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THE PITTSBURGH EVALUATION MODEL

Background and Context
In Pittsburgh Public Schools a model evaluation plan is being
developed under a contract with the United States Office of Education
and in coﬁjunction with the evaluation of Title I programs. The pro-
posal for the development of model criteria é.nd procedures in
Pittsburgh set forth the following premises:
1. That evaluation in i:he public school setting is a process for
program improverhent as well as for program assessment
2. That maximizing the invol§ement‘of program personnel
(field staff and administrative staff) in the process of
evaluation fosters st;ff commitment to program improve- |
ment and promotes desired change in staff behavior
3. That the nondirective role for evaluation personnel is effec-
tive in promoting program improvement
In addition, the following conditions or factors in the Pittsburgh
setting have contributed to shaping the Pittsburgh Modei:
1. _Lack of adequate pre-implementation planﬁi'ng and evaluation
for Title I programs

2. Anticipation of eventual support for evaluation of other

educational programs currently operatiﬁg within the system

-




3. Proliferation of Title I programs (28 during the first year of
model development), which has made necessary some com- |
promises between the optimum and the practical in. developing
evaluation procedures

Out of the foregoing considerations and the experience of model

building, the following features of the'Pittsburgﬁ Model have emeréed:

1. The purpose of progl;arn evaluation is seen as that of pro-
viding information requisite to programldevelopment and
stabilization and for valid program assessment to those
. responsible for decisions to change the program.

- 2. Evaluation and decision-making functions are seen as separate.

3. Educational programs are viewed as discrete subsystems of
the total school éystem.

4., The aﬁdience for evaluation information is seen as primarily

the decision makers within each program. The ekceptions to
this rule are at points of inter-program contact (e.g. are
separate programs compatiBle?) and comparison (e. g. which

| 1
is most efficient?). Decision-making responsibility is

1 o ' |
In order to satisfy the requirements of the Elementary and

Secondary Education Act of 1965 and of the state and federal agencies
responsible under the law, product assessment not always consistent
with the Pittsburgh model is carried on concurrently with model activi-
ties. Product evaluations not consistent with the model are reported
annually, whereas evaluation reports under the model are not tied to a
fixed time schedule.
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presumed to reside in all strata of program staff; i.e., all

members of program staff, from teachers on up through the
supgrv‘isory and administrative ranks, are potential program
developers..

5. The focus of evaluation uﬁder the model--the evaluatior
criteria and their sequence--reflects an interpretation of the
information input necessary for program irﬁprovement and
assessment in the public school setting. Program develop-
ment is seen as a spiraling process, with much recycling of
change activity as a program evolves.

6. The procedures of evaluation under the model--the specifi-
cations for how evaluation purpbses areA to be carried out--
are engineered to encou}rage the involvement and commit-
ment of teachers and other categories of field staff to

insure acceptance and use of evaluation findings.

The Focus of Evaluation

The first concern of thé model building effort in Pittsburgh is that
of determining what is to be evaluated. Guidelines have been adopted

which relate evaluation to the spiral of program development, speci-

fying both the sequence of evaluation interest over time and the scope

of interest in point of time. An explanation of the guidelines and their

underlying rationale is presented in the following section.

]
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The Guidelines: Sequence

Guidelines relevant to sequence in evaluation are represented in

Figure I. Under these guidelines, evaluation purposes or objectives are

seen as related to the decision problems of program developers; these

decision problems, in turn, are seen as being.determined by the status
of the program in tﬁe process of program development. For conven-
ience in formulating a genero,lized plan of sequence, the develepment
process is viewed as being segmented into four levels or stages, and
a set of eva}uation objectives and criteria is associated with each stage.
In Figure I, the four evaluation stages are li»sted in Column I, and a
set of evaluation objectives for each stage in Column II

Under the guidelines, each evaluation objective is impl emented by
the evaloation staff through the observation of specified phenomena and
the application of specified. criteria in making evaluation judgments.
To toe extent th.at it is possible at this time to generalize,. the guide-
lines specify the sources of standards for the criteria. In Figure I,
the observations and criteria associated with each objective are listed
in Columns III and IV respectively. The standards sources for speci-
fied criteria are listed in Column V. The deve lopment p_roblems for
which the evaluation produces information arellisted for each stage in

Column V1.

-4—.

!V — —l -

Pt §

o §

P g

gy

_— T .




