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Abstract 77

]
.

T}txs paper proposes a strategy for in-house evaluations in the con-
text of an educational research and development facility. The obstacles in
conducting an evaluation of colleagues' programs are discussed. The pro-
posed strategy places the evaluator m the role of a coordinator, facilitator,

and synthesizer of several separate rescarch efforts n which colleagues T
1n a variety of disciplines combine energies and 1ntercsts to assess the
program being examined. Recruitment and leadership were accomplished
by persuasion and by assuriny payoff to the rescarchers tnvolved 1n the
form of contributions to their own area of research. Tactics for organiza-
tion and Management are discussed 1n some detail. Preliminary results
suggest that the evaluation effort was facilitated and 1ts value increased by

multidisciplinary contributions to the research.
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A STRATEGY FOR PROGRAM EVALUATIION

-

,,A, - Gaea Lem.hardt / " —
. . . . k4 . —
i —traTmng Reserchrand Pevelopment Center———— — —
Umvernty of thts.burgh .
- X - ~ — - — —
o~ ~ )

In this- paper I':Vén describe a stra.tegy.for the in-house evaluation of
a specific curriculum 1n the cont&xt of an educational research and develop-
ment center. The particular es%z:riculum which 1s examined is the Indivadu-
alized Science (IS) curriculum (Champagne & Klopfer, 1974), the particular
—~ - research and development center is the Learning .Research and Develop-
[' ment:Center (LRDC, Note 1}, The need for a2 new approach to evaluation
in this context derives from the problems inherent i’n the role of an evalua-
tor faced g making public judgments of the vahfe of colleagues' ':vork
\ and from those residing in the need to produce detailed and convincing evi-
denc;,{m ’an evaluation. .In ordér to solve these problems, a procedure
was developed whieh places the evaluator in the role of coordinator, facili-
tator, and synthesizer of a cooperative, interdisciplinary research effort
which brings a variety of research approaches to bear on a cluster of prob-
lems. Here I will describe the 1ssues which led to the genesis of this pro-
. ;cedure and de‘téixl the general strat;gy and tactics which were developed to
in?}rove its qha.nﬁ?es of success. Since the effort 1s on-going, thére are no

results in the usual sense, However, thé undertaking has led to the initia-

\
tion of specific szesearch projects whose results will bear on the overall

evaluation, and these studies are described.

Problem »
S .

The problems which confront a researcher engaged in evaluating the

products of collegfgues in the same organization fall into essentially two
. ¢ .

v

Q .

ERIC - i

g
. :




categories. First, there 1s a sét of problems that relate to conflicts in-

herent 1n judging the work of a colleague without the protection of anonymity

S _o_r__o_:gamznmnal_anthoury [Scn.ven, 1942)‘

§é:q_nd; there are problems _

_posed by the unique characteristics of the propram under consideration

-

whxch can appear more complex than they really are due to the myopm

B e e e R e S T T R

1nguced by such close association. The strategy descnbed in this paper
is designed to turn these apparent disadvantages into advantages 1n the

evaluation of educational programs.

As has been documented i)y Scriven (1972) and others (Thrasher,

[y

Franklin, & Kittredge, Note 2), 1t 1s often difficult for researchers in the

same organization to design and carry out studies which are aimed at

&valuating the work of their colleagues, especially when the results of

E
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that research are to be publicly consumable. Regardless of whether such
research 1s unbiased and objective, 1t will inevitably be viewed with suspi-
cion by outsiders if the results are favorable. If the results are unfavora-
ble, a storm of protest will be raised about methodology, sensitivity,

insightfulness, and finally, the value of the evaluation. Surviving such a
storm is difficult at a d'ist‘a.nce and debilitating when it takes place in one's
own back yard. Inevitably, if theére are positive results, the "outside"

world will be suspicious, if there are negative results, the ''inside' world

will be suspicious {see Rossi & Williams, 1972).

