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INTRODUCTION

This is the first report of the second national study team <;f
ESEA Title III. The study is sponsored by a Title IIl grant to the
Center for Effecting Educational Change in Fairfax County, Virginia,
which subcontracted the assignment to the University of Kentucky's
Research Foundation.

It is fitting that the study team began its challenging work by
focusing upon the difficult and’critical problem of evaluation. As the
following pages ﬁnfold, the reader may gain some insight into the task
ahead of American education in this area. Our work 'is really a begin-
ning; we are pleased with having grown individually and collectively but
we are not pleased with the state of the art/skill of evaluation and we
are not pleased with the small steps that we seem to have taken when
giant strides are needed.

The first four chapters represent my efforts to snythesize and
interpret the perceptive and challenging work by the 19 consultants in

Chapter V. The list of the study team follows this introduction.

Richard 1. Miller
Director
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CHAPTER I

FORCES PROMOTING EVALUATION

Evaluation has become a number one concern for American
education. It is very popular today, but one should be hesitant about
placing it in the blossom-and-fade category of many other innovations
and programs. Quite to the contrary, we are just at the edge of a
surging interest in better evaluation both on part of educators and
parents. As expressed by Ira Singer: '""At long last, evaluation is

"in'.

The school man has gotten the message. Beset by a bewildering
array of how-to-do-it monographs, guides, models and flow charts, the
. practitioner has 'fixed' on this new star on the educationa. horizon. His
‘initial peek is a furtive as a fugitive's look over the shoulder for the
pursuing law. In a sense, he too has been getting away with muxrder

for years, and knows it. The book is being thrown at him---in fact all

the books from all sides and at one time.' (Singer, A-156).

Why the Accelerating Interest?

There are several reasons for the current interest, and nine
of these will be outlined in this section, but in a larger sense ''this in-
terest in evaluation, ' as expressed by James Finn, ';m_ust be seen in a
technical-political context within the entire educational enterprise. The

age of analysis in which we live is generating an age of assessment in

education.'" (Finn, A-170).




1. Increasing Costs of Education

Education is becoming substantially more expensive at all
levels, and‘ an increasing number of communities are voting down tax
increases— probably a higher percentage of vetoes than at any time in
the past 20 years. Citizens have not adjusted comfortably to the in-
creasing costs of education, which hapnpens to be one of the few areas
in which they can express their displeasure with taxes in general. They
cannot do much against rising costs for living and plcasure but they
can vote against school bond issues and other school tax efforts as
general anti-taxation reactions.

Some school tax defeats are due to political facters and/or
other circumstances entirely beyond the control of school officials
such as general tax dissatisfaction, but many defeats are due tc inept
campaigns—and a major factor in determining the outcome of many
campaigns is the quality of evaluative evidence. In other words, do
school officials effectively present their case, including how past tax
increases have served to improve education? Since this kind of evi-
dence can only be obtained through evaluation; the use of this process

becomes imporiant for continued educational improvement.

2. Increasing Complexity of Education'

Decisions about '"best'" courses of educational action are be-
coming more difficult as every dimension of living is more complicated.

The rote lessons for learning spelling and arithmetic are being replaced
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by learning levels, by more individually prescribed instruction, by

flexible scheduling, and the like.

These newer developments, however, bring greater need for ap-
praisal as well as pose greater evaluative problems. Most good tea-

chers and educators develop fairly reliable procedures for evaluating

simple student learning but newer educational developments require
considerably more sophisticated evaluation efforts. Also, procedures
that would provide fairly reliable evaluative indexes some years ago
are inadequate today, and they will be dangerously archaic tomorrow;

therefore, carefully planned evaluative approaches become increasingly

important.

3. Greater Number of Alternatives

Robert Frost's dilemma over '"which path' presents a vastly

more simple choice than the many options that now are open, In most f

areas of education— such as content selection, organization revision,

and measurement—the array of choices requires greater evaluation as
a basis for makiny int lligent decisions. This more traditional use of
evaluation as judgment remains a vital dimension of evaluation.

4. Accelerating Rate of Obsolescence

4 Evaluation becomes more important as the length of useful life
of educational innovations and materials decreases. To keep current

with rapidly moving developments in science, for example, fundamental

revisions in instructional materials should take place about every five

years.
-3




Accelerating rates of obsolescence call for earlier and more in-
tensive procedures for evaluation. If there is much time lapse between

the introduction of a new program and its evaluation, the introduction of

still newer developments may not be realized or the change may not seem
justified unless evaluation evidence is available. In brief, we need to
know more— sooner-—about new programs, thus the need for more at-
tention to evaluation.

5. Massive Tederal Support

The ""pursuit of exceilence' has been an educational battle cry
since shortly following the Second World War, accentuated in the latter

fifties by salvoes fired by Admiral Rickover and the launching of Sputnik.

Unfortunately for central city youngsters, the quest has taken place
several miles out—in the suburbs, or perhaps’in medium sized cities
that already had good schools.

The Elementary and Secondary Act of 1965 with almost one

billion dollars per year in Title I {or the educationally disadvantaged,

the Office of Economic Opportunity (Poverty program) with about one

billion dollars, and several other federal acts for vocational education
focus upon lifting up the educationally disadvantaged. With massive new
public monies in education, questions relating to cost-effectiveness and
priorities are being asked with increasing frequency and persistence.

6. Greater Concern About Individualized Liearning

Individualization, or adjusting instruction to the child, has




received mountainous verbal support over the years, but only a few

meaningful adjustments have been made to bring practice more in

line with thcory—until recently.” “individualized prescribed instruction
(IPI), continuous pupil progress (nongradedness), and programmed in-
struction are three examples, and each require more sophisticated and
frequent evaluation than is the case with less complex programs. Eval-
_uation becomes decision making as well as judgmental in these instances,
serving to guide subsequent efforts.

7. Greater Use of Academic Findings From Outside Professional

Education

The concept of evaluation as feedback and guide is borrowed
from cybernetics, and the demand for varied types of evaluation comes
from understanding of human behavior and learning. And computer
technology has opened vast new possibilities for evaluation. National
assessment, for example, was not possible before the advent of com-
pucer technology. Educational evaluation can be expected to benefit as
advancements are made a vast array of fields, provided translators are
"on the alert' for elements that might be transfered to education.

8. Greater Assistance From Outside Professional Education

Aerospace "brain'' trusts are turning to education to sustain
themselves largely because of the cutback in aerospace funds; and
certain military branches are developing their own programs to bring

achievement test scores of draftees above the minimum for military
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service. In addition, industry has moved into education in a major
way, spending close to one billion dollars a year on educational hard-
ware.‘l‘/ And several new educational consultant firms are featuring
evaluation.

A number of ESEA Title I and III project directors have hired
commercial firms to do their evaluation, believing that the outside
expertise may be superior to that offered by professional educators or
that educational evaluators are not available. More extensive use of
"outside" elements can be expected, and it probably will bring new

dynamism and creativity into the evaluation ar=a.

9, Increased Importance of Education

Dating back to the ''ole Satan deluder' Act of 1642, the Ameri-

.

can people have had a strong belief in the importance of education.
One can find much fault in the intensity and consistency of this concern
over the years, but the overall record must be considered quite ad-
mirable—especially in cross-cultural perspective.

The contemporary emphasis on educational importance can be
traced to several factors. As mentioned earlier, the beep of Sputnik
was a primary stimulus although considerable momentum for improve-

ment was already evident by the Autumn of 1957. Focus on slum condi-

tions in central cities; vast educational differences within any one ;

l/John R. Stark, '"Educational Technology: A Communications Prob-
lem, " Phi Delta Kappan, 48:196; January 1967.
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state, usually greater than differences between states; increasing
educational requirements for desirable employment; and increasing
family mobility carrying with it demands for some equivalence in edu-
cational quality throughout the nation, or at least a higher minimum
national quality—these factors are instrumental in prompting educa-
tors to evaluate their programs more vigorously than ever before.
National assessment—an effort to provide some way of judging the
quality of education on a national scale—definitely stems from these
forces.

With cessation of hostilities in Vietnam, education may well

move rapidly toward replacing national defense as the number one na-

tional expenditure. As education assumes this role, much greater at- ,
tention will be directed toward assessing How well the monies are being
spent.

These nine factors add up to a'n' unprecedented concern about
evaluation—about finding out how whether we are achieving what are
set forth as goals or targets; if not, why not; and what corrections

should be made to move the program back ''on target. '"" Those who

believe the '"evaluation itch'' is another fad that will soon join educa-

tional history simply misread the times. Quite to the contrary, more
likely we are standing on the threshhold of new understandings and de-
velopments in evaluation that can have significant bearing upon the

course of our schools.




CHAPTER I1

PRESENT INADEQUACIES IN EVAT.UATION

Why do we have a '"sad face' about evaluation? Why has not the
science and art of evaluation moved ahead more dynamically? This
chapter will touch upon six reasons for the present inadequacies.

Difficulty of Judging Education

How can one ever be sure of evaluation where people are con-
cerned? The only thing to fear is a presumption that we can touch all
bases inevaluating people—in this case pupils and youngsters. We can-
not now and probably will not be able in the foreseeable future to pre-
dict with finality or measure with precision human behavicor and atti-
tudes.

Some types of measurements, however, can be final and abso-
lute. A football team either makes or misses a first down; a pianist
plays the right or wrong note; and a Word is spelled properly or im-
properly. But larger and less precise kinds of evaluations must be
viewed with caution. For example, the following evaluation was made

of the admissions application of Spencer Thompson:

Latin teacher's report: "I have found the boy most difficult
to teach. ...He seems to have little or no understanding of
the subject except in the most mechanical way. At times he
seems almost perverse in his inability to learn. I suspect
that he has received help from other boys in this prepared

work."

Headmaster's report: ''Spencer is rather delicate owning
to a severe pulmonary illness two years ago, but he seems to

-8~
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have recovered satisfactorily. He is too small to be effective
in contact sports, but he greatly enjoys riding and swimming.
The boy is certainly no scholar and has repeatéd his form
twice. He does well in English, however, and possesses an
excellent memory. In fact he won the School prize for reciting
poetry last year. He has also, I regret to say, a stubborn
streak, and is sometimes rebellious in minor matters, al-
though he usually conforms. He is at once backward and pre-
cocious, reading books beyond his years, and yet ranking at
the bottom of his form...He has, I believe, a native shrewd-
ness and is a manly little fellow, high-spirited and well-liked,
who unfortunately has not made the most of his opportunities
here. I can recommend him to you on the grounds of general
ability."

On the basis of this information and other data of a similar na-

ture, Spencer Thompson was turned down by a private boy's school in
New Hampshire. Only then did the Committee learn that Spencer

Thompson was a pseudonym for a young schoolboy named Winston

Spencer Churchill!

There are few Churchills or Edisons but how can we be sure
that a2 similar pattern has not occurred countless times? It is good that
we cannot relegate the human personality to a test tube, and educators

need to be tough and uncompromising in limiting the presumptions of

some evaluators who claim much more than they know.
This cautionary note, however, must not be interpreted as

anti-evaluation—it is only against claiming too much for evaluation.

The human element in evaluation is becoming more understandable as

various technologies and techniques of evaluation move ahead. Signi-

ficant strides have been made recently in mass sampling procedures
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aided by the computer and in new statistical techniques, and we know

a great deal more about individualization of learning and the vast intra-
differences within any one individual. This progress needs to be en-
couraged and assisted in every way possible.

Fear of Evaluation

While significant strides have been made in evaluation, some

major problems remain, and one is simply the fear of evaluation.
Arthur Hitchcock writes that evaluations are beset with three psycho-

logical fears:

1. Educators are unaccustomed to evaluation and the thought
is scarey. A person in education is accustomed to action
and interaction, and he can advance boldly on this front,
and even advertise his action plans and procedures. But
he feels uncomfortable with evaluation. '

2. A certain defensiveness that evaluation cannot do justice
to the project anyway.

3. A fear that the colossus. . .will conclude from the evalua-
tion that the project is not as good as it really is. (Hitchcock,
A-93)

Fear of evaluation is largely fear of the unknown, tinged with
healthy skepticism for the rudimentary level of many evaluative proce-
dures. ‘Most public school officials are suspicious of ""outsiders' who

may be called in to evaluate. After all, local officials must live with

the situation long after the ''fireman' has caught flight 709. And the
subtléties of a.situatign, which probably escape all but the most astute

local officials, certainly remain unknown to the consultant.




These fears are real-—as well as greatly inflated. The propor-
tion of fear about evaluation usually is inversely pronortion to know-
ledge about it. Ag one becomes knowlelgeable about evaluation, its
strengths and limitations become understood and evaluation becomes
a procedure for providing feedback and guidance as well as judgment.

Confusing ActionWith Accomplishment

In this third annual address, President Millard Fillmore cau-
tioned against mistaking change for progress.

A tendency does exist to confuse action with accomplishment
or improvement, or to equate quantity with quality. If one is active
enough, so this ''logic' goes, then evaluation will somehow take care

of itself. A PACE director who is working 10 to 12 hours a day, six

days a week believes that ""good" inevitably will evolve from such a

dedicated effort. He also may believe that systematic procedures for

evaluation will take valuable time and resources to learn what his stafy
already knows from experience.

He may be completely right in this analysis, particularly.if his
staff is perceptive and highly qualified—or he may misread the situa-
tion completely due to an honest misinterpretation of reality, But
even if systematic evaluation tells the director exactly what he has con--

cluded already, the effort reinforces his conclusions. Most careful

evaluations, however, can tell even the most astute observer some-

thing of value that can improve the program.

- -11- -




A project team— politically speaking—may find some advan-

""going on evidence.! Who can

tages in ""going on faith' as compared to
refute their faith and who has more experience than they? If they say

or imply with conviction yet with openness that the project is developing
very nicely, who can refute them? If the project teara, and particularly |
the director, has the trust of his constituency, he may find '"faith" is

all that is required.

