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the latter's funding agency, the United States Cffice of Education. The

N d

views expressed are solely those of the author himself.
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The construction of this model by PRISE Fepresents one of many

_ separate but coordinated efforts Undertaken by Dr. Ohrtmga, Director of

o .

the Bureau'of Special Education, Comenwealth of Pennsylvania, Harrtsburg.
A] Another evaluatlon-orlented acttv1ty that concerns special educat:on in

Penq;ylvanta is the series of discussions held by the Subcommittee on
. - rd . .

Eyaluation, chaired by Dr. RicRard K. Meyers, Speciial Education Department,

b - ~ - 7

- Slippery Rock-State College; this Subcommittee ifi turn is part of the

[y

State’Advisory Board for Special Education.
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A The preliminary draft“of a formal prdoram evaluation model for special \\\

eddbataon operataons in the Commonwealth of Pehnsylvanaa is presented here-

- X
-~
L]

in. As staged in’ the |ntrodudtaon it should be remembered that this model ',

x : v R

: ) ~
/- . lIs only a tentative one, quite open .to change. The major purpose/ﬁ+ this

document is to provide & foundation for discussion.  Many changes are an-
v R o ~ < .

e tieipated, +One should. take iérticular notice of the fact that this model ¥t

-4

-

] C, deals with only formal evaluation .of programs In terms of commonly recog- 1
‘ ‘» . PIPTIN } ."s‘

nized measurang tnstruments' at no ponnt was- sdbjective accredatataon-guny
A}
.program evaluation brought .into the model. ’

v\ v

@

tFinally,,a few words are in order regarding how this _model was brought

-

"into being. The model has been eonqtrdcted withGﬂt‘Qpecla} funds of anf .
type under the regular auspices of PRISE, the Pennsylvanaa Resources and,, . e

s Information Center for Special Education. PRISE\ts funded under Tttle l!' o N

. ..of the. Elementa&y'and Secondary Education Act.of 1965, and is located in- Ktng R

S
/i'

of’Prussaa wafh RRC the RegaonaldKesources *Center of Eastery Pennsylvania .

-

S ¥;“'Tor Spee:al Education Part of the regular ‘functions’ of PRlSE inglyde kg Lo 3
4

Lo :

- servxngxdarectly the members of the Bureau of Specaal Edu:atuon in Harrssburg . E
k" . v ot 3

Thus, Dr. W|lltam Fe Ohrtman, Darectof of the 8ureau of- Special-&du&at+on; - i |

- cane to\PRISE around February, 1970, and asked that, its personnel begxn put;ang~

4] A d -

- . ntogether a formal program evaluataon model for consuderatton by the Bureau. ° -,
A 4 .

s »This task was as:igned to Dr. Barton B. Proger Wirector of Evaluat!en and .
. k] »

- « » ~ e ~ [y |

3D|ssem}nat1on for PRISE. L{ ;houlo also be rearized that‘thls model had to

ta a

' ™
be constructed amidst the séveral other regular activitaes of RRC and PRISE.

} _ Thus,, the precﬁous summer (1970) and the present academac year (1970~ 197|) T
i had been allotted as suff:c;ent workanq t:me to prov1de the mode;. ¢ : . 3
: - ; . '_ i " " , " T o . .
f '\) :'. s, i Robert L. Kalapoe X . 5); . <t

E - . . , Derector RRC
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. ‘lNTRODUCTlON : QUALIF!CATIQNS

(

OF THE MODEL AND ANTICIPATION OF CRITIC!SMS

-

.- - . .
. ) PR - [

Dr. Hllllam B. Ohrtman, Dfrector of the Bureau,of Specoal Educatton,
. B S & 4 .
R -~:has been Tong interested in formal evaluation of programs. It is- shportant’

) _at the o set to disbrnguush betweqn informal,. subJectiVe,,aetreditqtion°'

.typc program‘evaluatson (whfch‘Ts*curfently—helngmcarroed out by the Bureau)

———

T——— - 'w
and the more formalized, ob;ective, prbgram'evaluat!on th¥t relies on~com\\\;w_

.

monly‘reCOQnized measurlng devices. Further\ ﬂndivndual pupnT psycholog—

} acal evaluatfbns ‘of cha]dren are not to be confuseﬂ w:th e!ther accredit-‘

b . I

,7ation prog;am evaluation or formal_ program evaluatton. Because the imple- ‘

mentation of formal program evaluatuon has been almost totally lacklng in
[ N
, state specva! edugation operatoohs across the nation, llttle help exists R

he form of ‘guidelines whlch might aid the Bureau in conssdernng what

.
the ?elative advantages and dlsadvantages of formal program evaluation are.
Thus, Dr. Ohrtman assigned me (a) to gather together a state-of ~the-art

paper on formal program evaluatnon, and (b) to develop a model for formal

program evaluatoon that the state might consider o
K L

1t should be establlshed ommed:ately in the munds of the readers that

| have a boay tcward fprmal measurement procedures | believe the single

.most importa?}dﬁﬂdicant of the success of any special educatsoq program is

how well chL dren have grograssed over specnfued perno&s'of time in hnghly

"specoflc areas of bMavior. To me, any program evaluatlon made in terms

of One ponnt in time (such as the once-a- year standardnzed testing programs '
. .

giveh in sprnng tn regular education)-offers very llttle in data for Judg-

Ve

ing the effectoveness of proqrams. The once-a-year test:ng merely tells

school personnel where the chuld is, with no indication of how school itself




$ o." e A - ' -
“'aﬁfected thase test results. One\must at least have baselines agajnst

/

which to-measure progréss. Thus, l have endeavored to embody the best

£, ’

% -
" measurement methodology in the model developed here. —, -

LY -

. The stiig/of the-art paper on formal. ‘program evaluation is derived

in part from an artncle/on accountabrllty that.was requested of me by. the

Fate,
-~

Journal of‘Learning Disabilities. The other component of the evaluation

'l

package presented here ,the ‘individual achlevement monntorlng system, has

been devise by Dr. Lester Mann and T for the Eésteﬂn SuBurban DLVISIOD of

:the ﬁ%tional eglonal Resourtes Center ‘of Pennsylvanna. The monltorlng

v 4 . M

system -has* recelyed“publlclty at the Councll For Exceptdonal Chllg;en con- * -

K

vention in HIBMl in 1971 (Manr: and Progek 1971) and in'.the Journal of

.

Special Educatlonc(Mahn; in press).‘?The individual achievement\monitoring

system is mentioned .in the';ontext of :;T?*model because It-has many impli=

+

.catlons for any formal | program evaluatnon system. The monlto)nng system
descrubed here embodies a grea¢ many new measurement concepts taken from

i

crnternon referenced measurement théory.’ v

; ;
¥
3 & R .

The whole notion of formal programzevaluationjls‘related“to the con-

-, .
.

cept of "accountabilifty," Unfortunatelﬁ, accountalility has been Vviewved

‘Wwith a’type of funnel vision as being ;ssociated only with guaranteed per-

.
@

formance contracts between publishers’ of educatnonal materials and school

systems. Such contracts assume varnous forms, some merely provnde materials

N \

-only, with no |nsurance or guarantee that certain minimum achnevement will

‘be produ%ed ln the chnldren who use them- others provnde a far- rangnng
. ‘o S
package ?f not only materials, but also bersonnel,&consultatncn, gua)antees,

“etc. However, no matter what arrangement is reached between the publlsher

4

- 4 ’

and the shcool system, there is an lmplled or stated assumption that '‘ac=

countabolnt " wnll revaill, Stated very . simply, the.termlrefers to the
Y P > . £rs,

.}‘! \ ];]..

D

.
A P ngm S (R ..:J/
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‘individual” achnevement monntornng system the readec w:JI see. in the ap-

. large datd processing and data storage arm is needed-

o usua]ly already awailable gt local and state IEvels.

ERIC-.* .

s .
i . ; ¥
s doven Tk o~ trme v mash a2 1
M - : A Ted e ariaiee b 5 o - -
N I - e " R = A .
° . B .
. .
'

. ' o °

attempt to-evaluate how well certaln educational oBjectives weie achieved.

il

. Another term which is receiving‘increased usage in the educational liter-

® /s
-ature is '"program evaluation'': indeed, one m.ght cons.der thIS term synony-

- & 1.
~ W, ’ 4

mous. wi th accountabnllty. . ' e T o

"~ The sad part of viewing accountability or’ formal program evaldstion * - «

‘in connection with only performapce contractnng, is that the vast majority

4

of routinely funded Iocally run- &pes;al educatnon programs go without apy

formal evaluatuon.» The view taken in this document‘TS'thét‘formal program

a N — * I ° »

evaluation should extend to all types-of specia) educat!on programs., — *

- L)

As one readsg through his model he will see that a certain amount of

. e

research des:gn has been thr wn into the total pncture. \Obviously, any\

3 [ / °

data obtained in realistlc onxgoing spec:al educatnon programs wnll not

B -

, be as.methodologicanly “clean”‘as\deSIred from a research point of view:\/{ ¢

Ll — .

There wnlloalways be the criticisms from skeptics that feel contamlnate
data should not be used at all lt |s precnsely th‘s negative vtew that has ¢

kept formal program'eValuatnon From .ever reacthg fruntion. Nonetheless,

¢ o

whenever a forma) program evaluation system is attempted for specnal educa-

¥

taon offncnals must realize that such criticisms w:ll contanuously be made.

3 .

o

Bes:des the formal program evaluation system oescrnbed her€in ‘and the. .

- .
* -

.

- pendix to this report ‘that part of the'bnachnnery" needed at the state

. -

level 'to make such evaluation systems vork is a data- banknng act:v ty A
y o .

"these faci]ities are‘

\ {

Arrangements would -
é * .
have to be nade‘wsth exnstnng staff to- iork out a bas¢ of cooperation. {n
! * /’ -
connection with such data banking actlvities, there will no doubt be crnes

.
o — = -

of “{nvasnon of privacy'" and “everything our chlldreh has ever done has
l ’ . ¢

-

" been reduced to a mass of numbers on computer jaﬁds.“ True, such dangers
N : i ¢ - r

.
v i ‘ s ‘. v ?

o \ [} . L4 ' -

A}
t

p oo

U e
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aretalways present, but it is also felt that when and if the Bureau of

f v t

¢52_5§.;z31 Education finally feels'ft has the necessary sophistication in the

model so that it would want to recommend it, then saféguards on interpre-

tation will have to be implemented. 5
With regard to interpretation and use of accountability or program
. evaluation data, gross misconceptions about accountability in general have
glven rise to unwarranted cFiticisms of systems for -ogram evalu-

. ation systems. Accountablllty has been twisted to nea.. that unflatterung

.

ahse a teacher or admnnnstrator

\ —
who has® been assocuated wnth that pFogram to he reprumanded to lose pay, or
even to be fired. . This view could not be fart\Ew from the truth. lf | were

\
interpretﬁng data obtained throughout the Commonwealth from on-go:ngaspgctal

educatnon programs, first, at the local~level ro teaéher within'a school

» Ld

_ orgarifzation would-be compared favorabiy' or unfavorably wuth any other teacher.
Such comparisons are NOT the purpose of formal program evaluaticn, although

-
.

many mnsgulded people have attempted to convey this threatenung lmage. As
.| see it, the‘maJor goal of accou%tabulpty is to look at the overall pro-

gress of chnldren within one major programmqu approach (nf Only one approach

2, - -
L] 4

. 1S Used) orgng compare one programming technique with one or more others.
»

(ifmmore than one approdch is used with the same children). Second, at the
. '

state level of data-banking, a school's (or 1.U.'s) program for, say, the

trairable, in ope part gf the state wnll NOT be compared favorably or un-

favorably ‘with a similar program in aﬂother part of the state. Thus is not
meant to be a vehncle for approvung or dlsapprov1ng on-going programs, f

for supplem :nting or detracting from federal aid to such programs. It must
" - v

be remembered that the number of confounding variables in making 'such threat-

e

+ ening comparisons«is far toq great to allow valid comparisons of that type.

