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INTROLUCTION

-

The purpose of this paper is to present an applied model
for the utilization of evaluatioh in the process, of develop-
¢ o
< ing instructicnal’mbdterials. The model will be introduced

3 ’ threuon & presentetion of ize cenceptee~ rationale, a-eeec't;—

tion of 1ts metnoaolo~y and .nstrum.ntatlon, and a demonstﬁh—
. tion of 1ts development and utili za.t}.on durang a t.h*ee-yea.r
period within the framework of a project of curriculum devel-

= : cpment at the Tel-Aviv Unive;sity.l <

. The evaluation model presented in this.paper is based on

s

-

a definitiorn of evaluatiorn derived frem sone theoretical prop=
ositions suggested by Stuffleoeamz ana by ch}ven.3 The térm *

evaluatlon will be used herein to refer- to he process of

>

. ) dellneat;ogj cbtaining, "and providing information on; the merat

of goals., designs, implementation, and outcomes 0% (education-

al) acdtavities, to serve formative and summative purposes.
!

This definition is cocmprised of four*ﬁ%jo; elements. The

first element suggests that the process of evaluation should

: - A

1The author would like to acknowledge the contrlbutlon of
his colleagues at the NETA Project during the period 1970-1%72.
Their posi;zve as well as negative attitudes towards evaluation
provided an important source of inspiration for the development
of this evaluation model. .

.

Daniel‘L Stufflebean, et al., Educational Evaluatlon and
Decision Hakigg . Itasca, Ill.. Peacock, 1971. .

3Michdel Scriven, "The Methodology of Evaluatics%. In
Robert BE. Stake (BEd.), Curriculum Evaluation, AERZ Mon graph -

. - Series on Evaluation, Do. 1 Chicago: Rand FcNally, 19 8

- L
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not be limited to the technical activities of measu:emeni/ipc
1?1.-

data ghthering ("obtairing”), but should also include ac
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_":..es that evaluation concerns mzomatlon o?me asgessgnent

of merit, in an atterpt to ae_e*é;ys the wptth or value of
educational endeavors. The h/rﬁ elemenf in the de? snition

suggests that judgment of merit anbld 0t te limited to ou

e

-

vities bu} should also address cques-

j o
tions related to the merit of theit goals, their aeszgg .and

comes of educational acti

their implementdtion. The fourth plement in tbe aeflnlhion

reflects Scriven's distinction beq-eeen formative and gumma-
tive evaluation suggesting that evaluation should help to )

B ]
improve an educational product during the process of its de-

velopmgnti and/or.demonstrate the merit of the final product
when its. development is cozpiéted. However, the focus of thé
§uggested evaluation meodel is on the formative use of evﬁ&u-
at¥on in curriculum development, intended to improve the ‘de-
velopmental process. Adﬁitional evaludtion efforts are re;

quired when éhe development of a.pfoducf is cdmpleted to dem-

2 -

onstrate its educational merit.,
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. ASSCGMPZIONS

Several assumptions underlie the evaluation model gre-

-~

sented in thig paper. These aasumpt ons 6houlc.be cons‘ce*ec

before attemptinc to apply the suggested model to any gzvea

effort of in$trﬁcticqai gevelopment. -Viciatinc these assump~‘

tions would obviously limit the utility of the model for a
. . + *

specific purpose. The model 1s based on five major asgump=

tions. Tbey are: N : L i

R i ) , b .
‘1) The development of instructional materials implies

a_long process of coordinated efforts. This process can be

shortengd by efficient planning and coordination among 1ts
components. Bowever, ‘ého;t cuts” intended to skip signifi-
cant staées of the developing,process may lower the‘quality
of the psoduct and in, the fibal analysis do not shorten the
develoamental process. The %aucaxiohal system must realize

that the development of eaucét’onal means sheuld be allpowed

to benefit from long-term 1nvestments, similar %o those avaal-~

able in 1nuustry or defenpe. Compared with the developmental
processes in industry, which take advapntage 6¥ the extensive

pool of scientific knowledge, the érocess of deéelopment‘:?

