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ABSTRAM
The paper addresses issues in special education

program evaluation. Introductory information examines the mandate for
state monitoring under P.L. 94-242, The Education For All Handicapped
Children Act, and reviews state monitoring approaches undertaken in
Nebraska, Missouri, and North Carolina. A nine-step procedure
designed to help policymakers become more effective consumers of
evaluation reports is provided. Checkpoints for policymakers are
listed under each of the following steps: reading the complete
evaluation report, reviewing the evaluation model, reviewing the
evaluation's goals and objectives, reviewing the evaluation criteria,
reviewing the population and sample selection, reviewing the
evaluation design, reviewing the data collection and analysis
process, reviewing the overall evaluation report, and designing a
program improvement management plan. Also included is a glossary of
approximately 40 evaluation research terms. (CL)
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RESEARCH & RESOURCE$ ON SPECIAL EDUCATION
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PROGRAVI EVALUATION POR FINK SPECIAL EDUCATION

goveitil education programs in the United States have expanded from state
special schools for the deaf and blind founded in the late 1800s, to well over
15,000 state-authorized public school programs in 1983. These programs serve
over three million pupils annually at a cost of millions of dollars of federal,
state and local monies.

Over the last hundred year's, evaluation of these programs has also expanded,
from no evaluation of special education programs to intensive evaluations for
both local and state use. Improvement of the quality of educational programming
for students is the single most desirable outcome of evaluation. Program
evaluation also helps assure accountability, and assists planning-for budgetary,
personnel, facility and materials needs. It provides local, state and federal
deeisionakers with critical information; it fosters communication among diverse
audience:; it clarifies program objectives and accomplishments.

Although there are many journal articles and monographs about evaluation
theory and pract ice, there are few resources available to help policymakers be
more thoughtful and effective "consumers" of the special education program
evaluations they receive. This issue brief addresses this need through a focus
on the following questions and their implications for state and local education
polieymakers:

WHAT DOES sPrrIAL EDIrATION PC GRAM EVALUATION WAN?

HUN ARE SOME STATES HFLPINn LWAL DISTRICTS TD ASSESS AND IVPROVE TUE

QUALITY OF ElxrATIONAL PliaRAMVII NG FUR HANDICAPPED (II [MEN?

WHAT ARE THE EsSENTIALs OF AN AlDWATE rmuNrlow
US OtPAROMAII Of EDOCAff011f
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titlAT WES SPFCIAL IMUCKTIal PI 1M SVAIAATION !MAW?

The Mandate for State Monitoring Under P.L. 94-142

The intent of the monitoring provisions in P.L. 94-142 is to assure a single
line of accountability for the education of all handicapped children within a
state. The federal statute thus provides a broad mandate for state education
agencies (RE s), requiring that they:

}...provide for procedures for evaluation at least

annually of the effectiveness of programs in meeting the
edueational needs of handicapped children (including
evaluation of individualized educational programs), in
accordance with such criteria that the commissioner
shrill prescribe...." (Section 613.(a)(11))

This mandate is made more specific in the federal regulations:

"X general application must include assurances, satisfactory to the
commissioner...

(3) That the state will adopt and use proper methods of administering each
program, including:

i) Monitoring of agencies, institutions, and organizations
responsible for carrying out each program, and the enforcement of
any obligations imposed on those agencies, institutions, and
organizations under law;

ii) Providing technical assistance, if necessary, to those agencies,
institutions, and organizations;

iii) Encouraging the adoption of promising or innovative educational
techniques by those agencies, institutions, and organizations;

iv) The dissemination throughout the state of information on program
requirements and successful practices; and

v) The correction of deficiencies in program operations that are
ident!fied throu0 monitoring or evaluation." (Education Division
General Administrative Regulations. Section 100b. 101 (3) (3))

Since 94-I42's passage, SFAS have implemented monitoring systems
ch-iianed to generate the information required by federal law and regulation.
Underlying this approach is an assumption that compliance with P.L. 94-142's
ipeeifie requirements will assure quality programming.

