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ABSTRACT
The training paorale evaluated in this report was

developed to train school administrators and graduate students in
educational administration in school program planning skills. The
package consists of a coordinator handbook and units on setting
goals, analysing problems and deriving objectives. Each unit is
composed of four-to-six modules that provide training on a limited
number of instructional objectives. A typical module contains reading
material, individual or small-group activities in which the trainees
practice the skills, and feedback for the practice activities.
Evaluation information was collected in three areas: (1) attitudes
toward the units and attainment of their instructional objectives by
persons who are trained with the units, (2) use of the units in both
schools and universities, and (3) evaluation of the units by
knowledgeable reviewers. (Author /MLR)
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1. INTRODUCTION

The pcteolintRiAllstrqctional_NrPovs training package was developed

by the Far West Laboratory for Educational Research and Development (FWL)

for the purpose of training school administrators and graduate students

in educational administration in skills rented to planning of effec-

tive school prigrams. A contract for an external evaluation of the

training package, tc be conducted between May, 1974, and December, 1974,

was awarded by FWL to Instructional Technology Consultants (ITC) of

Scottsdale, Arizona. This document was prepared by ITC as the final

report to FA on the external evaluation of the training package.

Description of the Trainingiacka.gp

Thp nptprinining instructignal Purposes training nnrkagrx rnnsictc of

a Coordinator's Handbook and three training units: Unit 1Settino Goals,

Unit 2Analyzing Problems, and Unit 3-- Deriving Objectives. Each unit

is comprised of four-to-six modules which provide training on a limited

number of instructional objectives. The module names and the objectives

for each module are contained in Exhibit A of the exhibits submitted as a

separate document accompanying this report. A typical module contains

reading material related to the skills taught in the module, individual

or small group activities in which the trainees practice the skills, and

feedback for the practice activities. In many of the practice activities,

the trainees are organized into planning teams in order to apply the skills

covered in the module to problems and proccesses in a hypothetical school

district.



The units were designed so that either one unit only or any combina-

tion of the three units could be used with a group of trainees. Thus,

if the administration in a school district wished to concentrate their

current planning efforts on only one of the three general processes

(setting goals, analyzing problems, or deriving objectives) covered by the

units, they could use only the unit dealing with their particular area

of concern. The units are intended to be self- contained in the sense

that step-by-step progress through the materials and activities com-

prising a unit should result in attainment of the desired outcomes by

participants. A unit may be administered either in a concentrated short-

term workshop or in individual sessions scheduled over'a period of

several days or weeks. FWL's estimate of the training time required for

the units is 10-15 hours each for Units 1 and 3 and 12-18 hours for Unit 2.

ine training materials strulate that workshops or other types of

training courses conducted with the materials should be directed by a

coordinator. According to the program developeri, the coordinator should

have worked through the relevant unit(s) on his own or as a member of

a training group, but no other prior knowledge of the content area is

required. It is not necessary for the coordinator to provide new sub-

stantive information during a training course. Instead, the coordinator's

role involves organizing, guiding, and monitoring activities in which

participants use the materials and procedures contained in the units.

Detailed procedures and other relevant information for coordinating a

training course are provided in the Coordinator's Handbook which is a

part of the training package.

The Coordinator's Handbook and all materials in the three units are

entirely in print form. The units range in length from 155 pages to
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259 pages. They are available from FWL at a cost of $8.95 per' single unit

or $24.95 for a set of the three units. The Coordinator's Handbook,

which contains the directions for coordinating all three units, is priced

at $4.50 per copy.

Evaluation Procedures

The evaluation procedures employed by ITC were designed primarily to

yield information that would provide a comprehensive and accurate summa-

tive evaluation of the training units and that would be helpful in making

decisions about their dissemination and use. Information was collected

in three areas: (1) attitudes toward the units and attainment of their

instructional objectives by persons who are trained with the units accord-

ing to the procedures described in the Coordinator's Handbuok, (2) use

of the units in both schools and universities, and (3) evaluation of the

units by reviewers who possess recognized expertise in the content areas

covered by the training materials.

Collection of information in the three areas listed above was accom-

plished through a variety of evaluation activities. Ito collect data on

attainment of the instructional objectives of the units by trainees and

on trainee attitudes toward the units, a concentrated four-day workshop

was conducted in which the units were used to train a group composed of

school administrators and university faculty members. Information on use

of the units was collected through mailing of a brief questionnaire to all

workshop participants and all purchasers of the units, telephone inter-

views with persons who had used the units, visits to two school districts

in which the units had been used, and obtaining of reports on the use of

the units at three additional sites. Comprehensive reviews of the units



were obtained from two university faculty members who have done consider-

able substantive work in the content areas covered by the units, and

a third review was obtained from a district-level school administrator

who was very familiar with the units and who had served as a coordinator

in the workshop conducted as part of the external evaluation.

Presented in the following three sections of this report are descrip-

tions of the workshop based on the training units, the use of the units

by purchasers and workshop participants, and the reviews of the units.



2. THE purpyliN0G_ImpucTmAt.NRPosEs WORKSHOP

A four-day workshop in which the units were used to train a group of

school administrators was held from August 12 through August 15, 1974,

at the Airport Marina Hotel in Burlingame, California. Arrangements were

made by ITC to hold the workshop under the sponsorship of the Association

of California School Administrators (ACSA), the major professional

organization of school administrators in the state of California. The

primary purposes of the workshop were to obtain information related to

(1) the effects of the training on participant attainment of the instruc-

tional objectives of the units and (2) the attitudes of participants

toward the units.

To publicize the workshop, approximately 2350 copies of a pamphlet

tnn lInnt'ehnr And rnni*Aininfl An ArrliCAtinn form for it wet.*

mailed to selected agencies and individuals. Included in the mailing

were all school districts in the Unites, States with pupil enrollments

of 10,000 or higher, all school districts in California, the educational

administration departments in all universities in the United States

with enrollments of 10,000 or higher, the major state education agency

in all 50 states, and the individual participants in ACSA's Project

Leadership. A letter of acceptance was sent to each person who submitted

an application form for the workshop

Workhoplarticipants and Staff

A total of 25 participants attended the workshop. Twenty-two of the

participants were from school districts in California. The remaining



three participants were faculty members from universities in Michigan

and Utah. A list of the participants and staff' is contained in Exhibit

13 in the exhibits submitted with this report.

Two district-level school administrators--Mr. James Freda, Director

of Lvaluation in Paramount (California) Unified School District; and

Ur. James Zaharis, Assistant Superintendent of Schools in Mesa, Arizona--

wore employed by I1C to serve as coordinators during the workshop. All

instructional a:tivities during the workshop were directed by the

coordinators. Prio. to the workshop, each coordinator worked through

the Coordinator's Handbook and the unit(s) for which he was responsible

during the workshop.

While the coordinators were the key staff for the workshop, two other

staff merbers played lesser roles, Dr. Edward Beaubier, Assistant Execu-

tIVn Plrortrw of A(SA$ and nr. Howard Sullivan of ITC welcomed the parti-

cipants at the opening session of the workshop. Dr. Sullivan also

administered evaluation instruments to participants on several occasions

during the workshop.

Organization and Schedule

The workshop was organized according to the following schedule:

Monday to Wednesday Morning: Setting Goals (Unit 1)
br. /ahariss- Coordinator

Analyzing Problems (Unit 2)
'gr. Freda, Coordinator

Wedne5e.ay :!orning through

Thursday Afternoon: Analyzing _Problems (Unit 2)
Ni.-Freda -Cdordfila tor

perivingOb*tiyes (Unit 3)
Dr. Zaharis, Coordinator

-6-



Offering the units on the schedule listed above enabled each parti-

cipant to complete any two units of his choice from among the three units

comprising the Detprpiniyaip5trActjpnal purposes training package.

the sch-dule of twits for the workshop was explained to participants

during the opening session on Monday morning. AnplIziql Problems (Unit

2) wa% offered Witt. because it was anticipated that the largest number

of plrtidpants would select it and that reaction tcmard it would be

most favorc.ble. The number of participants selecting each unit waf. as

follows:

Sottinq (M-W) 10 Analyzing Problems (W-Th) 4

4IIY.'3P9jYcb1(M'W) 15 VenyjnbilbjVC:1)Vis (W-Th) 21

Because the workshop was designed as a means of evaluating the units,

wac, conducted so that participants worked through the instructional

mAtvi,dc .roil fIrtivitips as dosrrihPd in thn units And in thn Conrdinatnr's

Hand'o.ok. The coordinators were directed to eschew the type of choosing

among modules and/or activities that might occur in many instructional

settings and to complete the units in a manner that would permit evalua-

tion of their effects when they are used as prescribed by the developer.

Assessment Instruments and Procedures

Two types of assessment instruments were developed for the purpose

of collecting evaluation data from workshop participants. Unit tests

keyed to the instructional objectives of each unit served as measures

of partitivant attoinment of the unit objectives. A unit rating form

was d-%i9ned as an indicator of participant attitudes toward each unit.

The unit tests were intentionally constructed to be short tests

in odr to minimize the amount of tilae that it would be necessary to



devote to testing during the workshop. Two test forms tontainin an

equal nmber of items on each form were developed for each unit. All

item were multiple-choice iten with either four or five response

choiLe5 per item. There were a total of six items por form on the two

forms for the Srl.tinij Coals. aisd DeyAyinu ObjcctiTi units. The two

fort':-. for At!alyi!jfig r.r0.1!:fl7.,, which is the lonest of the three units

and hos the m t instructiondl objectives, contained 11 items each.

All items for the unit tests were initially written and assigned

to test forms by Educational Evaluation Associates of Los Angeles under

an agreement with ITC. Many of the items were subsequently revised by

ITC on the basis of reviews by PWL and ITC of the initial set of items.

A de3cription of the procedures involved in developing and keying the

test items, assigning items to forms of the test, and trying out the

its rin to the workshop is rentainen in appendix A. Aim) prebellimj

in Appendix A as an example of a unit test is Form A of the unit test

for Settinl_poals. Copies of both test forms for each of the three units,

with each item referenced to the module and objective for which it was

written, are contained in Exhibit C.