Possible solutions to this dilemma have been debated 1n the literature.
The most popular solution is to remove the evaluative process from the
scene of developmental effort either by bringing in evaluators who are

external to the organization or by placing the evaluators in a position of

ISee the now classic debate over the evaluation of Head Start between
Cicirelli and Campbell and Erlebacher in Hellmuth (1970) and a discussion
of it by Williams and Evans in Rossi and Williams (1972).
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higher organizationai awthority than the developers (Thrasher et al., /’
Note 2). Unfortunately, this solution raises more problems than it solves.

nQutsiders' pay for their ability to be critical without consequence by a

- - -gss-of knowledge-and by a limitafion on their sources of information
Wﬁﬁrmmrmwmmwm_pwﬁal for __

S increased wnformation, which the in-house researcher ca/p;{ave, to pro-*
/

vide the most convincing evidence for the value of the program. The trade-.~ "~
off 15 between dubiously credible objectivity and ynique accessibility to

. nformation. Neutrality 1s no guarantee of high quall research; ngither

does the lack of neutrahty insure against it. In fact, effortg Lo preserve

so-called neutrality can often lead to mediocrity 1n research by\?réwdmg

unbiased, ''clean,' but irrelevant data for evaluation.

Evaluation can asm to be serviceable and waive the nor@/al g\ﬁgi/elines
for research, or 1t can aim to be re;seé.xxch and seek to be seryiceable within

that context. The i1ssue 15 one of degree. Clearly an elegant research

report delivered three years after the appropriate deadline is of no use.

On the other hand, a service document filled with theoretical or methodo-
logical errors does not truly fill the service function; instead, it merely
d40uds the 1ssues. The advantage of emphasizing the research aspect of
evaluation 1s that it permaits the researcher to invoke the usual rules of
evidence of research. The evaluator can then assume a stance of support-
5 18 or rejecting the value of a particular product, in the same way'a re-
\searchcr favors a particular solution to a problem and supplies evidence to

back up the position. . -

Emphasizing either the research aspects or the servicir:asp cts of
evaluation leaves untouched additional problems that arise f./rom the fact
that sach new program presents its own set of problems for the researcher. )
For example, the LRDC science curriculum 1s extremely comf:lex, having
multiple goals and multiple modes of accompiishing those goals. Itisa

- program which not only focuses on increasing cognitive abilities with respect

ERIC . y '
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to science, but whrch also attempts to teach affective a=a attitudinal com-
petencies. Further, the socicty which examines, purchases, and uses

the program does not have clear-cut goals for elementary scxence educa-

tion, If the goals are Te complex o or - if the consumers have not Stafd with
‘ -
clarity or con'sensus what they want from an e]empntarv SClence progran

Ty
" .

it is extremely difficult to provide eV1dence that dgcuments the value of

the program.~ ) b [

\ - . M
\Unfor_tunately, mich of the work that has been done 1in the evaluation '
of edu>3t1onal progranys by external evaluators has ignored the 1ssue of
providing useful inforfmation.and has instead focused on a set of side issue.s,

-

such as experimental versus quasi- or non-experimental designs in educa-
tion.. Unless .trca;me ntc zre randomly assigned to the unit of analysis,
truly comparable "control" groups are almost never available 1n educa-
tional settings. Therefore, the ensuing debate over the results 9f so-’

called experimental studies tends to shift from an analysis of the progr

and its effects to an argument over, ‘whether Group A was the sAme

.~ --equivalent to, or duferent from Group B (Hellmuth, 157 [UN s observa-
tion 15 not meant to imply a rejection of experimental desjgfhi for evaluation,
It 1s rather an attempt to keep the real problem in focyd and to suggest that
atromrof different N \

'

techniques. v

«

.

valuable information is still obtainable through the

' &
\ In summary, several problems beset any effort to conduct evaluative

rg{earch in education. The role of the.evaluator can be a source of tension

-

ér the evaluator and the organization. , The specu'/ﬁrogram under mvestl-
gation always contributes its own set of difficultiés. Finally, problems of

acceptable and realistic methodologies abo;.md In the remainder of this

paper [ will examine one approach to_solving some of thes problems.