Assess i rig the Qua I i ty of Special Fattiest i on Programs

Recently, state monitoring experiences have led many SEA officials to argue
that "compliance monitoring -efforts, at least as they have been condueted in the
past, have missed some fundamental, qualitative aspects of educAi.ionol programs
for handicapped children" (Farrow, 1983,8). For example, it is relatively easy

(Continued on inside back cover)



to observe whether the necessary procedures are in place to develop an
individualized edueation program (I EP) and make a placement decision. It is

eomparatively simple to note whether timelines are observed, whether parents are
duly not and whether all written documents are in the student's file.
However, a local education agency (LEA) can meet all these requirements and still
he placing students in inappropriate settings or failing to develop the resources
necessary to assure education in the least.restrictive environment.

A growing number of state and local education agencies are ready to move
beyond simply looking at procedural measures of program performance and are seeking
to prove that their programs are not just "working"--but are effective and of
high quality. This has led to A series of state and local efforts to develop
evaluation procedures which measure the quality of special education programs.

Issues in Quality Evaluation

Although the issue of quality evaluation has become more important in response
to both local program needs and national pressures on education, a number of
factors make quality evaluation difficult (Farrow, 1983).

First, there is no consensus within either regular or special education about
the meaning of educat ion qual ity. Similarly, the approaches to evaluatingquality
are as varied as the goals by which different people attempt to define it. For
example, should quality be judged solely in terms of program outcomes such as
student achievement? Are cost factors relevant to assessing quality, or should
evaluative judgments be made free of resource considerations?

Second, attempts to measure program quality are complicated by the need to
define their relationship to compliance monitoring. Should these efforts be
integrated into one system, or can they exist independently? Since resources are
limited, would an emphasi s on qua! ty evaluat ion necessar i ly involve less intensive
complianee monitoring?

Third, there is a paucity of materials designed to assess the quality of
special education prograns. Thus, the decision to measure program quality usually
includes a eormnitment to develop appropriate evaluation materials as well.

Fourth, any attempt to assess prog Al quality may encounter resistance from
those whose work is being evaluated. %bile everyone endorses the concept of
quality evaluat ion, the risk that results may be unfavorable rather than favorable
can be intimidating.

In addition, research suggests that other factors such as the nature of SEA
leadership, and the involvement of local "users" of the evaluation need to be
considered and resolved to assure maximum success of any program quality
asses.vment.

it4104141,0***********************M**44************#4110*****4144****41118#44******444444

Farrow, F. Effective state monitoring policies (Qtaility monitoring and
monitoring of state operated programs). Washington, D.C.: The Center for
the Study of Social Policy, 1983.
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QUALITY EVALIRTION:
A COPERSIER,S GUIDE PCR FICLICIMOONS

Education policymakers' increasing concern with program quality is likely
to lead to an increased demand for-anl receipt of--systematic evaluation
information. Many states have producedmanumP; detailing the process for obtaining
this information, such as North Carolina's Special Education Program Quality
Manual (North Carolina Department of Public Instruction, 1983); Maryland's
GalUition Resource Manual Oaryland State Department of Education, 1980); and
Massachusetts' Special Education ProgramManual : A Management Tool (Massachusetts
Department of Educat ion, 1981).

However, there are few resources available to assist policymakers in making
sense of the often extensive reports which result from such processes. The
following "checklist'? is intended to help policymakers be more thoughtful and
effective consumers of the evaluation reports they read by facilitating a clearer
understanding of the componeats of an evaluation, and of the credibility of the
reported results. The checklist outlines a series of steps which are arranged
roughly in the order in which they appear in most evaluation reports. Each step
includes representative activities, and provides "checkpoints "- -quest ions to help
policymakers assess each step's activities.

STRP 1: Read the complete evaluation report.

In order to assess the quality and programmatic implications of an
evaluation report, it is necessary first to become familiar with the
program itself, and the way in which it is evaluated. This is accomplished
most readily through an overview reading of the report.

Checkpoints for Policymakers

Ts it clear exactly what program or program components
the evaluation report is assessing?

Can you describe the types of information contained in
the report and in the appendices?

Can you readily locate specific sections of the report?

471711 2: Review the evaluation model.

