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STANDARDS AND PROCEDURES i'OR DEVELOPMENT AYD.IMPLEMENTATION
OF AN EVALUATION CONTRACT

Introduction

4%

As one loo.ks at eddcation at the national level, it is ,diff, ult to

avoid being pessimistic about the future of genuine ed tatioqal improve-

Ment:,in the nation's schools. The field of education lacks an abiding

tradition 'of carefully planned changes or systematic inquiry into the_

effectiveness of new programs, processes and products WhiCh are inserted

into therclassroom. As a result, many of the'changes'occUrring in educe-

Lion are little more than random adoption of faddish innovations: Probably

the greatest Contributors to such a situation are the lack of dependable

informatiOn about the performance of educational products, practice and

41
programs and the absence pf established systems and procedures fqr pro -

ducing

1

Although not sufficient in and of itself, gdudational evaluation
:\

would seem to hold greater promise than any other approach,to providin

educators with information they need to help improve ,the process of

education. Recognition of this fact has led many educational and legis

lative leaders thrOughout the nation to turn to evaluation (and related

activities such as assessment and accountability) as the key to improving

the quality of education in their state or district #i,

In Alaska, the importance of .evaluation has been recognized at

,several 1evels. In addition to the evaluation"stddies mandaeed:under

guidelines,far federally funded projects' in several categorical areas,

evaluation activities, have been initiated by the Ala ka:Depattment of

'Education and by local education agencies' in several ar

ry

of the state.
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HdWeNier, the success of: these efforts has been somewhae,limited to date

,,0

and the general,quality tif evauations conducted throughout-the State of
,,

..: . .

- - . 4., cr
, at

.Alaskr, especially those in the rural areas, has been rather unsatisfactoty1 ''
\

ObvioUsly there are notable exceptions to this statement, but it does seem
!

...

. .
1

to be true of a majority,of the federally sponsored,evaluaeions as well as

0

a 'majority of the evaluative studies Which have been sponsored hy.

.individual schools or school district's.

Many reasons for the generally low'quality Of evaluation studies

might be postulated. Sgirerai general impediments

detail elsewhere (Worthen, 1972a) !and Will not be
4

inadequacies which contribute to-the poor ,quality

evaluation studies should be singled out for some

flave'been disCusea in ,

reiterated here. Three

of mosC,educatiortal

elaboration' here, 'however,

.

. since they have-bgenspecifically listed by a staff member of the Alaska

. =.

-Uepartmentof Edueatidm as factors, which he proposes as among the chief

,

causes of theansatisfactory quality of most evaluation studieS.conducteie

.in Alas15a.
2

. , . 5..

The three hypothesized inadequacies are:
,

. . ,

1. The 1491e ofexplicit standards and procedures
Is!

" developing and implementing an evaluation con

2. The lack of olearcut criteria for determining
of flan evaluation design .or study; and

3 The lack of standards for ethical condu6t and
evaluation which coUld\serve to guide persons
who conduct evaluation studies in education.

11,

for .use in

tract;

the adequacy

practice in ,

and agencies

lAlaska is by nomeans unique in this'regard. This statement would

,describe,almost any otheestate in the union at least As well.
o

2The points are abstracted from a 1974 discussion ,document 'prepared

, by Frank Nelson, entitled "Criteria for Educational Evaluations.P,

5 2
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This pap r is anexpli it a

ladkof .(stand rdS and proced tor evaluatibn contracts. The sedond
,

empt to deal with'the first inad'equacy,

.-

topic, meta - evaluation cri a, is the subject of a 1Separate.paPer3, and
, .

.--
.

.., ,

will not bei'dealt w' third topic, the prpfessional ethics
.

.

of the educational kvaluator, s'a ervasive element which'undergirds and . ,
,.

overarches,.both of the previous-topic's The -need' for a code of _ethics

for professional evaluators,has been.argue elsewhere (Wright, 1975),1ht.t

specification of such a code is task of''such, magnitnde that it far

transcends the scope of the presdnt paper on contract specifications or
t

.

of its companion paper on criteria for. evaluation designS and studies.
. ;', ,,t

. .
,

Therefore, although the issue of 'ethical conduct is obviously implicit
, .

'

in much of what is presented in both papers, it should be vriderstood that=

neither representi an attempt to discuss or develop explicit standards'

for ethical conduct or'practice of educa'tional evaluation. That'effOrt,(

. \

badly ,needed in the opinions of the'present authors, mu \t await a more

comprehensive diScussion which can focus spAcifically'on that topic.

Theiefore, thislpaper addre'spe only the first hypothesized inadequacy-- -

the need for explicit standards and procedures foi evaluation contracting.

r

I

3The Ala
Regional, Educ

ting evaluati
Sanders and D
to the prese t

vt

ka Department of Education has contracted.with the, Northwest
tional Laboratory for a paper onAriteria,fdr use in,evalua-.

n designs and Stpdies. Tiiat'paper, authored by James R.

an H. Nafziger, will be referencedhefe,wherever relevant.

. ,

topic.

M.

.3,
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. AudiOces for/this*paper. Guideli,Res ahg:guggestiOns on the .topiC

/ - , c

this paper are po pehtieily usetill to min$ g ri ps and inditiUals.
, , t .

7.users might 'be,,div4ded:IRto'rwo aue6rfCag4 i(1)indiv,iduals
, .

1 , b ,,,, , , . ', ' ... ..

and/or agenci whO provide-, eiial:Uation services, 2nd S2) cliefits who...'.
1 d- , t , .tt ° ' 1 `'( t 70 ' . ''/ ,

' . : ,,, NJ, 0 ' -., , ., r , * ' \ .

require such evaluation seiVIces): rh fbk.prpent cage in Alaska,, the
.., .

A,. , .,.'r

,ev .,

specific audiences for which thisp rapef was to be'preparecL
, ,-. ,,' ,

, , "f.
At 4.* *

; ft tt
.

wee si>eciffed as the filiowint: ' 7 1

. ,
. 1! -Pergonnel?,in the AlaSkal'State Depa tment who .have . ,'

i
iesponsi4ility'for 14iing of arranging for evaluation

. .., ,

studies (e4,1, personnel it the Alaska State Department'
. Cs : '

.4+

of elucatioAji Office'of Federal Programs)

Personnel in' the School syStems, districts and individual

schools who employ the services of others to dq evaluation

studies in their schools (e.g., direCtors of, special
. .

projects'funded thrwgh the Office of "Federal Programs,'

school superfilten4nts, and the'like), and.

'3. Persons or agencie who currently provide or intend to

t ij

prOvide in the future evaluatidp services to individuals .

or, agencies in fther of the above audienCei.
I

414

.
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-Readers G the- Pa er'
,

topi. of ;evaluation contra ing is broad and- m ltlfaceted,4and, ,

the effort to treat it thordughly and comuehensively, has resulted in

. ,

a sizeable' (perhaps. too

Because of the length of the paper, two steps 'have been taken.

long) document organi ed into sAveral m

to aid the reader.

First, each.of theemajot sections 'listed in. the table' of
.

.

is'nno tated beLgw to provide adequate information .to the reader who' is,
,

interestd in only some of the cons'ideration s Alscussed.
, r s '

Second, the first. major section contains a self-contained abridgment

an ummary of the paper for the readet who (1) wishes an overview of the

standards and proCedtires suggested, in the paper'sufficient -ro apply them,

and (2) does not "find it necessary to delve into the extensive rationale

aria .discussiOn which supports the standards and ,procedures, whig are,

I . proposed.

, \
-.- The remainder of this paper is organized into the folloWing sect)ions:

,, . -x . '-
Summar and Overview -of St'andards and Procedures 'for Evaluation

-----...... 0
..

Contracts._ g ec ion contains: (1 .a ri f discussion

.

, .., ., , ;------___;___
.

, -----I .s....-

of the use 'of the proposed_ standards and.procedureS (e.g., when

5 NI' should they be :applied, by'whom, how, ancihat,:i,,),; (2) a

,checklist proposed for use in applying the stancjards a

. , .

prqcedures; (3) instru ions for use of he.'checkldst; and
. .0 .

4

. .

(4) a flowchart which shows, the interrelationships and

'sequence, of, majb.t eve-ntS'fo3; -applying the 'standards and

,

procedures. Each of these tqpics is dratrn from a more -.
... :

. ,

,'extensive presentation of the same topic in subsequent
,

sections, of the paper. The pUrpose- for this sect,pn. is ,to
.

provide sufficient information fbr the perton interested;

/

o
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only in the standards and procedures and tool's for applyirig,

thin and ribt in the rationale for theirs development. For

anyone interested in the. rationale, that is contained in

the more extensive sectionsich comprise the remainder of

this paper.

II.`' Rationale and Di cussion Relevant to the Development of

. 1

Standards and Procedures fort Evaluation Contracting. This

Major section includes the'extended discussiontand.rationale
.91.

referred to above and 'therefore will IA relevant' only to the

reader

(

inEerested in the details underlying the

and procedures summarized in the first section.

lb

standards
.4

'This major

,

tsection is subdivided irito he%following sub-Sections.
.. 1 .

A. Uses of 'Educational Ev luati.on. This section'contains.

a discussion of l purpose, of evaluStion.andthe gen ra
. ,

\'
,

. 1

specific purposes oftwq typeS of evaluation, formative ,
4 / ' ' ,

and summat,ive,,and' wIlomight bes perform each.-

01.

. Conce tualq ues in De.terminin When EvAluAeion is

Appropriate., It'inakes lit4e sense to discuss seteing.

.4
.

..

up an evaruation ,Opntract 'conditions. do

warrant
-

eva],petion iii` the first. place.

eval6aCion,contrSets.,are lished which have

not really*

Sometimes

di f5culty frOM the outset becadse e alua-iop activities 4'!

4

are unwarrant d. This section isan attempt to present
,

ways p.f,deterhining when evaluation is appropriate..?nd,. N\
. ' :S... ,'.2

,

o

'' )
t \,,

when it is not. .,
,

4t.
,

,-.
. . (1

f.,
'N

, .

O

4°
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C. Rationale for Use of External Evaluati Contracts. ThisAl

section contains: (1) a discussion of in ernal And external

evaluation and how they relate to summative evaluation, and

(2) a discussion Hof the advantages and disadv ntages

contracting with external agehcies or indiliduals to con.

a summative evaluation , study.,

D. ,Ratinaie far Specifying Con raCtual Procedures. Not, everyone .

\ \ \ .
agrees that evaluation contracts re either necessary br

ct

E.

(P,

' : t

F. ,

useful,. HoweVer, thete are many 'cpblerq$ in.the'conduct of

evaluation 'tudiel whi h would sem to b.best (if qv
\

clusively) solved by tab1ishing..firm-shared understandings
\

\. \ -,

and agreements beween,cli nt and evaluator. .Thit section

-Count-a ns the rationale for he use of:evaluatiOn contracts.,
I

(-)
1/4

Standar s and Procedures tor/Selecting Evaluation Conttactofs:
. _

.

. ,. .

It fs often a large.steg fr m deciding! to contract with an external

, j

evaluator to finding a wel -qualified evaluator to' , undertake.

the work. This section cOntainS: (1)'a general discussion

of problems in identifyine,competent evaluators, (2) presentation
\

of three possible approaches to judging the qualifications Of

. .

an individual evaluato or staff of an evaluation agency, and'' /.
(3) discussion of pro4edural ()piton

se

qdaliffed evaluators.
j

for selecting framamong.

Standards and Procedures for Negotiation

Contractor. In mos,instances, establishing an evaluation

th an Evaluation

contract requires sOmenegotiation or clarification between
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41

,t

'44

%!

evaluator and client. This section. eels with six relevant

topics:., (1) when to initiate negotiat onsi (2) consideratil

in agreeing on an evaluation. design; (3) how to plan the:

scope of work; (4) issued for discussion and mutual. agreement;

proceduresparties to be involved in, the negOtiation; and

for to nating negotiations.

G. Standards ana Procedures for Monitbring an Ev Iuation Contract.

1

Even after.an evaluation cqptract has been established, it is

important for''clients to monitor performance on the contract

to'assure timely perLoimance and to Avoid misunderstandings

'or dissatisfaction which might grow out of events s reseen

when the contract was initiated. This section lists the

basic tools for monitoring and briefly describes procedures

'appropriate for use in modifying, re-negotiating or termi

contracts.

H.' applications of the Standards and Procedures to Sample Contracts.

This section is presented in the hope that sample contracts

may help illUstrate,the points and issues contained throughout

atlhg

this paper. Three contracts have been prepared. The-first

is a contract for the development of an evaluation d= ign.

The second 'is a contract for.the:implementation of that design.

Both of these contracts are comprehensive documents, written

in Al al style and with each party's responsibilities

expliet

df,th

' ,..

duelled. The thirdcontract is a simplified version

cOntrac2t.,'and.represents a document which-Woute
°

serve quate contract' in many, perhaps most~. circumstances.

I *

11
I 8
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I. :SUMMARY AND OVERVIEW OF STANDARDS AND PROCEDURES
FOR EVALUATION CONTRACTING

When a client and/or evalat-6-r contemplate ('s) entering into a contract

to evaluate an educational program or project, it can be presumed, that

seve l prior decisions have been Made.

0

410

41i

st, it evidently has been decideQ that an e/aluae'ion of the program
a.

or proje is appropriate. Someone apparen y haS'clecided that there are'

rel &vant decisions to be made for which eviluat data would be important,

0-

or that ev4luative feedback to program staff would elp_to improve the

program. n perhaps there isa legal requirement tha the program be !
' 4\ k

' ,
.kt

evaluated. l
,

atever the rationale for ihe decision, an tent to evaluAte
it

is patently ecessary precursor to an eVq.uation contrast

,Second, it evidently has been decided that the evaluatio should be
- ,

condu ted by an individual qr agency-external to the educational institu4.

tion responsible for the program or, prOject. Someone apparently .h

realized that certain types-of evaluatign 'studigp Oe.g.,.end-of-proj

evaluation designed-to tell funding agencies if theschool district
,

, . . , .

accomplished what it set out to accomplish in.the project) are les
. 4 ,

,

Vuspect if conducted 1;y-external personnel. ,Concern for credibility.
, .1 ,

. . . .

objeetivity.of the evaluation. results likely have prompted ,the decision
.:,

to seek external assistance. Whatever the motivation, contemplation

of An eva »n ti contractyould4 to sdggest t he oiion of involvemint

exte nal_party, since only the most pessimists are likely 'to

require' '-contracts whei=1 thaevaluationis to be conducted by individuals.

,employed withinthe.same institution.

12

t

).



Third, it evidently has been decided that the evaluation should be

conducted under a contract or'some similar formalized agreementrather
ti

than having the external evaluator proceed to carry out the evaluation

with guidance only ifromrwhatever info4mal verbal or written dialogue-

may'have occurred. Someone apparently has decided that clear, written

understandings of the conditions under which the evaluation will be

carried out and of- , the expectations of all%parties will help avOi 'later

misunderstandings and dis4greements,concerning the conduct or res
1

lts of

the evaluation, An administrator who has never yet received an Aluation

report in time for use for the decision for which-it was intended may

ob
wish to'require delivery by a specified date as a requirement' for full

IN
pament'for the evaluator's services. Or, an evaluator wciOs laist-

(

.

. -S. .

.044.....

evaluatibn report was rewritten by th*'flient Garth removal. of all

negative findings) before, presentation to the funding agency wish to

stipulateAn a formal contract th'at no changes be made in the evaluation

report without express'copsent,of the oUthors. -jAerhaps it has been

concluded that, even among administrators and etaluatorswith the highest
". 2 t

possible professional standards and ethics, Conflicts can and do arise

0,
whichE8uld have been,largely avoided had there been better documentation t

/

of shared understandings concerning important procedures for completing

the evaluation.

The basic thesis of the later sections from which this condensation

is drawn is that the use of evaluation contracts is advisable when,

evaluations are to be conducted by persons external to the institution

responsible for the program to be evaluated (ox, in lar er institutiogg

13.
3'
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, .

.such, as larg universities, by persons esfernal to the unit or department
. (,. .

'responsihletCr the Program)k. ..:The rationale Presented in theolatbr sections.

w - A;, .

has led the authors to propose a set of criteria, to assist administrators

4.1

and evaluators as they think about whelher.to set up an evaluationcontract

and, if so, how-to go about It. These criteria are summarized in this

sectionsiri the form of a checklist. A flowchart, in which the major

points.of the cipcklist are translated into a pictorial sequence of events

and decisions is also included.

4,

A. Users Guide to the Checklist
A

7

Before presenting the checklist, it may be helpful to discuss briefly
,.

-

Itsstructure, who might use it, 1.11itn, and for what.

. First, the checklist contains seven sub-sections which deal respec-

divay with the. following types 'of critkria:

1. Criter.ia for det&rminihg when to conduct an'evaluation
t S

2. Criteria for determining whether to 'contract with an
e)eternal'contractor

40'

3. Criteria,to consider when selecting an evaluator

4. Criteria for selectip among procedural options for
'_letting a contract

5. Criteria to consider when using a Request for Proposals

6. Criteria for use in negotiating the contract

7. BriterilNor use in monitoring the contract.

Different sections of the checklist will be useful to different

individuals'and'groups for different purposes. 4-Among the'more'bbvious

users would be those listed below).



,A

a e c dersonnel (e.g., personnel in a State Department cil

Education Officepf Federal Programs) ;would likely find all seven sections

/

,

f the checklist useful as they discharge their compr ensive responsi-
A \ \

.

,

-b'lltis. -Sectioniione could serve to assist in decisions about which
I

ograms would most \rofit from Or require ey ation. Use of secti ©n

twr should result.in decision.about whether'evalUation should be
41.

con ucted nternal! or externally to the agency conducting t aprogram: *.
, . ,

Sect ons.three thr'ugh seven would tie useful 'Incases where funding.
-

Nok

agency ersonne become involved im establishing,\the evaluation contracts

directl,a ell astcases where they assist ucaional administrators to

arrange evaluations mandated under titled fund
. .

'k7.4tle:I) but left to tie diiptetion of the dist ct to arrange.
4 , .

Educationa,Laainisfetora (e.g., 4chool sup rintendent or principal,

. -

-dean of a college of education) would find allNetions of the checklist

\programs ( ESEA ,

Olk

. .

useful in a manner paralle to-tho--described aboV for- funding agency,
. ,

\\ . 4., . \

personnel (with the-exception of the proy.iso relati to assisting

educational administrators)., In short, whenever a ram or project' is

in need of a summative evaluation, the entire checklist auld prove

useful to an administrator r'sponsible for identifying thk best evaluation '

,

help poSsible,to carry out the\evaluation.
. -

\
.

'
Educational evaluators would have some interest in Sections rine, -two,

'-$.4
N,

. .

and;faur and would provide the data on which. judgments in section thred

would be made. However, active participaon and use of the:checklist .

$

by the evaluation contractor would involve sections five-through seven,

which bear directly on planning`and,conducting the evaluation.

,15
,

S
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How to use the cflecktist. The, checklist is lrgely self - explanatory.

Users would notmally proceed through the relevant sectigT(s) of the

checklist, checking a single response opt.17.,a :Or each criterion listed'.

. At the end of. each,section there -is a summary question Which,shoUld by

answered on the basis of the responses.to the previous questions in gnat
. .. ,

. . ' '...4 :- /

..

', ....

section. It should be noted that ono dormullas or 'rules are pr.oN!'ided. for w

.
. ,

. j:
.

how one draws 'the, summary judgments for each sect,iori of the ,Chettcli5t!, '

.

+. .. . - , .t.
e Ss

. IA
I.

The checklist 'is proposed. as an,aid, to, and' not S. substitute dor . , t. ,.

%
. .

;. t.

41.

.. .

..; t tprofessional judgment. In the authos Judgment, attempted rgles',/ot

''
.

'

%r%
4 i ,

,

,' s% :algorithms fOr shmitiAelzIAlg criteria *for-each ,secO.On wotld result:in s
,

.

mechanisr,id approach that would ill% serve. the purpose- for which it -is: ..
. . P .

. .

. intended. -
"
Eachli'ser must acept responsibility ,for his- or her own ,

.
,

.,

. .

S f

*judgme;.it. This caveat notwitbstan4na, 5.4 cases whete Several, persons ,
i ,.

,
. - . .-

,

apply the checklist to Gammon ellZities, it may. be important to agree *on
-

....-
. .

. .

Common intei'pretati an4 weighting among Criteria/befor aggregat4g
.. ...

-

"

ifndividuaat judgient . t-eoss,reters. '
4

s . *
. .

Two 'other factot's, shoUld also be.noted. 'Firit,1 it is
,

not,assuted '''
. -

. - ; t

., . 4.

. , that all users will have at .thet 'finger,tip all' thed.PEormstion }'necessary
..,

41
.

%
. ,

to Aat ewer .each .questiOn%in the clieckWV-(e:.g, questiOns detlihg with .'
..A

'

, " ..'...
%

, s ., - a . ° . 1*., 1

. ,-

the:idecidAy,51 the "plkethodological baCkgrothadoampro'spetive evaluator),.'.

', ' .1'

a
. . .

-: , w ,,. .. , (

turnIt Ls' hoped that those whd need, assistance will turn to others with
t .' ./

. I e . ,, 41 .
, k 4 4 .

'
4. ...

4
, known ,expertise in ,relevant areas then qpestdois. requir e' knowledg<.,

t ,
., ,

s

....

beoPd that p.::,s'ei.sed -1031 the. user. -If ,stick b:64 is unavailable; .the
. . .

question may, simply have togo unnswered : The ilSk.'Of ' including some ' -

. . -

, */ .,*,
. , ,

. :. ;
. , ,. '

. (

questions which' canot always be. answered une4Uivoca4dy seeMb:Iess',
, . .,:. , .

A'

,-.. e ...,A.4t A . .../ 'a -t . ;

..: ' -.4

, I $

.

.

, ;

1
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s

7.

;

O

c

1

'i , 4
..!'

, .

however, than that of Omittinif the consideration from the checklist N'
6 . ,' c' ?a ... , . t ,. ...., t. e

'simply because obtaining an Answer to,th t'cigestion is sometimes '',' , .

4 . . , 4

difficult

Second, the several sections of the.checklAteal with different
4

considerations, making it I 4nappropriate 'reduce all sections to a'

completely consilietnt format. In some sections, one item of necessity

le

lead's to anothe'es in strictisequence, whereas other sectpts,contain

. profileSo6tems which could .be easily answered in orders other than
. . .

are/that in hich they are/presented. 'These format changes should not

detract from the cbecklise-if prospective users remind' themselves-that
'

. ,
.

the criteria are dihtende to prompt thought 'aboumporan aspetai important s of
_

at

1

u

contracting-for evaluations and facilitate.decisions about hai'process

ti 4

and :are not .intended to produce a "score.'!

...

B. Checklist ofl-l'iteria ,for/,6eluatlon Contracts,

:..
)

1 -.. .

he Complete checklist is 'presente4 heloW,'followed by the translatiOn

, .
.