Participant attitudes toward each unit were assessed with a Unit

Rating Form developed by ITC. This form contained 20 statements--l0

positive and 10 negative--about the units. Each participant in a unit

indicated his degree of agreement with each statement on a five-point

Likert-type scale. Tice same 20-item form was used for rating each of

the three units. Participants were also aged to make suggestions for

improvement in the unit on this form and to list any additional comments

that they wished to make about the unit.



All participants in a particular unit were pretested on the unit

imediately prior to beginning work on it. Forms A and 8 of the unit

test were each assigned at random as the pretest to half of the parti-

cipants in the unit. Following completion of the entire unit, the Unit

Rating Form was adflnistered to all participants. Participants completed

this form and then took the unit posttest. Participants who had taken

Form A of the unit test al. the pretest took Form 8 as the posttest, and

those who were pretested with Form B took Form A as the posttest.

The 10 participants in Setting...Goals. and the 19 participants in

Ana lzkinci. Problems were present for all training sessions with these

units an4 completed both the pretest and posttest. Nineteen of the 21

participants in DerivisOblcctives were present for all activities

related to this unit, including both testing sessions. The other two

pcni.iLipdni.b in the unii. were present on tne ring i nay of the workshop

but were excused from the posttest because they had been absent from the

workshop on school-related business during some of the unit activities.

Results.

Mean scores on the pretest and posttest for each unit are shown in

Table 1 on Page 10. As shown in the table, for the Setting Goals unit

the pretest mean score was 1.9 items correct (32%) and the posttest mean

was 4.5 items correct (75%). Mean scores for the Analyzing Problems

unit were 4.5 (41%) on the pretest and 6.7 (61%) on the posttest. For

perivinp. Objectives, the pretest and posttest means were 2.2 (37%) and

2.8 (48") respectively.

Participant responses to the 20 statements on the Unit Rating Form

are summarized for each unit in Table 2 on Page 11. (A copy of the Unit

-9-
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Table 1
PRETEST AND POSTTEST MEAN SCORES BY UNIT

Unit N

No. of
Items

Pretest
Mean

Posttest
Mean

1.

2.

3.

Setting Goals

Analyzing Problem

Ueriving Objectins

10

19

19

6

11

6

1.9

(32%)

4.5
(41%)

2.2
(37%)

4.5
(75%)

6.7
(61%)

2.9
(48%)
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Table 2
SUMMARY OF UNIT MUMS

Ratincts bx.......91 it on Positive Statements

Item Settinn Coals Analyzin Problems Deri virObjectives
Number 1 2

2. *3 6
4. 3 7

5. 1 8
6. 2 5

8. 0 8

10. 0 7

13. 1 6

15. 2 7

16. 0 3

18. 1 4

Total for
Each Rating 13 61

0 1 0
0 0 0

1 0 0

3 0 0
1 0 0

1 1 1

2 1 0
1 0 0
4 3 0

3 2 0

16 9 1

% Choosing
Each rating 13 61 16

6 9 4 0 0
711 0 0 1

312 3 1 0
2 6 5 5 1

2 6 7 4 0

2 9 4 4 0
3 7 4 4 1

3 11 3 2 0
2 9 3 2 3

4 9 3 3 0

34 89 36 25 6

6 14 0 0 0
9 11 0 0 0
4 14 2 0 0
2 13 1 4 0
2 12 3 2 1

5 8 4 2 1

5 8 3 3 1

5 14 0 0 0
2 11 3 3 0
1 11 3 3 1

41 11619 17 4

18 47 19 13 3 21 59 10 9 2

Ratings by Unit on NegatIveitatemepts

Item Setting Goals Analvino Problems Deriving Objectives
Nunber 1-2-5-----4-5 --T-1----3 4 5 1 2 "3" r -5-

3

1

1

2

1

1. 0

3. 0

7. 1

9. 0

11. 0

12. 0

14. 0
17. 0

19. 0

20. 1

Total for
Each Rating 2

% Choosing
Each rating_ 2

0

7

5

1

4

25

?5

2 5 0 2 2 6

3 6 0 2 2 1

3 5 0 8 6 2

1 7 0 0 2 4
2 5 2 2 2 1

2 6 2 1 4 7

1 1 1 3 6 0

0 5 0 2 7 1

4 5 0 0 2 6

3 2 0 4 9 3

21 47 5 24 42 31

21 47 5 1 3 22 16

7 2 0 5 4 8 3

1 1 3 0 2 3 13 2

0 3 3 3 4 6 4

10 3 1 4 4 10 1

10 4 0 2 5 8 5

4 3 0 3 1 12 4

9 1 2 4 4 8 1

6 3 1 9 4 4 1

7 3 0 2 7 5 4

3 0 1 5 6 4 3

67 25 8 39 42 78 28

35 13 4 2:: 2? 40 14

*The entries in the row for each item show the number of persons who chose each

rating from 1 (strong agreement with statement) to 5 (strong disagreement). en

item 2, for exanple, three participants in the Setti.ng_Goals unit marked Choice

1, six marked Choice 2, etc. Complete Unit Rati5-Forms containing all 20 state-

ments are included in Appendix B.

r-
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Rating Form fur each unit, containing the 20 statements on the form and

a suunary of the responses to etch statement, are presented in Appendix

8 on Pages 55-60. Responses to the 10 positive statements about the units

are reported separately in Table 2 from responses to the 10 negative state-

ments. On each of the 10 positive statements, a rating of 1 is the most

favorable rating (strong agreement with the positive statement) and a

rating of 5 (strong Cisagreement with the statement) is the least favor-

able rating. On the 10 negative statements, a rating of 5 is most favor-

able and a rating of 1 is least favorable.

The overall reaction to the units can be seen by examining the per-

centage of participants who chose each rating, as show.n in Table 2 on

the bottoN line for both the positive statements and the negative

statenents. ror the 10 positive statments, the most frequently chosen

rating tor enh of the 3 units was Choice 2, indicating agreement with the

positive statements about the unit. For the 10 negative statements, the

most frequently chosen rating for each of the 3 units was Choice 4, indi-

cating disagreement with the negative statements about the unit. The

data on percentage of participants who chose each rating also reveal

tha the total number of favorable ratings (Choices 1 and 2 on the positive

statements and Choices 4 and 5 on the negative statements) for each unit far

exceeded the total number of unfavorable ratings for the unit.

The individual items which were considered to be particularly good

indicators of a participant's overall reaction to a unit were Items 11,

12 and 13. These three items deal with whether the participant plans to

use the unit in his school or district, his rating of the unit compared

to other administrative training he has received, and whether he would



advise others to attend a workshop based on the unit. The data in Table

2 reveal favorable ratings on these three items for all three units,

except for an overall rating in the neutral range for {knalnin.g_Problems.

as compared to other administrative training (Item 12).

Examination of the ratings in Table 2 on an item-by-item basis also

reveals the characteristics of the units about which participants held

the most favorable attitudes and the characteristics toward which their

attitudes were least favorable. Ratings across all three units were cop-

sistently high on the potential usefulness of the unit for training school

administrators (Item 2), the importance of the skills taught in the unit

(Item 4), the usefulness of the information and practice provided in the

instructional activities (Item 5), and the appropriateness of the unit

for use in a graduate coarse in educational administration (Item 15).

Ratings across the three units were lowest on Items 17 and 20, indicating

that the participants need more training in order to serve as a coordina-

tor for the unit (Item 17) and that the units require too much time to

be used in a school or district during the school year (Item 20).

Participants in the Setting Goals unit indicated that their unit would

be difficult to use for the purpose of training others (Item 14), and

participants in !tnalyzing Problems indicated agreement with the statement

that the skills taught in their unit could be taught in far less time

than the unit presently takes (Item 7).

The Unit Rating Form also contained items asking the participants

to suggest potential improvements in the unit and to make any additional

comments that they wished to make. Responses to these items are listed

for each unit in Exhibit D. The most frequent suggestion was to reduce

the length of the units and/or the amount of reading required. This



suggestion was made very frequenly for dnd Andl&ing Problems unit and

several times for periviN Objectives.

Summary_ and Discussion

The pet.eTtORg Instructional Purposes workshop was conducted as

part of the external evaluation of the three training units. The prin-

cipal sources of evaluation data collected during the workshop were

(1) the pretest and posttest scores of participants on unit tests cover-

ing the objectives of each of the training units and (2) participant

ratings of each unit. Data related to post-workshop use of the units

by each participant were collected approximately six weeks after the

workshop and are described in a later section of this report.

The degrce of pretest-to-posttest improvement registered by

participants on the unit tests varied considerably across the three

units. Pretest mean scores, which ranged from 32 percent on the Setting

Goals unit to 41 percent on !'analyzing Objectives, indicate that partici-

pants could not perform well prior to instruction on the skills taught in

the units. Following instruction, the participants performed moderately

well (75 percent) on the posttest for Setting Goals and rather poorly

(60 percent and 48 percent, respectively) on the posttests for Analyzing

Problems and Deriving Objectives. Posttest performance on the units

could be considered to be reasonably satisfactory only on Unit 1, Setting

Goals. Participants made rather modest pretest-to-posttest gains

(11 percent and 20 percent) on the other two units, but their posttest

scores on these units indicate that, following instruction, they still

were unable to perform well on the specific skills taught in the units.



Participant ratings of the units on the Unit Katinc; Form reflect

favorahle attitudes toward each of the thrJe units. Positive ratings

outnambered negative ratings by a ratio of yore than three to one on

Units 1 and 3 and more than two to one on Unit 2. By far the most

commonly selected rating was a ? for positive statc;ients about the

units and a 4 for negative statements. In gcnPral, the ratings indicate

that participant attitudes toward the units were consistently favorable,

even though they typically were not in L.he "strongly favorable" category

represented by a rating of 1 on positive statements and a rating of 5

on negative statements.