" ke v

The main point is that only programminb;techniques'as such (not an individual

13 o

3

Q

g
N
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+ teacher, admtnjstrator or schoo! organization) are on trial or held ”ac- )
countable." It is the hope of the Bureau of Spec:al Education that feedback’
w:ll be gotten from the data-banking acttv:tles for making dec:stons on

[y

w o o keep an on-going programming techn:que or to change to a different.
‘ onz. Personnel -- administrators, teachers, etc. -= should not feel threatened
in the least. 4 ' L

{ <

' The basic philosophy of ho.dlng |nd|Vldual educational staff members

-

accountable for their action or lack of»actnon does, of course, have merit.

However, the truth must be faced that accountab|lsty machinery is just not

yet that reflned for making ‘such finely- honed~de04510n54 Nonetheless

~

many benefits for deCtS|on-mak:ng can be gotten from the extstlng potential
in formal program evaluation. Such benef:ts are eXpla:ned in the enclosed
.model in great detail. In brief, however, data banklng activities for ac-
countability afé meant\az an initial effort at the state level to provnde

. e 3
answers&to questions such as: (a) How far can children within given ranges

of potential and with specified disabilitjes progress over a certain amount

of time? (&) How much farther or less can such a child progress,under a

different instructional approarh7 (c) What cost-effectiveness factors enter

. the picture? The answer to (a), as simple a question as it is, is unknown

o

for any area of-éxceptionalfty.' Parmanent records will be kept on the answers

to theve questions,'as well as others. As the data accumutates ta a greater

extent, more complex questions can be answered. This is the type of monntor:ng

job a state can be doing if it so desires. _ . )

A

In this somewhat lengthy introduction, | have endeavored to give the

reader a flavor of the underlying phllosophaes tHat gquided the development
of the enclospd fobmal program evaluatvon model. The impJementation of a

decently functioning accountabul:ty system is a vast -undertaking: With such. !

a huge job, the whole range of measurement criticisms will be met, | just

v o -

'w" ‘ . ]-4 \\

*
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_ l
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|

hope that special educators will nét be distracted by Potential crit-

{ .
icisms to such an extent that theyifail to see the forest for "the trees

in terms of long-range benefits. . 4 : .

t

2 ©

Bartons+B. Proger, Ed.D.
Director of Evaluation
and Dissemination, PRISE

|
|
i
!
|
|
|
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. o CHAPTER T " . .
" FORMAL PROGRAM EVALUATION (NORM-
g ) REFERENCED MEASUREMENT) : ‘
:, ' ‘, REVIEW OF LITERATURE B
{1 Introduction ‘
- : . )
J i In this first chapter, séveral types of e;aluatﬁon prcEedures ;ill
7 . ) ’ be surveyed and put into perspective with- respect to one. another. fnere ¢
:'J o are at least five major types of eValuatlon activ:t:es that are said «-
$ i wAﬁ\rightlzﬂ?r not --- to. fall within the province of formal prggram evalu- ______u“j“““___
e - ru;;ét ion: (a) formal program evaluat}on (nerm;referenced measurement) (b)
; ’ indiyidual_achievement monitoring (crirerion-re.erenced measurement) a( ) .
eccred}tation-type on-site evaluation visifs _(g) descripfive s;stems- . .
o ' analyses evaluations,, and (c) demograph:c data record keeping. In turn,
these fsve evaluatlon'act:vutles can be envisioned to occur at four levels: - .
g‘ (a) na.:onal (b) state, (c)'regional; and (d) local. These‘preliminary ', .
. rglationships are iqdicated-in%the matrix in:Figure I,
The present chapter mi;l focus on only the"f}rst type of evaluation ;
d— . - system: forma! program evaJuaéien (norm-;eferenced measurement). However,
o passing‘mentidn in‘this chapter will be qccerded toaaééreditatien on-site
* Avisits, descriptive systems analyses, and demographic record keeping;. these .
. * three types of evaluation ystems do have some Ilm:ted value and in some .o '
»
situations may even be deemed necessary " Nonetheless, it is the oplnfon ’
3 of the %uthor thaf'only formal proggram evaluation and‘individual achieve- E
‘ ment monitoring really deserve any sustalned agtcntlon when'educational . %
b agenc]es are cons:derlng the tmplementatoon of sophlst;deted and worthwhlle .
. evaltlation systems. Thus, a separete chapter will be devoted later to ex- .
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e DEF INTYYONS AND NATURE OF THE PROBLEM -

’ -
plaining the merits of individual achievement monitoring.

.This paper will consider the issue of program evaluation in the area of

o 9

learning disabilities. Séveral topfcs will be covered: (a) definitions of
program evaluation, (b) currently used models of program evaluation, (c) a

critique of those models, (d) an example of both formal and informal program

]

eValuation in the faeld of Iearning disabalataes, (e) a suggested resolut on

e
\

of the program evaluation dllemma, and (f) some hints of the future in earnx\\\\

ing disabilities program evaluation.
: T

P~

In the field of learning disabilities, there is a great deal ef‘Confu:.iE

- sion about what "'evaluation' means. Indeed, this confusion extends into-all

areas of exceptionality and even into regular education. Part of the con-

Ly,

« -4 5.

fusion stems from the great deal of emphas;s gaven to clinical evaluations or

. I

-diagnoses of individual children. Too often special educators haukicon5|dered

"+ .
- tndivadual pupi ! evaluat?on to be synonymous with program evaluataonf%% '
%,

e,

M
Before going any furthe a working definution of program evaluatlon H\

e e - . 3 -

must be given. l consider program evaluation to-be the process of gatherlng‘}

evidence (tes; data, anecddtal teacher records, elinician observations, and

so on) on the effectiveness of the total learning disabilities program (wheather

“

-run by .an individual public school district, a'private or parochial~schnol, a

county school system or an intermediate Gnit, or even a state hospital). To

[

guage the effectiveness of thé program as a whole, program evaluation relies
.. ——— .

~on the individual pupil diagnoses or-evaluations. This, information on indiv-

- ~

{dual pupils is combined or averaged in meaningful ways to gauge the proéresa

3 -

of certain types of pupils within the Iearniné disabled program. Such pcoled
information will.yield results in a more manageable form than the sepgrate

. 1, . - . -
pupil evaluatton records 50 that the‘program administrator, teacher, or other

staff member can make future programmlng docosaons on a rational basas. Too

&

S | ) : ‘ 0 .]S) o %5 , '“‘.




a4 . 3 v
y b o . - - ¢ e F AP ek e E ke T . m‘
s - e a wrnmabam e w 4 n e s o .
“:v s " N , BN .

" w + -
S - S h
’ Q-n ¥

;]( . often educators have been accused’ of making major programming decisions i L%W*
;_] . on‘an 3ntuitiue hasis == Yarmchair philosophizing' (cf. Proger et al., 1970)

J_ . . Program evaluation, if used :ntell:gently, can help el:m:nate such cr:t:c:sm

_,i {i%x%\ : In summary, Erogram evaluation can be cons:dered a step above EEEL_ eval-

i ’ ,t%;xuatlon<an complex:ty. S ‘ ; : ‘ ] "

;j F " To clarify further the working definition of“program evgluation, ohe

) need only look at.the federall} funded_programs under the Elementary and ;
qj i Secondary Education Act of 1965. Projects funded under Title LI of tht *

' i act are requsred to subm;t formal program eva?uatson data on the effective- . ] :
h 7 ness of the program with children. Program evaluat:on has received. increas- ‘ {

<

ing attent:on recently as federal and state offlc:als become more and more

aware of the Tow. qual:ty == or even complete absencg -- of program evalu- - '8
S ataon ;n federally supported projects (Sm:th and Brecknell 1969; Er:ckson,
1970} Thus, certaln sodrces of federal and even state fund:ng have requ:red oA

@

learning d:sablTsttes educators to produce at Ieast some semblance of program

Tm—

o evafuat:on, no matter. how poor orrnnappropriate. However, et .us not delude |

T
- - IR

S . ourselvesf It is in the~erea of locally funded learn:ng Hﬁsabslit:es pro*rams

" -] “\‘\\ g.
that ‘program evaluation js most crucially needed and, paradox:cally, mos t T Tk

frequently absent! R I A B -
Program évaIuat:on is also ?requently confused with accred:tat:on of

e

schools (e, -g., North Central Association of Colleges and Secondary Schools

R l§69). Nh:le the opinions of v:s:t:ng experts, teacﬁers, students, and 7# EE |
parents are important, accreditation forms a dlst:nct area of the broad field F

of evaluatlon that will not be considered in this papera Further the dis-’ o 3
- \ _‘/i
: cussijon of program evaluation here will be conf:ned to student achievement, : 4/ff'§
B ]
i

feel%ngs, and performance. Teacher competencies f:nanc:al resources organ-

[ 4

. g izationa§ structure, etc., are left to other types of evaluat:on experts. | r

1, v

believe pupil functioning is the S%neffe most importent'aspect of any learning
Q ‘ i . . . ‘iU




d!sabilities program to be _xamined Program administrators and teacliers

. will be able to obtain a great deal more detailed informat=0n for decision 3

- making from direct data on the puplls as compared to a model wenghted down

o with other variables such as money and staff competenc'es. The completely ’ i

* generalized,-competently functionngg_program evaluation model is far in the ) !
- ) future, to say the least! : 'k - T ' | . t
¥ ) . Tﬁe'reader should also be aware that severa) progrqu evaluators (Scriven, .‘ :
; , 1967; Stake, 1567, pp 525-526 Atkinson, 1967, p 2) suggest that the process o

{ of program evaluatlon should not only descrnbe the change that occurs in

; . puplls over the course of time (such as gains in test scores) but-should also

. Jgggg_whether those- changes are acceptab!e or. not. Some might questlon this * ‘Y
' . vie&po;ﬁtMin that it infrlnges upon the nopevaluator-program adninistrator's é
. i, roie of decision mak:ng. Other definitiohs of program evaluation have been
ti poscted (Cronbach 1963, p. 672 Griessman, |969, p.17; Welch, .1969, p.b29).

L However, the stage is now - set for examlntng some of the major program éValu- -

ation models. ) 1 o !

" - . . CURRENTLY USED PROGRAM EVALUAT:O& MODELS
. How does one.g; about desngnung an adequate prograu evaluation scheme?. 4

‘ There are many models now-available that descrsbe the ma;or steps in program

. : eValuat!on deS|gn, Fs generallzed gundeltnes, ‘these descr:ptnons deserve tle :

‘ -name of “models '* One should not expect to see a complucated mathematlcal ) ’
'F\\\ ‘ model, such models have had success only in very specific contexts that do ]
. ™ not pos;pss the many complexitnes of an ongoing learnnng dnsabilutles program .

N (cf Welty,.1969; Brooks, 1969; Alkin,*Glinski; and W1n|nger, 1969). - . .

- uﬁﬁ—“TM_Ar_ \~Perhaps the most- |ﬁfluent1a4 progxam_evaluatiggﬁgcgel to date has been :

' , the Stuf ebeam (1967) cIPP structure Coritext lnput }rocess, an&“;rcduct 9'“:L““‘““

"




. represents Context, Design, Process, and Product. Describing the‘%ajor ‘

' depend on design information ... the objectives need to be §p8leled oper=

in detail “and the assoc1ated problems. behlnd those needs. Prelum:nary studies

»(such as |nd:v1dual pupul dlagnoses) would be\approprlate to help determine

'lylng them broad program goals and specific behavioral objectives are de-

steps in the CDPP evaluation process, Randall (1969, pp. 40-42) states:

"Context evaluataon consists.of planning deC|5|ons and context information

that serves them ... Design %vafuattqp entails structuring decusnons which ~

» - -

M %
ationally if possible, and actlvtt|es or means of attafning them need to be .

specified ... After a design has been ‘structured and is put on trial, often
called the pilot test, reStructurlng decisions are fad%d. Restructuring

decisions are based on process,information ... After_components of a design.

