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Introductory Stacement

,

The Center's mission is to improve teaching in American schools.

Its work is carried'out through three research and development Programs--

Teaching Effectiveness, ,the Environment for Teachinf, and Teaching and

Linguistic Pluralism--and a technical assistance Program, the Stanford

Urban/Rural Leadership Trainin Institute: A program of Exploratory

and Related Studies includes aller studies not included in the major

programs. The ERIC Clearin ouse on Infbrmation Resources is also a

part of the Center.

This paper, which is part of the work of the Environment for

Teaching Prcigram, discusses problems that Are repeatedly found in the

-literature- cin formative evaluation, with emphasis on the special dif

ficulties of conductirg forntive_evaluation in schools. It defines the

requirements of effective fOrmative evaluation as (a) a link between

evaluation and decision making (provided by continuous assessment and

feedback), (b) involv?)ment of all who will be affected by decisions

based on evaluation, (c) a theoretical framework to support the dvaluaL.

tion, and_ (d) close attention to the schook's social and political

.setting. On- the basis of this discussion the paper suggests a survey
feedback ,oproach whidteprovides objective_ information and a process

involvingall relevant constituencies in A dialogue with natural work

groups in the school to define school problems and, develop strategies.'

for their Solution. This_ formative evaluation strategy is aimed at
institutionalizing problem solving in a. school, and in this' regard the

paper examines the problems and prospects of. the approafh.
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WATER AND.THE DUCK'S BACK: THE USE OF FORMATIVE

EVALUATION IN. SCHOOLS

Terrence E. Deal and Kathleeri M. Huguenin!
.

EvalUation efforts in schools have had an effect-equivaient tb that
rt

made by water on the back,of a Huck. There are those.who would attribute

responsibility for this situation to)the ducke;. "Schools have character-

istics which make them resistant to 4valuation efforts." And there are

those who would attribute it to the water: "Today's educator may ray

little on formal evaluation because its answers have seldom been answers

to questions heAs Asking" (Stake, 1967).

This.paper assigns the reeponsibiaty neither to the wat - nor to

the duck but to the match between them. It asks the question: ii-)w can

formative evaluation assist educators in improVing'schools? Our T.-arpose

is to suggestsome general criteria for formative evaluation and a

specific strategy for improVing it% First, we shall define formative

\\evaluation and focus on the limitations and problems that arelrecur

rently described in the literature'. Second, we shall consider the unique

,characteristics of school organizations that pose challenges to formatiVe

evaluation. Third,We shall suggest a survey-feedback'process as a

specific strategy Sor evaluating schOols as organizations. Fourth,

we shall diseuss the potential of the survey-feedback approach for

addressing the problems of formative evaluati&l. ,

.
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Formative Evaluation: What Is It?

In its broad sense,."evaluation is the process of ascertaining the

decision areas-of concern, selecting appropriate information, and col-

lecting and analyzin information in order to report summary data use-

ful to decision makers in selecting among alternatives" (Alkin, 1969).

Within this broad area of evaluation sev4ral finer distinctions,

can be made.,-;. The first crucial distinction is between evaluation that

is conductedyhile an activity or Program is going nwand evaluapon

that is conducted after the fact. The former type of.evaluatAon As

formatiVe, the later summative (sometimes called post hoc or,pass4eil).

According to Scriven, "formative eValuation prodUces information:that ia

fed back during the development (of a program) to help improve it'. tt.

serveb the needs of the developers" (in Weiss, 1972) This 'Lam' focuses

on formative'rather than summatiVe evaluation.

Another important distinction is between the goals and roles'of

evaluation. Recognizing the misunderstanding and confusión between the

two, Scriven (1967) makes the following dichotomy: goals are the method-

ological activities that are used ip the evaluation process, si

whether they_are applied to the-evaluation of coffee machines or teaching

machines; the roles of evaluation focus on the cciptext in which te
.

.

,

eva uation process is used, or the function it plays in a par cular

sitç.iation. Implicit in the role of evaluation is a direct 1 nk to the,

pol cy and decision-making process. Objections at the o levekleften

means.the goal questions do not get answered. Thus this paper is-de-

,
.

signed to focus on an explicit interrelationship between rolesand goals.

A third distinction is between evaluation research and policy

analysis. Rossi (1972) defines research as the use of scientific

methods to describe phenomena and their relationships, wtile policy

analysis synthesizes,this information and develops guides for decision
0

making. Ideally, these two aspects of evaluation would not be mutually

exclusive but rather complementary. "The circumstances under which to

conduct policy analysis would be when...the effecti ess of alternative

--1social policies are known through evaluation resear h " (Rossi, 1972).
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, Evaluation incorporatesd broad range of activities. Ideally,
. .

evaluation research provides'-either formative or summAtive input for,

decision makers. It encourages a consideration of the-contributions Of

both the goal of an evaluation and the roles that it can play. And it

provides a means through which research can contribute to policy analySis.