Every evaluation has an implicit or explicit "model," an approach which
defines the focus of the evaluat ion, including which questions are asked.
Different models or approaches ask different questions, use data in

different ways and require different levels of time, personnel, and
resource commitment. Thus, the selection of an evaluation model defines
the scope of the evaluation, frames the interpretation of the data, and
helps everyone understand what types of information they can and cannot
expect to receive.

ei A proirrt fi r policvmakers administered by the National Association of State Boards of Education in cooperation
A with the i "'Junes! of ("hie! State School Officers, National Conference 01 State Legislatures, and American Association of

Imo4 s,,,,,drnenistraturs 701 N. Fairfax SL. Suite 340 Alexandria. VA 22314 1703+684 -4000



cheekpoints for Polieymakers
.

Om you identify the particular evaluation model or

approach which is used as the basis for the evaluation?

Is a rationale included for its selection which clearly
relates the assumptions, procedures and resource demands
of the model to the assumpt ions, procedures and available
resources of the special education program?

Is it clear how the evaluation model guides the program
evaluation procedures?

STEP 3: Review the evaluation's goals and objectives.

The purpose of the evaluation goals and objectives is to provide a
framework for describing program results. Usually, the objective is to
determine how well a program is succeeding in reaching its goals. Goal
statements are generally broad in scope and reflect long-term aims of
the program. The evaluator may narrow the goal statements to define one
purpose or objective of the program, specify the objective in measurable
terms, and define the timeframe within which the objective is to be
accomplished.

The goals and object ives of the evaluation provide the foeus for specific

evaluation questions. For example, the CIPPIVIodel (Stufflebeain et. al.,

1971) delineates four broad goal areas from which evaluation questions
are derived.

1) Context Evaluation

What are the unmet needs of the special education student?

What program obstacles or constraints exist that impede
meeting these needs?

What program goals or objectives are necessary to meet
these needs?

2) Input Evaluation

Does the special education program have the necessary
prerequisite resources to deliver the needed services?

What strategies will be employed to meet the program
goals?

How will these strategies be implemented?



3) Process Evaluation

To what extent has the program implemented activities
which were designed to meet program goals?

What do existing program activities look like?

4) Product Evaluation

To what extent have program goals been accomplished?

How confident can we be that observed changes area result
of the special education program?

Checkpoints for Policymakers

Do the evaluation goals, objectives and questions relate
to the evalualion model selected?

Are the goals and objectives of the evaluation clearly
linked to the goals and objectives of the education
program?

Are the evaluation objectives stated in such h way that
you can tell if they have been accomplished?

Are the goals and objectives which you feel are important
to investigate included? Do you have the data you went
and need?

STEP Review the evaluation criteria.

For a particular aspect of s program to be considered successful, it

must meet certain expectations. These expectations are the evaluation
criteria. Criteria or standards can be of two general types: 1)

qualitative or descriptive standards, such as "commensurate with the
student's abilities;" and 2) quantitative or numerical standards, such
as "75 percent satisfactory." Standards can be established through the
use of specialists, through a review of past performance to determine
reasonable expectations, through reliance on measures of improvement,
or through reliance on established norms and practices. Sometimes, the
standards are stated in the policy under which the program was adopted.

Whatever standafds are chosen, it is essential that they be agreed to
by everyone. involved in the evaluation, including the audience(s) for
the evaluation report. If the standards for judging the program are not
seen as credible and valued, the evaluation itself will not be taken
seriously.

Checkpoints for Policymakers

is the type of standard to be used as the criterion for
success clear for each objective?



Is the way in which the standard was selected clear?

Do you agree with the standard selected, i.e., do you
feel the results as measured by this standard are
believable and valued?

STFY 5: Review the population and the sanple selection.

The population is the group about whom the evaluator is interested in
gathering information ana drawing conclusions. For example, a population
might include "all students eligible for special education programs.'
When it is not feasible to include the total population in an evaluation,
a sample must be drawn by specifying who will be included in or excluded
from the populat ion being studied. There are many commonly used sump) ing
procedures (e.g., simple random sarrpl lug, stratified random sampl ing),
al 1 of which help to assure that the simple selected accurately represents
the population being studied.

Frequent ly, including the entire population in an evaluation study
involves a substantial commitment of t here, personnel and money. The
critical concern is to include enough individuals to produce a believable
estimate of program effect iveness.