. ~ .
have been tested, they can be put together in a program ﬁor a product or

field test. Since this is thé first full;fycle test the maJor decisions

faced are whether ’to recycle through another full-scale field test. The in-

formation needed called product informatior, entalls not only evidence
about effectiveness in attaining short - agd long-range goals., but also ef—

féetiveness ... compared with that of another program or strategy:''

- ’ Y :

Because the cipP- COPP-type model is the basis for many other program

evaluation schemes, it would be helpful to illustrate the torp variation

LY . - .
briefly with a learning disabilities problem. Let us suppose a Perceptual N

»

motor tragnlng program has been deemed approprtate for use with a certain

group of learning disabled children in a perate school. The Context part =~ 7

of the evaluat'on cycle would involve look|ng at the needs of the children

»
*

- °

needs of the pup:ls On the bases of the pupil needs and the problems undcr-

termlned Desagn evaluatton (or in Stu?flebeam s terms, Input evaluatlon)

can be thought of as h:;}ng a-primary purpose of arriving at a feasible train-

T

ming. dtsabfed pup5%§, Des'gn evaluation- entails con“

i N

ing program for the le.
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'siderataon of the constraints of the private school:

'thoroughly to gain insight into the virtues and flaws,of that particular :
'would be examwned in the llterature to see if an. even'more suitable pro-' CT.

. have sugdested which per%ggtual tralnlng program mlght be most suitable with

. the children under the constralnts of the prlvate school

"concludes its role by‘specufylng more fully what is to be done with the -

Ehildren. That is, design evaluation also’ lmplnes the specification of the |

.possible and process evaluatlon will refer to in-process qualuty control mon-

throughout the actual trasnnng program, and wnll be used to restructure the

—-. decisions. - 23 i ' : 'g
eersiom T ' ‘ | |
§

]7

a'

funds, staff skili;,

b

~

facilities, scheduling, etc. The program admunlstrators and other staff
members have the responsibility for examining all the specific details of 7
the perceptual tralning‘program they originally thought apprOpraate~ the '

literature == both research and phllosophlca! opinion -- would be searched

training program. At the same time, bowever, alternative training programs —

4

A [

gram mnght be fbund (see Proge//et al., 1970). Once these pnellmananx steps

deslgn “evaluation

-

actual’ steps to be used in‘the training program flna ly sele ted, and the-
& 7 s . R
specification of a desrgn for gathering e evudence of effectlveness. Process
;_,__, —-
. R
evaluation chn refer. to an actual pilot test: -of the perceptual motor tralnlng

program~ evidence af effectlveness durlng the pilot” test is used to restrqcture

ES

the final program that is to be used later in the regular actuvuttes of the

pr:vate school. However, more often than hqt, pilot testing will not be

ltorlng of the fnnal ‘program |tself°ceV|dence wull be gathered systematlcally

hd °

Iy

program as it is ‘running. "Product evaluataon is perhaps the mos t faMnliar step, i

since it refers to gathernng the evidence of effe-tiveness at the end of the

perceptual motor training program. Thus, when product data is compared to o

N,

pretest data and to process data, analyses can be generated which yield in- ¢

fqrnation that the program admantstrator can use as a basis for making future

¢ E
& Py
E
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- ,d}chSsLon of contéxt evaluation can be found in Freedman and Swanson (1969)
~and in Hammond (1969). Stufflebeam (l969)'provldes a recent discussion of

' his-CLPP model. A . L ;

' uation";(HammonH) n.d.; EPIC, 1968) consists:of a three-dimensional figure:

‘a cube The ''Behavior" edge is dlvided into three units: cognitive domain,

‘ admunlstrator, educat:onal speclalost family,: ‘and community. The cube is
embedaed into a five- category scheme df var:ables. The first category ==

“ YPrediction Soches“ - umplles “that one exam:nes the Varlous types»of in-

Thus one sees that. the copp program evaluatlon model generally fits -

3 3

all aspects of the evaluatlon process of any learning-: dusab:llttes program

This is one of the primary strengths of the CODPP moﬁel A more detailed-

Y Q >

°

t .
L4 b ¢ L]

¢ -

Another well- knowq.grdgram evaluation model is that of EPIC (Evalu-
... N

o

——

atlve'Programs for Innovative Currlculums). The EPIC "structure for eval-

affect:ve domain, and psychomotor domain. - The “Instruction' edge has five

unlts;,organizat:on content, method facllttles, and éﬁst The third edge

) g s
is labeled.“lnstututlon“ and is ﬂlVlded into six units: student, teacher,

~

-

A )
struction that might be used in a given situation.- The second category of

"Descriptive Variables' suggests that the actual steps to_be used in the . .
|nstruct|onal‘technlquesuacemto be speclfled carefully, along with the- con-" }

straints that the lnStltUthn places upon the teachung, ”Ob';ectu‘\"/_e—‘:;"i f{gms e

. -

“the third category of Varlables The fourth category consists,of the cube o

<
described above. The actual desidn for collectlng the effectiveness data is

specified in this step. The fifth category -- “Criteria of EFfEctlveness --

Jmplles the analysis of all data obta:ned One can see, the similarities be~
. o N

tween the COPP model and the EPlC schemel -

¢
°

The reader is mow aware of two main program evaluatlon models and the .“*

Vo

types of guldel;nes suggested by each. Schematlcally, the EPlC design can bc

a l
-

safd to "be representatlve of the geometrlc model bulldlng efforts (in this \

- . \
-

,::4 '




case: ,Cube) while the CIPP design characterczes the logtcal eggcrete
\ pattern (the four main stages are placed horu;ontally on top of a rectangle,

and subdivisions are placed vertically down the left’ ste of the- rectanglé

v

thus forming an eggcrate classification s:heme). However, a few other models

. ]
- . . 4

. - might "be mentloned here for further reference. .. . . :

4

- . Scriven (]967) has produced é”lengthy book chap{er on what he envisions

-

" as program evaluation. He tries to formalize in_ much greater detail than
C T '
) . other wrtteré nn the evdluation fleld what he considérs to be the “methodology

of evaluatnpn. One gets into statnstuqal design dtscuss:ons and other tech-'
A A

nical areas, o . )

_Stake (1967) builds a logical-eggcrate design. “His basic model consists
of twb'major_blocks of informat%én: "DescriptiOn Mat:ix" and ‘a "ﬁuﬂgment

Y

Matrux." Data can be subclassified in either matrix as "antecedents , 'trans-

actions'’, or "outcomes.' The descrlptave matrix is further subclass¢fied into

L

. ’ IS
g Y{ntents'' and "Observations'', while tHe correspondlng damenslon in the judg-

ment matrix consists of "Standards” and "Judgments "

: ] - N — . ¢
\ . Atkinson (1967) divides hus evaluation model into three domains accord-
- -
% "
i ing to the areas objectives can be constructed: structare (school plant
. 2

'organization,, ‘etc.), process (lnstructton)“ and product (student out diies:“in
. . W

‘ ”“*‘“‘behavnor) . . b T

Pohland (1970) describes a geometrlcal prQéram evaluation made | dev‘

‘oped by ‘Howard Russe]l and Louis Smith at tHe Central Mtgwestern Regional

Edueatibnal Laboratordy, Inc.,'St. Ann, Missouri. Like the EPIC design, the

CEMREL model is a three-dimen;§onal cube. - Along one edge of the cube is the
' ™ ~ ) ’ . . ‘ e
¢ ’ Ufocus" of evaluation (student, mediator, or material).. The Second edge  ° .

N Ad .

"+ deils with the 'role' of evaluation (formatiue and summative). The final

= edge ponsists of data" (scale measurcs, questionnaire responses, and par-

y ticipant ebservations). ! . . T
PR ) . e
.IERJ!: . o o Lo

, /’ " e, ) B o . .
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A discussion of basjt program evaluation mode Is. wpu1d<bmr1ﬁEFﬁ$Tete <
wathout systems analysts _in 1968 a group commissuoned by the National '
Securnty Industrial Association studied the appltcatlon of systems analysis

in defense-to the area of education. Carten (1969 pp. 22- 23) summarazm‘

’ . ~, R .

eight steps of systemélanaiysis‘tﬁ%t couid’be useful-rn educatton- (a)

State the real NEED you "are. trying to satlsiy*’(b) Deftne‘the educational ;/"

N
OBJECTIVES whoch wul1 contribute ;to satisfynng the real need “(c) Defane .

<
to those realaworld lim:t;ng CGNSTRAINTS whnch any prnposed system must satlsfy,

(d) Generate many different ALTERNAT!VE systems, (e) SELECT the best alter-
e I S
native(s) by Tareful axalySts, (f)<1MPLEMENT the se!ected alternatfve(s) for

testnng, (g) Perform a thoroagh EVALUAT!ON of the experimental system° (n)

e

Based on exgernmenta] and rea] world ?esugis FEEDBACK the requrred HdblFl-

. CATIONS and oontinue this cycTe udtn] the ob;ectives have been attatned L -,
M e
obertson 61969, pp.31) claims " .5! appltcatlon of systems: analysis tech-‘

\ .l [ > - r3

o’ nnques tc evaluataon differs fromzPERT (Program Evaluation Revrew Techgjque) f
PERT focuses on the steps, the tume, and other expendntures In the adentxfled

eva]uation or research procesSes, ‘while ...[systems analysis] shourd be ”

thought of in terms\of the operating program,:-not- the evaluatnoﬁ process per

’

‘ se A Addtt;onalvthoughts on systems analys:s models can be found “n byer k

e . N ~ ‘
(‘970) W ) Y ” ) R ’ - s, o~ .
U ~ CRITIQUE OF PROGRAM.EVALUATION MOBELS e
., “ l' . . i M R R <
. ¢ By now | hope to have conveyed ta the reader the\trend in current 4d-
' o N ; %

- . - z
-~ucational literature concerning the constructuon.of-genera1 program evalu-

“ationmadels, In recent years educators of all types have been bombarded
" with an ever-nncreasrng tide of such models (and | have. sampied only a smali
' b i
portion in .the prevnous section!). It is time. to stand back.and assess the

1
~

relBVance énd success of thns build-a-mode},mgrathon First, let us look at
- A' . “F“"‘

(1969} ;. Amhentorp, Da!ey, and Evans (1969) Ryan (P969) Wallace and Shayelson .: )



' I | '
;EFt_- i whaf"sohe evaluators have said about their eolleagues‘ efforts.°
‘ " : Many professional evaluators are skeptical of this model-building
L " trend. Early in the game Cronbach (1963, p. 672) stated° ... | an be- ‘&
- {,il' coming convinded that some techniques and habuts of thought of the eval~
.; uation specialists are il1] suited to current curriculum studtes " Cronbach
%' hlt the evaluator hlmself ‘while Stake (1967, p..524) gimed his pen at the ‘
1: people who should be using evaluation spec1alrsts:,"The issue here is the
d - . Eotential contribution to‘education of formal evaluation,’ Today, educators )
, . fatl to percerve what formal evaluation eould do for them. They should be- (
;. ' - inplor%ng measurement fpeCtalists to deyeIOp a methodology that veflects
—;j " the fullness, the complexity, and the fmportance of their programs. They -
:i * are not. Y Other indications of the failure of program evaluation are guven k
':j :__ . by Guba (1969}, Sorenson (1968, -p.4), and ScaiVEn \'9675 p 53). e
S What are the symptoms of this failure of program evaluatlon in spe.lal
F- | ", education?: The answe; is simple enough: virtually no implementation in any .- ‘
'area;of excéptfonality/’ Granted,, the qualityziev el of program evaluation
:' ma?ht have :Lsen slig tly in federally funded programs becguse of the thrust
. C- "for "increased accouhtabiiity. But the :eal problem resides in the locally’
ot 4 y"fundeo;;;ogramsvwhete such excellent oppo}tun;tles for .program evaluation
- : ‘ thege lS almost no program evaluation at-all. How many learn=- ’
e ‘ ing dlsabll tles programs today are really being examlned in a formal sense
'?k C usnng~systema§i£51;y'gathered data? Please note that | am not talking about
-:; ) ~'p;ogram evaluation in terms of the usual indices of nuﬁber of do}lars spent,
_ . ' number of qertafted staff pumber of children served, ete Rather, ltam
‘J ) 'l- taﬁhjng'abouﬁ formal/ statisttcal evidence of any gauns mado in the program as.
w}ﬁ T a wholet deélxsd qﬁ‘course f;om the ga1n ‘data on IndIVIdua] pup“ls. | am ) 1

talking aJso of cq&parat ve gaun data of one Jdearning dlsab|ltties program *

L » ' ’ .
o

plttqﬂ agalnst aqpther program’ pre$uma6]e atmung at the same goal but with

N -
' ’ *

/ Py p . ‘ ! 0:‘ 7
! . M #ax )
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different means. This type of data just is not being provided on a routine
¢ . :

basis for decision-makingin locally funded, on-going programs. About,thé‘

only evidence of formal program evaluation that is visible lies in isolated
occurences of univgrsity research project evaluétions in l;qal schools (just
examine any professional journall). . .