e o e skt M e bt et e

“aouanbag :sauapiny uoljenieay

1 2and1 g

.. . wex8oad wierJoad Suigeaado
c%%umﬁ%d“ﬂ”ﬂ“u%ﬂﬂ“oh“oﬂﬂm sanjea waysAg | Aoud1d1333 03 dAlyE[AI 3SO0D Suijesado jJo 3s0D Ie(|O( . jo ?:oconuw..w.wo“mm ol
. {pajeutlun g ssau wel joad wesdoad Buijersdo Al
aq wexfoad ayj pinoys sanjeA wasAg| -241309332 03 dA1IR[2T 350D duneaado jo 3s0d suuty jo Adoud101j)a ssIEse O]
S suoisuaunp (e ul g
. i(snsuas . weldoad Suijeaado jo snjevig o
-u0d o1jqnd IYy3 IZ1] BUIIIU - SUO1S (udisop weadoad) suors v
pue uapeolq) juaunsnipe -~uswp (e ut ufisop wead | ~uswip weadoad noqe suonyy udisap weadoad 1
rﬁcoﬁm.uomo 3253339 03 pajedo} -0ad pue wexioad Suiye -50: Y 03 asuodsoa u1i j3e)s y3m wexfoad Suirgeaado s
-{ea1 3q $35IN0EdI pInoyg -1ado usamjaq oduanauoy puesdosd jo snsuasuod dqnd jo £3119p1] utejulew O
Suo1S suolydwns
(udisap weaJoxd ayj aany -uauwIIp INLIODINO Ut UGS Ip . -se wexdoad jo Aqipirea .
-5NJ3S3I 10 I331® 03 pajeda saanoalqo 103 eraanad huerdoad pue weload Suiye vieadoad Suijexodo ut suois pue weifoad Suijesado 1
-1®31 aq sadInosas pineys|oy aanyeiaa udisop weaBousd | -13dousaamiaq aouanafuod ~uswip JUWODINO JO Snjeig | JO SSOUIAII)II SSISSR O
) wexfioad 8ur q
=jelodo ul SUOISUDWIIP S$S3D
¢(snsuas ~o1d pue juapadajue JO snjelg 2]
~uo0d o1jqnd 3yj Iz EUII]U} suoisuawip ssadoac pue| (udissp weafoad) suoisusw v
pue uapeoaq) juaunsnfpe je juapadajue ut udisap wead | -1p weadoad jnoqe suotjsanb udisap weadoad 1
=uoiljerado 302j39 03 pajedo] -01d pue wexfoad Juije 07 asuodsaax u1 jyes wead y3im wreadoad Suizeaado s
-]1ec1 3q $3dINO0S3I pInoysg -12do uaamjaq adsuaniduo)H ~o0ad jo snsuasuos Migqnd 30 Aypepiy utequrew oy, |
wexSoad )
é(sns Wc—.umuw&o ul SUOISUIWIP $S53D o
-uasuod d1qnd ayj azijeu -oad pue juapadajue jJo snieis
~-J9jul pue CO@NO&Qv juaw . . mcoﬂ.umﬂﬂﬂmmﬁ F.ﬂﬁkw d .
-3snfpe (euonyexado 329339 suolsuawp ssadoad pue |(uisop wreiSoad) suoisuaurip -0ad 30 £31p1jeA Ssasse O] 3]
03 3o0/pue udisap wead juapadajue utl udisop wexd wea8oad jnoqe suoilisanb pue v
-oxd avy) a9jje 03 pajedo] -01d pue weaSoxd 3uine 03 asuodsal ui jyeis weasd wrex8oad jo i
-le21 3q $33INOS3X pinoys -32do uaamjaq aduanaduo)H -0a1d jo snsuasuod d1qnd | uonzeguswaidwul s§3sse O S
juswuoIiauad wead
¢udisap weaSoad J3ei1s p1a1j jo -0ad pue welfoad jo §323333 :
ayj 1ai1e o3 () 10 udisap suotuido ul 3101duIl §23A13| JUdUIAOITAUD wea8oad ypm |- yeocoadioas jnoqe jyeis praigy ugisap weadoxd. I
weafoad ayj puaixa o3 (1) |-oafqo washs jo Ayd1eIaly wea3oad jo £11quyeduron | jo suotuirdo pue suondadsaag jo AI11q1seay SSasse O,
wexdoad a3 ulyNM pajedoj : ' d
-1e21 2aq §32INO8aI pINoYs jje1s uoljenjeAd uisap O
iDajeuTWII 3] 9q wead Aq pakoidwa juejinsuod wreafoad jo Ajpijea 9de 3 | (udsap wexdoxd) suoisusunp v
-oad Suijexsdo ayj pinoys : ' weaJoad jnoqe suoilysanb L
JWIa3SAS ay3 UM pajedo] " suotsuaunp wezdoad udisap wread 03 asuodsaa ui jyejs wead udisap wead s
-]1€91 3aq S$32IN0S3aI pinoysg jo Awouoxe) y3angsid |-oad jo ssaudalsuayaiduio) -0ad jo snsuasuod dqnd |-oad jo AN1qe1A 559sSC O
:o—m—w%n— 103 A mucobwmv:h 1 1 _._mw“mw.w_m%
SwalqoiL] Juawdoraraq £92IN0S SpIepUEIS uolIENI A 10} B113311D pPaA13sqQ E'uaviouayd saA1323fqO uonyenjead o no%muw

]
)
1

e e

Q

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E




Stage I. The objective’s for evaluation in Stage I are to assess
the viability and the feasibility of the program design under the condi-
tion that the program is alrleady operational; the paramount ques.tion--
which definition, or design, of the proéram to assess--is resolved by
the guidelines, which provide for generating a dynamic baseline defi-
_nition, or working definition, of the program by means of public inter-
views with representative groups of program staff. 2 This obser- ed
public consensus is then judged for viability by applying thc two
criteria of comprehensiveness and face validity.

The standard used for the criterion of cpmpre-hensiveness has
been developed in Pittsburgh through systematic analysis of the defi-
nitions or designs of all Title I programs. This standard is embodied
in a comprehensive list of program elements and is presented in

FigureIl as the Taxonomy of Program Dimensions. As shown in

YA .
After a Title I program has been implemented in Pittsburgh,

there are usually at least three designs of the program in existence:
one is represented by the project proposal, at least one other exists

in the thinking of program leaders, and a third is reflected by what
actually happens in the operation of the program. Experience sug-
gests that, at any given time, the actual number of designs in exist-
ence for a given program is proportional, inversely, to the quality of
the intrastaff communication achieved for that program. The rationale
for the consensus definition is as follows: it provides an expedient
focus for program development activity aimed at modifying and in-
ternalizing program goals because (1) it reflects many of the divergent
views held by the program staif, while at the same time, (2) it is
largely shaped by the thinking of program leaders whose influence in
the process of deriving the definition may act as a stimulus for
internalization,
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Figﬁre II, program elements are 'classified into four broad categorjes.
Three .of these--outcomes,. antecedents, and process--are regarded
as necessary and sufficient for program/“design. The educational pro-
gram is conc eiyed as a dynamic input-oﬁtput sy'stem; in keeping with
this concept, cﬁannels and procedures for communication are seen as
essential elements of program design.