\)“ b ,
ERIC T C
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Resources '
o
Before detailing the strategy, it 1s useful)A:Snbe briefly the
L - - - sethng»and%bwmlabluetouz.&-ﬁ'( ’

e

ally funded educational laboratories an centers in the United States. LRDC

is devoted to the impFovement of educAtion through individuatizationby — - - -
adapting the Lor;tent,and pace of instruction to the individual needs of the
.stt;dent (Glaser, 1973). It consists of 23 research projec.;:a,' the majority
of which report directly to one of three Center d;rectox’s. Each project
has between onle and three Ph.D level people and a support staff, The
Center‘has attracted a number of professional educators, ps.ychologists,
and sociologists, all of whom work on diverse topics which tend to con-
verge in their purfo';se f not 1n their approach. For the evaluation task, P
a subset of that comx:nunity has been drawn together. The subset consists

of c;rflcu’lum developers, evaluators, and some individuals.less directly

and less obviously related to evalua}xon who are engaged in basic research

1n psychology, anthropology, and educational research. .

The other resources available for the evaluation’effort consist of
three local schools which are using the science curriculum. Each school
has at least one sclence classroom in which the.i‘ndivxdpalized Science ;1:0-
gram 1s being used. Each science room services. between five and eleven
classes of science. The three schools range in the degree to which the

program s implemented and the degree to which the surrounding gnviron-

ment supports individualized education. Two of the settings are develop-
mental public schools2 with several individualized programs in operation,
and the third 1s a parochial school which has no other formally individual-

‘lzed curricula. .Although there 1s no immediate access to ''control'' gchools,

' 7 . .
2De,veioprnental public schools are schopls with which LRDC has a con-
tractual relatlopshxp permtting curriculum development work to be conducted.
/ \ / .
. - . ,
I 5 .
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. F Y , \
" our experience has been that limited amounts of research carf be conducted
at other schools in the Pittsburgh area. Limited research can be carried
&

~ention would not be acceptable’but smaller, short-term (oneymonth).-inyes— ——— - -
! P L \ A

p g

gations would be.

<

e e e e M o - -

w3

v .. . A Strategy .

i . ’o
In order to effectively use the,resources available in the Center'to

provide evidence for the value of the science program and fo ‘avo‘\d as many
of the drawbacks as'po$s}xble, the schema represented in Figure 1 (page 11)
was developed. The figuvre diagrammatically illustrates how specific re-
sources were bx:ought to bear 1n sc;lvmg the problem of e;tablxshlng_t};e
value of the I'néividuali_zed' Science curriculum. > The basic strategy was

to bring together the diverse abilties and interests extant in the Center to
investigate various aspects of the science curriculum while simultaneously '
offering re’searc.hers an opp'ortunity to conﬁtgibute'in any way they wished to

their own problem areas. Initially, the schema was wérked out with only

vague i;xdications of peripheral specializations. [t was n;>t expecrted that all

areas of the science program would.be studied, nor was it expected that

s

o
each area would be studied in equal depth. What was expected was that the

-
collection of studies from differing perspectives would contribute greatly
} to the available knowledge about the way1h which this specific program

works. There is, of course, .no guarantee that the knowledge thus generated

1 5 *
will be totally adequate to meet the needs of educational consumers, but tra- .
1 [} -

a ‘

ditional approaches to evaluation cannot guarantee that either. -

“

s
. r

¢

. 30bviously, this entire ¢ffort depends upon both the cooperation and v
enthuusiasm of the entire Sciery'cp.Project. Without their generous support, -
none of the studies could have been conducted. ‘ h \

o . o ‘ prs 4
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L
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+ Tactics , .

rEE

To dperationalize this strategy, tactics had to be ieveloped to attract |

| _researchers f¥om dufferent groups, to provide circumstances in which they

could continue to work on their qwn areas whxle contributing to the science

——evaluation, and finally, t8,gévelop a s&tring trwimch tdeaywhrchwer&«ne& SE—

__fully formed could be au-ed and improved upon. The tactics used to unple—

ment this strategy fall into roughly ‘two categones. those behaviors asso-
ciated with tmtial selection and recruitment of researchers, .and those

\behaviors associated with development and maintenance of,a task perform-

+ N

,
ing group.