/' So much for the obvious symptoms- of the failure of program evaluation.

What are the underlying causes? | think one primary factpr has been the

L

Iy

emphasis on mass dissemination *- im professional journals, conventions, etc.=-

‘ of the general program evaluation models. A few fears ago, during the truly

prfhéval stage of devélopment in program evaluation theory, there were vir-

* tually no generalized guidelines to follow. Thus, initially, models such

as CIPP and EPIC performed an admirable service in causing awarenéss.,, to some

v " 9

degree, in program administrators {but not in teachers!) of the need for
’ ' <

program evaluation'and of wha{ its bastc features are. However, with the

*‘flood of literature in this field (books, monographs, articles, speeches), |

’

think the administrators and teachers in the field became-disillusioned. After

the initial dissemination of the modé]s,°nqtﬁing new was being said. Theré is

an even more basic flow in the massive, never-ending, model-building epidemic:
v P v ’ T f
A .

lack of specific advice within the models for actual implementation of the

evaluation. _If any learning disabilities educator examines the several

[
.

program evaluation models presented earliefy he will pfdbably remark: 'l un-

-

. derstand what you are.saying, and it all seems very logical. But, ! know

-~

. 4 . .
| myself will never be able to use the model in my particular situation be-
cause no really specific guidelines are.given. | would need expert evaluation
hélp to use the model-but do not know where to get such help. So I wli for-

get the whole thing!'" And there is the crux of the matter as | see it. The

4

models have reached their level of functional incompetence with respect to the

real world. - ' . ) .

e




. e - S el ProN - - ,‘sm*w m““%" ’,\.

*

This problem of functional ingcompetence of s isAbasicalyy'%ne

a

of analytical overkill. In the past few years, the program e ation models

have been refined, re-refined, ad nauseam. Indeed, some eyaluators have

even turned t eir by now finely honed analytical skills to 4 higher level of

'

synthesizing: lmeta-evaluation' and "taxonomies' of evaluation designs (cf.
) s - .

" Sdriven, 1969, and Worthen, 1968). Whether these ;uper-anaiytical efforts be

v . . v °

wor;hwhile or not, we had better slow down and re-examine our position, eval-
. uators! The educators in the field have been left behind! Clearly, model
building |s.not having a very salutary effect on education in rege;d to

the model-builders, Finn (1969, p.lg) asked: ' .:. is it possible that they
have, in fact, over-analyzed the pnocess cee sesen ﬁave, in fact, these,
»;nalyses departed from operational reality, at least in the-éense that the -
pract:tnoner would not know what to do with them?' Thus Finn suggests (p. 19)

that perhaps program evaluation has acquired that dreaded affliction known as

°

"hardenung of the categortes!' - . .

A -~

Let us a.so ask at-this point in the model-building game just for whom
the recently developed models are intended. We know they are not meant-for

the program administrator or teacher; they cannot handle the model on their.

fed

own. What about profe55|ona| evaluators? Could the models be aimed at in-

creasing ‘their competence? | think not. After reading the initial CIPP and

)

EPIC models years ago, | as an evaluator have not received any new :nsnghts o

from the spate of publications issued since that time. " The models appear to
be stimulating thought in no one. They are highly repetitious and are prob-
ably doing more harm than good at this ponnta ‘

~.

In other words, the dissemination function of these models has 3utl|ved

* ¢
its uscfulness. It is time to put the models on the hastorlcal section of
the educational bookshelf. In my opinion, a modei is supposed to lend a

unique perspective not ord! nari!y realized by the majority of practitloners ‘9

, Y
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1n the field for which the model is meant. The models did this years 2go,

' but no longer do. ‘
oS

A second major ‘cause for lack of wudespread implementation of program

- evaluation has:been the absence of an aggressive ''sales cambaign" by exist=-

\\\k\<;\i\ ing agencies: county offices or "intermediate units, regional materials and/or

-

;ZEBErce _centers, universities, and state departments. Educators are-tra-

\ ~gen ‘
Thus, some vigorous proddang is needed,

ditionally slow tb\adopt innovatlons.
\.\\\
\EXlstlng agencies that have program evaluatlon con
— i

\ 'S
\assume the responsibility to-keep knocking on the doors of potenttal clients.

Simple advertising of the availability of ‘such services is not enough. ’ .

\
\ As a solution for those in need of professuonal evaluation assistange,

|

§
*\\\‘ one might as this potnt,
e

sultation capabilities must

suggest that the answer is simple: go to the local

lverSIty evaluat|on service bureau. However, how many edueators in the

<

field really would feel free to call on consultants at universzttes? Not

very mary, | am afraid. There is an inherent distrust of universities in many
B

edukators. Some, might even say: "The only consultatlon we ever received was a

\ N
r¢quest to do research in our school; we never got any practical beneflts

? -

. om\ct.,»Any program evaluatuon consultat|on we get will prnbably be equally

Praetlcal' $o why bother?'' Perhaps this attitudé is unJustufied on the

part of educators with _respect to some of the more servfce -oriented univer=
sitiesr However, the attitude does exist, and it must be coped with.
\ One mlght a150 suggest that ‘the program administrator obtain consultatiom

frpm an\agency l;ke EPIC. This is fune ‘for those who live in the VICInlty ‘

of ucsoA, Aruzona‘ or near a handful of similar ‘agencies. However, the vast

majority|of learning disabilities educator

r

: and thusﬁwitheut program evaluation itself.

A much more powerful solution is needed. Before suggesting a possible

3
—

1
|
re%olutioﬁ of this sorry state of the art, let-us examine briefly a lypical\

A . e <0 | |

s must do without spch consultation,

o < 4

-
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example of learning disabilities program evaluation. .Perhaps too much has
. been expected of’ formal program evaluation. Let us see just what an evalu-
' &
, , .
- ator might be able to deliver. - ° \
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R CHAPTER TT SN : .
’ ILLUSTRATION OFSFORMAL . R
S
. _ AND  INFORMAL ,
. ' - PROGRAM EVALUATION IN A~ ' »

LEARNING DISABILITIES

GONTEXT

“

v Acbrief example of some gengral aspects of program gvaluation in a -
learning disabilities program has been given-earlier in connection with

the COPP-CIPP mpdel. To make tnat example more specific, let us assume that

.

a group of thirty dyslexic children have been d?agwoéed as having compar=-

ab!e’etiologies that they lne within a relatively narrow age- span, and

- -

that other pertinent factors are comparable among ghe chu!dren In dther -

wards, meaningful comparisons can be’ made amdbng various subgroups of the -

-

children. We will also assume that concrete action has been ‘taken to carry -

out the -preliminary phases of the CDPP-CIPP model. For exaﬁple, ddring the

.~

context evaluation phase, a diagncstic pretest of reading deficit has been

given to all children. Using this |nformat|on and other data from each.

58

child's records, needs have heen determihed: Since some kind of perfeptual
motor trainihg program w;s considered apﬁrOpriate, speclfic méasu!dble ob=
jectives were sﬁegified in both the perceptual motor and re?ding achievement
domaiﬁs gf behavior; each objective was to be measured by a corresponding

standardized (or, if -more appropriate, locally devised) test. Before we

e

enter the scene, let us also assume that the desiyn.or input evaluation, phases
N A M4

have been partially accomplished in that alterna;ivq~traiﬁing prograﬁs'havé
N " 5, -
been examined, all within the light of the consira?ﬁts cf the school. Thisg -

®

sets the scene for the example to be discussed below. All of the above steps

have been accomplished by an evaluation consultant working with the program
X ,

administrator and staff. ‘}23 ST

L4
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' As we enter the scene, the program-evaluation is ready'to conclude its

d. |

design or .input evaluation phase. The evaltator must now decide what type
- of data gathering scheme would be appropriate. It has been agreed among all

- _.—- _——iavelved in this plann|ng that the pretest of reading deficit can be used to

~

e div1de the pupils into three groups of ten eachm minimal deficit, moderate
. deficit, and severe eeficut. All agree “that specufic information on'the ways
. ~'In.Qﬁigh these’three.broaalclass{fications of,dy{lexic\ehild;enlprogﬁess' .
» | throughegi the'perceptua}—mefo}”training_ﬁ?6§}ah would ee‘valueble for de-
. :cision-making’on'a short or long-term basis. Since.fke'program’will‘be ron
i ) during the full academic year, it must be decided how many tests to éive
e \during the year. .For purposes of in-process quality control, it was decided
‘? . to give three mfdéle-of-the-year tests as well as bre- and post-tes;s (a}f;
» = .  testing occas&ons use the same tests, or better yet, parallel forms of the
- ~ ' same test)w The re§eltant data collection §cheme is guven in Figure 2. The
. ewaluat;en consuitant;tonc]udes_the design or input phase by specifying the

type of* statlstlcal . anpiysis to, be used on the data: -tn this case, perhaps o
N < v
“re!eated-measures qna}YS|s of‘Vartance." it ghould be noted here fhat
. " complicated statistical methods should ‘never frlghten program administrators
R . B . N -

or teachers’ away; the evaluation consultant.has primary_responsibility for

selecting, performing, and interpreting the analysis.

At this point, one might ask how such a formal evaluation can aid both

the program administrator and teacher in reaching rational decisions. |In’

Figure 2, | have sketched in average learning curve profiles for each of the

three diagnostic categories: minimal, MOderate, and severe. Before entering
¢ ' into any detailed discussion,, the reader should noté that the collection of
test data during the three in-process testing occasions (174, 1/2, 3/4)

' ’J

‘ constitute the process evaluation phase of the COPP-CIPP model, while the

post-test comprises the product evaluation phase.

e B
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. “Let us first consider the benefits to be gleaned for the program ad-

ministrator from this formal program evaluation. ke may note that the

]
1

N\

]
:
]

a__!

a )

.

s....]