The basic questio'ns relative to comprehensiveness of the pro-
gram definition are (1) "Is there specific program information for
each dimenéion in,.the taxonbmyé " and (2) "Are'program dimensions
spelled out in acceptable form, i.e., are objectives stated in terms
which describe behaviolr, conditions of behavior, é.hd standafds or
criteria?" In judging a design for comprehensiveness in the first or
second cycles of évaluation, 3 it is common in the Pittsburgh experi-
ence to fil;d that many of the dimensions are either not specified, not

‘complete, or not in desired form (e.g. objectives are not stated in be-

havioral terms). The impliéation for decision makers in these

instances is that curriculum development work or other activity to

extend and/or modif& the program definition should be initiated.

The second criterion for viability of the program definition is that

3
A description of the evaluation cycle appears in a later sec-
tion of this paper. ‘ |




of face validity, or the logic (reasonableness) of the functional rela-
tionships impiicit in the definition. The standard source suggested by
the model for applicaeiu:ion’of this criterion is a qualified consultant
6

employed by the evaluation sta.'ff.4 lIn judgments relative to face valid-
ity reside implicatibns for modification of program design.

To implement the second objéctive of Stage 1 evaluation, that is,
to.as sess the feasibility of the program definition by applying the.cri-
terion of compatibility, a second set of observations is collected.

These observations relate to the reciprocal effects of the program, as

currently designed, and the program environment, The question to be

. answered is '"Does this prog,ram conflict with other programs or with

the .schoo.l sjrstem as a wholev in regard to the use of student time,
staff time, facilities, or media?"”

In the Pittsburgh system, ‘information on which to judge éompati-
bility is not readily available at presént. The current practice, there-
fore, is to aséesé the perceptions and opinions of field personnel,

accepting as a standard the hierarchy of system objectives which is

_implicit in those opinions. Judgments arrived at in this manner are

indeed gross; when unquestfonably negative, they lead to questions for

A checklist useful for assessing face validity is presented in
Figure III. These statements are derived from ''Criteria for Stage I
Evaluation Judgments' presented in Figure 6 which guides the
Pittsburgh evaluation staff. '
2 The basic questions which can help determine compatibility
are presented in Figure IV,
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1. The te‘rmina‘.l objectives tell what the student does to
signify success in the program.

2. The terminal objectives are clearly related to day-to- ﬂ
. day activities of the program. ' '

3. The enabling objectives are clearly related to the
terminal objectives.

4, The entering behaviors are consistent with the
selection criteria.

5, The entering behaviors are linked to the program's:
objectives.

6. The media are clearly related to activities and are -
sufficient for the essential activities. ' ' L

7. The activities are related to the objectives. There
is at least one activity for each objective.

—

8. Time resources are realistically related to the ob-

jectives. There is sufficient time for each ff
specified activity. 1
9. Staff qualifications and characteristics are adequate
for the functions defined. If not, in-service activi- {
ties are spelled out to make them adequate.
10, All functions necessary to serve the objectives are
included. '
11. The functions for each group are clearly related tc ' :
program objectives, I
12, Staff duties are clearly related to staff functions.
13, Staff duties are clearly defined. !
14, .There are duties for each function, l
15, Intra-staff activities are adequate for support of
program operation or program objectives, I
'16. Communications channels outside the program are .
.related to support needs. _—
R YR as
Figure 11 1

Checklist for Face Validity
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Is sufficient time available for student participation in the
program?

What activity does the student give up in order to partici-
pate in the program?

Does this reallocation of student time result in sacrifice
to other objectives of the school program?

Does it have an effect on the operation and/or goa!l attain-
ment of this program?

Is sufficient time available for participation by the program
staff and cooperating personnel? |

What activities do staff or cooperating non-program per-
sonnel sacrifice in order to participate in the program?
Does this reallocation of their time result in a sacrifice

to other objectives of the school program? How does it
affect thic program?

Are facilities and media now available to the program? If
not, have plans been made to provide them?

Is allocation of facilities and/or media to this program
resulting in sacrifice of other objectives of the school
program? .

Is this program affected by the manner in which facilities
and media are allocated?

Are the gains for students anticipated by this program equal
to, less than, or greater than possible sacrifices in other
educational objectives of the school program?

Figure IV
Basic Interview Questions, Program Compatibility

-11-
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decision making relating to reallocation of resources within the sys-

tem, program terminatio:i, and program modification.

Stage II. The objectives for evaluation in Stage II are to assess
both the implementation of the program and the validity of the program'
essumptions. The initial focus is the current status of the working
definition, as reflected by fhe current public _oor‘isensus of program
'personnel. The seeond set of ob.servations for Stage II evaluation re-
late to the operational realit? of the program in the antecedent and

process dimensions.

A singie criterion is applied--the congruence or incongruence of
current program design with current program operation. This congru-
ence or lack of congruence reflects both oo the que.lity oi implementa-
tion and/or the validify of program assumptions. If program operation
.does not accord with intent (as r‘eflected in the public consensus) two,
and on.ly‘ two, inferences are possible: (1) functional relationships
implicit in the program definition--the program as s'umptioris’--ar_e
invalid and/or (2) the program has not been communicated and/or in-
ternalieed among the specified personnel. Implications from these
findings rela‘ce to action for program redesign and/or f‘or‘operational
.adjustment throﬁg'h broadening and inte rnaliziog the current consensus.

The guidelines do not yet specify the standard for congruence.

The question to be explored is, "How much discrepancy between pro-

gram design and program operation should be regarded as 1nev1table° "

-12-
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Perhaps the standard which evolves will be a ranking of antecedent and
process dimensions in terms of the relative importance of discrepancy
in éach dimension.