_education can rely only on the. limited knowiedge of the bé-

phdae o
havioral sciences. Thus, they can be expected to take_longer

and be much more difficult than those in industry or similar

areas.

(2) The development of.}nstcuctional materials must be

N
UV
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o coooeéuve‘ta.sk of a group of persons with 2 wide range of
. eznad;éﬂc ndt an individudi or smail group effort with -

lzmitégﬁe@artzse. An :.nteg'-ated tea,gx of speciaiz.sts in )

snbject méj:ter, learning theory, teaching methods, new media A
Lo - ,eval%arzd writing techniques should be involyed in the de-

SV . velogoent oLcurzzcnltm matena.ls,. Such a team should renlace

thea’!i—a.a!tmnal *text book writer? if s:.gm.gzcant J.nstruction- .
al mﬁer:.?ls are to be developed. o .

L

“% 33) Formative evaluat:.an should be an integral Dart of ' fﬂ

the fevéioumental gxooess. This assumption has” twq important ..

' i1 fea tzens\\i’lrst, evaluation has to be conducted fro:a the
. ' bég:.nggg of the developmental process rather than at the end‘ /
o ofqtﬁrs pfocess. Secondly, formative evaluat;’on should seryé
thé needs of the developmental team rather than assess itﬁ/
eva&ess for external audiences. Efforts sho;zid be made -

7=

. | reduoe the threat of evaluation by deznonstzat;ing its con—
strucﬁve role in the developmental process, even when subh
an éﬂ:rt .might result in_ the coaptat:.on of the :.nternal eval-

uég?'a:nd :.n a decrease in credibzhty £or external auaiences.
1,? 3 (4 The evalua.t;.c«n team or the evaluaticn speciali'st

. : s-y' -

s‘hé?:l& not be the only ones involved in evamaticn actimt—

) B osveg 2o € =
o

- fea within the deveicpmental proces alt[xough f:hey Bhould A
.- tbéag‘ﬁe maIn respousibi;ﬁtg rTn: ﬁe wmﬁa%~ .
£ It is not feasible to assume that the evaluation team ca1; ) 5‘

se?ye all evalnatipn :feeds o{" the development team, nor is ie

.’.v,—t, }

desirable tbat evaluation be 9erceived’ as. sometﬁing

3 -
]
e e
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*belongs”® only to the evaluation specialists. This assumption i
implies that curriculuxm developers have to be trained in evalu- 1

ation theory and techniques to gain basic skills and develop a a >

.
-

positive attitude toward evaluvation. ‘ .

y (5) _Decision makers throughout all levels of the devel-

opment organrization or project should be cotrmitted to the utll-

1zatlon of evaluative information in their dec451on-maxlgg Dro-

- cess. This does not imply that all the decisions are based only
on rational considerations, nor does it imply, that all recom- :
mendations resulting from th e?aluation must be adopted. Bow- -
- eve;,.decisionﬁmake;s should ‘strive to increase the rationality
of theiyr de;isions and be ready to justify those that contra-

dict‘the evaluative information. In such cases tne confronta- < s

tion of the dec1s;on maker wlth the’ evaluatlon information
¥
might result in a significant contribution to the develonment- )
\ / E
al process, even though the evaluation recommendatlons are re-

jected. No decision maker %s ready to admit that he will not

use the evalua;ive information unless it suooorts his decisins

that already have been made. Too often evaluation/ls ¢onducted
¥ .

when. there are no intentions to ma.ke use of the results

P
.

, . AN OVERVIEW OP-THE zvmi'zezq MODEL _., ° J L

* The evaluation model is based on experience in curriculum’ T _i

development which suggested that six major stages are involved - .

. . -

in the development of an instructional unit. These stages are:
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The first draft .gtage;’ - ) LT

w [ \M]
.

The pre-trial edztzon stage; ;}i
The ‘experizmental editzon stage,

. The seml-flnal edltron staae, and

N T R 1

. The final edition EEQQQL___M_: <
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stage geveral times until the.materials are. ripe- for. the next

Zach developzental stage is accompanied by evaluation

activities as shown in Figure 1. &

%
k
Developmental Stage Eva}uatlon Act171ty

\ " ..

