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1. INTRODUCTION

The Determining Instructional Purposes 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 educationdl administration in skills rel~ted to planning of effec-
tive school pr.grams. A contract for an external evaluation of the
training package, tc be conducted between May, 1974, and December, 1974,
wés awarded by FWL to Instructional Technology Consultants (ITC) of
Scottsdale, Arizona. This document was prepared by ITC as the final

rcport to FWl. on the external evaluation of the training package.

Description of the Training Package

The Determinina Instructional Purpases training package cansicte nt

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

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

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

read ing materiai related to the skills taught in the module, individual

or small group activities in which the trainees practice the skiils, 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 thal cither 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 hnit may be administered either in a concentrated short-
term workshop or in individual sessions scheduled over a period of
several days or wecks. FWL's estimate of the training time rquired for
the units is 10-15 hours each for Units 1 and 3 and 12-18 hours for Unit 2.

ine training materials stirulate that workshops or other types of
training courses conducted with the materials should be directed by a
coordinator. According to the program developers, 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 38.95 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. ’o 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 f ac'ulty 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 schocl 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 DETLRMINING INSTRUCTIONAL PURPOSES 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 Scheol Adwinistrators (ACSA), the major professional
organization of school administrators in the state of California. The
primary purposes of the workshop were to obtain information relatéd 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
dggrr.\‘hiy\c the wnrbchan and rantaining an annlication form for it were
mailed to selccted agencies and individuals. Included in the mailing
were all school districts in the Unitex States with pupil enrolliments
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

Workshop Participants and Staff

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

participants were from school districts in California. The remaining
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three participants were faculty meubers from universities in Michigan
and Utah. A Tist of the participants and staff is contained in Exhibit
B in the exhibits submitted with this report.

Two district-level school administrators--Mr. James Freda, Director
of Lvaluation in Paramount (California) Unificd School District; and
Dr. James Zaharis, Assistant Superintendent of Schools in Mesa, Arizona«-
were employed by 110 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 Cvordinator's Handbook and the unit(s) for which he was responsible
during the workshop,

While the courdinalors were the key staff for the workshop, two other
staff merbers played lesser roles. Dr. Edward Beaubier, Assistant Execus
tive Mractae o€ ACSA, and Dy, 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)
aharis, Coordinator

Analyzing Problems (Unit 2)
Mr. Freda, Coordinator

Wednesday Morning through
Thursday Aflernoon: Anal zing Problems (Unit 2)
reda, Coordinator

Deriving Obdectives (Unit 3)
Dr. Zaharis, Coordinator

-6-
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Offering the units on the schedule listed above enabled cach parti-
cipant to complete eny two units of his choice from emong the three units
comprising the Determining Instructional Purposes truining packaye.

The schedule of uafts for the workshop was explained to participants
during the opening session on Monday morning. Analyzing Problems (Unit
2) was offuered twice because it was anticipated that the largest number
of participants would select it and that reaction torard it would be
most favorcble.  The number of pacticipants selecting cach unit was as
follous:

Sotting Goals (M-W) 10 Analyzing Problems (W-Th) 4
Aralysing Freblews (M-W) 15 Deriying Objeciives (W-Th) 21

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

it wae conducted so that participanis worked through the instructional
mativiale and activities as deserihed in the unite and in the Cnnrdinnf;:‘q
Hand. ok, The cuordinators were directed to eschew the type of choosing
aiong rodules and/or activities that might occur in many instructional
settings and to complete the units in a manner that would permif 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 cach unit served as measures
of participant atleinment of the unit objectives. A unit rating form
was dosigned as an indicator of participant attitudes toward each unit.

The unit tests were intentionally constructed to be short tests

in order to minimize the amount of tiuse that it would be necessary 10
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devote to testing during the workshop., Two test foras containing an
equal nunber of ftems on cach Torm were developed for each unit, All
items were nultiple-choice items with either four ur five response
choices per item.  There were a total of six items per form on the two
forms for the Setting Goals and Deriving Objectives units, The two
fores for Analyzing Probleos, which is the longest of the three units
and hes the most instructional objectives, contained 11 items cach.

A1l itoms for the unit tosts were initially writlen and assiqned
to test forms by Lducational Lvaluation Associates of Los Angeles under
an agroement with ITC, Many of the items were subscquently revised by
ITC on the basis of revicws by FWL and ITC of the initial set of items,
A doxcription of the procedures involved in developing and keying the
test items, assigning ftems to forms of the test, and trying out the
ftoor prioe ta the workshop S £ONLaINea 1N APPENUIX A, Alsu presenieu
in Appendis A as an example of a unit test is Form A of the unit test
for Setting Goals. Copies of both test forms for each of the three units,
with cach 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 forn contained 20 statements--10
positive and 10 negative--about the units. Each participant in a unit
indicated his degrec of agrecment with each statement on a five-point
Likert-type scale. The same 20-item form was used for rating each of
the three units. Participants were also asked to make suggestions for
inproverent in the unit on this form end to list any additional conments

that they wished to make about the unit.




All participants in a particular unit were pretested on the unit
imnediately prior to beginning work on it. Forms A and B of the unit
test were cach assigned at random as the pretest to half of the parti-
cipants in the unit. Following completion of the entire unit, the Unit
Ratiny Form was adiministered to all participants. Participants completed
this form and then took the unit posttest. Participants who had taken
Form A of the unit test as the pretest took Form B as the posttest, and

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

The 10 participanls in Sctting Goals and the 19 participants in

Analyzing Problems were present for all training sessions with these
units an! completed both the pretest and posttest. Nineteen of the 21

participunts in Deriving Objectives were present for all activities

related to this unit, including both testing sessions. The other two
par Licipanis in e unii were present on tne vinai aay or the workshop
but were excused from the posttest because they had been absent from the

worhshop 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

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




Table 1
PRETEST AND POSTTEST MEAN SCORES BY UNIT

No. of Pretest Posttest
Unit N Items Mean Mean
1. Setting Goals 10 ' 6 1.9 4.5
(32%) (75%)
2. Mnalyzing Problems 19 11 4.5 6.7
(41%) (61%)
3. leriving Objectives 19 6 2.2 2.9
. (372) (48%)