Why, then, are so many, evaluation studies shelved:on far corners to

collect dust? Why Aoes the cycle cease at the analytical'level rather

than lead to recommendations for action? And why the general distrudt

and misgivings akout evaluation?

Recurrent Problems

Our main concern is why formative evaluation, in particular, has

not provided a more positive contribution or an impAtus for action in .

improving schoold. We will begin by focusing on its limitations and

the problegs encountered in conducting it. These problems will be

discussed under four general headings that describe the major require-

ments, or needs, of formative evaluation: (1) a linkage between'

evaluation and decision making, (2) involvement of those who will be

affected by decisions based on evaluation, (3) the existenbe of a

theoretical framework, and (4) attention to the social and political

setting.

Need for continuous assessment and feedback into the decision-

=king process. This need arises from the folloWing three pioblems.

First, the linkage with the de6ision-making process is frequently'%

absent. By definition, "an evaluation study should be a problem-solving

enterprise with a clear-cut relationship to some decision-making

function" (Suchman, 1970). This assertion is found throughout the

evaluation literature. The primary criteria by which an evdluation's

effectiveness can be measured are its usefulness and its potential to

lead to change. Nevertheless, as Guba (1969) reiterates in his list_N

of specific problems in.this area, there has,been repeated failure tos

link evaluati?n and the.decision-making process.
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Second, there has been a lack of emphasis on feedback. Formative

evaluation involves more than a final judgment; it-emPhasizes an under-
__

'standing of the ongoing process and a continual feedback of information.

Rather than'a "before" and "aftei," a "during, durings.during" design ia

necessary. We maintain that.an interactive process--stop, go back, re-
.

vise or continue--is needed to Take evaluation useful. Weiss (1972)

proposes, the following remedies, which are designed to incrtase the use--

fulness of evaluation feedback: it should be given (a) to the appro-

priate level of users, (b) in

\

ftderstandable, nontechnical language,
,

(c)16fOre decisions are made.

Third, evaluations are often.one-shot and after-the-fact (Cube,

' 1969; Suchman, 1970; and Weias, 1970). Furthermore, the decision'that ,

follows is often dichotomous: Do we or don't we continue this program?

,It is repeatedly suggested in the literature that-thtre be stress on

program improvement rather than simply a judgment of success or failure.

Given these limitations, formative evaluation rarely leads to action,

and evaluatioj results are seldom used.' There is no direct link between /

assessment and improvement. If improvement is the main goal oX formatiVe

evaluation then making -such a linkage is crucial.

Need to involve relevant groups. TWo issues recUrin

ture: the lack of involvement of the relevant individuals and groups

in the organization_or rogram being evaluated, and the concomitant

reliance_on experts from Outside. Not only are representativeirfrom the
it .

, various levels of a program frequently excluded, but often even adminis-

trators.do not take an active role in the evaluation_process. Involve-
.

ment of these relevant individuals and groups is frequently suggested

as a way of minimizing friction hetween the evaluators and thestaff of

the program or organization being evaluated and as a potential way of

increasing the implementation of actionq'suggested by the evaluative

results. 'In addition, input from all relevant sources is often suggested

twincrease the validity of evaluation findings (Weiss, 1972). These

possible advantages seldom become reality because the participants are

usually,marginally and'Passively involved in the evaluation.
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.

eavy reliance on externally tiained personnel creates a gap between

deman .and supply, because adequately-trained eValuation personnel are,a '

rarity (Cuba, 1909). lt also reduces the legitimacy of the evaluation,
,

i

einceoutsiders rarely generate a sense of legitimacy and frust. .Hence,

the'involvement of practitioners ip.the evaluation procesStiilakes sensl

on two levels. If internal personnel are involved they.should perceive

evaluation as less threatening.- Further, their involvement produces a

larger volnme_of inside information such as the "backstage'''realities of,.
9

e-

t*,

the program 'norms, the jargon, and the critical subterranean issues

(Weiss, 1972).
,

Need to make the theoretical framework explicit. 'This need arises

from four concerns expressed.in the literature. Fi st,.evaluation must

111have ari underlying conceptual framework. A partic ar study should be
,-

located in an overall theoretical perspective (WeisS, 1972). A concep-

tual framework, as oppOsed to the individual idNoxnCrasies or the whims
. .

of the evaluator, should determine where the attention is focused, i.e.,

what information is obtained. It also,influences the evaluation method-

ology77-how information 4.s obtained, and how itLasUmmarized or processed.