Planning . Context evaluation
First draft " : Evaluation by unit de-
. velopers .
Pre-trial edition Inspection by experts .
Expefimental edition Laboratory trials -
Semi-final edition Pield trials:

. Pinal edition Reporting

AV W N~
Y Y . Y Y

. ' . ;
Pigure 1: Developmental stages and evaluhtion

activities in the process of develoning
an instructional unlt.

- [

The suagested developmental'process has 3 reasing
spiral structure, in which the transition fron one stage to
another is based on information provided by evaluation activ-

ities. Each stage inCludes elopment of Curriculum mater-

1als, evaluation, and revzszog of materials for the next

Qtage of development. The spiral nature of ‘the model implies

- also that in certain cases it is necessary to repeat the same

stage of development. The growiﬁg nature of the spiral
structure is demonstrated in ?igure 2. The.@evelogmental

' 31‘ . . ¢
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- ¢ Final Edition
- ' « i ’ t -
S - : A Field

r - . . . Trial

’ - .
> -

. ' ' 9_\ ’ \1 Semi-final Edition '

b A’
1

Experts’
Inspection

7

Pre-Trial
Edition

‘}—* ‘ 3 ]
o S ’j - ‘o
5 .Figure-2, A Model for the Development '
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L ; ' ’ process starts with a planning stage in which the'development oo,
‘ team clarifies its task and- structures ‘the nature of the cur-
riculum unit € be developed."A first draft of the unit is o -
' then developed and.evalhated by the members of the development N o

team to check its congruence with the rationale underlying lfS o

deVelopment. The first draft is rev1sed intq a pre-trial edi~ p

tion and submitted for inspection to a group of experts.. Based

. > L

- on the feedback obtained from the various experts, an e%peri-
) mental edition of the unit.is developed to be‘tried'out With

students and evaluated under laboratory conditions. A furths!’

.revision of the unit is then introduced into a natural setting
of the school and evaluated under cénditions that hopefully ',
approximate normal use of the unit. Based on the evaluation

' of this field trial a final revision of’ the unit 'is conducted.
The unit may‘now complete its entire cycle of dévelopment and

~ be '‘ready for wide distribution and summative evaluation by po-

“tential consumers. The final edition of the unit is accompan-

- -

ied by an evaluation report which describes the entire devel-

opmental effort and presents the evaluative data gatnered dur-

- ing?the process of development.. ‘ ; 'T‘ - —

-
- ]

The remainder of this paper is devoted to -a description

4

of the evaluation activities at the various stages of develop—

- .

ment, problems involved in implementing such activities, apd

=

3 ,‘examples of some solutions to such problems o

»




‘ " THR PLANNING STAGE

.

This stage starts when theAdevelogpent team has

assigned to the task of developing a curriculum unit on a de—
fined or ‘semi-defined topic.
topic of the unit has to be clearly defined‘ the subgect mat-
struc-

~-

sen,

ter to be covered by the unit has to be.determined, -

-

tional methods to be. applied inthe unit have to be the

general’ structure of the unit has to be defined, and a wofking

~ 4
‘plan for the team has .to be developed.- Decisions of the de-.
velo ment team at this stage are, faciliéated by various kinds .
of nformation, such as information on. the needs of students
g S,

for who¢ the unit is belng _developed, general educational
goals that must be served (e 9. goals prescribed by*‘\manda-

tory syllabusﬁ, alternative teaching methods, and patterns of .

F} -
'1nstructiona materials. Such information can be obtained -

from the litergttre,- official documents, educational consult-
ants, or from’ direct observations .in classrooms and interac- R

. - 6' -

tion With teachers and students. ObViously, a systematic 3 »

. - »

v

"needs assessment“ study is desirable, although in most cases.
/

it is pot feasible to conduct such a study at this stage and *

[ »

the: teapfhas to-utilize existing knowledge (or assumptions)

~~' T ' -

.uwimﬁ; T ”g < w'.ﬂ s:~” . o
A " r-j ' i ' Y :

