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The ContinuingAéonferEnce\for~the“Liberal‘Arts sponsored by .

. . , ~ b
'the Lilly Endowment, Inc., was organized to test the thesis, that
ifdter-disciplinary studies involvingithe‘basic arts and sciences .
] . . .. , . -‘; .
'can be structured in“a\way to prov1de superior preparatlon for

. lmmedlate entryolnto careers not always assoclated w1th undergréﬁuate
:i’ educatlon. °Aé a result gf ‘a Eerles of meetlngs a new set of é'
@r T~ . ;
relatlonshlps ‘has emerged among the colléges, relatlonshlps which
have already fostered plans‘for\exchange of~1deas, of~people, of

‘e .
A .

" programs andioﬁ resourcées. Of partlcular concern to the twenty

schools\for ng the Conference is the attention given. to,;mplement-

~ “w

&
.ing programs for -areer development within the context of values

- and a- traditlonal llberal arts currlculum . ‘ > A

3

’ Illustratlye of the var1ety of\pﬁograms ma1nta1ned by Con~

! ; ﬁlnulng Conference 1nst1tut10ns are the follow1ng from Aﬂgustaha‘

-

‘College, Denlson Unlverslty, and Salnt Joseph's College.

‘ {‘ The Augustana program comhlnes short perlods of off- campus

~

work—study with basic academlc programs on campus for both students
’;La faqulty, with the 1ntent of 1ncrea51ng career awareness among
?'ﬁ" ‘ both. Students spend four»weeksron the ]Ob with local employers

| inchdlng an agr1cultural equipment manufacturer, radio and TV

Y N . -

stations and museums. The 1nternsh1ps are supplemented with a L O

semlnar and an evaluatloniperlod Faculty are placed"ln 51tuat10ns .

{
.

similar to student internships.‘ The 1ntent is to enlarge the .

v

faculty s knowledge of the buslness and professlonal wqgld (and

' their value systems) and to help them be more effectyve 1n adv1$1ng '
: . . \ s . .

- students regardngg career ch01ces. : - ’ .:'
. £

) g
Q ) S e ) .
. - . i - . - ” &
ERIC ' : r S
. s :
- A ruiron povided vy mc . s L .
: . .




The Denison, Univer51ty program on "Slmulatloq and Learnlng

. <Y

agaghexgap betWeen theory and the appllcatlon of what

i is learned. It proV1des 1ntenslve Qfaiﬂigg*in‘problem—solv1ng and ‘ .
f N v ’ M © N
‘ decxs1on—mak1hg. Ix'éreates contekts in-'which complex questiongs \ '

- " . .
) f/ of w .es may be addressed\more efﬂectlvely ¢« Student activities ,

~ ’

s
i
o8

- . N
'include roles aylng, 51mulatlon -games and modellng q; complex.

bite- pos51ble td develop a .«

~ , . 3 .

working relationship between learni g and thg quality of an b

individual's life. . ; L e o .‘\*\\\
. A . N - . - i

¢ situations. It 'appears that it is

f i B

. . At Salnt Joseph S the approach,to values and careers is

»

- based on, an 1nterdlsc1p11nary program’ whlch is 1ntegrat1ve 1n*1ts L oo

* . ®

* structure._ It g1ves*the éntire. student body .a common experlenCe in

a- -

refleqtlng on man, h;s sxtuatlon, hlS dchlevements and problems, i cae
r, ot . _};
},,
hxs meaning ‘and purpose. The m Ve to Core demanded radlcal changes
‘ 4 -‘, ‘a * N
1n schedules, in departmental o) ferlngs, it ‘dourse a551gnments,' 3

’ \r N .\

and in many other'long held pollc1es and 1deas. ; ; L
- . - < ! ' . i ~N * . . £, %
‘, - . in attemptlng to formulate a model to‘evaluate such d;verse

~~

, - 2 . ~" v -
programs, we' faced varlous obstacles whlch prevented us fdom adopt-
s » ’

ing, several exlstanb procedufes devéloped by educatlonal researchers..

