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school districts to implement programs that were to result in
‘holistic' change. Two kinds of data were expected --those generated
to measure the impact of the Experimental Schools Program and those
generated by field studies, which were discussed in other symposia.
In measuring impact by the level II contractors, two major problems
faced researchers: the omission, in many instances, of qualified
educational researchers in the selection of personnel to staff the
various projects; conflict, over-testing of local staff and students,
and wvasted effort on the part of both teams of evaluators, which
resulted from the forced separation of summative and formative
evaluation between two different groups; and some lack of required
data and the acquisition of useless data, which resulted from a
failure to state clearly the objectives in measurable terms.
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let me begin with a little background on the Experimental Schools Program,
Iirst, Congress has been besieged in recent years by many people who have
sugrested that major changes needed to be made in the education process in
Amevica (Holt, 1964; Hentoff, 19673 & Silberman, 197C). It has also been
evident that masor changes in schooling practices in America have not
occurred (Sizer, 1973). One of the reasons given for the lack of change
has been that the efforts exerted to effect changes have been done on a
‘piecemeal' basis rather than as a total review and restructuring of a

school system. Such a comprehensive change would include comaunity in-

‘volvement in deterwmining what the goals of its schools were, how congruent

those goals were with existing practice in the classroom, and planning to

s
effoct congruence where it was not evident. Students should be involved
also to insure that the education they were receiving was 'relevant' and
meetiry both their {mmediate and long-range needs. Congress has also heard
froim educational researchers wio have consistently pleaded that more monies
were needed for research,‘evaluation and development purpoées, and that any

attempt to restructure educaticn should include both monies and plans for

adequate evaluation and research into the change process itself and the

effects of the change (Hayman, 19683 Mouly, 19713 & Borg, 1973). It has

also been recognized by these researchers that iore substantive efforts

vere heeded to'improve the‘methodologies and techniques currently used in

ﬂkleducatlonal eValuations.




sciiool districts with enough funds to effect major changes in their school
systems and at the same time to provide enough monies to thoroughly rescarch
and uvaluate both the process of change and the effects of that cha."T « In
answer to thelé;;tLé;;;tkgdL.m;St egﬁcat*onal rescarch h ' zen 'pieceneal’,
funding was to be generous and guaranteed for five years; and to answer‘the
criticism regarding research ionies, twenty-five per cent (25%) of the total
funds were to be allocated for research and evaluation purposes.

Given this plan for producing comprehensive change in the systeh, & concept
of evaluation involving three levels was also introduced, The Level I

team was to be a part of the local ESP staff, and was to perform those
functions of evaluation which would be required of any local schooi

research office; thus their function was to be lurgely formative. They

were to provide a cybernetic type of feedback which would help the pro-

ject to achieve its goals by gathering, analyzing, and presenting data

regulévly to the local school staff in terms of the effectivenesé off tho

new programs being implemented, They were also to be responsible for the

reguiar testing prograw, and the precentation of test data annually to tho
local Boards, staff, and other interested parties.

e Level II team was to be funded directly by NIE, ard was to be a team

of 'outside evaluators' workiné closely with the project, but not part of
the local staff, T;;y were to be located on-site, however, Those firms

wio received the contracts to implement the Level II concept were to pro-

vide the NIE with regular reports on the progress of the project, including
initially reports on the Level I team effectivencss, Thisllatter function

was dropped soon after the projecots began foor rceasons whxch will become

fev1dent latov. These reports by the Levcl II* team wero to be sumratlvo in

k‘jj nature, and to measure the offects of 'holistic’ change. To insure that

:‘ﬁ'as  u:h of the change as po““ible could bo captured the teans wore to bo



tntardiscinliinary, and to include such professionals as anthropologists ox
sociologists or political sclentists or economists. Through this mix of
disciplines, it was helieved that new methodologies and technlques for eval-
vating education would emerge.