Checkpoints for Poi icymakers

Is the populat ion and/or sample for the evaluat ion clearly
speci fled?

If a sample is used, is the sampling procedure clearly
delineated and a rationale provided?

Are al l groups which are affected by the program and which
you believe are important included in the population
and/or sample?

STEP 6: Review the evaluation design.

The purpose of evaluation is to provide a means of making valid decisions
ald judgments about a program's effect on the

tat

world." Viewed
broadly, evaluation studies are t.ther quantitat ive, based on the
prineiples of experimental design (cf. Campbell and Stanley, 1963); or
q u a l i t a t i v e , drawn from social science field methods (cf. Patton, 1978).

want itat ive approaches assume t he necessity, deilrahi I ity and
possibility of applying empirical standards to programs and problems
involving human be i ngs t hey include exper iment H 1 and quasi- experimental

designs. Qual i tat ive approaches, on the other hand, assume that human
interact ions are not all amenable to numerical and slat 1st lea! reduct ion;

they include case studies and other naturalistic methods which try to
eapt tire the meaning and successes of the program i n descript i ye terms.
These two approaches to evaluation design are not discrete; it is not



necessary to choose between the two. Rather, both offer useful

alternatives since different kinds of problems and questions require
different approaches.

Ultimately, consideration must also be given to what the evaluation
audiences believe constitutes valid and reliable findings or results.
Measurement and design decisions are usually made within an explicitly
political context; they are not simply a matter of expertly selecting
the "best" techniques. As Patton observed, "Design and data collection
decisions are a far cry from being neutral, objective, or rational; such
decisions are political, subjective and satisficing" (Patton, 1978. 202).

Checkpoints for Polieymakers

is the selection of an evaluation design clear and
justified by the aims of the program, the types or
information needed, and the timeframe and data col-
lection burden involved?

Do you believe that the types of information provided
(e.g., statistical, descriptive) are valid and reliable
data upon which you would be willing to take action?

MP 7: Review the data collection and analyses processes.

it is possible to collect evaluation information in a variety of ways,
such as questionnaires, observations, interviews, rating scales,
document review, and performance tests. Care should be taken so that
the method or methods chosen enhance the reliability and validity of
both the data collected and the total evaluation design.

Once evaluation information has been collected, date analysis can be
conducted. Most LEA and SEA procedures rely prima*''; on descriptive
statistics such as frequencies, percentages and means. Quotations,
illustrations and descriptions may be included to add to f!,e readability
and believability of the statistical data. One of the most important
standards for data analysis is, "Ts the evaluation information presented
in the most clear and useful way possible?"

Checkpoints for Policymakers

Does the evaluation address the extent to which the
instruments measure what they are supposed to measure
(i.e., are they valid)?

Does the instrument design give you confidence that if

the instruments were administered more than once to
similar groups (or to the same group) they would yield
consistent results (i.e., are they reliable)?

Do the ways in which the data are analyzed and presented
reflect the program objectives and make sense to you?
Are the types of data provided (e.g., percent correct,
percentile rank, grade equivalents) of use to you?

10



STRP 8: Review the overall evaluation report.

The evaluation report should be easy to understand, and should communicate
what was done, how it was accomplished, and why, in a way which is
credible to you as a primary evaluation audience. In additiGn, the

evaluation report ought to be timely for your purposes and should focus
at least in part, on your identified information needs. The question,
"does eve I uat ion make a di fference?" is too often answered in the negative

because of a failure to gear the evaluation report toward action by
decis ionmakers.

Checkpoints for Policymakers

Format Considerations:

Is there an Executive Summary which provides a clear
description of the evaluation procedures and results?

Is the report arranged in such a way (e.g., with
appropriate tables and section headings) that you oan
identify what information is of interest to you and find
it easily?

Content Considerations:

Does the repo.'t provide believable evidence that the
positive results reported occurred as the result of the
special education program or are other explanations, such
as normal growth of the students, just as plausible? Are
things better than what would be predicted without a
special education program?

Are alternative interpretations of the data presented,
and the reasons for their rejection made clear?