« The’ prlmacy of personallty development and attltudlnal changes ST

ca'
. > . N

" w1th1n the programs under study precluded u51ng any 51ngle measure—

i
* * « +

‘ments,of cognltxve ach1evement. ‘We needed to assess behav1oral

A ¢ ~ &

and, attltudlnal changes, regardless, of whether this occurred dur1ng n,

[ ‘ N l. ’
.

A

4+ a-_

a career~or1ented program, typ1f1ed by.lnternshlps, or a cultural

‘w

‘and value-orignted currrculumr~as«exemplrfled by Saint Joseph's /),

.8 [ . ., N v . -
~ . I
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Cbllege.A In many instances the establlshed gg\}s set by the staff
lay outside the area of measurement, that is, they were abstract

and global rather than spec1f1&\and behav1oral. In thls the - 3
educators 1nvolved man1fested a‘common attitude, stemmlng certa1nly
from the time of ClassicallGreéce,-— that\r%ght knowledge leads to
rightoaétionl. Only in recent decades have soc1 l.scientists'at—
tempted to evaluate the complexfprocess'

1

development of late adolescence.

As in .most educational settings, the establishment"of an

experimental design tq control most of'the variables.which might

-

affect desired outcomes Jooms as-an insurmountable.task The de—
\\
signers of programs funded tH(ough the Lllly Endowment did not,

‘concern themselves w1th exper;mental design per se, but prlmargLy .

- LY

focused the1r efforts on program design and 1mplementatlon. ' ”

A research de51gn that, would adequately account for var1—‘
'3
“ables would requlre long1tud1nal stud1es, requ1r1

tlme béyond the perlod of fundlng. Their concerns lay

e f’

a perlod of .

w1th format1ve evaluation which we 1ﬂterpreted as a qulck as

0»

ment of strengths and weaknesses for the purpose of 1mprov1ng the

Y

program.' : : a B

v

-

stablish a control %rsup by which to compare'the experimental

tudents$ who participated in' the programs came from a con-

.

‘tinuum with extreme positions. In many instances they"elected .

through interest' in the specific educational experience and the

. L } oo ,4, /
. . 1

i

. E
- - N b ’

]
/ . - . 5 4; < !
N .. < - . . : . ;
‘ 14

¢ i
. )
. -
\\ N P ‘. . ?
)

In the majority of instances, program directors could not .

%‘a




~

anticipated .and direct benefits they see'accruing to. themselves,

| -

‘- at ‘the other end<they had no choacewbut to fulfill a college re=-

TR quirement prescribed for all students\\\Their mentors did not

.
" . Er /

envislmn an experimentally controlled atnosphere in which the

€. expérience would take place L. PR
‘ . - ! . /
\\~Q\: Another major obstacle derives from faculty attitudes with -
* ?x
‘ regard to evaluation " Most petsons éonnected with the pregrams

D 4 y

. were not trained in research methodolqu nor did they envision

themselves:becoming proficient i\ that area. Many expressed doubts o
AN
: fi y of\\ny\evaluation methods and -a few rejected such

ophical grounds that true education defies’

“

.~ measuremen "To prove to others what they themselves\Judged

successful fro
S
&,\ . .
an unessentgal-burden. ?

their own’ experience and intuition seemed to them

“

As program directors, they expressed concern with the cost

’

and the/energy of implementing an evaluation program, when they
really desired using their\resources for program development.
’Their prior experiencebw1th outside evaluators had, for the most

part been non productive -They did not see ‘how evaluation could

'

lead td the improvement of their pProgram and looked upon it

' N

primarily as meeting the accountability r quirements, necessary but
3 %

painful, of a granting agency. They did ot Vie% evaluation as i

i

formative which could lead to program improvement and a hefter

, use of funds granted to them.