Stage.III. The observations and judgments which implement
Stage lII objectives serve another purpo;se at Stages III and IV. At these
higher stages i;'l the sequence, evaiuation serves both to 'm'onitor the

quality of implementé.tion, and as stated in the guidelinés, to maintain

~ the fidelity of the operating program with the program de sign. Thus,

at Stage III the working definition is compared with the observed status
of antecedent and process dimensions in the operating program. AAny

resulting implications for change activity relate to operational adjust-

‘ment through improved communication of the program.

The other purpose of evaluation at Stage III is assessment. Both

‘the effectiveness of the opérating program and the validity of program

assumptions are assessed in one set of operations--the observation of

prograrn outcomes and comparison of these for congruence with out-
comes spe'cifie:d in the design. The source of standards for judging
congruence is identified by the guidelines as the program's own design
(working definition). As seen in the Taxonomy (Figure II) one neces-

sary element of program design is the specification of criteria for

-

- outcomes,

Inferences inherent in negative assessment at Stage III relate to

validity of the program de'sign. Instability as an explanation of failure

-13-




has been ruled out ‘at this stage by both the accomplishment of

evaluation objectives at Stage II and the subsequent ‘quality control
function of evaluation. Therefore, wﬁen it is found that the operating
- program is not aqhieving its objectives, the validity of functional re-
lationships implicit in the program definition is called into question.
~ The implication for program leaders is change activity directed toward
altering or restructuring the program design.

Stag. e IV. The quality control function of evaluation continues in
this stage ‘and is represénted in the guidelines as the first objective
for Stage IV evaluation--to maintain the fildelity 6f the operating pro-
gram with the program design. As in Stage III, this objective is im-
plemented by first obser§ing both the current working definition of the
program and the status of the cperating program and then applying thei
criter‘ion of congruence. Implications ffom negative evaluation relate
to operational adjustment through improved communication of the
program,

The unique objectives of evaluation in Stage IV are to assessz the
efficiency‘ and the econor.ny‘of the operating program, 'I"he observation
relevant to asses'sing' the efficienc& of the program is its cost in terms
of student or participant time (one aSpect of the antecedent dimension).
The criterion of cost relative to effectiveness is applied, invoking

standards derived from and for the entire school system. 6

6

These standards do not yet exist in the Pittsburgh system.
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Implications from negative assessment in Stage IV relate to de-

cisions for program termination or program modification.

- The Guidelines: The Evaiuation Cycle

The guidelines for sequence are purposefully inexplicit about the
time dimension in evaluation. The range of evaluation interest in
relation to periods of time during program evaluation is clarified in
the explanation of the evaluation cycle--the mechanism for adapting
the evaluation sequence to the rate of éhange in the program. Under
the guidelines, a cycle of evaluation consists of those evaluation activi-
ties essential to implementing a set of evaluation objectives and, in

addition, a monitoring of program change at the end of the cycle. The

evaluation objectives which define an evaluation cycle are not identical,

necessarily, with any single group of objectives that defines an evalu-
’ation stage (see Figure 'I).

After the first cycle, each succeeding evaluation cycle is defined
in part by the necessity of evaluating in the light of éhangeé in the pro-
gram, Thus, as program development activity recycles, s‘vo also does
evaluation activity. As successive evaluation cycles adopt new objec-
tivés moving ahead through the s'equence'of evaluation stages, they
also include some of the objectives and associated activities of earlier
stages. Aftér Cycle I, an evaluation cycle is likely to be broéder in

its scope of interest than a single evaluation stage.




Criteria for Definition of the Evaluation Cycle. Experience with

the interaction of evaluation activity and program change currently is

insufficient to suggest more than general guidelines for cycle definition.

These are as follows:

1. Negative Evaluation--When a negative evaluation judgment is

reached duriﬁg one cycle of évaluation, the associated criteria and ac-
tivities are included again in the next cycle of evaluation. New objec-
tives associated with a higher stage of evaluation are incorporated as
long as consistent with the actual progress of program change. There:
is always a time delay between evé,luation judgments directed toward
program change and actual program change. Furthermore, pursuant

to negative judgment at a given level of program evaluation, program

dévelopment must recycle at this level and possibly also at earlier |

levels before "catcvhi-ng up. " The decision to define a new ;:valuation
cycle ih terms of t‘he next higher level of evaluation is based on expec-
. . | |

tation that program recycling will be rapid enough for sufficignt pro-
gres's. withih the time constraints imposed by the structure of a new
evaluation cycle. Conside rations which‘affect the expeétation of ade-
quate program progress are as follows:

a. Observation of the change decisions and pla'ns' of program

leaders and judgments of the efficacy of these plans by those members

of the evaluation staff most knowledgeable about the program. (Is the
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the interaction of evaluation activity and program change currently is

insufficient to suggest more than general guidelines for cycle definition.

These are as follows:

1. Negative Evalvation--When a negative evaluation judgment is

reached duriﬁg one cycle of e‘val'u“ation, the associated criteria and ac-
tivities are included again in the next cycle of evaluation. New objec-
tives associated with a higher stage of evaluation are incorporated as
long as consistent with the actual progress of program change. There:
is always a time delay between evé.luation judgments directed toward
program change and actual program change. Furthermore, pursuant
to negative judgment at a given level of program evaluation, program

dévelopment must recycle at this level and possibly also at earlier |

~ levels before '"catching up." The decision to define a new evaluation

cycle in terms of the next higher' level of eiraluation is based on expec-
tation that program recyclir'lg will be rapid enoﬁgh for sufficignt pro-
gresé withiﬁ the time constraints imposed by the structure of a neQ
evaluation cycle. Considerations which' afvfecvt the expeétation of ade-
quate program progress are as follows:

a. Observation of the change decisions and pla','nsv of program
leaders and judgments of the efficacy of these plans by those huembers

of the evaluation staff most knowledgeable about the program. (Is the
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impetus and know-how for change aétivity adequate? Is the available
time adequate?)

b. Nature of the evaluation observations needed at the higher
ievel of evaiuation and time constraints affecting the collection of such
observations. (Can program design changes be completed and monitored
in time to determine the source of observations and to make collections
within the duratioﬁ of the ensuing gycle?) |

2. Positive Evaluation--When positive, or.predominantly posi-

tive, judgments are reached during a cycle of evaluation, the ensuing
cycle is defined primarily by objectives and activities associated with

the next higher stage of evaluation.