Finally, the conceptual framework has implications,fór the, selection of

an intervention strategy to eorrect.areas identified by the evalua ion as

needing iniproveient..Tbere must-be a.match' between the conctual frame-

.

work and the evaluation problem. For
4
example, where fundamental p blems

nay exist in the organizational-structure, evaluation based on a pSycho7
A,

logical model may not focus attention on the most salient aspects

(DeAl, 1974). ,

Second, thete is a.need to make the evaluator's Underlying frame-
.

weirk explicit. Rein (1973) points oat ihat our social science per-

spectives determine how we view the world and how we organize knowledge

eoncernin;\the variables we,examine. An evaluatiOn model.is baSically

a s t of.assumptions about how a particular segment of the woad works.

nsequently, any evaluatiOn tudy needs to state exactly-what these

assumptions Ore.' Alkin (1969) charges that when an evaluator reports

summary data to a decision maker, judgmentS are iarplicit, and it is

therefore incumbent upon.that evaluator to make eiiPlicit the value

systems underlying these judgments.
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Third,ehe formulation of goals has,b&en overemph4ized. Aside
,

- /.

_ from the obvious-Problems encountered when attempting to.ope ationalize
a ,

o

-- and measure goals,ton much emphasis on this level leads to a eoccupa-
6-

tion with val e judgments and intentions and mOves 'away from an exaMinA-
'1

tion-of what i actuplly happening in a particular setting (Scriven, 1967).

To avoid bei4k 'bogged down in Vhe goal "swaMp,". a systems approais

often used.

The systems approach,-suggested by Etzioni- (Weiss, 1970)addresses

a fourth theoretical problem7the limitation of reliance on,a static,,.

rather thariadynamic, framewo7k. Basic to the systehd approach is an
,

fmage of organizations.as dynamic interrelationships among various sub-

systems. This is congruent,with Suchman'S (1970) Assertion that it is

necessary for evaluators to-view 'organiz as relationships rather

than static entities. The systems -View has implications for where

e-Vainators focus attentiOn. PrOgrammatic effeCT cannOt only be ob'served

. on participants, but on the,entire system and the various SubsYstems.

Implications can be derived for possible. organizational resiseanCe to

changes which the &Valuation ultimately suggests. Though logical or,
4 r

rational, these propoSed.changes may not be organizaitionally feasible

or acceptable given-a holistic vieW of organizational interrelationships.

Need to consider the social and_political context: 'By definition,

.
because evaluation is desCription-and jndgment, it Is political. Cohen

-,(1970) asSerts that evaluation is necessarily political because it often

contributes-to changes.in power relationshipa.. It produces information

that is. Potentially relevant to the decision makers'.Who Are responsible

for allocating resources--moneys position, orauthority., In the
40
past,

evaluators have failed to antic pate the raMifications'of suggested-

change.strategies and resistance to them.

Considerable resistance originates in the social structure of-the'

organization and environment in.which the evaluation takes pdace. -W1thin

.
any such context there exist potential support and potential obstruCtions;

t

both must be taken into account. These sociaL realities have'an. effect

on potential organizational resistance to chAnge.
-q;

Longwood and SiMmel

(1962) ave noted that "no maeter what-purpose an organization ip
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created.for, once it is established its nurpos ,becomes to perpetuate

itself." Social and pOhtical consigeratio an be useful in determin-
.

ing whether resistance will-come from igdi iduals within the brganization,

-from the sociopolitical-environment in which the organization is embedded,

or froth the organization itself:,

Some'Stecial Problems of Formative Evaluation ols

The four genr .1 problems of formative. evaluation transfer as

e aluation is conducted in educational=lsettings. Additionally, schools

lave special features which add to or intensify these problets.

Educationteaching and learning--takes place in formal,"(complex

anizations. It is therefore important that the systems framework

derlying the evaluation be closely related to organization theory.

rganizations can be:considered systemsyfth five main subsystems:

environment, technology, formal structure, individual and 11 group

norms and processes, and goals (Udy, 1965). Systems theory haSizes 3.