%
-

‘be abile to isolate some of the probable causes of this change for the worst,

‘the bottom row for severe~deficit chnldren, a large drop-off in remediatfon

less _common features of . remedlatlon (even if indlvtdua]ly admunnstered) are

‘applied to certain types of chlldren under the ‘broad heading of' dyslexic,

minamal reading defucit grecup gain nucely throughout the four quarters of

the year until the final testing, then drops off. If the administrator ex-

©

amines the programming approach used with ‘the “minimal“ group, he might -

Similarly, uf the administrator consnders the profile galn curve shown if

-

.o @ { <

occurs after the second quarter of the year;. thls in-process measure wouid
tell the adm;nistrator to make some on-goung changea before the end of the

year. Gran*ed, group profiles, averages, and’ so\on whlch are the working

’ -

tools of formal program evaluation, have'deflcnencaes (e.g., covéring up

°

finer differences among pupils). However, f for situations in which more or

formal program evaluation can yleﬁd valuable benefits for the administrator.

What about, the teacher? Even in such a nece§§ar§]X oversimplified )

3

example, informational benefits aimed toward remediation should bé avident...

o

The" teacher will play the major role in the data gathering process and wnll be ]

making tmmedcate, day- to-day programong changes (process evaluatvOn) He
wull maintain a score\sheet like the one in-Figure 2 but subdivided rnto ad-

dltlonal horszonta! rows within each of. the three diagnostuc categdroes
\

already shown. Each child's name will be approprtately placad along the left
of the data maxtrix in the correct diagnostic categpry. The scores of each

child would be placed on his smafl:\horizontal slice of the matrix. The
\

teacher might want to keep tndivndual gq}n proflle curves on each child while

3

gathering the data.for the program admlnlst\etor and evaluator. In this wa%,

the teacher would be able to see at a glance\hbether or not an individual child's

r- o N
| 26
N

N\
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4

remediatlon was having a beneficidl effect, and to actuaccordingly while

there is still time to make 2 meamingful change in the programming for

the child.

-
. ¥ .
At e%ch major point }n the data colTection process, the data, sheet is
/ ? -

copied from the teacher and fed to the program evaluator to suggest and

arrange for appropr:ate analyses These ngbal pquram evaluation findings

(that is, averaging and pooling to gauge the‘progress. of the general types of

'

children as a whole) are,glven to the program admlncstratOr. Thus, ideally,

- -both the teacher and admlnnstrator would. obtain appropr:ate feedback for

decisiqn making tmmed}ately. Decisions can’ be made during the.program's
% o

operatlon and at its end (productxevaluatlon) : ) .

oo

It must be remembered that this |;\;E§?\9Qg\3jmple example of a program

: \\>§§\\
evaluation design. The sophistication of the formal gnﬁ*ys?s-ahdﬂfeedback "

increase aécor&ing to the desires of the administrator and ;;;\?Texibility

Y

of the p:ogrém |tself 0f course, the ultlmate success in terms of utility

of any formal program evaluation depend on, the WIll:ngneSS of the admlnustraters

and staff to use the findings in an lntelllgent way. Formal program evalu-

ation does have limits (Stake, -1969; Wardrop, 1969). A great deal‘of debate

has élso centered around the dlffereeces between program evaluatnon and

tlghtly controlled resedrch (Schalock 1970) No one wnll deny that evalu-

atlon studles lack a great deal of -experimental control in the purist's

sense of the word. HOWever, |f formal program eval: ‘ation is coupted with

informal program evaluatnon an |ntell|gent basis for making decisions arises.
How do informal program evaluatlon methods enter the plcture? Teachers

uand other staff members are continuously makiny use of thege techniques when

. they administer their "homemade" tests, construct anecdotal records on in-

dividual children, on-the-<pot observations of emot|ona¥ d|ff|cult|es,

‘estlmatos of abilaty to interact w1th élassmates y and so on. Too often these

" ‘1',.,

odl

w
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"subjecfive"

etc. Why is it that teachers - usang their |nformal, subJective assessment

technnques - often come up w:th a much more efﬁecttve remedial prescruption

for children than do ijective, outside Pexpertsﬂ with all their standardized

1 -
» e - [ -

testing instruments? Also, how many fede}alli,funded programs for thd dis=~.

advantaged or other excePtuonal populations have been Judged dismal faalures
!

in terms of standardized test data alone? - Formal testing evaluation is quute

-

=
i

$ - . - o
should be used wherever appropriate to obtain a more complete picture of Jhat-
. ' . - . 1)

is occurring in a program. s Karl (1970)' Reynolds (1967)eeand Kunzelman (1969)

have stressed the great potential of :nformal teacher evaluation. Clearly,

-~ N
-

both- formal and “informal evaluation proeedures are needed -in any serious | .
3 '

8%

13

limited at tumes, and for thlS reason-alone informal data gathering proc dures -

o
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'GENERAL [MPLEMENTATION STRATEGIES
OF FORMAL PROGRAM- EVALUATION

.
(NORM-REFERENCED MEASUREMENT) D

' r

. . /
Thus far, many grandiose.schemes have been advanced for carrying out
program evaluat:on concepts in a learncng disabilities confext.ﬁ But who
will be available to the program admin:strators and teachers for prov:d:dé .

cus tom-made eva?uatnon consul tation? Most exusting general service agencres:

¢ -

-

at .the district, county, regional, and state levels do not have full-time",

‘. ~ . Al

program evaluation consultants. And”| hope, | have demonstrated.that thg

~

evaltation models- gre far/too general to be of any real help for specifdc
. v T ’ ! ¢
program evaluation proHYems. We haée also discussed why universittes ) -
'3 ’ , g . R . " .
“ probably will not be asked to providé consultation in this.area, | would
-1 - . M . . -

o

like to propose a new typé of general service agency: that might fermfbaft

of the answer. |% is time tolétop.building_models and start building consult="

. atuon agencoes\ - '

’ ’ .

Thg maJor thrust in any attempted resolution of the poor quality,of ex= '
!

isting program evaluation ln laarnung dlsabil°t ts, in my oprhioo, must lie

?

-

in provud;ng custom-made eva!uation consultatlon o any qual:fted profess:onal

. l
L.

in need of . Ideally, | would suggest that progran evatuation centers- bq

©oosethup in strategtc locatsons acros’s each state. However, | realize such, .
. .h" { -4
1

-
-~

. .
K schemes,are not always practical, and some compromise must\hasfound.

» -
4 7 g . . .

*.* *° -."  ‘There are two main avenues that appear -feasible’ First, county-offices

L2

! ¢ e .
N cou1d-hire-one qr two progrem evaluation specialists. §uch people would have -«

- measurcment. Thus, the county of?tc@ could provide” custom-made consultatton,

] . -.' tritnlng at least at the ‘Master's degrée level in educational research ‘and
] not only to the varlous exceptlonality _programs run by. the,county but also to

L] s e . .

Q o U : ‘ tf{}\

[ o .
.
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those special education programs run on an individual school district basis. -

»

4

In fact, the evaluation specialists could prbbablf also handle program eval- ¢*

. AT YL S

uation, consultation requests from regilar educators in each of the individual
t

- =
. o ) . o
: schod! districts in the county. The entire educational community stands to \‘\ Cons

berefit. -

3 '-\‘

X . r.
If for political. reasons ar otherwlse, it does not seem likely that a~

l L4 [

county service unit will beccme program-evaluation-mlnded then régional

) v
@

general servnce agenc1es would *have to be sta?fed wnth program evaluation

-
. - [N (3
- .« 3
.

e speclaltsts. For example, a largecnumberrof.federally-funded lnstrqctlonal .

[ . ‘ .

. . . [ " .
. j;materlals/media/resource tenters have sprung into operation dur}ng the last

[ B ) A
.-

]. ... few years. These centers usually'serve large but still reall;tically sized® -

M ‘

reglons. The provlslon ofelnd|v1dual|zed program evaluatgon consultatlon

.y R - , . X
! services would be easy to append to the exustlng operatlons. Hopefully, both
k] .

+ o, ‘o

N - the’ county evaluatlon units and the medta#materlals/resoﬁrce center evaluathn

. -~ « . s
IS

unifs would have state sanction, encouragement, and even funding, The ex-’

“

»

| - pendlfﬁre for salaraes and operatlng costs of the two or more evaluatton
<
. ~specsaln§15 in either type of agency would be negllglble compared to the benefits
}' ) . wnlch could be reaped in program lmprovement.. s "
b »

. " 4. -

. One cautjonary statement of pollcx must be advanced, however, from past 5
PR ~ - 2 p‘/ 0

. . . experlence &ﬂ such ventures. It is 'quite clear that many ongqung programs\r- .

e [
o perhaps even the maJorlty -- will not make use of aservice even though it is

S '

» o i .

announ;ed asebelng avaalable, free, and 50ph|stlcated Program admlntstrators

and teachers Have seen too many glmmtcks and ”revolutlonary tdeas'' come down |

[ WA

)
the . road in recent years. Thus, program evaluation consultatlon services .
H 1) . N &
l must be sold. It is the responslblllty of the evaluatlon specialists to un- *

¢ e * ,
dertake a vigorous advertlslng campalgn (bréchures, monographs, on-slte visitsy L

@ .

U tedephone calls, personal letters, etc ) to stjr up 1ndlvad0al consu) tation "

.,
‘e

- frgquests.» lt i's understandable for a“program not to want to involve ttself

. LT s . ti() ) ’ "
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‘] ;/ in more “paper-pushnqd“ than at present if posslble° to many educators, the
- ~ LN
i regional or county evaluatton unit appears to be just one more example of
e
N s
f' ' bureaucratic entanglements.” Such negatxve images must be offset through y
Rk o, e -
- proven performance. - _ 7 < N N
\ S S o \' .- ' . o
. ‘ Besndes actively soltcltlng evaluatyon consultatnon busuness from thé, .
7 .+ Tograms in its serwce region, the evaluatlon umt shoutd aaso conduct pré

: ’

gram evaluation workshops that.s /erve as a dxssemanation functuon of the agency.

-

: ' L Y
J Here is one rare |nstance where the general program evaluatuon models ean. - \
e L - i ) o
'still be of some vatue to the uninitiated. A small number of cl;ents would’ iy
participat in he,Work§hop The subject matter mighg - consist of simulated .

evaluation exércnses in learning dlsabolitues or. of back- and -forth duscussoon ~

. , .. !

) e '

of actual/cluents problems. , , § . L N
-1 D “The ma1n.servnce of the evatuat;on»unlts would ‘be ta offer and1vndua1ized ‘
~ \'custom—mad; program evaluatton consultation on demgni-bx any cllent: howeuer,,l
: ) the agenc;imould be remiss if" It did not engage in information retrueval and *
1 L dissemlnaiion tq program evaluatlon. For exampleJ in the "design“ or ”lnput“
,‘. phase of’the;€9PP CIPP- model the final program of remediat.nn m;st be de- S ;ﬂ
} - g;; csded upon |n the light of competlng approaches. how .does one obtann lnfor- coL
_ ’ matxoh on all these competing brands of treatment?"The county or reglonal .
; J . h rservice unit could house an |nformat|on col ection of research Journals, ERIC,
o . gofernment*publicattbns, professuonal books , currlculum guudes, technncal ";
e reports, etc.h Aﬁy client in the service regnon would be al}owed to phone or
jo - bwrute in a request to’ the center for a pOphistlcated luterature search of all
- i rel. ant fundnngs in the area'of concefn + Also, in the selection of apprOpruate
“f] " ’ 'téstlng snstruments, comparatlve |nformatfdn on prlccs,‘technical qual|tres, etc.,

. - . P

could be provided. The evaluatson ogency would also be rcspon;gble for dissem-

i
i,
‘

onatang |nformat|on on existlng gu|des to. program evalqatuon (e‘ Annas and
Bowd 1966 Grobman,)1968 CentcH for lnstruct|onaﬂ Research ahd Currlculum
* . 5 4

.
» *

/
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Evaluation, and Coqﬁerative Educational Research Laboratory, Inc., 1969;
Meierhenry, 1969; Ahr and Sims, 1970; Mosher, 1968).