But he should know better! Education has too long bumped along
on hope and faith, as important as these are, without serious effort to
systematically ask and tackle the hard questions of evaluation. PACE
projects should be expected to show the way in exemplinariness—and

this includes evaluation.

Inadequate Evaluative Techniques

Egon Guba outlines three basic lacks: '(1} the lack of adequate
theory, models, and designs to guide evaluative activity (as evidenced
by the fact that even the 'expert' consultants do a bad job), (2) the lack

of trained personnel (as evidenced by the fact that even the most rudi-

mentary principles of the game are consistently violated), and (3) the
lack of appropriate data collection techniques and data processing fa-
cilities (as evidenced by the heavy reliance on standardized tests or in-

formal judgments).'" (Guba, A-229 And Robert Stake writes: ''New

techniques of observation and judgment need to be developed. In fact,

we need a new technology of educational evaluation. We need new
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paradigms, new methods, and new findings to help‘the buyer beware, to
help the teacher capitalize on new devices, to help the developer create
new materials, and to help all of us to understand the changing educa-

tional enterprise. né
Related to inadequate evaluative techniques is the broader prob-
lem of defiring evaluation. Educators traditionally have defined evalua-
tion as measurement of outcome (product) or judgmental with very little
attention being given to what Egon Guba and Dan Stufflebeam have called

for context, input, process, and product evaluation. The 1966 ASCD

yearbook entitled Evaluation as Feedback and Guide reflects the newer

concept of evaluation. With respect to PACE proposals, Robert Havig-
hurst obs.erves: "There is almost nothing to show how the project will
be evaluated while it is in progress, sO that it can be improved, errors
corrected, and progress reports made. This is especially important
in innovative work, where one must expect to learn from experience as
the- project progresses. A pe riodic stock-taking is desirable, using
local staff and community committees as well as outside consultants. "
(Havighurst, A-77)

Inadequate techniques and procedures for evaluation seriously

impede progress in PACE and elsewhere, yet shortcomings relating

to the ""people problem'' are probably more serious.

é/Robe rt E. Stake, '"Toward a Technology for the Evaluation of Edu-
cational Programs' In Perspectives of Curriculum Evaluation.
Chicago: Rand McNally and Company, 1967, p. 3.
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Inadequate Teacher Preparation

Incredibly little has been done in developing evaluation specia-
lists in our colleges of education, (The UCLA Research and Develop-
{ ment Center, The Evaluation Center at Ohio State University, and the
v Center for Instructional Research and Curriculum Evaluation at the
University of Illinois are notable exceptions.) Until the need for evalua-

tion specialists becomes a problem of teacher education also, significant

i St T

progress cannot be expected.

Several universities need to commence graduate concentrations
for developing specialists in evaluation. An increasing number of these
programs need to focus solely on evaluation, with general work in the
processes ot educational change. These programs should not attempt to
develop better teachers os curriculum workers or administrators.
Graduate programs for cclleges of education have shunned sI\)ecializa-
tion in evaluation and the change processes but these areas inevitably
will be forced upon them by the nature of demand. (This position does
not interprete specialization as a narrowness of focus to the exclusion
of breadth. Quite to the contrary, the specialist of the future will have

a better grasp of multidisciplinary aspects of education than the genera-

lists today who usually does not step far beyond the offerings of his i

.

subject area.)




Shortage of Qualified Specialists
The demand for evaluators in the future appears destined to
far ~utstrip the supply. In this respect, the outlook is dismal indeed,
To quoute from a study by Hopkins and Clark:

Conservative manpower projection figures for the next
five years are staggering. Disregarding all governrent sup-
port programs other than OE, all private foundations programs,
and the inevitable stimulation of state and local activity in R
and D which will result as an offshoot from the Federal sup-
port programs, that is, concentrating only on predicable
growth of the CE's R and D support, education will need a
hard-core R and D personnel pool of 130,000 by FY '72. In
terms of the spread across R, D, and D, and translated into
F.T.E. (full time employees), the demand picture will be
roughly as follows:

Percent Full-time
employees

Research «« v vvieineeeneeennns 14 9,200
Development . ..c.vvvniivieennnn 46 1 29, 700
Diffusion. . . veeerneeineenrnnns 40 25,500

. .
D. L. Clark and J. E. Hopkins. '"Preliminary Estimates of Research,

Development and Diffusion Personnel Required in Education.'" Special
project memorandum, Sept 1, 1966, pp. 15-16.=
Two consultants—William Alexander and Elliot Eisner—
allude to the shortage of qualified specialists in evaiuation. Eisner ob-
serves that ""given the dearth of competent people in the field of educa-

tional evaluation this lack of attention to the assessment of different

populations and the relationship among data secured from these

%/
—’Quoted in Notes and Working Papers on Administration of Programs,

Title III, ESEA, "Administrations of Programs,' (U. S. Government
Printing Office), April, 1967, p. 69-70.
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populations is not surprising.' (Eisner, A-58 And Alexander notes
tnat . ., .as guidelines require greater skill and precision in evalua-
tion, the problems of local educational groups become more acute.
Obviously a minority of school systems have enough personnel with
adequate training and experience in evaluation to prepare proposals
that include comprehensive and sophisticated evaluation plans.'
(Alexander, A-10)

With the evident shortage, what can be done about it? Several
consultants have made recommendations for action. Those of Finn,
Guba, and Schramm seem particularly relevant in considering posi-

tive steps.

Recommendation No. 1 is drawn from Cuba's paper and the
rationale for it can be found there:
1. THERE SHOULD BE ESTABLISHED:
A, A NATIONAL LABORATORY FOR THE STUDY OF

EVALUATION

gt s Sera i sl g s B TR T

B. A NATIONAL INFORMATION CENTER FOR EVALUA-
TION
C. A NATIONAL GRADUATE SCHOOL FOR EDUCA-
TIONAL EVALUATION (Guba, A-231)
Guba is saying, in essence, if the Federal government is really
serious about evaluation, then it should facilitate establishment of in-

stitutions that will assist on a long term basis in the critical problems
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associated with improving evaluation.

John Letson in his chapter recommends the conduct of '"'small

seminars to assist local agencies, which are operating programs with

similar objectives, in the development und refinement of their evalua-

tive plans.' (Letson,A-128)

Related to both the Guba and Letson recommendations, James

Finn recommends:

Title III funds be used to set up a series of regional evalua-
tion centers throughout the United States designed to provide
training and assistance to local education agencies.

The function of these centers be to provide advice, training
and services and, particularly, to diffuse the general idea
of the importance, usefulness and nature of a high-quality
evaluation system.

It be understood that the evaluation centers are only per-
suasive and helpful in nature and that, if an educational
agency chooses not to respond, it be allowed to without
penalty—actual or implied.

These centers also engage in a certain amount of applied
and field research with the purpose of developing viable
and variable evaluation procedures which can embrace all
types of evaluation needs and purposes.

A back-up national board be set up to assist the centers and
the U.S.0.E. and Congress. This board would have the
following functions:

a. Locate and rotate manpower between the centers.
b. Act as the assembling agency for results which ought
to be diffused as the communication agency between

the centers.

c. Engage in broad scope research and development
studies in. . .evaluation.
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d. Provide an information source.
e. Relate to and diffuse information. . .(Finn,A-200)
Several other consultants also offered positive steps for improve-
ment. Taken as a whole, the consultants are calling for innova-
tion and creativity in meeting the shortage of evaluation specialists.
These comments lead to recommendation No. 2, whicn is based upon
one by Ira Singer:
II. EVALUATION COMPETENCE FOR ESEA TITLF II
SHOULD BE DEVELOPED THROUGH SUMMER INSTI-

TUES, INSERVICE EDUCATIONAL TELEVISION FEA-

TURING VIDEOTAPES DEVELOPED FOR NATIONAL

USAGE, AND SPECIAL MANUALS.

NDEA institutes might well be developed on PACE evaluation.

Twelve, six week summer programs might make a significant dent in

the PACE evaluation, especially if this cadre would be on call to help

other PACE projects.




CHAPTER III

HOW EFFECTIVE IS PACE EVALUATION?

The 19 consultants made a total of 114 comments about project
evaluation: 78 were negative, six were positive, and 30 were general.

It is interesting to note that r valuation also was the issue mentioned

most fre juently in the first national evaluation of PACE.

Without exception, the special consultants criticized the effec-
tiveness of PACE evaluation. Their negative comments ranged from
very strong to mild, but even the mildest critique was decidely nega- ; 1
tive. Typical of most consultants’ reactions were those by Wilbur
Schramm, Harry Passow, and Elliot Eisner. Schramm wrote: ''One
comes away from reading these evaluation sections rather certain that
(a) evaluation means very little in these project plans; (b) little
thought has been given to what constitutes success—at least behav-

iorally—in these projects; and (c) few of them have had the benefit

of much attention from a research man." {Schramm,A-150) Passow

concluded: "The impression one gains from reading the proposals is

Z
that, with few exceptions, the evaluation section is written hopefully f
|
§

to satisfy the Office of Education's requirements—not because evalua-

tion is perceived as having any intrinsic value for the program itself.' z

(Passow, A-134) And Eisner found ''the evaluation sections are weak,

nonanalytic and frequently use inappropriate instruments to assess

poorly specified outcomes.' (Eisner, A-60)
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All projects are not evaluating poorly. Arthur Hitchcock found
that '"one project has reached the point in evaluation procedures of a

feedback, change, and decision-making process. Two projects had a

model for their education, " (Hitchcock,A-89) And William Alexander
said that '"three proposals included somewhat comprehensive and unique

patterns of evaluation.' (Alexander, A-4)

Very likely more and better evaluation is taking place on pro-
ject sites than evidenced their project proposals. Most project di-
rectors and their staffs started '"cold" on evaluation but a decided
warming trend has developed. Conferences such as the three Hawaiian
Seminars on Innovation and many others have induced some knowledge
about evaluation. Also, almost any highly successful administrator is
constantly evaluating—and in the context of feedback-guide-judgment.
But the exception does not make the rule; flying by '"the seat-of-the
pants' is not for jets any more than simpie wisdom is appropriate for
evaluating complex educational problems.

Comparison of 1966 and 1967 Proposals

The 19 special consultants reviewed evaluation sections, or at

least searched for such sections, in a random sampling of 379 proposals.

Of this number, 101 were submitted in 1966, 190 in 1967, and 88 were
not identified by year by the special consultants. The 1967 proposals
were written from the mid-1966 guidelines which required a section

on evaluation.
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What aifect did this requirement have?

Thirteen comments by special consultants pertained to the com-
parison between 1966 and 1967 and in all cases some or much improve-
ment was noticed. John Letson wrote: '"The increased emphasis given
to the evaluative process, as evidenced in the successive editions of
PACE, is reflected in the designs of the evaluative sections of the
sampled proposals. More proposals approved in 1967 received an
above average rating than those approved prior to 1967." (Letson,
A-122) Arthur Hitchcock wrote ""Earlier ones tended toward genera-
lities, descriptive data, and a small variety of instruments, frequently
limited to achievement tests. The 1967 ones tend toward:

1. Displaying the language of evaluation.

2. Evidencing an acceptance of the evaluation concept of
measuring progress toward objectives.

3. Using a greater variety of instruments within the evalua-
tion of a single project."

(Hitchcock, A-89)

And Lloyd Dun found: "With the adventofthe Manual for Project Ap-

plications and Grantees. . .and with a Chapter V outlining the evalua-

tion requirements, the attention paid to this topic changed drarﬁatically.
While one can question the V{gorousness of both the stimulus and the
response, and it is clearly evident that setting expectancies on the part
of the grant-awarding agency did elicit attention and concern for this

matter on the part of the grant-seeking systems.' (Dunn, A-41)
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It is clear that requiring proposals to concider inclusion of
provisions for evaluation has brought about some improvement. The
point at which relationship between structure becomes an irmpediment
to innovation and creativity is an interesting one, however. James
Finn raises this concern when he mentions ''that this movement towa rd
system in evaluation also may not lead to improvement. For, in order
for an evaluation system to be applied across the country, it is neces-
sary first to institutionalize it; this is to say that, unless other means
are invented, the evaluation system must be initiated, monitored and
controlled by a bureaucratic system. Institutionalization of the evalua-
tion process could destroy the innovative possibilities of Title III. "'
(Finn, A-173)

One should consider the evaluative weaknesses of PACE in the
more general context of American education. Evaluation is also very
weak in ESEA Title I proposals, and philanthopic foundations have done
little in this area. Blame for evaluation deficiencies of PACE rest with
larger deficiencies, and shortcomings found in the PACE proposals and

projects reflect the larger dimension.
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CHAPTER IV

MAJOR PROBLEMS IN PROPOSALS

This chapter focuses upon those evaluation problems identified
most frequently by the 19 special consultants. Three major problems
will be discut .#«, ..d some solutions to meet the problems will be
suggested.

