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ABSTRACT : ,
: Methodology for input evaluation, as defined by
Daniel L. Stufflebeam, is relatively nonexistent. Advocate teams have
recently become a popular means of generating and assessing-
alternative strategies for a set of objectives. This study was
undertaken to develop and evaluate methodology for advocate team use
in input evaluation. Steps taken included conducting a series of four
case studies where advocate teams were used, development of a
conceptualization and exemplary operationized procedures for advocate
team use, and an evaluation of the proposed methodology through
written critiques and empirical application. The methodology was
revised, based on the evaluation results. {(Author) -
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INTROZUCTION

llajor breakthroughs have been made in educaticnal evalua-
tion thee%y develcpmant Guring the pést ten years. Hewever,

a great need still exists Tar évaluaticn'méthadélsgy- This
paper deccribes a study in which m&thﬁdélﬁgy for input evalua~--
tien using'advaiate teams was created and evaluatad.

Irput evaluation is the "I in the CIPP evaluation
framework dcveloped by Daniel L. Stufflebean, Specifically,
input evaluation provides

-««information for determining how to utilize

-resources to mect program goals. This is accom-
plishzd by identifying and assessing 1) relevant

capabilities of the respensible system,

2) strategies for achieving. program goals, aad

3) designs for impigmenting a selected strategy.

The value of input evaluation in education- is evident.
Tfien in the past a person or perhaps a group of people have
designed a program based solely on their past experience and
common sence. Therz is no systematic look at the resources
of the agengy,(ﬁag is any effort made to identify or develop
alternative programs, lef alone assess the alternative
Programs in terms of pre-determined criteria.

The input evaluation framework can be used ta_identify
and assess knewn availahie alternatives. However, sometimes

5t and therefore must be created.

L, . ; . . s
Daniel L. Stufflekean, et al., Ecucational gvalnation
and Devision Making (Itasca, Iilinoiss F. E. Peacock
Fublishers, Inc., 1871), p. 222,
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When this happens, advocate teams provide a vital function in
the imput evaluation framework, in that they create alternative
means for accomplishing a given set of objectives.

Advocate teams generally refer to groups of people

elop alternative

specifically selected and oriented to dev

strategies. The term "advocate," however, needs further
éxplaﬁatian. A criterion for selection of team members may

be that the members.hold a certain philosophy or "advocate"

a psrticular position before they engage in strategy development.
For example, in the develaﬁmént of an elementary school program
for migrant studentS; one teanm méy consist of éxpe:ts who
advocate Eehavig: modification, while a competing team may

be composed of "British infaﬁt school" advocates. The

advocate team idea énd the input evaluation framework provided
the boundaries withinhwhieh methodology was created.

The study described in this paper contained three major
parts. First, a "state of the art" picture of advocate team
use was obtained by conducting four case studieé on ptéviaus
uses of advocate teams. The case results were analyzec and
Eélévant 1itEEatarg'wé5:5urveyed. Second, a technical manual
was developed which included a basic conceptualization as °
well as exemplary operationalized procedures for doing input
evaluation using advocate teams. Third, §he manéal was
evaluated in teris of its conceptual adequacy and practical

utility. Each of these three activities-=the case studies,
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dzvelopment of the technical manual, and evaluation of the

manual--will be desc¢ribed in the following sections.

CASE STUDISS
The case study approach is extremely valuable when relatively
little is known about the area--in this case, bow advocate teams
really work or how one would actually go about doing input
evaluation. The four cases Selected for study satisfied the
criteria of relevance and feasibility. In addition, the
four case studies were, at the beginning of this study,\jhe
.only major efforts to use advocate teams that have been identi-
fied. The four cases were:
1. Alternative Strategy Development for Secondary
Migrant Students, conducted by the Southwest
Educational Development Laboratory, 1969,
2. Planning Grant for the Development of The Ohio
State University Model Training Pzogram,
conducted by The Ohio State University Evaluation
Center, 1970. '
3. Design of a Planﬁing and Assessment System for
the Division of Manpower and Institutions,
conducted by The Ohio State University Evaluation
Center, 1971, '
4. A Replanning Study of the Illinois Plan for Program
Development for Gifted Children, conducted by
The Ohio State University Faculty of Educational
Administration. o -
The procedures used in §andu2ting,the case studies will be

presented, followed by a Summary of the analysis.




Prccedures
fccegures

In order to set boundaries for the case analysis and
&éllegiian of data, the following dimensions were specified
prior to cenducting the case studies.

1. Substantive content - The case studies provided
a tracing of ideas and events relating to advocate
team use. The content included an intexsive
look into identification of the methodology used,
how it was developed, and the participants
involved.

