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Promoting Evgluation Use Through
‘TEChnical Assistance: An SEA Example
Abstracg‘ | \

The study invoived an ‘attempt to promote use of evaluation data in
cgmpenéatory education through a technicai assistance effort a; the SEA
level. It included a secondary analysis of longitudinal data and
dissemiﬁation of fiﬁdings through a series of consultations ;ith
evaluatidn and progiam personnelmat the SEA and LEA levels. Impetus for
the study came from increased awareness of information needs on the paft

of project staff for program desién and improvement purposes. Outcomes

of the study suggest that face-to-face technical assistance is not only a

. .

viable but perhaps one of the most effective ways of promoting use of

evaluations.




onnoting‘Evaluetion Use Through
Technical Assistance: An SEA Example
‘ A
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INTRODUCTION

Evaluation use is often defined ee uling information gathered in an
| .
evaluation as the basis for decision making. Under this definition
little evidence can be found to suppbzt the assertion that evaluation
1nfozmation‘is being used by decision makezl (Wise, 1978; Thomp‘on and
King, 1981). Some researchers have made a dietinction between use of
evaluation which determines go/no go aecilionl from use which 1hfleencel'
a policy nakez‘e thidking about a program without putting evaluation

2]

1n§ezmetion to a specific, documented use (see Rich, 1977).

A more relaxed, and perhaps more realistic, definition of evaluation
use is Qf&g:,ﬁ/py Q{Fin et al. (1979) . According to‘thele authors, uee
occurs when,evaluetien‘pzovidel people with™ information that influences
them in making a decision about the future content, practice, appearance,
or existence of theybIngal{

The forces which lead to evaluation use are often complex and fluid
(Patton, 1978; Klkin, 1979),' Hansen (1981) reviewed literature on
evaluation use and identified four factors influencing use: technical/
nethodological; personal/role related, communication related, and

political/organizational. In a survey of SEA personnel in nine western

states he found a denezel perception of the technical/me;hodOIOgicei

factor as the major ‘obstacle to evaluation use. A traditional tendency




to view evaluation from a restrictive, summative p?zspoctive might- have
contributed to such Pezeeptions. The aunthor suggested that evaluation
dle be viewed as a continuous variable to tease out relationships among
evaluation consumers, levels of use, and emphasis for technical
assistance. Degrees of evaluation use included:s program awareness or
public ;ela;ion;, influence on or consideration in decision making, and
major basis for decision making. |

In a Iﬁzvey of 15 Title I districts in 6 states David (;981) found
that the pzin;zy local uses of evaluations were to meet 1ega£
requirements, to provide feedback, and to pzo&lde gross indicators of
program effectiveness. Title I evaluations did not seem to serve, as
primary purposes, either as a basis on which to judge ého Program or as a
guide to program improvement. Reasons for the minimal use of evaluations
in judging program effectiveness reflected preferences for measures of
‘ aghievenent other than :tandafdized’toltl, a fear of ni:lead@ng
comparisons, and the view that progranms hav; nu}tiplo goals. The author
also found Title I programs to be quite stabfle, thus limiting the
potential for changes to occur, regardless of whether such changes are
based on evaluation 1n£ognation.

David (1981) suggested, that merely improving the technical quality of
- measures would not by itself affect the level of evaluation use. To
increase use one must address the Jndezlming reasons for lack of use,
includind individual.attitddel and beliefl“about the program and

evaluation. Among other things, communication and cooperation betwé&h

program staff and evaluation staff needs to be stzengthen%d. Results




v should be presented in person if they are to be clearly understood and
hence uléd by staff. Local district staff need a::i:tancﬁ in .
.k incorporating evaluation information into pl;nning and dociiion making.
| In much tho'sqyc vein, vanderPloeg (1982) described 1nczcnon£:{)d """"
1nptov;uent, feedback and formative evaluation as the life-blood of local
evaluation. Evaluation use increases wheh emphasis is placed on personal
contact and direct involvement of the qvaluation staff with project
admihi:tza@ozl (vanderPloeq, 1982; Holley, 1980).