4

. Typical evaluation activ;ties at this stage of develop-

"y . >,
3

ment, as they were experienced in%theaNETA‘Proaect, included
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at the end of this state the ‘_“-
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. (1) Review of related literature. This is a\‘joint ef- .-
fort of the development team and the- evalLation staff. The’

development team focuses'mal ly on.’documents related to the

L2 ~

subject matter of the unit while the evaluation .staff reviews

research and evaluation stu ies or related topics of interest,as-

0

—;sessestheir findings andfro ides summaries to the development
‘team. ) . i ' ’

(2) Pilot observations'in classrooms: The evaluation

- staff assists the development'team in designing and conducting

initial .observations of classrooms occupied by students of the

’ .
. ” . P N .

target population.: _ , . z.z ,
(3) Interviews of/experts and practltloners. These in-

terviews are mainly conducted by the development team, however,

in ‘certain cases, a mQre structured 1nterv1ew schedule may be

- "a'

Whenever feasible and desirable, two additi nal=evalua-

. . oy
developed and 1mplemented.by the evaluatlon staff.

tion activities should be implemented at thfs stagd. They are:

‘
> .

) (4) A systematlc "needs assessment"4 study to dellneate

the needs of students and teachers-to be served by the unlt.

'] I ' ;
SR (5) An "input evaluat:.on"5 1ntended to develop and assess

new approaches to problems confronted in the curriculum unlt.‘

"

S e - .
«*

. Ages e. g., Ralph Hoepfner; et al., National Prlorlties
. for Elementary Education. CSE Monograph Seriés .in EvaluatIon,
- - * Vol. 2, Center for the Study of Evaluation, University of Cai-
ifornia, Los Angeles, 1973. L, . ) : , .

. 5Stufflebeam, et al., Evalua’
PP« 222-229.
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* Por this purpose the *advoratf tean® methodology can be util- s
ized.e A ‘ .

~

THE FIRST DRAFT STAGE . /
This stage begins when the development team has clearly.
Gefined the topic of ‘the unit and 3ubject matter to be in- -
/ .

cluded, thé instructicnal methods have been chosen, and a de- ‘

. N . o]
velopment plan has been approved. The tean is ready to start ' "o
writing a first drafl of the Yarious parts of the unit, includ- '
ing student objectives, reading §aterials, practice éxercises, ..

3

lab experimgnts, and the teacbér'manual. 'The team also starts
developing suppleﬂéntary materiads for the unit such as models,

(I

* 5). . . . .
Sharts, ides, and film loopsv .

' At this stage two main guestions should be answered:

(1) Are ‘the materials being developed according to the
plan proposed in the first stage?

» ¥2) €15 the snit being deve_lc-:pe'd accordinﬁ\;d the ®phil-
osoghy“.of the project?. ) o ) -

To answer these guestions the devélopment team can use a ' . .
"checklist® comprised of spec%fic}qqestions regarding the-var--
.ious aspects of the unit. Within the HET&\Pquect such a
éiéck{ist a5 been developed by tﬁe'ejalugtion team on the '
basis of some'princiéles for the preparation and adiétation . R

Z
-3
- . . . i

6Digne L. Reinhard, *Methodology pevélapment for iqput , LD .
Bvaluatjon Using Advocate and Design Teanm." ?h.g. digserta-—

" tdon, Tbeehio State Onivefsity, 1972.  ° R




. . .o

‘.; of instructionai materiele suggested by thebproject &ireétor.7,
The checklist was msed by the development team throughout the
process of aeveloplng tEe first draft of the unit in a attemnt
to revise the draft in such a way that most of the guestions
included in the checklikt could be answerefl affirmatively.
The answers vided by the deve%epmeet team are cbviously
subjeceive‘ therenere ar add:tional étteaﬁ% to answey the same
qnestiees in a more objective way Is made in‘the next stage of
the development. Bowdﬁe;, it seems to be‘impo;tant.thét a

*self evaluation® be,cbnducted at this stage as a basis for.