ERIC
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Table 2
SUMMARY OF UNIT RATINGS

WY S . e WGt ran

Ratings by Unit on Positive Statements

[tem Settino Coals Analyzing Problems Deriving Objoctives
Nunbey: Tz2ies S tree B B
2. *3 6 01 0 6 9 4 0 0 614 0 ¢ O
4, 37 000¢C 711 0 0 1 311 0 0 O
5. 1 81 00 312 310 414 2 0 O
6. 2 5 3 0 0 2 6 5 5 1 213 1 4 O
8. 0 81 00 2 6 7 40 212 3 2 1

10, 0 7 1 11 2 9 4 4 0 5 8 4 2 1
13, 1 6 2 1 0 3 7 4 4 1 5 8 3 3 1
15, 27100 311 3 2 0 514 0 0 0
16. 0 34 30 2 9 3 2 3 2NN 3 3 0
18, 1.4 320 4 9 3 3 0 111 3 3 1

Total for

Each Rating 136116 9 1 34 89 36 25 6 4111619 17 4

% Choosing

Each _Peting 136116 9 1 18 47 19 13 3 2169 10 ¢ 2

Ratings by Unit on Negetive Statements __ __

Item Setting Goals Analyzing Problems Deriving Objectives

Nurber -2 34 & Ty S I B
1. 0 32 50 2 2 6 7 2 0 5 4 8 3
3. 01 360 2 2 111 3 0 2 313 2
7. 11 350 8 6 2 0 3 3 3 4 6 4
9, 0 2170 0 2 410 3 1 4 410 1
1. 01 2 5 2 2 2 110 4 0 2 5 8 5
12. 0 0 2 6 2 1 4 7 4 3 0 3 112 4
14. 0 71 11 36 0 91 2 4 4 8 1
17. 0 505 0 2 71 6 3 1 9 4 4 1
19. 01 4 50 0 2 6 7 3 0 2 7 5 4
20, 1 4 3 20 4 9 3 3 0 1 5§ 6 4 3

Total for

Each Rating 22521 47 5 24 42 31 67 25 8 39 42 78 28

% Choosing .

Each Patirg 2 25 21 47 5 13 22 16 35 13 4 70 22 40 14

*The entries in the row for each item show the number of persens who chose each
rating from 1 (strong agrecrent with staterent) to 5 (strong disagreement). Cn
item 2, for exanple, three participants in the Setting Goals unit marked Choice
1, six marked Choice 2, etc. Complete Unit Rating Forms containing all 20 state-

rents are included in Appendix B.

Q ) '}1-
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Rating form fur cach unit, containing the 20 statements on the form and

a summary of the responses to eich statement, are presented in Appendix

8 on Payes 55-60. Responscs to the 10 positive statements about the units
are reported separately in Table 2 from responses to the 10 negative state-
merits. On cach of the 10 positive statenients, a rating of 1 is the most
favorable rating (strong agreement with the positive statement) and a
rating of 5 (strong ‘i1sagrecment with the statement) is the least favor-
able rating. On the 10 ncgative statements, a rating of 5 is most favor-

able and a rating of 1 is lecast favorable,

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

certage of participants who chose each rating, as shown in Table 2 on

.the bottor line for both the positive siatements and the negative

statements.  for the 10 positive stalerents, the most frequently chosen
rating for each of the 3 units was Choice 2, indicating agreement with the
positive statenents about the unit. For the 10 negative statements, the
most frequently chosen rating for each of the 3 units was Choice 4, indi-
cating disagrecnent with the negative statements about the unit. The
data on percentage of participants who chosc each rating also reveaf
that the total number of favorable ratings (Choices 1 and 2 on the positive
staterents and Choices 4 and 5 on the negative statements) for each unit far
excecded the total nunber 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 ard 13. Thesé 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

7=
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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 neulral range for Apalyzing 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 con-
sistently high on the potential usefulness of the unit for training school
administrators (Item 2), the importance of the skills taught in the unit
(I'tem 4), the usefulness of the information and practice provided in the
instructional activities (Item 5), and the appropriateness of the unit
for use jn a graduate course 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 Analyzing 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 Yength of the units and/or the amount of reading required. This

-13-
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sugges tion was made very frequently for and Analyczing Problems unit and

several times for Deriving Objectives,

-

Summary and Discussion

The Determining 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 tne

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

The cdegree 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 Cbjectives, 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 Coals 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

wore unable to perform well on the specific skills taught in the units.
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Participant ratings of the units on the Unit Rating Form reflect
favoratle attitudes toward each of the thrze units, Pusitive ratings
outnunbered negative ratings by a vatio of rore than three to one on
Units 1 and 3 and nore than two to oune on Unit 2. By far the most
communly selected rating was a 2 for positive statcuirents about the
units and a 4 for negative statements. In general, the ratings indicate
that participant attitudes toward the units weare consistently favorable,
even though they typically were not in Jhe “strongly favorable" category
represented by a rating of 1 on positive statements and a rating of 5
on negative stateowments,

The responses to individual items on the rating form revecaled 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
Gial ey would subsequenily Bec Uik wniis ald/ur wor kel Uailiing in
their school or district. Ratings were also generally favorabfc 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 necd 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 uniis and the rating
foru.

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

although favorable, were slightly less pesitive overall than the ratings

e
ERIC -




on Units 1 and 3. One reason for the lower ratings on Unit 2 appears
to be its greater length, Concern over the amount of time rcquired 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 reaciions from the participants-~their
leagth 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

-t o ——

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

-16-
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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 producl{s) specified in the unit
goal.

There are two major reasons for suvvesting the use of one or more
goals por unit as the primary basis for evaluation of performance on each
unit, rether than using the comprehensive sets of unit objectives which
served 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
provess ui duvcloping tho unit rolated product cither 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-




perforn 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 ecvaluating 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.