The initial plans called for Level III to be composed of a group of highly
esteemed EBducational Researchers who would function in a role much like

that of Independent Educational Auditors. One plan was to have a group

such as AERA sponsor this auditing group, but for various reasons; these
plans did not materialize, At present the NIE consultants are acting in
this auditing function, and providing the guidance considered necessary to
accomplish the goals of the ESP,

With these plans developed, proposals were requested from school districts
across the nation to implement changes which were fealt to be needed within
the system. Eighteen were accepted and’funded. Five of these were in
suburhan areas, Includinyg the two sites represented on the stage here -

San Antonio,ITexas and Greer, South Carolina. The others are located in
Berkeley, California; Minneapolis, Minnesota; and Tacoma, Washington.

Three urban sites, under the direction of the Urban League, and ten rural
sites were also funded, Once the sites were selected, controctors were
asked to bid to carry out the Level II evaluation once the sites had been
determined, with the rural sites being evaluated as one unit by one contrac-
tor. Although most of my informatlion has come from the filve suburban sites,
much of what will be said will apply to the other sites as well,
At each site of the five mentioned the system to be included in the ESP
was composed of from four to six elementary schools, their rvelated middle
'school and high school. The plans submitted by tho local distriots called

LI I ] Tan F"'q-‘l'i Nhsie 8wy

for substantlal change in educational pvact ces. and were aimed at goals

f f~such as inprovement of education of integrated schools, individualization ‘;fgj‘“”‘




of cducation, and creating an education coupatible with the local culture.
Basic to all of these, however, was the goal to eifect 'holistic' change
in the system.

i
One other dlstlnctLve fuqxuru of the ESP should be made before the prob-
lems involved in evaluating Impact are discussed., Included in the scheiie
for evaluating ESP were two different approaches - Field Studies and
Iwpact Studies. Field Studies were to be descriptive and basically anthro-
pological in nature, and were included to try to get at some of the more
intangible kinds of erfects the schools have which humanistic psychologists
feel are not measured in traditional kinds of evaluations. Impact studies,
on the other hand, were to determine the impact of thoe projeect on all the
participants and groups involved in the ES?, This paper will coniine
itself to those probleins involved in the measurcient of Iupact, Other
symposia and papers will address theisselves to the problens encountered
in developing Field Studies evaluations,
The word Impact has a fine ring to it, but when efforts were made to define
the term operationally, the complaint was raised that the resulting
evaluation was pedestrian and mediocre, and that it missed the essernce
of what the project was all about. This complaint is a common one
{Combs, 1973),‘but efforts to.measure the intangibles which are hard to
define operationally have proved to be not too successful to date; there-~
fore, ons of the major goals of the ESP was to devise new, more coiprehen=-
sive Kinds of evaluation designs and.techniques. Tho original evaluation
schanes submitted to NIE by Level II staffs proved to be either typical of

st

what has been done in the past or so grandiose and'immcasurable that they

. were 1mpractical.‘ It finally became -apparent that if some baselxne data

‘:1‘;wua to be obtained tho fi»st yeav of 1ho project thut °oma kind of valzdatcdfﬁiftj
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k;ts;nce bothfhave “,npower shovtages in tbrms of the kinds of informatlon

padl vy \.‘\,l.'

»

developiment of move esoteric evaliuation schicnas wWould have to Se devise
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as the projects began to function, This decisicn resulted in the usc o

44

traditional xlnda of evaluation designs, based o the CIPP imodel of
TR Y TRRORN % .

Stufflebeam (1968), the Discrepancy Model of Provus {1568}, and the

Judy yaental Model of Stake (1967). The measures taken were from such tradi-

tional assessment devices as standardized achievement tests and the OCDQ.

