even the response categories are predetgr-
min.do N « -

"

Face-to-face interviews might be used, for example, to find out _why paraigipanté
. dropped out of a program, and might consist of three ‘basic questions with a
. - series of two or more in-depth questions for each basic question asked. The
. best thing about the face-to-face interview is that it permits you to probe
sengitive qpbjects like attitudes or values. But ;pe;é interviews are usually
tink"consuting' and expensive, and you will have to give interviewers special
] . training . Q ) » . * N ’

s

r

Telephone interviews also permit in~depth probing. '6f sensitive issues. and are less
. costly Ehan face-to-face interviews. They are still expensive when compared
to questionnaires, however.. You should remember ‘that not éveryone has
a telephone, and spme people are reluctant to reveal their feelings or give
pexsonal information over the phone. 149 - - ‘  Imare)
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Are Performance Tests the Answer?

- Performance tests require people
you assess the quality of the performance or product.
formance test is when 4ou have someone type a
number of words
vhen a group of experts oblerve a teacher instructin

..a rating scale to indicate their appraisal of the te

' The major advantage of performance testing is

that are close to "real world" activities.

and expensive, however, bécause

istered individually ard they s

K

g

7

-«

"One

to complete a task or make aoﬁching, and then

example of a per-

letter and then you count the

typed correctly in a set amount of time. Another example is

8 a class and then use
acher's ability.

that it relies on tasks
"It is often very time ‘consuming
performance ‘tests generally have to be admins

. . 5(,‘
/j‘ghary 1978
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ometimes require the use of special e,quipmen:}, P
v ~uid Record Reviews Be Enough?
.4 rer’ews mean that you .collect evaluation informatidn by going through pro-
* Tar rslated documents. In & program where older pupils tutor younger ones,
«  ¢wamplel yoy might review attendance records to see if either the tutors
-7 <he children they taught came to school more regularly after the program
Segany T T 7T - — i
Record reviews are:'"unobtrusive' in the sense tMat they do not interfere R
with.the activities of the program being evaluated. They can also be relatively
inexpensive because no new dats collection is required. Oge problem is that -
- program documents may be disorganized or unavailable. ‘
. M . )v—_& —
INFORMATION COLLECTION ADVANTAGES DISADVANTAGES ~ -
ALTERNATIVES g “ o -
e : .. -
Paper and Pencil | Achievement Tests | Can be administered Expenﬁ)ive to develop |\

Tests of Ability

v

Aptg.u'xdc Tests

-

, dardized tests are
available

to large groups at
relatively low costs

Many published, stan-

and” validate ‘ T

High scores do not

necessarily imply
thitit the tested
knowledge can
be applied

Paper and Pencil

Self-Report Mea-
sures

Questionnairgs

.

.'relatively low costs

Can be administered
to large groups at

|

-~

-

obtain sensitive
information

alwdys be truthful

-Respondents may not

' N
“Can be difficult to.

LA (

L : .
el - Must follow-up.to
o * J ——7. Tlobtain adequate
L~ . ' numbers.of respon- -
T dents _
- 150 . (Cont.)
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INFORMATION COLLECTION

ALTERNATTVES

3

ADVANTAGES

”

¥
DISADVANTAGES

o e e Bl

Paper and Pencil -
.. Self~Report Mea- |
| sures {comt.) - .

Rating Scales °

N—]

Easy td complete

 Produces objecti~
fied data =~

Reduces judgmentdl

data into a manage-
- able form .

N

- °

< 3

3
-

" Responses may be

~ paters are lenient
.and others are strict

biased because some

[y

Aount of information
obtainable is circum-
scribed by the rat-'
ing categories

Balo effect - .

I} .

Easy to complete

Produces objecti-

1Tfied data
: called for that are -
\ - not perceived .

- long list of items’

Difficult to ramk a

v

Distinétloné are

- —

entials

.

Seémantic piffer-

-/

[

t  Easy to complete

4 Produces objecti-
] fied data

More difficult to
give 'socially
acceptable" re-
sponses

-

>

F,

»

* AIPRY
Difficult to score -

4
-
~

N

~ .

6duces objecti-
fied data

-

Forces respondents’
to establish’ prior-.
itfes among items

~

Distinctions are .
called for that are
not perceived

34 v
Difections can.be
too qlaborate. 2

Can requiré complex
data analysig methods

,Diaries and

. Permits péople to

ﬁgople don't '\ntain

Critical discribe unique <hem
quidents -situations in
* their own words Difficult to sco
B and .interpret
Y ‘ (Copit.)
e 101
» ‘ ]
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INFORMATION COLLECTION ADVANTAGES . DISADVANTAGES
ALTERNATIVES - - > ) : . e .
~ ' ' - i .' ’
' Observations Standard ' Can observe events ‘* | Observers.can change
: | Observations ‘| .at first hand ° | '~ the environment
) : s "|’ Inter- and intra-
’ - { observer reliability
, a ! can be difficult to
' ¥ obtain . X
Tine Sampling + Can observe events Observers can change
s . Observations at fi{bt hand ~ ' | .the environment
- More opportunities ' Inter- and 1ﬁtr3..' > <
. ) to observe observer reliability.
) ‘ »,| can be difficult to
/ . L , | obtain .
Interviews Face-to-face Permits indepth )
v . Incerviews L~ probing . >
T ' A Inter- and intra- (7 5|
* Sensitive issues . ater reliability cs )
o i can.be discussed e difficult to obt
- / |-
N dept -
Telephone Perpits indepth - Costly R .
T . Interviews. probing . ! )
T T T TTT ‘ . , Some people may not
i Sensitjve issues have telephones
. . [ - can be cussed o "
— - I [ ——— {Moredtfftcult—to
oo Less costly .than.  ° | probe or discuss
. face-to-face in- sensitive issues
terviews \! . ’
LX) -
+ | Performance’ Tests ) o Close to real Qosily,
' 0w - world situations S . o
¢ .. . Generally must be
. : administered indi-
viduaily .
; g v e * Can rqquiré special
S . : equipment or apparatus
‘.t N [ g
Record Review Unobtrusive - .Documents may be .
- . car disorganized or un-
AR . C ", | available -
n be inexpensive . :

N6 new data collec-
tion required
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— News Briefs —— 1
The essentials %f an adequate evaluation are spelled out in no tain terms b ' \/1
. . Kasten Tallmadge of RMC Research Corporation in a new "Ideabook™ to )
the Natjonal Institute of Education,' .Did‘a change occur? Was 'the effec
' consistent emough to be statistically signigicant? Was the effect educa
: tionally significant? Will it work just as well in other. places? Are you
" sure it was the program that made the difference? 1Is the evidence under-
_ standable and believsable?. To top it off, you'll find a lucid chapter on

: common evaluation hazards ‘and how to avoid them. "

‘ A limited number of cgpies of Ideabook are available from the National Institute
- of Education, Education and Work Group, Washingtom, D.C.. 20208. J

M . .
~ -

hd -
!

Yearly 200 programs that measured up to Tallmad e's stringent criteria are described
n a 200-page erback called- "Educationtal Programs That Work." Exemplary
projects that have been approved by the Office of Education/National Imstitute
of Eduzation review panel include early childhood education, reading, _math,
sp2ci.l ed, career éd, environmental ed, alternative schools, and more. o

. w.der by sending prepayment of $4.95 per copy to Far West Laboratory for Educational "
‘ Research and Developmeént, 1855 Folsom St., San Franciseo, CA 94103, attention

« Order Department. . . - -
o . ! . * .
N 0 ’ N - 4 - - -
’ o>~ 4 4

The Evaluation Network offers to~the-minute information on feséurces, trainin
programs and materials, new developments in evaluation tegchnology and theory,
' and practical applications. Membership includes subscxription to Evaluation ‘
News, a quarterly publicatioh edited by Michael Scriven. ° .

<

For further information write EN c/o Phi Delta Kappa, Eighth St. and Union Ave.,
PO Box 789, Bloomington, Indianma 47401. Annual dues: $5.50. o

.

3

: ========_—'= -

*

The Evaluation Improvement Program is a nontechnical inservice effort to train teachers,

' principals and agency managers in the techniques of education program evalua-
tion. \It.offe_rs self-instructjonal materialy including a Program Evaluator's
Guide, ' an evaluator's workbook and a trainer's guide, and ,a catalog of evalua-
- tion training materials from the National Imstitute of Education. . - - o

8

[

. AContact W.W. 'Walto'n, Evaluation Improvement Pfogram,- PO Box 2845, Educational
* 7 festing Service, Princeton, NJ 08540. _ .o
. - ¢

> L
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Dr. Arlene Fink and Dr. fIacgueline Kosecoff, editors of this newsletter, will "con- .
" 7 . duct two workshops this spring on How To Evaluate Education Programs, _The = _j
- dates are Aprils24-25 in Washington and May 11-12 in San Francisco. Mark your

* calendar now and write or call John Ekberg, ADD, Capitol Publications Inc.,
7430 Pénnsylvania Ave., NW, Washington, D.C. 20037. Phone (202) _452-1600. -

- ——— .
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‘Wayne D. Dvorak and Donald P. Lang
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arts in general education programs, if it is to

be effective, must reflect a retonsideration of -

.the whole progess. of education evaluation.
AGE programs represent a critical philosophi-
cal shift regarding the place of the arts in gen-

eral education and the values and special con-. '

tributions the arts can make to a school pro-
gram. The approach is significant becauss it is
-global—the arts are used as ofdé means.to
teach everything. The evaluation plan, there-
fore, must be designed fo reflect that univer-
sality—the philosophy, the aims, the out-
‘comes, and the complexity of the program it
purports to evalyate. It must be compre-
hensible and flexible, yst retain validity, 4

Education programs, particularly those that
afe characterized by new approaches, will ul-
timately be evaluated by everyone—project di-
rectors, participants, teachers, students, par-
ents, and administrators. What is not needed
is an evaluation plan that reduc#s complex
and unique education programs to esoteric jar-
gon and statistical “simplifiers” and descrip-
tors like “x,” *'y,” population scores, and stan-
dard deviations. - :

The evaluation plan proposed here results -

in an understanding of the program and its ef-

fect upon the participants. It can be and has -,

been- used effectively’to evaluate either arts
education or music education programs. De-.
veloped by Robert E. Stake, director of the
Center for Instructional Research and Curricu-

lum Evaluation at the University of Illinois,

Urbana, the plen is called “Responsive Evalu-
ation.” It establishes some important alterna-
tives tp the whole process of education evalua-
tion research, particularly of arts in gedferal
education programs.

Respensive evaluation
The two major activities of a Responsive

Dvorak is assistant professor’of music education at Hartt
College of Music, University of Hartford, West Hartford,
Connecticut. Lang is assistant professor of music educa-
tion, University of Delaware, Newark.

meifan o "

Any evaluation plan designed to evaluate™

. Descriptors only tell, for
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Evaluation are the description/ and the judg-
ment of the program under ination. The
difference between ‘‘description” of the pro-
gram and the use of ‘*descripfors” is an impor-
tant distinction. Descript

ple, that certain
“individuals are observed, found to differ, and
the. distribution of the scores is

~ Evaluating an AGE Program .

are simplifiers. .