3. USL 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 {tems 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.
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A brief cover letter and the purchaser pestcard-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 Scptember. Completed questionnaires were received
from 61 of the 172 purchasers (35%) and from all 25 of the workshop parti-
cipants. No follow-up mailing was conducted to purchasers who did not
return the questionnaire card from the initial mailing.

The questionnaire ;tems on the cards for both workshop participants
and purchasers and a tabulation of responses to each item are shoﬁn 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
parlicipanis avtuuily 1epwound 3Cvein diffoirant instances in which the
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 uﬁits 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 (807) 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.

Iten 2 on the participant questionnaire reveals that 10 of the 61
purchasers (16%) who returncd the questionnaire card indicated that they
had used the units to instruct or train others. Thirty-six purchasers

-20-
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Table 3
QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSES OF WORKSHOP PARTICIPANTS AND PURCHASERS

. = 0 b g W ¢

*RESPONSES TO PARTICIPANT QUESTIONNAIRE

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

1! yes 18 no

2. Has the content of the units been useful to you in any other way?
20 yes _Sno __2 (no responsc)

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 telephonc 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?

_23 yes 2 no 1 (no response)

*A11 25 workshop participants returned completed questionnaires. The number
beside each response choice indicates the number of respondents making each choice.

**RESPONSES TO PURCHASER QUESTIONNAIRE

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

_61 yes _8no __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 responces 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" __38 (no response)

4. (Answer only if you have used one or more un.ts.)
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?

_ 9 yes _O0no 1 "ot fariliar enough with them"

**Sixty-one of 172 purchasers (35%) to whom questionnaires were mailed completed
and returned them.
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(597) reported in Ptea 3 that they planned to use the umits at some future
time, and eight others (130) wrote brief comwents stating that they were
uncertain with reyard to futurc use of the units. Fifty-one of the 61
purchasers (84°) indicated that they had reviowed one or more of the units.

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

9 did not respond to the part of Item 2 in which they were asked to state
why they had not done so,  Four of thé 48 respondents (8%) who had not

used the units stated that 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 ti.: units was asked to describe the context in which the units
were used. Since more detailed descriptions of the context were obtained
dui ing e tolephine conversations than on Item 2 of the questionnaire,
this informcation 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

cach was from California, Hawaii, ldaho, Kensas, New York and Texas.




Telephone Interviews

A
——

Data related to use of the units wore 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.

Intervicws were also held with a limited number of persons who reported
that they had reviewed the units but had not used them.

Interviews with Users  Telephone interviews were held both with work-

shop participants and with purchasers who reported on the questionnaires
that they hqd used one or more of the units. A telephone interview was
held with ore workshop participant at each of the seven sites at which
tha ynitc had hean uced follawing the workshon 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 questibnnaire
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 secn from Table 4 that, of the 16 users interviewed
by telephone, 11 had used the Setting Goals unit, 10 had used Analyzing
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Table 4
SUMAARY OF RESPONSES 10 TULEPHONE INTERVIEW QUESTIONS

MmN we te v EE e g mb Seit Aot e 83 AR L S § o 8 5% o Smgel) O . § el o

1. Which units did you use?

11 Setting foats 10 _Analysning Problems 8 Deriving Objectivas

- e o,

2. In what context did you use them?

18 Scliool dietvict warkshop, 4 Graduate course in education

tneceroloe training, or meetings
3. With how many and what type of people did you use thom?
(Arprox) School personncl:  adminiotrators, 100 Graduate 8tudents

& teuchers, high achool students,
coramunity ropresentatives

-

-

4, In what way did you use the units?

_t Tebaat 2 Moawnlu Sutast on _8 Selected materials 3 No Materiais:
weln dilnose and aativitics concepie and
modt [ tions ideas only

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

1% Favorable 1 Mixed _2 Use was too 1 Too early

non-gtructured to tell
to tell

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

_6 Huve writton or _2 Idaentifying and _1 Yes (but eperific 7 _lo
will write district prioritising activities not
and/or course joale problcems described)

and goal indicators

~-— - - . o e - e ——— - - -a-

*for all items except lten 3, the numbers beside each vesponse calegory show
the nunber of intervierves 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 summmarize the interviewees' responses.
The total nuwber of responses varies by item because individual responses to an
item could fall into rore than one category if the interviewee used more than
ohe unit.
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Problems, and nine had used Deriving 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
beon 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 s2t 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 cvaluator inferred from information obtained in the telephone
tatorvicus and from FUL'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-
vieus with non-users was to attempt to determine the major 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 tp each item was transcribed by the inter-
viewer during the telephone *nterview.

0f 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 ongding professional activit{es for which the
intervicwee was responsible. A fourth non-user had ordered the units to
review thun for possible use in a planned summer workshop. He considered
the units Lo be appropriate for use in the planned wdrkshop. but he
decided not to hold the workshop because of the press of other matters.
The filfth nun-user 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.
Rather, thoy had ordercd tho units to add thom to professional collections

of resource matcrials. None of the non-users interviewced by telephone
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indicated that they had had an unfavorable reaction to the units and had

not used then 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 intervicws, the evaluator
visited two sites and obtained reports on use of the units from persons
at three other sites. Thesc five sites included an approximate tptal of
406 persons with whum the units had been used for training or for program
planning. A brief descripti@n 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 £. Unit-related activities at the second site visited by the
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repor t 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
Analyzing Probloms unit in the project, the project coordinator and other

district persoinel who attended the workshop developed a slightly modified
«27-
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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 procedures from the
units which they felt would be most useful in their distrigt and used these
concepts and procedures as the basic instructional content for the work-
shop.  The senior administrator among the three traincrs indicated to the
evaluator that the trainers believed that reaction to the district work-
shop 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
usce of the threo FUL units by personnel from eight rural school districts
and two large-city school districts in Kansas. Initially, a total of

35 superintendents, principals, teachers and 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 from four of

the six diétricts 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 objectiveé 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

Tha
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projcst have reoproduced copicon of the matoriale from 2 cingle cot
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 becn used as the basis for five training courses conducted
at local school district sites in Rhode Island. A total of 126 school
adninistrators and teachers attended the training courses. Three hours