« . .
Lct me conclude my ''grand scheme' by ,throwing out a few words to those

2

’

who may not agree with these ideas. A lot of potentially valuable schemes in
) : 4

N %" .
learniqg disabilities die shortly after birth because of too much talk and too .

"

little attion (indeed, an analogy may be made with the case of program evalu-
ation models in all areas of education). The above “solut:tons'' to the program

evaluation dilemma if learnlng dISabI]ltleS are, to me, rather obvious. We

{

do not need a lot of local and state commlttees to conduct “studles" of the

problem, All one needs is a few kev people who can ‘get things mqylng and keep/

- them moving. The above |deas -- al. .f them -~ have already pr0ved effectuve

-

[

in realistic, ongoing practace. There is SImply no longer any excuse for the
sad state of program evaluation in the fleld of learning disabilities:
Before leavin§ the realm of personallzed program evaluatlon consultation
SErvices;’a few words about the role of the evaluation specialist would be ap-
. -propriate.. | feel that,‘with occasional exceptions, fairly sophisticated

siatistical-inﬁerentﬁal evaluation schemes can be applied to most learning

" disabilities programs’ in operation. Each program evaluation scheme is highly
}% unlque and usually applicable only in a narrow range of sntuatlons, before
the evaluator has to shift gears entlrely and devnse a different design. |

also want to dispel the myth that the program evaluator is, or shoyld be, a
"ean-of - all -seasons'' with respect to the whole range of educational technology

Most of the recent breed of evaluation specnallsts are usually competent only

in the fields of statistical analysis, design methodology, and test copstruction
.

aqg,use. These specialists are not experts in curricular philosophy and thus

L~

cannot and should not make value Judgments about remediation planning. If

progran cvaludtors are being honﬁs& wnththemselves, | seriously doubt whether

they can pronounce judgment on a pkogram other than to yield some inferential

. ) L 1]
Y \ ' ‘1:@
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i

4
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data on the quality of the intermediate and final products of the remediation

&

and t6 suggest possible interpretations to the program personnel. Only if

one can find an expert curriculum specialist "'retreaded” imto an evaluation
/ a T ? »

expert (and | mean fully retreaded!) can the program personnel expect to have

,

".ultimate value judgments about their program made for them by the evaluator.

"

Almost without exception, the program administrator and his staff membe}s'must
make the final value judgments abcut the program. | also want:to, make clear
that | am not asking for programs to be unrea]istically twisied into highly
sophisticated research projects. This would be the usual criticism against

one w%g emphasizeé-as much formal desig; methodology as possible in a given
sifuation. AlT that | am advocating is fhat the field practitioﬁer and program

evaluator join heads in coming up with the most sophisticated evaluation design

possible for the particular project in question without project distortion.
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CHAPTER TV

——
. ’

RELATIONSHIPS OF FORMAL PROGRAM

EVALUATION TO EXISTING  STATEWIDE

All of .the discussion thus far has emphasized custom-tailored program

.

/

evaluation schemes. In one case, for example, a perceptual-motor training
|

" program mlght employ the Sout. 2rn California Perceptual Motor Tests, while ///A//
a similar prﬁgram in a different reglgn might administer the Frostsg Develop-
menta! Test of Visual Perception. It is difficult to compare the results of
one program eealuation with those of another, if not impossible. It has

} : L AND NATIONAL ASSESSMENT SCHEMES

been tacitly assumed that the resul¢s' of any given program evaluation scheme

? | are useful only to that specnfic program Could a more generalizable program
evaluation scheme be achieved for almost all programs in all areas ‘of ex-

£ - ceptionalit&? ln other words, could comparable program evaluatjon schemes
be devised? Current activifies in regular education indicate the answer is

"

b"yes.“ There are two main facets to this issue: (a) statewide assessment, and
(b) national anessment. : .
Several states have initiated statewide assessment or evaluation schemes.
In general, a group of subject matter experts and others has. agreed upon a
series of measurable'objectives in the varjous domaips of stdaent behavior that
any regular educational program would hope to achieve. A series of tests is

found or devised for each major objective. Schools of various types of Specified

eharacteristics (s'ich as pupil population size,xcommunnty size, geographtc
n location, 'etc.) are sampled randomly. The same'battery of tests is adminis-
tered by I local personnel in the selected schools., From such test data, score

distrnbutlons and norms are derived. Finally, individual schools get feedback

' on how their students compared with S|m4lar (a ?idtssimular) students across
, v
i

t

N
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'school pupils in grades 1,3,6, and 9 have received certain standardized tests:

‘28
the state; manipulatable characteristics of the schools that appear to be
:oon : . -
highly related to ongoing pupil behavior are also identified (such as

academic preparation of teachers, per capita expenditure, etc.). In most

statewide assessment efforts, the battery of tests is adminfsteréd"only once

%

a year in only a few grades; no gain data is gathered.

Dyer and Solomon (1970, p.k4) have stated: "'Ultimately, we‘need to be able
v

to answer the question: What educational processes work in what kinds of schools

for what kinds of kids?" One must remémber, however, that these pilot efforts

: /
have been initiated only in the realm of regular education; special education,

*in most cases, has not even been touched. 0'Reilly (1970, pp.3-h) describes

. . ’ . te .
New York's statewide assessment program: ,''Each fall, all public and nonpublic .
a readiness test for gréde 1 and tests in reading and arithmetic for grades 3,
6 and 9 ..." However, 0'Reilly does not feel a once-a-year data collection
is adequate for program decision making at the state level; he suggests that

<

more data collection points be inserted into the course of a year. Among

- r
s

other things, meaningful §éin data can thus be generated. One can seé the
analogy with the custom-tailored program evaluation example mentioned earlier
with respect to gain analyses.

Loadman and Major (1970) have de;cribed Michi%an‘s statewide assessment -

efforts. Educational'Tesping Service (ETS) of Princeton, New Jersey, helped

éonstruct tests to measure program objectives considered suitable to the two "
grades selected for assessment: 4 and 7. Besides providing each school

building within a sifigle school district with results,’?ore general results

will be given by a two-way classification of community type (5 types) by region ?
(4.regions). Other analyses will also be performed.

The Burcau-of Educational Research of the University of Virginia has been

A

working with the Virginia State Department of Education since August, 1969), in

45
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one of the newer statewide assessment efforts.g Woodbury et al. (1970, p.7)
says; "$pecific behavioral objectives ... includq/English ({iterature, ~
Ianguage,‘composftion), Mathematics, Reading, Science, Social Studies as well
as personal and social categories of affectjve behavior. More gene;allbe-
havioral objectives were developed for Foreign Languaée, Health and Physical
Education including psycho-motor skills, Vocational Education,, Early Child-
hood Educatfon, Work Study and Library Skills, Specfal Education, A;t and
Music." ‘

Other aspects of statewide assessment have been described by Kearney
(1970), Michigan Department of Education (1969), .and the Pennsylvania'Depart-
ment of‘Educatfon (1968). . «

| have mentioned such statewide program asses?ment or evaluation efforts
in the hope of stimulating Ieafning disab[lities éducators ané other special
educators into thought about devising a similar model in their rgspective
domains. Thé possibilities are exciting or frust}ating, aepending upon one's
view of statistics and testing. yill there be pr;blems of major proportions’
in adap}ing such schemes to special education? Most certainly! For example,
each area of exceﬁfionq}ity will‘probably have to be treated separately. . The
physfcally handicapped canpot be expected to take some physical pe}formanoe.
tests, while the seQerely retarded wi{! hot be able to wade through all but
the simplest conceptual achievement tests. It is my hope that Ieaﬁping dis-

° <

abilities educators will at least try. te.adapt some of the ideas of statewide

H

program assessment for their own area. !
. f

However, one need not stop at the state lgvel in the attempt to devise a
“standardized' program evaluation system. ThefNational Assessment of Educatjona‘
Progress'(NAEP) has been underway for a few yeérs in regular education. This

. {
effort began in 1964. Since the ideas are ba%ically the same as in some of

the statewide assessment schemes, the reader,ian refer to the large body of

46
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literature on the subject (Saylor, 1970; Katzman and Rosen, 1970; Gro%f,

1970; womer, 1970; Findley, 1970; Katzman, 1970;<Caps, 1970; Ebel, 1970).

r &'
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USE OF CRITERION-REFERENCED S

I<i

MEASUREMENT IN FORMAL

. PROGRAM EVALUATION, 1N ,
DISTINCTION 'TO 'NORM- . \

O O I =

REFERENCED MEASUREMENT:

REVIEW OF LITERATURE . T
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Introduction -

_ el

The first four chaptérs of this monograph have considered the uge of
norm-referenced measgfement in conducting formal program evaluation. In
-other wo}ds, standardized tests_are used in accord with accgpted research
theory. Such an evaluation strategy is quite appropriate when only a global

_ overview of an on-going program is desired, A classical }esearch strategy
‘is used which would have at least a pretest and a posttest, and prefe;ably
one or more equispaced measures during the in-process part of the program.
However, there will no doubt be .special brojects with which the Commonwealth's
Bureau of Special Education will be connected and for which thg usual class~
ical research evaluation design will not be adequate. Such situations lead
one to a much more intensive type of form&l program evaluation known as
criterion-referenced measurement. A ;ase in point w}té which most members
of the special education staff throughout the Commonwealth will be able to
identify is the National Regional Resources Center of Pennsylvania (NRRC/P).
Here is a major project that is linked directly to the state Bureau of Spqciél
vEJﬁcation, as well as to regional special education agencies in the central
"and eastern parts of the state. Another aspect to criterfon~refe;epced

measurement that will be discussed in another chapter is data-banking activ-

ities. For ease in discussion, the following abbreviations will be used:

A8

Q
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nqrm-referedced4measurement (NORM) , criterion-referenced measurement (CRM),
and data banking (DABA). ‘ . .
All material in these next few chapters that pertaid to NRRC/P, CRM,
and DABA was produced in connection with articles Lester Mann and Bart Proger
are writing for project dissemination purposes with NRRC/P. The materials
contained herein have been modified so as to tie in dired%iy with the many
aspects of the total formal program evaluation mode presented in this monograph.
Consider a child who has been referred to NRRC/P as having- specrfrc read-
ing disabiiity’fbifhe extent that he cannot function at even a first grade
independent read{;;klevel Suppose rurther that as part of the psychoeduca-
tlonal programmlng for this chuld that one specific obJectrve in ptcktng up the
chlld at his current level of functronnng and carrying hnm forward, is to have
him recognize letter differences am;ng vowels embedded C-V-C trigrams. Pre-

sumably, during.the initial referral process, this child has already been

diagnosed as having a deficiency in this particular reading skill area. Further,

. other components of the reading process will have been similarly diagnosed to

provide some rough basal guidelines of where the child presently stands. How-

2

ever, it mist be emphasized that no undue weight will be given to basal func~
tioning levels. Rather, the emphasis will be on what final levels of functioning
the child achieves. This measure is what really constitutes the pay-off

evaluation of success.

%

True, in a tightly controlled experiment one is interested in pre-post
differences within and among treatments =< the statistical significance Z

phenomenon. With respect to the real worlid, however, many researcher§ have

W

been questionidg the legendary thrust toward significance. We need a mode;

different from the usual experimental one to answer the types of practical

.

questions that NRRC/P is asking. As mentioned previously, the project wants
i

to answer the frequently asked but ‘as yet unresolved questions of: (a) how much

49 L
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. describeé'as criterion-referenced. ... We want to know what the individual

. between criterion-reference and norm-reference applies not to the test but to i

33
success can be expected in certainspecific skills associated wit:\sklectgd
subject content areas as taught by a specific approach "A"; (b) how lon it
took a certain approach HAY for teaching that skill to reach the obseryed evelA
of success in (a); and (c) how the answers for questions (a) and (b) for \\\\

e

aoproach "A' compare to competing approaches g, fct, etc. Because the

-

peychceducational programming thrust of some components of NRRC/P demand-fﬁat'
programming. recommendations be made in_t:rms of a highly specific subject con-
tent analytical\breakdown of. the total task into jts subskills, the usual
standardized test, classical evaluatidn &esign is not appropriate.