.

. ;
4

dfthe chdcklist into a flowchart of major:eientis and decisions illating

- 1%'' t ..

to the criteria presenad in" t1\ the klist.
...

.;,
., .

.

:1 II/

II

"

t

%

S

I

r
. 1

. S.

,

t,)".

t r*
.....

t. 'A..
s "

tir

I
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CHECKLIST:, .$ection One; Criteria for Determining
When 6 Conduct an Evaluation' .

i

I

1. 1s there a legal requiretrient to °evaluate
the program ? V yes, initiate.the
evaluation; if no; go to Item 2 below.)

. .

- .. ,

2. Is there a dedision to be madefor
which gvaluation Inforrn:atibn would be .

- , relevant? (If yes, go to Item 3; if no,
evaluation'is inappropridte and you 'shOuld ,

.." discontinue fu;ther use Of this checklist.) .
, . _,. ..

,

...3., Is It likely ,that the evaluation will provide
dependable- information relevant to the

. . deCision to be made? (If yes, go t6q;tem
4; if no, disconfinue;) . -. . .

-'
.. , ;,

: .-:
..,

, =

'o!
., ..

- . . ..
,`4.. Will ,the da'isinn be rnatle exelusively on

; , other bases andurrinfluenced by fhe., .-

- .44 evaluation data? (If"yee,l,evaluation Ys li0 tt

/ 1superfluous', discontinue; if no, initiate
f.

.,, . .evaluation.) -

.-...,
f

1

0

Check one for each ?tem.
"Yes . No

.

.

. ,

.

7 .

.

\

.

-

c

.

,.

.

.

-

,

.

.

.

.

.

. .

. .

.

.

, .

.

.
.

SUMMARY TO SECTION QNE: ,,:'

-

.

: .

.

. .

..

. ,

, .

.

,

.

,

- .

.. ..

. .

. .

.,.

Based on.questions 1-4-above, should an
evaluatic4 be co'netudOti? (Ayes, procd
to.cliecklist section 2; lino; discontinue
u-se of this checklist.') '
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4

A OW

CHEcKLIST:* Section Two: Criteria for Determining Whether to
Contract With an External Evaluator

.

Is there a legal' requirement that the evaluation
be C-onducted by an outside agenCy? (If yes,
initiate the cckttract; if no7goto Item 2. )

2. Are financial resources available to support
a contract for -an external evaluation? (If
yes, proce%1 to Item -3; if no, crtnduct the
evaluation internally and discontinue usb
of this 'checklist. )

.
T

A4e credibility and objectivity of concern
to the audiences for which the evaluation Ave

conducted!) -(El yes, proceed to item 4; if -*-,

no, discontinue.)

(
:

4. there an external,. contractor possessing
the ngecessary.technfcal competence -who is
available and willing to do the. evaluation?*
(If yes, initiate the contract; ifcno, conduct
the study internally, but recognize the'Ioss
of credibility and objectivity. )-

f
e

Check one for each item
Yes No `.

.

. .

.

\'

.

,e

,

.

.

t

.. I

.

.

.

.

,

.

. .

.
,

.

. .
e

.

,

.

, -

.

I

.

.

.

.

.

r.

N

.
.

.

. ,

.

.

.

-

,

.

.
,

tit

.
'

.

,

.
.

.

SUMMARY TO SECTION TWO: ,.-
cr

(

-

. ,

.
.

.

.

.

,

Based on quetticins -1-4 above, should this
evaluation be contracted with an external
evaluator? (If.yes, proceed to section three
ofthe checklist; irno, discontinue, its use.

,P *Furtheidetail on this ,criterion Will be providea,;in a-subsequent secti 'o his



ti

CHECKLIST: Section Three: Criteria to Consider When
.

Selecting an Evaluator,:
.

(Each item .elow written to apply to an,individUal. 'If the pbtential contr
agency the uestion'should be re-castdbordingly.r

, ' : ,

1. To w at extent does the formal tratninc, Of
the tential contractor qualify;him/her to
coed ct evaluation studies? (Consider
item such asmajor ar minor degree
specialization; specific courses or course
sequences in'evaluation methodology;
qualir cations of perSons with whom
Iraimng was taken, if such qualifications
are known. )

2. To 7.,./iat extent does the previous evaluation
experience of the potential contractor,
901* him/her to conduct evaluation

for is an

Well
Qualified

Contractor appears to be: .

(Check one for each item)
-,; Not
.;" Well'

k,Qualified

Cannot
Determine

Qualifidations

studies? (Consider items such as length
of experience; relevance of expet'ience.).,

3. TO, what extent 'does the previous, performance
of the potential evaluation' contractor qualify
him/her to conduct evaluation studies ?
(As jUdged'by work samplesor referenCes).

fruNIMARY'TO SEC7iON THREE:

.

Based on questions 1-3 above; to what extent is

the potential evaluation contractor qualified to
anduct evaluation studies? If "well qualified, '''
proceed to subsequent section's of this checklist.
If "not well qualified," discontinue consideration
of this contractor. 'If "cannot determine qualifi-
cations" on basis of initial information, seek i

additional information and/cir assistance from \- .

colleagues with expertise in evaluation to make I\

this critical judgment.

df

. . , i

NOTE: A neutral categoryhas been included i this section of the checkliit because informati
i

,initia .ly available about poten ial contractors aybe insufficient to permit unequivocal
1.;

jud eats to be made on'this imension. 1
k

1

Z17

1/

1,
1



O

I

CHECKLIST: S'''ection Four: Criteria for Selecting Among
'Procedural .Options for Letting Contracts

1. Is there a legal constraint against sole source
contracting ? (If yes, discoItinue use of this
section of the checklist and go,to Item 4 below; -

\

,

if no. go on to Item 2.)
Is there an evaluation contractor .who 'meets .2.
\the criteria in checklist three, ,who. is
iatere'sted in this evaluation, and whose
'servicds are desired by. the client?, (if.yes,
2.-o to Item 3; if no go to Item 4,) '
Have such a large numbei of contracts-been
let to this ,same coniractor, that "cronyism"
may be a,danger ? (If yes; reconsider Item 2
above for a new contractor;if no begin
negotiations: )
Are 'the financial reSource\available for

..his evaluation suffiCient to warrant the cost
of gn.RFP? (if Yes, prepare an RFP; if no '
use synopsis review approach to:fin,d a
suitable contractor. )

. .

I.
Check one f r each item

Yes . No

c

. -

,
e

SUMMARY TO SECTION:FOUR:

J

.
, . .

Based on:questioti 1-4 above: which of the
folloWing procedural-opt-tong do you 'select
for lettfng the eValuation. contract?, (Brief
definitions of.optiont 'appear beloon,this'."
page.

r - - ..,
(If:a"-or."b'' is choseri,"go to peCtion 'six of
t.hiS checklist; if \.:13'1ts chosen, go .,td section
five of thisschecklist.)

1

.
Sole Source Contract

Request:Ibi.P,ropESals'

c. Q Syndpsis Jteview Approach

t.,

le Source = contractor identified solely on ibe basis of known qualift
evaluation studies \e I

-.. I \
I ,

. ` .0p1. .. .
atiOn to'conduct '''

Request for Proposals'.= contractor identified on"the'basis of a detailed
,ConduCt of this evaluation, subrnitted an open, co. etitio

o
7.s.
o

pSis.Review Approach =contractor identified in the his of
the evaluation study, wo d Condu diand (2) eval

'

roppsal
for .the onfr

f outline of
cftlalifica

jiI
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CHECK-LIST: Section-Five: Criteria toCbrisider When
Using an RFP

=

.
:

/ .

r ".':, ,,, ;. ,

i' ,1
. 6' .. 4 '.

1. . p p e 4 the REP include: .

. , . ,-\''. ."' .

a. as adequate description of the context in
which the Ovaltiati3Otia'S to.take place ?;. ,

, .

"
o

-

Check. one for each item
. Yes , No

,

.

,

-

.

,

.

. .

b. clear, st4teM. ents of thd:piirposes and
Characteristic's oethe project to 1:, 2e(
&valuated? ' ., , .,,, . ' .1 ' ','.

\.,,1

- .

...
.

.(

.

a

. I

,,

a

,. ,,./. _.
c. ...the specifi P'rOducts expeeted ffbin. .

.s'. the evaluation? ; =, .: -.
. `.- ,

.

,
_,

-
.

..,

.

9

. i

,d... the resources available for the .
t-

.
evaluation , p

. , .

.

.,

,,,

.
,

,
.

,

.

.

, -, . .

, e. the constraints which would affect the
evaluation , ,

'.y).5.,

,

.

''

.

. g,..1
.

t
t. -

- - .. ... -

.2. ,' If methodO:logicb.1 restrictions (e. g.,,
...

, restriptions,On SainPling) are essential,
.., .,

are they included in the ItrFP . , , .,

,
.

.

.,t

-, - ,

, . ,

.

,

,

,

.

,

44,
,

.. . -

3. . Has apanel been selected for reviewing . , '

the proposals received?
..,

,

.

,.
.

,

,

, , - , .

4.. ; Has the panel established criteria for,.
' judging the pyoposals ? .

-'-;
.

-: . .-

,

,
.

. i
5. , Are the ecriteria included in the lFP, .the -

.

,s...,,

i 1 .

.

..
. ,

,F,.. -
;....,

* .

SUMMARY

1.

CTION FIVE

.

,:

Based On questions" 1'r5- above;, is the FP.
ready to be-issued Z (If yes, lissuel R. P,, and, , - .,

roceed to section 's6pf the cheOldis if
4' re- Ite RFP , ,

!x
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I -

,

."
CHECKLIST:"' Section Six Criteria for Use ih

N,egotiatine the\Contrabt

.1.
,

.

, . .

1
, .

. .

e ' ..
s '. ' \

If an experimenta_ aesigtv is appropriate;. , ; v
are the negOtiation scheduled,to occur hi .

time to permit' eval ator in'olvement prioi
to the assignment of .e treatmentlb the, J, .,' \. ,

experimental units ?

. , Check One o each item
, .

,-Yes
.

No
). .

,

.

'-`v-,,. i

. .. 3
.

;
.

.

.

.

o

.

/ .

.

re

Xf `a.' time frazzle approa II tOthe evaluation , ,

,

is appropriate, are the egotiations
scheduled to1/46ccui in ti. . e to perMit the
colleation of data (Oonce $ ng the status -. .

of those who are to partici. tel well in .
.
adyanceof the introduction4 ,the treatment?..

:, ,- ( ,

i

' .. ,

:

,

.

,3. 1.f, necessary, are the negotiations cheduled - i., r

- to-occur in time to permit the developm -.ent,
tryout;,,analysie, andprevision of instruments'
nriortb' their first intended use?

c,

, ,
,

,, . , .

,1,
. ,, ;

.
. _

,

4. Have adequate provisions been wade for the;
development of an evaluation design. through

.., one of Ihefollowing: preparation Of design '
bf design as the '. .for 'set fee; preparation I

first phase Of thecontract; -or pr para tiOn
of design udder an initialcontrac , Willi i
separate cg4tract for impletilenti the desiR'n. a

,

."
,

,
.

.

a

.. '
)*

, ,',. t

As.

, , ,

.

.

\

- Does the negotiated Scope:oflork include: -. ...,.
-, , - . ,,a
. , . .

, .

a. the procedt* es to be emploYed\by the.-
: -evaluittir and a.timeschedule for their,,

' performe.nce?"';;,:!` : i \ 1

.
,

1

,.
.

. -

b. adequatedescriptions Of e prodticts to
be expected from the eval \atiOn'ancl
deadlines for their. delive !?

, '
,

. ,

, .

.

.

4.

.

c. criteria fox judging that contract :

' has been fulfilled? s.
, .

,z..

'tic,

Ns.

Have the negotiations dealt
respective responsibilities

.

and_ con erning:

.
a. the iclenti c tio of the

'the-inquiry
1 1

1

the . ,,

o the 'client,.
.

l'

! C' r

objectives of .
'I 1..

.: '..- ,
.

. , .

,
,

, .

....
',

'. k .
...

.

b. data access?
t 4, .

.!' . ,- ,_ \
-

.,,,..
.

. .

:)
I



,
7 Are the audiences of the evaluation

report(s)
8. Have negotiationsconcerning'pote tiaa

conflicts of intere.si,tal)en place ?
9. Has the issue 9i,"piggybacicing" other

research interests-been discus ed?
10.. Fla.ye the copy-ithf.aiid public tion \t

,rights issues been ,
explored and 'Mu-Wally: afire d upon ?

1/. Has an ag pee/11,11i cpiceriung the
'fights ,of prior re,v,iew of r,eports%been
'reacheii?, ' /

"Checkhon!p for each item
Yed

tF

`c/go

12,; Has an adjUdiaton procedure b edii

=..

,

-established?
.

. Hasa basis for payment been ,

*/ established?,
'. 14. ,Have the primary negotiators been

t s, ,' , .
,' . .. - identified? , . ,

N ,
15: Have those who will be affected.by the
. \ :evaluation been invited to particigge

at asecOpdary level in the negotiatidns,
at least by repreSentation?

16. Has 6..time and reiOurce limt for
..-\' .,

i 4

.
4

V

beers- set -IS'S), mutual acreement?

. . ;10he negotiations have not been success-
lly co cludedwith the time and resou ce

lifnits s has a, second poten al
cont
check

cto been Identified? ,(R fer to..
stliedtiPrt three;

A,\. 7 r`

KI

e_

Strivi1 iiiA13.Y, SitCTibN SIX:- '
,..- .

.
, , -

;.
-

,

, , 1 -

.
.

.

.
.

.

,..

-.

.. .

,

Based on que iOns:1717 above: ave ne ctiatio
been suffibie v suCcessfq to arran 1 tting
contract orloo 'traCts for accomplishm t bf
evaluation d s and, of 4he evaluatio g.
(1f,ye , sign, contract, If no, return, to se t

four nd use to find anthherocontract6E) ,

24 e:
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CHECKLIST: Section Seven:' Criteria for Use it °

Monitorin
,

thesepOiatract

r

.

. "i
4

. ,

. I = , . .
,

Have procedures for monitoring the' progress of
r

the work.bderi-agreed Ripon, i: e. ,' have
milestone'reFiew points and 13toduct,de dines'
been Clearly -s-et?' , ,

,,, '; .' ," 1

.
,.:

.

,
, -

a .),..

Che k one for each item
No

. .

..e

.:.
..

S-

1

.

''
?'

0

,

.

.

..
. .. .. . '

Lt6ircutistatices are different thin those t,,,, ,,,i

anticipated in the-iontiftict, has a'renegotiati6n ,,

occurred. . , /
', NI' _

. .

,
,

,-
\

..

cs -

3.

k-

.
.

54,

. . .

'If repegotiatiaiii-was nest possible,_ has -a mutually, .. , ,
satisfactory' agreement to terminate the contra.4t.

.A

1, , ''beerc reached ??T ,
, . .,, .

.

.,

.
\

.

., ,

,

c

,

.

4.5 .

. . 1

, . . ,

If a dispute exists-,- have the two' parties met to:
'. attempt a resolution? Ha4e the, resillta of that,

.

-meeting been documented ?, ,
.,

.

.;,.

-

\-

.

.

4 -. '

-o .

on
.

-4

I

.

I .

.

.

I 1

1

.1
.

-
....

.
1-

If the ;dispute' cannot be resOlved among the
,i Parties .ta the contract, haS the adjudicat

process been invoked? 1 s.

.'
.

i ..
,

SUMMARY 71.0 SECiTION VEN:'
,

jt,s
,.

,

.

a

,

-

'

.
.

,

..

J

.

.,

. 4

.

-

,
,

-
\* ' ,

----
,

used on questions 1-.-'5 bo e;' 's- the conduct of theused
evaluation'procqeding in a utua.'ly satisfactory i

fashion? (If 'ye0, proceed to completion of _the
evaluation;' if nb, modify o r terminate contract
as necessary. ) . !-

r

r
11,1.

4. 4.1

=

I

f

1

.(

22

P °
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k
cC. A Flowchart of

,

Event ).

t.
In the previous geci t'orn of this paper, ,the complete checklist

\ 1
. . ,,

i ,

- relating to Contract standardS and procetures was pzesent ?d. In the
c.

.
I.

, ,

. : 6

,r

following p.iges, that checklist has been tiansformed, into a flowchart
.

3

to' clarify the timing and sequence of the events in the preparation

of an evaluation contract.

The symbols used in this flowchart are as follows:

I Recea.ngle -- an event

Diam?nd -- a decision.poi_nt

Oval -- a termi ation, p int for lgo4g through the flowchart

(1

'circ -- a continuation or transfer point
. .

. .

Hexagk 7- end ,¢ duct desired
, 1 ,',..,..

#

r -
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presentation, ;of the
, . . ..

II: RATIONALE ANDIkUSSIO14giDO tE
,STAND4DS AND,PRO4DURES.FOR

,

The remainder ('and btilk)- of thisspaper:containb:
- ,

NT TO THEVEVELOPMENT.OF.-
ALUATION CONTRACTI NG

1) a:pore complete

standards and procedurespresented in the previous

S
.

.sections and (2Y,t r.he extnsive rationale and discutsion which .supportS
, 1

. - . , . ,

thole standards and-procedures- Although the previoue-secticin may suffice'

4' ,. .
- 4

'or many users mho require only. an overview of the material sufficient to
t

allow them to .apply it,,other users may wish, more detail. This would be

p

true for.persots.who,wksh (1) to attain .,more linderstanding,of the

cnncept's 'implicit in'the standards and procedures, or (2) to, pr9be the

rationalg on'which they stand. The, remainder of this paper is provided

these needs,to satisf both of

A

Uses of.Bducational Evalu dion

Before, considering the issue Of when to eval ate, it may be,useiul'

consider the pripr question of whether\it is e -r appropriate to evaluate.

The need for.'evaluation has so often taken the f of.an unreasoned

assumption or a strident assertion that is ,possi le4 to-f6se track of

the:seallogic underlying,the

rationale for evalln-has b

seminalwritings on ev4uation

Stufflebeam, 1968) an
e

however,, to preset a
\ -

conducting evaluation

-will be used in thi

t

nitiatiop of evaluat on studies.. The

e argited at
9

some, length in
. 1

(e.g,; ,'Irt,.
k

1967; Stake, '1967; and
,t \,

,ffe,. It

previous

4leed_not be rep

brief orientatio
\,

tudifs and som

pa er.
0.

may be useful,,

e basic purposes of- -'''

imple a initions'of how terma'

\ '0
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As used herein, evaluation is tile systematic "determinat, on di thg '' .

-,

o.

-
t,'-

,"
,

. t

.
.4, ,.

.

,

quality-or effectWengss of an educatiOnartentityAuch ogram.

.

project, product; or process..4 It includes (1);deterthiTtion ttie
,

.

standards for judgitig effectivenesg or quality and whether.tho
, t

'standards should berelative or, absolute, '2) 0,11ectison of ahEk,

information through measurement or-o-ther means,:and; (3 Apylic7ae

AL -
-the standard in determining quality or:eLfectiyeness,,, tvaluatiab

a "' .
N. .

apply 4p prograMs alre'ady in exitence or,t4 the plotentral utility

.

'No t-

.

eley.atit° "r

n
:

...

...

'of proposed alternative programs or_approaches. ,A , --
/

Th4 (ostensible)%pUrpose.for.which'emaluation is-normally Conduted
4

1.

.

is to determine the worth or value of an educatiOn al PrOguain in order to

.phis requires not only that informatidn be collected in

relation to - specified criteria or standards, but also that it be collected

relative to a clearly;asticulated decisibn or set of decision alternatives.
.

. i

' 1

Evaluation should discriminate among successf4 antiunsucce0ful,programs

.

and' among effective and ineffectiveProducts and Procedures within them.\,

This discriminatiVe function of, evaluation should assisteeducational '

.._

4 t

''administrators in making various decisions'abdut whatever ism being evaluate4,.
,,,,

. -
sfIch as tlis following: (1) dAtisfons,about which programs are-suificiently-

%,

-

h.

,. ,

,

. k. . .

, k = , , .-± . ,
. . o

..
1 , i ,

exemplary to warrant statewidediaidminatiOn, or whickprpduttd are.
.

,

. ,. 4 ., . . .,
e

.
4

effective enough to warrant their use in other prokr61s; (2) dedisions,L
,

, e

. \ ..t .

c. r '

v.
.;

. \ ,
, .- .

a,

about which aspects of a prOgrameare' most, in need of iMprovemen* and which

\
1 !. .. \ ..T; ..1,'

alternative approach seems most likely to'lead to significant improvement;

G ..

in. the

.4,
.

4

.The discussion n: the retainder of this paper is intende\d to apply.'
,

equally to'evaluation of' educational programs, projects,, produCs And piocesses-7-.,

indeed, any object of an educat12:mal evaluation. HoweveP, to avoid tedioudt
5edundancy, only one term ,ce.g, "programv) will .generally be used hereafter,

i

in each example or concept relented. The other, possible dbjects of educa7

Tional. evaluation can be as ed'to be included by implication., . ..,

\ . ,

. .

.
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4,,
s

. \ .
Li

or (3)\ decisions ebb= whether to co ntitueOr terminate a program:
.

.T ese, consi erations ledd to differentIc tion between two types o f

#

evaldat on: 'f.o.

. .

. ,
t.ive. and summative; Formative eva luation simPlm

\ ,

-
--.. .

.

'refers t eyaluitpn ttlat is conducted during Ofe operationof a progr

' '''--
. ,:. ,

,

ose of providing evaluative information to program
,

. .
or ttie presspur

y
A . , ;

dir'ectols or their use -in improving it. 'Fbe'example,- during the eyelop-
, . %

-. 4
.

,

-Tent` of 4 newcu'ri II* formative evaluation could involve content

#0

e
ihsedtion.byoexperis, p'ilot.tests small numbers of children, field

.)

tests with larger numbers of ChIldren-and teachersinseveral schools,
. A .

sand so forth.". Each nftthes
- '

steps would result in immed-itte.feedbaci

to the developers who wodla-use the inforimation to'make necessary

.revisions ,in the materi,als. In formative evaluation, he audience for
,/

the evaluatioa'r eporcompfises pertbnnel in the progr --in our example,
t

those who were responsible for developing the curriculum 'Formative-

evaluation leads to (or should lead to) decitions about rogram develop-

ment. (including_modfication,. revision, and the like).

SUmTaiive evaluation is evaluaLon conducted for the exprest purpose ' 6

"-.

'ofjudg Ing the worth or effctiveness,of that prograd3for potential users,
4

.4

for whom it Ilas
,

been clVeloped, after the' development is completed. For

. . s

example,, after thecurriculUm.wstkAge itecompletely developed?, a
s

summativie

.

evaluation mightfbe conducted to determine hp* effectiv4 the package is
Ow I

with C:satiOnar:sampl of "typical'shodls, teachers, an studento2at the
.m

tihichAt w&developelt: ,'In summativg evaluation the audiences
I

r the,
.