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

-29-
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Typically, all three units were used in their entirety in a training
course. Following the training courses, participants from four of the

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

é;ﬁ 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.

i_ 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 deve1op$ent of
educational goals for the district. The training coordinator used most,
but not all, of 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 prioritizgd goals and goal indicators for the
Marshall School District. Personnel from the district are now engaged
in developing performance objectives based on-¢istrict goals. The Service

Center Coordinator reported that the Setting Goals unit was very effective

in the training course and program-development activities.
Summar

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 FUL's list of purchasers, holding tele~

phone interviews with individuals who indicated on the questionnaires
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that they had used one or more units with others, and conducting a site
visit or obtaining a written report from five sites at which the units

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

(48%) and 10 of the 61 purchasers (16%) who returned completed question-
nmrires had used one or more units with others. The users interviewed by
telephone represented 16 different sites and had used the units with

jﬁ | approximately 542 school personncl and with 100 graduate students. Unit-
| related follow-up activities involving the writing of goals and gqal

7 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 rcported reactions that were prihari]y negative. Inter-
views with a small number of purchasers and workshop participants who

had npot vepd the units with others indicated that NMOST OF These non-users
had ordered the units as resource materials for professional cé]lections

rather than for use as training materials.

©
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o 4. EXTLRNAL REVIEWS

Three professional educators with expertise in areas related to

the training units were identificd 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
reviewe(s were Dr, Keith Acheson, Assistant Chairman of the Department
of Curriculum and Instruction Bt 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 sdbstantive work
in the arcas covercd by the training units. Dr. Zaharis was selected
becausc his exverience as one of the coordinators of the Auaust workshon
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) 1likelihood of successful installation and use

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

o an B
ERIC

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.



above was also sent Lo cach reviewer for optional use in addressing

the four topics. .

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

under the headings of the four topics which the reviewers were instructed
to address explicitly in their reports. The complete reports submitted
by th: reviewers are contained in Exhibit F. Also included in Exhibit
F are a description of the directions to the reviewers and a1ist of the

15 evaluation considerations sent to the reviewers.

%} | Need for the Units

?“ ' The reviewcrs' comments on the need for the units related primarily

| to the existence and relative effectiveness of competing programs and fo
the importance of the skille taught in the FWL units. With regard to
corneling prograss, the reviwers varied considerably in the number of
programs they menitioned 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

doveloped by Research for Better Schools (RBS), and the Resrarch Utilizing

Provter Salving program of the Northwest Regional Fducational Laboratory.
overall. the roviewers' comients indicate that there are a number of

progreas that can be considered to be conpetitors te the FNL package.

Q Q“q33-
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Avang the revicws there was only one rather thorough contrast of

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

difficulty of making direct comparisons of the overall value of programs
e which can be considered to be competitors but which nevertheless differ

3 appreciably in purpose, objectives and content. This contrast involved

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

FUL package is preferable if the users wish to concentrate on instructional
planning, but that SﬁECS is preferable if the users' major concerps include
a "broader rangce 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 6f the SPECS program

| than in the FWL materials. Another rvevicwer remarked that the FWL units

do not havo as much content depth as the competing RBS and American
Inctitute for Rocearch materials and.that they are not as comprehencive

as materials 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 neednd 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.

A1l three reviewers stated without reservation that the skilIs.taught
in the FWL package are very important for school administrators and/or

professional educators involved in instructional program planning.

Quality of the DInsiruction
Revicser comments on the quality of instruction related primovily

to the appropriateness of the instructional activities, the appeal of the
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? materials and activities, and the appropriateness of the assessment
o activities. With regard to appropriateness of the instructional activities,
tuo of the three reviewers made comments about the three units collectively
= which indicutcd that the reviewers felt the activities and exercises ave
generelly cppropriate.  These same reviewers also remarked that the acti-
vitics arc yood for prometing interaction among users. One of these two
revicwers reported that the exercises and simulations are realistic and
that the ectivities raised problems and issucs that are widespread in their
applicebility. The third reviewor comuented on the instruction on a unit-
by-unit basis. He was most positive toward the Problem Solving unit and
Teas! positive toward Deriving Objectives. Two of the three reviewers
wrote a nesber of specific criticisms of the units on a unit-by-unit or

a palule-byeradule besie,  Qverall, the comeents of one of the threc
revicesn s resarding ihe appropriatencss of instiuction across the thiee
units were quite positive, while the comments of the other two revicwers

-

indicated only a Sai: or rather neutral appraisal of the instruction.

The comments on the appeal of thé units were mixed. One reviewer
thought that appeal of the instructional actiyities in Units 1 and 2 is
on the high side, but he was disturbed by what he felt to be unneccssary
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 revicwer, who stated that the materials are wordy and not appealing
costetically. Two of tho three reviewers sugiesied pockaging the veading

portion of the units separately frow the othier tateri 1s.




The revievers' comments on the appropriateness of the assessment
were referenced primarily to the sclf tests in the units, One reviover
reported that that tests seem to be adequate and that they provide good
practice for the user, Another reviower indicated that the tests are
adequate for @ user to yain the feeling that he has mastered the material
and that lhey also scrve to stimulate discussion and provide varied learn-
ing activities. The thind reviewer felt that a clear relationship is not
established between the stated objectives of the modules and the self-
test items. He was also quite concerned about the lack of depth in the
suggested responses to the self tests. Only one revicwer commented on
the issue ol whether an individual or team that has used the naterials
could subscquently set appropriate goals, handle a real problem o derive
objveclives, The revicwer noted that an answer to this issue can only ba

conjocLureg,

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
appaar to ensure that conscientious participants will know how to perforn
the functicos and processes coveraed in the units, He felt thet the

sirengths of the materials are in the power of the idcas and processes
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and in their fornat, learning activities and attractiveness, As weak-
nesses, he cited the existence of many competiﬁg 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
ﬁWC)]“p]dHned and in tune with current thinking and enlightened practice.