Given this background, what are the major problems facing the evaluators

in measuring Impact at all levels? TFirst, the idea of separating the
formative rrom the swmmative evaluation in Level I and Level II respectively
has not proved feasible, The repovts generated by Level II will, in spite
of any attempts to chaunel them only to NIE or any other group, have an
impact on the Project. fThe mere presence of the Level II team on the

scene will have some effect on the project, and it has become the practice
that Level I1I reports are shared with the lLevel 1 team, which then has

the responsibility of disseminating the information thus obtained to
project personnel as they see fit. Since both groups frequently need

the saine or similar data, and must obtain their data from the same groups,
it is important that they work together. Thus, the artificial separation
with the Level II team operating as policemen simply proved unworkable.

in practice the groups are working together to develop quesfionnaires,
interview schedules, and to plan sampling strategies to a greater or lesser
extent at all sites. Although this problem has been partially resolved,
there are still areas in thch the Level II team has difficulty obtaining
needed inforiation because the Level 1 team &oes not feel that the infor-

mation should be provided to them,

¥

e Howevev since thoy are reQuired to Obtaln data from the same groupa. and




wore luportant sense, thay wust work together slace thcyvéan peol their
talents in the developiient of questionnaires, interview schedules, and
other evaluative meagures and techuiques. DBy pooliing their resources,
better data gathering instruments can be developed; and even more impor-
tant, the groups from which the data is obtained can be spared the onus
of being tested or interviewed by two different groups for information
which is largely redundant, Although this problem is being resolved, it

cannot reach complete resolution until the second problem has been solved.

The second problem involves the instability of staffs at Level I and Level
Il sites, and within NIE, The turnover of Level 1I stalf at most of the
sites has been over 50%, and has reached 1G0% in sone, Thae pnoblcms

this instability has created can be readily understood., Level I staffing
tas also been plagued with turnovers, and in some instances, no staffing
at all.  These difficulties'have been compounded when project persourel

ut NIE change, and these changes are reflected in changes in direction or
captiasis.  The probluin is similar to that described by Dershimer in 1972
vhen he‘said that the Educational Labs were 'plagucd by shifting agency
directives and requirements from change in leadership in OE and by con-
stant auditing and administrative interference'", Many of the difficulties
caused by these changes in personnel at NIE can be overcoine by having all
directives made in written form, and I believe that this policy has in
fact been implemented recently,

‘'he problem of excessive turnover of Level II staff has been caused by
poor initial selection’in many cases. That is, the original RI'P empha-

sized the need for multi-disciplinary pevsonnel and largely ignored the

"fineyd for personnel trainbd in educatlonal research., Tmo emphasis led

‘;5 many of the contraﬂt'

s to znclude political 3cientzsts ov economlsts o




Vot Lttty

others wihio had had either little or no cxpevience in co..quctm1 reseaich
in the scliools as directors of their Level II teamb, and to exclude any
person who was an educational researcher.

CRERRY ST P VP BN

Although many people have eitlier stated or inferred that educational re-
search is not & fully developed discipline, it is fortunately true that
we do have a discipiine which has developed in recent years a set of
strategies and techniques which work, albeit not as well as we would like

Too many people have had too high expectations of education in the past,

as Chase pointed out in the Phi Delta Kappan in 1970, and we have surfered

as a consequence (Sizer, 1973)., Today, educational researchers are much
less likely to discuss what they will find before they couplete thelr
evaluations than they were a few years ago, primarily because they are
better trained, The influx of Cooperative Rescarch and Title IV wonies
foilowing Sputnik has up-graded the coumpetencies of many educational
rescarchers and created a pool of well-trained personnel at the same tine.
This trainiang program, and the introduction of new models Ffor evaluation
in recent ysars, have provided a fairly substantial base from which better
and wore complete models can be developed to measure the more difficult
kinds of Jearnings and behaviors which we do not adaquately as5CS5 noW,

It is still unfortunately true, howaver, that many people 'hire out’' as
educational researchers or evaluators with minimal or no training in the
discipline, The reasons for this are diverse, but probably are a result
of the thinking that everyone is an expert in education. The probleﬁ is
not unique to ESP however. Shutz (1973) coummented, "Concern fop training
Jand retralnlng of research purbonnel in educatxoﬂ has hlstorzca¢lysluggea

-'fedeval initzatlves in eduCational R 8 D programs. Thls lag had had v1clous

conbequenCesq
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Plamning for training has been too little aud too late, and support Jop

training, when provided, has been too wmuch and too scon. 7he cycle has
gone like this: "A wman-power demand is created as new programs are launched.
By the time the demand has been noted, the programs are already in difficulty.