, chir4othex-'
,, ,

igency)

.
.... J .: e ...

valuatdonreport 1.riclude the po
. , °; '.-'

. -. ,,,,- ...a \

.-prcifeStionals) and the'Srurc'e
" 4 '. . "' ,

as well as .program personnel.
.

1. - -
. ,

. ,- -,"% '

*.

,

3 8

teaial users (Students, teachers,

of fundtng (taxpayer

sUmMative evaluation

or funding

leads to

35
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.

.

decisions, concerning Khether programs should 'be continued, terminated, 1
-'

't
--o, ,''

- ,eXanded, etc.
, !, .

,1 ,

,
(..

.--,- ' Itshould .'be apparent . t m-this' differentiation that- formative and., * ..
,

. ,

/sumMa'tive evaluetion aregboth essential to sensible decision m4king,about.
,

,.
1, ..,.

.

.. any edUratignal grogram, since diCisiO.ni need to b e made during they
,

.

'devieloomental stage 'of a Fleigi:are.to imprOve, help, and strengthen 'it and,
. .

_ . . - -
.

at,.the'end of one (or pore) 'cycle ofthe program to judge its ,final,
.

. .. ", ..1.,

-.'
,,...% ..

'worth and impacted determine its.f
.

ttutee..; Unfortunately, far. too many'
.

...

:.. .

educators overlook' the importance of formative evaluation and focus only
, . 1

S. .. -
.0.

' * S.,..,...:4PleorCa'summative evaluation at the end of the prOgram.. ugh anovpoierkt-,
.

is myopic, since formative evaluation (Latta collected'eafly n 'help re-dhannev- /-

a program into more productive directions so that time, money

of human and material Jesources have not been expended pn.the
)

1

'

nd all typ'esaf',,,J

program in

,vain. It is little help to introduce evaluation only when the project
0 ' -

has reached or riearlY reached completion. It may simply be too late.
,_

''1to .save it. . e
. 4,

.
..

.

Despite the imiSortance of formative evaluation, it i,l 5,.be

5,

A afsctissed.further id,this paper:! That iS'Aot becadse it .lacks iA

importAre, for-dS noted above, good'eottAtilittion maybe in

.many ways as erucial or even mare crutial than dummaeiveeviluation'to

the Ovll,success of program), but tieAuse formative, evaluation

seldom contracted_for. may; outside agerkies or inaiyiduals. Typically,

4

f9-rmative evaluation studies which have been conducted in Alaska have,

been perforted by staff Members of the Program involved--i.e., they .

--
.

-, ,. , -

have been internal evaluations. ,Evaluation contracts are
c typically made- I

39
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.

4
. 4

'4',

. .

with persons or agencie, s external to the program, and in:almost emery
' .

,instance these .evaluations have been for sUthmative evaluation activities.5
, . 1 ,

,

,

Therefore, the focus of this paper ,is eclusively on summative evaluations
,.., ,

.
.,

'

. .."
-..- .

contracted to ,outdide agencies or individuals. The term evaluation
.

.

shall be used in the remainder* of this paper in the circumscribed sense

of refering only%to summativeevaluation Unless specifically noted
. .

,otherwise..

B 'Conceptual Issues in D terminin When Evaluation is A to riate

The discussion idtbe precea g section,provides a framework for
'

considering when it is appropriate. fo an agency (e.g., a sdhool distritt)
6 ,

. ,

to initiate an evaluation 9f of its p ograms. The idea that evaluation

is always appropriate .for any program may be compelling. in an .idealistic. -'

.. ' .1.tC Y ..,
..

-sense, but it ignores many practical realities. For example, in. 'some c-,',

t

,

.Ar

0 14_1 0 .1
programs, the decision have already been made f reasons other than . ..,

evaluative data. ConsIder zhe case where a progiam 'as sufficient political -', ,-'

0 ,

' .

...'.
. .

, g : .
..

-.. .

\appeal with important constituencies that -administrato s are clear about ,

'r

i

I

heir intention,to continue.it regardless of what any evalua,tion study

wed about Eheyrogram, even if, it demonstrated the program was completely
. .

5An argument for external formative evaluation has been made.
previously (Worthen, 1974) 'arid the present authors supp3rt the contention

that this is an important activity. However, few educationalencies
have ,yet contracted for external fortatie evaluations of ttieirsprograms.,
It thertfore seems prudent to .restrict attention in this paper to -the

more' typical external.summative evaluatio#. It is beyond Lhe scope of .

this paper to develop guidelines. fon an activity which leas yet largely

untried. -

4

r-Th

4 O.
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wo
,

studentworthless on criteria such A ss tudent achievement.
6

In this:case,

. evaluation can play no role unleSs it is to provide a justification

If?

..e.Ar'tahriptuatpn of the program, a whitewash funCtion that prostitutes

the role of evaluation. go it seems appropriate to conclude that
P

evaluation should not be conducted when the decision will be made on
4

. . '----- .

, other bases and will not be
,..

affecad,by the,ekaluit-' datae451. ",..
.0., r

. w .
Is.

.

A second situation is one in which there is no relevant scheduled

decision for which' evaluation Information is needed. °There may be some
,4

,

-

. merit in a "deeisiohr-free Nader's Raiders" type of evaluator'capability
.,

... : _ .

---:-...-- - .

! in the field -ofeaucation, tut, given the 6"..Mcitmonf eValeation resources
.

.----..... .,
(b,th.fimancial and humenland_.the-Oerthaua-deman n orma-

tion where-decisions are known, it seems a questionable i vestment at

the present. Therefore, it seems reasonable to question the - utility

of conducting an.evalqation where there is no imbediate decision which
=--,, % ,

'-'11--.:_
4 0

cou.1 served_by ,the information produced.. by the study. ,

-.... ., M1 ft,
- . , 1

II.7 A related s is where ecisiod can be identified andinformat4on
,

---...,
, ..

6 .

needs relevant to that' sion specifie t the likelihood'is , :'----

% \

,

111
,

extremely small t an evalua Judy could produce, relevant i \formation.

- Por example, there May be an up continueecision about whether tO,continue
-,

a dropoUt prevention-program for which informatadn'about ti4 effects...

of the program .on dropout rates, graduation percentages, and-the like, '-----------
f r

-:-...` ..N I '..

would be very relevant. Unfortunately, the program only started one . >
I ; ..

t

.. 00

- -2' , . ,

ale

6Brickell (1975) has-provided a delightful example of a si4uation in i

Which hiring of-minorities as teacher aides in.a: large city school stem
carried such-potent political appeal that even had the evaluation findings 1.

been negative, they would almost certainly have been ignored by ehe
school administrator.s.----,--"---- %

$
* .

.. I 4[11 k

.. ..*

it

,
.

a£1 ,
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10 month before the decision is to be made by the school,board. The.

f

-

probability of obtaining dependableinformation'about the effectiveneSs

of the program (even in al predictive sense) in that length of time is

i
.

,

so Slight that it would seem wiser to spend one's energies,convincing the

. school board that the decision shoUld be delayed.
/ . -.. .

-

The fcaldwing is proposed as'a checklist for.use in decid ng. when
I

. .
. .

0
It ia.alipropriate'iO initiate an apaluatipn,oft.he program. ,

,.....-

4.

6,

4.

a

4

ti

4
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CHECKLIST: Section One:', Criteria for Determining
When to Conduct'an Evaluation

e3b

.
1, uis there a legal requirement to evaluate-

the program.? :(If yes, initiate the
evaluation; if no, s go to Item 2 below.).

P

44172 '14z: ,Is there.a decision to be made for'
yihich evaluatidn information would h.e.
relevant? (If yes, go to Items 3; if no,
evaluation is inappropriate and you should
discontinue further use of this checklist. )%

a

et

Is.^rt lilcely'tliat the evaluation will provide
dependable knformation relevant to the
decision to be'made ? yes,, 'go to Item

,

4; if no', discontinue. )

4. Willthe decision be made exclusively on
other gases and uninfluenced'by the
evaldation data?* of yes, evaluatiOn is %

superfluoust discontinue; if no, initiate
evaltiition, )1-

4. V.

Cl-ikone for each item
Yes: No'

4.
.

.

.

e ,

)

.
.

.

''..111

.
...

.,>

,.. 4' %

-

e,

.

*

.

.

l

r

.

t e,

e

.

r

:

9

.

s

.

_

'.
s

';

i

. :

e

,

\ i

.

.

MMARY TO SE

sed cht.question
e cond

TION

1-4 above, s'hotiiddin
eted? (If yes, proceed

no, discontinue
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C. Rationale for Use of External Evaluation Coptracts

, .

There are many possible arrangements for getting sumMative evaluation
- il

V

activities done, including the-use of internal program staff, external

consultants,, or exte nal contractors: HdweSer, the use of an.einternal

staff member, to conduct a summative evaluation becomes problematic for

reasons which might best be understood in the context of a fuller dis4ussion

of the differences in internal and external evaluation.

The te internal anti external evaluation are largely self-explanatory

and'. refer to whether the evaluator is internal (i.e., an employee of)

-A.

e..

,
or exteraao the program being evaluated. A Title III program might

be evaluated by an evaluator who is a member of.the project staff (internal)

s-.

or by an outside agency working under contract with the State Department

of Education (external).. There are obvious advantages and disadvantages

with both of these roles. The internal stai"-el)aluator 's almost

certain to know more about the prc ect than is possible fokany o tsidei,

but he or she may also bt so close to the project that complete objectivity

in viewing it is impossible. There is seldom as much reason to question

the objectivity of, the external evaluator (unless he or She. i found. to

have a particular ex- to grind) and this ,dispassionate perspective is

:
/

.

perhaps'the greatest asset of Being unaffiliated with the program being

. / . y .

;

,

'valuate. 'Conversely, it is difficult for an external evalugtor to Qv

ver learn as' much about the project as the insider knows./ Note that

. .. .
, . .

.the phrase 'ies much" refers only to quantity, not quality/. One often
.. .

.. .

finds an i or al evaluator who is ful1444 unimportant details about
-,,,,

the proje t ipi, overloOks several critical variables. rf these bits of
...

fol --- iA_
o

-.....

It



.

.key information are picked up by the external evaluator, as is sometimes

. .

the case, he or she niay end up knowing muchless overall about the

projeCt but knowing much more of importance.

Formative evaluation is typically conduAed by an internal evaluator.

Knowledge of,the program is of great value here and possible lack of

objectivity is-not nearly the problem it would be in a Saimmative evaluation.
. .

Summa tive evaluations are typically (and probably best) conducted by

,external ..valuators. It is-difficult, for ;example, to knoi how much

0

.

credibility to accord a particular publishing company's evaluation which

"
Qaackudes. thee their set of reading materials is tir better'than its

competitors. The role:6f the internal summative\evaluator is only

infrequently appropriate., glowever, in Some inst nces-there is simply

.rto
,

possibility.'Fffinbtai0Ing-external help because of financial constrai'nt's

. ,..,

or absence of competent.personnel or agencies wiling to dO the job. In,

,

these cases, the summative evaluation is weakenedby eke ...lack-of outside

perspectiVe, but, it might' be 4ssible to retain adequate objectivity and

!.'
1,1 ,

'S credibility by choosihg the internal summative evaluator frpm among those
,

who are some di'stance removed from the actual development of the program i

.

. '

oryraiuct being evaluated.
y.

1. Advantages, of External Evaluations

4 The advaritages of contracting with an external ageridy or inclividual7
,

forthe summati.6 evaluation:can.be summarized as follows:

.7,.Inaividual consulta --k.en,T external contracting'agencies are not

treated separately in the remiln er of this discussion since. procedures

for contracting would be similar in oth Lases.
\

--....

4
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4 "
1.1 \The external evaluation is more likely to be objective

'(i.e., capable of similar interpretation ,of data and

imilar judgdents by:different but equally Competent' t

evaluators).

1.2 The external evaluation is more likely to 'be credible

(i.e., capable of being believed Or trusted):

1.3s The external evaluation enables ,an agency.which initiates

an evaluation of-an educational program to draw on evaluation

,

expertise beyond that possessed by persons within the agency.

Aany'school systems and other educational agencies simply
. < .

do not find,it feasible to hire sufficient numbers of

evaluation spedialists to, conduce the evaluations needed .

in the system but can obtain the necessary expertise through
,. . .4 %

contracting with'4Xternaragencies or persons who possess,

such expertise.
, .

In' addition to these reasons fdt seeking exterpal evaluation assistance,
. ,

the use ,of an exte 1 a luator is often a legal r uirement under

mandates which legislat4 have laid down for many ;of, the reasons cited

earlier.

. .

2. Disadvantages of, External Ev luatipns "

. \*

Although this paper sup orts
1

the concept of external evaluation
...,

..
'contracts, there are'potential diadyantageS:of such arrangements which .

,

'
-,'

.

. -.4
must.be recognized and compensated fgr. Possible .(although not necessary). .

,

disadvantages ndlude the '

43
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\

,

2.1 -It is somedmes dii4j.cult to' ascertain, or be assuled of
41' ,.

the competence'andexpertiSe At the contractor in conducting .

\
evaluation studies ,(a problem dealt with iatet in this

Papery , \ .

e
.

. .

O' he external' evaluator may be unfamiliar with the phenomenon.
I

being evaluated, at.least at the outset.
..

2:3 Feedback andIcommunication may
.

be less'immediate.paq where %
. ..

the evaluatbr is within' the ptogram oriagency.

.

'0-

- -

internal evaluations beCuase'of the usual communication' and

Gravel costs, overhead charges unavoidable to contracting

agencies,'and thelike. (It is tempting to point out that

Attempts to economize should be considered carefully, however,

if the trade-bff is to sacrifice objectivity, credibility,
1

and technical competence).

None of these disadvantages is compellin(,1nitself,..but they should

be considered alZng with the,advanta es in reac ng a decision about

whether 'to contract a-summative eval ation. In the pinion of the authors,

'"

N,

,7 ,4

unless"there are 4,n6su4the decision should almost al

circumstances which make one o of the sadvantages more salient

than is usually the case.

The following is pr used as a checklist for d= aiding wheth or

not to contract with a exter al agency or individual to conduc

evaluation.

4 7
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CHECK 1ST: Section.Two Criteria for Determining Whether to

N Contract Witii\an External Evaluator '

1. Is there a legal requirement that the evalup tio
be conducted by an outside agency? (If yei,
initiate the'contract; if no, go to Item 2) ,

71, -

7\
.

- 2. Are financial .resources available to support
a contract for an external evaluation?-11fL
yes, proceed to Item 3; if no, conduct t.11

evaluation internally and discontinue use
: of this checklist. )

Are credibility and objectivity of concern
to the addiences for which the evaluation is
conducted? (If yes, proceed,to Item 4; if
o, discontinue. )

4t Is there an exte 1 contractor possessing
the neoessarx tech ical competent ho is
available andfwifi 'to do the ev.alua 47*.
(If yes, initiate the conirattt-if_no, con ct
the-study. internally,, but recognize die lo
of credibility and oblectivity:)

It

,.. . ,
Clispk one for each item

Yes i No
.

.

\
N

.

.

.
.

.

.

,

e

.

..

. .
, .

._........

'5'

.

.

SUMMARY TO SECTION TWO:

-/

_

ir

r

...

.

i
,.

1

.

.

.
/

Based on questions 1-4 above, should this
evaluation be contracted with an external
evaluator? (If yes, prodeed lo section three
of the checklist; if no: discontinue its.use.

*Further detail on this criterion will be ptovided in a subsequent section bf, this. checklist.

48, ma
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D. Rationale for Specifying Contractual Procedure

The utikity of external,evaluation contracts may be more apparent aft

',thiS point than the utility of devoting time and space to a discussion .O"--

specific contractual procedures. At least some administraprs and profes-
\

sional evaluatois'have commented privately to the authors that they see

little need for directions on how to write evaluation contracts--after all;

they assert, anyone who can write a-contract in general should be able

to write one to cover an evaluation study. Perhaps, but things do not

seem quite that easy to many who,have tried to draft evaluation contracts

11
and later found them to be unsatisfactory and in apable of preventing

;

the kinds of difficultiei they were intended. to fOrestall. In a' recent

'activity, Stake (1,974) compiled the responses of prominent evaluatois

and researchers. to seven key questions about evaluation contracting.

The responses of these, persons. made it clear that even `experienced

evaluators and researchers see. the need for clearer contract statements

and specifications than has been typical to date.

"4,6!1

There are at least three major reasons why it seems useful to reflect

at a more general level on minimum essentials fdtevaluation contracts4

First, neither evaluators nor clients of evaluators have accumulated

much'experience 'in drafting,(or complyi with) evaluation contract

beyond those,tAtuations where funding gyidelines automatically specified .

ilipa - , . .,the nature pf the evaluation contract. In the latter case, the inadequacies

.', in these'guidelifies,have.leelltharedly ingespate evaluation studies,

. --
.

.

,;,... ,. $

m. ing-it clear that- better,coneractispecifications ate necessary. In ,-"";"
\,

41, . the m= joritY of cases,. however, no guidelines have 'been imposed and

% :

4_
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contracts have either been non-existent oe inadequate.--Although thee

,

authors have perused a few very good evaluation contracts or "agreemet4s
/ ., \_ \.,,

of understanding-4 among the pa ties involved; most seep to be characterize

by numerous omissions of import7ints,', lack of specificity or' embipity
, .

. /
NN '.

,

of specific terms of agreement, orNi erniI conflicts among,the contract (

specifications. These conditions most like' are attributable.to the.
. ,

o nito for.nnstr. '''evaluation contractsas te

.... ,.
. .7"
. i.

evaluators and:client. Efforts to begln to oui-,1,ine at- st the page= r
t

meters Oevaluation contacts .should be well received by p

Second, valuators and clients often have very different expecfiat oruk

, , 11:/
, - c, , \ ,.,..

,
4,

.
. _

for the study, ma it imperative that clarity be establiShed,about , _ ..
.

4-.,. ',..-44 .,
.:\N ,..

evaluative'queseions t--be7addressed, proeVdures to be teed in the_, ;1?
. ,

--N., ;-, ------ .4 ,. .4.

4,45.. ..
4.hat. products will be pro uced and on what'sChedule, who has Right 4 to

1,

. Failure 60 achieye clarity Onthe-se elii.,4 : .
r- - ,..

release the,dat,r, and so for

related matters,of,ten leads to ia'apetatment or disenchantment (or- worse)`
,

. / , , s'

0 o the part of one or both partie

, N
. Most, of thediaputesesurnound,ine '.

4,,,

\

eval at ion st dies, ark traceable to allure tp:oba,sufficietly piecise a4.
1r- ,t

'''#.\

to achieve share4 understandings and a reenents ,that4ijada the attivities .

.,7 4,:4,, ,.:.

ting tie study and.the
w
client4n its us

i\

Brickell (1975) has provide excellent examples of difficu hips in 71.

N
.

hich couldihave been avoided in most

of the evaluator.

client-evaluator relationshipd

instanced' by clearcut contractual reements. It is reasonable to hope

that efforts to specify proCedures an standards for evaluation contracts,

codpled,with feedback from those who atte t to use th m, would lead to

greater clarity in thtte yeas.in,the,future.
1
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. - , >-:-

Third, there is a need to incr se awareness on-thepart of evaluators

.
. \ f

"5 \.

,

't,

and clients alike, of the necessity for\specified procedures designed to
-4!..-

..

provide necessary flexibility in evaluation contracts. ,The concept of-
-.,

specifying procedures for flexib'ility may appear to bee senom quftur,\
es

- \
'-.
but on

..

closer examination that appearance is.belied. Evaluation contracts

should carry within them specified points at which decisionskcan be made

.by one or bath of the, parties about how the remainder ci the evaluation ,
..-:-.

A' i
will beeconducetd, For example, it is stated later id this paper. that

4 ..' .

4,

it

'evaluation contracts should generally include either01) some provision

'for an initial phase during which the contractor co pletes and presents

-to-the cl4ent a detailed evaluation design which i/cludes.all Conditions-

ta collection; clie t responsibilities, tim li , arid` the like
...e

/

''---7----_Or (2) provision fol. the potent
.

contractor to/be paid fee tp prdpare

0:.,
..a detailed design to b used'as a basis fdr deciding final a rding',Of
.

---....
thecp&ntract. In'the first case, immediately following the subm ion of

-...

,:,.. . .

the design, there sh uld -be a review by th followed by a joint

""--decision of contractor .and client at to whether to proceed with the

remainder of the contract. In other words, the contract should contain

. specific decision, points at which the contract can be terminated if

dissatisfa tran arises on the` part of either party, just so "payment for

time spent aid work completed to that point is 'assured. ILthe second,

-the design is \ ompleted for the established fee piior to awarding the

"rma.l
\ \ ,

4
"--'i contisct. :Either accomplishes the same purpose; it is se seles s

.., \ \ -.,

to loCk8Oth parties into,a contract which requires the to .continue from
.

a.one ph'S the next'after'it has become clear that there is dissatisf- tion
\ .

on one ori/ o th
,

partt with the activities or performance invplved. Yet

\ t . . .

Sts
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* \

f,ar tooOftenfailure t9 think about the need for flexible phasing' in
.

. . .:

contre&ts leads to"preciseiy-this- type of:unhap ysivation.
,.\

A second type-of filexihility,often neglected in evaluation dontracks

. . .. g ; 1
"

provision for mutual alterations ;.n the design; proCedures or\reporting°

of results: D,espi,te the best efforts of contractor to include in the

design 'of the 'study provision for all, possible .contingencies, something

will inevitably go awry, The ironic "laws" some4hing can

.

-4o wrong, it will" and "things take longer than they do") seem always

at least partially in effect. Unanticipated events and problems_often

force alterations in procedures if the evaluation data are to be useial.

Contracts, musticontain flexibility for mutual negotiation and decisions

to acCommodate such changes, Here is, one area where the competen

the evaluator_ipmoit essentia (and noticeable) for it takes a r
NN

"pro" to make the type of crea 'ustments-which are sometimes

-
necessary to salvage an evaluation which is t neatened by emergent'

problems or events which, make it impossible___to carry out the original

design.8. This is only the first of several points at which-the qualificatio

And genuine expertise of the evaluators (discussed id the next section in

greater de 1) become paramount to the success of the sady.

1Consi eratio such as the three abwie'suggest,that discussion of

standards and procedur s for developing and implementing evaluation

8This do

---°"" the evluatio
Whatsoe 'rof
is inc
evaluati
rather t
activity.

s not mean that very evaluation can be Salvaged. Sometimes

can be so compro 'sed by events that there is no chance

roducing usable or believable data. In'sah instances it

he evaluator town nowledge this fact and terminate the

hich ain should 1/40-po sible within a well-written contract)

con inue to expenA the lient's resources in e hopeless

52
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,. - 1
1 , 4. . . .4 II

contra is (i.e., the, coAtent of this pg.per):may liavez*onsiderable ty,
.. i

., o,
. ,

. . .. .I a.e

if only to raise the awareness of aVal-dators and :clients about important4'.'