that.these subsystems are interrelated; hence, changes in any o e sub-

system have consequences for all the rest. Environmental change or

example, affect the other organizational subsystems: goals, struct4e,

technology, and.small group processes. e
Formative.evaluation may.focus on any particular prganizationa

subsystep. But because.these subsystems are so highly interrelated in

,schools, aS in other Arganizations, feedback that suggests :changes in
011`°

only onesubsystem.may produde problems because the impact on the others

;was not-assessedscr.becanse the other subsysteMs did not provide the

proper support for the.chan.ge.' .Fot 'example, an evaluation ore particular

reading program,(or-technolegY) may'reveal the need for.a higher level of

individtialization But changing.thel'dad rig.,,program may also requite

changes in th wey teachers work tog Mr otrAm the way school-wide de-

cisffpns areiade. :Similerly,.an assessmérit.of community needs may lead r

-.to changes in a gchoors.04kAcetional-goale.' ,But these Changes may also

Na,

10
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..
,

affect struc ural features of the school su s evaluation processes,

specializat.n, or.coordination.needs, and ma i crease the demands on
_

individuals ange the processes that ope/ate n small groups (Deal2

and Bale dge, 1974).

The :,. of conducting formative evaluation is to.improve schools.
.

Since Schools are complex organizatiowx, sensitivity to the.dynamic

relationships among the five imOortant'subsystems is crucial if improve-
4

mgnts ate to be sustained. The conceptual foundation of forpative evalu-

ation qbould facilitate sensitivity Sy providing a way of undestanding

the'oiganizational forces.that sUpport or Constpin both evaluation

and improvement:

In Addition to the dynamic-tele ionships_of_the main organizationa

subsystems, there are some special qualities of each subsysteffin school

organizations that affect the formative evaluation'process. The most

Important impliqations of these qualities forevaluation stem from the

relationship between schools and,, their environments and the nature of

educational goals.' In.any formive evaluation the social and political

1

iconteit is an important consideration. Schools, however, ere( ma:- lly

controlled by the communities in which they function and by th tate

legislature. Ultimately,' what is taught in schoolsas well as how it is

taught an&by whonr-is determined by local school boards and thd state.,,

The social and political environment is overtly patt of the school
0 .

system. As a result, formative evaluation must pay special attention
. .

to the social configurations and political forces that operate in the

local community or other levels of the environment. There mustalsope

a recognition thatthese configurations and forces will Vary in diversity;

stability, and influence.
-,-b

The goal'subsystem in school's is also different from Other organize-.

tioris in which formative'evaluation takes place. The goals of education
i

.

are diffuse and multi-faceted. In .a businesa organizatiOn the ultimate

ig.',Oal is profit, 'which is specific, unidimensionaL and easy to measuie.
.

In comparison th'e goals of education are unclear and diverse v and

measuring progress toward them is a,feat that outdistances current
-

measurehent technology.

vv.
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\Attempts to make,pe goals of education clear and Measurable or to
. -

narrow the range of what sc4bofsid1-e expected to accomplish have en-

------icountered several difficulties: Making the goals specific often results .

in heated Contests among various community or school factions. Limiting

the range of goals collides *ith the expectations various individuals or

groups hold for schools.. For example, focusing on t'hin uctionel or
/I

socializatpn functions of education ,often runs afoul other more

fatent flinctions such as custody control,-evalUation, certific tion, and
3

selectiOn (Spa

The special q tilities of educational goals have important, lice-

'tions for formative.e aluition in sChools. In fact, it is nearlY,i

possible simply,to begin fgrmar4ve evaluation with a statement

tional goals and then t(imeasure the extentlto which they h been

realized.' 'Rather, the formative evaluation process ftse should pro-,

Vide the basis for reaching-a-consensus on goals or on t e problems

that confront the'system. FollOwing this initial stage,,the,criteria

for measuring goal's and other indicators,pf school performance. may then

become the focus of subsequent evaluation.

Although the,special qualities of edUcational environments and

,góals have the most twortant implications for formative aluation in

schools, the other orgtzational subsystems alSo have qual ties that

affect evaluation activities. The unique character of educAional

technologys group processes and norms, .the formal structure of

schools contribute additional prOblems that make formative evaluation

diffitult.

An organization's technology is a series of integrated activities,
.

procedures, or procesees conducted to accomplish intended goald. Under-
.

lying a:technology is a set of beliefs about'the linkage.between the

activities.Or procedures and the intended outcomes: In school's; the

main technology (ingtruction) is fragme d; and the link between
,

instiUctional activitie% and learning ou comes is relatively weak% .

CUrricula,' instructional packages, and teaching strategies are ex7,

amples;of educational technologies. .But for'AdSie examples the knowl-

edge'or beliefs to support a specific cause7effect linkage between the

-112
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technology and the outcome da not exist (Oreeben, 1970). The-jinkage

between teaching strategies'and learning outcpMes is not understood. .

.
.

.

For this reason, evaluation that focuses solely on educational outcomes

does not iirovide a diiection for improvement. Reporting achievement

43Cores td teachers-or schools does not,.by itself, provide a direction'
,..