Training programs are then created. By the tine they are operative, the

demand is absent, for the R & D initiatives have been abandoned as failures.'

This pattern secmed to be operating when the original contractors were
funded since some of the original staffs did not include even on
educational researcher. While no one will obiject to the need for a multi-
s .
disciplinary effort, the omission of educational vesearch personnel on
these teanis was short-sighted and resulted in inadequate evaluative designs
since those developing them were not acquainted with the kinds of problens
and constraints which had led te the development of the medels currently
used widely in education. The problem was one of starting from scratch
instead of building oa the work of others who had been faced with similar
tasks; of conflict with local school authorities; and of inaction.
These difficulties have resulted in the selection of personnel on the
Level II teams which are presently operating who are knowledgeable and
trained in educational research, generally. There is still a need for
more highly trained personnel on some staffs to adequately wmeasure Iupact,
but the present staffs are performing well, The use of consultants who are
experienced has ensbled sowe personnel to learn 'on the job,' and provided
some insight into the trouble spots to be expected on the local scene so that

the pvoblemé could be avoided. It would appear-to be desiveable, howevev,

f;that at least one member of the starf on any Lev;l II tean be well Vovsed

: f;1“ educational research simply to avoid the kinds of duplication of effovt

’fwhxch oc rs when a  urson oxporienced in one‘fiold steps‘into anOther in
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which e {s not up-to-datve, The point I wish to make here 1 that not any
researcher is qualified to be an educational researcher. We do possess
unique Kinds of know leube and DULLOuO*Og/ which aifferentiate us from

b eagn

other researchers,

-

)

A second problen which thils pattern of staff selection and instability has
created is that of trying to do too much too soon with too few competent
peopla.  One of the goals of NIE in funding the ESP's was to develop new
methodologies, new research téchniques, and new neasuremnent instruments
through the activities of both Level I and Level II staf f. Because of the
problems involved in developing adequate evaluation schemes, little time
Lhas been lefit for cither developing good data managenent and data gathering
plans, or for tic development of'carefully planned and built measurement
instrunents or evaluation models., It is true that the Field Studies will
develop a model for describing schools since they were deliberately
desigaed to incorporate anthropological techniques and wmethods into school
seteings. The same is not true for Impact Studies, however, and the basic
mocdels mentioned earlier have largely been used in the deveIOpment of
cvaluation schemes for collecting baseline data., This proceduve seelms to
me to be a reasonable one since it utilizes'existing knowledge as a base
from which to develop new knowledge, One fact needs clarification, hLowever,
It is well known that the developers of standardized tests spend several
years consteucting and norining their instruments; the amount of staff time
‘devoted to writing items, checking reliability, validity and foriat is
~conslderable. That amount of tlme simply does not exist for Level II staff
f_uL present since they have spent much of thelr txme wvltlng papcrs and

e;veports, and much of thezv tine of necessitj must be spen in observation

iF They are to momtonand docmnent the pbo‘gr‘esswof the LSP».‘ If tl.c. wr»itmg"




required by WIE continues at the present leve;, vevyllittle new waterial
or nethiodology will come froi the ESP; if the level of wiriting decreases
substantially now that thu teans are functioning, then some new evaluation
material, and tuchnlques can be expéctud to come IFrom this effort, such as

testing material similar to that which Mr. Cervsntes will describe op

analytic processes such as Dr. Culver will present.