A sccond revicwer was very concerncd 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 collcagues as a team to
_determino instructional pdrposes 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 1ittle 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
t.nv» nroticiency 01 HSers In appiying conventinnai \;nsdnm and experience
to the complex issues in determining instiructional purposcs--a result
which, he noted, is desirable--but that they are much less likély to raise
the level of substantive sophistication of users in determining purposes.
In his judgaent, 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.
Ho secs the units as being valueble, not for use in an isolated oy free-
standine manner, but as the basis for a practicum type of experience

accorponying a course which covers in depth the substantive content related




to the process of dotermining instructional purpcses. He feels that

the additional substantive content of such a course is nevded to provide
educators with imjpourtant knowledge not contained in the units and that
the units would be valuable in providing practice in the actual process
of detevaining instructional purposes.

The third reviewer thought that the Setting Goals and Analyzing

Problems vnits are strong with respect to their content and are likely
to be effective with users who are highly motivated, His evaluatjon of

the overall effecliveness of the Derivine :bjectives unit is less posi-

tive than his evaluation of the other two units. He cited as major
viraknesses the wordiness of the materials and the lack of variety of
fori.tt in buth the materials and the instructional activities. Because

of these porceived tieaknasses, he did not feel that the materials will

ha eltective with roers yhn Jack a strong.decire to acouire the knouledye
and skills which they cover. He reported, however, that he docs recoinend

use of the units by his own personnel.

Likelihood of Successful Installation and Use

The final generél 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 Tikelikeod thet a porsan train-d with the uaterials can train other:
suceonarally, the cost ot the units, and tho amount of both iastruclor

and user Uimo requiied to use the units for training purposes. The



consments of the three revicwers on the probable use of the units dealt
with the contoxt and manner in which the units ave likely to be used,
rathor than with tﬁe more speculative issue of whether they are likely

te be widely used. None of the reviewers commented directly on this
latter issge, which is a very important matter in making decisions regard-
ing Tuture dissenination of the units.

(:1e reviwer thought that the units will most likely be used in
in-service progracs, extension courses, and sumuer courses for school
administrators end teachers. He reportod that they are also appropriate
for use with faculty conmittees preparing to work on instructional plan-
ning problens and in graduate-level university courses in school admini-
stration and in curriculum development. In this reviewer's judgment,
use of the units in a school district will undoubtedly result in desiyable
chansng in the district's instroctional program. He helieved ﬁhat A
beskground 6f relevant practical knowledye and expericnces, 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 iﬁ university
courses. He 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 cun be completed entirely or in large
part in the amount of class time normally available for a university
coursy or for an extension course offcred in a school distirict.

A second reviewer believed that the skills acquived from the FML

unit. are likely to be used in a selective manner by adwinistrators wio




are trained with the units, but not in tu: same ocder or to the cxtent
envisivned Ly the unit developors. He indicated that, in his Jjudgment,
persons previously trained with the units would be likely to refer to

them frequently for guidance and assistance, This reviewer felt that

use of the units by edainistraturs will result in dmproved skitls in
vorking with othors, sone inciecase in substantive knowledge, and a
concunilant increasc in capabilities for enalyzing issues and problems

in instrictional 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 addéquately equip a
person whe is not beyond the level ol the materials to train others
succossfully.  In this reviower's opinion, cost will not be a determining
facter in voe of the units. He reported thet the amount of dnstructor
Cime required Lo use the units is not excessive and Lhat the amount of time
required of users is reasonable.

The third reQiewer 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 Coals and Analyzing Problems units are more likely

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

that e ratrrials are generally available on instructional objoctives
than on the cther topics and that the Periving Objeciives unit does not

compare favorably to som: of the available raterials.
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Reviews of the Determining Instractional Purposes units were obtained
from three professional educators, two of whow have done considerable
substertive work in the arcas covered by the units and a third who had
served as a coordinator at the August workshop and who represented a large
clavs of petential users of the units. There wos considerchble variation
in the nature of the comments of the three reviewers and "1 their reaction
to the units. The reactions of one reviewer were consistently very favor-
able, except that he expresscd some concern over the number of competing
programs and the bulk of the unfts. The comments of the other two
reviovers were less favorable, even though each of these reviewer: reported
that he would recotmend use of the units for particular training pur-
pases associcted with his oun work, Once of the latter lwo reviewers

generally reacted favorably to the Setiing Go2ls anc Avalyzing Problems

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.

A1l three reviewers reported that it is very important for school admin-

instrators to possess the types of skills taught in the units.
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5. CONCLUS JONS

Two purposcs for an external evaluation of the Determining Instruc-
tionai Purposes training package were cited in the Request for Proposal
fssucd 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 thot 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 diffcrent procedures. An intensive four-day
worrkshop. in which {he units were used to train 25 school administrators
and university faculty members, was held to obtain data on participant
performence and atliludes following training with the units. Informa-
tion on use of the units was collected through questionnaire surveys of
the workshop participants and of individda]s 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 who had served as a coordiralor at the four-day workshop and who

represented a large class of potential users.
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On the basis of the information collected in the external evaluation,
it appears to the cvaluitor that five generalizations can be wade that
should be useful in muking decisiuns 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
judyments which support the generalization.

1. Reactions_of future users toward the units are likely to be favorable.

The data collected during the external evaluation indicated Fhat
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
Lrainiiyg or prugs ammueveiopicnt pu:puaéa di50 repuried cunsisientiy
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 reconmend 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 developers.

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 cond¥fions in

4243~
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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 Setting
Goals unit to set goals for thelr districts, rot to learn the process of
setting goals per se. This was a manper in which several of the users
who were interviewed had used the materials, and in the evaluator's
opinion, 1t is an appropriale 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

ad Fiiaw bla wunannadiman Adaasundhad &
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he Coowdinater's Handbosh., Cnly
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 nore general terminal outcome for each unit is_the most impor-

tant unit oulcome and can be attained without mastering many of the

-

Tnstruction:] ohjectives for the unit.

—— e e A T Bt

One or two rather gencral outcomes, or yoals, 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 yoal statements for a school district
and a set of prioritized indicators for each statcment.