.

for change. Student performance On such tests is.only an indicator and

unless accompanied by informatiOn on other aspects of instruction or

the organization ofthe school is 'relatiyely.UseIess for_formative
F-

purposes.

---1-As in all organizations, individual and small group activities are

,.

an essential subsystem. Around these activities informal relationships

and norms arise which influence the,formal structure of the organization

and theway work is performed. Such informal relationships and norms

,are often quite powerful in schools, particularly at the teacher level,

.;,,,Apd are buttressed by teacherg
associations,.which emphasize the teacher

4

as,an,autonoRmous professional. These two factors combine to produce the

bureaucratic-professional conflict often found in organizations. In'the

absence of well-developed formal controls or sanctions, informal_norms

and processes are particularly potent. They are often powerful barriers

to change and are resistant to evaluation efforts. They must, however,

be part of formative evaluation if it is to accomplish its main goal--

improvement of the system.

Finally, the formal structural features of schools are unique.

Wiain school districts, for example, the various organizational levels--

district, school, and classroom--operate independently of one another

-)
with little formal coordination or control, particularly in the area of.

instruction (Deal, Meyer, and Scott, 1974; Meyer, Scotte Intili, and

Hain, 1974). Within levels also, participants operate independently.

. There is little formal work-related interaction within schools either

among teachers or between teachers and specialists (Cohen and BredO,

1974). There is little interaction between principals or teachers of

different schools within the same district (Meyer, Scott, Intili, and

Main, 1974). Evaluation of teaching or instruction is virtually nqn=

existent (Dornbusch and Scott, 1975). Formal evaluation of teachers

13



or.piincipdis is not conducted frequently,. .Neither, in most schools, do

teachers evaluate each otherrs cIassreom perfqrmance. .Structurally,

sdhools are,loosely coupled Collectives rather than Well-knit formal

organizations.' This irrangement mininizeb the costs of Coordination,

'such as time and conflict (Deal, 1975). Formative evaluation in schools

must recognize these existing structural patterns and the rational basis

for their maintenance. At the same time, these patterns,of sociei or-

ganization Must be a prime focus of formative evaluation:

To-date, formative evaluation in education has not been directed at
-

,all the important organizational subsystems in schools. Nor has it

recognized the dpecial characteristics of these various subsystems and

their dynamic interrelationships. Few evaluators have focused on the

organizational structure of schools; few have focused on environmental

configurationsand pressures; few have emphasized instructional techniques

or procedures or the linkage between existing teadhing strategies and

educational outcomes; lew-have-focused significant attention on individual

and small group processes-and norms. While most educational evaluations .

have begun with educational goals and measured the extent that they have

been realized, insufficient attention has been paid to the peculiar

nature of educational goals, which Makes.suCh.an emOhasis proble M atic.

In sum, attemptaat formative evaluation-ineducation have not fo-

cused on the five important organizational subsystems and their inter-
.

relationships. Instead,the emphas4 has been on instructional evaluation

or the measurement of educational outcomes even fhough this approach,

given the peculiar nature of school organizations, is usually less than
\

effective. This emphasis has distorted/the reality of highly complex

social organizations. It has not produced the feedback that is needed

if schools are to develop coherent, effective educational programs and

design social organizations that provide suitable support. The narrow

has contributed to ilpternlif school organization that are in-

sufficient to cope with both complex educational environments and so-

v:kksticated instruction (Deal; 1975).

14
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As formatiVe evaluation is applied in schools it must take into

account the unique nature of the educational enterp?se. In addition,

this application must recognize general problems in the field of forma-r

tive evaluation. It must therefore: (1) be relaied to the decision-

/making process, (2) involve all participants inihe evaluation process,

(3) make explicit a dynamic, systems-oriented eoretical framework,

(4) consider the social and political realities df the school's'environ-

ment, and (5) emphasize the special.characteristics of school organi-

zations and.their important relationships,. Formative evaluation in

schools cannot merely address instructiqn; it must consider the organi-

zation if schools are to identify and Make-necessary changes and provide

for their supp ort.

Survey Feedback as a Formative Evaluation Technique

The Environment fqr Teaching Program at SCRPT has developed an

alternative strategy designed to overcome the limitations of formative

evaluation in school organizations--a survey-feedback approach (Deal,

Duckworth, and Robbins, 19733:-.