, dﬂ;%i_bed. ,
Covariations of various kinds are reported and.

intérpreted.”* Description ‘portrays.: Dascrip-
ton tells us"what the program is really like.
Responsive Evaluation portrays the -program
in all its scope and complexity. It is based
upon “... what people do naturally to eval-
uate things. They observe and react.””2 The ap-
proach is not new. What is new is the begin- °

.ning of a techuology developéd.around this

natural behavior, in part to overcome its de-

fects. The accompanying figure is a graphic

-representation of that technology:

Description R ‘
Initially, statements concerning the in-
tended antecedents (from where the program

is starting), intended transactions (what class- * °
. room procedures will be used), and the in-*

tended -outcomes (who will benefit and how

they will benefit) are gathered by the evaluator _

from program personnel. Next, he ar she ar-

ranges for observations of the program by vari- ,

ous people, including himself and individuals

with ‘fio vested interest in the program. He " ,‘

gatliers their perceptions and imprassions of
the ‘observed antecedents, observed proce-
dures, and observed outcomes, remembering
to take into consideration the differing value

. perspectives of each observer,

The diversity"of an AGE program dexgznds
redundancy in the evaluation process. Repeat-
ed ericounters by the same observer, by many

different observers of the same experience,
" and a widening perception by all can “*discov-
.er” significant happenings,‘either favorable or

Robert E. Stake, “Responsive Evalustion” (Urbana, Hlinois: .
Canter for Instructional Research and Curriculum Evaluation,

1972), p- 4. g b

Stake, p. 1.
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" Judgment )

.

unfavorable, that may be missed in a single en- "

counter. What is of value within the program
and what is not will emerge as a consensus
among the observers. .

At point it is important to note the pos-
sibility of using appropriate tests as part of the
data-gathering process for establishing ob-
served outcomes, The choice of these in-

struments is made as a result of observing the’

program in action and of interacting with vari-
ous groups that have an interest in the pro-
gram. .

Education programs are rarely simple—
most assuredly, arts programs are complex.
Each observer and participant of the prdgram
brings to his record of the program his own
biological inheritance, his past learnings, and
his perception of the immediate situation.
This becomes the “truth” of that situation for
the observer. Sincs thers exists no single, ulti-
nate truth regarding the value or relevance of
any specific education rogram (preordinate
= aiuators notwithstanding), the gathering of
toany different versions of the truth according
to difering value-perspectives is more ef-

fective, revealing, and reliable than the pur- _

suit of a single, ultimate value. Divergent and
even contradictory subjective evaluative com-
mentaries can often generate valuable infor-
mation about how an AGE program really

-
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works.:as well as contribute directly and sig-

* nificantly to the evaluative phases of the re-

search project.

If the description is accurate and complets,
if the reader of the final report can get into the
heart of the program, if the program personnel

can be shown the realities of the program,

rather than what they believe the program to
be, then a basis for critical judgment and
meaningful evaluation of the program has
been provided that goes beyond the inter-
pretation of test scores.

The total number of value perspectives gath-
ered and reported is limited only by the re-
sources, the time, the priorities, and the inter-
ests of the evaluator and his clients. Proper at-
tention to diversity will allow for the greatest
service to the greatest number of people. It can
also help to counteract the reports of the ob-
servers or participants with “an axe to grind.”
an important consideration in any style of re-

search reporting. \/\e
In the judgmental phase of the evaluation, .

the evaltator notes the discrepancies and con-
gruencies between the intended antecedents,
procedures, and outcomes. Either or both of
the intended and actual antecedents, proce-
dures, and outcomes may also be compared to

. an ideal or accepted standard. Similarly, the

evaluator may note if the intended antece-
dents and procedures could be expected to

produce the desired outcomes—logical con-"

”, -
= N t

-

. DESCRIPTIVE DATA ~
Intended - Observed
Ant t A Antecedent
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tingency. Also, the evaluator may note the
cause-and-effect relationships among observed
.» antecedents, procedures, and outcomes. .

Any complex, diverse program that hashad
repeated viewing will yield ambiguous and
contradictory information. Traditionally, this
has been the bane of preordinate evaluators—
the results do nof fit neatly into the paradigm.
The Responsive Evaluation approach over-
comes this dilemma through the use of what
Stake calls “adversarial procedures.”

Most common in the work of legal theorists,
adversarial procedures call for the reportirig of
evidence about a given program by two indi-
viduals—an advocate and an adyersary. The
advocate's statement is a summary of the most
positive claims that might reasonably be made *
about the ‘program, while the adversary sum-
marizes the most damaging claims. Neither
statement is intended to indicate the personal
opinion of its author. Each statement presents,”
rather, the claims that might be made about .
.2 strengths and weaknesses of the, program
;< ad upon the evidence gathered during the

. en:’sive process. In this way, the
w ...d 'value of the program emerge to
. .38 peoplz who must assess jts worth and
mast judge it. ' ’ o

Responsive Evaluation has yet another im-
portant Bénefit for the evaluator and his client.
Because.it is not restricted to elaborate para-
digms and a statistical format, the final report.
can be written in a natural communicativé
style: There are many exainples of the natural

" style of evaluative reporting that can stimulate
the reader's interest in evaluation as well as
educate the reader in alternative evaluative
process. They include reports by Stake.?. .
Brauner;* Lang,’ and Dvorak.® Each of these,

a

reporting. An evaluation mist provide useful
. inforifiation to a client. The results may’ or

may not be generalizable to other situations,

but they must be valid for the individual pro-
_gram under evaluation. toe - @

®
)

exampl phasizes the service function
N\ srather the research function of evaluative

@

ummary ‘ ,
Even though the evaluation plans énd final
reports of the Responsive Evaluation fodel
will vary in direct relationship to'the diversity -
of programs being evaluated, the following

MLMMWQGW“MEMWJW.
the Twin City Instituts for Taleated Youth, 1971.” AERA Mono-
graph’ Series on Curriculum Bvaluation. Vol. 7 {Chicaga: Rand
McNally, 1974).

_ 4Chagles Brauner, “The First Probe,” AERA Monograph Secies

A

= on Curriculum Evaluation, Vol. 7 (Chicago: Rand McNally, 1974).

doctorsl
Music, University of Hartford, 1976).

*Wayne D. Dvorak, “Orff Music Educatisa for Disadvantaged
Children—Language Arts and Mathematics Through Music,” eval-

uation report (Hartford, Connecticut: Coanacticut State Depeart-
ment of Education, 1973).
mejjan 78 ‘ -~ 1
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principles are common to all:

e Parity. The value of an education program

is determined hy people, not the research

design. — o — —

e Ubiquity. Evaluation is a partner to all ed-
ucational endeavors. -

e Diversity. There is no single, ultimate

* truth in the value of any education pro-

e Utility. Evaluation must be a service-to its -
clients. - ‘

e Redundancy. Understanding of any edu-
cation program comes with repeated en-
coufters. . °,

e Ambiguity. It is neither necessary nor de-
sirable to force a consensus about the value

of any education program.

' @ Generalizability. Important in the work of

preordinate evaluators, generalizability
may not be worth the effort. Each program
must be evaluated on the basis of its unique
aspects.’” .
~ In his book, Zen and the Art of Motorcycle
Maintenance, Robert Pirsig reveals a new and
thought-provoking way of looking at some of
the premises upon which Western thought is
based, including those thought processes nor-
mally associated with education, research, ,
and ially the:scientific method. Stake fre-
quently has said that Zen and the Art of Mo-
torcyclie Maintenance is the best book.on edu-
cation evaluation that is yet available. The ap-
p_lidéaon of some of these ideas to arts
education' evaluation is not only relevant, it is -
essential. As Pirsig reminded us: .

It's been necessary since before the time of Socrates
to reject the passions, the emotions, in order to free
the rational mind for an understanding:of nature’s
order which was as yet unknown. Now it's time to

“further an (inderstanding of nafure's order by reas-

similating those passions which were originally
fled from. The passions, the emotions, the affective .
domain of man's consciousness are a part ormb
ture’s order too. The central part.’

.Maybe these ideas only work in literary
form (fiction at that) and are not applicable to
evaluation of AGE programs. ‘But-as Stake
himself has said, “. . . were he to'have greater
ties with the anthropologist, the journalist,
and the poet, the contemporary evaluator
might have dealt himself a more responsive
assignment."® The. analogy is clear. For ef-
fective evaluation of AGE programs, the logic
is inescapable. 3

TRobert E. Staks, "*The Seven Principal Cardinals of Education-
ol Evaluation,” handout for presentation st AERA annusl mesting,
Chicago, April 1972, .
"Robert M. Pirsig. Zen and the Art of Motorcycle Maintenance
(New York: Bantam Books, lac.. 1974), p. 287.
Robert E. Stake, “An Approach to the Evalyation foe Instruc-
Programa (Program Portrayal vs. Analysis).” paper deliv-
ot AERA annual meeting. April 4, 1972, p. 1.
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Thé evaluation plan tor this report
article, "The Countenance of Educationa
It calls for (1) a thorough description
personal judgements of the Institute.
lection of data on the background again
vities take place, the activities thems

. Because the Institu%e is of short du
tives of the staff are granQA_elusive,
tests are.insensitive to many studept 1

' hepre were gathered by direct observatio
not used..
to get a
v1gu§; members. of tuc Class. Student Vv
evaluator views were collected. -

The daily ractivities of the evaluati
correlated with the activities of the t
‘staff, doing something sometimes called
helping the staff raise guestions, gath
cedural prohlems.

For the
jeéctivitv of the final report.
_This evaluation report teatures
sapy’s report, one summarizing the most

port or the Institute and the other summarizing the
left with responsibility of resolving

criticism. The readef’ 1s
theése conflicting arguments.
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" 1c19Y-1971 evaruation ReporT: THE SETTING AND PEOPLE .
. — / .
The 1971 session of the TWIN CITY INSTITUTE FOR TALENTED YOUTH
was held on the campus of Macalester College in St. Paul, Minnesota.
* Numerous activities extended to the urban areas nearby, out into the
‘state, and even to West-Berlin and Mexico City. Students back-packed
across Isle Royal, dug for Indian artifacts .at Fort Sweeney, visited
Twin City and Chicago industries, and talked to officials at City
Hall. Still, most Institute activities took place in typical class-
rooms, at Macalester. See map below.

This was the fifth summér. Previous Institutes had been -held at
Murray High in Saint Paul and Marshall University High in Minneapolis,
and at Macalester, and Augsburg College in Mlnneapolis.

. -
v

The Institute 1s a summer school experience for specially talented
youngsters in the ninth through twelfth grades of Minneapolis and St.
Paul schools. It is supported by these two districts, by a substantial
.4drant from the Harington Foundation _and by numerous donations. No
tuition is charged.

Aiout R20 students attended in 1971. The number has heen growine
2ar% . Jae, <The length of the term has increased t00,.now up anowaer
oo, 1z seven weeks. The 1971 term extended from June 15 to July 30.