The responses to individual items on the rating form revealed that

participants felt that the skills taught in the units were important for

administrators to learn, that they learned a lot from the units, and

t .1 .1 I I s

urn WICJ WOUIV 3UUJLAILtIOLIY U4V LIe anwul vvin.,uvp ruilisfi9 in

their school or district. Ratings were also generally favorable on the

other statements included in the 20-item form. The only ratings which

were in the neutral-to-negative range across the three units related to

the amount of time required by a unit for use in a school or district

during the school year and to the need for additional training before a

participant could serve as a coordinator for the unit. It seems probable

that the concern about the need for additional training would be partially

alleviated by use of the Coordinator's Handbook, which was not available

to participants until after they had completed the units and the rating

form.

Contrary to pre-workshop expectations, the ratings on Unit 2,

although favorable, were slightly less positive overall than the ratings



on Units 1 and 3. One reason for the lower ratings on Unit 2 appears

to be its greater length. Cont.ern over the amount of time required by

the units was reflected in the ratings of all three units, but it was'

particularly strong in the case of Unit 2. The greatest number of nega-

tive written comments on the Unit Rating Form also related to the length

of Unit 2.

Even though the participants reacted favorably toward the units, it

seems likely that trainees' attitudes would be more favorable under con-

ditions that are more typical than those that prevailed during the work-

shop. In a typical situation the coordinator would be free to select the

activities and materials that he feels are most useful, rather than hav-

ing to use the intact units as the coordinators were instructed to do dur-

ing the workshop. Under such conditions, the characteristic of the units

that drew the most unfavorable reactions from the participants --their

le,gth or wordiness--should be of much less consequence.

As a result of the experience gained in monitoring the workshop

and evaluating the units, it appears to the evaluator that the set of

instructional objectives for each unit is not generally useful either as

a basis for evaluating the unit or for developing its instructional con-

tent. For evaluation purposes, it seems more appropriate to establish

the desired outcome(s) for each unit at the level of one or more goals

indicating the broader skill a person would display and/or the product

he would develop as a result of completing the unit. For example, the

goal for Unit 1, SettinLGoals, might be as follows:

Derive one or more goal statements for a school or district
and a set of prioritized indicators for each statement.



the effectiveness of the unit would then be evaluated at its conclusion

primarily on the basis of whether the user could develop (or had developed),

according to the relevant criteria, the produci(s) specified in the unit

goal.

There are two major reasons for suggesting the use of one or more

goals per unit as the primary basis for evaluation of performance on each

unit, rather thin using the comprehensive sets of unit objectives which

servcJ as the basis for evaluating performance during the workshop. First,

a single goal or a small number of goals for each unit appear to ade-

quately cover the really important outcomes of the unit and to be the

best indicators of the outcomes that are desired for each unit by users.

Second, the nature of the materials and their intended use is such that

users should be able to work with the actual materials throughout the

orch..0., v the wilt-related product either in a training

session or while working with a school or district team. However, success-

ful performance on many of the instructional objectives requires recall

of rules, definitions or criteria which are included in the units. There

does not seem to be a compelling reason to require users to commit such

material to memory. Instead, it seems much more appropriate even during

training to permit them to use the information in the units as resource

material and to evaluate them primarily on the basis of the product they

produce.

In general, the two major sources of data--participant performance

on the unit tests and participant ratings of .the units--collected during

the workshop yielded rather divergent evaluation information about the

units. The ratings of the units revealed that participants held favor-

able attitudes toward all three units. However, participants did not

-17-



perform well on two of the three unit posttests covering the instruction-

al objectives of the units. The evaluator's experience with the work-

shop and units led him to conclude that assessment of performance on

the comprehensive set of objectives for each unit is not a particularly

useful basis for evaluating the effects of the units. In the evaluator's

opinion, the data collected during the workshop yield an overall evaluation

of the units that is generally, but not extremely, positive.

-18 -
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3. USE OF THE UNITS

A series of activities was undertaken from September through November,

1974, by the external evaluator to obtain information related to the use

of the units by the workshop participants and by persons who had pur-

chased the units from FWL. Initially, a brief questionnaire was mailed

to all purchasers of the units other than librarians who were identified

by name on the list of purchasers maintained by FWL. A similar, but not

identical, questionnaire was mailed to all workshop participants. Sub-

sequently, all persons who returned a completed questionnaire and indicated

on it that they had used one or more units to instruct or train others

were contacted by telephone regarding their use of the units. Based on

the telephone interviews, several sites were identified where one or

more of the units had been used rather extensively. Visits were made to

two such sites at which the users had been workshop participants, and

written reports were obtained from individuals who played key roles in

the use of the units at three other such sites.

Questionnaire Procedures and Responses

To obtain initial information on use of the units, questionnaires

were constructed that were intentionally very brief, easy to complete,

and easy to return. The major purposes in using the questionnaire were

to identify persons who had used the units and to obtain an indication

of their willingness to talk briefly by telephone about their use of

the units. The questionnaire items for both workshop participants

and purchasers were printed on one side of a standard-sized postcard,

which was stamped and addressed on the reverse side for return mail to ITC.



A brief cover letter and the purchaser postcard-questionnaires were

mailed to 172 purchasers in mid-September. The questionnaire cards for

workshop participants and an accompanying cover letter were mailed to all

25 participants in late September. Completed questionnaires were received

from 61 of the 17? purchasers (35tv) and from all 25 of the workshop parti-

cipants. No follow-up mailing was conducted to purchasers who did not

return the questionnaire card fran the initial mailing.

The questionnaire items on the cards for both workshop participants

and purchasers and a tabulation of responses to each item are shown in

Table 3 on Page 21. It can be seen from Item 1 on the participant question-

naire that 12 of the 25 participants (48%) indicated that they had used

one or more of the units with others in the period between the August

workshop and the time that they completed the questionnaire. These 12

palikipduLb at-Luullj IcytkItAst, SCVC6 different in:tanccs in which ...Iv

units were used, since two instances involved use of the units by different

teams of three participants each and a third case involved use by a team

of two participants. Seventeen participants (68%) reported on Item 3

that they planned to use the units at some future time. Examination of

the responses of each participant to both Item 1 and Item 3 revealed that

20 of the 25 participants (801 reported that they either had used one or

more units to date or planned to do so in the future. Twenty participants

(80. :) also reported on Item 2 that the content of the units had been use-

ful to them in some way other than using them directly with others.

Item 2 on the participant questionnaire reveals that 10 of the 61

purchasers (161 who returned the questionnaire card indicated that they

had used the units to instruct or train others. Thirty-six purchasers
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Table 3
QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSES OF WORKSHOP PARTICIPANTS AND PURCHASERS

*RESPONSES TO PARTICIPANT QUESTIONNAIRE

1. Since the August workshop, have you used one or more of the Determining
Instructional.rposes units with others?

1:: yes 13 no

2. Has the content of the units been useful to you in any other way?

Ro yes 3 no 2 (no reoponce)

3. Do you plan to use one or more of the units in your school or district at
some future time?

17 yes 6 no 2 "uncertain"

4. We would like to telephone several of the workshop participants and to talk
briefly with them about the units. Would you be willing to talk with us by
telephone for a very few minutes?

22 yes 2 no 1 (no response)

*All 25 workshop participants returned completed questionnaires. The number
beside each response choice indicates the number of respondents making each choice.

*1129MILILEggliMIIggrATALRE

1. Have you reviewed one or more of the Determining Instructional Purposes units?

52 yes 8 no 2 (no response)

2. Have you or a colleague of yours used one or more of the units to instruct
or train others?

10 yes 48 no 3 (no response)

If yes, please describe the context in which you used the unit(s).
If no, please state why you have not used them.

(Written reeponceo to this item are described in the text of the report.)

3. Do you plan to use the units at some future time?

36 yes 14 no 8 "uncertain" 3 (no response)

4. (Answer only if you have used one or more units.)
If you have used one or more units, we would like to talk with you briefly
about them. Would you be willing to talk with us by phone for a very few
minutes?

d yes 0 no 1 "not familiar enough with them"

**Sixty-one of 172 purchasers (35%) to whom questionnaires were mailed completed
and returned them.



) reported in Iteia 3 that they planned to use the units at some future

time, and eight others (13,) wrote brief culdments stating that they were

uncertain with regard to future use of the units. Fifty-one of the 61

purchaser.; (A') indicated that they had reviewed one or more of the units.

Of the 43 persons who reported that they had not yet used the units,

30 did not respond to the part of Item 2 in which they were asked to state

why they had not done so. Four of the 48 respondents (8T) who had not

used the units stated tot the reason was either weaknesses in the materials

or that they were too time-consuming. No other reasons that were cited

for not using the units were negative in nature.

In the follow-up telephone interviews, each of the purchasers who

had used tL. units was asked to describe the context in which the units

were used. Since more detailed descriptions of the context were obtained

duiir5 tAci.h,:,ne conversations than on Item ? of the questionnaire,

this inforl,lation is reported below in the section describing the telephone

interviews.

In all, a total of 22 individuals--12 workshop participants and 10

purchasers--reported that they had used the units. Thirteen of the users

were school administrators in a local education agency, seven were college

or university faculty members, and two were staff members of state educa-

tion agencies. Nine of the 12 users from the workshop were from California,

two from Utah, and one from Michigan. Of the 10 purchasers who had used

the units, two were from Florida, two were from Rhode Island, and one

each was from California, Hawaii, Idaho, Kansas, New York and Texas.
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Telyphone _Intervipys.

Data related to use of the units were obtained through telephone

interviews with selected individuals who had completed and returned the

questionnaires. The interviews with persons who reported that they had

used one or more units provided information on nearly all of the situa-

tions indicated on the questionnaires in which the units had been used.

Interviews were also held with a limited number of persons who reported

that they had reviewed the units but had not used them.

Intervifws with Users Telephone interviews were held both with work-

shop participants and with purchasers who reported on.the questionnaires

that they had used one or more of the units. A telephone interview was

held with one workshop participant at each of the seven sites at which

tha vnitc had haan 'KM fnllnwino the wnrkshon and with each of the nine

purchasers who had used the units and who had indicated on the 'question-

naire that they would be willing to discuss the units by telephone.