. In theory, an optimal selection of disciplines to be representem

the peripheral specialties) cKld]be determined a priori and People assigned

to do specific projects so that unique information would be maximized while
. L

overlap would be mimmized. In reality, however, while disciplings and

A

tion each could contribute. T ¢

Selection and recruitment. Initially, a list of individuals who might .

be ynterested wn working on the science e\‘/alu‘atxon effort was dra\'x/r;'\ip;»» .
Some individuals were ingluded because they were connected with the
Science ‘or Evaluation Projects. Others were added because their work

or work,interests indicated that their inclusion would be mutually benefi-
cial. Snll others were recommended or volunteered oyt of personal inter-

est as the 1mtial meetings took place. Several grad\jke students VTere

I8

. included on the list because it was assuxped that the gpportunity both to

obtain thesis material and to develop pxlot studxes m, a focused problem

.

setting would be attractive, to‘them. / /

Q
’ ‘ iU , —

< . , | \
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After this list was constructed, individuals were contacted one at a
time and the basic p;obLems were discussed. On the one hand, the science
program and the problem of evajuating it had to be made intriguing. rele- . |

van$, and seductive. On the other han'd, payoff to the individuals involved

in terms of their own basic recéarch interest had to be relatively assured.

1" settings, many researcrers would welcome the chance

their work to applied use, The r%{naini\ng task was to pro-
in which proposals for research and initial results could be

d in a supportive wayl. 7
- Vs

£ -
Maintenance, Small group meetings, which included those research- 1

S, ,
.¢rs who were already ''on board, "' were held once every two weeks, while
. i

the individual meetings to recruit additional researchers were being con- s
ducted. Several decisions were made to irtcre?fse“th'e probability of the
meetings'. successAey were to b,e' op‘e.r; to ‘;nterested researchers how-
ever, an effort was ma.de to keep the proportion of active working parnct-
pants to observers high. I[ndividuals were encouragid to attend rrwenngs

or send representhtives to see what they were about, but they were dis-
couraged from continuing to attend ifAthey did not intend to do any research .

in the area. Ground rules for discussion’of research proposals were laid /

o . : tal . .y,
: dowin which encouraged directed, constructive criticism and discouraged /
. o

., The purpose of the meetmgs was to aiscuss ‘one by pne each of the

criticism for its own sake.

proposed or in- process studies, The dlscussxons focused on the relevajce,

Py
feasibility, and stgmhcam:e of each study. In some cases the discussj

,

pointed out so m.any prable s with a parncular proposal that the study was /

abandoned In other case dtscussxons wandered away from the untial task

e’ —— N

of exammmg’propoaals t excursxons into what evaluatx n should or could be.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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N " These wanderings were fiot ‘ﬁg’agether purposeless for they helped to clarify

" . N
ent of the result{/ant mformation would be. Along with

what the type and ¢
L the gens;?m_

field settings weire sketched out. .

ussion, specxfxc methods for implementing each study-in,

T T T e e kY

There were drawbacks associated with this process. By having

——— e e

researchers from so many areas all. try;g towork-together, problema_;, - -

arose concermng their individual roles. For example, some researchers
atteb\pted to become evaluators and entirely abandoned their own disci-
plmary perspectives rather than merging the two, Further, because the - L

maJonty of the researchers were neither evaluators nor science educators,

problems arose over the need to familiarize everyofxe w1th science conjent,

/ .

placing a burden on the Science Project sta.ff Fipally, the most serjous

risk lay in the potennal of producing dxsparate fragmented studies whxch .

would have no commox} theme or insight. Igowever the majority of these

Y . s Y .
dufficulties were overcome by continuous discussion in the gtoup meetings
-

s
‘ - during the first two or three months Jf initial work.