The teaching staff consisted of 28 master Class Spaces
teachers and 28 associate teachers. Master |
teachers were selected trom schools through- 35 Amerinan Studies

out the metropolitan area and beyond. »The 38 Archeology . .
associates were selected from the two urban 39 ‘“Astronomy
districts.: Additional teaching help became -39 _Chemical Bo
available from University of Minnesota stu- 38 . Computers
dents seeking experience, stimulation or 39 ‘Computers in ) o
course projects. Three administrators, ftwo “" - Scielice
ev~inators, and a secretary alsoﬁyere staff 36 Dance .
members. , - 38 Rcological .
; > Bilology -

35 Environmental '

' ‘Accounting

25 ..French ¢

25 German
2 Graphic Arts
39 Mathematics for
the Disenchanted

3% -Music
35 Poetry ' - 4
?E"'Russian-
Sculpture
20 Sesame Street
4 Spanish
35 Theatre

35 The Urban Hero
2 Wilderness
. Lc -dership
35 Writers Workshop
31 TCITY Office
3 -Library, AV Ctr

SNELL MO AVEN

~
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tcmr-lQ'/l EVALUATIGN REPORT: GOALS

- The primary objective of the Twin City lnstitutce fs,td create an

- educational. program that ham«.ademiu and social ‘appeal tor [/
students who possess a variety of arti fc, lanpuape, sefentitie and
leadership talents. The: program ius not ddgigned to repeat the reopgu-

- .lar -school experience, nor to repalr it for the disenchanted. ‘'I'he

Institute is 'designed to create a special experience, cutting across

tudent interests, group identification, idea exploration, and the
aditional school curriculum. '

®The Institute'is willing to tag# risks. Teachers will develop
courses that have their locus in_theory or intuition rather than in

more conventional curricular constructs. The staff will recognize

that any program, traditional or experimental, that chooses to work

in an atmosphere of- freedom, where trust is extended in social re-
lationships, and where‘new ideas are encouraged, is going to be
vulnerable to charges of aimlessne and confusion. -

The Institute s‘taff--particularly “teachers involved in such areas .
as the arts and social sciences, where truths are more, subjective
and where curricular goals areidisputed--will develop programs that
. emphasize inquiry. To create compelling and stimulating learning “
i environment, TCI teachers will develop problem-centered courses -
® ' ” which encourage thought inquiry, and creativity.

Pinally, teachers will introduece students to a total Institute
" environment. The Institute campus will bé open to the young, sen-
) sitive, indquiring mind. Students will Sshare with each other-- :
: ( . through conversation and exhibit--their productions and products: M
telescopes, dances, poetry, music, foreign language feteés, newspapers,
etc. Agalnst'a background of computer programming, art, pottery- -
making, dance, athletics, folk daffeing, games, canoe building, stu-
dents will meet and talk and create.

Al

Having come interested in math, science, poetry, or archaeology,
-‘students will leave more committed to understanding and appreciating

the total ¢oncerns of men. Success for the Institute will mean that
students and teachers have infected each other with a personal hon- -
esty and will have demonstrated that learning can truly be humanizing.

V: , .
v ‘ Charles Caruson, Director, TCITY . . “\

. Goal Evaluation. Evaluators have an obligation to raise the
questIon, "Were the right goals pursued?" Different people have
different ideas, of course, as to what the right goals are, Still,
- goals and priorities should be evaluated. .

Many teachers and curriculum specialisﬂ% endorﬂp TCITY's .in-
creased emphasis on humanization, personal awareness, and problem .
solving, and decreased.emphasis' on skills and knowledge. Some
teachers and many parents disagree, wanting the school experience
' to pay off in answers to.the classical gcademic questions--the kind
that' get students employed, admitted to college, etc. Tn the eves
of the evaluators. the TCITY gdals Aare worthy .goals, suitably ‘dis-

<¥ cussed ana reasonablv operationalized. . ™

©. 4 ) > 160 robert Stake, Evaluation Specialist, CIRCE
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‘or ‘third choice were added to rosters, - L
Mr. Caruson and Mr. Rose examined the foqmégzggéking especially

P
Tc1Tv-1971 EvaLuaTion Reporr: /ADMISSIONS

Students residing in Minne:polis or St: Paul during 1970-71, and
in grades 8-11, were eligible for the 1971 TCITY Summer Institute.,

Early in the year, Associate Director, Robert Rose visited Twin
City high schools to promote the Institute and to encourage applica-,
tions from interested students.” As the March 26 deadline approached,
it became obvious that some schools had few applicants. Counselors
there were asked to encourage students to apply. Some emphasis was
Placed on recruiting disadvantaged students from inner-city schools.

Students were ‘asked to select a first, second, and.third course
preference and to ask two teachers for recommendations. School coun-
.selors provided academic grades, a recommendation, and the combined
Wwerbal and numerical scores from the Differential Aptitude Test.

Some courses, like Wilderness Leadership and Sesame Street, had
far too many applicants for the number of openings. A few, like *
Music, were under-subscribed. Students listing music as a second

talented students.with DAT scores over 75 and al considering low
achleving youngsters with no marked behavioral problems, whose tea-
chers and counselors felt that the Institute would draw out their
Special talents. About 200 of these "Special Admits" were accepted. -
Some of the teachers examined applications and made recommendations,
but the responsibility and burden of selection fell mainly upon
Caruson and Rose. ; ,

"957 of the 1247 applicants were accepted, with the expectation ‘
that some would cancel, Of this number,. 771 quickly accepted. Some
Students accepted later, and a few students who had -been in the "al-
ternate™ status were added to the accepted 1list to fill.low classes.

It was expected that 775-800 would attend. N

On Monday, June 14, 838 students appeared at Macalester College
to start the Institute. During the course of the 7 weeks about 7
percent of these students disappéared from their classes, leaving
approximately 800 on the final days. These were gretty evenly di-
vided between Minneapolis and St. Paul and split 450 to 350 4n fa-
vor of girls. There were 45 scholarship students. About 16 percent -
of TCITY-1971 students were repeaters from 1970; 4 percent had also
attended in 1969, : ’ : b

‘A decision to admit eighth graders this year led to problems-- ) :
70 additional schools to contact, new counselors to involve, and an
absence of DAT scores. Some teachers thought 8th graders were less
able to discipline themselves, and a few students complained about:
communication difficulties, but the consensus was that the younger
students adapted well and caused few problems. -Some larger classes’
felt that difference in experience was a.better ‘criterion for sube-
grouping than age. o . ’

Any program for "talented" yourgsters is potentially faced with \\\4;«
charges of elitism and racism. Many teachers thought there was less
elitism and snobbery at TCITY than in honors classes in regular
school. Minority enrollment was, perhaps, 8 percent. . v

Admissions questions that cpqtinug to be discussed by the directors
and the TCITY Board: Is there a better way to identify talented stu- .
dents, than by test taking and faculty recommendations? How large a
peércentage, of "Special Admits" ¢an be enrolled without endangering the
academic spirit of the Institute? Are the admission procedures con-
sisfent with the philosophical goals of the’ Institute? .

s
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A calendar ‘ot oventus For TPy <targ %
' . [ 4
Fall ‘Couypse Planning vy mas e {envhers: :
Spring Selection of assoclate Leachers; cercentng o Stadent:

Apr. 15 Notice to applicants about aeceplanee -

May 15 Macalester College--classes met, .planned their summur_,)‘ ‘

June 14 TCITY opened with 823, students, 56 teachers. .
June 21 All Physical Science classes left for twdeweeks at Tama
June 22 German class students (12) flew to GeFmany. for one month
July 1 Dance and Music°qomb1ned to present a pro s Russian
classes crowned a czar, other classes joind® in. - .
,Ju%¥/9 ‘%asame Class-visited a Minneapolis City Co 11 meeting
July- 16 gngqggé picnic; ragtime pianist in music cIess ° -
ITY Board Luncheoncat~Macaiester§_Open house; AIM Indian
. /group halted Archeological dig at Welch, Minnesota
July 26 Environmental Actounting on a three day trip to Chicago
July 28 Theatre show "Rip-Off"; Dance production; Poetry reading .
July 29 Ar& display; Poetry reading; Music on the Mall; Interpre-~ .
‘tive dance; Evening theatre production for parents. -

July 30 Institute_ended; Language groups performed fqlk dances
- 4 - ¥

b
-

E

. Manday, July 19: A typical day at ﬁhe'Insgitute‘

Around 8 a.m. students started gafﬁering in the bus area: the
Sesame II class and combined French and German classes left for a
Cannon River canoe trip with Wilderness class-.guides. Rest of

Wilderness class left for Isle Royale on an 8 day back-packing trip.'i‘

Blology classes went to St. Paul Ramsey Hospital for a series of
physical tests. . L <'

About. 8:15 or 8:30 other classes started in classrooms on the
Macdalester campus. Most of these classes took a short break abcglt

- 10:30 and then continued until 12:00, or 12:30. Fifteen students

%

o

started - on a bike ‘trip along the Mississippi River at 11:30. Sofne
time during the morning, Basic Computer challenged Environnental )
Accounting to a-volleyball game. A few Students played tennis,
frisbee, softball, and went swimming later in the day. .

-« N N L . v
After elasses, opponents in the chess tourmament starte@/%iqging
each other. At 1:00 Dr. Mitra derionstrated. the use of . acrylics,
and Math students began constructing a geodesic -dome. At 2:00 Avi
Davis' Dance class met in the old gym. : ' ,

Art rooms were busy with paintiﬁg and pottery; Astronomy students
were grinding lenses for their telescopes; a few Scilence. students
were finishing their redwood and fiberglass tcanoes. Poetry students
were in the office duplicating their "Broadsides" for distribution’
to people in the streets, and there.were other activitigs; T

By 1:30 most of the 150 students who stayed fof afternodn activi-

ties on campus had departed for home, .except for the canoce builders
who stayed til1°6 or 7 in their race against timbk, - -

- '6 . 16’2 “
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AMERICAN STUDIES
*Mastpr;cene Lohman;Assoc

* 30 'students
' :Bob Niemela
Aims: To examine "American" experi-
" ence as revealed ‘through histories .
and art forms. To relate contenmpo-
rary problems to_American traditions
and 'more. b . :
Sketch: Buillt a group, let it plan
activities. . Used thematic’rather,
than chronolegical study of .American
events ,
‘Making of a President", "packing
the Supreme Court”, "important )
American writers since 1945",  Pook
6 field trips. .

L Sustained high level of
interest and excitement. Students
involved: more in interpretation--
often with too feéw facts--than in
acquisition of facts. Teachers,
students were open, honest about
thelir ignorance and biig--a good.
scene. - T

\

Comﬁént:

2]

38 students
Assoc:Don Land

'CHEMICAL BONDING’
Master: John Edwards;

Aims: To establish electron pate
terns of atoms. ' To relate, these
patterhs to the periodic table.
relate the electron distribution
« pattern to spacial arrangements that*
can be demonstrated by 3-D.figufes.
To use determine pattern?qf elec-
tron dfstributidn to predidt chemi-
cal formulas. To demon3trate the - -
shortcomings of having, a single
MOdel . L -

To

Sketch: I'dples covered and under~

standings reached. . litb used to de-

monstrate the actual makling of. =
broducts disgussed., ' *

Took younger students,
owed that 14 year olds--though .
sog:time left breathless--can learn-

> Comment:
.

complex chemical. concepts. -

‘\,)‘

“, - Te1TY-1971 éVAszgxou REPORT: CLASS

.. Master:Barb Gunderson;Ass

followed such themes as "the -
~ -Cyrano de Bergerac,

+ Master:JohnCrocker;Assec

163 o .

e

Q

A

AINS AND ACCOMPLISHMENTS -

",
vy ) ' :/
' -
36 students
oc:D.-HOpen\

. 2
FRENCH

Aims: To learn French through. simu-
Jlation of experience . France, to
compare life in France and -the USA,
to consider the uniqueness of French .
Canada. L :

A o

Skqtch: A field test for simulation
\ its developed by U of M =people, -
-8¢, preparing French bread, pre-

paring crepes, pPlaying Bridge,
Weather Expres-

1. I

sions, . , .
A . :

Comment: Teacher preparation excel~-
lent, 2 fun class. ;o

v
~

SCULPTURE, POTTERY . 37 students

Master:J.Fqntaidé;Assoc:P.Fitzgerald- ?
Alms: Tq create an awafeness of the
relationships between man, his en-
virohment and his art; a greater
percepti of art and the environ-
ment; a’'greater sensitivity to form,

» color, and -design; an introspection

" into why men make art--and why .each
student does. . ° ‘

]

L
Sketceh: Students at work, creating
three dimensionalsart objeets of ,
+.clay,“plaster, paper mache, metal,
.styrofoam; potting welding, Jewelry
.making. . ’ 3 '

»o R
) N

Comment: For most students a new” '
experience, a persqnal expressfiom. --
, ' 4

EX)

! COMPUTERS IN" SCIENCE 28- students

:PaulGiE;prd

Alms: To solve science problems
using the computer. Emphasis on

- Slmulation. Examihe career oppér-
tunities. ' f

. N v
Gommerit: The highly successful
mini-course, canoe.building, also

.taught by Crocker /arid Gifford, al-
imost swamped, th course. :

T meSE swempen. Shiv s R )

WA

.S
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ARCHEOLOGY
~Masters:
~+4s8soc:

€

yh students
1 Hobson
illstte,

Dan- Conrad, Bil
Skip Olson, Dan W
Jgn Peterson

«
.