\ ,

, ,

, - v . .

' \ 'I :\ ,' , "
aspects af contracting Which presently:seem- fp escamthe.a.ttention of

k

I 417 ' "

_

any
,

, .,4.

. 1 .

\e
,

.

a 1 N)ny who attempt.to initiate evaluation contracts-
4c

,

. An addiotional ',dint iipliclt in the above discuiSion should be made , .

ek,

I , 1

more explifit Neither.eyaluators 'nor'eYaltatron clients are typically

0 .

, .
.

,

well trainad,,,incOntract4ng
,

precedures.
..

Further, there is no reason to

,

expect that either party will b well-versed i4 the area of specialiiatiO

.0;

n.

"

of the other; it 1.s as unreaSpnable,0t,o expect the eva4uator to be knowledgeable

about the intrio&acies of school ,finance as it is to,,expect the school
',°-. '

.

administrator to beiraided,inceva,luaeion,methodplogy. Therefoxe, the

contract can' act as sOirlt,of communication.td facilitate mutual under-

ty erecting (through,naivete) tOre thanstanding and avoid either

is feasible of the other party.
f

'N'-..us, consideration Of all aspects of ,-...,

).

\, ,

contracting can 'serve to protect both ies and to improve the process

of evaluation and, though it, the qdality of edtcational programs.

w.

E. Standards and Procedures for Selecting Evaluation Contractors'

ce an educattonal agericy has decided to initiate an evaluatiOn and

to contract'it with an, external evaluator, theomost important activity
.

emaining-is to identif,and obtrlin the services of an individual or agency

with nu,ine. expertise in evaluation--so with the 5echnical competence

necessary do the jot well. As importanr as contracts are, even the

9Portions of this seetion draw heavily on an earlier paper (Worthen, 1972b)
which was opcerne with problems and potential of the notion of establishing
certificati System for educational evaluators.

es-
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/\
ideal contract will not compensate for the.choice of an evaluat r who

is incompetent to carry out the contract, provisions.

Unfortunately, marginal competence and downright incompetence, are ,

.far too common among many persons who purport to possess evaluation

expertise., To defend this assertion, it may be helpfulto look briefly
. $

at the kind of persons who fall into the large group of extant "etaluators."'

Of all the persons .currently conducting evaluations of educational

,

prograns,,only a small fraction have ever had any forial preparation in

evaluation methods and techniques. 'Furlong (1970) found that only 30.4
.

-percent of.a sample'of some 300 evaluators on ESEA Title I and Title III
%

..t

V reading.programs had ever had any formal oursework in evaluation- He
,.'

,
.

\

questioned,whether much real evaluation of the programs was taking place. -
.. /

Informalobservation would lead the authors to conclude that Furlong's

observations are stillapplicabl.ft to a large ptoportiOn of the evaluations

conducted under those-titles *as well as Under other auspices.

Many persons practicing as evaluators realize their academic prepar=.

"ation,is inadequate or irrelevant and do everything possible Eo'increase

their evaluation knowledge and skills throu0 in-service training. oppor-

tunities or on-the-job "boot-strapping" thrcoigh self-study. Despite

/
,

0 i

.

.

such efforts, evaluations conducted by such persons often suffer from

f
,

inadequate concept alization; design, or anAlysis.. Many other persons

ho have gAd qu ntitative skills (e.g., statisticians'and psychometricians) :

assume - - gratuitously in the opinion of the authors---that their training

automatically provides them with the relevant expertise to function

effectively as an evaluator. Such assumptions often result in evaluation

.1/

t
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studies which have sophisticated and impeccable antitat

but producelittle or no useful Information. Such persOns,often conduc

,
ses

evaluation studies which go unchallenged by practitioners i)ecause-

their,meihodologicalicomplexity. Some of these quantitative specialists
4

'1*

are lulled into the erroneous but aincere belief that they are, producing

good evaluation studies, whereas the advice they give or the Work they

do-is frequently useless (or worse, misleading). Unfortunately, there

are also those who know their advice is bad and their.warLeinadequate

but who, for as-variety of motives, continue nonetheless to serve as..

evaluators or evaluation consultants. -The reference here is to the

unscrupulous who commtt atrocities in the name-of evaluation and depend

on educators:. laCk-of methodological expeitise-toiireMain undetected.

. The p-oint'of the discussion so far can be summari;ed as follows:

Persons currently ,serving as- evaluatiiis range greatly in

0
how well prepared they are to conduct evaluation studies,

with906aj'ority being in adequately prepared;

b4 Eduegtors often fInd.it difficult to differentiate between

ltose'Who are well Prepared and those who are not; and

'c. The evaluators themselvesicannot be depended upon to judge

.o

'how well qualified they are--some don't know and some

won't tell.

Against such a background it Should be patenely clear that some

mechanism is needed to provide administrators of educational programs

, .

or projects with reliable information about the evaluation competencies

4 1 /

"b.
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of prospective employes or consultarits. Such information wouldbetter

enabieradministrators to select persOns who are adequately qualiye0 f

-evaluation work.
1

The meChanAm which _has been used in other areas of eduCatiOn fox
------.- _

. .
. ., . -

similar purpo'ses-is certification. Evalua ficatpn or credentialing
. .

..

f some .type has been" suggested by several evaluators ,(e.g., Worfhen,
;

Ashbdrni-- 1975) as a possible solution to the problems prised

.

above. The advantages some typ cation dr credentialing (or

even "licensing") procedure would have for the consumer of on
'\-

services should t obvious. Certification of evaluators would allow

educators to at leash know who the certifying agency viewed,as competent

enough to receive-a license to practice evaluation. The stamp of approval

implicit in 4n evaluation certificate would be helpful to the administrator

responsihle for hiring someone to fill,a position in evaluation or

enlisting the aid'of evaluation consulterts. Certification programs would

provide a function analogous to the ,Consumers Guidance Commission with the

Certificate serv ing much like their "non - hazardous" rating or the Good

II

40qsekeeping Seal of Apprdval.' Administrators are obviously ,not prohibited
#

from hiring uncertified persons for evaluation jobs any more than consumers
A MOO

are obligated to purchase product` by Good Housekeeping. In
1- *

either case, the information is there for the consumer's guidance and prhtection.-
I

Certification, also holds advantages for the competent_ evaluator. At ,

present, educators are often unable to differentiate the well-qualified

evaluator from the unqualified. Similarly, it is difficult fbr educators

to distinguish between two persons without formal -preparation in evaluation,

56
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even though one of them may have engaged in bootstrapping to the-point where

he or she is well qualified as an evaluator. Sometimes even the rank

imposters are hard to sort out from among the better qualified. In such

a context,incentives are low for the more competent persons. Certifica--

tion of evaltators shouldbring with it the prestige and other rewards

which typically go with a- license to practice any professipn where (a) high

level competencies are required, and (b) membership in the profession is

.
dependent'on possession or acquisitionmf,those competences.

However, there.are also'potential disadvantages, limitations and

problems in certification systems which must be overcome before evaluator....

certification can be beneficial to the'profession. Resolution of these

problems is a time-consumipg prociaes that is likely to take at least\

several more years' bre any significant effort to certify evaluators

would be in-operation, and it ±s entirely- pOssible that disinterest in or

resistance to such a system may preclude its ever becoming viable in the

Alf field of education.
4

Whatever the long-range prognosis for evaluation certification, it

is clear that at least in the interim, evaluation clients will have to

:depend on other methods for determining the competence of potentkal_

contractors ip conduct the evaluation studies.' The remainder of this '

section contains an effort to outline standards and methods., which clients,
,

might use to make such selections.

1. Three Possible Approaches to Selecting Evaluation Contractors

,

Mere would appear to be three major bases for making judgments about

the qualifications of evaluators and, therefore, evaluation contractors."

Each or these is discussed briefly below.

57
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S. t'.
1.1 Formal training of. the evaluator:1° Although far from a

",-.
'\,. -.

sure-fire criterion,there is merit in' examining the formal training of

. L\
the evaluator- to determine it is tin' evaluation methodology per se or,

`if not, at -least includes c urseiTork_in areas in which the evaluator

. should possess ht least a 4odicAim of knowledge-an' ski11.11 Itis always

NV"

possible for persons to accumy late many credit hours in a field of study
. - i

without becoming very knowledgeable or facile wish the content or methods
.

of that field. Too many pet-sons go through too many university training

1-'
I .

programs *ithout ng de4onstrably changed :to plate complete faith in

the meaningfulnes of even a graduate degree in a particular specialization.

- .
. C ,

It is equally possble/for able persons to become competent evaluators.

/
without benefit of f tmal training in evaluation methodology. Yet, in

the absence of more valid indicators, it would seem appropriate to give

-

considerable weig t to an evaluator's formal preparation for the role.--

The fact that p- sons may learn skIlls on, the sip is-poor justification

for' ignoring t e ostensible efforts of some to pursue development of those

skills by mo e,formal means. 'In the absence of better means, there -is

considerab,g merit,in looking, at'therield of study in whichh-:person
f

-holds theidegree, the 'credit hours accumulated in revaluation, or the

. ..

presenceor absenge of specific courses or course sequences. It also,

seems wise to ask whether the training was taken with mentors who themselves.

'

- .

t
,

..

pOssessed,anY particular credentials or reputations as evaluaEors:

,t4
;

.

e

10Thivand subsequent 9iteria stated as applicable to an individual'.
evaquator should also be co s.trued to apply to the personnel of evaluation
agencies.undeT considerati n aspotential'contractors, especially persons
who would play a major ro e in the evaluation.

.' t.,

. , I
,

). 11For a listing of range of competencies relevant to evaluation, the
reader is referred to a previous work of .one of the authors (Worthen, 1975).

,
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. 1.2 Evaluatidn experience ofth, evaluator. Here again, the

criterion has limitatiOns. There is an old saying in education that it

is hard 'to tell whether aperson who has been teacher for ten years-
.

40 ha's had ten years Of teaching experience or one yeat,of teaching experience

/
ten times. It is equally hard'tb know how much weight to give to one's

F

experience as an evaluator orevaination ponsultant. Worse yet, some

experiences are decidedly detrimental in that.theycandelude a persbd
.

into_believing he is doing; evaluation whet such is\not the 'case. Some

.;_people, have carried the title of evalUator, in some Lases for years,
. 0

without really engaging in activities which qualify under the rubric of

evaluation. Yet again, in the abqeince of 'better meas res of qUalificatIons,

. :
i is probably prudent to weight positively,:the fact that a'potential

evaluitibil contractor has had experience in evalUat on. The probabilities.

would deem heavily infavor of that contractor prodding more help than
a7

one witH-do- prior evaluation experience (other co Sitions.being equal) .12
,

performance (track record) of tie eval atm.... This, criterion

is saomewhatmore diiect an s'ither of the two iiscus d aboe. HOw'well

'a person performed-as an evaluator in prior studies rshoui be the

3
;uleimate criterion determlbing 'whether or not he or she should be

/ fr
granted angtlier contract to conduct An evaluation. An obvious limitation

of this criterion is that it might '"Itejudi e the de7clilailiagalpst
f

newcomers in evaluationpersons fresh frdm a doctoral prpgram in education

seeking first jogs,or a new evaluation contract agency staffed by competent

evaluators but wi out an established institutional track record. This

1- Obviously the criteria must be 'combined and trade-offs begin to
emerge. It would seem preferable,Tfor\example, to' contract with'a novice
who was trained thoroughly In evaluation rather than a person who has no
formal training in evaluation but.has served for a yeafor'two in a
minor evaluation capacity:

57
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. limitation:is far outweighed by the advantages of this criterion, however,
-

for its judicious application will probably prOvide more protection for

the client than can be provided by almost any other step ih choosing.a
'

contractor.

,

Perhaps the best performance measure in evaluation'wouldbe to examine

work samples in the form of written _evaluation report or other products

of the prevtous evaluation activities-of the evaluator. This would be

111

°especially Useful if the previous evaluation wag in any way similar. to

that desired'by the present client. Perusal.of such samples of previous

work should be most helpful in enabling the client. to predict whether '

the evaluator would.be likely to conduct the evaluation and report the

results in a satisfactory mailer.
,

Some cautions are necessary in basing judgments on work products,

however. One problem which emerges immediately is that many evaluations

are essentially group efforts and not the work -of one person. The use

of such Products-as a basis for decisions labout.whether to contract

with only, one of,'the individuals involved could be misleading in the

absence of any reliable wayof determining the relative contribution of
I

theN;arious authors, Even where the report is the result of one person4s

efforts, this leaves unanswered the question of how to jUage_the quality
, .

of the work if the technical aspects of the study exceed the.:technical

knowledge dfthe potential client. Reviews by other expert valuators
"

would serve, but the feasibility of such an approach may-be questionable

v d

for most clients. There'.are also instances Where competent evaluatdrs,

4

produce poor reports through no fault of their own but because program

. 60 . \

a

a

58

\



41 personnel with ( o1. for) whom they were workin: would not cooperate in

.carrying out the evaluation design. These oblems do not negate the

use, of work samples as a criterion, but on y argue that it must be applied

sensibly and may not always be sufficien in and of itself:

In many situations it is not poss e to obtain samples of previous

evaluation work completed by potential contractors. Few evaluation studies

. 1. \*.

40 find outlets in professional journals and most are fugitive dodumente,
' r,

unless
o
sppligd by the author. Even that is not always possible becauj
, .

,

-N.

.restrictionsof .on distributionibution of results of the evaluatiori (possibly

ICa restriction imposed by a- contract under which the previous evaluatiorkft

111

was'conducted). in the absence of work samples, references from former
:--

\

clients would be most important. Indeed', they should probably be sought 4 ,

I'.
4

--,..., even when work samples are available, for relevant information might be
.

,

obtained which is unavailable in the products themselves. Obviously even,
t.

this- Criterion is no protection againt the unscrupulous evaluator who

i1.1.,sts as a reference a superintendent of schools for which he has conducted

, , 0

previous'evaluations without making mention Of the fact that the super-

intendent is his father-in-law. The earlier discussion of the need for
f

.

standards of ethical- practice for evaluators would be relevant here.

It should be noted that references,frod clients'are not restric ed

. ,. // .

to personnel in:the prograuf which was evaluated. The funding agenc7

which initiated and supported the study or secondary audiences (4.., school

boards) 'are equally appi:opriate sources of client judgments-about the
/

.
/

quality of a contractor r s work in evaluation.

F
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If\either or both of the above performance measures are used' in

selectinean evaluation contractor, they should go far toward avoiding
.

4

serious select 'o errors. Use of such criteria is also important in

making a selectioilb, n proposals from potential contractors. Numerous

individuals and agencies seem to have ar reatgx:talent in producing

convincing proposal- than they do in delivering orlkwhae-theypromised.

The use of, referen es or work samples bhould Help to identify serious

saps between w t a contractor purports to be able to do and is able to

do in fact.

ii

)
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CHECKLIST: Section hree: Criteria to Consider When
4 Selectin Nan Evaluator
t ,

. N -. \,

(Each item below is written to apply to an indiVidual. If the potential contractor is an f,

.4,
.

agency the question should be re-cast accordingly).

.

1. To what extent does the formal traininK of
the potential contractor qualify him/her to
:condudt-evaluation'stildies? (Consider
items sucli as major ot minor degree

specific courses or course
.4<' setiuences evaluation' methodology;

7 ; qualifibalions of pertons With whom
r, -' tiaining-*as taken, if such qualifications

are riowti.

, 2. To What extent does t1e previous evaluation
experience of the potential contractor

,
°
qualifY himilier`to CoriduCt-evhluation
'studies? .(Con,Sider items such as length ,

'ore erience; relevance of experience.

4

Contractor appears to be:
(Check one for each item)

Well
Qualified

'Cannot
Determine

Qualifications

0.

Not
, Well

/qualified

t extent does "the previous performance
of the 1)oteritial evaluation contractor qualify

-
1

him/her to,,,(conduct evaluation studs?
/
,

- (As judged by work samples orsrefe?ences).
,

SUMMARY TO SECTION THREE: , ' .

.
/ .

.

, ,

. ..

Based on quesions-1-3 above,. to what extent/ is
-the potential evaluation contractor qualified to
conduct ev.aluation studies? If "well qualified,"
proceed to subsequent gectionsbf this cheCklist?
If "not well qualified, "'discontinue consideration
of this contractor. If "cannot determine qualifi- ,

cations" on basis-of initial information,: seek
additional information and /or assistance from
colleagues with expertise in evaluation to make
this critical judgment.
NOTE: A neutral category has been included in this section of the Checklist beca4e informatio
initially available about potential contractors may be insufficient to permit unequivocal
judgments to be made on this dimension.
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( 2. Procedural Options, for Letting'an Evaluation Contract

The preceding criteria can be applied within one three

alternative procedural'frameworks for letting an evaluation contract.
. ,

, .
,

In the first; the criteria are applied to One or more potential,
c

4
contractors and a single contractor is then selected as the persOn or

agency with whom contract negotiations are initiated. .Negotiations

With. thesingltindividual dr corporation continue until a mutually

.

.,satisfactory arrangrent iw reached or negotiations are broken off and

another contractor is selected (again, use of criteria would be

appropriate). This approach is known as sole source contrasting.
4

In the second approach, one solicits proposals from multiple parties

rand evaluates the proposals againSt criteria to identify the one best

able to fulfill the contract. Here the criteria:from section three of

e checklist, would bE'apP1,4#d -along with criteria for judging the-

specific i y or oposals. Whenone.contractor h26 been selected

, \
on the basis of which proposal an ntractor qualifications best meet

..,

the prespecifiid
..

-,4criteria., serious negbt'-a

s-----*-.-----.:-:- \

0 approach is known as the-equest for proposait.:(
..

c. \

ns are then initiated. This

\
P) approa h. 13

The third approaCh'idAkfteri'4most feasible optic for

school districts. In_ this approach pres ective evalUgtors bmit a
0

brief statement of 'low they would proceed gen the particular aluation

situation. in addition,, each supplies his or credentials and'qu lifi-
.-

.

catiOns. Applying the section three checklist ciiitria and examining

. the proposed style Of evaltion, the client selects a Particular party

13There are variations of these three approaches, but the authors

deal here with ;he essential cha'acteristics.
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with whom to negotiate. This approach has been described as a synopsis

review approach14

2.1 Sole source contrac g. Sole source contracting. is by and

large the dimplesE technique and least costly in terms of time andresources

, required of the funding agency in initiating the contract. All one need

do is to identify 'they evaluator, using the criteria- in the previous section,

and negotiate.negotiate.

--,,,

It-is par icularly appropriata\lhare there is clearly

one'contractor who is known to be especially capable and responsible, Who

I do the work at a price, well within the.budget available, and who can

co plete the work by thetime the information is needed. In such cases,

the e is seldom any reason to look further, unless there is a legal

restriction which mandates the use of an alternative approach. However,

if no such paragon emerges, there are several,means_one can employ to

identify the pool of potential evaluators to which the criteria would be

applied. An individual or Corporation who has performed other evaluations

of a high quality for your agency is a prime candidate. So also is the

evaluator who has done similar work elsewhere and .received approbation

from his or her cliets, i\., wordrof-176Outh advertising. A third,apprbach
\

.. . ...,

',..
, .

. ,

would 1:;e to use a' panel of advisors whose job it would -he to' recommend
. -

i .

a particular evaluator. 4

..,'

. . r" u ,

The discussion of negotiati0.n' issues and procedUres is deferred

.1
untij....slie next major section of the paper.

,
:.

.

2.2 The 'Request for Proposals (RFP) approach. TheRZP approach

is considerably more involved, but oft i justifies the additional expenditures

441

14
The authors,are indebted to Mark Greene f'br suggesting the

1
inclusidn

of this apprsach.,,
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and effort. The ingredients of the RFP are sonewhat standard. One

must include a description of the context in which the evaluation is

.to occur. Is it an isolated rural school? Is it a federally funded

project in operation at several'remote schools operated by different

`,.

agencies? Is there a high proportion of non-English sPeakingstudents?

The answers to these and other questions might well affect the evaluator:a

perception df hits or her ability to conduct an adequate ,evaluation in

that context and thus their interest in preparing a proposal for such
.

a study. So as to elicit responses from tho'Se who would be genuinely

interested in working in the
.
particular setting and discoUtage,the

merely curious., the RFP ought, to provide a comprehensive picture of the

locale and system in which the.evaluation is to occur.

The purposes and characteristics of the program or 'product to be

evaluated should also be provided. A particular'evaluation agency may

ave just completed the development of a et of elementar schdbl reading

test' which emphasiie.phonic skills. They are much more likely-to

respond t RFP which stipulates improved skills in this area than they.
erely fbcuses on general reading achievement. Clients

should tell p tentialev ators what the project is intended to

acc.omplish an how it is to be implement -ed.

Before pre ring.a proposal the evaluator 4.s entitled to know what

specific outcome t ate expected from the contract. If the client. wants
. -

quarterly reports, that constitutes more work than ansannual. report,,and it

will (and'should) cost More. If, in addl,tion to\the evaluation of the partic-

,

ular project, the client,expects the contractor to work with local staff

. 66
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so as ..to.pprove their.evaluation skills, the potential con actor has

a right to know tha; \ko all expectations are clear before time and energy

are invested in`the preparation ofa proposal.

The- potential contractor needs to know what resources are available

for the task. If the *client cannot or will not spend more than $3,000 on the

evaluation, that info' tion must -be providdd. OtherwiSe, the bidder'iS

.9' v
. h

liable to waste time and mon y in the preparation of a proposal, that
7

\calls for a $15f000 evaluation, Indeed, if' the potential evaluator its

\ ''r
,

led\to believe that the study is to he a litge scale inquiry, hetor she
.

could vest the equivalent of ehe 13,000 in the preparation of the

proposal! another instance, if adequate Computer facilities and

' software areavailable without cost to the' contractora that may affect
N

someone's decision CO prepare a proposal.

,

Similarly, if constraints exist, the RFP should be candid. If

certain data will not be available to theevaluator, if the evaluation

must be wholly completed in five months, if the evaluator must work with

a specific subcontracto, he or she is entitled to know that before:

preparing a proposal.
r.

In sur6mary, the RFP must include:

:-.

1. An adequate description of the context in which the
evaluation _i& to take 'place

I
%

2. Cleat statements of the purposes and characteristics of
of the project to be evaluated

. . .

3. The specific outcomes expected from the evaluation

4. The resources available for evaluation

5. The constraints which would affect the evaluation.'

'7
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de can choose to provide more information in the 11.7P:--A0c-caaianalA&

.it ma make sense_to restrict the methodology' to be employed by the

evaluat If, for example, the expansion of a project into a new

geographic- region is to be evaluated, it would prudent to, evaluate

1it in a marine osimilar to the evaluation of its predecessor, assuming '

,.' .. .,

the latEer was w= 1 accomp.lsihed. Indeed, one o the great faults of

.
.

current evaluation p actice is that:so little of the knowledge is
II . . i

cumulatiVet-

In planninga pariipul project, expert experimental design

assistance might have been acqui e , and agreements for the installation
. y

. . , . .

of the projedt'settled on." In such. cases the flexibility of the

eval 4tor is'limited and the REP should make this fact clear.