Three Major Problems

1. Obiectives

The special consultants made 33 comments about the objectives.
In general, their comments might be clustered around two criticisms.
The first general criticism related to lack of general understanding of
behavioral objectives. Don Davies writes that ''the fact that behavioral
objectives are 'in' these days is reflected in many of the proposals.
However, it is clear that the educators writing these proposals have
incomplete, inadequate, or distorted understanding of what behavioral
objectives are and how they are related to measurement and evaluation. "
(Davies, A-30) Maurie Hillson finds that ""some difficulties and prob-
lems of evaluation now may be due to the fact that the statements made
concerning aims 3nd objectives are somewhat grandiose.' (Hillson, A-85)

A second general criticism concerned the relationship between the
stated objectives and the selected evaluative procedures. Don Bush-
nell notes that ""all projects proposing use of computer assisted in-

struction (CAI) in mathematics and science do not evaluate results in

-23~




terms of all objectives they proposed.' (Bushnell, A-22) On this

", _evaluative measures are related

point, Dorothy Fraser writes:
to project objectives, but in nine of 12 proposals there is little or no
effort to relate a particular project objective to particular evaluation
procedures.' (Fraser, A-67)and Glenn Blough noted that ''the plans
for evaluation are not 'geared into' the oubjectives indicated. . N
(Blough, A-16)

Robert Stake states that ''to understand the Title IiI operation and
to ascertain its value, we are obligated to identify goals, ascertain
priorities, reveal the dynamics of changing priorities, and provide
information for decisions about new goals and priorities. " (Stake,A-209)

Again, the proposals reflect a serious weakness in American edu-
cation; namely, giving lip service to objectives. The tendency is to
develop an idea in terms of bringing about some improvements, but
rarely do project developersforce themselves in the difficult position
of making precise decisions about objectives. But this initial step is
essential in order for effective evaluation. This position leads to
Recommendation No. 3.

III. EVERY PROFOSAL SHOULD AMPLY DEMONSTRATE
THAT OBJECTIVES HAVE BEEN CONSIDERED AT THE
GENERAL AND SPECIFIC LEVELS

Furthermore, learning or behavioral objectives should be re-

lated to program activities, and the types of evaluation used should be
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related to activities, Different activities require different types of
evaluation—a tantalogy well illustrated in a very useful booklet en-

) , ) a
titled A Guide to Assessment and Evaluation Procedures—.

At this point, however, a caution flag is raised with respect to
uncritical acceptance of objectives. The stated need to hegin with
"behavioral obhiectives' has almost reached slogan proportions in
American education.

Few will deny that greater attention needs to be given to be-
havioral and content objectives, but several factors should temper
action. Elliot Zisner has spelled out four limitations of using educa-
tioral objectives in curriculum theory, and these seem quite apropos
to sorne PACE activities. He writes: ""First it (curriculum theory)
has not sufficiently emphasized the extent to which the prediction of
educational outcomes cannot be made with accuracy. Second, it has
not discussed the ways in whkich the subject matter affects precision
in stating educational objectives. For instance, it is much easier in
mathematics and spelling than in arts and social studies.) Third it
has confused the use of educational objectives as a standard for mea-
urement when in some areas it can be used only as a criterion for
judgment. (Again, measurement is possible in mathematics and

spelling, for example, while judgment applie's in the arts and to some

2/ The New England Educational Asssessment Projeci. A Guide to
Assessment and Evaluation Procedures. Providence, Rhode Is-
land: the Project, 1967, 28 p.
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extent in the social studies.) Four, it has not distinguished between
the logical requirements of relating means to ends in the curriculum
as a product and the psychological conditions useful for constructing
cu.rricu.la.:al (In other words, as James MacDonald has pointed out,
"the teacher asks a fundamentally different question from 'What am 1
trying to accomplish? ' The teacher asks, '"What am I going to do?'

/

and out of doing comes accomplishment, ")'b'

2. Procedures for Evaluation

The 19 consultants made 87 comments about procedures for

avaluation. Figure No. 1 lists 37 different types of evaluative proce-

dures that were listed in 379 projects, and Figure No. 2draws upondata

gathered 18 months earlier. L
FiGURE NO. 1

TYPES OF EVALUATIVE PROCEDURES

Types of Evaluations l.isted Frequency of Percentage of Total
in a Sampling of 413 PACE Mention Number of Types of
Projects " Evaluation Mentioned
Tests
Standardized (commercial)* 78 18.9
Locally constructed 5 1.2
Consultant assistance 55 13.3
Research design '
Pre-post test 34 8.2
Experiemental (and control) groups 10 2.4
Surveys and questionnaires 38 9.2
Informal judgments 25 6.0
a/

Elliott W. Eisner, '""Educational Objectives: Help or Hinderance,"
An expanded version of a paper presented at the 50th Annual meeting
of the American Education Research Association, Chicago, 1966, p. 10.

h/James MacDonald, '""Myths About Instruction, ' Educational Leader-
ship 22:613-14; May 1965.
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FIGURE NO. 1—Continued p

Types of Evaluations Listed Frequency of Percentage of Total

in a Sampling of 413 PACE Mention Number of Types of |

Projects Evaluation Mentioned i
. Interviews 23 5.6 4

Increased participation -
, and use of facilities 17 4,1 !

Case studies 16 3.4

Classroom observations 12 2.9

Attitude scales 11 2.7

Follow-up studies 11 2.7 |

Student achievement (success) 8 1.9

Comparative studies 7 1.7

Ratings 6 1.5

Teacher performance 6 1.5

School administrators' reactions 7 1.7

Parent reactions 5 1.2

Directors' reports 5 1.2

Checklist 4 .97 '

Teacher or administrator

self evaluation 4 . 97 |
Audio or-visual record 3 .72 |

Conferences 3 .72 |
Advisory committees, interaction

analysis, cost studies, visitors

reactions, teachers diaries -2 .49
Student self-evaiuation, student

interest, pupil diaries, teacher

achievement test, staff meetings,

teacher turnover, pilot program,

stimulation techniques, sociograms,

interest inventories 1 . 24 .

N
-

Those listed were: California Achievement Test, ¥landers Inter-
.\ action Analysis, Holpines Climate Index, Iowa Test of Basic Skills, -
" Iowa Test of Educational Development, Metropolitan Achievement
Test, Stanford Achievement Test, Survey of Reading Practices in 1
Georgia Schools, Teaching-Learning Process Analysis Inventory, .
and Watson-Glazer Test of Critical Thinking.




FIGURE NO. 2

EVALUATION METHODS PROPOSED IN 138 OF THE 174 OPERA-
TIONAL PROJECTS APPROVED IN THE 1ST AND 2ND ROUNDS

; Number Percent
1, Standardizedtests......... o 92 66.7
2. Teacher (librarian) evaluation .+ ....... 67 48.5
3. Outside special evaluators............. 37 26. 6
4. Conferences, interviews, question-
T o =1 J 34 24.6
5. Directors evaluation.................. 34 24.8
6. Subjective tests. .. ....v i, 1 29 21.0
7. Increasing achievement (basic skills)... 22 15.9
8. Student reaction........coevveviviinn.. 26 18.8
9. Parent attitudes and community re-
SPONSES v v v v vvvvueeneosoonnsanseanans 21 15.2
10. Increase, voluntary participation ...... 20 14.5
11. By consultants.............. oo 19 13.7
12. Annual and other reports.............. 16 13.7
13. Number using library or materials..... 15 10.9
: 14, State departments cf education......... 15 10.9
‘ 15. Student attitudes, improve s=lf and
| SOCIety « v v v ittt i i e e e e 14 10.2
E 16. Attendance, increase «.«.c.eevvveerenas 12 8.69
i 17. Check lists, inventory, surveys, polls.. 9 6.5
| 18. Fewerdropouts......covivironnennenn. 8 5.7
| 19, Computerdata . ...ccneereenennnnenen. 7 5.07
E 20. By movies and taped records .......... 7 5.07
|
|
Increasing achievement (presumably the results of objective tests).
R
Certainly there is no lack of variety in the types of evaluative
.’ procedures used, but there is serious question about how these are

used. Joseph Rubin cautions that ''evaluation must not be confused with

;
%
i testing. The two mustbe clearly distinguished." (Rubin, A-145)
‘!
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Three weaknesses might be said to summarize the observations
of the special consultants.

1. Best procedures are not chosen. A number of consultants

made this point. For example, Dorothy Fraser writes:: "There is
little indication that the current literature dealing with evaluation in

the social studies has been examined as a basis for planning for project
assessment (Fraser, A-69); Elliot Eisner notes: '"Another character-
istic. . .is a tendency to employ published but inappropriate instruments
for purposes of evaluation.' (Eisner,A-59); and Egon Guba finds that
"evaluators neglect many useful techniques that are available. " (Guba,
A-228)

The use of experimental designs for evaluation of PACE projects
is appropriate in some instances, but a tendency to ''contract out' de-
velopment of an expe rimenta.l design is questionable in many others.
Two weaknesses of the experimental design approach are pointed out
by Daniel Stufflebeam, special advisor to the National PACE Evalua-
tion Team: (1) '"the application of experimental design. . .(to evalua-
tion pr"oblems) conflicts with the principle that evaluation should facili-
tate the continued improvement of a program. Under both design and
analysis principles of experimentation, treatments can'not be alter'ed in
process if the data about differences between treatments are to be un-
equivocal. Thus, the treatment must accommodate the design rather

than »romote changes in the treatment. . .A second flaw in the
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experimental design type of evaluation is that it is useful as a judg-
mental device but almost useless as a decision-making device. '™

2. Selected procedures are not closely related to activities.

Glenn Blough writes that '"a common characteristic of nearly every state-
ment concerning the plan for evaluation is vagueness. Perhaps 'Let's
indicate that we will evaluate and then solve the problém of how we will
do so when the time comes,' summarizes the situation.' (Blough, Ar-13)
Evaluation procedures listed in proposals rarely are related to
specific activities. For example, what is to be measured; the acquisi-
tion of specified facts, positive changes in specified attitudes, or im-
provement in specified performances? For acquisition of facts, one
might turn to established objective tests or to locally designed ones;
for changes in attitudes one might resort to a questionnaire, structured
interview, or case study; and for improvement in performance one
might select or develop a rating scale, checklist, or standardized
tests. These examples simply illustrate the necessity of fitting the
evaluative procedure to the activity.

3. Expert advice in developing procedures is not used. Ar-

thur Hitchcock finds that 'the better evaluations had outside consulta-
tive help, ' (Hitchcock, A=95) but evaluation consultants were in short

evidence in the proposals. Wilbur Schramm has ''the uneasy feeling

+

b}

Q/Daniel L. Stufflebeam. ''The Use and Abuse of Evaluation in Title
III," An Address Dglivered at the National Seminar on Innovation,

~

Honolulu, Hawaii, July, 1967, p. 7.
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that a research man hasn't been involved in these proposals, except
perhaps perfunctorily, and isn't likely to be. . .'" (Schramm, A-151)

While many proposals plan to use consultants, these are
rarely evaluation or research specialists. One also has the feeling
that some project directors believe any good educator can also evalu-
ate. This naive approach to evaluation is appalling, and it is respon-
sible in large measure for the low esteem of evaluation and research.

A mania for "hard'" data is a general problem that should be
mentioned. '""Hard' data refers to that evidence gathered from stan-
dardized test results and/or from experimental research designs. A
few Chi squares, multiple regressions, and computer analyses are
badges of respectability and somehow are supposed to result in better
product evaluation.

But how hard is hard data? 1In the final analysis, all standar-
dized tests reflect the biases of the inventer and all research designs
must decide upon what to measure. In other words, objective evi-
dence is based upon initial subjective judgments with respect to prio-

~
rities and values.

Of course standardized test scores and research designs should
be used wherever they will satisfy established purposes, but surveys,
interviews, case studies, observations and the like alsocanbe entirely

valid and important sources of evaluative data, depending upon how

they are used. Recommendation No. 4 relates to this point.
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IVv. PROCEDURES FOR EVALUATION SHOULD CLOSELY
REFLECT THE NATURE OF THE TASK OR PROJECT
TO BE EVALUATED
The current interest in cost effectiveness and cost benefit stu-
dies has prompted greater attention to hard data, and this attention on
the whole is desirable, but PACE directors must not try to force hard
data procedures upon unlikely situations. Robert Havighurst, in
commenting on the problems of evaluating Supplementary Educational
Centers, points out that '"the programs of the Centers tends to be
broad, and rather vaguely defined. They usually prooose to create
new courses of instruction witk new teaching materials, or to train
teachers and counselors for new roles. They do not lend themselves
to an experimental design, with experiemental and control groups of
students and statistical tests of various hypotheses.' (Havighurst, 4
A-32) ‘

3. Amount Budgeted for Evaluation

Thirteen comments by the special consultants related to the
amount budgeted for evaluation. William Alexander estimated that
the proposals that he examined allocated approximately two percent
of their total budgets for eva,luatiqn, but one is forced to extrapolate
this figuré from several f)léces inl the budget. (Alexander, A-1)
Other consultants found little evidence of serious budgetary commit-

ment to evaluation. Don Davies, for example, finds that ""evaluation
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does not appear as a separate budget item in any proposal.' (Davies,
A-35) = Dorothy Fraser did find that ''proposals that did include bud-
get items for evaluation tended to be more definite in their plans for
evaluating the project than those that did not." (Fraser, A-67)
Recommendation No. 5 relates to the problem of amount bud-
geted.
V. EVERY PACE PROPOSAL SHOULD BE REQUIRED TO
HAVE A SEPARATE BUDGET ITEM FOR EVALUATION,

AND THE AMOUNT OF THIS FIGURE SHOULD NOT BE

T U S

LESS THAN FIVE PERCENT OF THE TOTAL BUDGET.

Very little or no budgetary commitment to evaluation results in

very little or nothing. The return expected is directly related to the

investment made. Proposals simply must have a well defined and
adequate evaluative expenditure to expect sound results. The five
percent figure is not based upon research but upon experience with a
few proposals that seem to have an adequate evaluation scheme. Some
evaluation schemes go uo to ten percent of the total budget.

Solutions to Meet the Problems

Growing out of the discussion thusfar, this section will include

several recommendations for improving PACE evaluation. Recommen-
dation No. 6 is a general one related to revision of guidelines.
Vi. NEW GUIDELINES NEED TO BE D.:VELOPED BY THE

USOE THAT WILL STRENGTHEN PROJECT ASSESSMENT.
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The special consultants almost uniformly call for this strengthen-

ing, but not at the expense of squeezing out creativity or innovativeness.