further evaluations and as an expression of the 4eam's interest

" in the ugillzatlon of formative evatuation. }

-

During the first draft stage the major evaluatlon activi-

’
ties_are conducted by the development team rather than the

evaluatlon tean. The'major efforts of the evaluation team at

this stage are devoted to the development of an evaluatlon “Ge-

sign for the project. The evaluators have to lnterface with
T the developers to delineate the evaluation needs of the mext

stages of the development process. The evaluation deszgn and

/\

ts instruments have to be developed in such a way that the :_>
. evaluation needs of the project are adequately served A com-
mon pztfall in the evaluation design is the use Qf measuzement

l, instruments based on their availability rather than on ehe

) . PO i
PO i -

- . .evaluation needs of the pro;ect . “,: ‘f .

hd -

.

r-

Cm, - - R
oot T *~, A

‘",‘ g 7.oshe smilansky sumptions for Pzeperation and Aﬂapf"A

; 7. 77 atien of Cnrricule.and a for the Culturall Disa&vantaged.
g Eﬁe HB?A rroject, Teleﬁviv’nnivezsitg, 1968*{32530 ¥




- . THE PRE-TRIAL EDITION STAGE

TN C . i
This stage s wvhenever the degelqpme_pt tesdm has coso-
pleted the revisi 'of the first draft of the instructicnal S

e results of the ’self evaluation” uroced—
:Ln the éreviof;cs section.. Ibe an:.ta,s now per- - -

.team as being congmentwith its nla.ns and'orin- - . .

cipled underlying its development. It is now time i:o detemine ;
howtheunlt is Dercei?edb?othe./anntowha‘ extent it ¢ can -
be further i:nproved p*ior to its trial in exgerimental tlasses. .
F.ang curriculun developers skip this stage of develqpment as

they are eager to im:roéuce their pro&ucts into school classes -

i thout any further delay. Such pzemature fieidé:rzals should  *
be disoouraged it is our exper Lence i:hat much can be 1ea.med ’
abfut an instructional umit through its i_nspeci::.cn by a panel . ‘:.

of experts. The feedback provided by such experts can be much _
more valuable for the improvement of the unit than the inform-

- - - -
- Pt

ation obtained /frcm a prematuge field trial. ‘ :

The followmg gmdelines aa; be used in th:.s regazd. f(a) - ; a
. The panel should mclude experts in va.tious ,areas ::elevant to - L .
" the development of the instructional unit such as subject mat-" TR
ter, teaching methods or instructmnal meaia., ﬁ:} Al-;:héngh ran- o

- - S e -
K T Lz?;d:"f" % = Z;W. &

dom selection of experts is not neceseaz%z; jﬁgiié gé;pprtan; to .

; fe % : . f»;} TE = 2:*3{;:,5 S A
avoi& a biaaed sm of e:spertsr - J.fh"’*%‘-;g. e R
Derts Wﬁ°ﬂa:5e hske;i _z,g;
ins? erj, CegE e gt T f:::% 3?’“‘ =
,ect ‘the mat als of the nnii;,,and a,;set o éi;.’ic
10 g T F

’r“ﬁ




‘k; - - . )
spond otly to the guestion “Waat 8o you think about this unft?®

is not advisable. A detailed questionnaire should be developed

for this purpose; the checklist used for self evaluation in the -

. previous stage can be used as a basis for developing the gues-

A

tionnaire. (d) The number, of experts required for the inspec-
tion should be determined on the basis of the complexity of the

instrocticnal uwnit and the availaility of time and resources
. ) 4
for this purpose, From our experience, five to ten experts ) "

were sufficient.

14

g might also be appropriate at this stage to conduct some
” - . .

small-scale experiments to test specific aspect.s of the unit. L
These experiments should test tomponents of the unit such as

unigue t?aching methods, innovative media or special technical
'
devices included in the unit. ' o

The major responsibilities of the evaluation team during

the pre-trial stage are: (a) assiz_séiné the development team in

selecting a panel of experts; (b) analyzing experts’ 'resm'mses;

(c) developmg measuring 1nstrmnehts for tbe subsequent stages;

*
and (d) conductlng small-scale controlled experlments. “

S

TE’.E ZXPERI!-EEHTAL ITIO.?‘ STAGE

L4
»

Based on the feedback obtained fram the evaluation at the
pPrevious stage of development, another version of the unit is g 7

3
- -0 ¥ a3
now developed. This is the experimental edition of the um’.t ,J‘ -
) i " . "it%;
to be tried out with students and evaluated nnder laboratory _ - ”;
conditiong. By "labo;:atory conditions we refer to a con- L - V %