-~ M e .
¢ During the first seven mbnt¥ period, 13 meetings were held. The
first meetings were largely organizational and introductory. In these meets
ings the evaluators functioned as facilitators; they did not attempt to direct
the kind of research to be conducted® As the meetings progressed, a for- - <
.mat developed of pre’sﬂﬁﬁ-one or two proposals for research or reports
¥ ’ v
. of work in progress per meeting. Each proposal was viewed and dis-
. © cussed whth regard toboth its substance and its feasibility.” It would be a
legitimate crxtxcxsm of this approach that not enough initial guidance was
given, so that d1scou(;agmg false starts'were sorhetimes made. k}?t‘.wwever,
1t was felt that the error.should be in the direction of too lxttle rather than /
too much directivenfss, as this was cohsistent with the styhe of the organi-
; e e
. ¢ . ,
, f Five months\after the meetings began, an interesting {nterru‘ption'
/
4 occurretl. Researcfg’for Better Schools (RBS) xrequested a joint meeting |
. N . . s
+ . - ’ '
. , .9 . 7
\‘1 " ' LN - ) »
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to exchange i1deas on the evaluation of the science curriculum since they
were engaged in evaluating the IS field tes: units as these became availa-
ble. Their evaluation effort was of the more traditional outcome assess-
ment type. The importance of the meeting for us was that 1t forced our

. . ,
group to summarize exactly what we were doing and why, This, 1in turn,

- led to a substantial increase 'in group sohdariry.

In summary, recruitmeds. was by :nvitation and not coercion. No
tasks or roles were assigned, they were selected. The maintenance of
interest in the task was accomplished through highly task-oriented and

,

reasonably supportive group meetings.

Results to Date

,
Figure 1 shows the ten basic studies which currently maxe up the
group of studies to be done 1n science. The specm.c title of edch study
appears 1o 1talic type on one sidé_g{. the doluble-arrow‘e;% line’ the pnmar;
disciphine from which the individual comes 15 1n boldface type on the other
side. The area other than science evaluation to which the research con-
tributes appears around the outside periphery of the figure, The rode of
the evaluators 1s to help facilitate the research and, after all the studies
~
are complete, to esordinate results into a series of docu‘ngms that can

serve evaluative functions,

-

Turning to the details of Figure 1, two of the evaluators are inter-
ested in validating the model that had recently been proposed for invest:-
ganng‘classroom processes (Cooley & Lohnes, in press). One aspect of
that model concerns he use of time and 1its.effect on student achievernent,
They :nvestigated the relationship betwae;x the number of mimutes spent 1n
science, tath, and reading, and student achievement 1n one of the schools
in wl’;lch the science program existed (Lex.nhardt & Cooley, Note 3). -Pre-
. liminary resylts indicate that the amount of. time spent in science, indepen-

dent of entering abilities, 1s positively related not only to science achieve- °
.

\
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Figure 1 A strategy for science curriculum evatuation
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ment, but also to math and reading achievement. This was supported by a
sumilar clinical finding previously reported by teachers and administrators
using the science curriculum. This finding has important implications for
the value of elementary science education to improve not only the standard
of scientific literacy, but also the overall level of knowledge of elementary

school children. A replication of this study is currently being conducted.