The tenth purchaser who had used the units wrote on the questionnaire

that she did not feel that she had used them enough to give intelligent

input.

Each user was asked a standard set of six questions during the

telephone interview. The essence of the user's response to each question

was transcribed by the interviewer. A summary of responses to the tele-

phone interview questions is presented in Table 4 on Page 24. A more

detailed listing of the responses by each user is contained in Appendix

C beginning on Page 61.

It can be seen from Table 4 that, of the 16 users interviewed

by. telephone, 11 had used the Setttlq Goals_ unit, 10 had used Anplyzina

- 23-
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Table 4
SUMMARY OF RESPONSES 10 TELEPHONE IN1ERVIEW QUESTIONS

1. Which units did you use?

*11 .(!oti?,:j 10 Analyninj Nob Zcvw

2. In what context did you use them?

ex

9 Deriving Objectives

1:f V07:001 it e t it to:irkohop, 4 Graduate course in education
train:nj, or meetings

3. With how many and what type of people did you use them?

01'..i)a;) Vohool rereoirt.i: admini4.1tratoro,rt
b.f.? ochool students,

conlltuni ty Pei '1Ci3 entatiVeS

100 Graduate students

4. in what way did you use the units?

rboPf 1' oe11,171 4hre4 nr 8 Selectad materiaZa 3 No Materials:
.

mWs..141 i-nov and ac tlyttioe cotzceptc and
mo di a or.3 ideas only

5. How would you evaluate the units based on the participants' reactions on

yours?

lf! Favorable I Mixed 2 Use was too
non-structurad
to tell

1 Too early
to tell

6. Are the participants using the materials or training in any follow-up

activi ties?

e 02-;:t ton or 2 Identifying and 1 Yea (but opelific ? No
will writ,' district prioritizing activities not
andA courec ;Nato problems described)
and goal indicators

*For all items except Iten 3, the humbers beside each response category show

the number of intervitvecs whose response to the item fell into that category.
The six questions were open-ended, and the response categories were constructed
by the evaluator after the interviews to summarize the interviewees' responses.
the total nuwber of responses varies by item because individual responses to an
limn could fall into more than one category if the interviewee used more than

one chit.
-24-
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Probyq,, and nine had used Derivine. Objectives. Twelve of the 16 users

had used the units with school-district personnel, and the other four

had used them in graduate courses in education. One or more units had

been used with approximately 542 school personnel, including community

representatives and high school students, and with 100 graduate students.

In most instances, selected materials and activities or an otherwise

modified form of a unit was used instead of the entire slt of unit materials

and activities. Twelve of the 16 users (75%) reported that reactions to

the unit(s) were favorable, and none of the users reported that reactions

were primarily negative. Follow-up activities--mainly the writing of

goals and goal indicators--have been or are being conducted at nine of

the 16 sites where the units were used. It is not indicated in the table,

but the evaluator inferred from information obtained in the telephone

intcrvic.;: and from M.'s list of purchasers that multiple copies of

the units were purchased by only one of the users interviewed by telephone

and that the other interviewees who used the units reproduced their

materials from the single copy of the units which they purchased.

Interviews with non-users Telephone interviews were held with a total

of five workshop participants and purchasers who had reported on the

questionnaires that they had not used the units and did not intend to

use them. Each purchaser among the non-users who were contacted had

indicated in response to Item 1 on the purchaser questionnaire that he

had reviewed one or more of the units. The purpose of the telephone inter-

views with non-users was to attempt to determine the maor reason(s) why

individuals who were familiar with the units did not plan to use them.



The five non-users were asked a set of four questions each in the

telephone: interview. The questions are listed below.

1. Did you order the units (or attend the workshop) with a
particular use in mind?

2. If so, what was it?
3. If you had a particular us!' in mind, were the units appro-

priate for it?
4. Why didn't you use them?

the essence of the response to each item was transcribed by the inter-

vioWer during the telephone interview.

Of the five non-users who were interviewed, three reported that they

had ordered the units in order to include them in collections of resource

materials for planned or ongoing professional activities for which the

interviedee was responsible. A fourth non-user had ordered the units to

review thLm for possible use in a planned summer workshop. He considered

the units to be appropriate for use in the planned workshop, but he

decided not to hold the workshop because of the press of other matters.

The firth non-use had ordered the units for review purposes with the

possibility of using them for in-service training conducted by.a state-

supported regional education service center. He reported that his agency

would use the units in the future if an appropriate request for training

in the areas covered by the units is received from the school district.

Based on the limited number of telephone interviews with non-users,

it appears that the primary reason that individuals who were familiar

with the units did not use them for training purposes was that these

individuals had not intended to use the units as training materials.

Father, th had ordercd the units to add them to professional collections

of resource mdtirials. None of the non-users interview

44k
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indicated that they had had an unfavorable reaction to the units and had

not ut;ed them for that reason.

Site Visits and User Reports

To obtain more detailed information on use of the units than was

yielded by the questionnaires and telephone interviews, the evaluator

visited two sites and obtained reports on use of the units from persons

at three other sites. These five sites included an approximate total of

406 persons with whom the units had been used for training or for program

planning. A brief description of use of the units at these sites is pre-

sented below. The three reports submitted on use of the units and a longer

description for one of the two sites visited by the evaluator are contained

in Exhibit E. Unit-related activities at the second site visited by the

67.%141140...41 14^%.11ft "Ads IMOOSLObJee. 0.4,162.1. la so. P
1Aim........1 liwto .1.10 0,o41141VU imPOW1.411 104 OU114,41110, U

report than the brief description presented below for this particular site.

Personnel in the San Mateo, California, City School District have

used the procedures from the Analyzing Problems unit to identify and

prioritize instructional problems in the district's five middle schools

comprising Grades 6-8. The problems have now (December, 1974) been

identified and prioritized, and middle-school personnel are presently

engaged in activities designed to identify and implement optimal solu-

tions. The project is coordinated by the district's Assistant Superin-

tendent for Instruction, one of six administrators from the district who

attended the August workshop, and is being conducted by a 25-person com-

mittee. Rather than using the exact procedures or the materials from the

Ana.lylieg_Proplms unit in the project, the project coordinator and other

district personnel who attended the workshop developed a slightly modified



version of the procedures for use in their own district. The project

coordinator was very enthusiastic about the success of the procedures as

implemented in his district. The external evaluator who conducted a

site visit to San Mateo, was also favorably impressed by the quantity

and quality of the work that had been completed in the district since

the August workshop.

At the second site visited by the external evaluator, a team of

three participants in the August workshop had subsequently conducted a

two-day workshop based on the units for all 26 school administrators in

their district. The three workshop participants, each of whom was a

building-level administrator, selected concepts and piocedures from the

units which they felt would be most useful in their district and used these

concepts and procedures as the basic instructional content for the work-

shut'. ;..11ior cidAnistrator among the three trainers indicated to the

evaluator that the trainers believed that reaction to the district work-

shup had been favorable. Two of the three trainers are also using the

content of the Setting, Goals unit as the basis for having faculty members

develop course goals for each new course in their schools. A report

for this site is not included in Exhibit E because, in the evaluator's

opinion, unit-related activities at the site were not extensive enough

at this time to warrant a description that is more detailed than the one

presented above.

The Emporia, Kansas, State College Teacher Corps Project has involved

Lice of the thrc:o. Fla. units by personnel from eight rural school districts

and two large-city school districts in Kansas. Initially, a total of

35 superintendents, principals, teachers rend community representatives



from six districts were trained with the three units during the 1972-73

school year. The procedures outlined in the Coordinator's Handbook were

followed rather closely during this training. Participants front four of

the six districts in the initial training subsequently used the units to

train all of the teachers and many community representatives in their

districts. In two of the districts, goals and goal indicators based on

the FWL units have been developed for the schools and local committees

are developing curriculum objectives related to the goals. In addition

to the six districts involved in the initial training with the units dur-

ing 1972-73, personnel from four other districts received training with

the units during 1973-74 and are now using the units for training and

program - development purposes in their individual districts. Rather than

purchasing multiple sets of the units from FWL, the users from this

nrnT.4 A ^ A af kw m,+^rialr frea 11 "l' enf Thmiura wwwwww L ...ow n

major criticism of the units by users from this project has been the amount

of time required by activities related to the hypothetical school districts

in the units, and project personnel have substituted activities related

to their local schools for those involving the hypothetical districts.

In all, approximately 205 persons have participated in the training and

program-development activities under this project. The general evaluation

of the units by the project coordinator is favorable.

Under the administration of the Rhode Island Teacher Center, the

FWL units have been used as the basis for five training courses conducted

at local school district sites in Rhode Island. A total of 126 school

administrators and teachers attended the training courses. Three hours

of graduate credit were awarded for successful completion of a course.



Typically, all three units were used in their entirety in a training

course, rollowing the training courses, participants from four of the

five districts have used the content and procedures from one or more

units as a basis for working on issues or problems in their own district.

The evaluation of the training was favorable or very favorable at four

of the five sites and unfavorable at the fifth site. The unfavorable

evaluation was attributed by the Teacher Center representative to poor

performance by the course instructor, rather than to the units themselves.

The Setting Goals unit was used by the Region VII Service Center in

Kilgore, Texas, to train 24 school administrators and teachers in Marshall,

Texas, Independent School District. The unit was administered during the

1973-74 school year to assist district personnel in the development of

educAtionil goals for the district. The training coordinator used most,

bui. hut', ull, or the activities from the unit with the participants. Con-

current with the training, participants applied the procedures from the

unit to develop a set of prioritized goals and goal indicators for the

Marshall School District. Personnel from the district are now engaged

in developing performance objectives based on district goals. The Service

Center Coordinator reported that the Setting Goals unit was very effective

in the training course and program-development activities.