The Procedures of Evaluation

Guidelines fqr seguence and cycling define the focus of evaluation.
Equallsr important in the Pittsburgh Evaluation Model are the proce-
‘dures for implementing these guidelines. The procedures currently
efnploy.ed for making and reporting the specified obée rvations and
judgments are described below. For the mosj: part, these apply for
Stage I evaluation (project development activity is presently focused on
Stage II procedures), although their potential for use in subsequent
stages ié'apparent. The premiSes of maximum participation of pro-

gram personnel and nondirectiveness on the part of evaluation person-




nel have played a prominent role in defining the evaluation procedures

herein described.

The Program Definition Meeting: Rationale

At the start of evaluation, Title I programs are ill-defined and

poorly communicated. Lack of agreement on program objectives is

reflected in the distinctiveness of the goal descriptions from different

~sources. Typically, at least three distinct sets of goals are presented:

one set by the project proposal; a second set by program leaders; the

 third and'addii:ional sets of goals, by implication,' in the field opera-

tion of the program. Deficiencies of progvram design are evidenced in
lack of specificity regarding the antecedent conditions and prdcedufes
for reaching objectives and. in the vagueness of the objectives them-
selves.

Whereas the confusion of goals and deficiencies of &esign suggest

- the emphasis for evaluation in the initial stages, they also represent

a substantial procedﬁral bgrrier: whose objectives and whose defini-.
tioﬁ of the program do we evaluate?

The Sélution is provided by the Program Definition Meeting, a
proéedure of structured groﬁp int:;:rvie-w»for eliciting and rec&rding the
public consensus of the entire program staff .(or a repre s.er;tative

~

sample) on questions relative to brogram dimensions, This procedure

“encourages maximum participation of program personnel in the pro-




cess of deriving a baseline, or working definition, of the program.
The product of this meetipg—-the working definition--reflects many of
the divergent views held by program staff, while at the same time it
is largely shaped by the thinking of program leaders whosé ixifluence

may act as a stimulus for internalization. Thus, it is a convenient

focus for program development activity aimed at modifying and inter-

nalizing program goals. .

' The Program Definition Meeting: Description

A. Pﬁrpose
| 1. To generate a defir\lition.of'the program which
a. Is as complete as possible in terms of the Pittsburgh
Taxonomy of Program Dimeﬂns‘ions (See Figure I)
b. Reflects divergent opinion within the progiam staff
2. To eucourage comfnunication between lévels' and within levels
of program staff and to increase knowledge about the program
3. 5Tci encourage acceptance of the value of evaluation
4. To maintain a nondirective roie for evaluation staff
B. Participants
1. Program staff
a. When possible, the entire program staff, inclﬁciing the ,
chief program administrator and his superior in the

administrative ranks, is invited to the meetings.
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b. When participation of total staff is not possible, a strati-
fied sample of staff is invited. Variables taken into

account are those which relate to variability of program

goals such as (1) length of sefvicg in the program, in

the school, and in the profession; (2) the size of the
" school; (3) socio-ecénomic_ characteristics of the school;
and (4) function in ti'ie program,
2. Program staff participants enter the meeting with varying .
degrees of intefesf in and knowledge about the program.
| Many, eSpecially at higher levels, are apprehensive about

the effects of evaluation. Many at lower levels are reluc-

tant to express divergent opinion in the presence of program

leaders.
EQaluation Staff

a. Discussion leaders: Members of the field research staff

with leadership experience and/or training in theory

of group process and in techniques of discussion leader-

ship play a major role in the definition meeting. These
leaders are briefed one or two days before the meeting
by the program evaluator.

Status leaders: The i)irector of Research and/or‘ the

Coordinator of Evaluation are present at the meeting.




c. Program evaluator: The member of the evaluation staff

with major responsibility for evaluation of the program

is involved before, during, and after the meeting.

C. Other Resources
l. A large meeting room with space and facilities fo'r subdi-

vision of the participants into a series of small (maximum
of 10 partic.ipants) discussion groups is used. The maximum
number of small groups accommodated is six. Thus, the
total number of participants per rheeting is limited to 60.
One half-day is the limit of time available to members of
the Zj;nst.ructional staff for participation in the Program
Definition Meeting. A Definition ‘meetings édapted to this
constraint are c,onduc.iA:egl for a three-hour morning or after-

noon session.
D, The Process
1. Planning and coordinating the meeting is the re:
of the program evaluator. Prior to the meeting he co;npletes

the following plans and preparations: |

a. Arrangement of details of date, time, and location of

meeting and selection and inviting of participants. In all
of these activities the program evaluator works closely

with the program administrator or other program leader.




b.

C.

Preparation and distribution of the discussion agenda.

Dimensions of the program as specified in the Taxonomy
of Prograrh Dimensions are interpreted to program
personnel in the form of questions about their program.
Thc;. program evaluator phrases these questions in terms
familiar to program personnel. Copies of the discussion
agenda, or interview schedule, are distributed to the
participants in advance of the meeting.