2. Time durations - A historical retrospective time line

was used. It began when the decision was made to

use the advocate team approach and ended when the
Strategies developed were at the point of being
implemented. A section at the beginning of the study
summarized relevant antecedent events. A brief :
section at the end of the study, labeled "Aftermath,"
summarized relevant events during implementation. ’

3. Richness of detail - Within the case studies,
' rvichness of detail was less for historical events
which were not directly related to development of
the methodology itself and how it was used. In .
like manner, processes not directly related to
the delineation of the methodology and its use
were treated more superficially,

4. Perspective of the narrator - Within this dimension,
there were differences within case studies. For S
two of the cases the investigator Played the role.of '
an outside observer, coming on the case after it
was completed. For the remaining two case studies,
the investigator played a part during the usage
and thus may be termed an insider, conducting the
case after its use. R :

5. Style of reporting - The style of reporting selectad

for the case studies included narrations, summary
presentations, and exhibits. ' '

6. Framework - Culbertson, Jécebsan; and Reller have
' listed and described five perspectives that can be




used, either 5ih§l§~§ﬂ.in combination, in

developing a case.® A combination of frameworks

was selected as most appropriate for this case

Study methodology. The framework was historical,

in that case events ware described in a chronnlogi=-
cal series, The case studies were thematic, in that
the case was built around the particular theme of
advocate team methodology and use. Finally, the
case approach included the process framework, as it
focused upon ‘group and individual interactions in
‘the development and use of advocate team methodology.

In addition to determining dimensions of the case studies;
a.systematic seqhence of activities was outlined. A work
breakdown schedule and a checklist of activities were developed
prior to the ini£iatiﬁn of the case studies and were used as
guides for each case study. |

Véricgs procedures were used to increase the case study
. vslidity and reliability; e.g., a variety of sources of data
were used; primary and original sources were used when possible,
as cpposed to second-hand data sources; a system for identifica-
tion and solution of data discrepancies was developed and used,

The eése studies were derived following the framework |
Jjust desefibed_ Over two hundred fifty documents were analyzed,
and extensive iﬂtéfyiéWSVWEEE éenducted with approximately

thirty persons,

Case Study Analysis

Looking across case studies in terms of general character-
istics; several things were observable: First, two uses of

EJa;k Cg be:t5gg;fPau1,Jasabsén,~anﬂ Theodore Relier, -
nships (Englewoo

d Cliffs, Hew Jersey;

Administrative Relatio

Prentice-Hall, 1960), pp. 62-64.




advocate teams were sponsored at tﬁe State level, two at the
federal level, Second, all advocate teams were used to create
Strategies for an area in which acceptable alternatives were
not available. Third, the programs created by advocate teans
inifhese case studies were to be implemented in a variety of
settings: a fESéafﬁhfaﬂd developnent laboratory, 2 'university,
a staté departmeﬁt, and a federal agency,
When roles across the case studies were anélyzed{ several
things were naticéable?:
1. A cases had a group or team of people directly
responsible for Selecting, orienting, and running
advﬁcate teanms,

2. All cases involved the system decision makers in
some fashion; however, degree of involvement varied.

In all cases a group of people assessed the

‘Strategies through some Procedure, although the
Procedures used varied greatly. 1In all cases assessment
results were provided to system decision makers.
~Actual decisions about selection of strategies or
-convergence of strategies were made by these decision

[TV]
»

£

makers .,

4« All cases used advocate teams. One case used
advocate teams twice for two different purposes.
Only one of the cases studied selected team members
because they advocated different positions prior to

. Program development . Knowledge of these facte
had a direct impact on how advocate teams were
defined in the technical manval,

Since the puépésé,af”ﬁhis study was to design a technical

- manual for input evaluation using advocate and design teanms,

analysos of the case studies in terms of how activities reiated

to input evaluation functions wae crlitieal. Flrst, thowa wag ;




7

variance in the degree to which advocate teams followed an
input evaluatiaﬁ framework. One case study contained almost all
of the functions within input evaluation, whereas two others
containad only a few elements (identification of capabi;ities
and identification of alternative strategies). Second, most
of the information obtained on advocate team use in all cases
centered around the identification responsibilities of |
advocate teams. Although some information on aséessiﬁg
strategies was obtained, little information on system capabili-
ticy wos identified. Also, the design function of input eva;uéa
tion was present in only one case study. |

Information obtained about the identificatiﬂn aspect of
advocate team use can be further delineated into a series of

generalizations across case studies, which were taken into

o

consideration in development of the technical manual. These

generalizations were as followss

1. Selection of advocate team members was viewed as
an extremely important process because it directly
affects the output from the teans.