Summary

Information about use of the units was collected through mailing of

a bricf questionnaire to all participants in the August workshop and to all

persons other than librarians on FWL's list of purchasers, holding tele-

phono interviews with individuals who indicated on the questionnaires



that they hod used one or more units with others, and conducting a site

visit or ohtaininu a written report from five sites at which the units

had been, used rather extensively. Twelve of the 25 workshop participants

(4V) and 10 of the 61 purchasers (16%) who returned completed question-

ires had used one or more units with others. The users interviewed by

telephone represented 16 different sites and had used the units with

approximately 542 school personnel and with 100 graduate students. Unit-

related follow-up activities involving the writing of goals and goal

indicators or the identification and prioritizing of problems were being

conducted at nine of the 16 sites represented in the telephone interviews.

Reactions to the units were favorable from 12 of the 16 sites, and none

of the 16 users reported reactions that Were primarily negative. Inter-

views with a small number of purchasers and workshop participants who

tIcl rot vcpd thp units with others indicatei tnat most of tnese nun- users

had ordered the units as resource materials for professional collections

rather than for use as training materials.



4. EXTERNAL REVIEWS

Three professional educators with expertise in areas related to

the training units were identified by ITC and approved by FWL as potential

reviewers of the units. Arrangements for reviews of the units were sub-

sequently made by ITC with each of these three individuals. The three

reviewers were Dr. Keith Acheson, Assistant Chairman of the Department

of Curriculum and Instruction at the University of Oregon; Dr. Norman

Boyan, Dean of the School of Education at the University of California,

Santa Barbara; and Dr. James Zaharis, Assistant Superintendent of the

Mesa, Arizona, Public Schools. Dr. Acheson and Dean Boyan were selected

as reviewers because each of them has done considerable substantive work

in the areas covered by the training units. Dr. Zaharis was selected

because his experience as one of the coordinators of the Auoust workshop

would provide him with an excellent basis for reviewing and evaluating

the units and because, as an Assistant Superintendent of Schools, he

represented a large class of potential users of the units. Dr. Zaharis

wrote an initial review of the units prior to the workshop. After the

workshop he wrote an additional set of comments to summarize his judgments

about the units based on his experience in the workshop.

Each reviewer was instructed to thoroughly review the three units

and the Coordinator's Handbook and to submit a report which addressed

explicitly at least the following four topics:

1) need for the units
2) quality of the instruction
3) overall effectiveness of the units
4) likelihood of successful installation and use

A list of 15 evaluation "considerations" organized under the four topics



above was also sent to each reviewer for optional use in addressing

the four topics.

A summary of the three reviews of the units is presented below

undr the headinvs of the four topics which the reviewers were instructed

to address explicitly in their reports. The complete reports submitted

by thi reviewers are contained in Exhibit F. Also included in Exhibit

F are a description of the directions to the reviewers and a list of the

15 evaluation considerations sent to the reviewers.

Need for the Units

The reviewers' comments on the need for the units related primarily

to the existence and relative effectiveness of competing programs and to

the tvortance of the skills taught in the FWL units. With regard to

covveLin9 progewels, the revivwecs varied considerably in the number of

programs they mentioned and in their comments on the effectiveness of

the programs relative to the FWL units. One reviewer cited 15.separate

publications in his discussion of competing programs, but many of these

publications do not appear to be closely related in purpose or content

to the FWL units. Competing programs which were mentioned (by title or

developing agency) by at least two of the three reviewers are the SPECS

program (School Planning, Evaluation and Communication System) developed

by the Center for Advanced Study in Educational Administration at the

University of Oregon, the Comprehensive Planning instructional_ System

developed by RespAreh for Better Schools (RBS), and the Reslprch Uttlizina

p:(1'11.e2,Solvin9 pro;xam of Lhe Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory.

Overall. the reviewers' carments indicate that there are a number of

prol,m, Oat can be considered to he competitors to the FWL package.



Am:Inq the reviews there was only one rather thorough contrast of

the 11.4L units with another program--a fact that may be due to the

difficulty of making direct comparisons of the overall valui.: of programs

which can be considered to be competitors but which nevertheless differ

appreciiibly in purpose, objectives and content. This contrast involved

the FWL units and the SPECS program. The reviewer concluded that the

rm. package is preferable if the users wish to concentrate on instructional

planning, but thet SPECS is preferable if the users' major concerns include

a "broader range of educational planning behaviors across an array of

administrative and instructional positions." This reviewer also stated

that there is more substance in the reading sections of the SPECS program

than in the FWL materials. Another reviewer remarked that the FWL units

do not 11J: as much content depth as the competing RBS and American

R.n.cArch mutorWs And that they are not as comprohttneive

as mtetials developed by Roger Kaufman and by the Northwest Regional

Laboratory. However, this reviewer also stated that the Analyzing Problems

unit describes a process that is badly needed by the public schools and

that he knew of no other set of materials that attempts to set up such

a thorough process of validating problems. No other direct comparisons

of the FWL units with competing programs were made by the reviewers.

All three reviewers stated without reservation that the skills taught

in the FWL package are very important for school administrators and/or

professional educators involved in instructional program planning.

glyklity.of the Ins.tructipn

Revie.::er comments on the quality of instruction related primarily

to the oppropriat-noss of the instructional activities, the appeal of the

z4111)-
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materiels end activities, and the appropriatenet.s of the assessment

activities. With rejard to appropriateness of the instructional activities,

two of the three reviewers made comments about the three units collectively

which indicated that the reviewers felt the activities and exercises are

cienvrelly 0p These same reviewers also remarked that the acti-

vities art good for promoting interaction min users. One of theta two

revic ;vr reported that the exercises and simulations are realistic and

that the ectivities raised problems and issues that are widespread in their

appliubility. The third reviewer commented on the instruction on a unit-

by-unit basis. He was most positive toward the Problem Solving, unit and

lees! positive toward .DTivinapbjectiv.es. Two of the three-reviewers

wrote a embe of specific criticisms of the units on a unit-by-unit or

a ril21 e-I.:).-11() tqisi.c. Overall, the effluents of one of the three

revicvor :. rejdrding apropriotcouss or inAiuctlo;; acros: the thrce.

units were quite positive, while the comments of the other two reviewers

indicated only a or rather neutral appraisal of the instruction.

The comments on the appeal of the units were mixed. One reviewer

thought that appeal of the instructional activities in Units 1 and 2 is

on the high side, but he was disturbed by what he felt to be unnecessary

efforts to be cute, joking and overfamiliar in Unit 3. A second reviewer

found the sequence and type of activities to very appealing, but he thought

that the materials are too bulky. His concern over bulk was shared by the

third reviewer, who stated that the materials are wordy and not appealing

cu;'.etic.,111;.. Two or the three rtniewers suvNsted pockaui ng the reanig

NI Lion or thr_ twparatcly flow the othoa Lotcri is



the reviewers' comments on ttu oppropriotenest, of the assessment

were referenced primarily to the self tests in the units. One reviewer

reported that that tests seem to be adequate and that they provide good

practice for the user. Another reviewer indicated that the tests are

adequate for a user to gain the feeling that he has mastered the material

and that they also servo to stimulate discussion and provide varied learn-

ing activities. The third .reviewer felt that a clear relationship is not

established between the stated objectives of the modules and the self-

test item.. He was also quite concerned about the lack of depth in the

suujested responses to the self tests. Only one reviewer commented on

the issue of whether an individual or team that has used the materials

could subsequently set appropriate goals, handle a real problem or derive

objectives. The reviewer noted that an answer to this issue can only be

con lor vireo .

Overall Effectiveness of the Units

In considering the overall effectiveness of the units, the reviewers

generally directed their remarks to the amount that users are likely to

learn, the major strengths and weaknesses of the units, and an overall

evaluation of the units. The three reviewers differed considerably from

one another in their judgments of the overall effectiveness of the units.

One reviewer was very positive in his assessment of the overall

effectiveness of the units. He reported that the exercises and activities

apt ,.,ar to in:luro that conscientious participants will know how to perform

;:nd procv:;scs covered in the units. lie felt that the

sirerigths of the materials are in the poorer of the ideas and processes



and in their format, learning activities and attractiveness. As weak-

nesses, he citel the existence of many competing products which cover

similar or related ideas, and he noted that the bulk of the materials

may deter some prospective users. He thought that the materials are

well-planned and in tune with current thinking and enlightened practice.

A second reviewer was very concerned with the nature of what users

will learn from the materials. He felt that the materials are much

stronger in providing practice at working with colleagues as a team to

determine instructional purposes than they are at providing a sound know-

ledge base for users. In this reviewer's judgment, the reading portions

of the materials provide relatively little substantive knowledge that is

useful for dealing with the difficult issues involved in the process of

determining instructional purposes. He thought that the units may increase

tr prolicipnry of usPrs in nppiying ronvfmrlonat wisdom and PxperiPnre

to the complex issues in determining instructional purposes--a result

which, he noted, is desirable--but that they are much less lik.ely to raise

the level of substantive sophistication of users in determining purposes.

In his judvent, the units are much stronger methodologically than con-

ceptually. He also felt that the Coordinator's Handbook does not contain

sufficient substantive content for the coordinator who lacks a strong

substantive background.

Despite the second reviewer's concerns regarding conceptual content

of the units, he reported that his overall evaluation of them is favorable.

He set; the units as being valuable, not for use in an isolated or free-

Stan:lint! monner, but as the bt,is for a practicum type of experience

itt:«wpvinq a course which covers in depth the substantive content related



to the procest of dotemining instructional purposes. He feels that

tie'' additionnl sv5tJantive content of such a course is needed to provide

educatoN with hi:portant knowledge not contained in the units and that

the units would be valuable in providing practice in the actual process

of aterfflininu instrtional purposes.

The third reviewer thought that the Settin e.Goals and AnAluin

Probleris vnits are strong with respect to their content and are likely

to by effective with users who are highly motivated. His evaluation of

the overall effectiveness of the Derivine Ahjectives unit is less posi-

tive than his evaluation of the other two units. He cited as major

w-aknesses the wordiness of the materials and the lack of variety of

fort in buLh the materials and the instructional activities. Because

of these rnceived ;:caknesses, he did not feel that the materials will .

t%t1 with -.rre; :hrl 1k a strong-eesire to acquire the knedledv

and skills which they cover. He reported, however, that he does recommend

use of the units by his own personnel.