Are the reported results educationally significant, that
is, are they "of nontrivial magnitude, in a content area
generally accepted as important, which can be achieved
at a reasonable cost" (Tallnadge, 1977, 34)9

Are the data presented consistent, e.g., do the numbers
in the text and tables agree? Are the inferences drawn
from the data consistent with the evidence, e.g., does
the evaluation claim educational significance only when
the data support it? Are claims of causality
substantiated by the evidence?

Are there any "unanticipated consequences" of the

program? Are they documented and explained in a way that
makes their impact clear?

11



STEP 9: Design a program improvement management plan.

The value of an evaluation, especially one which addresses Issues of
program quality, rests in the usefulness of its recommendations.
Recommendations cover two broad areas: 1) remediation of deficit areas;
and 2) improvement of activities determined to be of primary importance.
These require both an objective analysis of evaluation data and a
subjective analysis of participant concerns. From sueh analyses,
priorities for action can be selected, and a management plan for

accomplishing these priorities can be generated.

Checkpoints for Policymakers

Are the recommendations clearly based on the evaluation
information presented? Do you believe these
recommendations effectively address the appropriate
program strengths and weaknesses? Is it clear who has
responsibility for taking action on the recommendations?

Do the policy implications and recommendations follow
directly from the data? Does the report provide the
rationale and information you need to act on these

recommendations?

elusion

The preceding summary of program evaluation procedures illustrates

representative components of a technically adequate evaluation. While these
components can be easily delineated, in real life many factors limit their

implementation. These include diversity in program objectives, heterogeneity of
program staff, and swings in resource allocation as well as timelines, and
politics.

Policymakers need to consider both the standards for a quality evaluation,
and the constraints involved in operationalizing such standards. The key is to
be involved and informed at all steps during the evaluation process!

2
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PROGROI EVAURTICK CHNOCLIST

Step Rend the complete evaluation report.

Is it clear exactly what program or program components the evaluation
report is assessing?
Can you describe the types of information contained in the report and
in the appendices?
Can you readily locate specific sections of the report?

Step 2: Review the evaluation model.

Can you identify the particular evaluation model or approach which is
used as the basis for the evaluation?
Is a rationale included for its selection which clearly relates the
assumptions and procedures of the model to the assumpt ions and procedures
of the special education program?
is it clear how the evaluation model guides the program evaluation
procedures?

Step 3: Review the evaluation's goals and objectives.

Do the evaluat ion goals, object ives and quest ions relate to the evaluat ion

model selected?
Are the goals and objectives of the evaluation clearly linked to the
goals and objectives of the special education program?
Are the evaluation objectives stated in such a way that you can tell if
they have been accomplished?
Are the goals and objectives which you feel are important to investigate
included? Do you have the data you want and need?

Step 4: Review the evaluation criteria.

Is the type of standard to be used as the criterion for success clear
for each objective?
Is the way in which the stand6rd was selected clear?
Do you agree with the standard selected, i.e., do you feel the results
as measured by this standard are believable and valued?

Ste2_5: Review the population and sample selection.

Is the population and/or sample for the evaluation clearly specified?
If a sample is used, is the sampling procedure clearly delineated and a
rationale provided?
Are all groups which are affected by the program and which you believe
are important included in the population and/or sample?

RtfRfi: Review the evaluation design.

Is the selection of an evaluation design clear and ju.tified by the aims
of the program, types of data needed and the t ime7Fame and data collection
burden involved?
Do you believe that the types of information provided (e.g., statistical,
descriptive) are valid and reliable data upon which you would be willing
to take action?

with thieACouinciltof Crhief7,0Stai Stfhool.rfaOsftsrs..Nte
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Ste 7: Review the data colleetion and analyses processes.

lkws the evaluation address the extent to which the instruments measure
what they are supposed to measure (i.e., are they valid)?

Does the instrument design give you confidence that if the instruments
were administered more than once to similar groups (or to the same group)
they would yield consistent results (i.e., are they reliable)?

Do the ways in which the data are analyzed and presented reflect the
program objectives and make sense to you? Are the types of data provided
(e.g., percent correct, percentile rank, grade equivalents) of use to you?

Step 8: Review the overall evaluation report.