Assignment of participants and discussion leaders to .

groups. Specific assignment of participants serves

.severa.l purposes:

(1) To represent within each groﬁp,those variables-Q
.function, attitudes, status, length of experience,
phjsical location--which relate to var-iab'ility_'in '
program goals

(2) To set the stage for maximum input by each indiv_iduall
in the group through strategic placeme.nt of ja.uthor ity
'figures‘ and prévehtion of interpersonal status barriers

(3) To limit the size of groups to a maximum of ten
members e}ach

¥ on

Briefing of discussion leaders. At least one day before the

meeting, the program evaluator conducts a briefing for
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discussion leaders during which the following kinds of
information are presented:

(1) History of the program's development and

implementation
(2) Rationale and general description of the program
(3) History of evaluation of the program
(4) Interpretation of the interview schedule
(5) Composition of individual discussion groups, including
identification of variables relevant to the discussion
process known by the evaluator to be present within -
the groups--role or value co.nflicts, status sensi-
tivities, attitudes of program personnel, etc.
(6} Details of physical arrangements, time allocation,
and other admiﬁistrative matt;.ers
2. The meeting is opened by status leaders. Leaders from out-
side the evaluation staff are encouraged to make opening
~remarks and to lend their support to the goals of the meeting.
The status leader representing the evaiuation staff explain's
the nature and purpo'se of the meeting, including its place in
the e\;aluation process, and stresses the valuc;. and importance
of individual contributions in the process of program defini-
tion. No more than fifteen minutes is devoted to this part of _

the program.

234 .




The participants are assigned to small groups for the inter-
viewing. The discussion 'leade'r for each group explains
again the purpose of the group session and the details of pro-
dure:
a. He stresses the equality of pa;rticipants in the process and
the value of every contribution.
He describes the method Qf circular response, the pro-
cedufe for reaching the goal of equal and/or'maximum
individual participation.
The leader may use a technique such as introduction of
individual group members as a means of estéblishihg a
favorable climate for the work of the group.
The discussion leader uses the interview schedule and the
method of circula';r response to interview the group. The
leader continually interprets, feeds back, and summarizes
the responses of participants in order to record group

consensus for each question. When consensus is not possible,

division of opinion is recorded. (The leader may appoint a

recorder to supplement his own note-taking.) The interview
continues for two hours or more.
The program evaluator monitors the discussion groupsand

decides when the group interview session can be terminated.




At his signal, participants reconvene as a unified group for

concluding statements by the program evaluator or the status

leader. The leader describes the use to be made of the group
int'erview data and promises feedback to the participants in the
form of a formal definition of the program.

6. The program evaluator conducts a poét-rheeting session
of group leaders for discussion and ;nalysis of the inter-
view processes and the resulting'products'. The evaluator
gains insights which help him in the analysis and synthesis
of the group interview data and the pr.eparation of a formal
definition of the program.

7. The evaluator prepares a formal definition of the program
which is then distributed to all participants or to all mem-

bers of the program staff.

Stage I Panel Meeting: Rationale

A danger inherent in judgmental evaluation is subjectivity in the
choice and application of judgment criteria. Alternatives for either
avoiding or mitigating the effects of this danger are (1) to confine
evaluation to information gathering without judgment, or (2) to enmploy.
only criteria identified by the interested parties. The Pittsburgh
Evaluation Model rejects‘ these alternatives as inefficient for the puf-

pose of stimulating program improvement.
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To presérve the judgmental function of evaluation while mini-

mizing the inherent danger, the Pittsburgh Model relies on two strategies.

First, evaluation criteria are predetermined, universally applicable

(that is, applicabie to all programs evaluated), and external to the

‘individuals responsible for applying them. Secondly, on the presump-

fion of greater safety in numbers, the model employs the panel meeting

as the procedure for making evaluation judgments.

- Stage 1 Panel Meeting: Description

A. Purpose

1. To make judgme;'lts of the program definition by applying the

3.

-

Stag= I criteria

To encourage acceptance and use of findings by program

decision makers

To maintain a nondirective role for evaluation staff

- B, Participants--Members of the Panel

1.

The program administrator, who may enter the panel meeting
somewhat apprehensive about the role and effects of evalua-
tion -

The program evaluator, the member of the evaluation staff
with major responsibility for e‘valuation. of the program who

is involved bet"ore, during, and after the meeting

A consultant employed by the evaluation staff who is a content
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.specialist in the area of the program's major emphasis
4. A resource person from the evaluation staff who is technically

competent in matters of instructional objectives and program

A status leader from the evaluation staff, usually the Coordi-

nator of Evaluation

C. Other Resources

1. Facilities and Equipment
The desired atmosphere is best zchieved in a small, com-
fortable room containing a; round table with capacity for
seatil;lg five persons. A tape recorder operates throughout
the meetiing to record the deliberations and findings of the
panel for subsequent analysis.
Mate;‘ials
Before the meeting, copies of the Program Definition, product
of the Program Definition Meeting, and the Taxonomy of
Program Dimensions (See Figure II) are sent to each_partici;
pant. The program administrator and the consultant are
given, in addition, materials which describe the purposes and
pfoéedures of the panel meeting (See Figure vV, duidelines
for Stage I Judgments). During thewm_c:aeting,- the panel

moderator is guided by these procédures and by.the Criteria

for Stage I Evaluation Judgments (See Figure VI).
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1. Judgments of the Program Definition will be made by a panel con-
sisting of the program evaluator, the program director, one con-
sultant employed by the Office of Research, and one resource
person from the Office of Research, with the Coordinator of
Evaluation acting as moderator.

. The criteria and standards to be applied are as follows:

Criterion - . Standard

Comprehensiveness of the Taxonomy of Program
Program Definition - Dimensions

Face validity (internal Consultant employed by
consistency) of the Program evaluation staff
Definition '

Compatibility of defined ~ Values implicit in opinions
program with program of field staff
‘environment

The Program Definition and Taxonomy of Program Dimensions are
_supplied to panel members in advance of the panel meeting. Field
observations are reported by the evaluator at the meeting of the
panel.