2. Use of documents presented problems--generally,
too many were used and often the documents were not
~viewed as relevant by team members .

3. A&n orientation session was viewed as a useful way
.- to orient ‘team members. - However, orientation sessions
-should provide added information to’ advocate team
members and allow time for questions and answers,
4. Advocate team sessinns ranging from three to five

days were cited as appropriate.




5. Writing sessions sheuld be located where inte:ruptions
are not possible. Same, but not all, persons
interviewed preferred a motel location to an office
location.

6. Assistance of administrative personnel during actual
writing sessions will increase the effectiveness
of the team. ’ :

7. Developers of specifications for advocate team use
were concerned about the degree of specification--
they wanted creative responses and yet they were con-
cerned that the strategies would not be useful if no
structure was provided. L ' : /
8. All advocate teams felt free to deviate from the
specifications if they could establish a rationule
for the deviatioa, and often they did.

9. The number of team members cited as appropriate
ranged from three to six.

‘In addition to generalizations across case studies, strengths

and weaknesses within each case study provided additional infor-

e

mation for manual development. The Strengths of the individual
case studies weég often included inbthe manual. For example,
cne,gfrthe strengihg cited was the-develﬁpménf éf dissemiﬂéiian
materials thraugb which many reference groups :aﬁlg provide -
evaluative input about the three plans developed by advocate
téémsa Descriptions af‘these activities ﬁere presented in the
manual as a paésible aééessment.p:ageduré;, | t

‘The weaknessesacitedrw%tﬁin Easesiwéfe also used, in fhat

processes were iacluded which hopefully would prevent the

occurrence of the weakness in other uses of advocate teanms,

For example, in Several case studies, a l:rge amount of
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iﬁfarmatian pertinent to tihe tés; 2ssigned to advocate teons
was not used. 1Ia arder to pfavlde tiiis needed information to
advocatz teams witiout plae11g unrealistic reading expectations
on team wembers, the role of input evaluatioa resource ;:ursca
was created. This persoa would wor with advocate teams and
retrisve éad summarize needed ioformation upon request, A
lafée number of ideas, as well as actual content for the manual,
was derived from the case study analysis of strengths and wealk=
nesses.

Finally, the case studies were aaalyzed for anotier purpose,
iee., identificition of areas whisre additional literature was

neaded,

TICATICAL MANUAL

Tie techaical manual was developed after camplétiaﬂ of
;hexanalv5i5>§f-éase ;tuéies aﬁd'tha review of literaturs. The
three major activities involved in t19 ‘mEngal ﬂﬁvéiﬂpm%ﬂt-WEEE
as-followst 5213@tiaa>af,azlﬁgicai franeworkky ideutification

of key elements.to be: ‘included ia. tne manu“\-‘anﬁ writing

and rewriting. ' ggen of ‘these is descrived briefly..

A unumber of possivle franewsris werg surveyed for possinle
use in developmzat of ,the manuals These inéluded?theﬂf:amaﬂ-

WOr:: wiigli 3uba aad Stufflabeas used to descfibe an éﬁaluatigﬁ"

unit (cavability, procedural. i@e*uagg, and eredlh;llty aﬂﬁ
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aceeptaﬂze)-g Anotuer possibple framework was that previded

- by Gerald Nadler in his systens work.? Both of these framewor's
were rejected, as tie iﬁuestigafcr felt that the framewor!:
elements would need to be explicéted aad use of tinese frameworks
might confuse the readers. Therefore, the investigator chose
to use the rather sigpié framework of roles and functions.

The roles and functions framework seemed to fit into the
content of the manual without extensive explanation of terns

.ta thé potential user.

Key elements within tue framewor were derived from the
case study anazlysis, related literature, and past experieace of-
the investigator in use of advocate teams. Table 1 on page 11
provides summary information about the sources of various manual
elements. !

., The manual was revised four tlmas afte: tne arlglnal draft,
based upon the critiques of students and staff at the 05U
Evaluatlap Center.

The manual was divided into three major parts, éaeh of

which answered specific questions. The first part answered tnc

Bﬁggn Guba and Dan;el L. Stufflebeam, "Strategies for the
Instltutlanalisa%;an of the CIPP Evaluation todel' (An aﬂdEEES'
delivered at the Bleventh Phi Delta Kappa Symposium on
Bducational Researcii, Columbus, Ohio, Jhne 24, 1;?3), pe 7.