,

- Perhaps political factors mitigate againit dhe use of a particular
. 4-.

),
.

, -

kind of instrumentation. Again; .the .potential evaluator is entitled
, .

.

to this knowledge paor to preparation of the proposal.

.

In general, howe4r, cautio,nshouilbe exercised in prt-specifying
,,

the methodology of the 'evaluation. There are two primary reasons tor
% . .

this 'recommendation. By requiring the evaluator to ,stipulate the

methodology. he or she deems app,ropriate, the contracting agency has a

greats variety o 'alternatives-to select from. One of these alternsa-,

tives maybe both creative and uniquely responsive andithus, although

unanticipaEed the chosen option. 'S'econdly, proiding,too much methodo-

logicel.informatiot.invited proposals from those who have excellent

verbal skills but little methodological understanding'. This kind of

contractor, writing arefleetion of the REP-in the proposal respon se,

68
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I

may win the contract and be unable to perform the task. Ite is easier

to identify the individual who lacks methodological sophistication, who

knows'only of pre-post evaluations with all of the contamination of

information that these often entail; when the potential-contractor is

equiired to present his or her own plans.

,

Procedures for'evaluating proposals.' Judging the proposals ohe'

receives in response

ars emplanyed. - Theo
'

of 'the criteria to be

to the RFP can be made easier if certain procedures

st-important consideration is the pre - specification

used in judging the merits of ethe' proposals,
4

Assume that the total,pumber of points a proposal can receive is

100. It is possible to illustrate how criteria might bd weighted

differently fordfor'ferent projects. Project A isa readingprogram.fok

children- Whose native languap,is not English. The children live in

,

isolated rural.arees. The teaching in the schools is bilingual:. The

-
project is federally funded with a fixed -financial aliocation for

evaluation. Theproject requires rather sophisticated evaluation
,

4, 6

methodology. Further, the funding agency has placed restrictions On the

. (,::
,

. .

instruments which can he employed. Only those data collection instruments
r

i
. ,

developed4under a separan*contract issue4loy the'funding agency to a

major test developer are permissible:

Project B is a vocational training program for iunion-h igh school
4

.4tuderits,in th6 Engir peakingisedtor of an urban'sphool 'system: .The'

;project_ requi,:re; rather r tine Methodological skills with the exception
.4,

;of somewhat higher Level competencies required in the area of sampling

qtileoxy. . A prime consideration js the ability,of the contractor to develop ,
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44
applied performance tests which can be used to evaluate the success of

*the project. Moreover, the project is not very well funded and any

savings in the evaluation sphere could be Used to expand the services

provided to .students.

In Table 1, -illustrative relative weightings of various criteria

are-juxtaposed for these two hypotheticalprojects. The variety of

Criteria'which could be employed, and of weights that could be applied

-teis virtually limitless. '.What is imperative is that the Criteria be

identified prior to the compethTon and.shated'with all potential

IP - contractorsrin the RFP: .0

/-

Of course, criteria by themselves are not sufficient. One needs

a means of applying the criteria to the proposals. Placing that decision

in the hands of a single individual imposes too severe a burden, It

4

is unreasonable, to expect anyone person to have 'acquired expertise in

all,the relevant areas._ A panel Of reviewers screening, proposals and

arriving at a :Sanel.juagment is a preferable option.
. ,

In ,the selection of a corporation or individual with whom to
A

negotiate a:contract the object is to choose the most qualified agent

'forthe paTticular purPoSes. That decisionshOuld rest Solely on the

/ 'perceived' capacity of the agent to'perform the requisite tasks. For

that reasdno panel membership should .consist only of individuals

(internal or consultant) with expertise in a'relevant area. Later in

:this gaper we will discuss the need for the involvement a wider

spectrum (If individuals in the negotiabidn of the contract.

N .
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TABLE 1

Illustrative criteria weights
for judging proposals

N

Criteria

Understanding of the problem

Merit of the proposed evaluation methodology

S
Instrument deN-lcpnient experienCt

Appropriateness oflproposed timelines

Clarity of the p4oposal

Rural schools evaldetion experience
410.g

Bilingual evaluation experience`

Npost considerations

4

Project
A O

lo
. 5

20

20

10 10

10 15

10

'20

5 30

7 .

2,

0

69

Ye.



Advantages of 'the RFP approach. There fare two- primary `advantages

to the RF apprigach. .Firstl' it provides the contracting party a wider

, .. ./

range off-possible options to,choose from_in terms of:the evaluation
. 4 ,;,., .

'strategy to be eiployed.
15 Given more alternatives, one should be able

to reach a better inforded decision, The second mijor benefit is the,
4

enhanced credibility of the evaluation that will,xesult. By minimizing

° the tiltlat of "cronyism" in the, awarding of evaluation contracts, one

increases the confidence others are likely to have iir'tre reported result.

ObVioasly, the threat of a charge of racial or sexual bias is also

substantially redUced.

Disadvantages of the REP:approach. There are disadvantagei tO the

-RFP route, as well: It is more costly for both parties. The

client must invest time,And m oney in (a) preparing and distributing the

RFP to possible bidders ind (h) judging thie proposals received. The

contractor mist bear the costs of proposal preparation. Since thesetea`"
costs can be substantial, one may be restricting potential contractors'

to those agents which have sufficiently large capital resodrces eo permit
,

them to speculate in the proposal preparation market,,The e is no

evidence to suggest that capita reserves are related to ality of

evaluatiOni Indeed; for many evaluations,the small scale independent

agent may provide better and. "more responsive" service.

15It is generally onsidered unethical to steal an idea from a
rejected proposal and suggest that, the selected contractor employ it:
In certain instances,,, the practice is illegal 'as unethical.

If a client believes-that two of the potential contractors acting
collaboratively would be the best option, it is legitimate to explore
that. possibility with them.

72
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A word of caution is in order at this, proposal is not

equivalent to the evaluation design. \ It- is rather an outline; a sketch,
.

0

of what the evaluator would undertake. It provides a basis for negotiation. ,

. 1 %

The preparation of an evaluation des gn for all but the most 'trivial
4' a

r

problem's is a complex enaavor that feciiirce:.a high level of training,
A

.

p ience and skill. The professithial evaluator deseties jut compensa-

tion fd.r his or, her efforts, There are ,"evaluators" who will provide thiS

sergice, free of ,charge, td poten-tial clients. Those who consider cost

alone are this individual',sJegitimate prey.

2.3` Synopsis review approach. Essentially this approach is a

compromise-between the other two. One contacts potential evaluators by

lettr, briefly.describing the evaluation need which exists. A brief

statement, perhaps 1,000 to,1,500.woras, is than submitted by interested
. -

evaluators outlining how they mould conduct the evaluation, along with

a statement.of their qUalifiCation's. One judges the merits of these \,

submissions and the qualifications of the individuals. Once a Choice

is made) negotiations proceed.

-

"This approach is less costly for both partievrtan the RFC' approach.

and therefore more feasible in many instances. .Similar to the RFP

approach, it serves to enhance the credibility of the evaluation and

.

reduce charges of bias. It does not, however,, permit the evaluator

to develop ideas in sufficient detail to convey the innovative stragegies
0

. .

that might be used. Yet to require more would be to necessitate
, 1

. .
,of r.

of
A

,greateraxpenditure t the-client's resources to review longer, more
. .

. .

. .

, complex plans: It mA onght_also draw unfairly the evaluator's resources

73 I
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since if the funds are insuff!cient to support an RFP approach, the,

dollar amount of the evaluation contract is probably too small to warrant

a heavy investment of the evaluatot's,ftme and other resources in an

effort to win the contract.

A caution is; als n order. There are those who have mastered
IV

the terminology arid semantics of evaluation without acquiring any methodo-

logical expertise. A bri statement prepared by such an individual

h'mcarLbe very persuasive i 'the absence of any.requirement.that the.

/

evaluator demonstrate knowledge and expertise on the relevant methodology.

41 The rhetoric of a synapsis is obviously no substitute foia well conducted

4

inquiry.

When to Use the Various Approaches

Given the potsential losses and benefits associated with eacitallproach,

how does one decide which to use? Ode thing is certain--the RFP approach

can only be used when the competition is truly open. If the contract

is "wired," i.e., the most probable winner has been identified prior to

the receipt of proposals, or, the RFP has been written to favor a,known

contractor, disaster lurks. In the first place, the number of proposals

one can expect to receive in resionse to future RFP!s will drop

. .

substantially, for contractors in any field are a canny lot who soon

learn which agencies pretend to Use open RFP competition to satisfy legal
. p

requirements, lo,ut really have-the winner picked in advance all along.

\>

i 4econdly, those who-disco eT that they have wasted resources in.a rigged
.

competition.are likely to make every effort to.discredit the work that

does go on. Finally,' if it can be proved that the contract was "wired"

legal act'ian might be instituted,
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As indicated earlier, if a client is-currently} working with

evaluator on -a given project 'and is satisfied with the performance
\

/ ,

date, a-sole gource'contract would seem apprdpriite. .It is a reasonable
y

to explore 7a sole source contract with an evaluator who has d'r)it roviding

satisfactory service on mother contract, especiiliy if costs can be

reduced thereby,,e.g., by uction ,in -travel costs when the seine,

..person -trip can be used for multiple purposes.

One muse, however, be cognizant of the dangers of "cronyism," If

the .'requenty of contracts between a client and evalbalor becomes

eXcessive-,,a loss of credibility may reiblt. /outsiders may start t
ft; 1

assume that tfie two parties have a "cozy relationship" wherein th

evaluator is co-opted by the c lient's interests; tlis is not-,td argue

that external credibility should be'the onlY:dr even the major concern,

butit is something'that one shout consider,

Legal restraintsagainst so e source contracting are becoming

more common, especially-for fed, ally fund endeavors. The presbmed
,

r

intent is to reduce the bias in contracting procedures whether that bits

is deliberate or unwitting. Where this dons raint exists, a synopsis

review or RFP approach should be adopted.

The financial resources available ghould_.be considered when One is

reaching a decision on which option to choose. One can,coiPute the

Costs associated with an RFP process- -stiff salary and benefits; consultant

fees, production add Mailing-costs, etc. Comparing these costs to the'
_

dollars one is willing or able to commit to the evaluation pertIts ode

SO to make a better judgment about whether the benefits of the RFP mechanism

4P
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It are worth the costs. AsSume the minimum expenditure for an RFP'

preparation and proposal re s $500. It Fakes little sense to spend

;hat amount of money if tha yotal evaluation contract -will be $3,000

or less. Maybe it.is onl worthwhile if the contract value exceeds

S5,000. There is nosinife universal standard in either absolute or`

proportional terms. P rhaps the best advice one can offer is the old

41 adag-c"you get what y u pay for." The client should decide what can be

realistically affor e . Sole source contracting costs less.to initiate.

`If this approach is ,inappropriate, the synopsis review approach .is the

more economical o tion'remaining for initiating a contract! Although

init1411y expen ive, use of the RFP approadh (if it can be afforded)
4

may lead to lang-range savings by identifying qualified evaluators

with creatii inexpensive approaches to condytting the evaluation.
p
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CHECKLIST: Section Four: Criteria for Selecting Among
Procedural Options for Letting Contracts

1. .Is there a legal constraint against sole source
contracting? (If yes, discontinue use of this
section of the checklist and go to Rani 4 below;
if no. -go on to Item 2.)

2. Is there an evaluation contractor who meets .

the criteria in checklist three, who is
interested in this evaluation, and whose
services are desired by, c nt? (If yeq,
go to Iteni 3; if no go Item. 4. )

3. Have such a large nu er of contracts' been
let to this same contractor that "cronyisni"
May be a *ger? (If reconsider Item 2
abOve for a new contractor;"if no begin
ne9,PtiatiOns.) .

4. Are the financial resoles availahle for
this evaluation -sufficient to.7ivarrant the cost
of an RFP? (If yes,. prepare an RFP; if no' ,

use synbpsis review approach to find a
suitable contractor.

4t,

Check one for each item
Yes No

1

SUMMARY TO SECTION FOUR:

Based on questions ,1-4 above, which of the -a7 So }e Source Contract
'following procedural options do you select
for letting the evalitation contract? (Brief b. Ej Request for Proposals
definitions of options appear below on this
page.) l c. El Synopsis Review Approach

-

(If "a" or .Pc" is chosen, go to section six of
this checklist; if "b" is chosen, go to section
five of this checklist.)

Sole Source = contractor identified solely on the basis of Imown qualification to conduct
evaluation studies

,

Request for Proposals = contraotor identified on the basis of a detailed proposal for the
conduct of the evaluation, submitted in an open competition for the contract,

Synopsis Review Approach = contractor identified,On the basis of a brief outline of (Dhow
'the evaluation study would be conducted and (2) evaluator'g qualifications .

77 75
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CHECKLIST: Section Five: Criteria to Consider When
Using an RFP

i

-",

/

-

1.

.

.
. -

.
Does the RFP include:

. , .

a, an adequate description of the context in
which the evaluation is to take place?

.

,

a

'Check one for each item
Yes No

.
°

'
.

b. clear statements of the purposes and
characteristicd of the project to be

.

evaluated? \ ,

_

c. the specific products expeCted from
the evaluation ?, ,,

\
\_

1

_

d, the resources available for the
evaluation?

e. the constraints which would affect the
evaluation?

-

2. If methodClogical restrictions (e. g. ,
re ons on sampling) are essential

ë they included in the RFP ?
,

. Has a panel,been selected for reviewing
the proposals received?

.

-

,

.

4.
.

Has the panel established- criteria for
judging' the proposals ? .

t
-- -

,

.

5. 'Are these criteria included in the RFP'?
,

.

SUMMARY TO SECTION FIVE:

\

.
.

i . , ,,- .

,

, .

13ased on questions 1-5 above, is the RY'P ..

ready to be issued ?' (If yes`, issue RFP and
proceed to section six. of the checklist; if '
'no, re-write RFP1.

A.

. vo

r
r s

.1

1

c
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, F. Standards and Procedures for Ne
With an Evaluation Contractor

Once an 'evaluation contractor has been identified, the negotiation

for a contract begin. If the RFP approach was used, the pioposal-'

constitutes the basis for negotiations, but much remains to be decided.

If e contract is a sole source contract, even more may be required.

This -ction of the paper deals with six topics: when to initiate

negotiations, the evaluation design phaseinf negotiations, the scope

of work, i.sues for mutual discussion and agreement, who is involved

in_negotiat ons,and when to abort negotiations.

1. When to Initia4e:-Negatiations

. , \
aN.--

It is by now a truism that if evaluation-is to have maximum impact'
. .-.

it must begin early in the life of a project, It should then be self-

evident that the negotiations for such ev'aluatiOn must occur as soon

it is practical to do so, i.e.,s,soon as the commitments necessary

to proceed with the project have been made.

Given the nature of summattve evaluation, some have concluded'that

it is,-appropriate to engage an external evaluator only when the project

has been up and running for a considerable time. The evaluator is then

expedted to come in and collect impact data frmn,:teachers, students;,or

t

whomever andprepare a final'report. At first glance this approach

may seem almOst.losical. In point 'of fat, it creates problems of the

greatest magfiitude::
. .

.
. -...% . , -
. . - .

..-

There are' basically two dimensions of', the 'aummattVe evaluation:
- .-,

^
, *

.first..:qtich determine when the evaluatorshbug.d ,be,engaged-..

9

1.

I.

ti4
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N
these is the type of inquiry involved. Is an experimental desie, or

.c01
one of the time frame approaches (anthropological study, time series,

longitudinal case studies,'etc.) most appropriate? The second critical

dimension concerns the responsibility of the evaluator for the creation

of new instruments or data collection procedures.

In the instance when an experimental design is to be used, the

evaluator must be `involved prior to the assignment of the treatment to

4
the experimental units. The complete justification of this statement

would require an examination of experimental design which is well beyond

the scope Of this paper. 16 Suffice to state that any outcome is the

conseqUence of the interaction of treatment and subject. The corrosive

effects of acids depends. to a certain extent on the substance with which

they come in contt. In much the same way, the impact of alternative

approaches to reading, for example, will 'depend upon the status of the.

children taught. Unless the evaluator has an opportunity to influence

AI which students receive what instruction, he or she will never be able to
S.

disentangle those effects whicharise from treatment differences from
Y r

those due to the' characteristics of the students.

Contrary to the usual expectation, the use o f a time frame evaluation

approach requires an even earlier entry point. In these cases the

evaluator must be engaged in time to permit` the collection of data
A

concerning the status of those who pre to participate well in advance of

the introduction of the treatment. In an anthropological case study

ippro4ch, for example, the evaluator mustbe,on site and recording the
A

16The interested reader is referred, twpdapbell and Stanley (1963).

GO
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nature of the phenomena of primary interest well prior to the implementation

I

of the innovatiok so that he or she can be, in a;position_to note the

_

changes which occur as oratter that event 4t1ces place. While there is

no set standard for when observation begins, six months to a year prior

to initiation of the treatment is not unreasonable for most projects:

The need for the development of new instruments imposes an additional

lead time requirement. In these cases the evaluator should be.engaged

soon enpugh to permit the development, tryout, analysis and revision

of the instruments prior to their first intended use. There are few

things less satisfying th n reporting the results of a well' conceptualized

,

,evaluation which is inconclusive because insufficient time was allocated

for the preparation of valid and reliable instruments. One circumstance

which qualifies as Mess satisfying is 'reading that inconclusive report

when you are the client for whom it was prepared.

4")

2. The Design Phase

The tmpOrtance of the design of the evaluation` has already been

explored It is'indeed the most critical element:in theme evaluator's task

because all else depends on its logical consistency, comprehensiveness

and clarity. During the period of negotiations, it is recommended that

the evaluator submit a detdiled design which can be reviewed by the

clients and modified as circumstances and mutual satisfaction dictate.

The resultant'design would then be part of the contractual arrangement

agreed' to by both parties.,

As stated earlier, the evaluator is entitled to compensation for

thisAffort. A fee should be established for the preparation of a
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. ,

detailed design and .this fee should not be contingent upon -whether or not

the design is accepted. The selected evaluator, got example, agrees

for a fee to prepare, a design for the evaluation'of an innovativeArogram

in career education.which involves the assignment of students /to various
V 4

0employers for a portion of the schoolday. The evaluator insists that

the selection of students for participation in the program must be randOm
.

within volunteer group in order for the results to. be credible. The

client, for valid .political reasons, :cannot agree to that cond ition.'

After discussipn, a mutual decision is reached that the client should
.

seek a new evaluator. Even, th,Ough the first evaluator's design. was
.0

rejected, compensation for time spent on its ,preparation is in Order.
-o

By adhering to this practice, the client is ultimately benefitted.
4 0.

With the knowledge thatt'the fee is secure, the evaluator will design the `

study that, in Os, or her professional judgment, is best for the project
-

.

within, the resourte litnitation. There is no motive for trying to reduce-

the risk of Financial minimizing.the investment in the design,.
which is usually accomplished by trying to figure out "what the client

0

buy" father than, whgi should be done: In short;; the. deSign fee- is

one's best protecti.on against 'shoddy performance in this, criiicel area..

t, One could, of Course, write a contract in the absence of 'a design

end male that produ first requirei of the 'evdluatOr. , This 'prOcess

results in essential y the same beneflitS As that described abode in the

fee situationusu y, the evaluator is paid provide, a %detailed

design which is used as a :basis for edecidingwhether the 'Contract
.

should b dorltinueci' beYOnd the first phase. Judginent that a design wase
, a

4'

unacceptable (and could not, be, salvaged witp cbangep) would reqUire.



4D,

N

ta

thitermiaation of a :contract,Z'rather the breaking off of negotiations
N

as in the previous 'case. This distinction ,should not be a problem, however,

;as long,as provision for the termination of the contract, if the design
.

. .
.,-

. .

`is unacceptable to the client, is built into the, contract.
1 . . / ,. ,

Alternatively, one could' let' an independentrcontracl for the design
4

e

. J

ioh4se. At dleconclusion of that phase a deciAion about the adequacy of

-

the design is, reachea.

is thus contingent upon
A .

period.: ,If the proActis very large,jor example, a,three year

owaluation at $15Q,000 a year, it'sometimes. makes sense to l'etwo

The second contract for thspronduct pf the evaluation

satisfactory performance in the first ,contract ,

even more design contracts with' the understanding that the party whb

design'is judged most superior will receive the contract for_the eve

itself .
14

. .

.1
- j. The. Scope of WOrk

.

i ,

0 .', ' The second Most important topic. for negotiation is the scope of
.-. \ , s

. 4 \

i work for the evaluation. The scope oi wol0 is-really the operational
.

. : . ,

'statement of the design. Withiti it one stipulatesthe procedures to be

.employed,:the productrqgtruments, reports, etc.) which can be expected ' _,

.

.

icom the evaluition, and the time saheduie'fot performance a;,weil:as '

. . , . .

. .
r, , . . 4

4 the deadlines for delivery. It ij? in the light ;of this scope of work that

e

ua tion

.

;

1(,

,

t

onemonitorSthe performance of the evaluator in meeting the contract.
. * ' '

. .. .... . ,

The companion paper.by Sanders and Nafziger'(1975) deals directly -.- '

/
.4d

with the infotmaEibn that ought to be included in an, adequat&:designand
*

,

scope of work.

, e
.

17- .

The criteria fdr, an adequate.dvig2 constitute-the basic topic 'of the
compinTon paper' (SPhders and Nafziger,,1975). and will not be' de.alt with herd.

,

.
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4. Issues for Discussion and Mutual Asreemen :

18

There are several issues whin, if lefty unresolved during contra

negatiationS, can later prove to be sources of great consternation.

Perhaps the most nettlegome is identifying the respective responsibil ties '

of the client and evaluator with respeCt to information actessand nquiry
o

ow. 2

restriction. Brickell (1975) provides sev eral excellent examples of

. .

,f114 ' , ,

these kinds of problems. In lime cases the evaluator becath'es.sayare that
i

..

an ,imporeant objective was overlooked in. the preiaration of tile contract.
-t _ .

1 One of Brickell's examples dealt with a project that irivolved the eMplay-
,

ment of paraprofessionals. The evaluator's charge in a contract issued

by the central_addinistration of a ma' American city was to examine

the impact of the program on student learning. But the paraprofessionals .

.

were directly employed by area superintendents who had a
.

very different

view of the purpose of the prograd. Brickell describes a meeting with

these individuals:

"While meeting with area suftrintendents tip explain, study, -
onebf their spokesmen opened up:with something like-this:
'Okay,-'you evaluators. Letts get, one thing straight from the ,
start. Wa have theseparapofessionals.here.in these schools
natc,.only to help kids-leaimA;Ut to link us to :the community:.