In the event that the panel does not agree in making any one judg-
" ment, the followiug rules are to be applied by the moderator:

a. The evaluator must be responsible for judgments based on
criterion "a'' above. '

The consultant and the resource person from the Office of
Research must be responsible for judgments based on cri-
terion ''b'" above.

c. The program director and evaluator must be responsible for
judgments based on criterion "c" above.

A detailed record of the judgments of the panel is to be kept by the

evaluator and used as the basis for a Stage I evaluation report to
the program staff, '

Figure V
Guidelines for Stage I Judgments
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' Program Definitions are weighed with the three following criteria in
mind: (1) comprehensiveness, (2) face validity, and (3) compatibility.

Comprehensiveness

The basic questions here are (1) 'Is there specific program informa-
tion for each dimension in the taxonomy? " (Gaps should be indicated.);
and (2) ""Are program dimensions spelled out in acceptable form, i.e., arc
objectives stated in terms which describe behavior, conditions, and '
standards or criteria? "

I"ace Validity

Here the internal consistency of the definition is examined through
consideration of the following questions:

1. Do the terminal objectives tell what the student does to signify
success in the program?

2. Are the terminal objectives clearly related to day—to—day‘
activities of the program?

3, Are the enabling objectives clearly related to the terminal
objectives? '

4. Aré the entering behaviors consistent with the selection criteria?
5. Are the entering behaviors linked to the program's objectives?

6. Are the media clearly related to activities? Are they sufficient
for the essential activities? ‘

7. Are the activities related to the objectives? 1Is there at least one
activity for each objective?

8. Are time resources realistically related to the objectives” Is
there sufficient time for each specified activity?

9, Are staff qualifications and characteristics adequate for the
_funccions defined? If not, are in-service activities spelled out to
make them adequate? :

10. Are all functions necessary to serve the objectives included?

11. Are the functions for each group clearly related to-program
objectives? .

Figure VI
Criteria for Stage 1 Evaluation Judgments
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12. Are staff duties clearly related to staff functions?

T

13 Are staff duties clearly defined?

Ev 14. Are there duties for cach function?

15. Are intra-staif activities adequate for support of program opera-
tion or program objectives?

16. Are communications channels outside the program related to
support needs?

Compatibility : . : 2

In measuring the program's compatibility, the question to be
answered is: ''Is this program consistent with other programs and with
the entire school system? '"" The basic Stage I interview questions can
help determine the external consistency of the program.

hd
[

1. Is sufficient time available for student participation in the l
" program? What activity does the student give up in order to- "
participate in the program? Does this reallocation of student :
time result in sacrifice of other objectives of the school program? i
Does it have an effect on the operation and/or goal attainment of _]
this program? -

2. Is sufficient time available for participation by the program stafr :]

and cooperating personnel? What activities do staft or couperat-

ing nonprogram personnel sacrifice in order to participate in the
program? Does this reallocation of their time result in a sacri-

fice of other objectives of the school program? How does it at-
fect this program?

3. Are facilities and medii- now available to the program? If not,
have plans been made to provide them? Is allocation of facilities
and/or media to this program resulting in sacrifice of other
objectives of the schuol program? Is this program affected by
the manner 1n which facilities and media are allocated?

4, Are the gains for students anticipated by this program equal to, [
less than, or greater than possible sacrifices in other educational
objectives of the school program? :

5. 'In general, what is the effect of this prograin on the eavironment

in which it operates? What is the effect of the environment upon
the program?

Figure VI
Criteria for Stage I Evaluation Judgments (contd.)
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i - D. The Process .-

1. Planning and arranging the meeting is the responsibility of the

...w,v_-,,v_vw_.—..

program evaluator. Prior to the meeting, he completes the

following plans and preparations:

a. Arrangement of details of date, time, and location of

meeting and selection and inviting of participants. In

choosing the consultant for the panel meeting, the evalu-

ator confers with' the Coordinator of Evaluation.. Three

considerations influence the choice of the consultant:

(1) Preparatim;l in the discipline or field of study related
to the program's major emphasis

(2) Personal capacity fof a productive relationship with

program leaders

(3) Opportunity for a continuing relationship with program
l leaders, as a‘ffected by factors such as permanence of
} ‘professional or vocational ties

b. Preparation of participants before the meeting. At least

one day in advance, the evaluator distributes the materials
- | of the meeting and explains its purposes and procedures

and the roles of participants to the consultant and to the

program administrator. In communicating with the program
administrator, he stresses the sharing of responsibility for

evaluation judgments.

1
!
!
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2. The meeting is opened by the status leader from the evaluation

staff, who keynotes the discussion as shared responsiblilty on

the part of evaluation staff, program staff, and the consultant

for evaluative analysis of the program definition.

AR |

3. The status leader acts as mod'erat.or.for the panel proceedings.

X

a. He raises questions relative to the comprehensiveness of

the program definition (see Figure VI). In the event of dis-

agreement among the members of the panel on any one

qrestion, the moderatoi' invokes the judgment of the pro- :
gram evaluator. -
b. He raises questions relative to the face validity of the pro- -
gram definition (see Figure VI). In the event of disagree- E

ment among the members of the panel on any one question,

the moderator invokes the combined judgment of the con-

— Mﬂ

‘sultant and the resource person from the evaluation staff.
c. He calls upon the program evaluator to present the results

of the Stage I field interviews. He asks for the panel's

judgment of program compatibility. In the event of dis-
agreement among the members of the panel, the moderator [
invokgs the combin;.d judgment of the program administrator |
an,d tlie program evaluator.