James Finn expresses this concern when he states: '. . .while the
analyses of the experts. . .of the evaluation process are impressive
) and potentially fruitful, is it possible that they have, in fact, over-

analyzed the process and, in doing so, slipped into the same trap that
the conventional educational research man does when he attempts to
apply controlled research techniques to evaluation processes operating
under field conditions?. . .Have, in fact, these analyses departed
from operational reality, at least in the sense that the practitioner
would not know what to do with them? And, if one or more of these
models was frozen into enforced guidelines, would this not result
only in bureaucratic paper? ' (Finn, A-181)

The problem of guidelines is complicated by the widely varying

differences among PACE projects, ranging from a single task, single

school project with modest financing to multi-task, multi-district ef-
fort with several hundred thousand dollar expenditure. The objectives
established for these two projects would be vastly different and there-
fore so should be the evaluative procedures.

The problem of guidelines is further complicated by differences
in types of activities. Elliot Eisner, for example, points out that '"'it
should be made clear at the outset that the evaluation of learning in the

cultural arts is a task beset with a variety of special difficulties.
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The context in which evaluations in the cultural arts reside is one that
tends to have little disposition toward objective evaluation and few in-
struments appropriate for evaluation when unique objectives are for-
mulated. ' (Eisner, A-56) |
The application of Recommendation No. 6 needs to skirt be-
tween the Charybdis of specificity and the Scylla of standardization

without losing the creativity and innovativeness that characterizes

PACE.
Recommendation No. 7 relates to a further step toward de-

veloping materials to assist local project directors as well as state

coordinators.
VII. THE USOE SHOULD DEVELOP SIMPLE YET ACADEMI-
CALLY SOUND MATERIALS ON THE THEORY AND

PRACTICE OF EVALUATION THAT WILL PROVIDE
CONCERETE ASSISTANCE TO PROJECT DIRECTORS
Financing the ESEA Title III largely will be turned over to the
States within two years yet the Commissioner will maintain the respon-
sibility for approving all State plans, and within these could be requir d

detailed evidence that evaluation was being given serious attention with-

in the State. The availability of sound materials would have an im-

portant role in improvement of projects within respective states.

Recommendation No. 8 is related to Recommendations No. 1 and

2 but No. 8 zeroes more specifically on a suggestion where the earlier

ones tended to be more general.
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VIII. SPECIAL ONE OR TWO WEEK SEMINARS ON THEORY
AND PRACTICE OF EVALUATION SHOULD BE DE-
VELOPED SPECIFICALLY TO PRCVIDE ASSISTANCE
TO PACE PERSONNEL
Several industrial concerns have invested sizable human and
material resources intc developing intensive short courses for their
personnel. These courses, often 2ne week in length, are character-
ized by very careful planning; small groups, usually less than 40;
rather specific objectives; and evaluation and follow-up procedures.

A Call for Perspective

Finally, it is important that one keeps perspective on evalua-
tion. We must not conclude that because a project has not developed
an acceptable scheme for evaluation that it necessarily will be a poor
project. The application of this standard would raean that PACE was
a ""bust''. Of course this is not so. In spite of the weaknesses and
problems, PACE remains a 'swinging'' title. Much of this suc:ess
rests with the project directors in the field, and these individuals
and their staffs do represent a positive and dynamic force in Ameri-
can education.

PACE projects as a whole are doing well in spite of quite in-

adequate evaluation procedures. Many projects, however, can im-
prove only modestly without serious attention to evaluation. This
area offers great potential for significant improvement on part of all

ongoing programs.
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CHAPTER V

REPORTS BY SPECIAL CONSULTANTS

Each of the 19 special consultants was asked to study approxi-
mately ten approved PACE proposals that more or less focused upon
his area of speciality. (A total of 379 were examined.) Each consultant
was asked to judge the adequacy of evaluation procedures for thesc;: ten
projects. The effort was not to evaluate the proposals as a whole but
only the evaluation sections.

The following reports represent the independent scholarship of

the consultants. Each report has analyzed the effectiveness of evalua-

tion procedures, and almost all reports include recommendations.




CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENTY/

The 34 Title III proposals reviewed herein related generally to
curriculum and instructional improvement. Included were proposals

) for:
’ Planning and operating various types of supplemer-

tary service centers to improve many aspects of curricu-

lum and instruction

Operating curriculum planning centers for individual
schools (especially frequent, middle schools) and school

districts

Operating various individualized instructional services
and independent study plans

A miscellany including a project in American history

instruction, an occupational connseling center, the use of

a male teacher in primary grades, aidacomprehensive in-

service training program

As to intent, 14 proposals were for planning grants with
$1,465,899.10 requested; 16 for operational grants, $3,486,803. 38 re-
quested: and 4 combining plarnning and operational grants, $1,839,246. 80
requested. Thus the 34 grants anticipated a total of $6, 791,949.28 in
federal funds over the years for which budgets were proposed. Of this
total amount, identifiable budgetary items for evaluation in planning
amounted to $5, 700. 00, and for evaluation in operation, $121, 765. 00—
for a total of specific items designated for evaluation of $127,465.00, or

approximately two percent of the total funds budgeted. However, the

lack of specificity in many sections on evaluation, and in some budget

als

::Prepared by William M Alexander, Professor of Education and Director,
Institute for Curriculum Improvement, University of Florida.
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provisions, plus the uncertainty of continuation grants preclude a
judgment based on such figures alone, relatively smail as the evalua-
tion budget total seems.

Description of Procedures and Approaches to Evaluation

Of the 34 proposals received, 12 were considered by the re-
viewer as lacking identifiable provisions for evaluation. Of these,
nine were for planning grants, and the other three had been submitted
before the January, 1967, submission date when evaluation sections
were generally expected in operational grant proposals. The remain-
der of this review is therefore devoted to evaluation provisicns in the
22 proposals having such provisions.

Six of these 22 proposals were for planning grants. Procedures
of evaluation proposed in these included the following:

Longitudinal evaluation of teacher behavior, pupil
behavior, and pupil achievement (instruments not

indicated)

"Trial run' of a planned program of instruction,
during a special summer program

Use of a group including '"professional evaluators"
and research specialists to evaluate plans

Employment of an outside evaluator to assess curri-
culum planning activities

Employment of a research assistant to design studies,
carry on field tests, and analyze data |

Organization of a pilot program to be evaluated under
the direction of an evaluation committee




A pre- and post-testing program in conjunction with
developing a different program of instruction in one
subject

With the exception of the last category, procedural descriptions are

' quite general in nature. The proposals say, in effect, that the re-

* sults of planning will be evaluated by some group or individual without
specifving very clearly the nature of the process. By contrast, one
instructional program in one subject (American history) quite specifi-
cally details development and use of instruments for pre- and post-
testing of the program develop~d, and other product evaluation proce-
dures.

The 16 operational grant proposals included a variety of evalua-
tion procedures. Among them the following were noted as individual
approaches of a somewhat usual nature, although in some cases prd—
posed for use in an innovative way:

Follow-up studies of various groups

Pre- and post-testing of children, teachers, and
other groups, employing a variety of instruments

Judgments of participants, consultants, staff mem-
bers, and others

Individual research studies of various innovative
projects in model school programs

Ujg,of an outside organization fo make a compre-
hensive evaluation (usually described in very gene- j

ral terms)

Records of teacher participation in inservice and
other projects, and of changes reported as affected
thereby v
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Comparison of high school course offerings before
and at end of a stimulation-type project

Comparison of pupil achievement in a pilot and
control situation

Reactions of visitors to a program

Records of student and community participation in
a cultural activities program

Inte rviews and questionnaires for inventories of at-
titudes (sometimes used before and after)

Evaluators' review of tapesand other recordings of

activities

Records of use of instructional mate rials and me-
thods

Three proposals included somewhat comprehensive and unique
patterns of evaluation. Excerpts from these proposals follow to illus-

trate these patterns:

1. From a project on independent study in a high school:

(The project) proposes to extend and test the im-
pact of increased independent study commitments
on the appropriateness, feasibility, and success
of the plans and decisions of members of these
self-designated student groups.

In addition to the evaluative criteria used in pre-
vious studies (grades, tests, and post high-school
success), (the project) will monitor the learning
attitudes ar¢i learning behaviors of members of
thes: self-designated student groups as they are
involred with an increasing variety of independent '
study media and opportunities. Systematic obser- ‘
vations, structured interviews, self-reports and

study-log samplings will be used to supplement
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the ""hard data'' provided by graded student
success in classrooms and by performance
on standardized and locally-constructed tests
within basic subject areas. Data derived
from the assessment of members of these
self-designated groups within (the project
school) will be compared with comparable
data derived from similarly self-designated
. groups in the other two high schenls of the
district who will not have had extended op-
portunities for independent study, but who
will have full benefit of common curricular
and guidance systems vuperational within the
district.

2. A proposal for a regional educational services cen-
ter provided for the establishment of an evaluation and research com-
ponent and described specific procedures for evaluating each of three
types of the center's services. For example, one element, '"selective
dissemination of inforrnation,' of the center's information service
component would be evaluated through these means:

Quantitative evaluation will be prominent. Re-
cords of numbers of requests will be maintained
as well as categories of requests. The degree of
sophistication of inquiries will be determined from
these records. Daily logs, using daca coding to be
developed, will assist in the above task. Checks
with consultants will be made to ascertain their
j utilization of the service. Follow-up samplings
; will be made to determine the degree of change
effected by usage of the service. Items of con-
cern will be: who utilized the service, were they
benefited, did the information affect students, did
it affect teacher behavior. The information derived
from this technique will be used to institute neces- .
sary revisions of this service. ,

3. A cooperative evaluation venture between a school system




and a university evaluation center is partially described in this excerpt:

The proposed strategy is to collaborate with
the University Evaluation
Center in the design and implementation of
evaluations for our Title III project. The
Center has assisted in preparing this evaluva-
tion design and will direct its implementation.
Our school, however, will provide staff mem-
bers to serve on a school-and-university eval-
uation teain. They will be trained in principles
of evaluation by the Evaluation Center and will
subsequently collect the basic data for evalua-
tions. The Evaluation Center will previde in-
strument construction and data analysis ser-
vices.

. The Evaluation Center will, in effect,
be conducting '"on the job'" training for uz. We
will also be receiving the benefi of the Center's
experience and facilities in conducting the eval-
uations that are required now. Further, such
collaboration will afford the Evaluation Center
an opportunity to study the evaluation process
in a "real-world" context. This should facili- :
tate the production of generalized evaluation de-
signs which meet the requirements of school
enterprises.

Analysis
! 1
The classification of types ot evaluation used by Guba—/ and
Stufflebeam is adopted for this anal. -is, with an additional statement

on budgetary provisions for evaluation in the proposals. Onlythe 16 op-

erational proposals selected as above are considered in this section.

"}&Igon G. Guba, "Evaluation and the Process of Change,' in Ricliard
I. Miller, ed., Catalyst for Charge: A National Study of ESEA litle
III (PACE) (Washington, D. C.: Government Printing Office, April,
1967), pp. 307-308.
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Context evaluation: Several of these projects had been oreceded |
by planning grants in which data had been compiled that wereused to justify
or explain the need for the operational grant. The proposal guidelines

require statements as to needs and planning, and in some proposals

these sections present sufficient data to describe the background of the
project. In some cases the characteristics of the population to be served
are stated with enough factual d-tail to define clearly this aspect of the
context. In other cases the results of prior planning and needs identifi-
cation are lacking; in most of the proposals the section on planning, for
example, merely lists the persons and groups involved with little atten-
tion to what they have done (or will do).

Input evaluation: Description of means that had been employed

in planning or would be in ope ration to assess in advance the proposed
activity, is generally lacking. In a very few proposals the description
of prior planning phases does include some report of the consideration
of alternative solutions of the central problem. Only one proposal in-
dicated that related research studies wouldbe searched out and utitized.
Mention of pilot study approaches was noted in only three proposals.
This reviewer believes that a statement of the project's ration-
ale should defend a projected activity as more promising and feasible

than other possible approaches to the problem. On this criterion, not

more than three of the 16 proposals seem satisfactory.




Process evaluation: Most proposals project planning and eval-

uation activities which could provide ready sources of feedback data
that could be used to modify the project in operation. Only one pro-
posal included a specific section on "process evaluation, ' although
two others also described in some detail how feedback would be com-
piled and used in the course of the project.

Several projects were to include substantial efforts to effect
curriculum and instructional change through inservice education activi-
ties for the staff, but these proposals generally failed to describe how
related data, including teacher reactions, would be collected and used
in the course of the project to modify the inservice program. The pro-
posals also generally failed to specify how, if at all, the deliberations of
planning and evaluation bodies would be used to modify project activi-
ties.

Product evaluation: The evaluation sections of the proposals are

focused on product evaluation. The variety of procedures were described
earlier in this paper, and certain approaches considered exemplary by
this reviewer were excerpted.

In general, the clarity and relevance of plans for evaluating pro-
ject outcomes seem much greater in these 16 proposals than in earlier
ones read by this reviewer. Only one of the 16 had such a general state-
ment as to indicate the absence of any evaluation plan. It was disap-

pointing to find relatively little sugge stion as to means of evaluating the
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nature and extent of curriculum change in the individual schools served
by an educational services center. Changes in curriculum content,
curriculum offerings, provisions for curriculum differentiation, and
other aspects of a school program, seem as susceptible to analysis
and evaluation as inservice education opportunities, use of instructional
resources, and other frequent evalution foci.

Budgetary provisions: Althougheachofthese 16 proposals in-

cluded evaluation sections, most of them having relatively detailed
plans for product evaluation, five proposals included no budget item
that could be identified as an evaluation cost. Of the other 11, the
identifiable budget items were of very small amounts in some prciects:
$802 and $600, for example, in two projects each requesting grants of
six-digit size. The most easily identifiable budget items were for pro-
jects allocating substantial amounts for evaluation services to be con-
tracted ($24, 000 in one proposal) or for evaluation personnel to be em-
ployed. However, proposals were also reviewed that anticipated using
evaluation specialists but failed to designate budget items for these ser-
vices, Perhaps this situation is due to confusion or change in guide-
line requirements.