In a recent national luz;oy. Alkin et al. (1982) concluded th;ﬁ both
the Title I Evaluation and Reporting System (TIERS) data and otho; types
of Title I evaluation daﬁa ;ozo used at all decision levels by state
education agencies (SEAs) and local education agencies (LEAs). 'In their
report to the U.S. Department of Education, the researchers maintained
that the Title I evaluation system did, indeed, have utility. They |
uncovered strong evidence that evaluation ‘data were s¢en as an
information source in the daily 11£olcycle of Title I projects.
Evaluation data‘contzibdted.in tnczoncn£a1 ways to major program
decisions. At the SEA log;l, evaluation data were used to monitor LEA
compliance, to recognize both problem areas and exemplary programs and to
influence administrative and curricular actions. LEAs typically used

Title I evaluation data to change attitudes and opinions toward Title I

projects, to recognize situations requiring attention and to contribute
to decisions on administrative and curricular actions.
The zcscazchozl found that different kinds of evalgs;:on data had h

relative utility at the various organizational levels. hool boards,

district advisory committees and external agencies zciied on summative




data, such as TIERS data, more extensively than other pvaluation data.’lw
At the district administrative ievel, TIERS data were mixed about equally
with other Title I evaluation data develop;d’ay the!district. At the
building level, principals, coordinators and th;elike relied lligh?}y
nozelgn TIERS than on othoz‘data. At the classroom level, TIERS data
were less often used. Instead, data more closely related to tﬁo
instructional piogzans wtze‘pzefizzod.

Analysis of case studies showed that evaluation use was affected by

-several contextual variables, including:

Evaluator credibility. The reputation ahd'?zodibility of the
evaluator is an important dotorninant’ot use. While evaluators may
achieve credibility in differing wayl'thoy must be perceived as
competent and trustworthy. ‘ .
Bvaluator commitment to use. C;odibility. while important, is not
enough to insure evaluation use. The evaluator must also have a
commi tment to looing‘that evaluation results aio used by decision
y makers. . ‘

Interest in evaluation by decision makers and the cqﬂnunity.

Evaluation data are used when they are tailored to the needs and
interests of the local school community. Use occurs when evaluators
draw relevant information from TIERS data and when they conduct
special evaluations to meet local requests. :

Local focus of evaluation. Use increases when evaluations are

lpdcifically designed to meet local needs. Success of use is

attributable to timely response and sensitivity to local concerns.

Effective presentation of results. Graphic, narrative and
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nontechnical modes of presentation increase the utilization of

evaluation data to 10921 decision makers.
LN
Assistance in developing procedures for the use of evaluation data.

Bvaluation use increases when doci:ionAnakozs are alsiltid in
understanding how th‘ypnight use the evaluation data. Successful
evaluators typically ngyiée detailed, step-by-stem procedures to
pgkontial ul;zl.

Alkin et al. (1982) suggested several recommendations for iipzoving~
evaluation utility as Title I became Chapter I in Wbe new law. They
believed thaé Chapter I evaluation utility could Bo'onhancoé by continued
technical assistance in reformatting "TIERS~-like" results to meet LEA
information .needs. Also, SEA ahd LEA evaluation units should be
encouraged to design a variety of local decision-focused evaluation
strategies. 1In particular, lscally do:ignod evaluation procedures might
provide information on the impact and costs of vezioul materials and
processes within projects.

The researchers pointed out that many local'lnd state agency
personnel. required guidance in developing procedures to tollowlwhon
making decisions. It was not that adyiniltz;tozl did not want to use

[N

relevant information. They typically did not know how to incorporate the
information into their decision processes. ;ozeovez,'ovaluatozl must
become aware of the vital role their personal style played in evaluation
utilization. Training procedures for evaluators night'enpha:izo the

evaluator's role and the importance of interpersochal skills.