Co (5) »

A

-t

-

. The model which we proposed them ant ipated most of the

»

objections cited\above and incorporated them into t evaluation

.
H
:
i
;
to
9

T w
procedures. BaSiCally, our: desiredxoutcomes were:

. . - i SNoe "
ture of resources; (2) Documentation of evidence so that outsidex

evJu&OW can ‘
Judges ceut? make gquasi-independent judgments and be persuaded bx »

the statements of insiders, and (3) Cooperation w1th program staff

.

with regard to the development of evaluation deSign, self-evaluation,;

’

?

S . e . K . nr .

and report writing. - - .
) ' Y . g , e, N
For this, we made an adaptation of a perception based model

of evaluation grounded primariiy on the work-offRichard Kunkel and ’

- . A L -
1 . -

others at Saint Louis University and the~CI?P model of Daniel '

“

Q.

Stufflebeam, which speaks to the analysas of a program with regard ,

~

T

to context, input, process and product. We anticipated that th-is~
R .

approach would be mucH Tess threatening tocfaculty‘members, would
involve them i the entire process, and. would indicate to‘them ways

in which they could improve their baSic program during its begin-
» ¢ . .

- -

ning stages. . ' ‘ ’

Serving'as a touchstone of:our perception based model was

)

the bélief that’ in most instances the'ob]ectives, as defined by

[

n

the project directors, can not be measured by standard instruments.

«

Our perception ‘based modé1l maintains that consénéus about the value
-~ L ] . . .

and quality componints of'a'program represents an approximation toj

an ob]ective measu ement of success that cannot “be discounted when

the persons ihvolved in the educational experience agree that they . *

- r
'

are achieving desired bénefits.




'_stresibprOCedures or acce§:ance of‘data unless the @rogram adm1n1sL

program would be 1nvest1ga¥ed and adm1tted into the,evaluatlon pr01 : .

) ~ - r, 4 N I3
- cedare. 'This would incdlude peréeptlons of students from a varlety

) . | . ’ . AN .
To-meet. the initial objections of many. project directors

. » .
- . /

th regard to evaluation, we set as our goals the following sgfi {
characteristics:‘ Flrst that the process be helpful and that the‘.
personnei involved in the programs récognize that our procedures ‘
would benefit them by st1mulat1ng them to:thlnk in terms’ ot im- 3 C
proving student learning. Our emphas1s lay 1n formatlve evaluatlon, J ‘

with constant rev1slon of the program 1n light of new 1nformatlon §

K]

&
w1th=regard to its effectlveness &s an ong01ng process. We: dld\pot

"

trators would accept it a use 1t in dec1s;on-mak1ng both for th{g.
.i . - v,
1mmed1ate and long termxduratlon of the program . '

a y N P [

That the process be reasonable 1n terms of expendlng human

enerqgy, time, and f1nanc1al,expend1tures; our hope was to prov1de e

max1mum.1nformatlon about . the efﬁects of pr03ects with m1n1mum

w -

1nput Thls met ‘the concern of prO}ect dlrectors that nearly all
of the money granted to them’ ﬁe used in plann1ng act1v1tles to‘ ’

/: ~ ‘ ’
bring about change. 1n students and that a reasonabay m1n1mal amount

> Yoo ’
would go to monitoring the prooess Thus, we did not\encourage - .
. ] "
over—use of standardlzed 1nstruments wh1ch are costly to adm1n1ste;
v t -

and difficult to analyze in terms of the program S d1rect effect on-

s v ()
) o ' o '
students . . ) ‘ o . . >
£, e R .
PO | ‘e .

‘Thlrd that our approach would be hOllSth'*that 1s, a ~_-

7
- \

great Var1ety of ° sources of ev1dence with regard to success of the.

\

‘ . , . {o '

2 .o . ‘ s




.
1 k)
= — < N ‘
"
oL . . \\ ‘ v, .
aa

- e

o as marklng success in your program, no matter\how

\ T

; usual it might E§%;;Jﬁ , j~¥ . . R

o Fourth, that the 1nter-personal relatlonshlpfbe on

=

2%
.