Il
That's why, we havetheth.. ;That's whyie're going to keep them:.
We're not looking for a, report about test results- that will '

.. cause any trouble with the litoard of eduCaticincdowntown:.: fihey Ye
got their reasons for giving us' the money to tire paraprofes-
sionals; we've got our' reasons for .taking the money. So no ,

, ..

!matter what find out-about kids' achieyement, we're going

II
, to keep cur paraprofessipnals. Don't make it difficult.!" (p! 3)

. . ..". . . .. . ,

In these circumstances the evalffator has'the Tespondibility to

,.-
. identiy the "hidden _objective_." He or she-ii'net,howver, 'required

,

18
Portions ol tAis sectio are adaptations of Wribt(1:975).

. *

k

. 'e
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to investigate the efficacy of the project in cementing tommunity
r

relations. That investigation 'would require new resources ,,and a new or

re4sed contra ;t. Indeed this example illustrates the importInce 'of

the issue of who is involved in negotiation,, a topic to which we will
1 7 i

return. At any reee, it is the client's responsibility, not the',
_) ..- _

evaluator's, to insure that the contract covers all of the salient

N, areas of inquiry. The evauator's role-is only that of being certain
, m -

that failure to address relevant objectives or efforts of a, project

areduly noted.

It is also the client's responibility to insure access to the data

thd contract requires the evaluator to collect and/or analyze.

:-.

\

For example; if the teachers in a given school simply refuse to respond
..

.
,

.

.

to the questionnaires prepared by the'evaluatdr, the contracting school
. ,
, .

system must- beat responsibility for the inevitably flawed report which

will result.

: . .
.-

.

in the preparation of thcontract, careful attention must be paid

-, .

_to identifying potential ,problem areas so that, Insofar as possible, ,

4 , -
. . ., .

.

bothparties enter, the agreement with a, shared understanding of what

- . . .

41, Iltill occur and what each is expected to do to facilitate the inquiry.

.1-

, ContAaet. :negotiations should also ,result in the stieglation of- .

, .;,..e -, ,
.. . 71,

,
the restrictims to be pleed on the use of the resulting reports.- The

r
.

contract itself Shouid.include a precise reference to the intended iadiprices
.

. it .14*

for reports. Faf'4kamPle, stmegfunding agencies have required that projects
.

,
. ,

, scheduled tentatively tct run three years hire,evaluators to conduct
. , .

- c
'Summative"epaluation:studies at the end of year of Operation.

- .. , ,

,t ...

4
r

.
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These reports go to the prqject staff and the funding agency which uses'

them to identify problem areas which need to be co ected, effectiVe

techniques which should be .continued, Ids well as to he p the funding

agency justify con tinuation of the project. If the evaluator is to

help the project staff improve the program or project while it is in

development, then the failings and flaws need to be carefully examined

sa that they can deterMine what corrective actions are required. Yet,

docutenting,one's inadequacies is seldom the best approac h to use in 1

soliciting fuhding.. Indeed, it is our view that 1. a funding agency

wants an objective. evaluation which meets their own criteria,. then ,they

should contract directly with an evaluator. Forcing a funded- client to

hire an evaluator ,whose reports go to _the funding -agency is rath41et lake

asking the infested :country to provide a per diet far fon e''s:resident'

spies. ,

(

The negOtiations should also serve as an opportunity to explore'

, .,

potential conflicts of interest. Is the evaluator currently employed

by a project which is competing for funds from-the same source? Is

there any reward likely for the evaluator if thee. report or the project
.-:

i s' favorable or unfavorable? tThe evaluator who has a spouse on the

project staff is likely to 'be influenced in ,report preparation .by what

would be most Advantageous for the spouse:a' Similarly, if the external
. ..

evaluator is guarapteed continued employment i f the project"is refunded,

and the evaluation. report will be,cxucialtin t hat, decision, then the
. .7

evaluator's ow n financial s0J--interet promotes favorable results.
4 -

MeAns of avoiding such conflict situations should be explored.

e

t

,

\
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Another.% issue that sometimes arises is the "piggy backing" of the-

evaluator'.s-research interests.19 For example, an evaluatqr has. a

Ammo:,
continuing interest in personality research and wishes to administer ,

, , ,. V

some new personality assessment measures to the teachers involvedin

4
an evaluation project. Is it proper', for him or her to do sucher

ekridence would be unrelated;or only tangentially related, to the

client's evaluation concerns? It seemsto the authors that such' an
.

activity can be legitimate, but only if'it has been mutually, agreed
,

'

upon. The best time to consider the issue is. during negotiatiOns So

that the Contract can stipulate provisions and restrictions.

In,the same vein; sometimes; the evaluator can usdinstrdments

developgdunder one contract in another very similar evaluation. Is,
. .

it legitimate? Yep, i% is, unless the previous contract specifies

otherwise .(which would seem appropriate only where 'instruments taie

commercial potential or other characteristics, th would be of direct.

benefit to the client.) In the abtgnce of such co tract provision, the

.

evaluator is not restricted from using the instrument elgewhere.

The publication rights .isue.goes beyond simply reusing instruments.

When the prOject is completed the evaluator May Wish to publish the results

4:
in a professional journal and would.prObably be willirig to disguise

4 '4

.

the context of the study so as Cb preserve' the Client confidentiality.

The client, however,.may wishto avoid or reserve to a later time any

' .

publication of thd findings. Again,-mutual agreeth'ent.concerning.the

rights of publication a tved at dUring thei negotiations phase would

T . .

\-
alleviate or eliminate problemsat a more critical juncture'.

\'

%
19

Stake (1975) recently compiled the, responses of several prominest
esearphers and evaluators to 'seven issues involved in.00mmissioling an evaluation
study. The.reader ig referred to that document for an enlightenfng,discussion
,of "piggy backing" and' several other concerns raised here as well.,



,Sometimes, the clieptmust Ofchooes tp report result's directly

.

to some audience, for example' ths funding agency. The cilie- nt may

,

abstract or modify the repOrt submitted by the evaluation contractor
e

ih.order to accomprish this end."ocesionallY4,,nat'often, the evaluator
. -;: -

'perceives that report as misleading or,inaccurate.The<elialuator in

the authors' view then has a professional, and a Móial,' responsibility

-

to respond to this,misit eterpretatton or misusor his of her work,, For

-r

example, an unscrupulods project director rep9rtsc a'vocatipnal training

Do

1

program as an'unqualified success The reporr,specifieg. that 100;PercEnt
.

of the trainees were employed in full-tim'e JObg,in their. choten,field'ate

, . ., s. ,. ,

the conclusion of the program: ,The,evaluitorinows that t5 percent . 1,.

t ... V *.
of the graduates were dismisbed from these.j obs'ior incompetence"lathin

. y .

, ' , 0
. c

twomOnthg after being hired. Since other students Ray be sAmtlarly % .':''',

. , ,\ . -

,.
) .

Victimized since other agencieS may be misled :into attempting"tb'2'
. ,

, ,.
,

1.

T. , s: <" r 4;.

' implement the's'ame training progiath t_the elYAl.uator'hag no.al,trnarive , '. - ,
' . 4.

but to expose the 4raudulend use
.

of the data.'he means, tor rehuteal-'''

could vary from a le'tter written to the recipients ofthe report to

an appeal to the ethics committee of some prokes*tongl association. or
, .

a public presg conference. "
1- .

,
A related situation is the non-use of.evaluatiod findings.:The1 , .

, ,

evaluator has,ano right to ,\I.nsigt that his or,41er,tindings"be4De sole
; **

basis for the client's decisions.-Indeed rational decisiOnmakAg

, ..

demands that' all of the information a evidende available, not just

;hat which is included' in, the evaluationreport, be' examined and' yeighed
.

in the decision making process, Yet it can happen that a..dritica/:

/ ,4

r

4
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r ,
0 -

evaluation finding is ignored, either dellbtrately or through 'mischance,

by those reaching a particular decision. Depending on the consequences

pt.' that non -use the evaluator may feel obligated to,respond. For

example, the evaluator found evidence to.saggest that the use of a,

particular soc141,studies curriculum jicacerbated racial discord among
,

, !

the students.. The decision is made to continue the use of the curriculum

because the decision makers did not, receive or did not take the .time
,

to read the evauator'g report. The evaluator Must take step's to inform

7

these individuals of.Ehe data. Subsequently, should the decision remain

unaltered, the evaluatpr may feel compelled to addrtss 4-more public'

The problem haA another side toit. Sometimes the evaluator errs

and includes,inaacurate information in a reAprt which is circulated to

a widef-audience. . The client is now, placed in a defensive posture.

,,_ ..,.
..

-. he report. is wrong andmust be corrected. het ,in correcting whatmay

. ''.

be minor factual errors, the client may discredit a report whiCh is
,

.

. . .

. .

by and large ,favorable. He or she is placed in an extremely untenable

... .

position. 1

..The most unfortbnate asifeCt of these situations is the fact that

, . , - , !.

they are,usually SO easily avolded.,.In most.instances the misuse or
3 , , 1,*; -

noA-use of-data-dmises not from a lack of scruple,' but from a leak of

Understanding. If the contract 'indluded provisions for the review of

reports by both'parkies

dispUtes°, most problems'

prior to r4easeand for the adjudication of
- (7. ' . ,

.:.,

of'thiCJiature would probably be eliminated.

In tfie instance of,the.unscrupplous vocational training program

proyett'director, a conference withthe'evaluator might, result in an
41.

" .

,

80'
4
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impasse. The director bees an opportunity to make hay while the sun"

shines. The evaluator, one hopes, will not tolerate such 'frau but

will mak'very effort to expose it. In the other examples used, howevgr,

it is doubtful that disagreement would persist Reasonable individuals

will find acceptable resolutions. Thus a provision for prior review

to correct factual errors and examine differences in interpretation of

the evidence would substantially ameliorate the situation.

An agreed upon adjudication process would also be..benefitial.

There are many means that one can employ to achieve the resolution All

40 disputes. A binding or a nonbinding arbitration clause could be

inserted in the contract. The arbiter could be a professional member

of the American Arbitration.Association. Alternatively, aft agreement'

could be reached on the use of an individual arbiter or a panel of

rbitraters chosen from the field of education: The panel offers the

advantage of Permitting the representation of multiple perspectives,

e.g., evaluation, administration, and the relevant instructional

disciplines. The panel should,-however, consist. of an odd number of

individuals in order to aVold'tie votes. At least one member of the

panel should be technically competent in the appropriate evaluation

methodologies, i.e., statistics, measurement, design, ethnography,

observational systems, etc.. If that is not possible, the panel shOuld

have'acceg's to expert testimody.

Even in the absence of a binding arbitration clause, the contractual

,

,agreement for an 'adjudication procesg Could serve a valuable purpose.
N .

f

, , . .
.

In the case of conflicting interpretations of the data, for example,
r

NI
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it could serve to legitimate or discredit particular courses of action,

Take'the case of the social studies curriculum. If"the client feels

that the data on racial discord was inconclUsive or unreliable and for

40
that reason should be deleted from the report, arbitration might fail

to resolve the differences of the client and the evaluator concerning

the worth of the data but might suggest that both points of view ought

40 to be included in the report. It could thus discourage and discredit

the use of a more public forum.

The- same approach to confliOt resolution could:be utilized 'in

instances where the client wishes to terminate aecontract, for example,
...._

. .
. . .

.

on
,
the grounds of non - performance, or the evaluator wishes tR terminate,

-(

for example, onkthe grounds that theclienthas rs met contract conditions
'

,
, .

concerning data accgsp. Terminationlproceduires should.:also be a-matter
,,v 1 7,1 ,

,
, .f ,

N.,,,

of contractual:agregment'.. .
J ,

Regardless Of the means ch Sent; and irrespective of the perceived

likelihood that it will be necessary, 'it is recodmended than_ an adjudication

process be negotiated and included in the contract. The mere availability
44,

of the process often serves to p"L)mote better communication and more

facile resolution of disagreements between client and contractor.

Of course the contract should also Itipulate the basis of payment.

Not only the total* sum, of,- the contract. price, but the payment sCheduIa

needs to be clear. Some funding agencies have restrictions concerning what

. 7

equipment costs can be legitimately paid, for .example, br the amount

,that can be charged for indirect costs. It is wise to include these

restrictions in the evalpation contract to avoid confusion. I is -?

91 .89



also useful to include in the contract specifications for

appropriate remuneration in the event the contract is terminated.

5. Parties Involved it Negotiation.

One common source or difficulty in the conduct of'evaluations is

the-fact that significant individuals or-groups were not included in

the negotiation of th& contract. An excellent-case in point is _the one

'f I

related by Brickell and quoted earlier it this,parr concerning the
',..-

,... .
,..

,..

area superintendents who had different expectations of tiff parr prof
It

4.7 4
%-- . f a

° '
project than did the central admkniStration.nad the central,administra-

tion thought-to involve the 45ea superintendenti in ..the negotiation of

the'contract it is highly-probable that a more comprehensive evaluation

4
,

would ha occurred. Certainlrthe evaluator's role would have been
- . ,

, , . .

clearer and less fraught with conflict; As a general rule all who will
. ,c \ /

_-,. . \ .

be affected by-the evaluation have the` kight to be involved in the
. , .
,

.---,

.

-

nesosiations--at least by representation,: Too qfteh, for example, we

expect teachers and students to comply completely with an investigation

Without ever involving them in decisions about what data will be collected

-ftom whom, in what manneror when. It does not' seem unreasonable to

suggestthat at a minimum a representative of each -group could be

involved in.the negotiations and report back to thdse he or'she represents:.

- The preceding argument should not be taken to mean that these group's

. are entitled to.be involved,in all aspects'of the.negotiatiOns: For

example, Since the argument is tenuous at best that the teachers andJ
,stddents are affected by the annual salary made by an e;raluator, they

are not entitled' to that information nor to -nvlvemene in negotiation
.

. . , ,

concerning salary -or budget. It May be that some day all publicly supported'
.

.

. .
.

% ..

0 . , Y 6 .
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contrac4, salaries and budgets will be open to public vi;iew.. Road

contractors, public works departments, hospitals? etc., and their

employees would then all be subjected to the same scrutiny. Ins that

;

case th'e evaluation contractor's records,$should 41so he open. _Until

that day arrives, however, srajling oue th evaluation pontractor is

simply discrimination.

,MoreoV'er, one must bear in mind that involvement in the negotiations

?

does not equil veto power. The primary negotiators are usually the funding
Q

agency and the direct client. Thus, if the statedepartment of education

provides money to a school system for a/particular evaluation project,

the statedepartment and the legally cdnstituted authorities of, the

I . .
local system are theprincrpal negotiators with the evaluation contract r.

,

The inkrolveMent of,principals, teachers, students, and citizens is at v

a secondary level and- limited to those aspects of the contract which

directly affect them..

The involvement of these groups is in keeping with the fundamental

values of a democratic society. It also tends, to maximize communication

and'reduCe the threat' of non-copPeration.on the part of 'those who either

don't understand what is going on or, are alienated by virtue of their

exclusion from the decision making process.

6. 'Procedures for .Terminating Negotiations.

Con7idr.the following situation. An evaluation contractor ha\s been

selected -either on a sole source basis or by means of an RFP. Negotiations

have been going on for two months, the-projeCt will be implemented within

.

,
',the next four months. Time i getting short.) . Does the client break 'clf

.negotiations and begin bargai ng with ,their second ch4ce?_Lt all depends.
. . .

.

. , 1

iv
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It depends on whether the negotiations are progressing smoothly

and, a contract can be expected soon. It depends onhow much lead time

before implementation the evaluation 4ill require. It depends on how

luch money has been invested thus far in the prOcess,and what it is expected

A \ , 1 '

to ;cost before a contract is consummated. Alt also depends onwIleiher
o

the contractor ada cliettE think-that it is worth the expenditure-of°more

time and energy to pursue the negotiations.

Neither, the client nor evaluator can force negotiations to a successful,

conclusiO7. If irfeconcilable differences exist, the only intelligent

course of action is to agree- to terminate'negotiations. The wisest

way to proceed might be for all the parties involved to set some_resource

and time limitations On what they will invest inithe negotatiOn.

; ,

t

.

I. 4'
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CHECKLIST: Section Six: Criteria for Use in. Negotiating the-Contract

1. .

-

. _4,
..

_

,

.

; ._ .
If an experimental design-is appropriate,
are, the negotiations .scheduled to occur in -
time to permit evaluator involvement prior
to the assignment of the treatment to,the
experimental units ?

, .

.

.

Check one for each item
.

Yes No
.

.

. -).'

.

<., .

-

,

.
,

2. If a time fraine approailko the evaluation
is appropriate, ate thelegotiations
scheduled to,occur in time tO permit the
collection of data {concerning the status
of those who are to participate) well in
advance of the introduction of the treatment?

,
.

y

,

..

-

,

r.

,-,

3. If necessary, are the-negotiations.scheduled
to occur in time to permit the development,
tryout, 'analysis,, and revision of instruments ,
Prior to their first intended use? . - .

.

,

4.-'

,,1 ,

,

Have adequate provisions been made.fci the -

. development .of 'an evaluation design. through
441"6. ne of the folloWinirpreparation of design -

--,,

,,

- .. -

.
.;

- .for set fee; preparation of design as the
first phase of the contract: or preparation
of design under an initial contract, witia ,

,

, separate contract for implementing the design. ,,1.-
5:

(

Does the negotiated Scope:of Work include:
: . ..

t; the procedur s-to be employ-ed. by the
evaluator an ,a tithe schedulel-- or theirtheir
performanc' ? __

,

,

.

.

..

.

(

,

-, -.

.

.- -b. adequate de criptions el the-,products fo 's
be expected rom the evaluation and

- deadlines fo. theitidelivery ? ,
,

c. criteria for [judging that the/contract \
has been fulfilled? . - .

- ,:.

6. Have the negotiations dealt with the _

respective responsibilities of the client
and contractor concerning: ,

a. 'The identification of the o'bjectives. of
the inquiry ? ..,

,
-

-

,
,

_

,.

.

b. data accesS-? .
.

. -
. . , ! -

-

k- ' _ Ai,

'4s



7

c ,

,c

,

: A .

7.

-
:

. .. .
. 7

,

Are the audiences of the evaluation
teport(s) identified? , 1

- *s

I

.
.

,

' -

,
Check one for each item
° '''' 116S

V

. ',

-

\

s

- t
8. Have negotib.tions concerping potential ,.

conflicts of interest taken place?
'

/
.

., .

,

.

\ ,
.

. - ,

.

9.- Has the issue of4"piggybacking" other. ...i
!research interests been discussed?

I

. ,'
...

10. Have the copyright and publication .
.

Irights .,issues been
...

n thoroughly .

e lored and mutually agreed van?

..

,-

.,,

,_

,

..

,
.

.

11. ,Has an agreement concettning,the .

'rights of prior4eview of reports been
,

reached?

,

0.
_

.

.
. ,

12. Ha s an adjudication procedure been
established ? .

, . .

13.. Has a basis for payment been a .

. ..
established?

.

. .

14. Have the ptifmarY negotators-been %., '
identified 7" . ,

. .

.
.

15
, -

Have those who will be Affected by the , ..
. .

valuation been invited to participate-.
at a secondary level in, the negotiations,
at least by representation ?' , .ti

.

, ,

1

1

A

°-
,.

16. Has a time and resource limit for .
negotiations been set by mutualkagreement?' ..

. ,,,

17. 11 the negotiations have not been success-
fully cQncluded.with the time and resource
limits set, has a second potential (

contractor been identified? .. (Refer to
checklist' dectioethree. ) !.i .

.

.

,
..

..
.

.

. ,

.

SUMMARY TQ SECTpNSIX:
. .

.

Based on questions 1-17 above 0 have negotiations
peen sufficiently successitl to warrant letting a
contract or contracts for accomplishment of the

.."evillkiatiOn design and conduct of the zalhation?',' (If yeS, sign the contract; if no, ren. n to section
tour 'and use t -and' another contractor. j

r '
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at

i . .G.. Standards and ProCedures for "Monitoring .
., - an Dialua,tioh,,Contract '''

1 I t,, ,, V

' .
,

e
e

' -20 sunie that the negotiations hae been suceessfully",c'onclnded and -.; . ,
, . ... ''-',.,. ', , ,,,.that a, contraft to honduct° the, evaluation. exists. ' If. the,;ne'g;tiatibn ,m ,

I
-

1 'k
% . .have been well .conciacted, why does one',need, to monitor the contract? ' * .... .. . .. . -. ..*

.There are toia baSic reasons, for monitoring. he first,is ,tgi.dentify -...., -,,,..e
0

.-- ''unaneicipated 'events which will ,affect the capacity of the client or.`' _ ... . f .. ,' , I

. .

evaluator to comply fully with the contract so'that renegoei,ation of ,
A

I. i: ,
, 4,1
,...t'he contract, ,if necessary, can occur. he second reason for monitoring

#' ,'

is to identify pro' ptly aeas of dissati faction on the part of either
.. ,' ,...0- . ,the client. Or the contracto,so that 'small problems do not, grow into a

y
_ breachof contract \situatl:ort, and to facilitate mutual agreement to

0

terminate the c.--truct seemeto be the%best course of actipn.....
1./ The Tools of Monitoring

.

s-'There, re two tool that. Ppermit: o.theo client t tdonitOr the -p er f ormanc e a
r

. ' :
I

.
-° - -

of the .contradto"r . ; The Eirst ,it thescope.of work:gection -of the contract.
P ,,...

The. second is the criteria' established for the procedare,svand. the, products
. . .., ,4 .

.specified in the contract. The latter tool is the-tOpic'for tie companion, ..... , . -.
. ,

, . ;.,,,. .r.),. .:. 3. .. a /',paper (Sanders- and Naf 2 iger i .1975)" and.iii11t;not be ,*egli: tath here . .

..r
1 Other than the qualita tivei judgments `to ::.'e, made, 'th'ere are four

0 .
G ,

, '1. I

Ibasic questions one can ask of thgoevaluator!s perfothiarice: ''
't: -*. -

...,, ,.
1. ' Did. the evaluator use the procedurea 'that Were agreed upon?

. ,. .. .
fZ. Did the

.evaluator use ;the procedures within' the time schedule
c'agreed upon? °

1 ) _. .
3.... Did the evaluator deliver the products agreed upon ?''

4. Wee 'those- prodUcts delivered by the agreed :upon deadlin s?
, ,

,-.

i.. ,), -

AP N

r
95
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f . -., .
,Le --c... . 7 .G.. Standards and ProCedures for 'Monitoring, ,,

, .' an EValuatio-h,Coqtract w",
.

; ,,,
(- -J.

1 , P . W
P

''
.

.

. .±..Assume that the negotiations have been successfully'doncluded and ,s ' .

.1. . 0 .
# a.that a contract to Conduce the, e'valuat ion exists . If the, negotiat ibn 'S , ' J.