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. VYet there is no need
for the traince 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 becausc wost 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 (ec.9.,
"loes the set of goal indicators include indicators for all important
areas of behavicr rclated 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
contrasted with many of the instructional objectives, represents an out-

come thot is very important tu many school personnel. The procedures




doscribed in the units, particularly in Units 1 and 2, are appropriate
mothods for users to follow in order to attain the general outcomes.

Users working toward this goal éhould 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 thevre is little value in practicing examples related to
objectives that require decisions based 1érgely 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

a 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
wit school district or to the one of the hypothetical districts from -
the units,

The above gencralization 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 urits--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 con-
sonant with the strong belief eXpresscd'by one reviewer that the method-
ological content of the units is sounder than the conceptual content in
the reading sections,

4. The_present formt and cost of the units are not conducive to sales.

The prusent cost of the units, approximately $8.06 per person for




each 10-18 hours oi instruction, is 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 ofien affect use or
sales of the units. This point is illustrated by the fact that nultiple
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 rultiple copies of one or wore units purchased a single copy
and reproduced c0p{es 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 sglected
materials from it, as they typically did in this study.

5. If the decision is made to publish and dissemipate the units, the

Laboratory snouid consider the desirability of deteling the Deriving
Ujeciives unit.

Two of the threc reviewers expressed rather strong concerns about

the Deriving Objectives unit. One of these reviewers reacted quite

favorahly 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 unip.

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 units.
The part of the Deriving Objectives unit that did consistently re-

ceive favorable conments from the reviewers was the programmed text.

1
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[f the decision is wade to 1ol publish and dissominate the unit, con-
sideration could be given to marketing the programmed text as a separate

4 ibom, |

£  The Settiny Goals and Analyzing Problems units together have evough
content that they could serve as the basis for a three-credit~hour
university course. It also seems that most school administrators are
pore Tikely to work at the tasks and the level of generé}ity from these
units than at thi somewhat more detailed level required to derive ohjec-
tives. The present cowbined 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 team activities in each unit, as suggested by two reviewers,
could provide more flexibility with respect to cost and use of the materi-
Al Hoaover. 1T woula disv entaii wons iderable editing 701 4
activitics to have the potential of being used as @ 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 disscominating 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 the Determinir) Instructional Purposcs units.
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APPTHDIX A
TEST-DEVELOPMELT PROCEDURES AND SAMPLE UNIT TEST

Two test forns (Form A and Form B) were constructed as unit tests
for cach unit. The initial step in development of each unit tost was
to develop a pool of multiple-choice test itcms-keyed to the instruce
tional obicctives of the unit as stated in the materials. Less than
one tea per objective was constructed for cach unit primarily because
of (1) concern over the amount of testing time that viould be required
during the workshup and (2) the facl that some stated objectives could
bo subswumed for assessment purposes under other more comprehens 1ve
ohjectives. The nuiber of objeclives and test items for each unit are
shown below. '

Unit Objectives Jest Items
1. Sctting Goals _ 17 12
2. Analyzing Probleas 32 . 22
3. Deriving Cbjectives 13 12

tach test item was written to assess performance on one or more
instructional objectives stated in the waterials. The instructional
content in a vnil, as presented in the reading scction of a module or
occasionally in tho suggested rosponses (o self-lest itews, wes used
A% A SGUPCE TOr QUIErdLing DULL Ui COTTELL didWer iud pluuaivic
distrasiors for each item. Tnus the "authority" for ihe correct answer
to an item and for the distractors was always the instructional materi-
als. 1€ thc 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 B of the unit test according to a set of criteria (sub-
mitted to FUL 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, which was longer than either of the other two units and
which had many more objectives, consisted of 11 items each.

A1l items for the unit tests were initially written and assigned
to test forms by Educational Evaluation Associates of Los Angeles undey
an agreeacnt with 17C.  The complete set of items was then reviecwed
by @ statt metber from FL and a siaff mcmber from ITC. Many of the
Ptems were revised Ly ITC on the basis of the FYL and ITC reviews,

Folleving revision of the test items, the two forms of coch of
the theee unit tents were atiinislered to five graduate stuconic at

r~ "
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Acizono State University, The purposes of this adwinistration were to
fdentify potential problems with the itues and to oblain estimates of
the relative difficulty of the two forms for each unit and of the
amount of time required to complete vach Torm. Minor revisions in the
wording of several items were made on the basis of this administration.

Form A of the test for Unit 1, Setting Goals, is presented on
Pages 52-5% as an exanple of a unit test, Copies of both test fores
for cach of the three units, with cach iten referenced to the mdule
ond objective for which it was written, ave contained in Exhibit €,



SAMPLE UNIT TEST
Test Form A
SEITING GOALS

Name

B v T T . - e S T B2 B e S Lo Fale e D D, S VORI @A T W oS

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
nunbers. .

#2. A well educated citizen will be able to manage personal finan-
cial affairs, such as loans, credit cards, and bank accounts.

#3. lhe student will be able to perform 211 basic arithmetic
operations.

Which is the correct sequence of these statements in the goal refinement
process, from educational philosophy to instructional objective?

a. #Ig #2’ 1‘3

h, #7, #1, #3

*¢. 42, 43, 41

d. #3, #1, #2

e. #3, 42, #1

2. Which one of the following goals and objectives refers to student outcomes

as opposed to other school concerns?

a. The facult} 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.

¢. The volunteer aides should be given a training session before
being assigned to work with students.

*d. Teachers should develop student interest in reading by letting
students choose their own books.

[ L AR -

*The: cnrrbﬂt recpowsc for each item is marted with an asterisk.
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1. Wiich one of the following statemeni. would be the wost appropriate goal
indicator tor the goal: “Practices bood Financial Habits"?

a. Mikes purchascs wisely.

b. Knows consumer rights and responsibilities.

c. Does not make purchases without comparing prices.
*d. Opens and maintains a checking account.

e. Purchases lunch in school cafeteria rather than in nearhy snack
bar,

A, Listed below are the two goal indicators for the goal of "Responsibie
Citizenship." :

#1. Reads newspapers and magézines about the point of vicw and record
of each candidate hefore voting for one of them.