One of the social psychclogicts 1s interested in studying teacher and
student perceotions 1n the classroom. The planning for this research was
completed before the meetings were started, however, the meetings were of
some help in implementing the plans. This researcher 1s planning a st-udy’
in the science rooms to investigate student perceptions of learning, school,
and themselves (Gretnberg, Note 4). He 1s examining the students' atti-
tudes and beliefs about knowledge acquisition and the roles of teachers and
peers in different environments. This study 1s being conducted 1n ap mner-.
city achoal and will provide information on how children view different learn-
ing se.tnngs_and will shed light on how those views mght affect learning

1tself,

Another social psychologist is interested 1n the problems of locus of
control and of changes 1n perceptions which occur 1n different educanonal'
enyironments. He 1s conducting a study of locus of control within the con-
texts of the science and mathematics classrooms at two grade levels 1n a
parochial school. Onme section of mathematics is taught in a traditional and
nonirndividualized manner, while science 1s taught in a more open and indi-
- vidualized way. He is working toward the description and measurement of

locus of control which 1s situation specific rather than using thestraditional

,

view of 1t as an underlying trait or characteristic.

The science educators, who have long been concerned with the prob-
& Yems of formative evaluation and 1ts documentation, are working with
sociologists who are interested in documenting variations in the frames of

reference of actors engaged in formative evaluation. The sociologists are

N
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condurfipg a rase study of the behavisrs cf the developers during a stage

of curriculum development. The product of this joint effort will be a forma-
tive evaluation of a specific unit of the science curriculum angd a detailed
description of how design decisions are mzade and by whom. Further infor-
mation about how the different groups involved with dissemination {publish-
ers and school personnel) impact curriculum development will also be docu-

mented.

- Two researchers are interested 1n developing n:\ethodologms for ana-
lyzing curricula. One of the two 1s interested in developing models of
hierarchy analysis. She is detailing the implied and overt hierarchies of
both the affectiwe/attitudinal and the scientific literacy goals of the cyrricu-
lum. The results of this will be a map of the science curriculum’s objec-
tives and the specific activities designed to meet these objectives. The
second team of researchers is/1;1terest\:d in developmg measures of how
closely curricula use known behavioral principles. These ’x?e.asures have
been applied to several di)'erse curricula (Holland, 1975) and a gtailed
analysis of one of the Cefiter's other curricula has 2lready heen co\xducted
‘(Holland & Solomon, 19'75). They are doing a similar analysis of the sci-

ence curriculum.
. \
One researcher 1s doing a small study of the science goal of student

self-evaluatton. She 13 interviewing students who have worked through a
\8cience unit before they take their posttest for the unit. In the terview
the students are asked to estimate how much they know ab&.a given sub-
area. Their estimation 1s then compared to their posttest performance.
In general, students tend to shightly underestimate their knowledge, with
better students being closer in their estimates than poorer students. The
importance of this study is that it will help to document the science activi-
ties specifically designed to contribute to students’ abilities to evaluate

' themselves, and it will also indicate how other curricula not so designed

impede students' ability to evaluate their own knowledge states.
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Two other smd(‘ei have recently emerged 1n the science meetings.
One 1s an ethn:graphxc description of student free-range behaviors in the
science room. The other 1\\:\he development of new and more extensive
, science competency measures ?b; elementary and secondary schools
(labeled '"Measurement': 1n Fxgure\k),, Currently, most of the standard- .
1zed tests do not distinguish between stlence and social studies until tke
// fifth grade. Further, th_e majority of exid{ng tests are so imprecise and_
wnaccurate in their language as to place 2 knowledgeable student at a dis- )
tinct dxsadv;ntag e. >
In summary, these stydies contribute to the understanding of IS and
‘hence help to show the value of it aloag three dimensiohs. First, reasona- )
bly complete documentation cf the content, pedagogical soundnézss, a.nd\ )
. design decisions of the program will be made available. Second %me A
insight about specific classroom processes and their impact, both psy"ﬁh\-
logical and social, will be generated Third, the impact of science educa-it%v\%‘i
tion on both science and other basic skill areas will be better understood. ‘:\\
] N ? Conclusions * . 2
An additional result of this exercise has been the validation of the N
«\ strategy presented’in Figure 1. Figure Z represents a restatement of that
i-. st ategy independent of the specific studies being conducted. A? the center
of Figure 2 1s the object of the evaluative mqulry. "While the object of
; _inquiry 1s singular, the inquiries are considered plural. That is, there is”
f a set of problems or topics for mvgsugatxon. Around the periphery of * N )
' Figure 2 are several problem areas ‘of research, the focus of which is not )
".. ’ necessarily evaluative research. These peripheral foci are areas of
;. pesearch which grow out of specific discipline-related inquiries. The figure
< indicates that the problem areas and related disciplines can be, but are not
“ necessarily, mdependent.of one another. The strategy is to incorporate the'
work of individuals from dwe\x\'se backgrounds who are working on problems
: 14 '
.
&) ) :
ERIC 1 . |
i - . ‘