) negotlatlon at each step of the way . Instead of 1ntrud1ng o
/ . N N

N L3

objectives, values, and measunements ‘of " outcomes into their syst\

. [

>‘v

we dlscussed these concepts -with the staff ascerta1n1ng Wwhat manlw

Mg AN “ -
Di ftstatlons of these’ they felt essentlal for the - ‘program. If there . *
3, was a d1screpancy hetween thelr v1ews and 2urs, whlch we asfcbn- . s\
i . sultants could’ not aecept, these were negot1ated to everyone s ) , \\

~

mutual satlsfactlon. That process»also applied to,the evidences
" - ] ' : ? . ’ : .
that would be-acceptable»as marking progress as well as ‘to final K

v N '

reports submltted to .the Endowment In th1s Tatter case, wheni . T

“ti oy
N ~
5

A agreement on spec1f1c points could not be reached, the 1nst1tutlon

‘
{ e . PTI N . .o

; responded to our cr1t1que of thelr self evaluatlon w1th one of
their oyn. Our approach was commltted to dlalogue w1th regard to .
L all aspects of evaluatlon procedures, never stressing our own

i ¢ »

blases, but always push1ng them to clarlfy and explain why the C

W » )
. obJectlves ,and’ ev1dences wh1ch they des;red were,»lndeed, valuable .
. ~ a %
) . and va11d w1th regard to prdgram goals. s . R
! W e -“, - - v )
L) -
© v - - ’ . 9 Ca :
- 3 . . - . N N * : ) N * v
) - - - . RSP ot . o
1' Eﬂc . B ' I .., P . . L . "‘\ . - * . ” A .
., . 5

20 2 -




¢ g ‘ " « ~ ~ L .u‘." . ""f"‘
1 Fifth,'that~the anafyses~of information be moved inm a | .t

d1rectlon of greater quantxflcatlon, when,the bases of data wg¥%~‘

e 3 k4
attltudlnal and subjectlve as’1nd1cated by self- evaluatlon

‘. "

Essentially we des1red thaﬁ the ev1dences used 1n

”

» o '

(X4

”technlques.

[

v .
jhdglng the program be documented in some way to be summarlzed .
b . K R »

and ass1m11ated more eas11y by a non 1nvolved th1rd party So
ey

. often when we began to talk about anthr“Bpologhlcal ev:gdences of

¥ a R ’

. “success,lpro;ect d1rectors indicated that they could recall-many_

b~ = ‘ B T

- 'items from their past experience which would indicate achiévemeht

N X3
- » N *,

e of statedfobjectives. However, they could not vérify . these,by

<" . LN .
, producing documentatlon that woulB .convince us of the persuas1ve—
3 ., .

. ness of these attltuQes.

\ s
- . . &
. 4

A ; ‘ oo
The- actual process ‘of evaluatlon prOceeds accordlngly‘

~ - LI

As evaluator consultants wé visited .and arranged*to negotlate all

AN N ’QJ

I3

< (

\\\\ aspects of the” prOceSS*w1th personnel 1nvblved 1n the programs,

. 4 ° u . .

\; 4 P

We raised questlons as'follows: szt majoer questions should be
,asked in the evaluatlon and what ar, the<ob]ect1ves of’ the ex— .

-

. perience?__

precess? - What quallty components tan we apply to-the ev1dence .

!

recelved through the various processes of data gather1ng° Who ;

~

. ate .the best judges of the process and.how much welght ought one.f

.. . . . -

" to give to the ev1dence derived from them2 "7 ‘. :

Y
« ‘ ~

. ) We requested)materlals about the program\and evaluatlve

-~

data and reports. We strove through letters, teiephohe calls, ;

"and the on-site v1s1tatloh to build mutual understandlng and trust

*

Sea . .

What sources of év1dence can be found with regard to the

o
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o AN
> and encouraged them to %e candld 1n appraaslng our- efforts and

; of the program.‘ We:encourageg the evaluators to describe a pro-

L . .
PR - ¢ . -
: .