3 real sov-
relating
ahd 1issues
To exca-—
Fort

Aims: To ﬁkrticipaté in
l1a]l science field study,
the methods apd.cancepts
of the several sciences.
vate a village site near
.Sweeney to professional specifica--
tions. To consider the 1ife and

. culture ofwthe Mississippian

' “Indian, :

%
|
[
i
!
|
L

Sketch:; At the instigation last
, .sSpring of the master teachers, Con-
- rad and Hobson, Mr. Caruson arranged
with the State Historical Society to
excavate portions of an Indian site
near Fort Sweeney. The Chief State
4 '~ Archeologist was reluctant to risk a
©,  ddg by high school students, but his
ﬁ; colleague, Davi Nystuen, saw 1its
"' educational merit
., Les ‘Peterson,
" ologist,
. ¥supervi

*

v

a4 younger_staff .arche-
accepted responsibility for
g}ng the dig.

 Members of the TCITY staff and a
party of students spent a May week-

“.end.at the Fort Sweerey site for
orientation and training. They dits-
cussed’ the historical, social, re-
ligious, and. ecological aspects of

' Mississippian Indian 1life. They
considered the technical and ethical

" aspects of a 5 week encampment ‘at

the Welch Village ski chalet.. Plan-

“ning at that point. was careful and .
detailed. ' .

[y

During the first week of the Insti-
tute the "Special Math™" class--using

* precise instrumepts--surveyed the
.slte.' A village was expected there,
near .the visible burial mounds. The .

. "village™.was the target, not the

~ mounds. About a dozen -10x10 foot

' squares were randomly selected for

’ _excavation. . L

~

¥

- ~

At the beginning of the second week
B“-archeoiogichl«students, 5 TCITY °
. staff members, several Education

AR

°

Al

-

s

k
-
|

"+ camp rules, (br

and got the okay. —.

Vo

.

w

. ’ﬁ .
~ students ;from the University of Mifi-
¢ nesota, and Le: bepan Mz tne . < Thee
dug witn creowels, caretthly sereen-
tnyy the dirt, examiniuge the cur-
Faces. Slewliv, cven palntully thooe
i weeha, the student s |\'\\'(:l‘§'\l
the surtaee n Tichess, Nothine,, - No

artitacts.,  None of
Lell-tale posthole dlsceoloration;.
No village. The fact that they had
providgg:a basis for revision of the-

archeofdgical ma
theirgdisappoint

Lhe eXpegt o

1

ment,
gs they. played ‘vol-
s Swam, partied, dis-
téchniqyes, revised
oken first by teacH-
ers longing for a beer), made clay
pots, took pictures, ate, -talked
about the similarities. and differ-
‘ences between grave-robbery and
archeology,."..One evening théy in-
vited, famjlies from'neighboring
Welch Village to share a pot luck
supper -and songfest. Th® evenings’.
went, well., A

Dhring the evenin
leyball, canoed
cussed digging

-

In the fourth week, di
to theAmgpnds, they unearthed pot
chards; missile points and other
artifacts--not of the expected Mis-
Sissippians but of 'an earlier In<,
dian, the Woodland Indian. The
#1ind, slowly realized, was a basis
for revising both the local archeo-
logiea)l map and calendar. The
archeologists were as PleaSed as the
students, B

In the final week on-s{te, following
Les Peterson's évaluations, the' dig-
gers moved closer in.  The plan was' °
to avoid the middles, of mounds, but.-..
to dig at their edges 'so as to de-
termine the ‘age and circumstance of
the burials. On the evending of the
next to last day on site; the dig- -
‘gers were confronted by a large
group of Indians, who'identified
themselves as members df the Ameri--
can Indian Movement, Outraged at
seeing Students near- the- graves,
they shoveled dirt back "into ‘the
eéxcavations, even as the startled -
Students, scrambled out,
dents wege frightened Jff

)

~f T

N
Some. stu-
's some

’

8
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pleéaﬁdlrov talking it over. The

*AIM members went. on to burn rield
‘*‘notes, pictures, tools. One TCI
student was physically. shaken, all
were-emotionally shaken.

ot

»,

Some students and their antagonists
returned to the Chalet. More film
‘and dlaries were. taken, but ap-
parently nothing else... A ctudent
asked the AIM people to.:tay for .
~dinner. They -accepted; then the
LUK announced she oculd not feed
them all, "Further talk & y.00d .
The AIM demanded abandoment or he
slte by 9 p.m. The camp wac cleaned
ap'and vacated by 8.

“ne Twin Citles press carried the

",story on page one. The Indians

oroed, "sacrilege'" Mr. Caruson
ered -"You’ n/gd to understand a
ire Ln obder’to honor 1t." Sev-
. day: later some of the Indians
;2ut £, campls to discuss the en-
ccunter with the studehts. To a
slarge dégree they were able to reath
a reconciliation. °

CohﬂEnt:

[

-~

~

For these students this

‘was 3 trying, -exhausting, fulfilling

summer. The 1issues amd struggles .
were serious--they -learned a great \

~ deal about archeologyg about commu-
.nitles and about themselves.\'
A -
> RUSSTAN 35 students

- Masters: Don Byberg, Cath Filipovich

Aims: To. experience, to pondé&r the
Russiarf way of life--communica ion,

" incentives, political system, uls
‘ture. To learn some, of the language
through informal discpssions,-lole-
playing, class projects. To,send a

group to vrsit ‘the USSR, ’

Sketehs ﬂulnh oUCh activitiesfas a
cordnation and ‘pu ylication of
néwsp , the dtudents became
famtliar-with some” Bw d
mund cultuare,
o~ oy ‘

( , vmmert s Tenehersy
e orelons ) TnpenledsT, o bt
VO e adem e o Gdome abuadent i,

—
.

the ¢

‘.

. v' » i
AAPHIC ART -

Kosoc Robt Horton”

o

24 students
R.Pestéllo

JRBAN HERO

Master: S.Sandell; Assoc:
Alms:  To search for today's urban -.
heroes, to contrastethem to the John
Waynes, Charles Lindbergs and Geor
Washingtons; t

of men. )

o] sit the city, to
learn of urban surwval, of power, C

*

sketceh:
clduu-community,

tudents first developed. a
they became aware
of the personal, soclal, and econg-
mic motivations of the city; they
developed ckills to express their
ideas 1n a creative medium (e.g.y
photographic essay, guerilla the-
atre); -they explored themes (eli.,
the 1ndividua1 actinEJpCLordxng to
i1s convictlions in a man-made en-
ironment, value conflict and con-
lict resolution).
Comment: Teachers imaginative,
sensitive; class took an incredible
number of valuable field trips.

36 students
Master: Gopal Mitra

Al Painting, drawing, exploring
ned¥ media. "We will approach art by
considering each student s persqQn al
talents and interests." ' Creatl
expresgsion to be refined througt, ex=-
tensive studio work. Understandihgs
of the freedoms afid disciplﬁnes of
‘art to be stressed.’
Sketch: JEach student completed
several ¢anvases. Themes such as

' Orientall religions and self-evalua-
tion werk discussed. Personal gui-
dance giwen. . '
Comment: Excellent teaching, soclal

perience’ Mitra, an. excellent

ﬁﬁacher, had a bo hilosophy of

+‘1ife,not apprecidated Ry aié//ﬁever-
theless, as artist-in-hesidence, as

application

R

\E)

e
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55 students

\SESAME STREET I, II
¥ ssters: Roger Clemerice, Tom Walz

aSsSoC: William Bichel
‘Aims: ‘ An .educational experience
using the television medium to con-
vey life goals and knowledpge o
basic soctal scliences to urban’ -
children; with field tripu to gather

- 1deas, role playing to learn per-

~ spectives, script building to under-

-+ stand communibé}ion. )

Sketch: Two classes, one oriented
to the stimulation of gpe.cityé one

g it
B

‘to on-stage production.”

~

Comment: Course,pbilosophically
elegant, operationally a mess. ..Tea-
chers personally sensitive but peda-’
gogically insensitive; so unwilling
to impose (to structure) that learn-
. -ing opportunitvies slipped away.

Students turned on, will continu

into fall. ﬂ . »

_'if\MATﬁ FOR THE DISENCHANTED 22students
fi_,HaSter:A.Indelicato;Assoc:G.Scheffer ;

» Aims: To give thé student who dis-
likes. math an undergianding.of its

utility and a look at some inter-

:  esting abstract ideas. Sample top-

R “4es: Simulation, surveying, topo-

logy,,crystals.

P
b
v ;‘J:{

Sketch: Students decided to fdcus
on two topics, surveyingsand geo-l
.desic domes. Computer math was
added later. Students surveyed Fort
Snelling site to assist archeology
class. o
Comment: :Class turned out to be
., more "just curious" than "disen<
chanted'™ but rapport; motivation,
and involvement did grow. )
. MusIC 25 studénts
Master:Johs. Reidel;Assoc:Judy Evans

T

°

Aims: To increase, awareness of
{“;plags;cal, folk, and pop music; to

%o contrast the music of North, South,
and Central America. ‘A~course for.
developing understandings of music,
not for developing the skills of the’

-

P

O isician.

SN

>

> ! N

Sketch: Mucical sensitivity prrew
with expoasure to ethnle muczice and
basie convepts tn muslceolbmrye  work
with cnsembtes, B R
~ ‘ L | ,
Compent s Jourse contept oesvetiont ,
Cotandios e P Tes Inadeguat eLeorrart
, contributed Little to other tine
Arts courses or total tnstitute; ne
real ties ‘to Woodstock Natlon.

AR

WILDERNESS LEADERSHIP 36 studento
Masters: Constance Gore-, Bob Tauring,
Marc,K Wanwig; Assoc: Ron Pressley

Aims: To combine the skills of
camping, canoceing, backpacking, etc.
with the responsibilities of leader-
ship and organization, so that. stu-
dents can guide others into the
wilderness safely and with a sensi--
tivity to itd social, esthetic, and , |
ecological ,aspects.  Practical ex-

" . perience.

Y

Sketch: Students practiceq making
plans for trips; assisted groups .on.
Cannon River canoe outings, etc.’, .

r others in ordinary as well as

. learned the problems in looking out
e

166 10

rdship and ‘deprivation conditions,
and constructed own pack frames and
other items of”equipment.

Comment: A very popular and worth-
‘while educational exzssﬂénce, it )
should>be expanded f forthcoming. |
Institutes, but.  should be changed to
provide more insfruction in guiding
and wilderness' living. .