4. The program evaluator uses the tape recording of panel
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proceedings to prepare a comprehensive outline of panel
findings, relating them, item by item, to specific parts of the
program definition. These findings are the culmination of
Stage I evaluation and form the basis for the Stage I Evaluation
Re;ﬁo‘rt. |

5. The evaluator prepares a report of Stage I evaluation which is
then distributed by the Office of Research to all members of

tHe program staff.

Feedback: Rati on.ale

The function of evaluation in program development and program
assessment uhder the Pittsburgh Model is to providé b;)th judgmental
and objective information about the program for use by program
decision makers. It is important thé.t this feedback be given in a man-
ner which encourages both the acéeptance of evaluation and the use of
evaluation findings for program development. Some of the guideiines
which shape the form, focus, timing, and frequency of feedback are as
follows: |

1. Feedback is always given in a context which provides interpre-

tation of evaluation functions and activiti »s.
2. Feedback is given as promptly after each act of evaluation '
(each set of observations or judgments) as is consistent with

care and accuracy of data handling. It is given in oral form
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while written reports are in preparation. - T —

3. The courtesy of a preview of each written report, before it is

issued, is extended to the program administrator.

4. For every program, written evaluation reports are issued to =

all individuals identified as program staff or as resource per-

sonnel esse;ntial to the program. ]

5. In written reports, evaluation findings are presented as | -
judgments with implications for action,

6. Interview data is returned to respondents in written form, for

preview as well as for verification, before it is used for -

evaluation purposes,

7. Relevant feedback is given to all adult individuals within the
system, whether or not on program staff, who have contrib- *
uted to evaluation as subjects of observation or participants in

-~y

evaluation activity.

L=

Feedback: Description

Informal. The evaluator interacts almost continuously with program ~

staff, both administrative and field personnel, the degree of interaction

being determined both by the size and écope of the field to be covered

and by the number of scheduled activities, Program activities such as -

in-service training meetings and group planning sessions, as well as the
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evaluation 'ac!:ivities described in earlier parts of this paper, provide
opportunity for informal contacts. Between scheduled activities, the
evaluator visits the field operations making personal contacts with
individual members of the field staff.

During these visits the evaluator seizes every opportunity for com-
municating recent evaluation findings and observes and records the re-
actions of program staff. He is systematic in directing feedback to those
individuals who have given time and effort for evaluation. His contacts
are most freque.nt with the program administrator to whom he reports
not only the resuits of evaluation, but also the reactions of field per-
sonnel.

Formal. Feedback of this type is provided by the documents |

described below:

1. Evaluation Reports--At the end of each cycle of evaluation for
each program, a written report .is issued, with evaluation judgments
and any implications for program change activi‘ty‘made clear. The
report includes the d;ta on which judg‘ments are based. One section is
devoted to an explanation of the ﬁature and purpose of evaluation for the
cycle. Since evaluation cycles are not tied to a specific time schedule,
evaluation reports may be written as often as several times during a
given school year.

2. The Annual Report--The annual report for each program

satisfies the requirements of the state and federal agencies responsible

Q
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under the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 for the

evaluation of Title I projects. In response to the needs and wishes of .

these agencies the report includes program assessment, whether or not

such asses sment is consistent wita the evaluation model. (In anticipation
4 qf the annual evaluation report, product data is collected concurrently

with process data during the school year.) In addition, the report in-

B
»

cludes a review of all evaluation activity and findings of the previous

e

year, thus prdviding a view of the individual cycle evaluations as links , b

-y

in the spiral of program development.

3. Monthly Newsletter--As an additional means of insuring con-

tinuous feedback to all program staffs, the evaluation staff plans to -
institute a monthly evaluation newsletter for all personnel involved in

Title I programs. The neWsletter will describe (1) plans for evaluation -

as they evolve for each program; (2) current evaluation activities such

as program definition or redefinition meetings, panel meetings, instru-
ment developmént work, data collection, etc; and (3) evaluation findings.
One anticipatéd benefit of the newsletter is the enriching of the concept

of evaluation held by field personnel.

The Problems Inventory: Rationale

In Stage II, evaluation looks for lack of congruence between the

defined program and the operating program. In thus leading the way to

«
I
i

{
g
3

improved communications within the program staff and/or to program
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redefinition, evaluation functions for program development. I-ibwever,
a hazard to efficiency in stimulating program change activity is present
in the number and range of dimensions for each program and in the
current scarcity of instruments for measuring antecedent and process
dimensions. For a given cycle of evalﬁation, thoroughness in seeking
out incongruence for e\'rery program dimension can be achieved only at
the cost of del"y in pointing the direction of program improvement. To
maximize the benefits of rapid program recycling, evaluation strategy
for Stage II relies on selectiveness which is supported by a means for
cultivating sensitivity to areas of probable incongruence. The problems
inventory is a set of cues which facilitates the assigning of priorities

for Stage II observations.

The Problems Inventory: Description |

The problems inventory is developed at any convenient gathering
of the program staff, or a representative sample of the staff. (Usually
time is set aside for de'(eloping the problems inventory near the end of
a program definition meeting)'. The inventory is made up of staff
responses to a question such as "What single problem in the conduct of
your program is most threatening to the objectives of the program? "

'~ When conditions permit, small group discussions are used to evolve a

ranking for the items on the inventory.
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Other Procedures
Project activity currently is aimed toward developing procedures

to.implement evaluation in Stage II and subsequent stages and, in addi-

tion, to facilitate evaluation staff--program staff communication and

e

collaboration across all stages of evaluation. Specifically, procedures

el
<

are being designed for:

(1) sﬁpport of program staff activity for refining state-
ments of objectives and the internal structure of
program design;

(2) using field personnel for instrument development;

(3) imparfing to program personnel a deeper under-
standing of the evaluation function and of the value
to both evaluation staff and program staff of f;e- '
qﬁent interaction and 0pén channels of communi-

cation.,
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