It , - ..,

P

,

4, .,have been well 4oricincted, why doe,s one",need. to monttor the contract?'
A

There are to basic reasons, for monitoring. The first, ,is tgi.dentify
k

00'' ....- stinaneicipated "events which -wilf_affect: the capacity 'of the client or- _ .- .

I

.e\aluator td gong:ilk fully with the contract' so that renegoni,ation. of ,
" . P.

' :4the contract, if necessary, canogc'ur. he second reason for monitoring
* . 4 ..

C .1 ..i s to identify proMptly airdas ,of dissati f'action on the part, of either
4 \, /0

'', cs I 1 't
the ;client" d r th contractor '\so thansmaJ/ p.roblems do not, grow into a.

11

.
, .

.-,. - \ .
_ breach-of contract \situation, and to facilitate mutual agreement to

I

e 1 #, 6' '
I

1 \ Iterminate thesorrtra-ct if ,that, seerasnto be ,th**4best course of actipn.
:re. ,

4.

li, The Tools of Monitoring -,, . .., r
. .

, - .

-- 'There' are two `tools that. p-ermi the client to nionitcir the performance r' t r t .
,"fi . a

a ,
. of the -contractor, :The first ia the

,

scope of work:Section of the contract .-,-
6 . 4, #.

, ;The second is the criteria established for 'the procedures and, t4e. products
- - , ,,,/ 6

. , ,
.,':'-',-. ,*sec-ified in the contract. The la tier tool is the topig 'for Ode companion,- - ,- ."...., ,.

;paper (Sanders- and Naf 2 iger ;,1975)` and-iii111;not be °kale With:Aere. 6

'%b } ......t."a # Y I
..,i ,' Other' than the qualitativ% judgments to 'be, made , (tlieise are foUr,, - : , : . .,,

* 1 . c ,basic questions one can '
ask of" the,evaluators performance: -

. q. ..-1. bid, the evaluator use the procedures that Were agreed upon?'. .

.2. Did the evaluator use ',the procedures within' the time scheduIe -
.

agreed upon? ' , ,
, : .

, .
3`.. Did the evaluator deliver, the products agreed upon ?'.',

, . ,-.4. Were 'those products delivered by the agreed 'upon deadlint's?
- . . r

a

.

. f
95



, a !s;

t
s

. e
t

' 2 - t 6 t he speCification ,o,f these e antlin the 'contract it', is,
5

. .1,

0" virtuelk impossi§le. to ..monit-or the -c6htraet, to establish contract 0,.
; /,/ ' -#!"kulf illment or lireich. ,is in -shir---e a' c"no win" situation fpr,all //

.- -

.

concerned
, . , .,t ---,, z: ' ..- , c - _ 0 ,

.. .
. _.-- 2. P-roceaurbg for 'Renegotiation the Contract

. .. .

.

..

. More often :than not tht evalnatl.on..will not be accomplished striOly:
, --, :. .. - c ,.

,
. ; iii" accord with the contract. .There' always seems to be some uneXpectgd,

,.. - - ,
.

.,, ..
-. I-

. event that foroes' modif iCgtion of the otrginal intent . `- If, for exan134,
a -

.,

. 0
41

' f-------''----- ''''''using a new math ,aurricula, resign. or . ..

-:,
-,. § cleat that same c hang e in.

. the/. evaluation:
-

_
- .

.
'''. ,

.

.

three of sbc teachers who' 'a

one,reascin or 'another-, it i
'-

' design is in or-der.
. 1

4 . .4

'
.

..N
A

Whenever circumstances change from those anticipat d in-the contract,
, ,

the,client, and 'the contractor need to:

,

.3.

consider whether tnegotiatf-ion .is
.4

rnquir.ed:. Both iart'ies liould 'examine" the ipope Of work contained id the4,-
,.contract and determine, which elements can. 'still. be accoMplished and .r

are nb longar----'-'-fe.asible. Adjustment-tan then b,e made The .tmelnes may ,

- .

, - -
' need to- be), a-lred. Moreic -or . less ,mbneY thaw be agpropr4-0-1:giyen, the*

3 . . - ,changed: situation.- In- the event that ,the',client and contract disagree
, , , , -- ' , ' .--.'.` ahliut the ki.nd or 'e..;cteli of ,the taodif ications requirad-i't the'illj'ud icat ion..

, .. 4
., ,. 6 .

P y Cite$S 1$; 1.pulated in the contrac,d;should "be;,.used.
7, , , : ..1-..,. . a .. .. - ,' * a_ -r.. s

- Is. ,., a
school,Giventthq 'conittaints,',,pf the real world- of t1 ddhool, fle25i17-14ity,, . . s. .

is !essential 'for. bcrai parties-. 9ne- a3.4,iiiust on oceasiori concede that
1 ... " )--..- ' - 1..! .. ,

I
O.

Lite:has 'decreed. that no avaluation..skto scbut. Throtigh the fault': of,v- " ' - ,/ ....t . .

r 4
f .... a" t. p, . .

no one, xhe7s4tirtation is ,h9:13,eleas17y. out? of 116nd. A Means f Or termination.4
1. '' .. ....... .( ."' ' .. - e .

,

o the -toritiaOjt,,,tften/s,ttould 41e used. ,f.

c

-

I

.

to,

.0.-

. 98.
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;

,

. 4-0

,

0

'9,6

/



,

_ .
,.

I.

.
v

. : '
3. .Procedures for Termination of-,the Centract

.

When both parties agree ,that the \c-ontract. 'shotild-15ed terminated,' they._ s
It 1

.-

ought to refer, t9 igreemegts contained in t,he con ratt caricerninkappipprAaie '
t

- .

remuneration and;, close -out procedures. 2 A itrief t portifleritifying the
4' k

sreisoes,, for 'termination shOuld4,e prepared and Jiled. If ,either pparty "'
s a

...

7 rP

does not" wish to" 4rmiitate the 'contract or if a dispus/4 te. exists concerning
',

.
1what Would corgtitsiite juSt recompense ..or c6ncerningtsome other fscto`r,. ', ..,, .

J
. . .

,..'then` i t Is appropriate! :to -implement :the oadjudicatio.n proc es§ `a:gre ed. ,upsOn '',0., . r --.:t, .- ,:: ..,,k k C

.------
in t e:1;coonttract.

_ --,
.., ,, ., , ,- + ,_

:21
.-

Are.- obne vety, na:tu
, . , . ,,,

... ' (
.

I

he......cotttract ..ttaa's-lx at- tfie end -of tbi design. p'hase, unless. .the' fee 'or'i - ,

, , e.,, , ._ . ct 1 , .,
.e,

,,,, .,'___-.--------s eiarate contract approac w.4s y'sed., .' The other póints nee&I,...to be buil- '').
, . , , , , . . -

. . . . , 5 J.' r . P ...7,-t:.' .-
1 ...into the,,,Colitract. D'-or the p,-odn. 4, , the ,deadlineq.conetituEd,po.ifits ':.., ,-- si 4, - , 1

,' ' r .4.. % °V-, ....... .

at 'which
.on4 can examine ontract fuEf,3.

-,

1 ' .

ok A' A
6.4

.1'
es*

"
Spoint, at whiCh to. consider- terminatiOn Of

e". .. ,,IYete-iteiiiing whet
. .. -i.

,.. ;_ .
.evalaationis: following - he agreed. upon, procedur is somew/ ... .

r the
.

re -
pro,b12matic The use Or a "mires tone''. ap'r oach has been. u-sed- with some.-
'sncc'ess,. 't4 contract on g stipulates a. specific :paint, in time by

-*; ,whicli certain events ,are to ,have -ocCutred .gAt each of 'these time ,poin,ts
A t

ent and 'contractot j ointly review prog4esi to see whetherr'-,

s

things' are, on to

-tcience%irOgram-'may call v

,
.

For example,' tlict contract for the evaluation
,. ,

,

Ant erve.ews Tiith each experimental- ,teacher n d a c s t wcopparisan.ith

.

the administ Eion,- of .13etest to witudents k
'1, .5

,

maj,or '
.; pave ,t0il. place by Dece4ber, 1.

I

, On or, shottly after rust date tie --,,i1:ent and
.

caaprec'tor
..

,confer to examine. . .

, . : ',I,.. v s . *4;

delays, overexp,enditures, and, the liket anA_the' reasdns for them. If the . ''',::.A , 4
A , % 1, , 1 . L.' ., °

i ..tproblems axe serious enough, one conSiders tbe possibility, of. reneptiatith.n. .....0......4....0, . , .

* 4 ' ' 1'. I .' :., 1 I , ' :

t

A

or. of, 'terminaEion.
."

,,, 9 9
It

-



,t :

7--

6

41

5

$

rt.' a °

.

{r 9
.

Determining which breaches of the contract are serious .enough to
..- , . 4 ", f

m%rit considering termination is dependent on-the situation and the
4 ' a 0 . a 0 0 $
'S a .

,individuals: 'Certain cases areso extreme that solutions are'easy. The

''last't,eacher interview wasconchkcted on December 2 because ,the.evaluator
a4 t '

0 ,

caught the flu and had. to redcheduIe. 'No one in 'their right mind would

4 cOnsrder-dliSolution of the cantractsdi,.that ground. On. the other

C

t

V
%.

the

rside; if no.one.has segn oi heard of the evaIuatorsince -day the'
. ,.,a;" , '-

.contract was signed,it is relatively'simpfg.to'deCide that breach 9f

,
:k . :contract has, occurred; and to' terminate. =Usually, -however,- the situation

I: , .

is not as clear. cut. JudgMent and -the intelliient application

te
xperience is requird;d.r

.

Perhapt the best tIvice -onceon can offer is that the communication of

.i'cUsatisfaction must be direct and ()Pen an documented' very, carefully..

, If the contractor feels that W rk,for whill-the.cltent is responsible is.

and that this Dai/ure is advdisely,affecting,

r

a'

4 0

not being performed adequately,

-the evaluation-'effort, that.Should..45.zdis

The results or that meetift'should be-not

t
If the client believes'that the'evaluato

-

responsibilities, again this situation s
' -

.,.

Almost any'-dnilateral .attempt to teimina

'prior-expression of digSatiifaction
o

to a debilitating.and protracted disput

.

One great achrantdge of anagreed u

fact th&E,one ,is. reminded 9E ,4,hat Wilt

demands of the arbiter(S). InPreparin

,

v *, to traclg own the Teal.source of the p
.t 4,ar

,terminate tne'qontract rather;thaWant

.

ussed between the p4rties.
. ,

4a

d in a memorandum 8r letter.

i
is failinrto perform'his

ould'be didcussed and documented.

e the contract without some

olhardy'. ,It is an invitation

r .

on jad4di*Cition procedure is the
1#

.a contAntiaus fray.

. .

i

e'reeluied to satisfr-th,e information.

. ,

-,ihat. information one'isOf"tkn 4b1g,t

1 °

I

` ' . ,,,,
biem an.d. ilicably4renegoxiateor, . .

.
. , . /

ti

'a
.5 t

a (Iry
r . '" ^ r
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CHECKFST: Seetion Seven: Criteria for Use in
Monitoring the Contract a'

I..

.., .
.

y
. .

`Hav'e.p pc5ttures for monitoring.thelprogreas, of
the Wo k been, agreed upon, i. e. , have
mileqone review points and product deadlines
been learly.set? . ,

- .

tt

z .,
v. ,

.
.

.

.

.
Check one or each item

Yes No

4
t

,,

,

.

. .

,

-,

2.
.,,,

ci cuMStances are different thati.these . .

/an ipated' in the contract, has a renegotiation
oc rred-? `' \\

\l'

.

. ,
.

'
,

. /

.

.

.

.

.s,

.
u

., '.

.

,`

f .

.If renegotiation was, not pOssible, has a mutually
'.s:tisfa.ctory agyeement to to inate the contract.

AIreached? ,Beep re
_ . 4 t.

.
.

-.

-,

.

. ,

I
,

, t
4.

.
,

If a dispute'exi4ts; have the two parties Met.to
attempt a resolution? Have the results ,of tthat

, .
meeting been documented?

.

.

- .,,

'---l----', I

.
.

, ,

--

---

.

.

.. . ..

lithe dispute cannot be resolved among the ,

panties to the contract; has the -adjudication -,
process been inioked?

,, e i\

-1

le.

.

SUMMARY TO SECTION SEVEN.:

he
.

f ,

---,

.

-----_, _

. ,

.

- .. .
.

Based op questions 1-5 above, is he conduct
evaluation proceeding, in a mutually satisfaCtorY '`
fashiOn? (If irps, proceed tos'completion of'#ip
e'Valuation; if no, modify or terminate Contrat,fy
as_necessary ) _

-------, _

99
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. a 7
_

.

H. Applicetion of,the,Standards and Procedures-
to le Con acts .

In order
1
to illustrate ho the standards and procedures proPosed its this,

. t .
,. .. .

paper -might prove useful, three hypothetical'contracts have been constructed.
,

The first is webntraCt for the design of an evaluation. The second is a

comprehensive' contract for tire conduct-of that Sameevaluation:. Each'of

rthese'contracta.has been cormally drawn with a great many details provided

,

'in the 'contract to illustrate how completeness and precision;might be.

obtained.
"..

.

The'third'contract fai less formal-and complete: It.illustrates ,
,

. -

the minimum contenf. Of.i contract. Since many, contractual areas are not
I

dealt with cument of this kind assumes a high degree of trust and
;

A

confidence ,between the-two parties.

sense of responsibill!ty.

of

Each relies on'the other's ofes4ional

/`

102
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0

CONTRACT.

. FOR AN

DEVALUATION DESIGN

r

This agreement entered into as of this 1st day of Jund, 1975,1)y andsketwen the

School district of Metropol, hereinafter referred tows the "th trict" and

Evaluator's Anonyinous-,' Inc._
1 1-19413a1 Fontaine Road.

Juneau, Alaska

t
hereinafter referr d to as the "contracor. "

.11

4

'103
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6

or,

,

s

/..-

Whereas, the school ..district of Metropol, proposes 'to,pyaluate the Pre-. ,

. ' > ,

school Concept; Development program whichois.to be installed ineveraLkinder- ,
, -1 ,

.
-: c.t -.:garter elassrooras asNof September 7, 1975; and ,

,k

,

10

Whereas, the school district desires to availitself of .the services of a ,

-
"

contractor experienCed and qualified in this field; and

Whereas, the contractor- is willing to undertake this endeavor';
.

$ -Therefore, the parties do mutually agreeas follows: ,

1. Scope of Services

; :The contractor agrees to design- an evaluation 60 presc 1 ConcePt

.

,J .Development Program wbich will provide answers to the folio g questions.., , \ 4. . . r
-, 1

. :-, -v--:
, . ,

A. Ho* is this program being implemented in the classroo s in 'which'. e ;
it is used.?

B.
4 ,
Are the children' inclassrootiks-in which this program is used

.

mastering its objectives ? :
\ , - .

C; ,Do_the "children iD classrooms using his -program achieves higher
0.

,mean store on an appropriate examinationthan'children -in other. ,, - ., . ../
. . s.1tIndergarteii tlassroonis.? v.. ., ,

, ,,,- 4 ,
.,

. .

/ '"1.D. Do the teachers using this program view it as a valuable adjunct to
1.

. . ,.t'heir instructional effort? . .'
, a

. . , . tt D

In order to accomplish this evaluation, the 'doakgotor agrees to' present ', .. . .
, 1 . .

to the Board of EdUcation a .proposed evaluation'deeikritio lapel' than-June 15, :975'
v., j , , I 4 . ' 4 .

The evaluation des,ip -is tolincorpor'ate' the ,follOwing ,provrsiona:
.... . . . --,.1 - A. No-mere tfitin 6 of 12. available classrooms are to receive the-,--.

..,
,.

,
.-

ta. II .:
..

,2

- progra,
,.-,' ) e. - .

et t .
'..

1

I 4e



r

. .

` 3 d

!'lie ,selection of classrooms foxpar, icipationlnitst
'El

.

the mUltiple,ethnicity of Metropol gnd stillwerraitvalid cona
r .. ,7

..oi_participatipg and non-participating classrooMs., er''
i P

Any.instrIgnenta to (created, /adapted, or uied iia this evaluation:

,read
- ,

are-jd be epeeMed. in'the 'design. Moreover, the frequency of use
. ,

and int eide'd respondents' are to be similarly spe6ified.`

ssfatistipal analyses.to-be-perfornied,in con nection w ith this
.

vev,altia-tiona.'re to be speoth.ed.f.n th design.

' "4. a .1 4.

1,1'

&,

. ,

pates are to -be spettfied for the interii`eaaid a

linal.report.
,..0

' tst,
.444 '

4. ,

The prOPosed evaluation.des:Ign wi4l be reviewed by a conimittee selected,
,.
by the

,

of Bo
t e4

I . ., OA e Mem Of the a'os:/.
-"-

.Ds

a /
. .
#i r

the ',,ct' an compriAed,of:' 2, .1, ..

tducation ,
,,",, . \

, 4 , The SuPerintendenf of Schools
. ,

One elementary school l-priticipal
4

One 4 dergarten teacher
, 4

f an incoming kindergarten student .

, The review is to e place on. or before June 18, 1975!' Based uponthe

Teview of the propOSed ,design,' the committee will Make one of three decisions-.,
:

'for and In behalf of the dfatrict:' (1) to accept the design as is and issue a contract
'. ....

. 4

to the Contractor 'to proceed with the evaluation in terms specified within the
24 . c.

design; (2) to .list required modifications in the design to serve as a basis for,
S .

iiegOtiationithe design withi the Contractor; or/(3) to reject the design, and
,

terminate further involvement of the contractor in the evaluation. In the event

1034
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,

''' r I or

* .

i.

,the -secorid.decision- is rendered, negotiations' are ,tp begin on dune '20, 1975 at a

to
,i

. meting to be held in the schO61 distEibeoffice in: Metropol. They are to conclude -'
, - ,-;:ii',1 an;agreemen ocee; with the iinPleptlenfation of a negotiated evaluitioil . .. '`

1 ,t . 1. , .. .deSign specified by contract or to terminate negotiations iii.,, latet than July 1, 1975\
z :

v.\ .

2. Basis of Paymea
' c, ,, ,

4 Irrespective of the natureof the committee's dedittion resulting from review
--..

,, A 4- _.\ . .. !',,
of the -subMittedsigns -the Board, of Education agrees to p!q.y the contractor a sum1

0 J .

' G ....

,
4

n
...

\
% \ -', d.. ,I' '------;;`----___' ,

.
.. .

not to exceed $500. 00 for the pteparation and tubnilSsion;%f thikevalultion design
`Q :

. , .
_proposal.' The contractor shallsubmit tb the school district an invoice for

--, , A - s, ' 4 Q '

-
..

.
.-'vibes perfoitned aid authorized reimbursable expenses.. The contractor is,k '... '

,I , ', .%
,-/. 1 ../' I,author zed to.tha.rge. 22 percent of all invoiced costs in and for ihdirept costs. Each

.r-

N,invoice shall show\fo each employee of the contractor that worked on this projept
,

-

urinethe invoice period, the name and hours worked di ectly on the project
-. ''' - ,

Also accompanying the invOice-shall,be evidence of reimbursable costs paid.-
, ,

9 .

The Contractor shall alsolarovicle a,detailed budget for the proposed -

,..,
,

,..
,eValuation. 'Theiardes of those individuals who will be manly responsible ,

for the- evaluation seall be provided. The\School'distri t Will provide keyptinching
, at \ .

servibes computational equipmeftt time on an M 360-50, an access to the
'

o

: , ' ^ s ,:
, t

,, Bio Med and SPSS sta teal packages. Cofts for se activities aie not be :. /I

-

a

14

included. t
\ - . .
. ,,

,-3-

SchoolDistribt of Metropol ,`

'\

Date

S

A

.
I

Evaluator's Anonymous,, Inc.

Date

'1,04f - .
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C01VIPRHEITSIVE

CONT RACT. FOR'AN

EVALUATION STUDY

T

.This agreement entve nto s- of this 1st day of July, 1975 by and b%tiveen the

.

schosol district of etropol, hereinafter referred to as -the " and

EvaluatoriAnonymotts,
. 119 Bat Fontaine Road

.Juneau, Alaska

hereinafter referred o as the "contractor: ".

O

.11

r 107

4ro
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0.

, . 1Whereas, the design submitted by the contractor for the evaluapion of the '
..,_, . -. 4. .4' .4.4

Preschool Concept Deve opinent Program (POPP) has been modified by negotiation;. .

s
Whereas, the SchoifiBoard of Metropor approves the recommendation of

,

their negotiation committee to proceed with the evaluation; and,
-

Whereas, the contractor is Willing' to undertake this endeavOr;

Therefore, the partieS do mutually agree as follows:

' \1. 'Period of Contract
4 -

I . ,..
JThis contract shall be in force from 1 July, 1975 to 31 August, 1976 at which

time the services agreed `to are to have been proVided an all products delivered

as called for in this contract and in accord with the deadline included herein.
1.

2. Scope of Services
V'

The 'contractor shall perform those services necessary to accomplish thp

evaluation of the Preschool Concept' Development Program -in accord with the
1 . .

v .
't ,.agr eed upon design. Specifically, 'the contractor shall:

L____.
,

_.,
i

E Select by us e of procedures specified hereafter six kindergarten classrooths: .,.
/, .

,

to receive the PCDP instructional material 'and three kindergarten
;

classrooms to serve as comparison classrooms. The claisrooms; are to
1

be chosen so that they differ with respect to percent of the children

who speak a native language in their home, as shown in Table 1.
.5

108
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41

8

s" 4'4',

rr
, , :

IN

I

TABLE 1, ,

. .

SAMPLING PLAN

o,

s
Y.

t,
A.

r. .

Percent Of the studentS,Who..
speak a tiatfrt lanziage °'

.

o . i%CDP Classrooms .

,
p' Comparison Clasrooms': -

OP.

.

0 30,% . '3,1 - 65%

2 -2

'1' ' '1
b

66 -' 100% :

;,

-- -. 1

.0

."1

4,,

During the sOhoO1 year each F:CDP classroom is to be obseAyrved far one ".
,hour per week on the average by two members of tile contractor's staft.

..0fte,half ofdlkik observation time devoted to the 'use 6fthe-PCDPI.,1

Itnplementrition Ot4ftrvation Sohedule. ,The rem
. r

'
A JA

streamed. Mont* progress reports will-be/p' vided to each PCDP
.-,1-41* ,

A

iniigg half wiltbe noir

.

teacher onthe extent to:which he b she, is in conprmity with' expected'
r . *

PCDP teachin

a
0 ; 1. 4: :

0 .1' 0
.-g.practice. * -4 . . , , '

a ,4 ,o
0 I s , It. .. ,

Vo- , , ' I . .

.2' - .. '' ,_.
On 30 March, 1976 the contractor 1,1rsubmit siettiterinc:re 'On'anyI . , * s'' . ...:: '. . . 1

mbdification made in,the pclImplementatidn Obseil:ation Schedule,'
-

..