Interpretation

This analysis indicates that evaluation procedures are more fre-
quently included and in general of higher quality in the sample of the

1967 Title III proposals as compared with those of a year earlier. The

A-9




need for further improvement remains obvious, however.

One problem seems to lie in the guidelines themselves. This
problem was well exposed with relevant remedjal recommendations
in Guba's review of last year.’z"/ Hopefully, subsequent guidelines will
be mnre explicit in their directions as to the evaluation proposals de-
sired.

However, as guidelines require greater skill and precision in
evaluation, the problems of local educational groups become more
acute. Obvicuily a minority of school systems have enough personnel
with adequate training and experience in evaluati~n to prepare proposals

that include comprehensive and sophisticated evaluation plans.

Recommendations

In view of this analysis of 34 proposals related to curriculum
development, the following recommendations are ofiered

1. IMPLEMENT INTC THE TITLE III PROGRAM AND ITS

GUIDELINES THE RECOMMENDATIONS MADE BY GUBA

(and of other members of th= first- year study team as were

relevant to this point), especially these two:

(1) Provide adequate guidelines for the local proposer !
on the matter of evaluation.

='Ibid., pp. 312-314.
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(2) Help the local proposer understand the meaning and
utility of each of the four kinds of evaluation: context, in-
put, process, and product.é/ 3

In addition, guidelines as to budget preparation should give specific
guidance as to how to designate budgetary items for evaluation.

2. LIBERALIZE BUDGET SPECIFICATIONS AND RESTRIC-

TIONS TO ENCOURAGE SCHOOL DISTRICT-UNIVERSITY

COOPERATION IN DEVELOPING PROGRAMS FOR EVAL-

UATION THAT WILL SERVE THE DUAL PURPOSES OF

PROJECT EVALUATION AND TRAINING IN EVALUATION.

As illustrated by one of the project excerpts cited earlier, the
more exemplary evaluation proposals have involved or anticipated in-
volvement of university evaluation centers. Properly and cooperatively
developed, these arrangements could substantially expand the supply of

trained evaluators as well as to increase the quality of project evalua-

tions.
3. EMBODY IN TITLE III MANUALS AND GUIDELINES A .
THEORY AND PRACTICE OF EDUCATIONAL CHANGE /
WHICH PRESENTS EVALUATION AS AN INTEGRAL AND
CONTINUING PHASE OF THE PROCESS. .
e
‘3'/_I_'p_;gl_ , p. 313.
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To this end, the reviewer regards the following brief descrip-

tioni/ as applicable:

: I - Identify the need(s) for curriculum and instruc-
. tional improvement
i
D - Determine possible innovations (change factors)
' which seem likely to satisfy the need(s)
E - Evaluate a chosen innovation in practice
A - Activate (by rejection, renovation and retrial,
demonstration and/or diffusion) the results of
evaluation
S - Stimulate continuously the foregoing steps in an

ongoing change process

4 See William M. Alexander, "The Acceleration of Curriculum
Change,' in Richard I. Miller, ed., Perspectives on Educational
Change (New Yosrk: Appleton-Century-Crofts, 1967), for a fuller
development of this pattern.
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SCIENGCE EDUCATIONS

Twenty projects out of the 40 available constitute the material
for this report. Ten were approved before the date of mid-1966 (until
this date evaluation had not been emphasized); ten after.

The projects selected all relate to science teaching, in one form
or other, in grades 1 through 12. Six projects are concerned with
various phases of conservation, outdoor education and resource use,
five with astronomy and the use of planetaria, three with marine study,
three with mathematics and science seminars, one with an experience
curriculum, one with the teaching of earth and space science and one
with summer science experiences.

Analysis

Of the 10 projects approved after January 1967, only one failed
to indicate some provision for evaluation. Of the 10 projects before,
only two described any evaluation plans. Conclusions can not be
drawn from this small sample but there is reason to believe that pro-
ject planners did indeed take into account the directive to include some
definite plans for evaluating their efforts.

A common characteristic of nearly every plan for evaluation,
however, is vagueness. Perhaps, '"Let's indicate that we will evaluate
and then solve the problem of how we will do so when the time comes, "

summuarizes the situation.

-4

—'Prepared by Glenn O. Blough, Professor of Education, University
of Maryland.




In drawing conclusions and describing the evaluative intentions
of the projects examined, it seems important to analyze first the ob-
jectives as they are stated or implied in the project descriptions.
Since effective evaluation must be based on objectives, this approach
seems reasonable. Some projects listed the objectives, others im-
plied them. Considering the 20 projects as a whole, more than one-
half did not give specific objectives.

Listed in order of emphasis, eight projects gave teacher train-
ing as the chief objective, seven gave improving the teaching of sub-
ject matter, six described the preparation of curriculum materials
(courses of study, bulletins, etc.) as the major objective, and an
equal number indicated that developing interest in subject matter for
pupils was their major concern. The following objectives were de-
scribed as important in a few projects: develop teaching materials,
provide for gifted pupils, provide first-hand experiences, supplement
the present program, individualize instruction, and obtain more equip-
ment.

The following methods of evaluation were suggested. These
cannot be equated directly with objectives listed in the previous para-
graph because in some cases the method of evaluation infers whatis to
be evaluated; in others it does not. Twelve projects are invelved in

the following discussion, or the number that indicated some methods

of evaluation.
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The most common method of evaluation is test evaluation.
About oné-half of the 12 indicated that pre-tests and post-tests would
be given. Some indicated that standardized tests would be used, ad-
mitting that they did not know exactly where these tests would be ob-
tained and whether or not such tests would actually measure the speci-
fic subject matter they planned to use. Only three projects indicated
that they planned to use control groups in the testing program.

All 12 projects indicated that the evaluation (testing) would be
done by teachers; three projects indicated that tests would be given at
various critical points.

Eight projects indicated that questionnaires would be used.
Samples, however, were not enclosed nor was there clear indication
to whom the questionnaires would be sent.

Ten projects indicated that evaluation would include the num-

ber of pupils (or in some cases teachers or others) using the facili-

ties, laboratories, centers, equipment, books, and the like. There
was no indication that differentiation would be made between individuals
who merely ' signed the book'' as having appeared and those that actually
made extensive use of the facility.

Records and reports ranked next as a method of evaluation.
Some indicated that these would be made periodically, others annually,

This was followed by observation by consultants both from the school

system and from outside it. Some included community leaders as




observers, and one expected to include student opinion.

Among other methods of evaluation the following were men-~
tioned once: surveys, follow-up study, visit by project director, and
use of a general advisory committee. No details were included.

Summary

From the foregoing brief analysis, the following points seem
evident: (1) Statements of evaluation plans increased after the mid-
1966 date. (2) A variety of procedures are indicated. (3) None of the

plans indicated seem innovative. (4) The description of evaluation

plans does not make up a significant part of the project plan. (5) The

"how!' or the specific plan for carrying out the briefly stated possibi-
lities are not included (this may be due to space limitation but I am in-
clined to believe that it stems from the fact that the plans have not been
thought through very carefully). (6) The plans for evaluation are not
"geared into'' the objectives indicated. For example, inservice educa-
tion ranks high in objectives and no mention is made of possible ways
to evaluate it; development of interest seemed to be an important ob-
jective and there are no plans for even attempting to measure it.
Granted the attainment of some of the objectives is difficult to assess,

no progress can be made if there are no plans!

Recommendations

1. IT WOULD SEEM APPROPRIATE TO LXPECT GREATER

EMPHASIS AND MORE DETAILS OF METHODS OF
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PROCEDURES IN EVALUATION IN THE PROJECT PLANS

WHEN THEY ARE SUBMITTED.

2 PROJECT EVALUATORS MIGHT BE URGED TO PLACE

GREATER WEIGHT ON THE EVALUATION ASPECT OF

THE PLANS AS THEY ARE SUBMITTED.

| -

A-17




o
COMPUTER-MEDIATED PROGRAMSS/

The PACE proposals reviewed herein focus upon innovative

programs which utilize computer tzchnology as a mean; for realizing

diverse educational goals. The goals of the projects reviewed are

| LIS
; v associated with the following productive programs:
1. The augmentation of mathematics and science cur-
riculums through access to computer facilities s
i
| 2. The automation of redia centers a
|
3. The establishment of a central data file to facili- |
tate educational decision-making
4. The implementation of an automated learning cen-
ter for the individualization of instruction
The special focus of the report is upon the adequacies and/or inade-
quacies of the evaluation sections associated with the proposals sam-
pled. The frame of reference is that of Michael Scriven in his article |
"The Methodology of Evaluation' (AERA Monograph Series on Curricu-
lum Evaluation, No. 1, 1967, pp. 39-89). Scriven offers an inventory
of evaluation roles and procedures which can be used productively to
assess the evaluation mnthodologies for the projects reviewed. Briefly
summarizing Scriven's inventory, the following roles and evaluation
. .

procedures for the Title III projects were considered significant:

*x
l —/Prepared by Don D. Bushnell, vice president and director, Research

and Development, Brooks Foundation, Santa Barbara, California.
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Roles of Evaluation

Formative: Evalvation conducted during the developmental pro-

cess for purposes of feedback to project directors and for subsequent
revisions. Formative evaluation is synonymous with field sampling at

critical junctures in the conduct of the project.

Summative: The final, overall evaluation of the results of the

project. Concerned with outcomes and effects on project participants.

Procedures of Evaluation

Amateur Evaluatior: The solicitation of reports from students

and for members of community such as parents or the lay public, for

I Y

judgment of the success of the project. In some instances, teachers
may be asked to judge the success of a program, but will be judging in

capacity as non-professionals.

Professional: Use of teacher as a subject matter expert to

judge content or goals and equipment fc - classrcom use. Hiring of
research teams from university or expert consultants.

Process Research: All formative evaluation studies can be

categorized as process research. Further, studies of teacher behavior
in the classroom, or studies to discover the nature of a program
through the testing of various hardware configurations can be con-

sidered process research.

Intrinsic Evaluation: Studies which assess the quality of the

goals stated and concerned with the appropriateness of the curriculum
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goals to the selected student population. Some studies focusing upon
intrinsic evaluation will be concerned with teacher attitude towards
curriculum goals, test items, and worthwhileness of innovative proce-

dures.

Payv-0Off Evaluation: The examination of the effects of the pro-

grams on pupils, teachers, and other participants. Use of pre- and
post-test control groups ard split-pair analysis techniques.

Comparative: Studies which compare alternate programs and

procedures with control groups, use standardized tests (participant
against norms), as well as achievement and attitude scales.

Non-Comparative: Tests centered on the experimental pro-

grams or prccedures alone.

In the following analyses, cach of the major areas of computer
application will be treated separately, i.e., data centers, media cen-
ters, and computer augmented instructional programs. The method of
organization will be that suggested by Dr. Miller: (1) description of
procedures and approaches to evaluation; (2) analysis of evaluation
procedures; (3) recommendations for the future.

Computer Technology for the Augmentation of Curriculum

The major goal of introducing CAI into the curriculum in each
of the four projects reviewed was to afford the pupil an opportunity to

get a better and more thorough grasp of the mathematical base in the

science . ibjects using modeling or stochastic procedures, and provide
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discipline in analyzing problems. Two used comparative studies for
summative evaluation purposes. One considered establishing a control
group of math students, but felt it unwise to exclude these students

from a computer experience ''just to obtain more data'. A non-com-
parative evaluation with tests whichemphasizes programming procedures
and flow-charting will reveal the effects of the project, but the lack of
comparative data doesn't tell us whether a less expensive or even a
non-computer augmented appreach could work as effectively.

In the Williamsport, Pennsylvania project which uses a more
traditional form of PI for mathematics inservice education of elemen-
tary school teachers, summative or pay-off evaluation is of a compara-
tive nature. The goal is to compare an iuservice program offered via
CAI with a program using conventional instruction. The major weak-
ness of the study is that teachers using the computer facilities will
also participate in a curriculum seminar taught by the project director
while the control group will receive '"conventional' content mathematics
instruction and a curriculuz seminar taught by the project co-director.
The effects of the different instructional seminars will be measured on
a‘sf)ecial test developed at Penn State, an attitude scale measuring atti-
tude toward mathematics, andteacher classroombehavior. The question
remains, how dowe know thatdifferences, where they are relevant, are
differences between the two seminar instructors or the use of CAI?

The critical question of the effects of attitude changes and teacher
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behavioral changes on instruction is not measured, only assumed.

All projects proposing use of CAI in mathematics and the
sciences do not evaluate results in terms of all objectives they pro-
posed. They are particularly weak in the process analysis of hard-
ware costs, configurations, and capacities. Littl.. concern is shown
for input and output procedures and the serious problems of student
interfacing with the computer system. Three out of four of these pro-
posals reflected a healthy concern for these practical problems in
their objective statements. They spoke of establishing criteria to de-
termine size, cost, and capabilities of the system under design. For
example, the question was raised in one project as to the desirability
of relative merits of giving students in math and physical science in-
frequent access to a full scale console with all its concomitant pinball
effects or more frequent access to a time-shared teletype terminal,
perhaps housed in their classroom. And in another proposal, the ques-
tion was raised as to the desirability of owning or leasing a computer
system versus the use of a service bureau system on a contract basis,
or leasing of a WATTS line for long distance telephone connection to
a large scale system at a nearby university. Turn around time (the
time lag between checking out a program or problem solution on the
computer and the next go-around after working out the bugs) and the
computational powers cf the system were also decision goals that were

projected as major concerns in these projects.
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While these objectives were appropriately underscored in the
four proposals reviewed, no reference was made to them in the evalua-
tion sections.