Likelihood of Successful Installation and Use

The final general area which the reviewers were instructed to address

was the likelihood of successful installation and use of the units. Re-

marks in this area were directed at the likelihood that administrators

trained with the units will use the materials and skills in their work,

the potential benefits of the units if they are used in school districts,

the liktlfteoe tl;'1. a p3rsln tr4in'd with the materials can train other::

tLe cost ot the uni Ls , and amovnt of both instruct:1r

and usrr requiiod to v,e the units for training purposes. The



coments of the three reviewers on the probable ve of the units dealt

with the context and manner in which the units are likely to be used,

rather than with the more speculative issue of whether they are likely

to bt widely used. None of the revievlers fomented directly on this

latte is Je, %ich is a very important matter in making decisions regard-

ing future diss(Iiination of the units.

reviwer thought that the units will most likely be used in

in-service prograis, extension courses, and sumer courses fer sctiool

administrators and teachers. He reported that they are also appropriate

for use with faculty committees preparing to work on instructional plan-

ning probleins and in graduate-level university courses in school admini-

stration zind in curriculum development. In this reviewer's judgment,

use of the units in a school district will undoubtedly result in desivLble

Ch.INS in the district's instructional prngrim. Ne believpd that P

bzi:.kground of relevant practical knowledge and experiences, as well as

teaching skill, is very important in order for a person trained with

the units to use them successfully to train others. This reviewer cited

$5.00 per unit as a desirable maximum cost for use of the units, which

presently sell for $8.95 each, in in-service training and in university

courses. lie felt that the preparation time for an instructor to use the

units. will be minimal, once the instructor is familiar with them, and

that the total training package cL.n be completed entirely or in large

part in the amount of class time normally available for a university

clurs; or for an extension course offered in a school district.

A second rovimer believed that the skills acquired from the Fa

unit. are likely to be used in a selective manner by adlninistdtors who



dre trined with the units, but not in th.: same order or to .the extent

envisioned by the unit developers. He indicdted that, in is judgment;

persons previously trained with the units would be 111.oly to refer to

them frequently for guidance and assistance. This reviewer felt that

US(' of ti P unit by a Wirsistraturs Will result in improved skills in

vorkin9 with others, SOW(' increase in substantive knowledge, and a

concwildn'i incroasc in capabilities for dnalyzing issues and problems

in instructional planning. Like the reviewer cited immediately above,

he believed that the prior experience and training of a person will have

a very important effect on his success in using the units to train others.

He did not think that training with the units will addquately equip a

person t:ho is not beyond the level of the materials to train others

suer,essfully. Iv this revieoer's opinion, co:.t Oil not be a determining

fv:tr.r in t70 Of the unite.. He roportcl thPt thr: Prnallnt of instructor

Limo rcquired to use the units is not excessive and that the amount of time

required of users is reasonable.

The third reviewer felt that the most appropriate uses of the units

are in task force training, training programs for potential administrators,

graduate-level university courses in educational administration, and

general administrative in-service programs. He was not optimistic about

reactions to the units in the latter type of program, however. In his

judgment, the Setting Goals and Analyzing Problems units are more likely

to be used by reviewers than the Deriving Objectives unit. He believed

that )re r...trridls are generally available on instructional objectives

1.1.an on ttio ether topics and that the ilerii:LObjectiyes. unit door., not

compare fis'n to !Am of the available riaterials.



Reviews of tiw petemilillig...Ins_tritojond PPM Oses *units were obtained

from three professiorwl educators, two of whom have done considerable

sutntcni.ive work in the arc b covered by the units and a third who had

served iv., a coordinator at. the August workshop and who represented a large

class o pc tenti a I users of the units. There was considerable variation

in the nature or the comments of the three reviewers and r their reactions

to the units. The reactions of one reviewer were consistently ;mi..), favor-

able, except that he expressed some concern over the number of competing

progrms and the bulk of the units. The comments of the other two

reviewers were less favorable, even though each of these reviewer reported

that he would recommend use of the units for particular training pur-

vy:t.:, associated w:th his chin work. One of the latter Iwo reviewers

generally reat.t.c.d favorably to the 5.etting_Gols. an 4a1 ninnProblems

units and unfavorably toward Deriving Objecti. Overall, it seems

most accurate to describe the reactions of these two reviewers toward

the three units collectively as being neutral to slightly positive.

All three reviewers reported that it is very important for school admin-

instrators to possess the types of skills taught in the units.



5. CONCLUSIONS

Two purposes for an external evaluation of the Determining Instruc-

tionui Purposes training package were cited in the Request for Proposal

issued by the Far West laboratory. The primary purpose was to provide

information and recommendations for use in making decisions regarding

dissemination of the units. A secondary purpose was to provide infor-

mation that is useful to school administrators in making decisions

about purchase and use of the units.

The external evaluation of the units was conducted by Instructional

Technology Consultants under a contract with the Far West Laboratory.

Information related to the two purposes cited in the RFP was collected

through use of several different procedures. An intensive four-day

workshop. in which the units were used to train 25 school administrators

and university faculty members, was held to obtain data on participant

perfonnence and attitudes following training with the units. Informa-

tion on use of the units was collected through questionnaire surveys of

the workshop participants and of individuals who had purchased the units

from FWL, telephone interviews with persons who had used the units to

train others, and a site visit or obtaining of a report from a key user

at selected sites where the units had been used rather extensively.

Additional evaluation information was collected in the form of written

reviews of the units by three professional educators, two of whom had

strong substantive qualifications in the areas covered by the units and

a third mho had served as a coordirtator at the four-day workshop and who

represented a large class of potential users.



On the basis of the information collected in the external evaluation,

it appears to the evaluator that fivrt generali7ations can be made that

should be useful in making decisiunN about dissemination or about pur-

chase and use of the units. Each of the five generalizations is pre-

sented below with an accompanying description of the data and evaluator

judgments which support the generalization.

1. Reactions of future users toward the units are likelytobe favorable.

The data collected during the external evaluation indicated that

attitudes toward the units are generally favorable. The attitudes of

the workshop participants toward the units were consistently favorable,

even though presentation of the units in intact form in an intensive

four-day workshop undoubtedly was not a highly desirable method of using

them with trainees. Persons who had used the units with others for

uf pUtpUbeb di U lupurLet; Ulib4Leialy

favorable reactions to the units. The collective reactions of the three

reviewers were less favorable overall than those of the workshop parti-

cipants or persons who had used the units with others. However, one of

the reviewers was very positive in his evaluation of the units, and each

of the other two asserted that he would recommend their use for particular

training purposes associated with his own work.

2. In most instances the units are not likely to be used as intended
by! the deirolopers.

This statement applies both to the purpose for which the units are

used and to the manner in which users proceed through the materials and

activities. From the interviews with users of the units, it was evident

that many school personnel want to use them directly for the purpose of

applying the processes covered in the units to issues or conditions in



their own school districts, rather than for the purpose of being trained

in how to perform the processes so that they subsequently will be able

to apply them in the schools. They want, for example, to use the Settini

Goals unit to set goals for their districts, not to learn the process of

setting goals per se. This was a manner in which several of the users

who were interviewed had used the materials, and in the evaluator's

opinion, it is an appropriate use. Because the materials can be readily

used as a guide during the process of setting goals (or during the other

processes), it seems unlikely to the evaluator that previous training

with the unit and practice of the process for a hypothetical school

district will result in a considerable improvement in the goals that a

planning team sets for its own district.

The manner in which users proceeded through a unit also typically

at. 40. all^ r...4m44,1111. 1.3.1...Aket^6vuosu oiym tossi.; pikAoikkAmok... III WywoldeiliAUVI 4 wheoww44ste 4truij

three of the 16 users interviewed by telephone reported that they had

used one or more intact units and had closely followed the procedures

from the Handbook. The most common practice was to use selected materi-

als and activities from a unit rather than the entire unit. Another

frequent modification was to substitute real issues or problems from a

local school district for the content on the hypothetical school dis-

tricts in the units.

3. The moreaeneral terminal outcome
Ta

for each _unit is the most impor-
nI unit wittibiitres.fering many of the

iikeiiiction1:1 objectives for this unit.

One or two rather general outcomes, or goals, is implicit in the

instructional objectives and activities for each unit. As noted in Chap-

ter 2, for example, the general outcome or goal for the Setting Goals

unit might be stated as follows:

-44 -
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Derive one or more goal statements for a school district

and a set of prioritized indicators for each statement.

The general outcome for each unit involves development of a product

that is the culmination of the various unit activities. Development

of. the product typically requires use of rules, definitions and criteria

included in the unit and serving as the content for many of the instruc-

tional objectives of the unit. Many objectives simply require recall

of content in the reading section of the module. Yet there is no need

for the trainee or other user to commit this content to memory because

he should be able to refer directly to it in the materials whenever neces-

sary and because most of it is not generally useful in situations other

than when he is working with the processes described in the units. Many

other objectives involve the application of rules or criteria to make

decisions that are very often a matter of personal interpretation (e.g.,

"Does the set of goal indicators include indicators for all important

areas of behavior related to the goal?"). It is important to list this

criterion for users to refer to and to define "all important areas of

behavior," but there is little value in considerable explication or in

practice related to this particular criterion because the explication

and practice do not result in attainment of a skill that can consistently

be applied to make correct decisions about useful examples. The "correct"

answer is a matter of interpretation for all examples that are not written

so that the answer is obvious.

In the evaluator's judgment, the general outcome for each unit, as

contra ted with many of the instructional objectives, represents an out-

come thot is very importa nt tu many school personnel. The procedures



described in the units, particularly in Units 1 and 2, are appropriate

methods for users to follow in order to attain the general outcomes.

Users working toward this goal should be able to refer directly to the

procedures in the units. Direct reference to the materials obviates

the need for users to attain the instructional objectives that are based

on recall, and there is little value in practicing examples related to

objectives that require decisions based largely on personal judgment.