Format Considerations

Is there an Executive Summery which provides a clear description of the
evaluation procedures and results?
Is the report arranged in such a way (e.g., with appropriate tables and
section headings) that you can identify what information is of interest
to you and find it easily?

Content Considerations

Does the report provide believable evidence that the positive results
reported occurred as the result of the special education program or are
other explanations, such as normal growth of the students, just as
plausible? Are things better than what would be predicted without a
special education program?
Are alternative interpretations of the data presented,.and the reasons
for their rejection made clear?
Are the reported results educationally significant, i.e., are they "of
nontrivial magnitude, in ft content area generally accepted as important,
which can be achieved at a reasonable cost"?
Are the data presented consistent, e.g., do the numbers in the text and
tables agree? Are the inferences drawn from the data consistent with
the evidence, e.g., does the evaluation claim educational significance
only when the data support it? Are claims of causality substantiated
by the eviden.!e?

Are there any "unanticipated consequences" of the program? Are they
documented and explained in a way that makes their impact clear?

Step Design a program improvement managemeat_pylp.

Are the recommendations clearly based on the evaluation information
presented? Do you believe these recommendations effectively address the
appropriate program strengths and weakness? Is it clear who has
responsibility for taking action on the recommendations?
Do the policy implications and recommendations follow directly from the
data? Does the report provide the rationale and information you need
to act on these recommendations?



A KLICVAIKER*S EVALUATICti GLOSSARY

Evaluation, like many other fields, has a language which describes its

processes and products in a special ized manner. The following glossary is provided
to clarify some of the basic evaluation research terminology. (Katzer et.al.,
1982).

Action research: Research in which the decisionmaker using the results of the
research takes part in the research.

Applied research: Research carried out to discover new knowledge that has imme-
diate applicability.

Averafe: A measure of central tendency (the middle) of a set of scores. Usually,
it is synonymous with the mean.

Case study: An analysis and explication of a single situation or Jingle case
(milt of analris; subject), often using qualitative methods.

Before and after design: An experimental design in which subjects are measured
one given variable before and after the independent variable (or treatment)
is administered.

Causality: The concept that some phenomena cause other phenomena.

Control group: In a study made up of several aifferent treatment groups, the
control group is the one against which the others are compared. Often, the
control group owes not receive any treatment. (Also known as the comparison
group.)

Correlation: In informal usage, correlation is often used as a synonym for
"associat ion," although there is a technical distinction between these terms.
Correlation is also used to stand for a particular measure of association,
Pearson's r.

Demographic variable: An attribute variable of a person; usually a variable
that classifies a person into social groupings. Common demographic variables
are age, sex, social class, ethnicity and marital status.

Dependent variable: The variable that is thought to be affected by an
independent variable (Also known as the criterion, outcome, predicted or
response variable.)

Descri ptive statistics: Statistics that summarize a set of data; inferences
From the data to a larger population are not me'e.

Empirical: Subject to critical evaluation through observation or experiment
rather than through speculation or theorizing.

Experimental group: A treatment group that receives a level of the independent
variable (or treatment) which is of substantive interest, as contrasted with
the control group.

A project fi:r policymairers administered by the National Association of State Boards of Education in cooperation
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External validity: The generality of research results.

Experimental research: Research in which the subjects have been subjected to a
treatment and the purpose of the study is to assess the effect of that
treatment or event.

Field experiment study: Non-experimental research conducted in a non-
laboratory setting, usually the natural environment of the phenomenon under
study.

Formative evaluation: Evaluation which is conducted during a program or
process, usually for the purpose of pinpointing progress/problems and
altering the process, if necessary, while it goes on.

Independence: No association or relationship.

Independfat vari^ble: The variable thought to produce a result on the dependent
variable.

Internal validity: A consideration of whether the independent variable produced
variation in the dependent variable. Thus, internal validity is a type of
factual accuracy.

Longitudinal study: A study conducted over a period of time, although sometimes
only at a few discreet points in time during that period.

Model: A simplified description of a phenomenon, often in words, pictures or
symbols.

Naturalistic observation: A method of gathering data that involves making a
detailed record of events as they occur in their natural setting while having
as little effect as possible on those events.

Non-experimental design: A research design in which it is impossible to
control all biases and protect internal validity.