. ,

1 P ;.Q\q"‘ N Lo

NN . B .
.! < - .

we gave. feedback after

0y

for ‘our role inm ﬁhe evaluat10n process.
™ . d‘ .
our flfst .m t1ng anq the rece1pt of thelr self-evaluatlon reports‘

o .

C. * ”' - . . . A
actmv1t1es, St ¢ < . ) ) )

.,l o
R

" The programs from three of the Contlnulng Conference schools .
prov1de examples by whlch to demonstrate our. approach

N

[

In Judglng
the success Qf internships, we developed geveral means grounded
on perceptloﬁ and aff1rmed byrproject personnel as valid. appralser
of the process.ﬂ Through the- use of a log wr1tten§by students>on a

n o

dally or weekly ba51s\\e hoped to encourage students to reflect

&

N

in written form about 'tkeir experiences, emphasizing not ¥¢:-much
 their performante of activities but focusing on their attitudes

toward the job env1ronment, values issues whigh emerged their

o > Y v iy ,
‘emotional :feelings about them, and insights that occurred with

regard toﬂdecision-making while, engaged in thelr‘work situation.

An analy51s of the log over a perlod of weeks or months would
~ 1nd1caﬁe the ‘depth of th1nk1ng and 1n51ghtfulness whlch a student

0y

was undergolng ‘The triteria by whlch to meaSure progress were

dlstllled from® the overall objectlves of the 1nternsh1p component

\gre551on of steps th odgh whlchpthe student would pass as-a way to
assess 1nd1v1dual as 11 as group development.

' We'encouraged!EEe dEvelopment of "bencnmarksﬂ_as a means
of recording,attitudES’towards‘the process of the internship by

.
~ = 13
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the instructor, student, and the supervisor. These are brief

instruments utlllzlng leert scales and* open-ended questlons to,

' L

elicit “Judgments o satlsfactlon and self—evaluatlon of progress

toward 1nd1v1dual obj ct1Ves, de51gned for use at frequent ;nter—

'
>

vals so ‘that the results\can be used to alter the act1v1t1es or

-

‘relationships throughout the'length of an experience. .

' i ’

We felt that an 1nterv1ew with both superv1sor and student

%

would y1eld deeper‘1n51ghts to behav1oral and attitudinal changes
and permit comparlsons of two dlfferent perceptlons of the same

events. We suggested a d1rected interview, the results of which

~could be documented and tabulated in quantlflable manner. .

The 51mulat10n program 1mplemented‘at Denlson Unlversity (

lends itself easily to,the use of "bench;arks". 'Both students and.
instructors could use such‘&nstmumentgras’a qui@& way;of register-
ing their satisfaction'uith the unique teachin%_methods\used.
Observation\of the‘simulation iH a classroon presentation\ ffers

»

another source of evidence for consideration; The observer,mu?t

¥
J ‘ . ; s £ . .
construct criteria by which he judges the guality of the experience

. . s . . N
for students in consort with the instructor bised on the objectives

of the particular simulation involved.  Self-eValuation in greater

depth from students can'be learned from requfred essays or\inter—

4

views dur1ng or at the conclusiofi of the -experience. Aga;n,

cr1ter1a ought ‘to be- set after c&keful con51deratron.of objectlves.

Some.way to document the flndlngs ought to be employed so 1nforma— o

- »

"tion ga1nedrcan be offered to an routs1der in a persua51ve format.
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' Not surprisingly, the most difficult programs to, evaluate

are those that.aspire'to educate the libeérated individUal *So

. 1
often in cases of enculturatlon programs, one is askéd to evaluate

- , N

2 phllosophy,of educatLon rather than an educatlonal process. A . ‘

%

tradltlonal view of higher edmcation has.malntalned that exposure
to’ the great ideas® of Western thought is in itself an elevat1né>>
experience, The goals of such curr1cula are defined in conceptual

tefms that cannot be judged in any given tipe frame.
[\ ’ ‘ \ PQWhile grantig% the evanescent nature of the'outcomes of A ‘ 4
B suchy proérams, we arfrgue that some approxi'mations of the success of -
* thé approaches taken can be learned ‘through us; of a perceptlon