2. Prior to clection, listens to TV and radio programs regarding
each political candidate.

Only one iter below is both a criterion for adequate coverage of a goal

and is not violated by the above set of indicators. Wivich foem is iL?

4. Pelationship 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,

5. 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 t~ 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 professional judgment of consuliants who have expertise
in the coal area.

¢. The opirions of school and conmunity groups.




6. Cne opinion-gathering technique involves designing a questionnaire for
submission Lo community representatives, Which one of the following
is a probable advantage of this technique?

*a. Appropriate sampling procedures can be used with this method,

b. The nunber responding out of the total number sampled will
prubably he high,

¢. It is relatively incxpersive in terms of staff and consultant
Lime required.

d. It providos intensive fecdback from each participant.

-5~
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CAVPEHLLA
RESPCHSES 1O UNTT RATILG FORMS

SLTTING GOALS

o PIREETIONS: Please do not write your name on this form.

Complete Ttens 1-20 by circliug'a nber for eech-item to indicate the extent
to which you egiee with the staterent, Use the following key:

1 = strora aarcencnt with statenent & = disagrec with statenont
2-v aorecrens Wit staiirent 5 = strongly disagree with staterent

3= neither acree nor disggree

1o T know of othor materials vhich cever similar content 1 2 3 4 5
to the unit I Just cerpleted end vhich are more %(0) (3) (2) (5) (0)
effective for training cluinivtrators,

2. The enit is potenticlly useful. for training school 1T 2 3 5
acinistretors, (3) (e6) (0) (1) (0)
3. Rt owes difficult to dotermine what 1 was supposed 1 2 3 4 5
to Teorn from the uiit, : (0) (1) (&) (¢) (0)
4. The <Lille Leuoht dn the unit ave important for 1 2.. 3 4 2
school acinistiveters to learn. (8) (7) (6) (0) (0)
. the dastvectionsl cotivitics dn the unit provided 1 2 3 4 5
usa ol pior atten ina practice on the skitie being (1) (&) (1) (o} (0)

teuehy,

6.  The instructionel activitics were at about the right 1 2 3 4 5

level of aifiiculty. (2) (5) (3) (0) (0)

7. The sane skills cculd be learnad in far less time 1 2 3 4 5

than Lic unit presantly tokes., . (1) (1) (8) (5) (0)

8. In gereral, 1 Tiked the instructional activities. 1 2 3 4 5

(0) (8) (1) (1) (0)

9. A diffirent forn of practice and asscesnent would 1 2 3 4 5

have buen preserible to the self-tests in the unit, (0) (2) (1) (7) (0)

10. 1 leerrcd a let from the unit, 1 2 3 4 5
(0) (7) (1) (1) (1)

11. 1 ¢o'nnt plen to use either the materials or the 1 2 3 4 5
troinitg 1 reccived in ry scheol or district. (6) (1) (2) (5) (2)

12, Coreored il other oduiristrative training I have ] 2 3 4 5
hody, Uasuld voe inis unit very Tew, (0) (0) () (&) (%)

a8 b weald ofsdee other wnn have yesponsibilily for 1 2 3 4 5
pebract oo T paeoran plenning Lo attend & wovlshop (1) (&) (2) (1) (¢)

boevd o Loy it

*Lotme i perertheses imticale the neehor of pavticipants seleeling epeh rogpence
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7 {SETTING COALS: continued)

- 14, The unit would he difficult to use for the purpose 1 2 3 4 5

3 of training others. () (?) (1) (1) (1)

9}-15. The unit is appropriate for use in a graduate course 1 2 3 4 5

in educational adianistration, (2) (7) (1) (o) (0)

?216. The unit is appropriate for use for training pur- ] 2 3 4 5

% poscs in a schecy or district during the school 0) (3) (4) (3) (0)
ycar'

- V7. 1 would necd nore trainine in ovder to serve as ] 2 3 4 5

o &n instructor or coordinater with the unit, (6) (5) (0) (5) . (0)

= 18, 1 would be willing tc use the unit to train others 1 2 3 4 5

. - in ry scheol or district, (0) (6) (1) (3) (0)

©19, The unit is too expensive for use in my district. 1 2 3 4 5

(0) (1) (4) (5) (0)

The unit requires tee ruch time to be used in a ] 2 3 4§ - 5

school or district during the school ycar. (1) (4) (3) (2) (0)

What spacific things could be done to {mprove the unit and/or the way it was
used in the workshop?

{Comrrontey are contatned in Exhibit D.)

We would appreciete any additional comments that you wish to make about this unit.

(Corennla cpe vonbained in Fxhibit D.)

]:C W
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MUALYZING PROBLENS

DIFECTIONS: Please do not writé your neme on this form,

. Conplete ltems 1-20 by circling a nusber for each item to indicate the extent
to wiiich you agree with the staterent, Use the following key:

1 = strong agreenent with ctatorent 4 = disagree with statement
2 = ayrecrent with stateront 5 = strongly disagree with statemont
3 = meither agree nor disagree

I know of other naterials vhich cover similar content 1 2 3 4 5
to the weit 1T just corpleted and which are more (2) (2) (6) (?) (2)
effective for training cuinistrators, ' B

The unit i potertially useful for training scheol 1 4 3 4 5

administrators, . (6) (8) (4) (0) (0)

It wes difficult to determine what I was supposed 1 2 3 4 5

to learn frow the unit. “(2) (2) (1) (11) (3)

4. The skills teught in the unit are irnortant for 1 2 3 4 5

scheol administraters to learn, (?) (11) (0) (0) (1)

5. The instructiors]l activitics in the unit provided 1 2 3 4 5

uertur naertauon ang practice on the skills being (3) (12) (&) (1) (0)
taucht, '

6. The instructions) activities were at about lhe right 1 2 3 4 5

level of difficulty. (2) (e). (5) (8) (1)

7. The same skills could be learned in far less tine 1 2 3 4 5

than the unit presantly tekes., (6) (6) (2) (o) (3)

8. In general, 1 liked the instructional activities. ] 2 3 4 5

(2) (6) (7) (<) (0)