. gt . -
SPANISH 49 students
‘MastertRamedoSaucedo;Assoc:V;cBapela

A

. - /
ms: »To experience Latin-American
on campus, in Spanish homes in

in Mexico City.

th

Sketch: Activity ‘eriented, to Span—
ish movies, Spanish home:, Cpanlih i
kitchens. 22 students visited Mex-

ico City. N

)

%: Well managed; class suf-
bit with the midterm de-
of the favored few, but .

recovered.
/ ' :

~

-~
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GERMAN - . .40 students
-~Master: D.Cameron: Assoc: P.Schweppe
(’hims: "To learn what the German peo-

ple are like through a study of

language and culture. To send a

small group .to visit Germany. )
© Sketch: Teacher worked on attitudes

toward language, and attitudes to-

ward the work it takes to, learn a

foreign language. Teacher ‘claiméd .

- Students developed a more sophisti-
cated perspective of the student's
' own culture and of the German cul-
ture. 12 students to Germany.

Comment: Associate teécher, left in:
charge, gave us evaluators a kard
ime. -

L3
1 ]

" | THEATRE cLhss " 27 stadents
. Masteq; R.Declercq; Assoc: M.Pfeifer

Aims: Tpé students in this class
will prepare ‘ahd participate in at
- _least one dramatic production. They
“.;will get students from other classes
(:;to share their .drama experiences.
: Story~theatre (Three Bears, Pago,

etc.) will be developed.

~

— /

Sketch! Students put on RIP-OFF, a
collage of story-theatre prodfctions.
Worked with poetry groups to ton- .
‘trast and combine media of expres-
sion. . .
Comment: Students worked hard, re-
sponded with enthusiasm and teamwork
. to DeClereq's direction; the strong
internal rapport, love and respect
T for each other. fl ‘

.* - POETRY  30students
naster:JohnVCaddy;Asso¢:J0y¢e Thomas

Aim: "Imagine the human dawn. Ima-
gine an ancient form of man, prepar-
ing for the hunt..." (So began the
catalogue description of this class)
, &he promise contained ways;;d’awaken
' . "the sleeping voice", to express
"'£". oneself in "the ancient natural way
{_™ay". The mefhod: establish the
' © 57 group, write what is personally sig-
" nificant, read recent\poetfy, talk.

Q . ' v (

,Aims: To develop interest in accounw.

" .the role they play in %¥g\so¢iety.

ECOLOGICAL BIOLOGY

" basic functions and reactions of

. circadian rhythm. ;COmpl;ted ﬂeweq'

7.

I}

Accomplishment: Perhaps 3/4 of the |
Students gained a .strong sense of |
trust in other group members, most |

. did the writing 'seen needed as a i

base for “sensory awakening", per-
sonal expression. =

Comment:
teacher;
what too
expected
poetry.

A most ‘sensitive, mature
students productive, some-
dependent, with a not un-
fixation on sex-theme

A

ENVIRONMENTAL ACCOUNTING 25 sté;ents'
Master: Dennis Daly; Assoc:Mel Pibal

ting and business; to portray thetr
multifacted, dynamic character and *»

Sketch: Discussions, simulatio s
role-playing, field trips, a trg;—~
to Chicago. , Students learned how .
accounting is used to help indivi-
duals and organizations ‘attain
their goals. : .

.Comment: Program supported by the
Certified Public Accountants,  State
of Minnesota. Teachers ingenious, -
one perhaps too verbal.

P,

- 55 students
Masters:Tony Angellar;Harold Strobel
Assoc: Bill Holmson : .

Aims: Through "team teaching, to,
pPose and ponder questions  about the

animals and man, e.g., organismic
learning, body-environment inter--
action, chrorobiology. To .measure
and plot circadian rhythms, to carry
on individual and group projects.

-Sketch: Completed units.on animal
behavior, learning,_deyfenvfrgnmenq
tal interaction, chronobiology” arid

projects than intended...

Cémﬁent: Gréat,variéty of"ifield
events; teacher-talk good talk "bit
probably too much of it. - . .

| 11la

I3
'
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WRITERS WORKSHOP dhodtudents

DANCE . ‘35 students Masterzuunndvraun;Ausoc:H.Kloppnvtcu
I ter teacher: . Yy Rae Josephson ' : o i 7
Assoc: Linda Nelson, Avi Davis Ams: To pive stident s who—want -t o~
’ - . ’ learnetomwie b Le o1 clinee tor telneng
Alms: To Involve each stadent In Abont thele own welt lagg, e tean
moving, thinking, toeel i it uie e oW Loy ety e thimss worth wiely .
tionk; encouraghiy: her (him) 1o vely T about |
on an expanding movement vocabulary, '
> 8n awareness of celf and sencitivity Sketeh: A‘::ulw_vuup uf’ Lthe clag:
toward others, an increasing know- : -published ™La Bouche™, the student
ledge of dance as an art form and newspaper; others in class wrote )
its relation to the ather arts, a . stories wnd developed their personal
X desire to express herself creatively. writing styles. R
Sketch: Improvement of self-image Comment: A strange class, probably
and group awareness were seen as the  the least learning-oriented in the -
two main accomplishmerits », With vari- Institute. Students were not pushed ~-
ation, of course, across indivi . to produc¥; many did not. :Over half
duals. Time ‘spent in sustained ~ the students wished they had en-
warm-ups, bday mvgmgnt_""imlvlg." rolled in 'somcthins else--for the
watching films of master dancers, in  reat of the Institute only .15% had
theme development, learning concen- that wish. .
‘tration, and developing-a viable ( . o
group. RO L - ,
Comment: Teachers highly competent,, COMPUTERS ~ . 58 stucents
rked well together and with -other Masters: Ed Anderson s Fred Blaisdell.
\,,Jachers. Class needs boys, should' Assoc;  Jon Gross, Virginia Toms B\
be organized as supporting rather ’ .. ' ' S
- ".than as a principal enrollment., * Aims: To introduce new students to 0
LT - ‘ computer uses and programming. To R
introduce advanced students to FOR- b
oy LT TRAN. To consider problems in num-. A, j
ASTRONOMY o .32 students ber thegry, geometry, economic 5
4 ett; 2 ‘ : . o
Master:Fred Bret ,Asso<\: De‘nnislulluu, Sketch: After learning the computer .
Aims: To examine the interdepen- language, the students went om to
dence of scientific facts as they . - learn many.contemporary .uses of com-
relate to events of the universe, puters. They investigated the ef- Dt
To dewelop analytic and inferential fects of computers on modern living.
- Skills. - Individual projects, parti- . They learned. of new tsehnical.de- \
- eularly buflding persanal telescopes. ::i:g”?‘“- in the area of on-line -
Sketch: Large blocks of ¢ e spent Coe
on grinding, polishing 1-,,,::,. ‘pu:.d Comment ¢ Facilities crowded, fre-
U of Illinois Astronomy Series for quent trouble with ltnes. Strong -
background. Camped out to use their afternoon following.
telescopes. : ' \ A .
" Comment: Students took great pride ,
in zhcir work. Sustained involve- 1€8
~n ] ” ] " P
Cr S
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e TCiTY-1971 EVALUATI:ON REPORT: FIELD TRIPS

Field trips were encouraged by bJ;ng easily arranged: the tea-
. cher filled in a bus request form the day before his excursion,
and the bus appeared at the appointed hoyr. Consequently, field
trips were, often used by teachers to sugilement classroom activi-

ties and to take students to unique learping sites. -

.
a

o ' Some classes were absent so much from the Macalester campus that
it was difficult to decide whether they were on field trips or whe-
ther they werexbggmanently based off-campus. All of the Physical
Science classes spent 2 weeks at Camp Tamarac. At camp, there was

.o _an integration of class ‘activities into the Tamarac environment with
canoe- trips, nature walks, innertube floats and visits to Itasca ,
State Park. Teachers felt that two weeks was too long. Students '
thoudht it about right, but one pleaded, "let kids go home on the
»ex>nd and get clean clothes."” The archeology class spent 5 weeks
~. * e dig site. Three days in Chicago ended the Institute for the
<nv ronmental Accounting class. The German and Spanish classes

++ 12 and 22 students ‘and a teacher.to Germany and Mexico. Almost
~~ass snent from 3-5 days canoeing on Cannon River or St. Croix
-ith brigade leaders from the Wilderness \class. (One day\gf

i pes trip-was about average.) . .

Teachers felt,that.the wilderness experiences heiped to establish
+  class identities. Such field trips heightened awareness of differ-
ent life styles, stimulated discussion, and provided inspiration.

u

. iln retrospect, almost all students felt that these trips were fun
' and were good learning experiences. Other student comments were:
"tpo much fun squeezed into too few days", "It was fantastic--I
loved it", and "It should have come earlier to pull us together
mentally"., Students evaluated their field trips as "mostly good",
"pbetter than time on campus", and" "excremely 'stimulating”.

-

In-addition to these longer trips, the class activities calendar ° -
was punctuated with one-.day excursions to places in the Twin Cities.
Some of the sites and activities: Metropolitan Minneapolis-St. Paul

* tour; Jonathan, model housing development; IBM Rochester, computer
facility; Pillsbury State Forest, wilderness; Apple River, inner-
tubing; Teachers' hgmes; Metropolitan Stadium, baseball; Como Park,
picnic; City Council meetings; Lino Lakes, model city project; Gen-
eral Milfs; 3M Company; Univac; Minneapolis Institute of Art; Isle

- Royale, wilderness, St. Paul Ramsey Hospital, physical tests; Ne
Ulm, "German" town; Duluth, UrbaryHero trip. :

Buses were expensive. ' Students generally contributed part of the
\ bus expense and the cost of meals. But~students and teachers agreed
that excursions_off-campgs contributed much to TCITY-1971. -,

. , Craig Gjerde :
P ) - ’ ’ : Evaluator, CIRCE , '

. )
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TCITY-1971 EVALUATION REPORT: TflE- OPEN CAMPUS

~

The -TCITY Campu. wa: closed.  ‘Phe PCITY v lasiroom was open,

Jienin the cl:ls.'.l'oomh Tnterangme Sroup b was ST AL FER B O S T
within and across sov,  Uae o student tntoreste, Gt e gl atten

3 .

tion to student desipres was omnipresent,  Sthiadent s reteral by pelt

that they had ample freedom to bursue the subfect mattor of thefp -
¢ourse, across disciplines. Most felt free to come and gv as they
Pleased. h . A

r

. Students dld not often think of the Campus or the ‘Institute. They
.had a small-group view and a small-group allegience. There were ex-
ceptio&s, to be sure. The dance and theater group work was,hn‘out-
standing example of meaningful cross-course interactton. And there
was an infamous band aof marauding poets and Sesame Streeters. But-

Tgittor the students "reached out" only withif their own group of
rey. - : . o

N
1

Some students labored under the mistaken notion that re-opting .
. for another class would be tantamont to dismissal from the Institute
{"and the waiting ~ist 1s long!") Others sagely observed that' their
. Eroup ‘was “the best anyway" so why should they bother learning about
otherlInsgtite cpportunities? The classes were open; the Institute
was closed. ' T

!
s s

T. Denny ]
Evaluation Specialist, CIRCE:

.
oo .

~

An ﬁdversary's Statement--cohtinued from page 27

##% Pew students--or faculty--understand the selection
procedures employed to staff thel{teaching cadre and to- .
f1ll the student corps. - Why should it be a mystery? ‘

" The worst 'has been saved for last. This report concludes with

an- assertion:- the absence of a crucial dimension in the instruc-

tional 1ife of.T-CITY, that of constructive self-criticism, is a

-near fatal flaw. The, observation and interview notes taken by the

adversary evaluator over four days congatns but five instances of

students engaging in, or+faculty helpihg students to become skill-

ful 1in, or desirous of, the cultivation of self-criticism. The

instances of missed opportunities were exces ive in my Judgment.