Paradigm: A complex theoretical model that is used to explain phenomenon.

Policy research: Research conducted to help formulate or evaluate policy.

Population: All possible observations or units which could be used in a study.

Post-test: Mtasurement of experimental subjects on a given variable after a
treatment is given.

Pre-test: Measurement of subjects on a given variable before the independent
variable /treatment is administered.

Qualitative research: Research methods that attempt to describe and understand
people or social entities from their own point of view.

Quantitative research: Research methods that attempt to categorize and
summarize observations numerically.

Wasi-experimental research: An experiment in which some, but not all, sources
or-Fotentiai bias are under the control of the experimenter; at least random
assignment of subjects is usually missing.
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Fxtent to which a measuring instrument would give the same value
used over and over providing the attribute measured did not change.

Research design: The strategy or plan of an experiment. often focusing on the
control of possible biases and the scheduling of treatments and measurements.

Sample: The subset of the population actually used in the research.

Statistical significance: The outcome of significance tests in which the

results are shown to have a low probability of being due to chance alone,
thereby eliminating chance as a viable cause of the results.

Summative evaluation: Evaluation wfi:ch is concerned with determining overall

effectiveness of a completed program or process, usually for the purpose of
deciding whether or not to repeat it, or what changes, if any, need to be
made before repeating.

Validity: How well an instrument measures the phenomenon under investigation.

*111#41#*****31141**************41#11141**41414141111#41#*####*4141141*IPPIP**4141411114141****4414110#*####**#
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lCatzer, J., Cook, K., 6: Crouch, W. Evaluating information: A guide for
users of social science research (2nd ed.). Massachusetts: Addison - Wesley,
1982.
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SEA MOPS TO EVALWATE WE Qtk%LITY SPACIAL TION PROGRAMS

Despite th formidable challenges involved in assessing program quality, a

number of sKAs have committed themselves to "program quality evaluation," efforts

which include a wide variety of methods, and which represent a multiplicity of
views about the purpose of quality monitoring. Three such efforts are summarized
in the following section. For a more detailed analysis of these and other state
evaluation efforts, see Farrow (1983), and NARDE (1984).

Nebraska Department of Education's System of Program Effectiveness Evaluation

The Nebraska Department of Education (NDE), partly in response to state
statute (Nebraska Statute No. 43650), is developing a system of program quality
evaluation (PQE) which is designed to meet both the SEAst and LEAs' needs for
evaluative information. In 1981, a 20-member Program Effectiveness Development
Committee developed a set of six standards or what they termed "service nalsn
based on their percept ions of the characterist les of an effect ive special education

program. The six major topic areas are:

1. administration, relating to the internal operation of the district;

2. service delivery, relating to the identification of students and the

provision of cervices;

3. curriculum/materials and facilities;

4. communication with consumers;

5. fiscal aspects; and

6. system aspects, relating to the relationship between the special
education programs and other programs or agencies which may be affected

by handicapped students.

The rogram Quality Evaluation model was field tested in 20 districts during

the 1983-84 school year. Eventually, NDE plans to implement the system statewide.

For more information, contact: Mr. Don Anderson, Compl lance Director, Special

Fducation, Box 94987, 301 entennial ill South, Lincoln, NE 68509-4987; (402)

471-2471.

Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary Education's System for Program

Evaluation

The Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary Education is developing

n Special Education Evaluation (SEE) model to be used on a voluntary basis by LEAs

as %my to document the effectiveness of their programs. The SEE model identifies

six major components that address the quality of local special education programs:

A privert fi r pottrymakers administered by the National Association of State Boards of Education in cooperation
with theLouncilliof trhief7.9StioNte Osffit.cesrs,iNteationnaAlexandria,l Confe rence of

VA 22.'314
114.egisicaotu3res, and American Association of



1. idvoifieation of handicapped children;

2. evaluation/diagnosis or reevaluation;

3. development of individualized education programs (IEPs);

4. placement;

5. it of 1EPs; and

6. annual program review.

For each component, the SEE model looks at resources, services, outcomes and
feedback in order to view the program as a whole. The SEE was field tested during
the 1983-84 academic year. The system will be implemented separately from the
state's compliance monitoring system.