Thus, NRRC/P has decided upon the use of cr|ter:on~referenced measure=
;ent with overtones of achievement monitoring and data bank act|V|t|es.

Popham and Husk (1969, p. 2) have given one “interpretation of criterion-

referenced measurement (CRM): "It is not possible to tell a norm-referenced

test from a criterion-referenced test by Iooking at it. In fact a criterion-

referenced test could also ba used as a norm-referenced test -- although

hd D

the reverse is not so‘easy to |magrne ... At the most elementary level,

norm-referenced measures are those which are used to ascertain an undiv:dual'

performance in relatlonshlp to the performance of other |nd|V|duals on the

w

same measuring device. /... Crlterion referenced measures are those which are
' hY
used to ascertain’an individual's status with respect to some criterion, i.e.,

performance standard. It is because tﬂg individual is compared with some es-

tablished criterion; rather than other-individuals, that these measures are.

e

£, "

can do, not how he stands in comparison to others
Nonetheless, Simon (1969, p. 259) cautions CRM: advocates not to get

ﬂ

carried away in the wash of jargonese: ", .. strictly speaking the distinction

the test scores. In other words, the distinction does not relate to the nature

-




34

of the test or to the content or form of';he items, but concerns primarily
the Interéretationhand use of the scores from the test. It is perfectly ap-

L

propriate for a single test to report both ebSOIUte~performance (criterion-d
‘referenced) scores and relative-performance knorm-refereﬁced) scorés."

" While Simon -is technically correct, noqethefess, NRRC/P will be forced - .
by the very nature of its objectives to make a working distinction betweenJ
NRM,tesrs (standardized ones, i.e., those wirﬁ norms) and°CRM‘tests (custom, ,

project qonstruc;ed tests). Getting back to,fhe example‘at hand of- the child

éetting training in recognizing vowel differences embedded in C-V-C trigrams,

a CRM test would be constructed for the measurement of degree of success at
the end of. the week-and-a-half (or whatever) unit of instruction. The measure-
. R L

‘ment experts on the NRRC/P staff would construct the CRM4instrdmeqﬁ;;g,beeoméf;

e

a part of the ach!evement monutorong system (AMS) for thrs child. . ’ A

%

The advantage of-CRM testing is that the project personnel decide what the
\ criterion of degree of success should be for a chu!d with disabilities such as

the present subJect exhibits., Perhaﬁs for this particular CRM test of various

types of C-Vv- C trtgrams the NRRC/P staff will® deC|de that 65% competendy is

nee&ed before -the chuld is allowed to-move on to'the next sequential area of .
3 ’ : , ).
subjeét\maiter. For a more crucial subskii! area, perhaps 85% competenCy pm

the CRM festowill be demanded. lexlbnlity, realosm, and practrcaluty are

primary attributes of the CRM system. For the better part of th:s century, -

special educators have been guessing at the answers to questions such as (a),

s

{b), or {c). Obher than a few isolated experiments in often contrived en=-

‘vironments or rather loosely conducted demonstratlon prOJects, the answers to
such questlons have. gone -begging. Hopefully, the NRRC/P, through its CRH~AMS

will’ begin to build a data bank (bABA) from which future educational researchers

and practitioners can draw.

&

] :
It should be noted also that the results of the last few years of federally .

’
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funded projects will be utilized to their maximum potential in establishlng

T

and operatlng the CRM-AMS system. For example, for the purposes of breaklng

the sequentlal arithmetic curriculum lnto uts components and for gaining pro-

- v

grammlng ideas, project PRIMES will be utilized. Further, projects that are
generating program materlals along lines og a sequentual task analyscs/be-
havioral objec}Fves basis will be contacted as sources of materials. ‘ln terms
of specifying behavloral objectives and developlng CRM test_ unstruments, the
ln?&ructnonal ObJectuves Exchange . (10X) housed with the Center for the Study
of §Valuatlon at UCLA will be tapped wherever appropriate. (see Skager, 1970).
2For _years the main thrust if educational measurement was-away from teache*f
made tests and touards~standard|zed |nstrumentat|on. No doubt a large causatuve
agent in this trend was the great volume of ever-uncreaslngly 50ph|st|cated

educational, research studies, which usually emphasuzed standarduzed tests and

rating scales. The "home-made"" or locally produced variety of test was somehow

_frowned upon and judged useful only in grantung report card grades but never. ,

b \
for whole-year or global-program evaluations. ,Further, if CRM tests aré to

be used quite frequently as an in-process type of quality control at the ends

of major units or blocks of instruction in the subJect matter sequ ce then

2

by the, very nature of thcs frequently occurrlng measurement—task CﬂM tests

must be custom-bullt to the users requlrements as the measurement needs arlse

*

In other words, what we are saying, curlously enough, is that "home-made''
i

testlngvlnstruments”are back in’ 'vogue but -- more |mportantly == are also back
in reSpect when used |ntell|gently and legltlmately. Thns almost Clrcular

hlstorucal trend in measurement methodology is |ndeed strange but -& in
Y i’

" ,education -- not surprising.  Because CRM is rather new 'n the field of special

LI 4 ' . .
education, a review'of the literature in this field willibe helpful in under-

.,
)

standing part of the function of NRRC/P. Also'AMg and DABA literature will be

covered for the same reasons., o

81
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' . One must realize the jist of what s hejng propa;ed here. A national
* project is considering the use of home-made tests (Albeit in the refined vein

of CRM) to answer some research questions of high priority in the LD and EMRt

v

3 .
&

fig*ﬁs. 'Cannot this enterprise be questioned on the grounds that home ~made

+ tests -- even of the "higher' CRM variety -- still have the often-cited flaws

T
1
]
]
} .
1.
T

— ;
of “loOSEness“‘in measurement methooology? Are:not CRM tests stilt plagued' w
by subjectivity and posslblu by lac; of adequate reliabflity and va{idity?

. Klein (1970, p.3) has raised some of these &uestions, and hls'arguments merit ' .
. serious consideration: "The ... use of ° cr:ter:on—referenced measurement would
be a laudable practoce if one knew how‘to determ:ne what croternon ob;ectnvest
: to ‘specify, or what level of performance constltutes their ‘attainment, or how

. td interpret the results if ghe objectives are or are npt achaeved To .

:] A isllustrate this ponnt_ let us suppose that a new course unit in lOth grade

- 1biology let to 30% of the students attaining all of the unit's 20 obJectives?

'J + 50% of the students attaining 15 objecﬁives; and only 20% of the students

~’§ achieving less than 10 objectives These resufts look very impressive and a t:

- school official-might be very pleased w:th.the effectivenass" of the progran.

‘: ‘ But wauld he stlll.be happy if he discovered that most students could achreve

- 10 of these obJectlves before taking the unit, or that thé crtternon of at;

; ’ B taanmentowas 1 o:t of 5 items correct per ob;ectave or that thelntems used .

- * to measure an obJecttve were not truly representatlve of the range of items

- J that might have been employed, or ghat 80% of the students at other schools -
: I (havnng students 3% comparable ability) attained all 20 ob;ectives uslng a ~“?\'
o i crlterlon af 4 out of 5 items correct per objective?" (p. 3
'. ' : Klenn’(1970) goes on totpropose an eclectic test constructoon model *based

- l~‘t upon both CRM’ and NRM procedures In effect, he is aiming his comments at

: ; stanﬁardnzed test pcoducers ‘and hOpcs that they will begin to issue instruments

N f/ .. that embody the best features of both CRM_a%Q NRM. The first step is to spegtfy. ¢
) \j U s e . ! L <o ‘ .o
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obJectWVes in operational terms. Klein recommends that each objective ‘embodied
- ) N & ’ -
ln the test should have at least three items to measure it. This guideline can
I 3
be used in a forward sense, to determine how long the test will be, or in a'back-

.2 \
warqs sense to de.ermlne how spec:flc the objectives should be.’ The second step »

= g

is to fcnd test items for e; cb obJectlve. Mot only. should the items be repre- ‘

- s 4
.

N Lo K )
sentétlve but they should .afso r:;resent dlfﬁerent dlfflculty levels wuthlq

. the objective. The third step Is to\fnnd test ltemS that tap related obJectlves.

“"The reasons for measuring thes knnd of related obJectlves are that they .

[

(a) provvde lnformatlon about the\unanticipated outcomes of educatnonal programs, i'

(b) lndicate how close a program (qr~student) came to meetlng or surpassing ) .

; the ObJeCtIVeS ¢a), and (¢) show the level at whlch subsequent educational treat- '

. [ v .- a .'
*” ments should be pitched. (p.- hl.“ The fourth step is to give the test user ‘_e

?
»

for ‘each objective measured hy the test a_score ‘and its anterpretatoonv '""Donald .}

Jones (or Program #3) got four of the'slx items correct.on.objectlve number Al

.

<

(addltnon of whole numbers less than . lOO) . Approximately 80% of the other

;Students in Donald's clasé did this well. Students of equal ability in other

oL classés (or,pf@glﬁms) only got one-third of the items correct which is typical

H of the second graders in this state (i.e., the median score statewide’ on- this. 5
P “ :

]
]
]
]
1
iR
I
]
]
i
i
]

+  objective is 33% correct). (p. 4)." With respect to writing objectives in terms.

- of glffléulty levels afd levels of intellectual functioning, Kiéin recommends

/ "such "atlases" as qioom (1955) and Guilford (1967). . . .

~ 3 . H]
It should be noted that the 10X is fiow ‘an independent, non-profit cor-"

.

peration apart from the UCLA Center for the Study of Evaluation which is dir~

ected by Dr. Marvin C. Alkin. The 10X is directed by Drs. W. Jameé Popham, Eva

R
N L4

Eaggr, and John McNeil. This is effective'May 31, 1970.

v

Mayo (1972) has argued elegantly for the ifdividualizaten of instruc-
-4

tlon-by means of appropriate CRM measurement. He calls the practices ”mgstery

[}

learnvng” and ”mastery testcng " Mayo suggests that a new conceptualization of

- w
.

s . . 4 v
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‘mental atility is necessary if #true matching of instruction to a chifd‘ \
.specific needs is to occur: 'Ra her than thinking of aptltude as a kind oﬂ
celllng, Carroll (1963) suggested that apt tude may be related to the amount

< of time necessary to achieve mast ry. (p 2)" _ ‘ 5

-

The ”mastery model!! descrlbeﬂ by Mayo (1970, p 2) has five features:

”(a) Inform students about course EXpectations, even lesson expectations or

. ¢ o

unit expectations, so that they viéw leafnipg as a cooperative rather than as :
l\ i

a competitive + ,. ~ -jse. (b) Set‘standa;ds of. mastery jn advance; use pre-

vailing standards or set new ones and assrgn grades in terms of performance

rather than relative ranking. (c) Use short diagnostic progress tests for

\

each unit of instruction. (d) Prescribe additional learning for those who

do not demonstrate initial mastery. (e) Attempt to provide additional time

«

for learning ?or tt .se persons who seem to need it." .
/ T
In developing CRM (or 'mastery") tests, Mayo points-out that the usual
/

{

.resuirements for maintaining an average item diffioulty level of about 50%

no longer hold; instead, thehscores of pupils will tend to clpster/in a skewed |

i . /
distribution around perhaps an 85%“d}fficu]ty level, Educatoqs molded more

or iess alond* traditional test constructlon lines will be somewhat disturbed

7

in that "mastery tests! will geem to be almost too kasy for a large portion of
)
. " the pupils. However, this IS in Iine with the different codceptlcr of learnlng

. \ that CRM is based upon, Given enough time and |nd|vidualization of instruction,

2

\ :
pupils should be able to acH{;fe the majr~ ity of objectives in basic skill

areas. This is the premise NARC/P is'working under. "'The few who fail the

v

item show a clear deficit, and t?is feedback indicates need for additional
.remedial learning sessions and repeated testing untll ‘items are passed (p. 3} .