7. i
trolled sétting providing optizal conditions foz: .implementation
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1, motivation of teachers and students, anrnd §pprc;priate
administrative support. Such eond:.tion.s are ?.sual.ly not re-
presentative of the “Feal” conditions available in the educa-
tional system for which the umit is being developed. .'—Eowéver,
at this stage the question is not whether the unit can be iz~
pPlemented in an "average ¢lass® but whether it can be im le-
mented at all, - ' '
The value of the experimental tryout of the unit should
not be undereéstimated nor should 1 be overestimated. Its
value is overestimate‘d if we try to assess 'the effect;venéss .
of the unit for our target population oniy on thé basis"'of i'ts
performance under nonrepresentative condit.ion’s'. It is under-
estimated if we .fail to recognize its value in providing im-
portant feedback for the imprové:aept of the unit in spite of
the nonrepresentative conditions «0f the éxpeiiméntal trial,
The number of classesdso be included in the'eXDeriment
should be relatively small. It is deéemmen maz.nly by the
ability of the development teanm to a.ssure o;:t.mal expeximent-
al oondit:.ons in the nart:.c:.patmg classes concermng teacher

trama.ng, technical fa,cxlities, and intengive mteractz.on

’ ' - - v
ment. The introducr.ion of K ezmerm;gggal edition of the
Sy g -V

unit into a 3.arge Vsazaple of cl&sses mghi Hmi;: the abi
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the evaluvative nfcrmation that 1t can provicde.

Teachers shc.lE De recruited Cn @ VOLUnNTAIY Das.S

4 s ~ - =
secure high cual-.-<y nscructicn for the exper:imental I

Y

of thé unit. Criter:ia fcor choosing teachers should be con the
L}

.
-

basis of competency, teach.ng exper:ence, Iflexibility and com-

~ b

classes, and shoull ke recurref to implement Lt gs crescrirted
oy the deve.cpment and eval:ation teams--even LI tney cisagr
with same oI the meThods sucgested in the teacher's manual.

The.r reservaviors should be congidered :n rev.sing the expesr-

imental e€8:1t:icn for the nex: stace of the development; however,

b

at this stage the un:t must De used precigely as :ntended by

- —
1ts designers. Instructiona. developers are sometimes re-
luctant to "force” teachers to follow their instructions to

—

+~e letter, espec:ally when the instructions are related <w a
’

v
.

i
unit which s intended to promote flexible and innovat:ive
teacbing methods. A certain amount of rigidity :1s reguared tO
Z L .
secure prec:ise lmplemeﬁgatzogrqf a2 new teaching method im or-
der to be able to evaluate it adecuately.
The major evaluation activity daring the experimental
stage should focus' 6n the observation of the process of imple-
menting the unit in the experimental classes. Several obser-

vation techniques can be used. One possibility is to develop

a 'scenar§9' of the unit which provides a detailed 1list of all

the planned activities of‘the unit, their suggested seguence

+

Sy

i,

avm;

Lt

.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

-
zﬁ‘ -

.
-

ary mater:a.s Interfacing with toe develcpers he would wvali-
- 4 3 * -

date the scenar:ic ané after several revis:i:ons he night endlup
with an observaticon fornm which cculd be used for classroox ob-

?

servatiorne., Using the wnstroIment .r. experimental clizssges w:ill
enab.e & coxpar.son tetweern rlanned and actiel activizies, 2né
will preovicde valuatle :rfcrmaticn in assess:ng the feas:zil:it

ir. many of tne new.y -developel instructional mater:als,
efforts are made tc 'treak <the traditicnal "talkx and chalk"
teachinz method By introducticn of various independent work/
study activities of i1ndiwviduals and groups of students as well

as other zethods of active student invelvement. In such cases

}-r
ct
)

e interesting to determire how muach kime 1s spent in
whe exper.menta. class on active student participation as op-
posed to passive listening., Suppose that a class of 30 stu-

dents :s participating in a 45 minute lesson,. This can be

pes

thoucht of asg 1,350 s udent-minutes»that can be utilized in
ore way or another. A simple observation instrument in the
form of a matrix having a list of possible student actlvitie88
in rows and time (1 to 45) as columns will enable a trained
observer to record the time devoted to each kind‘of activity.