For projects involving considerable hardware expense, a con-
cern for ''process research'’, using Scriven's terms, is absolutely es-
sential. Trade-offs on various equipment configurations should ke a
substantial part of the formative evaluation procedu~es for computer
related projects. The inattention to goal congruency as represented
in the four studies reviewed is some cause for concern. Apparently,
the project initiators are capable of asking the right questions, but un-

concerned about finding the answers.

Recommendations

1. FOR INNOVATIVE PROGRAMS APPLYING CAI TO

CURRICULUM AUGMENTATION, CONTINUOUS STUDY

OF ALTERNATE SYSTEM CONFIGURATIONS SHOULD

BE MAINTAINED THPOUGHOUT THE VARIOUS STAGES

OF FORMATIVE EVALUATION.

The Automation of Media Centers

In the area of information retrieval or the automation of library
procedures, application of new technology should be rationalized only on

the basis of hard data demonstrating need. In the _ project to

establish a regional computer-controlled media center (in fact an auto-

mated check-out system), there is no reference made to the need for
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automation because of the overload of a well used, manually operated
distribution system. As a matter of contrast, it is explicitly stated
that to evaluate the proposed system, it is necessary to initiate data
collection procedures to ultimately get a measure on usage made by
pupils, staff, and curriculum.

By constructing a computer-monitored information file, it is
suggested the necessary data for evaluation will be provided, The first
question is: why sutomation? Second: how will improvements with

the new system be compared with the old? The evaluation section of

the project contends that automation of a media inquiry sys-
tem as proposed will automaticaily yield data on ”changés in rate and
scope of pupil achievement which result from exposure to various
types of educational media. " How does one measure changes without
a preliminary data base? It will be difficult, too, to demonstrate that
changes in pupil achievement are due to application of new media with-
out (1) carefully controlling the media usages; (2) defining the be-
havior to be established; (3) stating the existing repe rtoire of skills
the learner already possesses. To further state that the utilization of
mediz will be correlated with a decline in school dropout rate is rather
absurd.

The real benefits that may be accrued by automating a regional
media center lie in the process of developing abstracts on media items

contained in the centers. As proposed in the project, media
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records for the automated system will contain information on subject
matter and indicate appropriate grade level or age range for study.

This information will be prepared and placed in the file according to

the KWIC (Key Word In Context) system. Reportedly, this process will

facilitate the matching of key words which the teacher has typed into
the system with the various media abstracts.

In this reviewer's opinion, if the abstracting of information is
limited, i.e., to grade level and course, then the system doesn't need
to be automated. From a monthly printed inventory list, the teacher
could conduct her own random search for resources. But if, on the
other hand, theitem abstractions incorporate information that pertains
to instructional strategy—for example, does the media form take an
inductive or deductive approach, what examples are used, what con-~
cepts and related skills are taught, what are some of the documented

results, et cetera—then the information load and retrieval potential

may begin to dictate a need for automation. If, in addition, cross cor-

relations between type of students, and previous test performance data

taken by studenis of a similar population (tests designed to measure

learning generated by specific media units) can be obtained, then auto-

mation and its concomitant costs for implementation are even more

justified.
towards an automated system is based primarily on the information to

be gained from the system and not on the rapidity of information
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retrieval which the system affords the user. Unless the need for fast
retrieval of information has been well established through prior test-
ing and data collection, this criterion alone is not sufficient cause for

automation. Certainly a system of data retrieval via automated search

and readout is not justified if the actual delivery of the information or

media package being sought is handled by manual processes.

2. BEFORE AUTOMATION IS CONSIDERED A FEASIBLE

MOVE, A DATA BASE CLEARLY SHOWING NEED AND

APPROPRIATENESS OF APPLICATION SHOULD BE

ESTABLISHED.

Automated Data Centers for Educational Decision-Making

The IR system planners demonstrate in their state-

ment of operational objectives a genuine unde rstanding of a systems

approach to automating information files. The design and implementa-~

tion of the query language and hardware systems capabilities and the

projected demonstrations on service bureau equipment prior to conver-

sion to an '"in-house'' computer system are excellent procedures to fol-

low in the implementation of new computerized systems.

in the evaluation phase, little, if any, insight or interest is shown in

the adequacies of these procedures. The following is the rum total of

the projected evaluation procedures for the project:

The field test version of the system will be eval-
uated by guidance, teaching and administrative
personnel in the Central Schools, and

Unfortunately,

Pt




by the project staff, to determine whether the

system rneets its stated educational objectives.

During development and implementation of the

system, the EDP personnel will continuously

evaluate sub-systems against crite ria of size,

cost, and efficiency of operation.

The question must be raised as to what specific criteria, size,

cost, and efficiency of ope ration were included in the proposal. None
were stated in the objectives section, therefore, it is literally impos-

sible to judge the adequacy of the evaluation procedures. The generality

of this evaluation statement makes it essentially meaningless.
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b
INSERVICE TEACHER EDUCATION“/

This report is based on an examination of written proposals for
13 Title III projects, each of which has some major emphasis on the
inservice education of teachers. The proposals examined were se-
lected from a larger group of approximately 50 proposals, most of
which also included a major emphasis on inservice teacher education.
The 13 chosen represent a cross-section of the larger group according
to the region of the country, submission date, type and size of school
district (¢. g., rural, suburban, urban; large, medium, small in popu-
lation), and scope of project as indicated by the funds requested.

Proposal review was guided by 15 common questions or clus-
ters of questions. The questions were phrased in order to provide
useful information either to educators or evaluators in understanding
the nature and adequacy of evaluation plans in Title III proposals.

Description, analysis, and interpretation of the evaluation plans
of the 13 proposals studied are organized around these 15 questions.
It is important to note that many proposals contained inadequate infor-
mation for formulating clear answers to many of the questions,

Description, Analysis, Interpretation

I. Is there an evaluation plan based on an identifiable model or

comprehensive strategy?

E
— Prepared by Don Davies, executive secretary, National Commission

on Teacher Education and Professional Standards, National Educa-
tion Association.
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Only four of the 13 proposals included anything that could be
reasonably considered a model. Two of these four were informal and

incomplete; the other two, comprehensive and specific. The most

important fact to be noted here is the lack of attention to the need for

2 model or comprehensive strategy by the educators preparing the
proposals. An enorinous gap seems to exist between the views and
knowledge about evaluation of these on-the-scene educators and the

experts in evaluatim who are writing papers and delivering speeches ﬁ

on the topic. The only evidence of communication between the educa-

tors and the evaluation experts in most cases is the adoption of some

of the jargon of the latter by the former,

II. Is there provision for systematic gathering of information, in-

cluding content, input, process, and product data?

Six proposals included provision for comprehensive data gather-
ing. The others either did not indicate any provisions, or they stated
that plans were going to be developed later. The need for gathering

data of various kinds on a systematic and extensive basis was indicated

in these six.

III. Are the data to be gathered quantitative or qualitative or both?

Six proposals specified both types. Three emphasized quanti-

tative; two, qualitative; two simply didn't say. The reasons for se-
lecting or emphasizing a quantitative or qualitative approach or both

were cited in only two instances. The proposal writers were apparently
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not much concerned about this question.

IV. 1Is the approach judgmental or descriptive or both?

A direct answer to the question was given in only a few of the
proposals. In eight, both judgmental and descriptive approaches were
specified. One each would apparent’y be limited to one approach. In
three cases an answer could not be determined.

No proposal included a rationale for emphasizing descriptive or
judgmental data or both. The most salient point here is the lack of at-

tention to the question.
v. Are behavioral objectives to be used in the evaluation process?

In seven proposals there were eitherdirect or indirect specifica-
tion of behavioral sbjectives as part of the evaluation process, In three,
it was clear that behavioral objectives would not be a part of the pro-
cess; in three others, no information was available. In the seven,
only general recognition of the possibility of using behavioral objectives
was provided. In no case, were the projects' objectives presented be-
haviorally in an adequate way.

In several proposals an effort to cast objectives behaviorally re-
sulted in the identificatior of such non-behavioral general characteris-
tics—'"The teacher is a missionary.'" "The administrator has 'team
spirit'." "The teacher is change-oriented. "

The fact that behavioral objectives are 'in' these days is re-

flected in many of the proposals. However, it is clear that the
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educators writing these proposals have an incomplete, inadequate, or
distorted understanding of what behavioral objectives are and how they
are related to measurement and evaluatior.

VI. Are data being sought primarily about the process or the pro-
duct?

Seven proposals included references to both product and pro-
cess evaluation; three were limited to product data, one to process.
Two others said nothing from which an answer to this question could
be inferred. In the seven proposals the emphasis is on the side of pro-
duct evaluation, usuaily data gathered by achievement tests. In most
cases the product is defined as what children learn; in a few, however,
the product is defined as changes in teacher behavior or changes in
schoo! program. There is considerable confusion about what is "pro-
duct" or ""process' and what roles each can play in evaluation.

VII. Is there an identifiable experimental design (formal or infor-
mal)? Does the proposal confuse research and evaluation?
Stufflebeam's contention that educators characteristically con-

fuse evaluation and experimental research was not given strong sup-

port in the 13 proposals reviewed here. There was not one full-blown
experimental research design. Five preoposals included some form of
experimental and control groups and pre- and post-tests. Only one
proposal called for random assignment of pupils or teachers. One

proposal specifically rejected an experimental design as inappropriate.
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VIII. Are relevant and significant questions to be asked in the evalua-
tion process identified? Is determining the relationship between
stated objectives and possible outcomes indicated?

In every proposal some effort was made to identify relevant and
significant questions. In the majority of cases this was done in a vagne,
general, and brief way. In only two or three proposals were the power
and clarity of the questions adequate to provide guidance to the evalua-
tion process.

All but three of the proposals recognized the importance of the
relationship between stated objectives and possible outcomes in the
evaluation process.

IX. Is there provision for feedback from the evaluation process to
aid program improvement; to aid decision-making?

Seven proposals mentioned feedback for program improvement;
six mentioned feedback for decision-making purposes. All the others
said nothing on the topic or were unclear.

With two or three exceptions, little emphasis was given to
either of these important purposes of evaluation; program improve-
ment or more effective edu~ational decision-making. However, three
of the proposals which seemed strongest in general gave important at-
tention to the uses of evaluation. The material in these proposals,
taken as a whole, could be used to support the contention that evalua-

tion is something that one must do but not something that is terribly
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relevant to the real world in which educational decisions are made.

X. 1Is there provision for obtaining the perceptions and opinions of
key groups involved in the project (e.g., pupils, parents, tea-
chers, administrators, subject-matter specialists, the public)

y as part of the evaluation plan?

Six of the proposals made such provision; ceven did not. Three
proposals call for extensive gathering and utilization of the perceptions
of the participants and others, including elementary or secondary
school pupils and parents. Two proposals provided machinery for con-
tinuous participant reaction and feedback.

No sophistication about evaluation is required to recognize the

importance of the perczptions of participants. Hence, it is surprising

that more than half of the proposals failed to mention such percep-

tions as data.

A paradox: One proposal which includes an administrator train-
ing component and a teacher training component, calls for heavy parti-
cipant reaction and self-evaluation by administrators but none by tea-
chers. The administrators are to be asked to evaluate the program on
the basis of how they feel; the teachers are to be evaluated by outside
experts.

XI. How strong is the commitment to local option (e.g., evaluating
in terms of local purposes, conditions, and opinions)? Are
data to be cast against identified standards, either relative or

absolute?
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In only five instances was there any evidence on the local orien-

tation question. In these five, three evaluation plans were strongly
oriented locally; two indicated a deliberately broader context.

In view of the usual strong support for local control among
American educators, it is surprising that more did not specify that the
evaluation plan be closely oriented to local purposes, needs, problems,
and conditions.

The word'standardd'was almost never used. There was not a
single proposal which clearly stated that data gathered would be ex-
amined against any existing standards, relative or absolute. Standards
were simply ignored, which must be taken as confirmation of the aver-
sion of educator to applying external yardsticks to local data. An out-
side observer would certainly find astonishing this ignoring of standards.
XII. Does evaluation seem to be a genuine and intrinsic part of the

proposed project as contrasted to something that is included in

order to meet a requirement?

A firm and reliable answer to this questicn is not possible.
Reading written proposals provides shaky basis for making judgments
about motivations and attitudes. Some light on the question is provided
by the fact that in eight proposals there is no reference to evaluation ex-
cept in the evaluation section. In the oth;er five, references to evalua-

tion are found in appropriate places throughout the proposal.

Four proposals give major emphasis to evaluation; one gives




moderate emphasis; the others give only minimal emphasis.
XIII. Are staffing and budgetary provisions for evaluation included?

What individual or group is responsible for the evaluation?

The most direct evidence about the emphasis given to evaluation
lies in the fact that six of the 13 proposals make no specific mention of
staffing for evaluation. Five of the proposals assign responsibility for
evaluation to the project director; four to an outside consultant or
agency; two to a special staff member for research and/or evaluation;
one to the chairman of an advisory committee. Two propotals do not
assign the responsibility at all.

Only one of the proposals gives any details about staffing plans
and the qualifications of those who are responsible for evaluation. Only
one of the proposals makes any special point of supporting the need for
funds to conduct an adequate evaluation.

Evaluation does not appear as « separate budget item in any
proposal. Money for purchase of tests is included in all of the pro-
posals which call for the use of standardized instruments.

Incomplete evidence about staffing and funds for evaluation must
be taken to mean a lack of importance assigned to evaluation by those
who prepared the proposals.

With four or five exceptions there is no recognition that special
expertise (beyond the normal general qualifications of educational ad-
ministrators) is required for those who will plan and conduct evaluation

programs.
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XIV. What data gathering techniques are identified? What specific
instruments are mentioned? Are samples of instruments to be
used included in the proposals?