Worse: when queried by the writer, faculty) dnd students al.xe showed

little enthusiams for such fare., Is it tod much to expect. from

Institute participants after but: four weeks? Seven may be insuffi- ~

clent. . The staff post mortem, "Gleanings", are a start--but it seemsgéi;

odd to start at the end. T g&ly
B ¢ . a

The paucity of occurence is less damning than the- absence of . . N
manifest, widespread intent. Certain classes accounted - for- all'the
instanges observed. They did not appear to be accidental.: The; in-
tent was there. An Institute for talented high school youth.’cannot
Justifiably fail to feature individual and group self-criticisni.

; (Prepared by T. Denny} not to indicate his Bpinion of TCITY-
13 1971, But as a summary of the most ddmaging charges that might .: /OZ -

¢‘ p.ea‘sonably be made.‘) S 170 . )

IToxt Provided by ERI
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TCI1TY-1971 EVALUATION _ReporT:  STUDENT ATTITUDES

The Director and Evaluator tried to keep in touch with student
feelings. Once a week each student was asked three questions taken
1t random from a pool of 12 attlitude questions. Thus each question
was answered each week by 75-200 students.

Four-questions pertained to studént learning. Every week at

least 90% said they were leurning a lot.
"saying TCITY 1is one of their best learning opportunities increased
steadily from 75% to Jjust under 90%. The
selves involved in creating or developing a project increased from
.40% to over 60% by the third week, and leveled off. To the question,
"Do ydu have the feeling that--when this Institute 1s over--you will
say that TCITY has been a very satisfying experience?" about 80%
n the positive response rose .

sald "yes" until the final week whe

t() 10020

Three gquestions pertained to
how well the student. liked the
Institute. One 1s shown at the
right. Everyone responded each
week that they liked the people

-at the Institute. About 75%
were satlisfled with afternoon
activities though the percent
wis dropping toward the end.

, AL flest, aboul nalf the stu=
dents sald they were petting
too little information about
TCITY events; by the seventh
week a quarter still said so.
Another administrative question
15 shown below-right. Another
brought forth almost unani-
mous opinion“that to appli-
cants, TCITY offers a selection
of challenging, relevant and
useful courses. '

- ‘ - - -—-—\

130

The number of students

number who réported them-

_ Are you enjoying yourseif at this
Institute?

S0

)
[9)
£

. 49

. | No:

A littie

Consider the Institute (snd not
just your class). Have the arrangements
been weil planned and effectively

carried out?

-

3 //\\‘1-|xﬂhyphmndandcawbd§ut‘

| don’t kpjow . - .

¢

well pianned god ‘carried out




TCITY-1971 EVALUATION REPORT:‘ A*PARTICIPANT OBSERVER'S PERSPECTIVE

»

7

As my part in the evaluation of TCITY.I was a participant ob epr-
ver. I was a member of the Wildernesy Leadership class and was in-
volved in the puidance of other classes on canee and camping, trips
Having had a fair amount of previou: camping’ experience I was ahlu -
to observe carefully the learniny experiences of other astudents.

It io apparent to me that‘studentn want to learn.. At TCI;}\/’
teachers provided the opportunity. for an interesting learning ex-
perience. Students took the initiative, and "away she goes".

Students will learn, even under adgggjinc;ndifibnsﬁ .0n one oc-
casion after a nearly sleepless night non-rainproof shelter,
a friend came to sit-out the rain under my dry shelter. He was in
low spirits and explained to.me that he was' not learning\what he
wanted to. He saild that he was learning what was wrong, but’ not
what was right. But we figured out his teachers were not trying to
teach him what was right. They were not trying to teach him the
answers--they were trying to teach him the questions. And even
though he said he didn't want to, he was learning. They kept put-
ting him in situations where he “would learn.

I believe the Wilderness Leadershiﬁfziass was a very successful
.one., The students could have Been taught more than they were, and
they could have learned more than they did. But they enjoyed 1it,
even with adverse conditions, and learned about handling themselves
and others in the outdoors. Lots of time was spent not being stu~
dents, just: being themgelives. It seemed they learned just as well
that way. iﬁi ’ ‘ ]

One of the dmportant reasons for ‘the success of the-class was

. the freedom given the students:. the freedom to choose ether or
not to go to class or--in. this. class--which trips to geuie. With 2

the amount, of involvement that was asked, " trip almost ery week,

it would have been easy for the students to reJect it. But 1t was

their choice, and they were glad to do it.

The important thing “in all the Institute classes I worked with
was the atmosphere that influenced students' attitudes. The atmo- "-
sphere at TCITY was one that encouraged the student to learn be-
cause he, wanted to, not beeause he had to.

N -

The- basic elemenﬁ”bf this atmosphere was freedom:” freedom of

movement in and out of . the tlasspoom, and freedom of cheice of sub-'
Ject material. At TCITY I saw studenﬁs moving, choosing,.. learniny.
§ ! T Ben Stake, Student’
. . University High ochool
. _ ' Urbana Illinois

172 .
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— Gopal Mitra
TCITY-1971 Aqt teacher

Welding torches

o™ minds are welded into Vﬁ
a useless facts 1index
(- that swells in sifools.» .

’

Offered a torch-
-, we ignite the .
v . stagnated fqrms : . .
sculpting our minds into
geodesic domes

and' polyetheline bubbles. . . . .

Teaéﬁﬁ;s/friends light -
_the torch ' *
but we shape the sculpture. B ’/,]

- Ignoring gired eyes ' : —
* + -~ -——-3leepless faces :
’ - arrive and awaken: . : R

- -\ Life's paintbox-
- colors our experfence
. "but we find 1t
.. here.”

Wy must L dry up .
y

gnd falter come fall? T T -
TR . Beitsy' Marsden
' : ., TCITY-1971 Poetry Student .
. . - ‘4 . J
’ e ' ) -
. L - 17,08

Q » ':? _ _1:23
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. challenging, stimulating, relevant - . 86% 10% 0%. 4%
] 38. Provide master teadhers w:Lth the highest ability- Y -
to-teach : . 81% 0% 2% 9%
. Provide younger teachers a good opportunityt to o , ™
learn more. about teaching. 9% 14% 1% 16% .
k0. Develop curriculum ideds that can be used in 1
18 ‘the regola.r schools. 174 __‘é_'_?_%_ -];31 —3-%—- ._'.71_

’
.

TCITY-1971 EVALUATION REPORT: COLLE(ﬁI(E PERSPECTIVE (sTupents)

“‘The following was taken from the tully of the Student Final
Critique Sheet.- About 560 students frilled out the sheet during.
the final week of the Institute.
We would like to imow how the Institute class activity differs from thc activity of the
classes of your regular school. )

e o . ~ No Regular
, Difference School Institute

1. ° Which holds students more responsible for work? 12% . 382 ’ 207 .

2. \Which encourages students to '"show off" more?

3¢ In which do students try out OWN ideas more? ]
4. In which is more time wasted? ;1%[
: — e Regular .
And how do your teachers compare? No ¢ School Inatitute
Difference Teachers Teachers .
5. Which explain }hings better? : T 38% 112 §Ez.
6. Which know the|subject matter better? . _3_81 ’
7. Which understand students better? 28% . . #
8. Which resist the urge to talk all the time? ) | 16% 3
PTease rate the fo}XOwing features of the Extremely A little  Not
Institute as to how important they were to you: . Importadt Important Important
. . -
27. Close contact with teachers 66% . 29% _2!_
28. Close coxitai:t_with students 80% 172 '_3_L_m
.29. Cpportunity to study for extended period each day 4¢% 4oz . 148
30. Trip to camp, canoe trip, etc. ° ) 467 . 4o% iz
31. " Exhibits, performances put on for "outsiders! l 36% 30% 33% 4
32. Diversity of students 60% . 35% 25 .
33. Afternoon symposia . . 28 52% - 20%
34. "Concern that thease people have for human problems 69% 263 _jﬁ__
35. TFaith that\ these people have that these problems . P :
can be solv ‘ 6 26% - 7.
36...Being treated:as a mature persoq ’ . 85% 13% 2%
/ .

-

Here are several goals of the Institute. Please rate the Institute on how well it met
thoao'&oala, even if you only have a vague idea of what the whole Institute was doing.-o

: -, - ‘ Barely . Don't
' . . Excellent Passing Failed Know

37.: Provide an educational program that is.
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TC1TY-1971 EVALYATION REPORT! '.COLLECTI"JE PERSPECTIVE (FACUETY)

’

<

3 4 - . .

4

In the final week of tﬁe Instituté all master and. associate tea-
chers were asked to complete a four page qdestionnaire. About
3/4 of the teachers did so. . .

The master teachers listed the major satisfactions :in TCITY-71
as the opportunity to teagh,the way they wanted to; to work with
highly motivated, able -students; and to make the learning-experi-
ence a humanizing encounter. The associate teachers emphasized
these things plus the fact that the Institute was a major learning -
opportunity for them. Both groups were strong in their praise of
TCITY.

The least satisfactory aspects of the experiehce these teachers
ha ere the administrative arrangements (too vague, too little .
pré-planning) and the workload (too much gxpgcted). Some master
eachers objected to the large number of students enrolled in
heir classes. Almost all the associate teachers . reported some
funpleasant interpersonal experience during the summer.

Special features drawing approval were the May oriéntation ses-
sions and Wilderness trips. New arrangements that teachers ob-
Jected to were the admission of junior high students and the
foreign language travel alternative. I’ ’

Among the suggestions for improvement were the following:
. 1) Increase involvement of University.stu- —
" dents as teaching aides. ;
2) Bettér communication about TEITY events,
. . deadlines.
. 3) Less involvement in formal evaluation .
* 4)° Extend the opportunities to- suburban and .
" out-state students.

3

By and large the -faculty responses in 1971 were similar to what

., they had been in 1970. There seemed to be better communication

across faculties in 1970 but better communication to and from the
Directors in 1271 Communication remains as an important problem.
*
Most of the master tedchers-.were pleased with what they had done,
but still would like to offer ‘a different course or teach the
co e differently next year. Thegy strongly hoped that TCITY could
be ated at Macalester again in 1972.

T etail their activities .for the summer and to react more
thoroughly,to such evaluation issues, each master teacher submitted
a synopsis called by Caruson "The Gleanings". The reports were
loaded with recommendations for summer coursess and Anstitutes.

>
R
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Te1TY-1971 EVALUATION REPORT: EMPHASIZING COGNITIVE TALENTS

In a sanple of about halfl the cliocses, responses to the Class
(\ Activities Qu;ationaire (CAQ) indicated a few things about the
individual class and the Institute as 4 whole: Ev very olans
shcwed much more emphaSLS on the higher level thought procpei-
es--application, analysis, synthesis, and evaluation--than on
the' lower level thought processes--memory, translation, and
interpretation.

Every class indlcated that ideas were valued more than grades,
and that there was much humor and enjoyment of ideas. There was
very little lecturing or test stress. Enthusiasm » lndependence
and divergence were indicated 1in each class sumiary.

N © Students reported the percentage of teacher talk to be be-
tween 10 and 75 percent with the medlan at 40 percent.