In our project we successfully used such an instrument for

8e.g., individual work, gro&p activity, talking to class,
listening to teacher, working individually with teacher, étc.

19
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ciass (in cur examp.e, _,3%5C . 7Tr:.:s methof icnores the con-

-

tent <f zhe lesscrn cut Enazles tne d.StincCtisn Detweepn Classes

8

re

. . - .
That fraciife moOre st.cent .oyvZlvement anc whese o inc

2 Thirc mewhzd <f crservatich can e a nonstractired ob-
. . & o P - . > 4 3
servat.lcn CI inlt Ceve.cpers .. the experirmental classes. Al-

TnOuGSh tias 15 not recommended as the only method to be used

for a caver uinit, 1t 1s very :mpcrtant that any sSystematic ob-
servatico.cordacted b”‘the evalaatcrs of <the pro;eét be supple-
zentéd bf sach "non-systezat:c® and surjective observation con-

2cticnal materials and

"

cducted ky thcse whe develcped/the inst

ave tC 1mprove thexz. The insichts that may be gfrzved from
this zethod are sometimes ZUCh mOre valuable tianrthose from
the other methods, and therefore shoulé not be neglec+ed.
Standardizeq observation schedule59 can 0 be used to
observe the activities in the experimental clasgks. These
should be used only 1f they measure variables relevant to the
¥ evaluation of the unit. Too often, standardized ingtruments

are used "just because they are available” and actually do not

make any significant contribution to the development of the

9See for example: Simon, A. & Boyer, E.G. {(Bds.), Mirrors'
for Behavior: An Anthology of Classroom Observation Instru-
ments. Philadelphia: Research for Better Schools, 1968.
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. * instructional umit.

I

The evalvatiocn plazz for the experimental stage should al-

s0 include some measurezent activities int‘e.nde&‘to assess stu- .
deéat achievements. Standardized achievement tests can be used '
provided that they a.fe related to the instructional objectives

°of the unit. Bowever, in most cases spec’;ial tests have to be ) -
developed to provide for measurement of the ?.chie‘vement of

specific objectives that l;xave been defined for th'e unit. Such

tests have' to pe devel.oped following 'Ehe standard procedure

for test development znclt'zding item ax;alysis \-'h’ich must be ' -

-

based on data obtained from students who have already studied .
: ¢

the material covered in the test. Thus, the experimental
stage is used not only for the trial of the'instructionaj. mat-
erials but also for trial of achie'v;ement tests which are to be
Used for the evaluation of those materials. ";'he result of )
this is that one is actually trying to evalua£ an incomplete
instrtctional uni't by means o©f an iqcomplete gchievement test.
‘Therefore, only lim.itéd conclusions can be drawn from such stu-
dent achievement data. .Purther investigation in this area
. should be {;onduc—t',ed in the next stagé following.the validation
s of the newly-—developed tests.
‘ THE SEMI-FINAL znrrzou STAGE ”
On the basis of the eY¥aluation of the experimental edition

‘.

of the instructional unit under laboratory cond:.tions a further

v

RS
N

revision of the unit is being devgfoped in this ﬂage:ﬁ‘ This
) semi~findl edition will be introduced ‘at this sj:age into a

LA
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.




© .natural setting of the schbol and evaluated under conditions R
N 3
that hopefully anorox:.ma,te normal use i _the wnit. Two major '

cuestions have to be answered by the evaluation at this stage.
They are: ga) Is it feasible to_implement the suggested unzt
in a regular school yithout providing sPecz.al conditions such

as those that were provided at the experaaent steqe? and (b)

What impact does the unit Have on ‘the achievenents of s;:udents

. * . ‘. .
in regular classes of the target population? 'To answer these

b

questions a field trial must be conducted. The major differ-

,ences between the field trial and the laboratory trial can be

»