The techniques, with frequency of mention were as follows:

achievement tests-pupils, standardized 7
achievement tests-pupils, teacher-made 2
achievement tests-teachers, standardized 1
pupil attitude/personality tests, standardized 2
teacher attitude/personality, standardized 3
teacher attitude/personality, locally-made 2 '
test of critical thinking, pupils 1
interview 2
case studies, pupil profiles 3
pupil diaries 1 |
teacher diaries 1 |
critical incidents (supplied by teachers) 1
pupil grades 1
essays, teacher and administrator 1
questionnaire, parents 2
questionnaire, teachers, participants 3
pupil rating of teachers 1
teacher rating of pupils 1
parent self-evaluation 1
teacher/administrator self-evaluation 1
classroom observation:

by peers, administrators 5

by trained observers 3

by video-tape 1

using interaction analysis 1
evaluation of teacher lesson plans 1 i
staff meetings, workshops, conferences 2 {
review by advisory committee 1
review by curriculum specialists 1
survey of school activities 1
quality and nature of student extra-curricular

activity, attendance 1
teacher turnover 1

Only five proposals named any specific instruments. The fol-

lowing were named: Iowa Basic Skills Test (2); Iowa Test of
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Educatioual Development; Metropolitan Achievement Test; California
Achievement Test; Stanford Achievement Test; Survey of Reading
Practices in Georgia Schools; Teaching Learning Process Analysis In-
ventory; Holpines Climate Index; Flanders Interaction Analysis; Wat-
son-Glazer Test of Critical Thinking.

Only two proposals included a copy of an instrument to Ye used.
One ofthesewas a locally-made teacher opinionnaire about a model
school; the other was a locally-made survey of teaching practices.

Only two proposals mentioned that instruments were to be field
tested before used in the evaluation program.

The number and variety of specific insltruments named were
smaller than might have been expected in light of the vast number of
instruments available. It was also surprising that so little attention was
given to the need for field testing.

XV. 1Is the proposed evaluation plan innovative or traditional?

Only two of the 13 proposals could be said to include an innova-
tive approach to evaluation. It is extraordinary that proposals for inno-
vative programs could include so little effort to innovate in evaluation

approaches. The most likely reasons for this circumstance are lack of

interest, expertness, and confidence with relation to evaluation.

Recommendations

1. THE OFFICE OF EDUCATION'S REQUIREMENTS AND

EXPECTATIONS FOR THE EVALUA TION COMPONENT
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OF TITLE III PROJECTS SHQULD BE RAISED SIGNI-

FICANTLY.

No proposal should be accepted unless it includes a comprehen-

sive plan for evaluation. The evaluation plan should include all of the
following:

(a) A clear statement of the rationale for the evalua-
tion approach to be followed.

(b)  Specific indication of adequate staffing and bud-
geting for evaluation, including a listing of the
qualifications of those responsible.

(c) A clear indication of the kinds of data to be ga-
thered and the instruments to be used.

(d) A clear indication of plans for utilization of what
is learned from evaluation.

The materizl on evaluation in the latest version of the Title III
guidelines should be redone. It should be more specific and more de-
tailed.

2.  TITLE III FUNDS SHOULD BE ALLOCATED TO PRO-

VIDE TO LOCAL SCHOOL DISTRICTS CONSULTANT

HELP BY EVALUATION EXPERTS (OR AS AN ALTER-

NATIVE POSSIBILITY, STATE DEPARTMENTS OF EDU-

CATION SHOULD BE PROVIDED FUNDS TO USE FOR

THIS PURPOSE).




-

-t

Those preparing Title IIl proposals apparently lack sophistica-
tion and expertness in evaluation. They are educators not evaluation
experts. If evaluation components of PACE projects are to be improved
significantly, outside expert assistance will be needed. Exhorting local
school district officials to '"do better on evaluation' will not do much
good, unless specific ways are found to provide expert knowledge and
skill which is now lacking.

In addition, brief papers about evaluation by people such as
Stufflebeam and Stake could be provided, along with descriptions of the
most effective evaluation programs in operation, to local school dis-
tricts preparing Title III proposals.

3. EMPHASIS SHOULD BE GIVEN TO USES OF EVALUATION

AND SHOULD BE PROVIDED BY TITLE III OFFICIALS—

THROUGH CONFERENCES, WRITTEN MATERIALS, AND

FILMS.
One of the reasons so many school officials give so little em-
phasis to evaluation is that they do not see the potential constructive
uses of the result of evaluation. Educators may need specific help in

seeing how the results of evaluation can help them function more effi-

ciently and effectively.




~T

b
SPECIAL EDUCATION./

Probably in no other area of education is there a greater need
to devise, try out, and test improved procedures for the education of
handicapped children. Educators generally are inclined "to get on band
wagons''—-chasing after promising leads or arm-chair ideas. Special
educators, understandably, may be particularly prone to this since
their role, status, and efficzcy are being seriously questioned. For
this reason, Title III has great promise. It can enable special edvuca-~
tors to test out procedures designed especially for a newly enriched,
flexible, and effective regular school program. It is paramount that

these innovations be carefully evaluated before their wide-spread usage

is advocated. With modern school changes, especially the extra ser-
vices provided by compensatory education, the challenges are two-
fold: to determine if pupils formerly classified as handicapped can now
make satisfactory progress in diversified and enriched regular school
programs, and to devise effective special education services in local
schools for children w'ith more extreme and complicated forms of
learning disabilities.

Evaluative Aspects of Selected Title III Projects

A most cursory examination of proposals for Title III grants

submitted for funding in 1965 and 1966 reveals that essentially no

%K
—'/Prepared by Lloyd M. Dunn, director, Institute on Mental Retarda-

tion and Intellectual Development, and professor of special education,
George Peabody College for Teachers.
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attention was given to evaluation. With the advent of the Manual for

Project Applications and Grantees in mid 1966, requiring a section on

evaluation (see p. 48 of the May 167 revision of the manual), and with
a Chapter V outlining the evaluation requirements, the attention paid to
this topic changed dramatically. While one can question the rigorous-
ness of both the stimulus and the response, it is clearly evident that
setting expectancies on the part of the grant-awarding agency did elicit
Jttention and concern for this matter on the part of the grant-seeking
systems.

It would seem that little would be gained in taking a historical
look at the essentially non-existent evaluative techniques cutlined in
the proposals submitted prior to 1967. Instead, it seemed more fruit-
ful to sample a cross section of proposals submitted under the new
grants manual. To accomplish this, as seen below, all applications
were classified and a representative sample of 12 of the 1967 proposals
selected to give a cross section of the types of evaluative procedures
now being proposed. This should better enable one to speak to the
question: What is the quality of the eyaluation process now being pro-

posed, and how can it be improved?

More requests were submitted for Diagnostic and Learning

Laboratories than any other type of program. Of the 19 received,

three were examined in detail. Even the weakest suggests a disaffec-

tion with present and past diagnostic centers which have been run by
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Propo- Prior to 1967

sals 1967 1967 sample

Area or Type of Proposal received proposals proposals examined
1. Diagnostic and learning

laboratories 19 13 6 3
2. Programs for emotionally

disturbed/behavior prob-

lems/brain injured child-

ren 6 3 3 3
3. Programs for mentally re-

tarded/slow learning child-

ren 16 9 7 3

4. Comprehensive special edu-
cation programs 5 2 3 3

5. Programs for the cerebral
palsied 1 - - -

— eosee——— ses— B

Totals 47 27 19 12
An outline follows of the types of evaluation methods proposed in the sam-

ple of 12 projects examined. (see page 43).

psychologists, social workers, and physicians, They make educational
diagnoses, label children with specific physical and psychological disabi-
lities, and provide little or no help to the teacher in devising an adequ-
ate educational program. The trend is clearly to leave educational
diagnoses largely to educators and to broaden the centers from diagnosié
to the development of instructional procedures tested and found effec-

tive for the child.

The three most common forms of evaluation mentioned were
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the measurement of pupil progress, outside consultant evaluation, and
statistical reports on the usage of the facilities. In not one case was
an alternative to the clinic proposed. In short, no contrast procedures
are being compared against this new-type, diagnostic and learning labo-

ratory. Clearly, therefore, the evaluation will net little or nothing of

value in testing the efficacy of these centers, All will accumulate data

to support them, but this will be largely busy work performed as a re-

quirement to secure the federal money. What is needed is to compare

their effectiveness against alternate procedures. For example, one

could contrast the centers with the effects of assigning an educational
diagnostician and therapist (clinical teacher) full-time to each school,
rather than centralize all of them in a clinic. Until alternate procedures
are compared against these centers, we will have essentially noevidence
to support their continuance. If this cannot be seen, there is little

hope for educational evaluation.

Three of the six requests were examined in detail for programs

to serve emotionally disturbed/brain injured/perceptually impaired

children. Labels for handicapped children are in a crucial state of flux

largely because medical advances, drug and other ingestions, etc., are

presenting the schools with more and more multiply-handicapped child-

ren with a variety of bio-behavioral disorders, some of which are

chronic and others of which are developmental in nature. It is small

wonder that these children who present a multiplicity of overlapping




problems to the schools, society, and parents are variously labeled,
emotionally disturbed, behavior problems, learning disorders, per-
ceptually impaired, and motor handicapped. These children present a
| critical and emerging challenge to education. Thus it is good to see
1 proposals submitted in this area. Too, it is not surprising that these
requests are variously labeled. As in case of the clinics, the evalua-
tion emphasis was on measures of pupil gain and views of outside con-
sultants. More attention was given to reactions of school administra-
<,
tors and others. Too, one project indicated it planned comparative

studies though no specifics were given.

Three of the 16 proposals for programs to serve mentally re-

tarded and slow learning children were examined. Here was the area

of second greatest emphasis after clinics. Generally, the proposals are
to establish schools for educable mentally retarded adolescents, and for
outdoor living programs. Here, almost all the evaluative emphasis

was on the measurement of pupil growth. One planning grant was ask-
ing some very pertinent questions: namely: Will pupils make more pro-
gress in a special class or a regular school program? Will there be
fewer dropouts, less disciplinary problems in school, and less delin-
quent behavior outside the school as a result of this special program?
Will pupils in the special program become accepted members of the
school society? Whether research procedures will be devised during

the planning stage to study these questions remains to be seen. It will
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takz a good deal of sophistication to do so.
The more rural, sparsely populated areas tended to be the ones

submitting proposals for comprehensive special education programs.

Of the five submitted, three were stuaied. Generally, there were plans

to develop programs which weculd cut across '

'categorical' (specific dis-
ability label) lines. Most intended to collaborate with a regional college
or university. Generally, diagnostic and therapeutic centers were pro-
posed as part of the package. Evaluation of these programs was essen-
tially non-existent. Clearly the applicants were among the least so-
phisticated, the communities in the greatest need, and the likelihood of
innovative procedures least. There was one exception where seven
modes of evaluation were proposed: (1) statistical reports (cataloging),
(2) visitor questionnaires, (3) evaluation by State department of edu-
cation personnel, (4) evaluation by university personnel, (5) co-di-
rector's reports, (6) research consultants, and {7) comparative stu-
dies (which are not clearly ovutlined). Very probably, a behavioral-
science type, special educator in a college had played a major role in
constructing this application. Except for this one request, it will be
difficult to determine whether these projects are Luccesses or failures.
Yet, one of the greatest needs is to extend special day and boarding
school programs to rural children with learning disabilities.

How, then, does one stimulate greater quality in the evaluation

of projects for handicapped children funded by Title III? Does the CIPP
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Model provide a useful procedure? This question will be examined

next.

The CIPP Model and Special Education

The CIPP Model, it seems to me, is an extremely useful strat-

egy system for the project applicant in initiating, developing, and

monitoring (not just evaluating) programs. Unfortunately its author
has chosen to set up a straw man and then attack it. In so doing he has
negated much of the cogency of his argument. He has thrownthe baby

out with the wash by disparaging the culminating type of evaluation,

namely product evalution, In fact, he downgrades product evaluation

so badly that he cannot adequately defend it later. He has chosen to de-

fine evaluation so broadly that it lacks utility for answering the crucial

question as to whether the innovative program is an effective one.

Context study is useful to the project applicant as he conceptua-
lizes an innovative school program. One must study community and
school strengths and weaknesses, and interface them against pupil
characteristics and unmet needs to identify problems, hypotheses,
goals, or objectives.

Input study is important to the project applicant, as he assesses

rm

e

the resources needed to attack the problem, as he reviews the litera-

il S

ture on what has been done under similar conditions, and as he de-

vises the creative and innovative strategies (courses of action} to

attack the problem.
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Process study is highly desirable (if not crucial) as the pro-
ject director pilots, monitors and improves upon his educational inter-
vention. Few would advocate, while a procedure is being developed,
the employment of ''an ivory tower specialist' to set down a hard and
fast experimental design with experimental and ccntrast groups, with
rancomly-assigned students, with treatment procedures held constant,
and with pre- and post-tests. This should come only after the crudely:
conceived innovative program has been perfected to the point where it
can be considered worthy of a trial. Who would argue against planning
and perfecting grants to field test, modify, and improve on an innovative
idea?

Buf all of these three strategies—the so-called context, input,

and process evaluation (the CIP of CIPP)— should be funded by planning

grants, should not be considered evaluation per se, and should precede

the operational grant.

Eventually the taxpayer, his representatives, the public, and
the teaching profession have a right to know whether this carefully-
developed innovation. is more, less, or equally as effective as conven-
tional or alternate procedures. This demands the use of the most
sophisticated research designs, measurement, instruments, and infer-
ential statistics available to behavioral scientists. Surely the best pro-
cedures available to behavioral scientists are not too precise or too

good to apply to programs de signed to shape the behavior of our Nation's
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youth. Vlithout some frame of reference—-contrast treatment groups,
national norms, etc., —there is simply no valid way to know whether
to continue, terminate, modify, or replicate the program. In short,
the crucial evaluation is one which measures the effectiveness of the
program-—even though the need is also great and necessary for the ac-
cumulation and thoughtful analysis of relevant information (data) for
identifying the problem, for devising strategies, and for improving
on the initial conceptions.