We begin thesprocess with a survey which gathers systematic and

comparable information from the,participants--administrators, teachers,

students, parents, and members of the community. This survey seeks

information in such areas as educational views and preferences; the

present instructional program; the relationship between the school and

the community; the work relationships among teachers and between teachers

and the administration; student attitudes, aspirations and preferences;

the current decision-making and problem-solving processes; and the.

satisfaction of all participants, both overall and with respect 46 spe-

cific issues. Since a wide variety of views about many issues is ob-

tained (at various levels within the system, and from various roles and

frina people outside the system), the survey produces a solid body of'

information both about the current state of affairs and about desirable

directions for change. The survey'information, together with information

on student achievement, demographic data, and other existing information,
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provides,a base for evaluating the school thaOncludes the petceptions
-

of all participants as *well as faCts...

The second step in oar strategy is to introduce a system§ view of',,

the dynamic relationships between.a sthool and its community; between

the instructional Program and teachers, students, and the adminibtration;

and among thavarious roleS that are required-to nake an educational

program.or school:run. Ihe distinctive characteristic-of this perspective
0

is its emphasis on organizationalattributes, rather ihan individual

characteristics,:as the Source Olkproblems and of resistance to proposed .

changes.

The organizational view of the process of change is introduced to

,
participants of a school-or schoc1. district through a planned workshop.

.

1

, .

Th workshop uses.lecture, discussion, partieipative exercises, and

aterials to instrutt school personnel in the otganizational approach

--
,

to problem solving and change. It focuseS on. general concepts and-theory.

It introduces participants to the five organizational subsystems and
_

their relationships to one another. It also introduces.participants to

specific skills such as brainstorming, leading

probleMs, interpreting survey data, making infere

sions, solvini

frOm data, and

developing criteria for selecting change strategies. These pstspectives,

skills, and techniques enable the participants' to explore and eventually

use the information provided by the survey to evaleate the existing

situation, to pinpoint trouble spots, to develop directions for change,

and to anticipate the support required for changes, as well as to pre-

dict any likely resistance. As an illustration, we might.find that

comtunity educational preferences were not incorporated in the existing

instructional program. This analysis might lead to suggestions for

instructional changes. But the instructional changes would, if neces-
e.

'sary, be accompanied by changes, in the structure of the school or in

the individual or small group skills needed to support the new instruc-

tional approach. At the same time, the analysis might predict that

16
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certain 4egments of the community orspAroup,of teachers within the'

school would oppose the changes. Strategieg. would then be developed to

ensure lphat these views were heard and incorporated in the'changes

- uktimately made.

The third step idour survey-feedback strategy is to emphasize

participation in the process of evaluating the school and determining

directions for improvement. Al ,019jose who, will be,potentially involved`

in or affected by changes are inv ved in thy process( Thus, the views

of all will be heard', and the legitimacy of the evaluation as well as

the level of commitMent to the propoSed change will be increased.

4 The dilemma-of'full-participation is to involve everyone with rele-

vent intereits withodtcreating a chaotic, unproductive squabble among

them. We circUmvent this problem by having two kinds of groups ighich

will, help COnduct the sUrvey, feed back the resultsand discuss action .

strategies. A policy group is formed from representatives of. all the

constituencies involved: e.g. district administrafOrs,the'Principai,

teachers, parents, and:students. Peergroups a e also formed and are

-composed of individuals with common roles or int ests in the school,

e.g. the:members of individual departments or grad levels. Groups of

parentsor community'representatives can also be formed into a eer"

group, as can students% The peer groups'meet to discuss the survey

findings most. relevant to themselves, and to feed back the results of

.
'their discussions to the policy group. The poliq group thus has some

idea of the desires of different interest groups in the school and the .

.community as well as haying accesS. to the overall results of the study.

This group may then consider alternative policies which could be insti-
,or

tuted, and suggest strategies to the peer'groups for their review. In

thismay a dialogue is begun between the peer and policy groups, between .

the special and the.general interests. The dialogue will help gather

inputs for problem solving as well as generate commitment to the ongoing

process. In this way it will institutionalize problem solving in the

system. ''And' the evaluation activ4ies will be linked to the existing

decision-making apparatus.:
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The combination of objectiye information, an organizational per-

spective,'and the participation process make survey feedback a unique

approach to formative evaluation. Activities similar.to those we pror
c

pose are now .Used by-schools or school districts: needs assessments,
.

organization4. climate surveys, organizational development programa,

instrucapsessments, and commitnify involvement PrLrams.' Su ey

feedback is.Unique because it provides a planned sequence for rela ing

fhese.otherwise diverse activities In a systematic way.