A final problem involves the measurement of Impact whei there are no well-
stated objectives in the proposcd §lan of action subwmitted by the local
district. Although Scriven has discussed Goal-Yree Evaluation technigues,
he had not indicated that total evaluations be iiade on a goal free basis.
Neither would it appear to be feasible to try to measure Impact on a goal
free basis. It is true that the Field Studies, being largely descriptive,
rescanble the'goal free type of evaluation Scriven has described. It would
appear that Impact Studies must address thunselves to the kinds of changes
which the schools propose to wmakej; that is, the impact of the ESP on the
local comaunity can best be assessed in terms of how well thg project
auccomplishes its objectives, The problen has been that the objectives
liave been rather ambiguously stated in the initial proposals, being
generally in the form of goals. This fact has vesulted‘iq the Level II
team facing a dilemma - either they must define the obj;ctives or wait
until the local staff does the defining. If they pursue the former
course, they may be accused of buildiug"straw men,' which they can then
cither build up or knock down. If they pursue the latter course, they
nay. beinactive and end up with no data‘unon which to base aﬁy conclusions
- pegardzng the offectiveuess of ESP at the end of tne five yeav perlod. ,I? <  L

.5is possxble fop Level II 10 defino the goals objeetively, then obtaln

i agpgem0nt L the“pPOjeCt staff andloﬁ the communixy that theiv
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interpretation was correct, but thais process is ulow and Parcly leads to

a consensus, The first year's evaluation designs suifered Trom this nalady,
and such teras as fqompatibility' are still uot clearly defined, yet remain
maior goals of the projects., Level II personncl have reacted to tiie problem
by writing position papers and developing evaluation strvategies to assess
the objectives deseribed in the papers, while at the same time strongly
urging the project stvaff and community to either concur with their position
or interpret the goals in measureable terms themselves, Until the inter-
pretation made by the Level II team is accepted by the local project

staff and the community, the problem of whether or not the final conclusions
drawn by Level II based on thair data will reflect the precise goais of the
project personnel and the community remains in doubt., Although soic
objectives have been defined by project personnel simply by what they

have done over the course of the first year and a half, it is still truc
that some areas are not beilng adequately assessed because no well defined

objectives have been obtained.

in conclusion, it appeafs that the problems associated with measuring the
Impact of ESP have been partially resolved during this past year. There
are still some major areas.which need attention, but it.aﬁpears that at
least some effort is being expended to address thems There are some points
that should be noted now, however. One, very little in the way of new
techniques or methodolegies have heen developed to date. 7Two, much of the
effort expended to date has beecn done by professionals other than .
educational researchers. Three, some projects have not had contlnuity in
.the development of evaluatlon plans, and tho rcqult wlll be that the final

evaluutxon wxll consist of data coveving a pcviod of tlme less than rlve

:‘gycars.‘ Fouv 'i  has taken appr‘ m teJy a yeav to a year and a half for t



projects to begin to function, the diffevent Levels of evaluation wo
operate effectively, and the NIE to stabilize. What do these statements
have to do witﬁ AERA? ‘

wa B TP .
Simply that these projects are the first to have major allocations madv
by Congress for research and evaluation purposes. As a result, the
effectiveness of fhe evaluation effort will reflect on the educationui
resecarch comnunity whether we like it or not unless we clearly explicate
the degree of our involvement now. Just as the energy,cpisis of last
fall had people pointing their fingers at scieﬁtists as well as the
goverﬁment and the oil industry, so we will be held accountable for the
results of the evaluation of the ESP. It is cssential, it scems té ne,
that we be aware of the developments in the ESP as a major effort to
inprove educational R § D by NIE, and to emphasize the fact that failure
of ESP to produce major improvements in educational rasearch should not be

used as evidence that monies spent for educational research are wasted,

since we have been only minimally involved in the program to date.
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