The CAQ profile for the Urban Hepo class showed these responsps

4

Lavels of Thinking /

Lower level

P

s .0 Memory - ncne
Trarnslation inconclusive
Interpretation . some

: Higher level
Application 0 ' some

. Analysis " some . .
Synthesis . > inconclusive -
2 Evaluation some -
@ l\'
\ | . -
el o ’ : ’

*

Classroom Conditions

-

Discussion opportunity much
. 4. Test/grade stress : " . none’ _
¢ " Lecture ) R none ' .
) Enthusiasm . - _some ” ’,
+ Independence ‘ . : much ) ..
Divergence oo : ] much
-Humor N ' X ) much
Ideas valued over grades much
L Enjoyment of ideas . -.much
. Percentage of teacher talk was 40% and average ﬁ%eparation time L ‘\'
ro per week was 1 hour. .
- - . 176 ‘ é *
o 20 ) —oTIT T /03 ’
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TCTY-1971 EVALUATION RepoRg:  ENPHASIZING CREATIVE TALENTS <

\ . ’ ‘
\ ~ h . N ' ' ,’ .Ei,:
Quesition: What athwin_City fosters Creative E ession? ot
\ 4 R v .

e

R A L i RS "ﬁ‘
Tﬁg_above and similar queries were asked during two norning periods '

during the last ten days of class. Primarily, small random groups of -
kinds ;arq\questioned--about 50 total--NOT in the pres¢nce of instruct-
ors. Their areas included painting, scylpture, poetry ' writing, and
drama. Also briefly. interyiewed wére two _instructors in sculpture
and dance.: The'cho;cg of students was based on availability. Also,
two evepts were witnessed in.drama) and dance, plus: paintings and C

sculptyres were viewed as works in rdgress.
/ ‘ . . T

R <t
Answers from students- included: =+ L '
"I really enjoyed the canoe trip.? - | : CR . ©
"I got a chance to make a lot of friends.” Y

"I am having a lot of fun," '
"There is freedom here, we can do what we want." \ T
"I learned a lot." - . ' T . ,
"My regular school catagorizes, here we can switch out .of areas we -

' . My response to the above is that they have a diffqugt set (from
mine) of ideas of what constituted Creative Expression. Within their
defirfition they seemed Lo- succeed. ” They suggest that-success of the.
Twin City enyironment to foster C.E. was: - . o Y
) 5 ~ K .,

fa -
. E

-don't like, and extend time on projects we do. like." - .~ . S /

1) The availability of tools and teachers--NOT the entorcement; a “\ .

?2) The availability of manipulatable time--NOT short class periods
and semester-long courses.’ e - ' ) o

3) Special'cbmmunipy experienees, such as -the cgnoe trip. - ..

4) 1Instructors who were their friends. oL T

Other observations revealed that in the areas of Dance and Drama

' (two réheapsable arts) physical apd cpommunal contacts imbued kids -
"with ‘4 special sensé of C.E. Here, students were'given a chance to,
.note day by day growth as well as longer range improvement measure-

" ments. They were appreciative of aspects of process and
‘(learning and . final performance.) They were given a chance\to inter-

pret and develop. (always within.community approval). This w
true of Poetry and its readings< .

<o -

Persana¥§Remank§: N S ’ _ ' ‘
e 7 ‘ N \
"I must state that the student notion of Creative Expression is o
vastly different- tHan mine in many .ways. Their definitions move
toward C,E. as THERAPY AND/OR SOCIAL CONTACT (global village concept?),

but from my experience Creative,EXpresstoq’1S¢é§ss;pro&ipcial. For &
me . it.1nvolves larger, mnatural, "gran&épﬂgthin

' : interconnectjon,
growth, mutabillty, choice, q1SCOVEfy:A.th? ful}gst multi-level

expeprienges., ) ; . N . T
) Poaag hot sure that thiu is poqsible,iﬁ a seven week progréh; But;“
Twin Clly must keep trying, with a faculty that s;udgs_inspirabion as .
T disceminate,: Pacts and trains skills;'nurtures imaginations as the
hapd . féllow: the mind Inte the cosmos. .
' R L D 1
’ - ’ *. v . N "‘ : N

’
4 K

]

.~ ey,
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“r,
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Terry-1971; pvaLuaTion ReporT: THE LIGHT-HOUSE ‘STHEOL |
L RS R ‘ -

The' following is a partigl consideration of the wayé\bhat TCITY
has influenced instructiona? programs in Minneapolis schools. It
is a personal statement based on my work as Secondary Social Studies
Consultant for the Minneapolis Public Schools and my disqussiens
with’'Institute teachers and social studies department chairmen.

It 1is especiallyVapprbpriape~to ask 1f.social stué?es teachers
not directly associated with the Institute are affected by TCITY
offerings in social science. This field involves virtually. all
secondary schobol students and. some 300 teachers-in the district.
Furthepmore, dissatisfaction with current social studies programs

"/has been expressed by studénts, ‘teachers and administrators. Na-
tional trends offer a variety of conflicting perspectives and ap-

.. bprodaches. In short, the need foy change 1s felt, decisions about

- .inmnovatten in this field must be orked out locally, and the Twin

ructuring learning experiences ot
I new soclal studies courses. -
5 s

<

The quality of"recént TCIPY work in the socfal*séiences suggests

‘:that there would be merit, in public school consideration of Insti=
" tute ferings.. The strong points in the TCITY effort would\igpear

‘k‘ to b

~ Students and teachers have actively explored the urban
e "environmént beyond the classrobm. .

~

DO
(j : '; - Speclal’ attention has been en to student interaction
{ " and interaction between -students and teachers.
N © +'- Questions dealing with values have been sensitively and
s deliberately explored as an integral part of the learning
“ of coqcépgs and skills of social inquiry.

. ’fNévertheiéss, the impact of these efforts in Minneapolis high schaols
would appear ~to have been negligible.because of the following factors--

"l. The Institute has developed as a unique institution providing{ vl
for the ‘special needs of a particular group aof: young people. This -
goal has Tresulted in new approaches and roles_different from'those . .
‘éxisting in the schools. . o

A}

2. Public schéol personnel acknowledge the "special™ and valuable

quality of Institute offerings. However, administrators and teachers

have not seen the Instityte as providing models of what might be

done in their classrooms. Teacher knowledge of Institute offerings ,

1s minimal and interest -in further informatioh has not been expressed,
* -even though there is interest 1in programs from'curriculum development

centers. S ’ . . ‘ ~

-
-

' ,i N . ’ R .‘

‘\3. Institute teachers tend to view their TCITY*expériencg ﬁositively,
. and they thoughtfully explore the implications of this experience -
for their. work in thé schools, The autonomyj)and isolation of thedir

-

&




{
\

! .c¢n20l personnel and Instftute faculty have for both the public

L) " B
regular teaching situations does not providgqthe exchanges that .
would encourage them to assume leadership in the reconstruction of
departmental programs. Several of these teachers are concerned
about their inability to communicate their greater awareness of the
complexity: of teaching-learning processes to colleagues in ways that
would further their own reflections and growth. The resulting |
. frustration would appear in a few instances to have contributed to N
“decisions to leave ‘the regular classroom for graduate study and i
other positions in education. - : ) .o, i
- .U, Students who have been. involved in the Institute apparently do
not return to their schogiq as agitatprs for change. Students, ', .
like their regular teachérs, apparently see the Institute as a
unique experience separate from the standard school program. It
‘might be hypothesized that these talented students have learned
.how to be successful in the public school environment and they ‘re-
sgme~their,ppevidus student roles when they return to the settings
in which .these behavlor patterns have proven successful. *} ,
It would appear that ghe culture /of the schools and the unique
features of the .Institute tend to promote the.separation of these
sxperiences. Special programs like TCITY are isolated from the on-
«"ing business of the schools because of expectdtions that students,

.w«i20.s and the Institute.. Explicit efforts to use the Institute's
b:, eriences as models for-improving the public schools must be de-
‘'vised if a development and demonstration- function is desired, Even
then success cannot be guaranteed.- Efforts to use the regular Min-
neapolis summer school as a place to test new ideas and to serve as
an inservice laboratory for curriculum development.and the adaptation
of materials from national social studies projects have met with very
limited success. )
ir the Institute is to serve a more effective role in dealing .
with the urgent need for innovation in the social studies.and in
other curricular areas, detailed planning involving a range of -
persons--students, teachers, administrators, chairmen, and con-
sultants--must take place. It must be clear that any effort to
use the Institiute as a development and demqnstration center' for * *
curricular revision-might very well compromise many of the unique, .
qualities now included in the program as it serves the special neéds .
of talented41fudents. \ e R

‘J

o Again,' it must be stressed thg% these are personal observations: -

" focusing on social science programs. In those curricular areas such
‘as computer mathematics the TCITY experience may be a significant
element in a broader innovativie effort. The Institute. teachers of
computer math also teach these courses in their Schools and they in-
struct other teachers -in staff development ‘courses aimed at estab-
lishing similar courses. Also, ih foreign language and in the
schools involved in TCITY instruction and their work has continued
into the school year in ways that have significantly influenced their
departments., However, the required social studies courses involving
large ‘numbers of ¢eachers and all students in each scpool have not .
felt }ge impact of the TCITY experience. . ‘ . . ,

4 . s “Robért Berry, CuriculumSupervisor
' . . Rochester’ Public Schools
. S s . — L
- , ... . ’ 25
. .-' . . 9 . - .
' T 1vg R LA
.. I‘ “ i Ve .‘ "..l \ * . !




Tc1TY-1971 EVALUATION REPORT:  MANAGEMENT j\ *
P .’ o ‘ ,/ ’ 4

\ . . . !
: ,// If they changed TCITY to ‘an All Minnesota Institute for Tal-
" ented Youth--as some have suggested--they could use that well-known
slogan, "You're in good hands with All-State."” TCITY is shaped by
. able’ hands. "
L. The authority of the Institute i{s highly centralized Charle.
. Caruson makes the declsions.  The teachers have a great deal .of
. leeway; they are expected tc’ take bold steps But "the Director
A\ ‘Man"™ {s in close touch with what they do. He's the te keeper.
- Charles Caruson talks a lot.. And he listens . And he as
. a.lot of questions. He strides across campus, abruptly stops,

flashes a big smile, and asks a student a pointed, personal question.

"Are you going to the Batique Demonstration this afternoon°" "Are
you still riding the -bus to eampus°" "Did you have a good time at
Tamarac”"

' One little girl coming into\his office early in th# Institute was
surppésed to see him behind thedesk. She said "You, the Director

v < ' Man? I thought he, Director Man drove around in a big black Cadilac.

Caruso® does delfy the image.
Bob Rose 1is[secénd in command, the rest of «the command, ,He makes
* .many of those eeping rearrangements resulting from Caruson's ne-
gotiations. Rose~is a hard, productive worker; his track record is
impressive. He and Caruson work together sensitively, spending 1it-
tle time together, each knowing\his responsibility, doubling up when
R the situation warrants. ¢
’ Miss¢Stepanick handles the secretarial chiores in a no-nonsense,
( - get-the-Jjob done ‘way. She gets something reasonably productive out
&f her summer staff of amateur office workers. There 1s no obvious
substantial fault in her office operation. (No effort was made by
, . . this evaluation team to’'check on fiscal integrity. Also, by appear-
N i ances, Caruson and Rose do a good Jjob of making contacts for finan-
_cial support--but this too was not examined.) ,

e The” style of management of the total Institute 1s more intuitive
> than it is deliberative.  This helped make the 1971 Institute more
VA immedliate, sensitive, and flexible buf. less exportable .(to other

dista;ct ) and less of a firm structure against which indiwvidual

-

teachersl can plan and-operate. For example, if the teacher doesn't

kncw “the special all-Institute events for the next week 1t-is'diffi-

cuit to plan special class activities. \ -
The director and associate director deal'with staff, students,

. ] and visitors in a casual manner. Caruson's door is dpen for people.
: a to walk in.. Many do. There are bound to be some whp wish he and

.s .. -vBRose would manage things in more conventional ways. |Such people

" .. .are more likely to remain silent; we did not fipnd any.
v . ,-7_ The most impressive abiligy of . TCI managemegt is its ability to

et : provide,outstanding master teachers.
Tt Overall- - the TCITY management gets a high rating for employing
W+ . high quallty teaghers, keeping red-tape at a minimum, and being,

sensitive to student needs. It rates a low mark on utilizing vne
poténtial of the Institute for district "staff. development" and on
keeping ‘Instfgute .people informed as to what others there are doing.

p ‘o the e that' these latter are outside the purpose of ‘TCIT 1,
— the mana ment i1s’ seen by the evaluation staff ta be outstanding.
“ R S 1 4 .
B SR h ! . Pl
R 180 = - /12
2“ R ¢ . _-.‘"- R )] . . . ) .
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Tc1TY-1371 ‘EVALUAT{ON .REPORT:

¢

MISCELLAHEOUS ITEMS
O

Information Flow.