~

N




7 OBJECTIVE ‘ |
The primary objective of the present study was to promote evaluation
use by the Hawafi Department of Education for program planning and
improvement punglol. Hawaii has lyltomatiéally gathered Title I
evaluation data since tﬁe inception of evaluation requirements in the .
A%* fitle I 1egislatiop noz; than ten years ago. Little, however, was done '
tO'intbgzate the data either on a 1ongitudinal or cross sectional basis
to dd:e:l questions relating to statewide program activities. It was a
widely shared perception within the DOE that evaluation data gathered
during the past several years had not been ,put to gaxinun use. There was
jﬁaneed to find out what types of data had been collected and ﬂbﬁ":ﬁbh

da@g gould be used to address substantive issues relating to Hawaii's °

i3 Title I effort.
ovczaﬁaﬁg le I e

N
The styudy was designed to address various substantive questions on

¢ the basilrot’a secondary analysis of the evaluation data over-.several
“ ) ' . 'l

% , -
years. It was hoped that the project would serve al‘alpzotd;ypc model

for evaluation use at the SEA level in a cost effectiv
. ‘j B P
secondary analyses could be made part of reqular TAC services if their

manner. Such

value to SEA personnel was fully demonstrated in the bzesent project.
The primary audience of the project was to be the Hawaii SEA-
personnel (e.g., eviluation and compensatory education staff). It became

, .3
» clear, however, the district coozdinatoél and Title I school

administrators as well as the teaching staff could also benefit from the

project. Plans were subsequently made to disseminate the results to a

much larger audience than the state office atdﬂt. -




PROCEDURE
s The project was qazzied out by the Teéhnical Assistance Center (TAC)
N - - .
in cocperation wigh'the SEA evaluation and compensatory education staff.
The involvement of compensatory education staff was particularly czucial
- witp respect to.£0tlulating and prioritizing questions go be addressed. ’
The scope of the secondary analysis depended in a large measure on -
feedback pzovidéd by :he compensatory education ;taft.
The/study was coﬁceptuaifzea in oaily 1981 when data use became an
area of interest to both SEA and LEA staff in Hawaii. The SEA evaluation
\ staff perceived a heed‘to build a data b;l. by pooling data presented in
evaluation reports for ‘past school years and to use the da£1 base toc
address statewide 1::&0: relating to Title I. Several consultations were

held during the early months of 1981 which resulted ih the delineation of

5 1]
the following design elements:

1. Data sources would be limited to evaluation reports prepared by

the external evaluator and zei;tod documents (e.g., state
directories and welfare reports). T
. . < 2. The study would' cover data for the 1978-81 ‘school yeazl;

3. 8chools would be used as the unit of analysis. Data weze.to be
aggregated across grades }oz each school. (This ¢£%1lion was
later relaxed a bit to accommodate grade-by-grade analysis of
achievement data.)

A preliminary list of variables of interest was compiled by SEA

evaluation staff -on the hasis of a review of several school-level

evaluation reports. The list was reviewed by TAC staff and subsequently

v r

Q 7 -l(j
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8 v ‘
served as a basis for the development of a cpding fo;nag. Both

.
4

cvgluation and compensatory education ltaff wez§ 1nv§1ved ;n tozmﬁlating
and -prioritizing research qucstioé; for the study. Pollowing several

discussions, it was decided that while all variables identified were of
interest ﬁd the itatf, the study would focus on quoltidpl relating to the

1

) cffgcta of various instructional approaches and project settings on
stuaent achievement. ’

Data coding was accomplished in three phases. Preliminary coaing of ‘
projects and school information was conducted by‘TAC interns at the
Laboratory in Portland. These data pertained essentially to information
obtaingblo from the distriot-level reports. Such information items
included school code, school enrollment, school type, grade level covozo&

by school, welfhtc status of attendance areas and overall student

achievement. . ]
The locohd phase of data coding was conducted on site in Hawaii with
the aid of three graduate students hired by the compensatory education

section. The coding covered some 300 plus school-level evaluation

\choztl and included information obtainable only from the school-level
zepoztl.__Such information included student grouping, diagnostic testing,
inservice training, project setting and 1n;tfuctiona1 approach. With
respect to the coding of instructional approaches a list of basal
paterials used in Title I projects ;;l prepared by the coup.niatpzy
education 3ta£f.\ jho list was reviewed by language arts :pdcialiigl in
the Office of Instructional Services. Based on this review, two primary

categories of inatructional materials/approaches were established:

(a) materials which were incorporated in a pzolczibcqﬁinltzuctional
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system and (b) materials which were not part of a pzc:cziﬁed

- Lo ~
instructional system. Examples under the fiz:t‘cgtegory included Anne
Adams, the Chicago Mastery Program and the Hawaii English Program.