For more informat ion, contact: Mr. Ted Nickell, State of Missouri, Department
of Elementary and Secondary Education, P.O. Box 480, Jefferson City, ND 65102;
(314) 751-2965.

North Carolina Department of Public Instruction's ProgramQuality Evaluation

North Carolina's Program Quality Evaluation (PQE) system is designed to
provide LEA.; with a mechanism for determining program quality. ME includes goals
in three main areas:

1. determining learner gains/outcomes;

locating and evaluating learners; and

3. placing learners appropriately.

For each of these areas, PQE establishes program object ives and specific evaluation
titles t LEAts can set the numerical standard for satisfactory performance at
different levels, reflect ing varying expectations for local programs.

The ME was field tested in 16 1,FAs during the 1983-84 academic year. LEAs
were compel t vel y seIected through an incentive grant program which provided up
to $10,000 to assist with implementation of the evaluation. Eventually, North
Carol i na plans to combine these eva lust ion activities with the on -going compl lance
mon i tor i rig procedures.

For more information contact: The Division for Exceptional Children, North
Carol ina Department of Public Instruct ion, Educat ion Building, Raleigh, !s(' 27601;
(919) 733-3921.
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rhe chart on the following page bight ights SOW rnifor characteristics of the

three state examples described in this section. Perhaps the most striking
obser vat ion that can be made about these and other efforts to develop and implement

program quality evaluation is that "the methods used by SEAs to measure quality
are varied and represent divergent views about the goals of quality monitoring"

(Farrow, 1983, 30). In special education, as many other fields, quality means

different things to different people.
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Farrow, F. Effective state monitoring policies (Quality monitoring and
monitoring of state operated programs). Washington, D.C.: The Center for

the Study of Social Policy, 1983.

National ssociation of State Directors of Special Education (NASDE). state

responses to the "Annual Evaluation" requirements for state plans.
*ishington, D.O.: Author. 1984.
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CHARACITIRISFICII fit STATE FROMM QtKI,ITY EIALUATION IEFICHIS

SI% WU U911 NOW ISMS FM 13VAWATION PROCICIS
Oft=

amscrourrics
WIRIEST STATE
OF DEVEICIRM4F

RELATIONSHIP 70
0351LIAPOI WEIN11011NI3

es slow. i -

fewest*

Coordinated devel-
opment of mate-
Mats.

Clonvened LEA
representatives
to review ate-
riais.

Jointly developed
evaluation mete-
dais with SEA.

Will self-
administer eval-
nation methodic,-

logy-

A systens analysis
of educational pro-
grams, with questions
lions that address
proarmo resources and
policies.

Information for
local school
districts.

Discretion given
to LFAs on which
program areas to
OSSe5S.

Field tested in
30 school disc-
tricts in school
year 1983-84.

None_

conrdinated devel-
opment of mete-
riais and evalu-
otion standards.

Convened advisory
committee.

Will administer
evaluation.

Reviewed and
revised a draft
of the proposed
standards.

Standards and service
goals %filch define
the characteristics
of a quality program.

Information for
local school
districts.

Use of evaluation
Is voluntary for
LEAs at this point
in time.

Field tested in
four districts
in school year
1983-84.

SEA wants to coordinate
but not combine quality
evaluation with em-
pliance monitoring.

iorth Carolina Developed mate-
riots.

Will administer
evaluation.

Will aggregate
data statewide.

Reviewed mate-
riots.

Have option to
compete for in-
centive grants.

Program goals, specific
objectives, and evalu-
ation questions which
focus on program opera-
lions.

Numerical standards
for program accomplish-
ments.

Information for
LEAs.

Information for
SEA planning and
budgeting system.

SEA will award
incentive grants
to participating
LEAs.

Field tested in
1982 -83.

Implementation
in 18 districts
in 1983-84.

3

LEAs pilot-testing
the system are exempt
from compliance moat-
toting procedures.

Eventual Integration
of quality evaluation
and compliance monitor-
ing.

Alaoted from: Farrow, F. Effective state monitoring policies Klualitx monitoring and
monitoring of state operated programa). Rbshington, The Center
for the Study of Social Policy, UAL