It is therefore recommended that the CIPP Model be refined

and used by Title III to provide a series of logical stirategies for pro-

ject personnel to follow as they identify, develop, and test an innovative
program. However, only the last quarter of it (namely the product
evaluation, the past P in CIPP) deserves the label evaluation (which is
defined in the dictionary as "determining the worth of''). Common
sense suggests that evaluation in our context, means just that=—to
evaluate the worth of an innovative program.

A number of educators pervert the accepted .ocietal meaning
of evaluation when they define it so broadly that it is in fact a strategy
of data collection and study to conceptualize and improve upon an idea.
Nothing short of a hard-nosed and critical look at these innovations—
utilizing comparative data, valid and reliable measures, and sophisti-
cated means of data analysis—will suffice to prevent the Nation from

being lead down the garden path, strewn with flowery generalizations

A-49




based on soft data about the effectiveness of our innovations. Title III
could be scuttled, education set back a decade or more, and legislators
thoroughly dissaffected by utilizing the CIPP Model—in its present form
which neglects and disparages product research-—in the Title IIl grants
manual as a model for evaluating the effectiveness of innovative pro-
grams. However, if adequately modified and a balanced case made for
product evaluation, there is no reason why the CIPP Model would not

be most useful in the manual as an overall strategy for project person-

nel to follow as they slowly and methodically devise, develop, refine,

and test their innovations.

Recommendations

From a study of the applications, it would appear that Title III

has been a crash program. In general, the applications were written

too quickly and padded too vcluminously, by applicants who had too
little training as applied behavioral scientists ard too little knowledge
in special education, and who generated too few creative ideas. What
is needed now is a thorcugh re-structuring of the Title II" grant proce-
dures to build in greater assurance that projects funded in the future
will be more carefully formulated, will reflect the best thinking of the
Nation's authorities in the field, will have been gradually developed,
modified, shaped, and perfected, will (when ready) be carefully evalu-

ated, and (when demonstrated as effective) be replicated. It is suggested
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that this can best be accomplished by moving project directors through

four phases (hopefully funded separately as each phase is successfully

completed).

Phase 1: Innovative Program Planning Grant (1 to 2 years)

Here the manual skould outline minimum requirements for a

very t rief application to secure a mini-grant or contract of probably

a flat $25, 000 a year for one to two years. With this support and during
this phase, the manual should require the applicant to go through the
content and input strategies in the CIPP Model. Here the applicant

would be asked to involve as consultants the most creative and diver-

gent thinkers in the Nation who are knowledgeable about the problem to
be attacked. (No outside evaluators and critical thinkers would be
brought in to stifle creativity.) The goal would be to formulate an in-

novative program in sufficient detail to write a proposal to field test

and refine it.

Phase 2: Innovative Program Refinement Grant {up to 3 years)

Here the manual should require the applicant to build in during
this phase of grant support, strategies to accomplish the process study
outlined in the CIPP Model. During this phase, the local school sys-

‘.- tem would usually operate a pilot program to field test the innovation.
The emphasis would be to develop, monitor, refine, and modify the
procedures to be followed. Such techniques as freeing up educators

to detail instructional programs, and test and modify them, would be
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encouraged. Here the consultants should be trouble shooters/problem
solvers of the clinical types (master teachers, consultants, supervi-
sors) who can study and monitor the development of the program, and
suggest ways for improving on it. This phase could last up to three
years and perhaps even longer. It might be amalgamated with a Phase
1 proposal, but this is not recommended.

Phase 3: Innovative Program Evaluation (operational) Grant (3 or

more years)

Innovation without evaluation is dangerous, if not foolhardy.
Thus, the manual would emphasize during this phase of grant support,
the need for product evaluation with the most sophisticated designs
available. At this point, it is recommended that behavioral-science
type, critical thinkers and evaluators be brought in. Here there seems
no other way, fur some years to come, except for local school systems
to contract with colleges, universities, regional laboratories, etc., to
conduct these evaluations. There is especially a great paucity of re-
search-oriented scholars in special education. What few there are,
are largely in college and universities. Practitioners must look to
these persons (and to others in statistics, measurement, and re-
search design) for a critical evaluation of their innovations. Adequate
research design, subject selection, measurement instruments, and in-
ferential statistics are generally beyond the training of special educa-

tors in local school systems. True, there is a shortage of sophisticated
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researchers in all aspects of education in local school systems. It is
just that this is especially so in special education.

There is a natural temptation for innovators to be enamoured
with their ideas. Thus, there would be an understandable temptation
for project directors to gather the types of data which are most likely
to be favorable. Here they could give pre- and post-tests to measure
pupil growth—but time and almost any inte rvention will produce some
positive gains, but would they be significant? And of what value will be
the opinions gathered by the director and his staff? There is a tendency
for people to be kindly, charitable, and favorable about another per-
son's brain child. But is such evidence valid? Not very likely. What
is needed is an external evaluation of the effectiveness of a program,
This can range from comparative studies by non-involved researchers,
to evaluations by uninvolved experts who bring to the project as site
visitors, hopefully, a general frame of reference and a critical, know-
ledgeable eye, acquired in developing their expertise over the years.
Looking at the relative effectiveness of a variety of strategies built
into the program, examining which pupils fail and succeed in the pro-
ject, etc., present helpful alternatives for evaluating programs.

The biggest decision of all for the granting agency is whether or
not to terminate or replicate the innovative strategy on a national basis.
To help in this decision is why the government is justified in investing

the taxpayers' money in Title III projects. And decisions become
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important in the context of practical choices, and evaluative data which
suggests which is best.

Phase 4: Exemplary Program Support Grant (indefinite)

It is inadvisable to fund exemplary programs until their efficacy

has been established. Tl-aus, Title III funds should not be used to sup-
port such programs for another three to eight years, or until the inno-
vative projects have moved through Phases 1 to 3 above. Who knows
how to do it right, until it has been demonstrated to be more effective
than alternate procedures?

However, eventually this Phase 4 could become the crucial one
for implementing changes in American education on a broad basis.
Thus, there would seem to be merit in funding exernplary programs
which have been tried, tested, and found effective over a number of
years.

Here the outside visitors would be still another sort. They
would tend to be the leaders in special and general education in Federal,
state, and local school systems in positions to influence changes in
their schools. They can stimulate replications of exemplary programs
on a broad basis. Any talk of dissemination in the first three phases—
except to inform the field of what is being attempted so as to prevent

unknowledgeable duplication—would be premature.
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THE CULTURAL éRTg‘/

Forty proposals in the éultural arts were sent for review and of
these,twenty were read with respect to the evaluation procedures em-
ployed. The foll--ring comments describe my views regarding their
adequacy.

It should ke made clear at the outset that the evaluation of
learning in the cultural arts is a task beset with a variety of épecial
difficulties. Perhaps the most signiticant of these difficulties is the
fact that traditionally those working in the cultural arts—'the visual
arts, music, literature, poetry and drama-—have not placed much
faith in objective assessment of artistic learning as a means of judging
the effectiveness of their programs. For many, the type of learning
or growth that emanates from artistic experience is both subtle and
idiosyncratic. Hence objective measures of standard outcomes are
often viewed as trivial compared to what is considered more important
and fundamental in aesthetic learning.

This orientation as well as other factors have created a virtual
vacuum in the area of fine arts tests. Of the 2300 tests listed in Tests
in Print, only 14 are in the fine arts and of these many are out-of-date
and inadequately standardized. Thus there are few evaluation tools

available in the fine arts compared to the number available in other

sk

—'Prepared by Elliot W. Eisner, associate professor of education
and art, School of Education, Stanford University.
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fields and certainly fewer useful for assessing the consequences of uni-

que programs. Thus the context in which evaluations in the cultural

arts reside is one that tends to have little disposition toward objective
} evaluation and few instruments appropriate for evaluation when unique ;
, objectives are formulated. |

It is not surprising, therefore, that the proposals in the cul-

tural arts should be weak in the area of evaluation. These weaknesses

stem, in part, from the conditions I have described as well as from a
variety of other factors.

Many of the proposals I reviewed, indeed the rnajority, were
designed tc provide short-term supplementary activities to children
in the field of the cultural arts. These activities include trips to
museums and plays, attendance at concerts and other types of activi-
ties through which cultural exposure can occur. While these activities ]
are frequently supported by instructional material that teachers can
use to prepare children for the cultural event, one gets the impres-
sion that the programs are superficial and peripheral in nature. The
fact that such programs tend to be short term makes the likelihocd of
significant learning remote. I believe proposal writers intuitively
recognize this and hence tend not to specify anticipated behavioral
change ac a result of such participation.

A second characteristic of the evaluation sections of the pro-

posals in the cultural arts is a general lack of attention to the various
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aspects and populations of the program that can be evaluated. For
example, it is the rare proposal that attempts to evaluate the reactions
of various populations such as pupils, teachers, administrators or par-
ents to aspects of the proposed program. When evaluation procedures
are described, they almost always deal exclusively with student be-
havior.

This lack of analysis of the notential candidates for evaluation
is only symptomatic of a general lack of evaluation competency. Given
the dearth of competent people in the field of educational evaluation
this lack of attention to the assessment of different populations and
the relationship among data secured from these populations is not sur-
prising.

About 30 to 40 percent of the proposals reviewed indicate merely
that evaluation will ocrur and that appropriate evaluation instruments
will be obtained or constructed but little more data than that is provided.
When this strategy 1s taken to describe evaluation it is impossible to
obtain an understanding of what will occur.

A third characteristic of the proposals in the cuitural arts is
their general vagueness with respect to educational objectives. As in-
dicated earlier, the assessmznt of ariistic learning is especially diffi-
cult as is the specification of objectives that are not trivial, Neverthe-
less there are some OL'J.tcomes of cultural art experience that can be

identified at reasonable levels of specificity and which are likely to be
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appropriate fo all or almost all students. In general, however, these

generic and specifiable objectives have not been described; hence the
generality of objectives makes evaluation difficult.

Another characteristic of the proposals on the cultural arts is
a tendency to employ published but inappropriate instruments for pur-
poses of evaluation. One gets the impression that such instruments
are being used because they can be purchased and not because they are
appropriate or an important part of the project. The use of available
but inappropriate assessment tools will tend to militate against the
identification of behavioral change, especially when the goals of the
program are innovative. The majority of the proposals make no indi-
cation of the particular types of instrumentation to be used and in no
proposal did I find a set of instruments to be used.

Another characteristic of the evaluation sections of the pro-
posals is a complete lack of attention to the description and evaluation
of processes of the program. Since many of the activities suggested
by the proposals are large scale, short-term activities, evaluation of
the processes through which the activities proceed is difficult to obtain;
and if obtained, might not be reliable indicators of what was occurring.
But if the procedures used in a really innovative and effective education-
al program in the cultural arts is to be useful to other school districts
some careful description of the program and the strategic supports

necessary for its success need to be provided. A careful description
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of "input' as well as ""output" is necessary if dissemination is to be ef-
fective.

The general impression that I obtained after reviewing the pro-
posals was that proposal writers were naive about evaluation methodol-
ogy. It has been recognized by those of us working with Title III pro-
jects that evaluation of on-going innovative programs is an exceedingly
complex task, The classical pre- and post-test experimental paradigm
is inadequate and inappropriate for providing dynamic feedback to in-
nov.tive programs. Given the lack of sophistication in the field of
education regarding the subtleties of curriculum evaluation it is un-
reasonable to expect those in the field to possess evaluation expertise.
Judging from the proposals in the cultural arts, they don't! The evalua-
tion sections are weak, non-analytic and frequently use inappropriate
instruments to assess poorly specified outcomes. Many of the pro-
posals merely nod in the direction of evaluation by indicating that it
will be employed or that consultants will be obtained but for the most
part evaluation tends to be an ''add-on''.

It seems to me that it might be of use to proposal writers to
have a document prepared by the Title III office that would describe in
lucid, non-technical texms some of the approaches and procedures that
might be employed in an evaluation program. Such a document might
facilitate more adequate evaluation procedures. The evaluation sec-

tions in the cultural arts proposals are so skimpy that almost any

A-59




effort to make them more rigorous and thoughtful would be an improve-
ment. It might also be well if universities would sponsor evaluation
institutes for Title III personnel and for school districts anticipating

preparing a Title III proposal
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.
SOCIAL STUDIESY

Provision for evaluation has been one of the weakest part of
proposals for Title III projects, according to studies that have been
made of successive groups of proposals received during the first
two years ot Title IIl operations. The proposals which were rated
in these studies were not restricted to social studies, but dealt with

various aspects of the school prograrn:. Sorne improvement in planning

for evaluation was apparent when second-year proposals were compared ]
with those received during the first year but, when the projects were 1
rated on 15 criteria, second-year proposals were rated lowest on the i
criterion, "provision for evaluation of the project. a 1
To what extent do projects dealing with social studies share this 1
weakness which has been identified in the total group of proposals?
This examination of a sample of proposals for social studies projects

cannot provide a definitive answer, but does give some evidence on the

point.

The Sample

Fourteen Title III projects dealing with the social studies area
of the school curriculum constitute the sample on which this report is
based. This sampling was selected at random from the Title III pro-

jects that have been funded in the field of social studies. Three are

sk

—'Prepared by Dorothy M. Fraser, coordinator of social science,
College of Education, Hunter College of the City University of
New York.
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from the submission period ending May, 1966 and eleven are from the
period ending January, 1967. The size of grants involved ranges from
$8, 502, a planning grant, to $117,040, for the first year of a project
that includes planning, pilot, and operational activities. Two of the
three from the earlier submission period are planning grants, while the
third is an operational program to implement an earlier planning grant.
Of the 11 submitted in January, 1967, only two are devoted exclusively
to planning<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>