Examples under the lecond category woﬁzstA'l word attack ,skills kit,

.

McGraw Hill's Webster skill cards And the Reader's Digo:t{zeading
skill-builder,

Two major categories of in:tzu;t{onal settings were idohtifiodx
(a) zequlai classroom and (b) pull-out. In the regular classroom
setting, certified toachozs.and/oz aides worked with Title I students in
the regular classgroom, providing tutoring and other instructional .
activities.” In the pull-out setting, project students were pulled out .

. /S
from the classroom to receive Title I instruction in a separate tooq% £,

/ -’

learning center, usually in small groups. The students were sent ba k‘to
the reqular classroom after the Title I 1n;truction.
T The third bhalo of data coding included gz;dc-by-qzado achievement
data within each project. This was done following conlidozablo
discussion on comparability of NCE gains across grades, resource
constraints and the merits of having grade-by-grade analysis of
achievement data. The coding was accomplished by student helpers at 'the
evaluation section under the supervision of the SEA evaluation sthee.

As would be expected, a number of pzbblonl were encountered in coding

information from the ovaluation'zepoztl, including:s

l. Missing data. Information was not provided in the district or

- 1
school-level reports. For example, there were no data on staff

FTE and absenteeish for the 1978~79 school.year.




2. Anbiguous;nattatives. ~50me}ptoject narratives im the

school-level reports were difficult to ihterpret.. For examéle,‘

s‘in some cases nembetship_of~patentyagvisory coungils was not.
'cleaflyvdesctibed. T = I L

- 3, LackLof'discteteness,. Many ptojectsfused composite project
. séttings.snd stuéent.grbubings.’ For instance, some nattatives

mentioned use of ihdividual, small group and latge group -

2 - ‘

- insttuction;with various gtouping configutat}ons.

b )

.Most ptoblems wete resolved on the basis of the data codets' best

&

Judgment. In othet cases, the data shcets were left blank.

Completed data sheets were mailed to TAC staff at the ‘Laboratory in .

Portland. These‘wete keypunched and quality control neasutes were -taken
K

“to ensute accutacy of coding and validity of the coded data. A few

i'cases were discatded because of excessive missing data and some

inaccuracies in coding were corrected. Data analyses were then performed

on the "clean" data..

Initially,_means and standaid deviatiofls were computed for all

- - variables of intetest. These calculat!bns were conducted sepatéhely for

each of the three years included in the study.f Desctiptive statistics

P
' were obtained on the selected variables by subject area (i.e., reading

versus mathematics)-and by school type (i.e., public vetsus ptivate).

" Due to the telatively small numbet of ptivate schools, subsequent

.analyses were confined to public .school samples.
A

Cottelational analyses were then petfogmed on sanples'of public

schools, again separately for egch;of the ‘three school years. These
analyses were conducted to idertify faclors which were related to student

)
achievement.

A ¥
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A third set of analyses consisted of analyses of covariance (ANéOVAs)

{

of p?oject Ncé gains usihg per pupil cost and pretest NCE as covatiateé.
the latter variables heving been shown to be related to student |
achievement; The ANCOVAs were performed to assese]theleffects of project
settings and inaéructional approaches commonly used ianitle I projects
in Hawaii. Project settings included (a) regular clasroom and (b)
puli:out and (c) combinaeions. Again, these analyseé were performed
sepatately for each of the, three school years. The ANCOVAe were fitet
petformed on NCE gains for pto:ects as a whole-gtade level gaxns having
been aggregated actoes grades. Similar analyses wete,then conducted
separately for each gtade. ' ’ : .
RESULTS

Due to space limitations, only the major findings and conclheiqes
will be\ptesented here. The study suggeeﬁs several potent variables fez'
predicting Title I studentjpchievement. These variables include school

type, school/ptoject enrollment, ptetest achievement status, per pupil

cost, absenteeism. ptoject setting and instructional approach. Results

- of the stqu support,the follbwing conclusions:

1. Project impect as measured by NCE gains over éheyihtee'lchool
yégge govered by the stu&; has remained quite stable ranging
from 7 NCEs to 8 ﬁCEs for the'teading projects and hé@etfhg

i aro d ;l NCEs fop\sge math projects. ’

2. Stjpdents in .the lower gt;de levels can be expected to make
greater NCE gaihs than gstudents in higher gtade levels. The

difference is ptobably a result of the developmental process

rather than a consequence of differential program effectiveness.

!
b




3. Size og project and/or school enrollment is inversely related to
achievement gains. This suggests'th;t small projects locgted in
small schools seem more conducive to leaznggg basic skills than

- R4

. large projects located in large schools. .
4. Students who scored lo;ez 9n thepzetest tend to msge greater
aoﬁievement gains than their higher scoring counterparts. This,
again, is probably due to developmental faétozs rather than
program effectiveness.
- Rez(?upil cost is positi;ely related to achievement gains. Y
- oUndoubtedly, tRis occurs because per pupil cost is a surrogate
for pzdgzaﬁ elements (e.g., more egpezienced teaching staff,
bettegvfacilities and materials) which tend to produce high
achievemeit. ‘
6. They} is some evidence that gbsgq;ceiam i; inve;sely‘zelated to
s acﬂ;évement gains. This finding is genetaliy in congruence with

0}

zespits of recent time-on-task staﬁiea.

7. In terms of achievement gain, students who received Title I
L]

instruction in the pull-out setting are likely to'petfoim as well

as, if not better than, their counterparts in other settings.

This s&%gesta that despite its apparent drawbacks (e.g.; loss of
regular classroom instruction, transition time) the pull-out 7
setting remains a viable option for providing services to Title I

- . P vd ‘< - .

youngsters.

8. Students who received Title I instruction under a combination of

« instryctional approaches (e.g., a prescribed system supplemented L

by miscellaneous materials) are likely to make as much, if not

N 12 , /.
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greater, achievement gains as their counterparts under other single

approaches. This perhaps pointa to the validity of allowing the teaching

. staff flexibility in uainﬁ“nateziala in wi&a most suitable for individual

students within a project. -

Y
The primary areas of interest in the present study consist of such

manipulable program features as project setting and instructional A\
appzoach.c Contrary to negative pezceptions,éxpzeiaed by some researchers
(Rarnischfeger, 1980), the pull—dut setting was shown to be superior to

other project settings (e.g., regular cl&aazoom) examined in the study.

]

Bven when dgrade level effects were taken into account, the overall trend ’

<
s

still appeared to favor the pull-out setting. The trend was less clear

with respect to the effects of different instructional approaches. 1In a

[y

majc;zity of instances, however, the combination appzéach waﬁ shown to A
have worked as well as, if not“botte? than, other approaches. ‘
stsmxm'r;du .
_‘rindingsJOE'tﬁg sécgndaty anaIylia'wéz;Aptesented gp-mac client; in
narrative, tabuiaz snd gzaphical formats. (See Appendf& A for an
example.) They were first reported to the SEA evaluation and

{ .
coupensatory education staff. Input was obtained from the SEA staff with
| o

'zespect to accuracy and'meaningfulnrss of the results. Minor teﬁisioﬁ\\

were subsequently made in the final report for widogﬁgillonination.
. » . - v %
Compensatory education staff in each LEA were given a copy of the written

report as well.as an oral briefing on the findings. 1In several
\ ) ‘ : .
districts, the results were disseminated in an abbreviated form (see

Appendix A) to Chapter 1 teachers and school administrators.
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Naturally; the effects of this technical assistance effort on
deciaion-making has yet to be fully demqnattateq. However, based on
Hansen's (1981) &elineation ofilevela of uae,‘the awatenea?/pubiic
zelationa function of evaluation appoated to have been achieved.