4 4

U well as a report on its dharaoteritins. 'Included in th4 tatter report' . 4,.
.

1 14
;

t
nal analygte'4- i will be ,evideke,coneerning its objectivity, asNve.11 as a. correla

.1

, .

of r,the elationship betWeen teacher, self-report data and the)obiStrvation data.
e .a 2.4

A. final report on -data collected by use of the ichedu_4°Will be included in
-

,
...,

42 O ,

2

the evaluation rereport due' on 31
Augu1

et, -1976.
A

. - h ' , ^ tl V ''
Is :-'t ; '

L '... ,
_Dulling the motiths,of 94e/nber arid May, each student' in the nine

c,

SaltoRatal l*Davelogricent
' P

"`
participating classrooms willbeilminstered -th

r

. i.
ie

109,

s '.'4 . 4;.
4

107

.
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t

.

; AL'

'S

*

, .

u.

Analysis Test by qualified test achi-Linistrators employed.by the fontractor ;

Tie test is to be individually administered.
r,,- . I"

. .

The pa rector will be responsible fbr all statistical' analysis,,` The May
c, "

1

'test data is to. be subjected to covariance analysis with the September Scores'

entered as the first' co-Varie.te. The PCDP classrooms' will be contrasted,

with the comparison classrooms using the classroom means of the May
. , .

. scores adjustedfor.the pre-dcores as the units of analysis. Based on
...-;2 ....." ..,t 4.

indices:of the:degre je of,impletneritation of the expeted teaching practice
-.. *.- . . .21 .

4,1deritedfrom the observationaldata,''the PCDP.classroqn!es are to be * .a . . , .,
. . .- ,

contrasted qn these''sanie adfusted classroom means. t
,

. .. .
,

., . ..

mastery
...,' .,

The contractor will'also analyze the PCDP test data provided by
. ' , :, ..I .

,

4
.. .4 4

a.
..

.. . .
the 'school district kir participating classrooms. Among, the infprmation

-- *
,

-.
. .to be presented will be the percept orstu-dents Who have mastered

. , 0
6 . ..-, . t: AA * ,*

'various' PCDP.Lobjectives at the defined criterion levels. ThesCdata are
4 '

als p to be!- presented so as - to'
'
) e rm i t' comparisbn atnong'classroo ms by

' a

.'-.,
,',:implenientatiOn indices.. ..

,,.
.. ,5 ; ,

., ;.* The contractor *ill develop aibachir questionnair.$ fo'rm which will include'
..) . , . ,. .- 0

a seetlon perrhitting,teachers to rate' themselves in terms of their --.,
. ,I, . . . .....,-",

i ..
. ., 4

. : \ mpkementation of PCDP. The questionnaire is.toIle submitted to. the school
-, . . .

.I .
. 6 6 .

.: : 1 ' t
. . . I , . ,

UR

, Ididtrict for review by September'15, .1975 ;and revised after negotiations
1 a A , . ,. ,. .. ... ,. .

concerning changes. These questtonnaires are Ito be admibisterecl tiring.. . .. , . .. ' 4 '. ::& , , ." -;

November, l'ebrii ary and Miy. ColteCtion 'of this.,questiPnbaire"dato. wall
A. '. : '' ,,7. '4. 4? . , * ; t ."' :7 ' 4 . t : .,,.

, ; be the reSp orisibility of the school district. ;The contractor will present ..-
, . . ..e , .

fr,equency analysekof the qnestiotinalre -data-in the -finalrafu'ailoh report. '.-"
.4.:

1

I;
A t

I I.:1.6-
53. *vI



O

yr
-i.

During th e se of the eyaludtion, there will be threa
.

typesOfr eports
- ./- 4 ,

.expected. Monthly progress, reports to othe participatin teachers on their
, <

, - -,
J implementation of.I5CDP are to be provided-Lin October, .NO-Iv.November, December;,

_. . - , . & . .

1

. .. .. .January February;' March and April. These repdrts nre'tole.kept ,
',-..

confidential, i. e.., olily, the teacher in question,is to_eceive a copyi
,

,

.
. ..-.,; . ''',

.

A technicalreport or.,the'ID6PP ImpTementa4On Observation Schedule is..
. -0 .

in. March. Ten copies of this report' are to be provided,to the.schobl

district office.

. ..-4 i'. , .
. .

The first draft of the final evaluatibn report is dud oh u y, X976. 'Ten,

copieq are to be provided to. the school: district ffice. 'Aftei review-by ,a . .
- ,

fr 1 ..,, ) ; ' P . .school district, appdinted committee .discussed further in Section three of, ,
, , .. .. ' ., r

this contract, &nd subsequent negotiations,' a final report will be-SUbinitted
. : '

o n 31 Aughst, 1976.
, Fifty copies are to be provided to the school diStrict

"

for distribution to-the School Board Off schools-district
.

parents and other interested parties.:,

.
5 ,..
The final report is to prebervp the confidentiality 'of all teachers and

.4

S

students as stipulated in section four of this contract.

3. 'Cooperation of the School District

.
s To facilitate the accomplishment of this evaluation, the school district - 5

commits itself to undertake and accomplish the following:
- . ,

. . ,
.TIre schooldistrict will provide the contractor With`as,schedule of the

plaiyied classrooin use of tlie.PCD1zniaterials within nal participdting..
, -

4.

':

classtOom. This schedulb will be tip'dated on a weekly basis to inure:

adequateobserVatidnal coverage. :.
/

1111
I

:4
% .

k 109, ,
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.

.0

),

I

1,

.

..*

The Schooistrict will insure that theCoptr.actor has access to the .

. ,
r '. Qselected classrooms, for observationaLpurposes. To promote fidelity of ' -` .,.,,,,

4 r

ate. infOrnatioii obtained, the timing of the contractor's 4servalional
, , tir''visits heed not he pre-arranged, with e teq,cher nor the school

0
principal.:'

Tlip -school district wilfcbllect and provides ttellieciintractor mastery test, ,. -
1

.
. - .

- It
I A . X 4.":

data for each student in the pcbp progrard. These tests, of which there
. 1 .

s _

are three; will be adniinistere'd to the students -during November, February

, arid' May., 411 mastery test data to be analyzed, swill-be provided to theei

4

contractor by 15 June; -I976, on keypunche D column cards in a mutually

,agreed upon format.

. ,1.

4

wx " r

.

C-

r,'
4.

, .., , .The schooLdistrict will collect teacher 'questionnaire data during the months,
,....,, -

ti

e

stipulated i1i Sectthn'2: These data =will be iirovided to .the Contractorhy

15 Ju
,

1

1 r
.4t- : 4'

106 on keypunched 80 column ctird;s in arhUtually agreed upon`foiniati,
% ,, . , ,. .

,- '.-,- '

The school district will keypunch the Salto,nstall test data, on 80 coldre.n
4 1 . i' 't ' .* Aat

r , IP ..
, 1.i,..

cards Ocording to a mutually' agreed. Upondo'rlia.t, Theie cardg ir1,11*he .,,..:1

1

-:or . . . .e J.provided-tO the conqactor.Vithin'..15 calendar, days after the-.deliv'sery of,
.7,

the inforfnation'tobe keypunched to the school district offices.s s

".." -:. '. . r-- . : -'' .,. -, °Y ,,., . , ,. , :,, ,
. :. , .

, The stiool.districi will etabiish a' review committee Comprised of:
., -, - -

. ,, .., ,

,
4,/ 5. ,

- -Zr-..-Melissa Frank; the Supdritkik,,ndent of the.1Wetropol School District
i I ".

t

' Boyd,- thKDirector of Elementary, Instruction
-

. - ,

IVIi4 ulie Rath, the`Piint ipals of the Weathertown School .

"
rean RI-Chards ,:a riepresentativechosen by the district's,,kindergarten teachers

. t ,
Roland green, Professor of Educational Psychology, Univeisity Of Alaska

. .4
.



Yke,

.

a

O

,1
II.

**'4
r,*This committee will review the 'technidal,report, the questionnaire's. , ,

and*the .first, draft of the final report and return, eir commentsand

1

.. .
criticisms to the 'contractor, within 15 calendar days of receipt: The

. 1. . S
.

1, i ,
- committee will also serve,aslhe negotiattng body for reabhing.agreement

, . .,

S.

conberning necessary changed in thtse..documenfs.
.`

,

Aaittitio:nal Contract Provisions

A. ." Non-litscriminatien
.

The contracto

discriniinate eta

. ,
agrees that in-performing this eontract.he or she shall-not

ti

inst any Worker, employee Or applicant; or, any member of- ,

.4 5,,

the.piiblic, beca:Use of race, sex', creed,. oath. or national origin,: "nor other rise
A . . . 6 .

,R t I 4

4 .
,

V

eckmmit an unfait labor practice; The,contractor 14rther.agrees ,that this-._
...

, .

all contracts entereinto with suppliers Of,
, ... F. . . . c . . ,,er ,. A

. materials or services,~ contractors an subco 'actors and alllabor , -, . .. .

.:- ..
. ,

.- Organizationsiburnishing skilled, 'uns ed and "craft ullon ski:hell Latior,.
. . . - .. .._ .

. or-who may perform any suchlaboi,ot services in connection with this ...
44

:

clatide will be incorporat

.O
,

bontkact.
'.

B. ''-, Compliance With Laws

11

-
.)

.. ,,
:- , ,

9
li ..

6 . *
.7

.$ The contractor shall 6:t-.;,l1 tirnds obserire andicomply_with. all laws
. - ,,, _ , ,

- ,

,

- ,
, -. , ,, .. ' ..r .. V

Yordinances, and iegulation6 of the" federal, °state , local-ilnkcity government;,
.3 . ... - I v. .. . .

Wfi 'CV rkay- in any'rhanner affect the 'Performande of the:contraet: I
',i, . ,,, :,, -' `I' : ., ,'

Insurance ' .:-' ...- - . . I

.: . .4,
4 .

I , . .. ' 4,
', '94,.?/

The'contractor will purchase-and 1114intain',duritiethe Iiii'afthis dontra;c t . ,..

.
. .

- ,1 ' ' . , i. , `t. .
I.5 t, .

,
insurance coverage whiCh wig:satisfactorily insu,r,e,h(magailist claims ,.,,

9 19

.

and liabilities. which couldrise becaus,e-ot the exemition of this:contract..
11

. , ' ' A

e '''

e- .



4 ,

. ,
, . D. Ponflict of Ititereet. ,, , . ,,...

,. .._ ... ,

:

'S, .1 e ".v... 1. . . ..... 4 .4 , .

k: , Nolneth the golerningber of th body, f the-; City-of Afeitt plirqr.:' therfunit ofr-.- .w. ." . . 6 .
i, . 4,

,"

A ' u, , .' " 1

goVernmentand.n6 qther.Officer, ,employee, or agent 'of '''City. or other.
.

v -
-. ,. . , A ,

unit of government wli)..pkerelse, any,2 functions dr resp nsibilities'in .. . .

, ... r 'V , - _,
''," ' ' 4" ,

*.

. conneetiOn with the carestmg out of th'e, Pkojebt to whin this contract pertains,,. 4,
, .

.. sha4have.aliy perionalinteest, diPept or indirect; i .this Contract.. The
.

Y.

r.; J.

t

ti

V

A '
A,

i.
410

,

E. Confidentiality , A 1. ' ,
-

- -' 4,. ,
.

4 The cdhtr actor agrees to preieive the 'confidentiality of aU sUbjectd
Pe

1 .4' .
. .

.participating in this evaluation; no. tea5cher, student.or school will.be .'this.
,. ,-

. ....identified or identifiabfe in the written -or oral reports provided to the. '
..., .

district or any other party.' (The use of fictitious names is permitted in, .. , .

,

contra4r ,co- ve n an ,ts,tha
t,

,he p rp 4 e ntly"has no interest and shall not acquire
,. ..'e , ,.

any intefest,.d otor iaditee. in the Projectto which this Contract. -........

-pertains Whic h- wouldyonfliot in finny Ma= or.degree with--th performance ,

-
. I

0 tAttS uider. The contra.ctor further covenants that in the- ,-

performance of thiS Coaraci'nq'personhaving any such interest shall be

employed., ..
2

I

reports fo illustrate individual us'es
."
if that is deemed a desirable repo,,,rting,

.

. ., .., - .. . 4, .

technique). - .; '.
. ,

F. Prior Review /* . ..
, ,

, , t ,
.

- . . ..- - ; .. ,
No written report of This eira ation will be released by the contraptor to

., ,..- ,,,
,'

any party :without the concurrence of the District Review Committee.' The' ,

,
, . . : . i 2 ,1 .

.
. district similarly agrees to`sOure the; approval Of,thentractor prior to 'I .

N .

0the dissemination of evaluation, findings. ".
)

,
. . ., .

, . , e'..*. r -, .:, :114 , ,

.. r ' 11.2,
'
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(

,, ,
,

»G. other Research Interests
.

The contractor is free to use the instruments developed for use in this. , .
.

i

:(

S. e.

project or the results derived therefrom in other pursuits as long as this
,.

use does not violate any other contractual provision.
k .t it: .

The contractor is similarly permitted to administer the "Teabhing Climate
. .r

Index" to those participating teachers who volunteer to respond to collect

data for use in ongoing research in the area. The adininistra.tion of this

instrument is not to occur during normal school haurs;

H. PuBlication Rights .
r..,, ° ,
4 .The .contractor is free to publish a report of this evaluatiolTin a.professional,

jourhal.or to'present an account at a professional society Meeting with the

follo*ng restrictions
To:-

A. The confidentiality of the` district, as well as that of.the

individUals Involved, is preserved.

The article or presentation is first.submitted to the district
5,11. .

, .
for prior approv al (see section 4. F).

A'

Negotiation/Arbilration

- In the event of a dispute between the client and the Contractor concerning

any provision of this contract, that dispute will be submitted to a panel

for arbitration. The panel will be cqmppised of:

Or. Harrison Greeley, Professor of Education, The University of Alaska,

Fairbanks*

Dr. James Evans, Senior, Research Associate, The Northwest Regional

Educational oratory, portlandr Oregon'

115
113



...

9

Dr. Michelle Williams, Associate Superintendent of Public Instruction,

Alaska"Department of Education.

. The findings of this panel will, not be binding on either party.
.

. ,
J. Termination of Contr

This agreement e terminated by written.mutual consent. Iri
c,

the event of termination the contractor shall be reimbursed for its

costs incurred to the date of termination.

I

Milestone Dates

The dates of which products must be deli,Vered and/or major activities must

be concluded are shown below.

1 July ,,1975

30 Xuglist, 1975

15 September, 1975

30 September, 1975

,o Contract Agreement

Classrooms (PCDP and coMparison) selected

o District provides client with classroom

schedule:for use of PCDP --schedule to be, -

updated by district on a Weekly basis

o Draft of PCDP Implementation Questionnaire

delivered to district fox' review s,

o ObaervatiOn of PCDP classroom begins

o Saltonstali Developmental Analysis Test.

(SDAT) administered to PCDP and comparison
. .

classrooms

o Committee review of PCDP Implementation

Questionnaire completed and delivered to

contractor
r

,

5 1

114'



'15 October, 1975

$

.

nthly Implementation*Reportspr,ovided

;
.

to

CDPtehers

oi5a-ta irom SDAT provided A° clitrict for

tlkeypunching I

,31 October, 1975 °Keypunched SPAT data delivered ebntractor
J .

0 PCDP Impleitentatforc Questionnairede,livered

15Novembe

.

to district_
z.

.

I

1975 oMonthly Impleinentation Reports

,PCDP teachers,
6

10

30 Nove ber, 1975 , bPCDPs Implemehtation Questionnaire adminis-.

. tered to teachers by' district
,

o PCDP Mastery Test l'data collected by disirici,

December,' 1975 o Monthly Implenientation Report's provided toi' .

.PCDP"teacthers.-, .

,..
t

15 January, 1976 .:

February, 1976

,

'15 March, 1976' .

0 IXIonthly Implexa. entatil Reports provided to .

. (s
A'.,-,-: PCDP teachers .

.. , .
*.

.15 Februa:ry; 1976. . ' ciMonthly Implementati "Spports.provided to

PCDpteachers
.

oPCDP Implementation QuestiOnnaire adnrinis-,.
.

'
tered.to teachers ley district _t

b PCDP MasteryTest2 datacollected by district
,.

1 4. 1

ommithly Implementation Reports providedg,toN
0t .r .I '

r.

'PCDP teachers'

,

" A_

:,,-.
4.

In



x.

4,t

.30 Mar61,4 106 .7

C

T"'?0 .:'tic

15 'April; 1976,4 .

.,
: opommittee review of ,Interim Report delivered 1,:.

6 c., ..4 ., .
',' .

,
.

to 'contractor --- . :
. , -,

9 -
.. ,

... ":

..,.

' ., ).5- May, -1976 o Monthly IMplementation Reports provided to
, 4

,

, s
'A

/ '
o Draft of Interim Technical ,Rep6/1 on the PCDP. .

a., . .

Irdplementalloti Obsetvaiion Schedule delivered .

to district 4

..r, . . .

.
.,,,.9,

9

,

. f
. . 9

,
o Monthly IniplemOntation Report s. provided 'to

.

PCDP teachers

30 May, '1976 .

SS

. t

9,

,

I? ,./.

. ,

PCDP teachers
,

o Tinal Version. of Intprim',Report,delivered to *:
.

distilist*.: ' -
. . ;... .,

. ..,ev. .. . . (e

o.Saftonstall Developnierdal Analysis Tedie4S'D'Il
- .

, administered to.P.CDP and comparison ..

clasiro*oms . . .., - 0 N.

. -..,,,.
o PCDP Implementation QuestiOnnaireadmtnistered

to teachers' by district ..,9-
.

I*

oECDP Mastery ,Test 3 data cigfeCted by district
..t'-' : .' ,
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15 August, 1976

31 August, 1917'6'

. Basis of Payment

The district agree

conduct of this evaluation.

,

°Committee review of. Final Report cleliverecl

to contractor.

oFinal Report due

."
ti

to pay the sum of $14,975,00 to the contractorfor the

Payment is tObebraade.a:s follows:

$2, 97g. 00

'$3, 000.00,

$3,000. 00

$3, G00.00

y; 1975

dctober, 1975

1 Febru'iry,!1976

1 May, 1:976

. N

Acceretanoe of Final
ReportAp.:,,eir,111Out
30Aug-u'it, 1976 .

The contractor ,assures the, di strict that the inclirect costs charge
. .

t

this. contract will plot exceed 20. 5% Of the direct costs incurred.
-

In the event, of contract ermfrlatiOn, the contractor ,wilr be r
t

for its costs. to the date of termination.'
,
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. Evaluators Anonyito"us, Inc.4. 119 Bal.fontaine:Road
Juneau, Xlaska-

Stapeqntenderit L. k:s. Williams
,MOtropol 'School District
.Metrogsol *laski

Dear 'Superintenient

I anvpleased to'siihmit a contract document for evaluating the Pre-school
Concept DevelOpment Program now in operation .in the Metropol School
District.' are two copies of the contract for your signature.
1.PleaSe return one copy to me.r -
We are looking forward to working With you ,during the next several.

- months. If I may provide further information, please' do not hesitate
to call upon me.

S,incery,

.Harriet Brand
President

HB/ph

N
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0

I
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4°dREEMENT

,
,ThiS agreetent is made and entered into by and between the School

District of Metropol, Alaska, hereinafter callect the district, and Evaluator's

Anon3rmoust Inc. , hereina ailed the contractor.

Purpose
,

The diaritt and the co/tractor\ mutually agre to carry out activities th*.,1

A

el.o

will result in e evaluation of th
r

Program (PCDP).

2:0 The contractor

2. 1

\tk

Devfse a sampling strategy to permit compaFison of,classrooms in

which PCD 's used and other similar claSsrooms.

Pre-school Concept Development

2.2 Devise anobservatiofial.schedule for use in classr520, using

2, 3

.PCDP in order to determine the extent to which the program is

implemented as intended.

Observe each PCDP classroom on a one hour per week basis and

provide' a monthly 'report to each participating teacher.

2.4° Administer the Saltonstall Developmental Analysis Test to

2. 5,

,classrooms using PCDP and comparison classroomt in
f

September, 1975 and May, 1976.

Dev,elop a questionnaire to elicit informatiOn about program use

for teachers using PCDP.

2. 6 Provide a technical reporton the observation schedule in
11

March, 1976.

122
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2.7 Analyie all data, '.inchiding that proVided by thd district.
,.. . .

2.8 Prepare a draft copy of the-dnarreport by '30 July, 1976.

2.9 Prepare a revised final report by. 30 Angust, 1976.
,v,A* . . . .

3. 0 The district will:

Provide the contiactorWith aschedule of classroom use. of PtDP.

3.2 . Collect questionnaixe data from teachers using PCbP during

November, 1975; Februb.ry, 1976' and' gay, '1976. .

3-.3 Collect student data on PCDP mastery tests, according to the"'

A

following schedule:

Mastery Test 1

M'astery Test ,

. v

Mastery Test 3

November, 1975

Februai-y; 1976

May, 1976A.
3.4 Keypunch all data on 80 'column cards tin a Mutually *reed upon't

. :format..

3.5A Piovide free access to the district's computer system for data

analysis,,

3. 6 Retqrn all documents submitted for review within 15 days of

receipt. ," , I , ,

. e ... , .. t

Provide a sum of $14 975. 00 to the contractor for the *duet of . ,

1
13'

7

this evaluation.

4. 0 Conditions

4. 1 The period of performance shall be rot July, 1975 to 30.August,

1976.

123'
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1 ', ;4.2: This shall pe a fixpd. Pridb contract in the, amount of $14,975. lioN 4
4 ( #"- 1 ` t ... ,

for the.peifortuance,' of work.,stipulated in ,paragraphs 2. 1 through.

' . 4.
4,2.9.

: ,
.

6ity-cdPies o tgertnals y.'epOrfshall bedelivered to the district
, '4

without restricttbn as to its.3.i4er In addition th,e.c6iitractoi shall
4%4have unrestricted' use-of the contents of the products; either in the5, .

.

,
1. s' ,, .

.

. - extantor an _adapted forgi. for its continued use -in the field of, ,

'67 ,.- , . ;
. , education, with orVithou.t:raerence to the district as dete'r/nined: ,.: . . . . .,, . . , .
., . by the 'district.,7

, . ' .A
P t

I 9

The-payineiit schedule to-the contractor will be as follows:

1.-July, 1975

.1' October; 19.75

1 Febrtfary, 1976

1-May, 1976

s;
$2;975: 00

$'3, 000. 00 4
e

$3, 000. 0:0

b00. 00

Acceptance.ofinal $3.000.00
Report on or about % :
p August, 1976 , :

*

4.5 Thig agreement may lie terminated by written mutual consent. Ine e
i

l
A \s .' ,

l: .
. ..

the event of termiTation the contractor shb.11 be reimbursed for
. .

\ its costs incurred to the date of termi ation.

Schodl District of Metropol

By

Date '
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