4Gerald Nadler,, Wa:k Desigai ¢ =1 ”fi{Maélsanar'
Wisc consin:. R;:hard D. irwin, Ineﬁ, 1§Ea) '




TABLE 1

_SUMMARY OF MANUAL BLEMENTS BY SOURCES OF INFORMATICN

~Element B ' Sources of Informaticn
"1, Definition of input evaluation 5
2. Definition of advocate teams - 1, 2, 3, 4
3. . Definiticn of design teams - 1.2, 5,6
. 4. MHNecessary conditions : . 1, 245, 4, 5, €
5. Role of System Decision Makers - 1, 2, 3, 4 h
6. Role.of Input Evaluation Team I 1, 2, 5, 6
7+ Role of Advocate Teams : 1, 2, 3, 4
8. - Role of Design Teams : E -2, 55 6
9.  Role of Technical Writers . 2, 4
10. The-problem of criteria 1, 2, 5, 6
. 11. Identification and assessment of
= capabilities :
~-need for this 1nfatmatlan ' 5
--procedural Stgpsv ' ' ‘ 1, 5, 6
12, —Identzflcat;nn of alternative sﬁ:ategies .
==selection of Advacate Teams 1, 2, 3, 4, 6
==ise of deccuments : ' 1,2, 4, 6
~=developnent of speclficatlans , 1, 2, 3, 4
==orienting the teams , , 1, 2, 3, 6.
--the actual writing session 2,3,4, 6
13. Assessment of alternative strategies '
“==criteria identification 1, 2, 5
--waighting of criteria ' 1,2, 5
~-identification of - 1nterpretatian R
"~ and decision rules 1,2, 5
V—sactual assessment procedures 2, 3, 4, 5
14, Identification of design : ' 2, 6
15, AssessmEBt of design o o ' 5, 6
Code: 1 - Case Study #1 , 4 - Case Study #4
' 2 - Case Study #2 ' 5 - Related Literature
3 - Case Study #3 o 6 - Professional Judgment

of 1nv$5tigatar
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‘Whst arye advvacats teams’s
P ., g res R . What ayw sdve = £,

and ‘lqhat are Ehe Pflﬁr ﬁ&ﬂﬂ;{i E T waraagsary fpr the us%r ﬂf ir’!Pth

E b

evaluatlan using ‘advocate teams s i
The second pért answered’the questian§ ﬁhai ﬁersanneilda
I néed in order tc use 1nput evaluat;an emplaying advocate
vteams* Specif;e needs are discussed in terms of five rgles.'
The third majﬂr pa:t answered the questian: How dc you dc
1nput avaluatian? It 1ﬂ§1udéd a seztlan on cr;ter;a, a flgw—,

chart and a SEEIEE Qf nverall gu;del;nes and p;acedural stepé

for each of the thcree functians of input eualuatlan.

| EVALUAIIC\N '

5 uative datavan the tachnlgal manual were abtained from
a number of peféansﬁ Essentlally, twn ma:af questlans were
answete& ih?agﬁh:théAévaluatian:

1. What is the werth of the manual as it.now exists? 7
2, How éaﬁ'the manual be 1mpEDVEd?‘

The sectlans which fgllnw deserlbé the ‘evaluation proce-
dufes used and ptesent the :esu;ts; 1wo separate graups provide:
- evaluative information. Ihe f1:st gfﬁup eaﬂsisted of the stafr
ﬁf a project which was eur:ently using advoecate teams- The

Second group (the ththu? panei) zgnsiated of people who had

'been iﬁUﬁlved Ain pteuiuus uses -of aﬂuncate téamﬂa




-
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Frocedures

”Dﬁ July 1, 1972, The Ohio Staté»UniVE:sity Evaluation
Center entered into aéeanéfaét with the Dhigrstafe Dégattﬁent
of Bducation to generate and assesc aliesnativérasccuﬁtabiiit?
madeis far the State cf Ghia. Since this project. included use
af advocate teams, ;t seemed appropriate for the project staff
to use the techﬁica;vmaﬁual and provide evaluative feedback to
the investigator on the,wasthiéf thE‘ﬁanual and héw it could
be improved. It sﬁhﬁuld;be ngtédlthat the pfejéét did not use
thé éﬁti:e manual. In come cases suggest;ans made - 1n the manual
vere lmplemented by the staff; in ather cases it was nat | |
possible to 1mplement sectlgns of the manual beeause of the
uniqueness of this 5peg;fig contract and‘hécauserthé,staff-did
not have a copy of tﬁé manuéi uniil after the p:aje¢tiyas-undez
*rway.é