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

/
/
4
PROBLEM
foe AREA (A) /
- ey / B
. * ': - -
gl :
PROBLEM 3 ' PROBLEM
: AREA {H) % / AREA (B)
‘.‘ S s I% ' o
s:"o,t % = "QO\‘ ’
oy S g 7 o @
N 27 e o
. A e 4 (\C -
. ) v:‘ N
’
PROBLEM Researchers’ Disciphing FO/GUS OF ‘Researchers O-scvphnc PROBLEM
AREA (G} &7 oo EYALUATIVE ey AREA {C)
Specific Study (G} , RESEARCH Spectfic Study (C}
’
~ e o, :
(‘-0“' il H e, N .
f @‘, W ila T~ O,
. N'M 7S | S~ o,
. e £ls o
1%
PROBLEM §1s PHROBLEM
- AREA (F} ity AREA (D)
- FHRE
. " &)
L . 'é w .
.. PROBLEM
P ’ AREA {E)} -
Y
¢ 2 N
Id
figure 2 A stcategy for program evéluation,
15
Qo 1>
L




/ :
in their own discipline areas into an overall program of evaluanvve research.

These individuals represent a powgrful and generally untapped resource for

solving many evaluative research problems.

The outcomes of this on-going effort are encouraging. If- one\‘wishes,

)
facilitate

one can exploit the availahle resources of a resear center
in-house e‘valuation in @ creative fashion resulting 1n unique aAd usable
information. The role of the evaluator 1s to orchestrate the undér_takiné .
and. when the studies are completed, to incorporate them into an ev,alué-
tive document. The product of such an effort can be an in-depth view of

the program under investigation, one which 1s richer in expe:th.se and infor-

mation than any single effort could hope to be.

. This strategy was designed to solve several .problems: the conflict
inherent in the role of in-house evaluator while prov'xdmg convincing evi-
dence for ghe' value of a program and for the soundness of the evaluation, .
and the provision of mere than superfic 1al informatron about a highly com-
plex program. The conflict of the role of the evaluator was solved 1n two
ways. first, by sharing the burden of evaluatian among several researchers,
and second, by including the developers in the group. This assured the
devel::apers that misinformation and misinterpretation of un’ormanc;n about
their program cQuld be minimized. The problem of bias 1s not totally
solved, however, it f‘e reduced by using a group of people whose primary
commitment 1s to good science in their respective disciplines. The problem
of providing in-depth information abdut the program was solved by having
multiple, and in some cases, overlapping studies conducted on various facets
of the program and by making use of already existing resources, many of

which were previously untapped. s

An additional significance of this strategy for evaluation should not be
overlooked. One of the major complaints of social scientists (such as Rossi)
id that the evaluation field has been unable to attract highly qualified inda-

viduals and is the refuge of dropouts from other fields (Ross1 & Williams,
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1972). The strategy described here provides quahsy researchers from
other fields with an.ancentive to undertake work that serves evaluative
functions. Of course, eval/q;wrs must do research themselves, but they
also must continuously e/n..courage their colleagues who are not evaluators
. to engage in research that can dlso serve the function of evaluation. Not
'\(:iygpes’tlus prox;;iﬂe‘one with a sense of parsimony, it also educates and
+f'educates evaluators by exposu;g them to the differing perspectives and
methodologies of their colleagues, A remaimng question is whether or not