- sum:zan.zed as foilows' . ' T

P
o

{1) Teachers should, be selected on the basi.'s of a rando:n
selection procedure rai:her than on ‘a voluntary basis in order .
to ensure a more representatlve samnle of the totaI tea.c;her
- popu,latlon for whon the :.nstructlonal unzt is be:.ng ﬂevelooed.
Teachers who voltmteer to part:.czpate in. the trla.l/? some
innovative eﬁfort might be s‘igxuf:.ca.ntly different from the A
everage teacher re a.rd:..ng known and unknown charactera.stics
(2 wo speci tralnlng or guz.dance should be’ ;_Jrovided
to teache’rs participating in the fielci tria}. except for the

- -,

mstructzoms provided in qhe teacher“§ manual of the um.t or

the kind of traim.ng prescribed by the xmit ror ,regular (not

experimental),teachers. fe e , ceoEm ,;
- - A ? . . -"‘"‘2 ?,;;;

-

, (3) A considerablz 1arger saz;xple of classes sﬁould

- N 3 o -
PO »rﬁ-r‘ ;'M‘.':—"ffi =

‘.:ge target popnlati.on.
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-~  that the representation -0of a sample is not determined only by
its size but also by the procedure used for ‘drawing the sample. .
" Thus, a small random Sazple might be more reprvesentative théﬁ;_\

N

a large biased san.zgle.'

(4) ‘The evaluation of student achie:c;ezae;ts should be done
by means of the ;,ests which were ;ieveloped' and validated at the
previous—etdfe. S . i

{5) Althdugh the major funct:.on of both the f:.eld and

labora%orz tr:.als is formative rather than suzmative, the po-.
tentz.a.l nnglzation of the field trial for smat:.ve ourposes

“.is obv:.ous. However, since the evalna’c.:.on at this stage is &.

-~

conducted by an internal evaluator whose credibility for exter-

nal audiences might be limited, the involvement of some exter-

nal independent evaluation agency in the process of the field

trial is strongly. fecommended. Such an agency skhould serve as

a secondary evaluator or meta-evaluator to increase the credi-

bilit}} of the evaluation in demonstrating the merit of the in-

structional materials for potential clients.

. N .

‘  THE FINAL EDITION STAGE *

*

; D,
The semi~final edition ig now revised J.nto a final edi-

.

P ti:on on the basgis of the results of the fie,ld trall. One
should expect that if the. instructional mut went thzough the

t 3

.

. whole process of development and evalnation, only minor

4£f

cbanges would need to be 1ntroduced at t‘Eis sé’ége. chever, :

- }ru' R A
= 4 (_,/

should the results of tha fielﬂ triai suggest m‘i%_r ;evisions
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. prior to the establishment of the final edltlon.,

 trial of the reviped semi-final edltlon might be aov;sable

. — 7

When .the final edition is completed, the instructional
unit is ready for commerclal productzon and dissemination to

J/

. potential clients. The final edition of the unzt shoula be
eccom;;nied‘by an extensive evaluation report whlch documents
the ‘entire process of ‘development and érovides ev%%uati ﬁata
regarding the educational merit of'the unit. Thus, the major
task of'the evaluator at this stage is the development of such

{ ’ an eveluation repcrt. The evaluation report should concen-

trate op the results of the field ttial, but it should also

describe the earlier evaluation activities as a demonstration
of the formative evaluation process. The evaluatiod ieport
should poznt out the strengths as well as the weaknesses of

the instructional matere%ls and establish the limits of their

usefulness by a complete description of the populatlon on whlch

it was used. 'If external evaluators nart1c1pated in some way//——\s
in the field trial, their assessments should-also be included

i? the-report. The style of .the repqrt Ehould‘not begtgo

technical, but at the same time it should include detailed

data that can be reanalyzed by other evaluators, This might

be accamplishea‘py the inclusion of'a narrative text with a
few majcp statistical tables, as well as a more detailed pre- .
sentation of statistical data in the form of en appendix L
Seme ‘potential constmers of the instructional unit ‘might be

' interested in an independent summative evaluation 6f the'
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pnit prior to its adoption in their school systems; the in-

) ‘te;nal formative evaluation should provide a solid basis for
. 1 . 4
the conduct of such further evaluation.’ .
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