-Sevetal means - af data calie:tlnn were used in the evaluation
af the manual within the acﬁauntab;llty project. First, tape
récardlngs were made af the flrst day 5 méeting af eaﬂh advaﬂa?%
team, In add1t;an to prav1d1ng information on clar;flgatian
needed by the teams, how they used thelr time, and what dgzument,,
were referenced, the tapes praulded a. rich desgr;pt;an of ways
in wh;eh the th:ee advagate teams worked. Secnnd, the project
staff was asked to keep a log of questions Pé;talﬁlng to the
maﬁuélér Third, an éﬁténﬁiéé ﬁuestiéhnai:é wag'GQmpleted by

accountability. staff menbers,
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A critique panel consisting of twelve members was identified -
to critique the technical manual. Members of this panel ﬁé:e
selected from persons wh; had had some invalvemeht with advocate
teams:in‘the past, An”eiéeptian was ane.pezég, who had cumplétéd
pgevicus cenceptual wark on 1nput euaiuatlan,rbut was not
familiar with adﬁgcaté'teams and their use.

Membéfd of this cr;t;que panel we re crtegat;zed into four
gfaups, each graup having three members . The first group con-
ta;ned methadclaglsts in QEﬁéral. Persons seiected for thls greun
had previously develéped methodology for advgcate team use or
for input evaluatlan 1n general. The second group was eampgseé
of decision makers who had been-invalved in a previous QSE'QE
advocate teamé. The third gfaup’afVPEEéaﬁS were evaluators
from prev1au5 useas af advacate teams. And the :emainlng group
EEPIESEntEd a seleet;an of perséns who had served on an advocate
tegm in one of the previous uses,

The questianﬂaire‘caﬁpleted by ‘the cfitique panel was
‘divided into tﬁévparfsj The figéilpaft contained a series of
‘sixteen itemsiébaut'the ﬁaﬂﬁai crrfhe hééhédélaéy within the
.manéal. ihe critiquers were instructed ta rate eagh item by
placing aﬂ’x‘ih the ng underneath the ﬂescrlptlan ‘which most
EiaSEly dESEfibed their attitude tgward the manual or the
. methadalagy-- A faur—pe;nt scale was used :cntalnlng ratings

~ ranging ffam_“vezy poor" ta "vazy good." A deseriptian of eazh
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rating was presented within the box to anchor the item. The
second paft of the questinnnai:e asked for information en how
the maﬂual cnuld ‘be impfaved in géneral and/ar 1n relation to

SpEElflE sections.

. Results

Several paints are natewatthy in :espuﬁses‘ta the question,
“What is the warth of. the manual?" A lafge numbe: of high ratings
were obtained from the accauntab;l;ty project staff (three pérssﬂ
on the six sectiénngf the manual which they attempted to
implement. Those sections were viewed as very valuable to the
étaff; Results indicated that thelstéff considered thé-manual
ﬁ@:thwhile %nd,thét they attéﬁptedkta impiemeﬁt it whéneﬁer
passibie- They alse viewed the manual as very lnstru:ilve in
us;ng advocate teams.

The quest;annalre :esults pfavided by the c:;tique panel -
suppafted the a:cauntab;llty pragect staff‘ pefceptluns af the
manual's valueo 1 Many more rat;ngs af "gand“ ét "uery gead" WL
obtained for the:critgsla used tarevaiuatevthe manual than rg%ﬂ:?i
cf'“péai“ af "very paaf" (five to one ratio). Thé”ﬁaﬁual itsul
and its suggested methadalagy were seen as having ut 1 ty to a
patent;al user., ngever, examples used in the manual and the
methadalagy adaptablllty need lmprauement-; Gverall findings
indigatgd that:thére.isJargfeat nééd faf a miﬁﬁél,af this typz.

"How can the manual be 1mpraved?“ Data abtained from

respanses to this questian were of gseat impartance tg the
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invéstigata:; it is the intent of the investigator to proceed’
with the developmental process of the technical manual and to

revise it extensively. - Suggestions were'reeeived-sgeh as:

‘include more examples; use a less formal writing style; and
provide suggestions on how elements of the input evaluation

process could be adapted to meet.unique individual needs.

CONCLUSION

The preceding paragraphs described. a ngdy in which
methodology for input evaluation using advocate teams was B
.created and evaluated. The manual is currently under revisicn

by the investigator. A large numbe r of areas surrounding

input evaluation need additional investigation. Both céﬂéeptuél

and empirical work are needed. HaWeve:, ;nput evaluatlan using

advacate teams has been parfnrmed ‘successfully and appears to
be a valuab;e alternative for edugatianal pzagfam dEVElmeét

.and assessmentu

deee