8, A different form of practice and assessment would 2 3 4 5

have been preferelle to the self-tests in the unit. (0) (2) (4) (10) (3)

10, I leerned a lot from the unit. 1 2 3 4 5

(2) (9) (4) (4) [(0)

11. 1 do rst plan to use either the materials er the 1 2 3 4 5

training I reccived in ny scheol or district, (2) (2) (1) (10) (4)

12, Corpered vith other aduinistrative training I have 1 2 3 4 K

had, I vould race this unit very low. (1) (4) (7) (¢) (3)

13, 1 wceld advise othor whoe heve responsibility fer 1 2 3 4 5

instructicrel pregram planning to attend a werkshop (c) (7) (4) (4) (1)
bostd on Lhis unit,
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CCANALYZING PROBLENS: continued)

14, The unit vould be difficult to use for the purpese 1 2 3 4 5 A
of trainirg othuvs. (8) (a) (o) (8) (1) (1)
The unit is apmopriate for use in & graduate course 1 2 3 4 5

fn cducationel acisinistration, ' (3) (11) (3) (2) (0) (1)

The unit s arpronriate fer ase for trainine pur- 1 2 o 4§ 5
poses in a school ur district during the scioos (2) (9) (3) (2) (3) (1)
yea,..
I wovld reed vore traininn in order to terve as 1 2 3 4 5
an irutructor or coordinater with the unit, (2) (7) (1) (¢) (3) (1)
I would be willing to use the wnit to train others 1 2 3 4 5

. In gy scheol or district, (2) (10} (3) (3) (1) (1)
The unit is too expensive for usc in py district. 1 2 3 4 5
: . (0) (a) (6) (7) (3) (2)
The unit recuires tco ruch tive to be used in a ] 2 3 4 5

school or district curing the school year, *(d) (9) (3) (3) .(0) (1)

What specific things could be done io improve the unit and/or the way it was
used in the workshop?

(Comercnta e eontalned tu FEwvithie D.)

We would appreciate any additional comments that you wish to make about this unit.

(Cormmen e qpe ooniatned in Exhibit D.)

— . wemes . wae aw  wes: - - e .- sm e - cmew

*R = Mo Reapwne,
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10.
.

12.

13,

ERIC

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

DERIVING OBIECTIVES

ECTI0NS s Please do not write your nane on this form,

Complete ltcns 1-20 by circling 2 nunber for each item to

b ]

strong agreerent with staterent
agreciznt with staterent
noither agree nor disagree

1

1
2
3

1 know of other matericls which cover similar content

to the unit 1 just cempleted and which are rove
e{foctive for training acninistrators,

The unit is polentially useful for training school
adminisirators,

1t was difficult to determine what 1 was supposed
to learn fron the unit,

e skills teught in the unit ave irportant for

_sahcul adwinistraters t{o learn.

e irsuuciional eulivitics dn tho unit nravided
useful irforration ang prectice on the skills being
tiiug?;t.

The instructional activities were at about the right
level of diificulty.

Ths sera shills ccvld be learned in far less time
than the unit presently takes.

In genaral, T liked the instructional activitics.

A different form of practice and asscssment would
have been prefereble to the self-tesis in the unit.

1 learned a Yot from the unit.

] do rot plan to use cither the materials or the
training I received in By schcol or district.

Corparad vith cther acniinistrative training I have
had, ! would rate this unit very low, '

1 weuld advise other who have responsibility for
instructicnal prearan planning to atlend a workshop
Loseo on this unit,

-59-
-y
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_to which you agree with the statement. Use the following key:

4 = disagree with
5 = strongly disagree with staterent

1
(0)

1
(¢)

]
(0)

1
(9)

1
(¢)
1
(2)
1

(3)
1
(2)
1
(1)
1
(5)
(0)

- (0)

(5)

indicate the extent

statenont

2
~(5)

2
(1¢)

2
(2)

2
(11)

2
(14)

2
(13)
2
(3)
2
(12)
2
(4)
2
(8)
2
(2)
2
(3)

(8)

3
(¢)

3
(0)

3
(3)

3
(0)

3
(2)

3
(1)
3
(4)

(3)
3
(4)
3
(4)
(5)

(1)

(3)

4
(8)

{0)
(13)
4
(0)
(0)
4
(4)
(e)
4
(2)
4
(10)
4
(2)
(8)
(12)

(2)

b

(3)

5

(6

5

(2)

5

(0)

5
(o)

(0)
(4)

5
(1)
5
(1)
5
(1)
(5)
v
(4)

(1)

SR ae o aea

b i



~ (OERIVIKG ORJECTIVES:  continued)

14. The unit would be difficult to use for the putrose ] 2 3 4 5 MR
of training others, (3) (4) (4) (8) (1) (1)
The unit {s asprropriate for use in a graduate course 1 2 3 4 5 :
in educaticnel acministration, (s) (14) (0) (o) (0) (1) =
The unit is appropriate for use for training pur- 1 e 3 4 b 3
poses in a schoo, or district during the school (2) (12) (3) (3) (0) (1)
yﬁd". I
I vould need nore training in order to serve as 1 2 3 4 6 e
an instructor or coordinater with the unit. (1) (9) (4) (4) (1) (1)
I would be willing to use the unit to train others 1 2 3 4 5§
. - in my scheol or district. , (1) (11) (3) (3) (1) (1) .
19. The it is too expensive for use in my district. 1 2 3 4 5
. ) (2) (7) (8) (4) (2)
© 20, The urit requires too wuch time to be used in a ] 2 3 4 . 5 -
% school or district during the sch001 year, () (8) (6) (4) (3) (1)

< AN UN T W AN WO W W CL X R Y L ¥ X 1 N % X J (YT YT Y YT YT I R Y R P Y ¥ YN L ¥ R L L X L 0 L 2 L & L J X 24 2 J L & L 2 1L X 1.2
-

21, What specific things could be done to improve the unit and/or the way it was
used in the workshop?

(Cormemta are contained in Exhibit D.)

We would appreciate any additional comments that you wish to make about this unit.

(Cormentes are contained in Exhibit D.)

*NR = No Responsc
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