Cox ana sterrett (1970, p 227) have proposed a model that combines the .
best features of NRM and CRM: " (4): a precnse descrfptlon o//curricuium ob*

. Jectives and a specufication of pupil achlevement in_reference to these objectivas;

. |

Q ' h . . \




J R L b s o AN L B

|

. specific course objectives. Urlike traditional evalu.tion procedures which

39

(b) the coding of each item on a standardized test with reference to the cur-
riculum, and (c) the assignment of two scores to each pupil, one reflecting his

achievement on items that test content to which he has been exposed;‘;he other

- AN

his achievement on isgms that test ccntent beyond his present status in the

curricglum or not_répresented tn th;’curriculun at all."
4 One extensjve appli;ation of CRM that.has many implications for NRRC/P is
th; Comprehéhsggg Acﬁieveméﬁt Monitoring Project (6AM) of Dwight W. Allen and
William P. Goﬁ{h of the University of Massachusetts. 0O'Reilly, Schriber, Gorth,

/

and Wightman TF‘BS) tave .prepared a lengthy manual that documents the :mplemen~
tation of a éomplete CAM system, Gorth has had primary responsibility for de-
veloping thjs CRM-CAM design. In the introductory part of their manual, the /

authors state: ''The CAM procedure focuses upon the evaluation of achievement’
/ . .

by more oﬁ less continuous monitoring of student pqrformancé relative to

!

generally involve zesting of students on discreto units of material, CAM generates

-

performance data or all course objectives ... (at several points in time through-

'out the instructional sequence). The procedure consists of a battery of J

|

parallel (or equivalent) test forms which contain items representative of the
Apan 6f the entire course and which are administered to all studenté\at trequced
j ‘ ]

pre-sét, equal intervals. Each form contains an equal number of items (re- !

N o i
la\fd to the specific objectives of a course) for  each |nstructnonal interval |

!

and ¢ach-|tem is used on only one form.. |tems are assvgncd to test forms by |

random qupl:ng technlques and each form is from 10 to icems in length. f

\ ——

)
Through 'the use of the random sampling of test items, it is therally possnbl'
/ ]

to teaﬂ “wundreds of specific o.jectives over a group of students.\\Each test

'
i
~

' ’ ! / *

l N A
form'rs sumllar to a final test for a course. As the course.progresses, ;;ﬁ
student shbuld be able to answer.an nnfreasnng number of items on the tes

A

forms corresponding to an increasing number of objectives mastered. Each student

/

| -
/ >




ko

1

15
’{,J

receives a particular test form only once. Over the duration of these tests-
makes. it possible to sample performance on every course objective over a given

group of students at every testing.'" One can think of each test form given

' throughout the course of instruction as representing a barometer, with increas-

-

! . .
lingly more difficult objectives corresponding to gradations of degrees. The
i »

\

hore success the student achieves, the higher the barometer registers, and

these readings can be put into a trend analysis over the passage of time for

each student. Thus, individualized instruction can be’ monltored quite inten=-

sively. It should be noted that WHlle the CAM system was origunally operated

on the basis of group profiles as contrasted to individual proflles, NRRC/P
will concentrate on th;'Iatter.

Mathematical models a;e usually rare in the field of education. It is
one thing to develop a psychological éheory for a phenqnemon‘to a rigorous
ﬁathematicaT modeling process. Pinsk? (1970) has done just that with CAM.
Furthef, the CAM originators have gon; so far as to provide canned computer
analy{gs for processing all of the monvtorlng data {Gorth, Grayson, and Llédeman,

1969; Gorth Grayson, and Stroud 1969).

CAM has been tried out success}ullyjand realistically in a number of

different situations. While O‘Re\il;net al. (1969) .have summarized the
technical details of how to implement every ph&Se of a CAM system in futurg
instances, Pinsky (19705 PP. hé-68) hag given judgmental-evaluations of systems
already in operation. Several\pilot loca?iQis have %?en selected for CAM pro-
jects; Dulﬁth, Minnesota (for two consecutivé<¥$?rs in a high school); Kailua,
Hawaii (for three consecutivg years with 11th and\T th grade trigonometry and
algebra,\and for two consecutive years With Ilth.grade American history);
Hopkins, Minnesota (for two consecutlve years with 1llth gradc anebra) Portland,

Oregori (for three consecutive years with 9th grade algebra): Thus,‘onc can

"

see that CAM has been tried with what are perhaps some of the most complicated

Y
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subjects.

Each test form is called a "monitor.i' While each overall operation of
CAM (with the exception of Duluth) can be termed a success, Pinsky (1970) néné=
theless points out some operational difficulties the: one is likely .o encounter.
A parallel-form monitor is usually given to each child once every two weeks |
throughout a course. Often a child will not take a monitor at the time it

should be taken. Sometimes teachers do not have enough ti@e to make use of the

feedback data, or, if they do have time, will not put such-data to full uses

Turnaround time for processing the monitor data either by computer or by h
may discourage some. However, the béneflts seem to outweigh by far the dise. -~
advantages of CAM, |f used cautiously, monitor feedback data can be used to

program for .the deficiencies of a given child, or, at a differenp level, to

N

change the general programming for an entire group of children. Successful

performance on monitors by certain students can allow them to go into independent

4

study or to advance more quickly, rather than be branched back over poorly
learned material. Further, the program gets out of the old rut of pitting

student against student and makes an individual compete only with himself on

whatever time schedule he feels he can habdle.

H

The CAMP Project is one of the few intensive ongoing CRM systems that

is operating preseﬁtly. As such, CAM deserves a long hard look at just what

~ . rd . -
the operational and. organizational requirements are. The '‘Guide ool of S

O'Reilly et al. (1969) gives such details.

\ ,
Cox (1970)has eramined some conceptual difficulties of CRM with regard

» !

to technical issues of test construction (reliability, validity, and item )
analysis). He notes a trend in CRM in that most applications have been in the
domain of individualizgd instruction. Cox begins his discussion of the technical

¥

issues by distinguishing between CRM and NRM: ''When an achievement test is

constructed as a norm-referenced measure the test items are written or sclected

o8
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to maximize differences between individuals. Maximum discrimination is de-
sirable to obtain the variaBility necessary for ranking individuals.'" How-
ever, Cox (1970) goes on to describe item analysis, techniques from an earlier
study (Cox -and Vargas, 1966) that might be ‘more appropriate for CRM.''" Two
discrimination indices were computed for items on tests which had been admin-

'stered both as pre and post-tests. The question of interest was the extent .

o

to which the two.methods of item analysis yield the same relative evaluation

of items. One index was computed using the common upper minus lower groups
technique, thus providing information on how well each item discriminated between
their groups. The secoqd ihde; involved both the pre and post~testlfnd was

computed by subtracting the percentage of pupils who passed the itemﬂon the

<

pre-test, from the percentage who passed the item on the post-test. \This in-
dex prévided discrimination information between pre and post-test groLps,
indicating items useful for pre-test diagnosis. Results of the cqmpa&ison
betwe?n’the two indices indicated that some items-which are highly de;}rable
for the pre-post test discrimination would be discarded by the typical item
seiection techniques, because they fail to discriminate among individuals taking
the test. It was coucluded that~the pre and post~test method of the item
analysis proéuced results sufficientfy diffeéent from_traditiqpal methods to
warrant jts consideration in those cases where score variabiiity is not the
concern, such‘as—%n criterion-referenced measures.' In terms of diagnostic ;
procedures in special education, the pre-post CRM item analysis t;chnfques seem
to hold a great deal of usefulness.  Cox (1970) concludes his examination of CRM
technical issues by suggesting that pérhaps the usual coefficients used to
measure reliability and validity might not be appropriate because of the lack
of enough variability.

The idea of using an achievement monitoring system in special education

is not entirely new. Kunzelman (1968) described what he termed ''data decisions.'"

AN
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(However, to our knowledge, the use of a monutorung system in special education

that makes rigorous use of CRM in a legitimate way Iis new.) Kunzelman wants

s

educators to engage in "'self-help teaching," such as has been developed by the

Experimental Educatuon Unit of the Mental Retardation and Child Developmpnt

F1

Center at the Unuversity of Washington. Basically, Kunzelman's system copsists

A
of recdrding both correct and wrong rates of response for children within a

¥ \
teacher's>class for a given content subject area. For example, if a certqln

teacher has been having particular trouble in getting one of her student t
/

‘gaster a certain concept in arithmetic, she might decide to use a somewhat

I

different tactic of individualized instruction than she had been using. / To
determine the relative effectiveness of the old and new approaches wuth *hat
child, the teacher would have to maintain both correct and incorrect /ates of ‘
response for a few days in arithmétic both before and after the poin{ at which
remediation tactics were changed. However, the haury problems of J7St how
much behavior to sample, when to sample, how to sample, etc., are n@t dis-
cussed by Kunzelman. These are precisely the issues met head-o;?by CRM such
as Project CAM of the University of Massac&usetts. /

Emrick and Adams (1970) have~provideé what appear to be sounder cut-off:
points for making a "success-failure' determination on CRM tests. They use
as their examples situations from the Indivi;ua[ly Prescribed Instruction
Project (iPl) of <the Learning Research and Development .Center at the University
o% Pittsburgh. Because IPI makes heavy use of CRM, such uew"matﬁematjcal models
as Emrick and Adams propose are highly relevant to NRRC/P. The authors state:
"IPI currently maintains an 85% correct minimum as a mastery criteria for any
skill test (of which there are over 400). Although this criteria does have in~
tuitive appeal, there is no convenient analytical or empirical justification for

it. In particular, just as various skills may differ In level of difficulty in

terms of mastery, so also might the optimal performance criteria in the test

60
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situation vary. It may easily be that for some skills, a test score of 60% is
indicative of mastery, whereas for others é score of 90% or hiéher would be re-
quired. In short, the issue is not whether a criterion referenced testing pro-~
cedure is or is not appropriate to IPl, but rather how and at what level each
criterion should be set." Emrick and Adams go on ;6 propose a Bé;esian algorithm
for determining “'success-failure' cutoff points. |

Lundin (!970) has considered the—rblq of CRM as a means to process evalua-
tion of:curricu}ar materials stilf inydevelopmeﬁtal stages. He describes the

_experiences of the Minnesota Mathematics and Science Center Staff (MINNEMAST)

in this regard. The research and evaluation. team of MINNEMAST. called theig CRM

»f 'a
system DRATS (‘'Domain Referenced Achievement Test Sygtems"). DRATS uses item

-

sampling to extract the maximum amount of in-process information. While Lundin
is in back of DRATS in particuI;r and CRM in general, he wafns: Uif decisions
biééd on sophiscicated data-do not resuit in improved student learning, then
one can do without the luxury of scrhisticated data until one develops sophis~-
ticated decision makers."

Several detailed descriptions of the CAM Project of the University of
Massachusetts have been given recently (cf. Alien, 1970; O'Reilly, 1970, and
Gorth, 1970). In parficular, some key features of Project CAM in terms of CRM
hav; been brought up by Allen, Gorth, sndIWightman,(l970). The authers state:
"CAM measures achievement in a systematic way throughtout a course in the second-
ary or elementary school. It is comprehensive in two dimensions: 1. Time
because achievement is measured throughout aucgurse and,2. Course content be-
cause achievement is measured on all of the behavioral objectives speci%ied for
a course at each time. CAM uses several of the most modern techniques in ed-

ucational measurement to obtain the goals it sets for reliability and validity.

{
i

The techniques include item sampling which ha