^

Row It Works
_

Three groups dre.involved in the survey-feedback proceSs. We haVe

mentioned the peer groups, which are.natural work grqUps in the school,

and the policy grhup, which Is Composed of:representatives from all

relevant constituencies. The,third group is the advisory team. This

group is analogottulto the:outside-evaluator or consultant, and in Our

case includes representatives from the staff of'the Environment.for

Teaching Program at SCRDT.

The policy group, the peergroups,' and the advisory team form a

temporary problem-solving structure. ,Each-group has specific responsi-
..,,,

biiifies as the survey information is reported and used.'

The role of the policy grouP

1. Reviews questionnaires and determines field procedures.

2,, Provides legitimacysfor the study among various constituencies,

3. ParticiOateS4n.problem7solving workshops

4" Uses survey results and input from.peer groups to define

-school-wide problems.

5. Develops,school7widechangeStrategies aftvLoversees their

implementation.

6. Takes an active role in evaluating the results of'change

strategies.

1 8
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'The role of the peer groups

1. Discuss survey information that pertains specifically to
the work group,

2.. Participate in probIemrsolving workshops.

3. Define the problens of the work grqup ana develop tentative
strategies for_solving-them...(

4. Discuss the schaolrwide prohlems4ihd sikutionS identified by
the policy group.

5. React to proposed school-wide'chsnged.-

6. Implement both specific peer group and school-'0ide solutions.

The role of the advisory te(tm

1. Provides criteria for selecting the policy group.

2. Provides.survey instruments and gbrks closely with the polldy

group iVevelOping field.procedures.

3. \Supervises, the collection Of informa0.on.

4. Analyzes information and highlights possible problem areas.,
,

5. Conducts problenrsolving workshops to provide.a common
framework for discussing information, defining problems,
anitproposing solutions. Trains ditussion leaders for each
peat group.

6. Advises on process and suggests alternative formulations as
.protlens are defined and solutions-are proposed.

7. Assists in determining the effetiiveness of change crategies.1

The survey-feedhack process,in a school unfolds in the folloWing

sequence:
.

Step 1. Orientation.

Advisory team introduces survey feedback to faculty, administra-
tion, and other groups;'discusses the formation and composition
of the policy group (the desired roles); 16nd suggests procedures
for selection.

Step 2. First survey design meeting.

Policy group meets with advisory team to (a) identify relevant
target areas, (h) ientify groups to be,surveyed, (c) discuss and
assist with inforrn4 information.g thering.
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8tep 3. Secohd surveY design meeting.

DeSign procedures for .gathering inarmation: Advisr team meets i

with policy grbup'to (a)' reviewinstruments e tablish'

,procedures for collecting data.

Step 4. Data collection

School staftwstUdents, district personnel:, and Parents complete

survey.

Step 5. Data analysis and preliminary diagnosis
4

Advisory team analyzes data, defines problem areas, assessed

II match" AMong preferences, instructionallprogram, school organi-.
zation, and environment.

. f

Step 6. Problem-solvineworkshop

Advisuy team meets with Policy.grOUp in

.(a),iatioduce organiza 'anal approach 4.

(b) train discussion le ers for fee''d
orolv

Step 7, Feedback to
,. ,

Advisory teamheets with peer gr up leaderdio feed back resq.:ant
d : . .

.

results concerning their,groups. -ii7X''
,

Siep 8. Feedback to policy groups

..f,
_

Each pee,group leader reperts his/her,groUp's results from survey

and: straegx suggestions. ,Advisory team presents overall results

and iindingi, %Entire groupdiscusses N5.rganizational strategieS,

propOSals for changes, etc...:'

e.
Step 9. Feedback to peer groups

Peer group leaders again feed back.overall findihgs and suggestions

fram policy group meeting,.especially as it concerns implications

for their particular group, and discpss 'organizational strategies.

Step16. StrategSr Session

Policy grou0 and advisory teammeet to.disCuss and confirm actual

plan to implement strategies'.

Step 11. Evaluation of results

After a specified tit" parts of the survey are readministered.:
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In essence, the survey-feedback process involves a comprehensive

ganizational analysis of a school. It gathers information from the

f important organizational subsystems and uses the information to

evaluate the existia sithation and tto provide a basis for making im=

provements. From the,very beginning, the school's.partiCipants are .

heavily involved. The main goal of the pxocess is to ptovide the

participants with information, probletirsolving skills, and a sequence

of activities that will enable them teJimprove their existing situation.

At.the same time the Process emphadizea the importance of anticipating

resistance to changes and-providing the-'support that is necessary to

maintain changes over tiie. :Like all formative eValuation, survey feed-
..

back is a diagnostic technique. -Unlike other forMative evaluation,

however, it avoids some recurrent problems. Let us look moxe closely
. f--

at how survey, feedback addresses Ithese viously identified problems.