"Getting the word" continuéd to be a problem,

but not as much as it was in 1970.

Bulletin boards, news sheets,

“‘memos and grapevine carried ‘a substantial information load--but many
, students and teachers--perhaps a third--felt, uninformed about TCITY

, happenings.
. 'y - '
. "Productivity. TCITY teachers appeared to emphasize a project or
y pgrformance more in 1971 thah,1970. Still, only about two thirds

of the 1971 students got involved in something they would call a.

L

project. L

ng
Teacher Training.

TCITY offers the

O¥ effective teaching styles.

Trainee

bserver an excellent array
can here find” opportunities

responsibilities.

(55 ‘U of M preservice students

made d3ily observa lons; some took as much of an assignment wlth a

to assume teaching\2

Still,

class “as the Assoclate Instructor )

teacher training must

‘be considered a minor.payoff. Too few teachers are involved. Many
more would probably contaminate the student learning experience.
If teacher training were ‘to be considered a wajor TCITY goal 1it,
would require substantial allocation of resources to. this purpose.
If TCITY wére to be used in any substantial way by the two districts
for staff development, a better way of rewarding experienced ‘teachers
for participation would have to be found.

-, T &

Afternoon program. The afternoon}program was better in 1971 than
1970--1in both quality and quantity. However, less than 30% of the
students were involved, even on one_ of the better days, in a TCITY-
.2 1971 afternoen activity. The "students were not upsetf-they Just

had-other things to do.

1Y

Hostility.

Students”seemed to e less hostile ;oward staff gnd

_'each other this ‘summer. The pleasantness of the campus and the mild
weather may have made a difference.- There alsp may be a lessening
of’ the aftermath of Kent State. . -t .

. » Canoe Bullding. Sciencie students were expected to enroll in a
second sub}éct, a mini-coukse. Most minl-courses were science
courses, but.the most spectacular was a course in canoe-building.
_About a dozen students built handsome redwood canoes for themselves.

Recommendation for 1972 Evaluation. . The questions raised by the
1971 evaluation team are 1ikely to continue to influence the TCITY

-staff in 1972. The staff wduld probably benefit by engaging an

) . . evaluation staff with a rather different orientation in 1972, so

. i that different problems will be identified and studied. The cost’ .

of evaluation should remain at (or drop below) 2% of the total-

operating budget.

high re:sistance’ from” many steachers

-

)

The next evaluatgrs should ahticipate continued.’

nd students;J/
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TCITY-1971 EVALUATION, REPORT: AN ADVOCATE'S STATEMENT .

£

-

. No visitor who took a long, hard look at TCITY-71 kept his skep- _
. . tlecism. A young visitor knows how precious it is to discover, to be
( heard, to belong. An older visitor knows the rarity of a classroom
. where teachers and students perceive each otner as real people. To
the non-visitor it doesn't seem possible that a summer school progsuam
can deliver on all these promises to over 300 kids, but TCITY-71 did. °
Every curriculum gpeclalist fears that by relaxing conduct rule.:
and encouraging student Independence they may be saying goodbye to
the hard work "and Hard thinking that educatim& régquires. TCITY-71
teachers and students made‘learning S0 attractive?bso purposive, that
Freeﬁpangin thought returned again and again to curricular themes:
. awareness 6% the‘human'cbndition, obstaclﬁp to communication, ecolo-
. glcal interactions, etc. ‘ ‘ : .
- TCITY excels because of its staff. IXs students give it mowvement. -
Its directors give it 'nurture. Its teachers give it movement, nur-
»ture, and.direction. It would be incorrect to say that Mr. Caruson,.
Mr. Rose, and the ‘teadhers think alike as to the prime goals ‘and .
' methods of education, but collectively, they g¢reate a‘dynamic, hu-
manistically-bent, academically-baséd curriculum. .
The quality of teaching this summer was consistently high, from
day to day, from class to class. Some of the teachers chage to be
-casual, to offer "opportunities", to share a meaningful expérience.
Others were more intense, more intent upon sharing informatida and
problem solving methods. Both kinds were there,-doing y
The ‘quality of ‘the learning also was high. The stude
tuhed in. They were-busy. They responded to the moves _ef—¢

teachers. They improvised, they carried in-
* dignations and admirations, to the vo mmons ,
( ) to the shade of campus €lms and Capnnofs Ae youngsters
took a long step towards maturity. //

. True, it was a costly step. Tho{sands &f houn housands of
! dollars, and at least a few -hundred \aggraviations. But fit to a scale-
of public school budgetgs--and budgets\for parks, interstate highways,
and weapons of war--TCITY-T1 rates as a BEST BUY. 800 kids, give or
take a few, took home a few talent, a new line of.thinking, a new
awaremess--a good purchase.
It cannot be denied ‘that other youngsters in Minneapolis and St.

- Paul deserve an experience like this. They should have it. Some
say, ®TCITY is bad becduse it caters to the elite." But a greater
wisdom says "Any effort fixated on glving an equal share of good

) things to all groups Is destined to share nothing of value." For
' less advantaged youth, a more equitable share of educational oppor-

. tunities should be guaranteed. Byt even 1in times of economic re-

cession, opportunities for the talented should be protected.

TCITY-71 has succeeded. It is even a best buy. It¥satisfies a
-social obligatiop to specially educate some of those who will lead--

in the arts, in business, in government, in life. The feachers of
TCITY-71 have plended a summer of caring, caprice, openness, and in-
tellectual struggle -to give potential-leaders a‘summer of*«challenge.

- Tw I ~ . '”_\'.
N “ (Prepared by R. Stakeganoct to indi~are hic opinion of the [niti-
. tute, but as a summary™sf the mo..t f tuive elains that might re ., on-
\ , N

. . 2ahly be made.) . . . ) =~
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o V-197F evaLuation nerorTs AN ADVERSARY'S STATEMEHT )

- T-CITY is not a scandalum magnatum. But it is both 1ess than it

{ pretends to be'and more than it wisnes to be‘\~There 1s enough evi-
dence at least to question certaln facets of thé Institute--if not
to return a true bill against it. Costly, enlarging, innovative;

exemplary: these Institute attributes are worthy of critical exami-
nation. . . - .

How costly is this Institute? Dollar costs are sufficient to
glve ch group of six students $1,000 to design and conduct their ~
own summer experience. Over 100 Upward Bound students could be
Teadied for their college careers at Macalester. About -twenty five
expert ¢urrizulum speclalists could be ‘zupported for half=g year
to design and develop new curricula for the high school.

[ .
. wWwhat is\the cost of removing 800" talented leaders from the local

. Jouth culture?. What is the cost of widening the experience gap be-

. “*wzen Institut ents and their parents .and their teachers in

"regulap® hi;h cho ?...and theix non- Institue friends? Nbt enough

er- tc -char ep-Faclist elitism.e Enodgirto warrant discussion.
Instfcute abounds wi self&named innovators and innovations,
o i-.egpatives-to the b siness- -as-usual education of high schgolers.
More zhat/the Institute 1 not promoted as an exemplary alternatlve
*0 scheoling. It seeks tp promote the developmeht of alternative
Forms of|education for schools. And it 1s falling to do even that
- , Job., What 1s T-CITY doing to demonstrate that the T-CITY style of
d\i;_ Bools as we know them? Where in the regu-
(~ * lar school 1s the staff so crucial to the 1life of the Institute?...
the money?...the administrative leadership? Where are the opportu-
nities for the teachers, principals, superintendents to come and
live that life that they might come to share in the vision?...and
where are the parents? TI-CI should be getting poor grades on af-
fecting the regular .schoo program.

-~

- * %

THere are other dimensions of T-CITY that puzzle tne non-believer:

*#% How long can in-class "rapping",continue and still
qualify as educative self<exploration? Are there
Qquality control procedures in effect during the
summer program: For example: when one-third to
one-halfl a class 1s absent from a schedyled meet-
ing, shguld not that be seen as an educational
erisis by the instructor? LT

3 . ~ . &

*#* What does T-CITY do to help studengg/reaiize that
*the Institute standards fare necessarily high; that o
R the regular school norms and expectations do not ’
. count; that a heretofore "best™ becomes just. a "so- -
s0"? There are unnecessarily disheartened students

‘ 1. in T-CITY. : bl
e LA W 1: Hnl(lQOHlUlP to expect that more than two of.
, tweirty-two teacvhets or assoclate teachers would have
7 MO some ¢lear ‘ldea ov plan for utilizing“T-CITY approaches

FY7T cuerieal s dn their regular classrooms next fail?.

Q . . -ntfnued on page 14 ; .o
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EDITORIAL:

2

. The controversy over the archaeo-

logical .excavations undertaken at

Welch, Minn., by students from the

Twin City Institute for Talented Youth

' (TCITY) has focused attention on one

v part of xts curriculum, but has ove%
shadowed its total program.

that's too bad, because TCITY is

considered by many in education to

be one of the best and most innova-

tive summer programs in the country,

and it go’ig.:otoward ways to make

Is more effective in

meeting students’ needs. _

! The institute was begun in 1967 in an

effort to get talented students from

Minneapolis and St. Paul schools to-

so that they could chailenge

and ilearn from one another : de-

velop their abilities beyond the lim-

+  ited.scope of the normal classroom.

The curriculum included - advanced

courses not ordinarily found in school -

systems, but the approach to them

was slong the usual lines at first, with

. A -+ each student sticking to his own sub-
- ~  ject area. Since then, it hag evolved,

' both in form and content. Last year,
TCITY organized all students’ pro-

und a theme, Man andehis
ent, and encouraged an in-
a\jbach to that gen-

K3

gical dig at Welch
. Was one approach to that theme, and
the ‘institute’s catalog describes its
premise this way: "By worki wzg with
a culture outside your © you

ibune vl

te

~
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‘“Talented youth’ in perspectlve

should gain a different vxewpoint
from which to not only view your,
own culture, but gain an insight into
the uniformity of man, both tempor-
ally and geographically.” .

The rest of the curriculum, whether
in the fine arts, sciences, languages
or social studies, has taken that same
human-centered approach. Students
have been ehcouraged and helped to
become aware of and to learn from
the people and places in the com-
munity arotind them. One course, for
example, is ¢alled “The Urban Hero,”
and the catalog points out that “the
hero is happening in the city now” as

people learn to survive in the urban
world. “This summer will be ‘spent
finding the urban heroes—the artists,

- the activists, humanists,” philosophers,

urban guerrillas—and learning the
politics of survival.”

Does it work? That question is per-
haps best answered by two partici-
pants in—fast summer's - program,
quoted by Tribune staff writer Cath-
erine Watson in-an article I Amer-~
ican Education, a magazing published
by the U.S. Department of Health,
Education and Welfms Otﬂee of
Education:

"ThisTis the only school I know of,”.
said one girl, "“where you get dropins
instead of dropouts.” And another .
said, “When you see what school can
be like here at the institute, you feel
an, almost desperate need to change -
the schools.”

)
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