A -

. based model Wevfound 'some reluctance to undertake an 1nstrumented-
approach even though the testing and measurements area has many of
these to offer. 'Basic reasons for rejecting this tack follow from
’ifinancial and energy constraints, but,perhaps‘more importantly .
.from a distrust that prepared'instruments really measure the
qualltles désired for the students of a specific course.‘ Thsti-
"tutional phllosophles and the special de51res of the faculty .,
involved seem not to admit the efficacy of a ?canned" treatnent.
_Adaptations of methods previously described, that is
; "benchmarks", 1nterv1ews, logs, essays, and'observatlon are all

flex1ble enough to meet the needs of evaludilon. The crucial steps ’

here are deflnlng the‘criteria by which to measure progress. Tye V '

perception based model asks the question,,yhat would you accept"as

evidence of success, and Qho~ls the best judge of the process. 3

1 3
.

.
.
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.
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So with the other two programs we pressed indibidﬁals to state
the1r objectlves in behav1ora1 activities that could be observed .

or 1n attltudlnal ‘terms that could be self -evaluated and recorded

-

To judge progress made by students, the faculty were asked

to establish for themselves a developﬁental schema consistent-with '
their objectives. As models we suggested the works of Lawrence

. . - =’
Kohlberg, Abraham Maslow, Erik Erikson, William G. Perry, and the

’e

*

’ ; seven vectors of Arthur Chickering. Out of thls background a
paradlgm compatlble with the spelelc program could emerge, pro-

v1d1ng the criteria for personal growth along cont1nua 1mportant

«  to the deslgner 6f the curriculim. Lo v
Yoy

RO ) The results of bur approach with the Cont1nu1ng Conference

// L.\/\ > ’ 3
. Instltutlons to- date have been mosE’reward%ng and, WeifeeiNN:ene- ' .

.f1c1a1 to the institutions 1nvolved Because of our approac

® 3

~F

’

varlous methods of evaluatlon wh1ch involves the: part1c1pants in
the process of def1n1ng goals and objectlvesa we feel that trust ‘{

has been establlshed both for us and the process, and that the
N 5»}
_outcomes of evaluation are accepted One aspect of our approach

»

mentioned by more prOJect personnel than any other as of great

service to them was our 1n51stance upon c1ar1f1catlon of objectlves

"
and re-definlng goals into behavioral and att1tud1na1 terms which ~<

e

T

could be observed, measured through instruments, or self-evaluated
. . . K . -

in some meaningful way.

vy

‘
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ﬁlth regard to the process 1tself we feel, that 8 working

¥

session w1th faculty, tak1ng them through the steps of evaluatlon,

RN

. I

yields more benef1t than Qur observatlon or a walk-thru of their

partlcular project. " We stressedfthat our opinion

about the pro-

’ i

v gram was of Iittle 1mportance, of greater concern

& N )
. evaluatlon procedures ‘rather than to the progra

' N ? * ,

€

‘

~N v .
\

d1ssatlsfactlon. They argued that we did not £ lly understand ' ‘ ) |

/ .

their activities and goals- we' felt"' essed because it requlred © B

more—negotlatlons to. arrlve at a p01nt of
- ¢’ v - t .

The, 1nst1tut10nal sel —evaluatron réport enCOurages the program o

satlsfactlon. N

staff to. engage in the development,of their'.own evaluatlon pro--

‘s -

cedures from the beglnnlng and blocks rellance on~out51ders to
- ‘/
come in and state what 1s r1ght or wrong with the program The

use of outside objectlve" evaluatbrs often creates a defenslve - L'

"

attitude in wh1ch a great amount of tlme and energy 1s expended rp "

defend1ng the’ negatlve aspects of-the program, or expla1n1ng it .

- N [ S 2~ - ’

away by one means or another. A C P o

. ) i !
v .