Thus, it seems appropriate for users who want to do so to use only the

content of a unit that directly involves procedures for attaining the

general outcome of the unit and to by-pass the other reading material

and the self-tests. Participation in the simulation activities would

depend on whether the user was applying the process from the unit to his

own school district or to the one of the hypothetical districts from

the unitc.

The above generalization regarding the relative importance of the

general terminal outcome of a unit, as contrasted with the instructional

objectives, appears to conflict with statements by all three reviewers

that it is very important for school administrators to possess the types

of skills taught in the units - -at least to the extent that the reviewers

were referring to the skills represented by the instructional objectives.

On the other hand. the generalization and the discussion of it are eon-

somint with the strong belief expressed by one reviewer that the method-

ological content of the units is sounder than the conceptual content in

the reading sections.

11. jtrilry.ep± fpnvit.and cost of_ the_ units_ are _not conducive to sales .

The present cost of the units, approximately $9.00 per person for



each 10-18 hours of instruction, Li high relative to the cost of most

instructional materials. In cases where individual users must pay for

their own materials, the relatively high cost may often affect use or

sales of the units. This point is illustrated by the fact that multiple

copies of the units were purchased for use at only one of the 16 sites

represented by users interviewed in this study. The other individuals

who used Nultiple copies of one or more units purchased a single copy

and reproduced copies from it. Of course, it is particularly easy to

reproduce the materials in their present format because they are loose

leaf and 8,.:" by 11" in size. Furthermore, users are less likely to

be willing to pay the full price for a unit when they use only selected

materials from it, as they typically did in this study.

5. Ir the decision is made to_publh-h and diseminate the !nits, the
1:4pratory snpuid t:o!!slcjer tFe deAyabflip of ing Zile Derv/Inc!

yes uti

two of the three reviewers expressed rather strong concerns about

the Derivine.Objectives unit. One of these reviewers reacted quite

favorably toward the first two units but consistently unfavorably toward

Deriving Objectives, while the other reviewer was bothered considerably

by what he judged to be ill-conceived attempts at humor in the unit.

One reviewer also noted that more and better competing products are

available on the topic of developing instructional objectives than in

the areas covered by the other two units. The evaluator shares the per-

ception that the Deriving. Objectives unit is not as-strong as the other

two unit.l.

The part of the krjyin.a.QUectives unit that did consistently re-

ceive favorable comcnts from the reviewers was the programmed text.



if the decision is 1.kide to riot publish and diseminete the unit, con-

sideration could be given to marketing the programed text as a separate

The 5et.t.iplipiOs and Anelvjgq.Probls units together have enough

content that they could serve as the basis for a three-credit-hour

univer ity course. It also seems that most school administrators are

more likely to wort al the tasks and the level of generality from these

units than at the somewhat more detailed level required to derive objec-

tives. The present contained cost of two units, while still on the high

side for a university course, would not be out of line with book costs

for many courses. Printing the reading content and self-tests separately

from the tom activities in each unit, as suggested by two reviewers,

could provide more flexibility with respect to cost and use of the materi-

air;. Hrt-invor. lt wnuicl dISU wubitivialAw aui i,iiiy fer the teem

activities to have the potential of being used as a free-standing com-

ponent.

The process of making a decision regarding the publishing and dis-

semination of instructional products involves a number of uncertainties.

There is no set of well-developed rules for accurately judging the

desirability of disseminating a product when a clearcut answer is not

available to the question of whether the product should be disseminated.

Hopefully, the information contained in this report will be of use to

the Laboratory in arriving at a decision about publishing and dissemination

of he Deterrinim instructional Purpoccs units.



APPEUDIX A

TEST-DEVEIOPMLNT PROCEDURES AND SAMPLE UNI1 TEST

lino test forms (For A and Form D) were constructed as unit tests

for each unit. The initial step in development of each unit test was

to develop a pool of multiple-choice test items keyed to the instruc-

tional objectives of the unit as stated in the materials. Less than

one per objective was constructed for each unit prirarily because

of (1) concern over the amount of testing time that would be required

during tie.: workshop and (2) the f4ct that some stated objectives could

be subsumed for assessment purposes under other more comprehensive

ohjectives. The number of objectives and test items for each unit are

shuwn oelow.

Unit 01Ljectives Test

1. Setting Coals 17 12

2. Analyzing Problems 32 22

3. Deriving Objectives 13 12

Each test item Was written to assess performance on one or more

instructional objectives stated in the materials. The instructional

content in a enit, as presented in the reading section of a module or

occa:.ion:illy in the suggested responses to self-test items, was used

an tIrs courcn Tor peneraLing ouLh List cutrek.i. diV)vici vim; pltwo

divtrators for each item. Thus the "authority" for the correct answer

to an item and for the distractors was always the instructional materi-

als. If the itom writer questioned the accuracy of the instructional

content related to aa item or thought for some other reason that the

correct answer was potentially controversial, he noted the page number

of the relevant content in the materials and wrote a rationale for

the correct answer based on the instructional content in the materials.

The test items for each unit were assigned by the test developer

to Forms A and 13 of the unit test according to a set of criteria (sub-

mitted to FWL in a separate document) designed to ensure equivalence of

the two forms on a number of important test characteristics. The two

test forms for Units 1 and 3 contained six items each. Forms A and B

of Unit 2, WHO Was longer than either of the other two units and

which had many more objectives, consisted of 11 items each.

All items for the unit tests were initially written and assigned

to test forms by Educational Evaluation Associates of Los Angeles under

an agrement with ITC. The complete set of items was then reviewed

by a stall' mv1t)or from FWL and a staff !mber from ITC. Many of the

itoo; %;rre Ly ITC on the basis of the rwt and ITC reviews.

Folleyino r.Nision of the test items, the follis of coch of

the three unit tu,t% were adhlinistered to five graduate stud nLc at



Aeizono State University. The purposes of this administration were to
identify potential problvils with the itrs and to obtain estimates of

the relative difficulty of the two form for each unit and cf the

imov:it of time required to tompleto ouch form. Minor revisions in the

wording of several items were mado on the bitsis of this administration.

rorm,A of the test for Unit 1, Settincl p9a1s., is presentcd on

agc:, 52- '1 an exemple of a unit to t. Copies of both test forma

for each of tin,. three units, with each itcm referenced to the mldule

und objeLtive for which it was writtiAl. are contained in Exhibit C.



SAMPLE UNIT TEST

Test Form A

SETTING GOALS

Name

DIRECTIONS: Circle the letter beside the correct answer for each item.

1. Listed below are three statements in the goal refinement process:

#1. The student can find the correct sum of a column of whole

numbers.

#2. A well educated citizen will be able to manage personal finan-

cial affairs, such as loans, credit cards, and bank accounts.

#3. the student will be able to perform all basic arithmetic

operations.

Which is the correct sequence of these statements in the goal refinement

process, from educational philosophy to instructional objective?

a. #1, t2,
h. pet

*c. t?, it #1

d. #3, #1, #2

e. #3, ;21 #1

2. Which one of the following goals and objectives refers to student outcomes

as opposed to other school concerns?

a. The faculty should be involved in the development of curricula

that meet student needs.

b. The school counselor should meet with each junior at least once

during the Spring to discuss career plans.

c. The volunteer aides should be given a training session before

being assigned to work with students.

*d. Tenchers should develop student interest in reading by letting

students choose their own books.

*The comct response for each item is marPed with an asterisk.

rzt.!°
%..)
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3. Which on of the followito statemeni-. would bc! thc wst appropriate goal

indicator for the goal: 'Practice', Loud Financial Habits"?

a. Make.; purchase wisely.

b. Knows consumer rights and responsibilities.

c. Does not make purchases without comparing prices.

*d. Optni and maintains a checking account.

e. Purchases lunch in school cafeteria rather than in nearby snack

bar.

listed below are the two goal indicators for the goal of "Responsible

Litizchship."

#1. Reads newspapers and magazines about the point of view and record

of each candidate before voting for one of them.

#2. Prior to election, listens to TV and radio programs regarding

each political candidate.

Only or^ belol! is both a criterion for adequate coverage of a goal

and is not violated by the above set of indicators. Which item is it?

a. Relationship of goal indicators to goal.

b. Inclusion of goal indicators for all important areas of behavior.

*c. Level of generality of goal indicators.

d. Overlap of goal indicators.

Once a set of goal indicators has been specified for a given goal, which

one of the following factors is most important as a basis for determining

the relative priority that should be placed on each indicator?

a. Its relevance tr% important social issues and concerns.

b. The time, money. and expertise needed to achieve it.

c. The feasibility of actually measuring whether it is achieved.

d. the praf sional judgmnt of consultants who have expertise

in thy goal area.

*e. The opinion; of school and connunity groups.

-53-
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6. Onf. opinion- yatherir "j technique involves designing a questionnaire for

submission to c6mmunity representatives. Which one of the following

is a pohable advantage of this technique?

*a. Appropriate sampling procedures can be used with this method.

b. The number responding out of the total number sampled will

probably he high.

c. It is relatively inexpensive in terms of staff and consultant

time required.

d. It provith,:: intensive feedback from each participant.



ttrttiolA fi

FISPC,i6LS 10 UN IT 4.1.11X, FORMS

SLTTINC CMS

VIRICTIO: Please do nut write your name on this form.

Col.pletv Itc; 1.20 by cirelir.9 a nuilier for each item to indicate the extent
to which yk.o aL,;,(1 with the stotekent. Use the following key:

1 r streru aqrcriA:nt with statevent 4 disagree with statement
2 arjtic:in. wan st3tcr,mt 5 v strongly disagree with stateran4;
3 r, neithrr agev nor diszgree

1. I kn:A.; of other nteiials which cever similar content
to th!.- unit I jo::.t cerpletcd Tnd which ore ore
effective for training c:c.%iniLtrators.

2. The unit is potentially useful, for training school
arlwinistrators.

1 2 3

*(0) (3) (2)

1 2 3

(3) (0) (0)

It wes difficult to d*termihe what I was supposed 1 2 3
to horn frog :, the unit.

4. 1hv tau!:ht in the unit are ipportant for
school ii ...inktrac.)-5 to learn.