. “there are other research organizations that have sufficiently diverse person-

nel to utilize this approach. I think there are. For example, not only are

there the university-related research centers, there also are governmental
institutes and plgi/ate industry laboratories, all of which have sufficiently

diverse professional staffs to permu: utlization of this approach BN

The strategy 1s not offered as a panacea for all the _problems that
face evaluation. It s offered as an alternative to the traditional in-house, Q
one-shot studies conducted by a smgle team of evaluators. There is no
iron- -clad assurance that {nswers to a collection of questions generated by
another group of researchers would provide adgquate information about the
value of a program. However, the strategy provxdes‘ample opportunity for
the evaluator and other rese'archers to discuss t}n; point and try to con-
struct a series of studies that will provide usable 1nformation for consumers.
The emphasis in this strategy 1s for researchers to satisfy themselves with
regard to the scientific excellence of their work and to seek answers to
questions which they generate rather than attempting to second-guess the

-
consumers' questions.,

ERIC o =Y ,

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Reference Notes
nelerence Noles

Learning Research and Development Center. Resource allocation
and management plan. Research and development [or adaptive educa-
tion. Pittsburgh; University of Pittsburgh, Learning Research and
Development Center, 1973.

Thrasher, J. H., Franklin, J. L., & Kittredge, L. D. Evaluation:
The internal-external debate reconsidered. Paper presented at the *
meeting of the American Sociological Association, Montreal, 1974.
Leinhardt, G., & Cooley, ,W. The investigation of the effects of time
spent in science on achievément. Pittsburgh: University of Pitts-
burgh, Learning Research and Development Center, in preparation.

Greenberg, M. Research proposal concerning the relationshlb be -
tween social variables and the adaptive classroom. Unpublished
manuscript, University of Pittsburgh, 1974.




References Ty

Champagne, A., & Klopfer, L. An individualized elementary school sci-
ence program. Theory into Practice, 1974, 13,/136-148.
’

. Cooley, W, W., & Lohnes, P. R. Evaluative inquiry in edygation. New
- York: Irvington Publishers, in press. *&

Glaser, R. Educational psychology and education. American Psychologist,
1973, 28, 557-566.

Hellmuth, J. (Ed.). Disadvantaged child. Vol. 3: Compensatory educa-
tion, a national debate. New*'York: Brunner/Mazel, 1970.

Holland, J. G. Variables in adaptive decisions in individualized instruc-
tion. Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh, Learning Research and
Development Center, 1975. (LRDC Publication 1975/10) o

Holland, J. G., & Solomon, C. Komputer-konkokted kurrickulum: A
review of CAI spelling. Pittsburgh. University of Pittsburgh, Learn-
ing Research and Development Center, 1975. (LRDC Publication.
1975/15) . IR

Rossi, P. H. Testing for success and failurggn social action. In P. H.
Rossi & W. Williams (Eds.), Evaluating social programs: Theory
practice, and politics. New York: Seminar Press, 1972.

%
Rossi, P. H., & Williams, w. (Eds. ). Evaluating social progia;ns:
Theory, practice, and politics. . New York: Seminar Press, 1972.

Scriven, M. General strategies in evaluation. In J, Weiss (Ed.), Cur-
riculum evaluation: Potential and reality. Curriculum Theory
Network monograph supplement. Toropto, Ontario: Ontario Insti-
"tute for Studies in Education, 1972. -

Wilhams, W., & Evans, J. The politics of evaluation: The case of Head
Start. In P. H. Rossi & W, Williams (Eds.), Evaluating social pro- _
grams: Theory, practile, and politics. New York: Seminar Press,

1972. —
, p

A
&
- . N

' 5'@";} L e
: C o e
. e %i NN -
I 19 . - / { "
. ’ Pl
ks .= . v
\)‘ . ' P ) * .
ERIC ‘ § ~~ e L