Moreover, based on anecdotal data, the findingl have had some influence

- on the thinking of district adpinisttators in at least a cbuple of: caaes
. where the diattict adm a;ion was on the verge of switching from

pull-out to the regular classroom sétting for Chapter I projects.

Reports from SEA compensatory education staff who nbnitoz tA: district
Cﬂaptet I pzzsects further coﬁfitned that district p;tlénnel wqtb tiking
the findings of the study into conlidetation in planninglchdpgot I
ptoﬁects. At the SEA level, plans are being developed to expand the data

base on an on-going basis, adding annual evaluation information to thq

data base and conducting the secondary analysis on a yearly basis. -

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
. The study involvod an attelpt to ptomote use of evaluation data in
e ,

compenaatory education thtodgh a tochnical assistance effort at the SEA

level. It included a locondaty analysis of longitudinal data and

‘ dissemination of findings thiough a series of consultations with

evaluation and program personnel at the SEA and LEA levels. Impetus for

the study.came from inctealid awareness ot.intoruatiOn needs on the part

of project staff for program design and improvement purposes. The

research strategy was similar to what Klausmeier (1982) described as
inpzovonent-ozionfod research. Pirst, it was directed toward educational

improvement through evaluiiibn use. Second, it was planned and carried

1

~ | 14 1y

T




L

out cooperatively with users of the results. The study also bore
resemblance to what Schwgp (1977) labeled as practical research in that
the objective of the research was té aid pzactitioﬁezs_in:paking informed
decisions concezniné means of improving the education of Qtudents
enrolled in Chapter I projects.

Findings.of-the‘itudy, along with their implications for program
design and improvement, were disseminated through a series of
. consultations with SEA and LEA gtaff in the state. Given the successful
working zelationshipc:zetween TAC and its clients, the study exemplified
the eftects'ofAcontextual‘vaziablél affecting evaluation use as described
bg Alkin et al. (1982). Of the six contextual variables, commitment to
utilization and the development of ‘procedures for evaluation use are
intoq;al parts of the TAC mission. After years of pzovidigg technical
assistance to SBA and LEA‘poz-onnel. TAC staff have established good
rapport and working relationships with.clients and achieved czoéibility
~aa bivezblot sound advicon Interest in evaluation by decision makers,and
local focus of evaluation were quite evident 12 the pfo:ent study.
Finglly. results were pzolohted in narrative, tabular and graphical forms
to achieve maximum impact on potential ulozl.otiinfozmation.
Undoubtedly’, these conditions of'o;alua;ion use were enhanced by the
taco-to-faco contact between %‘E staff and clioqtl. Once the conditions
conducive to use were established, the stage was set for TAC staff and
clients to work in éoncozt to promote use of evaluation information which ’

1l

would ultimately benefit youngsters enrolled'in Chapter I projects.
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HAWAII CONDUCTS SECONDARY ANALYSIS

The Hawaii Statc Dcpu'hnnt of Education :cccntly completed a ncondn.ry
- a‘nuysis of Chapter 1 data gathered over a three-year period. erow:l.nq
out of an increased awaneness of information needs for making program
decisions at the school el, the study addressed several questions, including:
1. What are the effects of Adifferent Project settings on student
achievement? | ' ) |
2. _What are the effects of different instructional approaches ’
on student achievement? ‘

Data were obtained from ovaluation :cpotts for some 300 Chapter 1 pxojccts

hplmntod during thc 1978-81 school years 1n the seven dimicts 'I‘ho

major project uttinqs coauist.d of pun-out, roqull: classroom lad
cc-b:l.mtion of the two. Inltructim; approaches included p:nc:ibod 'ystcms,

non-prescribed systems and scme combination of the two.

hsultlb of the analysis suggest that students roco:l.vinq Quptu- 1 instruction
in tbo pull-out setting are likely to perform as well as, 1! not better than,
‘ their counterparts in othc: settings. Students :.co:l.vinq inltn:ct:lon under
i‘ a cubimtion of approaches (e.g., a p:uc:ihod system supplemented by

miscellanecus materials) are likely to achieve as well as, if not better

than,  their counterparts under other ag {hos.

M)

g
. The results are displayod graphically in the figures below.
»
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