(0)(0) (1)(1) (3)(3)

11 22 33

(3)(3) (7)(7) (0)(0)

(0) (1) (3)

1 2 3

(3) (7) (0)

f). z:ctiviti:s in tir unit proviecd 1

inirn -11-^n pr;ictice cri the shIP.; bmn2 (1)
tntjt.

6. the instruk.tiohcl activities were at about the right 1

level of difficulty. (2)

7. The WO skills could he learned in far less time 1

2 3

(P)

2 3
(5) (3)

2 3

!:yis prerrhscs inciWe the nurbfw of participants sOecting vprh rec,p.211.e

05

than tiic unit prcl-,ently trkcs. (2) (2) (3)

8. In general, I liked the instructional activities. 1 2 3

(0) (8) (1)
9. A diffvrent fora of practice and assc:shent would

have prL;critic to the self-tests in the unit.
1 2 3

(0) (2) (2)

V.', 1 t;;J) hive for

plenning to attL.nd 4 ',.twksi.cp

4 5

(t) (0)

4 5

(2) (0)

4 5

(0) (0)

4 E.

(0) (Cr)

4 5
(o) (r)

4 5

(0) (0)

4 5

(5) (0)

4 5

(2) (0)

4 5

(7) (0)

1 2 3 4 5

(2) (0) (2) (I) (0)

1 2 3 4 5

(2) (0) (2) (I) (0)

!:yis prerrhscs inciWe the nurbfw of participants sOecting vprh rec,p.211.e

05

ict. (0) (1) (2) (5) (2)

12. Cflirrrc.r! Ot;. other a nd:4iistrative training I have 1 2 3 4 5

I v:.uld r th;s unit very lew. (0) (0) (n) (0 ( )



(SETTING (OALS: continued)

The unit would he difficult to use for the purpose 1

of training other. (0)

The unit is appropriate for use in a graduate course 1

in educational a6iinistration. (2)

2 3 4 5

(7) (2) (2) (2)

2 3 4 5

(7) (2) (0) (0)

The unit is appropriate for use for training pur- 1 2 3 4 5
poses in a scho6 or district during the school (0) (3) (4) (3) (0)

year.

I would need nore trainin9 in order to serve as
an instructor or coordinator with the unit.

1 2 3 4 5

(0) (5) (0) (5) (0)

I would be willing tc use the unit to train others 1 2 3 4 5

in tv school or district. (0) (6) (2) (3) (0)

The unit is too eYpensive for use in my district. 1 2 3 4 5
(0) (2) (4) (5) (0)

The unit requires toe rich tire to be used in a 1 2 3 4 5
school or district during the school year. (2) (4) (3) (2) (0)

What specific things could be done to improve the unit and/or the way it was
used in the workshop?

(ComP.mto arc containad in Exhibit 1).)

We would appreciete any additional comments that you wish to make about this unit.

(Ccto oontcaned in Exhibit D.)



AftftlYljtip PRO111.1.t"$

DIPFCTIONS: Please do not write your name on this form.

Complete Itews 1-20 by circling a whim for each item to indicate the extent
F*- to which you agree with the: stater ent. Use the following key:

1 ;, strong egreevnit with statopent 4 = disagree with statement
2 t: weerent with statelent 5 = strongly disagree with statement
3 = neither 4,)`e nor disagree

1. I I-now of other paterials which cover similar ccntent
to the unit I ,jut cerplcted and which are more
effective for treihing e6elinistrators.

The unit i s 1.etcetially useful for training school
aainistrators.

3. It wis difficult to determine what I was supposed
to learn frcu the unit.

4. The skills tevIht in the unit are irportant for
seheol aentinistrators to learn.

5.

7.

8.

9.

1 2

(2) (2)

1 2

(6) (A)

1

(I) (22) (0) (0) (1)

3 4 5
(6) (7) (2)

3 4 S
(4) (0) (0)

3 4 5

(2) (1) (11) (3)

2 3 4 5

The instructiorrl activities in the unit provided
Melt)) telcrt.luton ,n0 practice cn the shits !Icing

1

0)

The imtructional activities were at about the right 1

level of difficulty. (2)

The same skills could be learned in far less time
than the unit presently tekes.

1

(8)

In general, I liked the instructional activities. 1

(2)
A different form of practice and assessment would 1

have been preferible to the self-tests in the unit. (0)

10. I learned a lot from the unit.

11. I de rot plan to use either the materials or the
training I received in ny schcol or district.

12. Corpored uith other adl.inistreitive training I he
hod, I would rekc this unit very low.

13. I meld aeviso other who have responsibility fcr
iv.tructicrel prcoram planning to attend a .orkshop
bz!ccd en this unit.
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V() 1111

1

(2)
1

(2)

1

(1) (4) (7) (4) (3)

2 3 4 5
(Y2) (3) (1) (0)

2 3 4 5
(6) . (5) (5) (2)

2 3 5
(6) (2) (04) (3)

(62)
3

(7)
4

(4)
5

(0)
2 3 4 5

(2) () (2) (3)

2 3 4 5
(9) (4) (4) .(0)
2 3 4 5

(2) (1) (1 0) (4)

2 3 4 3

2 3 4 5

(?) (4) (4) (1)



IANALYZING PROBISP.S: cfmtinnod)

14. Tht., unit would be difficult to urAe

of training othurs.

15. The unit is appi opriate for use in
in ee.ucationl arAnistration.

;1:16.

' .

for the purpes

a graduis.te ceume

The unit is arpropriMe for ao for traininc, pur-
poses in a school ur district during the scixoi
year.

I wovid vore trainirJJ in order to serNe as
an ic!..tructur cr coordinatcr with the unit.

1 woul d be willing to use tho unit to train others
in iv school or 6istrict.

19. The unit is too expensive for use in rry district.

The unit rec,uires too ruch tiLk! to be used in a
school or district Curing the school year.

204

1.

1 2
(3) (0)

1 2

(3) (12)

1 2

(2) (9)

1 2

(2) (7)

1 2
(2) (la)

1 2

(0) (2)
1 2

(4) (9)

3
(0)

3

4
(9)

4

5

(2)

5

R

(2;

(3) (2) (0) (2)

4 5

(3) (2) (3) (2)

3 4 5

(I) (C) (3) (2)

3 4 5

(3) (3) (1) (2)

3 4 5

(0) (7) (3) (2)
3 4 5

(3) (3) (0) (1)

r.21. What 5pecific things could be done to improve the unit and/or the way it was
used in the workshop?

(%1W7s.vcci in D.)

We would appreciate any additional comments that you wish to make about this unit.

(nximcul o,;ntained in Exhibit D.)

*NR No



DERIVING ObJECTIVI.S

D1PECTIK!;: Please do not write your name on this form.

Coriplete Ruts 1-20 by circling a number for. each item to indicate the extent

to which you agree with the statement. Use the following key:

1 r strong agreement with statement 4 = disagree with statement

2 = ogrecurit with stateront 5 = strongly disagree with statement

3 = neither agree ncr disagree

1 know of other materils which cover similar content

to the unit 1.just com.plotod and which are more

effective for training aCministrators.

The unit is potentially useful for training school

administrators.

It was difficult to dcterminemhat I was supposed

to learn fro:1 the unit.

4. Ihrs skills taufAt in the unit are important for

stein a&iihistrators to learn.

D. tne insttm.tium,1 ut.t:bitice in the unit nwmieno
J.

useful intonation ano practice on the skills king

taucjht.

6. The instructional activities were at about the right

level of difficulty.

7. Th-J se.o skills cct'ld be learned in far less tine

than the unit presently takes.

C. In gtnoral, I liked the instructional activities.

9. A different form of practice and assessment would

have been preferale to the self-tests in the unit.

10. I learned a lot from the unit.

11. I do rot plan to use either the materials or the

traininIE I received in ny schcol or district.

12. Crq1.,:!r.-A pith ether addnistrative training I have

had, 1 vdould rate this unit very low.

13.

1 2

(0) (5)

1 2

(e) (24)

1 2

(0) (2)

1 2

3 4 5

(4) (8) (3)

3 4 5

(0) (0) (0)

3 4 5

(3) (23) (2)

3 4 5

(0) (21) (0) (0) (0)

1 3 4 5

(4) (14) (2) (0) (0)

1

(2) (132)

1 2

(3) (3)

1 2

(0) (3)

3 4 5
(1) (4) (0)

3 4 5

(4) (6) (4)

3 4 5

(3) (2) (1)
3 4 5

(4) (10) (1)

(4) (2) (2)
3 4 5

(5) (8) (5)

3 4 5

(1) (12) (4)

1 would advise other %,ho have responsibility for 1 2 3 4 5

instr6ctionP1 pre ran. planning to attend a workshop

hose(, on this unit.

(5) (8) (3) (3) (1)

-59-
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(DERIVING OBJECTIVES: continued)

The unit would be difficult to use for the purpose 1 2 3 4 5 *NR

of training others. (2) (4) (4) (8) (2) (V
The unit is appropriate for use in a graduate course 1 2 3 4 5

in educatinal aeministration. (5) (14) (0) (0) (0) (1)

The unit is appropriate for use for training pur- 1 2 3 4 5

poses in a schoo' or district during the school (2) (11) (3) (3) (0) (2)

plar.

.,' 17. I would need wore training in order to serve as 1 2 3 4 5

an instructor or coordinator with the unit. (2) (0) (4) (4) (1) (1) -:

---

18. I would he willing to use the unit to train others 1 2 3 4 5

in no' school or district. (1) (21) (3) (3) (1) (2)

19. The unit is too expensive for use in my district. 1 2 3 4 5
(0) (2) (P) (5) (4) (2)

20. The urit requires too much time to be used in a 1 2 3 4 5

school or district during the school year. (1) (5) (8) (4) (3) (2)

21. What specific things could be done to improve the unit and/or the way it was
used in the workshop?

(Corv,kinto arc contained in Exhibit D.)

We would appreciate any additional comments that you wish to make about this unit.

(Com:91w are contained in Exhibit D.)

000.00000.

*NR = No Response.
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