The Potential of Survey Ftedback as a Fbrtnative

Evaluation Strategy

Thus far have described_the problems and needs discovered from

an lxamination f the litXture on formative evaluation; the unique

pro Ilems entailed in'evaluating schools; and a specific fbrmative evalua-

tf)
1

ontechnique, survey feedback. Keeping in mind the special problems

of school organizations, we shall now use the.four needs of formative

uation as criteria for assessing the value of durvey feedback.
-4

Need for continuous assesament and feedback to decision makers.

Ths is the basic premise upon wiliCh the survey-feedback approach is
.:

based. Th%Jeedback sessions lead directly to strategy and implementa-

tion sessions. Strategies are then assessed in terms of their,ability

to solVe the identified problems. The cycle is thus,complete. Each

aspect of the process is given equal importance. ReleVance to the
.

decision-making process is not left to cnance or good intentions, it is
1
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built in. Ideally, formative evaluation is a continuing prodess. In

,....,

survey feedback, the last step of the first cycle automalically becomes
..1

the'first step of the next...ad infinitum.

.
This concern for cOntinuity is especially cru ial,in such ongoing.

programs as schooling. In the survey-feedback ap roach the institu-

tionalization of formative evaluation as a continuous data gathering and

feedback system is not simply an ideal--it is expedted.

ed to involve relevant grodPs. Taylor hnd Maguire h nted
,

to five groups (and we would add a sixth, administrators) having im-

portant opinions about education: spokesmen for society at large, subject

matter experts, teachers,,parents, and the students themselves. Members

of these groups .are educational judges who should.be heard. Superficial

polls, letters to the editors, and other incidental actitities.are in-

V
-sufficient to obtain these judgments. An -evaluation of a school program

should systematically take into'account its merits and faults as perceived

by well-ideneified groups. -Thus, judgment data and description data are

both essential to the evaluation ofleducational programs (Stake, 1967).

Judgments from all these groups are integral to the survey-feedback
411°

I

approach. The usual reliance on biased information, hearsay, and rumor

ore replaced by systematic information solicited through a participative

process. Not only should the quality of the evaluation product be en-

hanced as a consequence, but the commitment to any resultant change

strategies should be increased.

The school I s unique organizational characteristics--the importance
t.

of its loosely coupled formal structure (Meyer, 1975) and the(dependence

on the environbent--can all be taken into account in the survey-feedback

process through the mechanism provided for input by the different kinds

, -'.),

0
,

of groups and by5Ancluding these various interests integrally in the
--

process itsqg. ,

Another problem in formative evaluation addressed by the survey-

feedback approach is the advantage of being able to conduct the evalu-

ation internally. After a school has completed the survey-feedback

process initially, it can.be continued as an ongoin4 evaluation technique

by school personnel, thereby eliminating further, dependence on external

resources.
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a

Need to make the theoretical Itmework explicit.% Not only does a

dynamic organizational theory underlie the survey-feedback process; it
.

is explicitly transmitted both in the orientation session-and.ln the
,

organizational problenrsolving workshop. Participants therefbre do not

have to guess at the assumptions and purpkises of the evaluation; the

underlying framework is systematically shared with them. Like Lawrence

and Lorsch's (1 69) contingency model of organizations, our approach%f _

overtly seeks a ' it" amoyg the instructional program, the-structure,

_ and the environment of ty school organization. This congruence among

the three levels'is seen as instrumental in leading to the effectiveness
,

of the organization: This framework is also consistent with Etzioni's
,,,,, 1

dynamic systems model. His approach euipJsizes the effectivetiess of such

organizational functions as "recruiting'res rces, maintaining the

structure, and achieving'integration into the environment" (in Weiss,

1970) rather than overall goals.

The framework underlying the survey-feedback approach considers

the important organizational subsystems and their inte'rrelations.

Etzioni's functions of an organization overlap with Lawrence and Lorsch's

and Udy's subsystens. A dynamic systems approach provides theley to

aluating the school as a total organization. It also minimizes the

ance of setting the goals at the outset. This is especially

cruci 1 in a context where the goals are ambiguous,A.11-defined, and

colitles ed.

Need tons the social and political context. The survey-

feedback appr h addresses this crcern on two levels. First, the

process provides structural mechanisns for soliciting input from the

environment and for generating output to it. Second, during strategy

development and implementatioh, supportive and constraining forces of

the social and political context are considered. Explorations can be

made as to what is politically and socially feasible and cost-effective.
,

A
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.ct ,

As we have pointed out RreQiousiy,, education not only occurs within

h a social and political context buekis dependent upon it for its

47-existence.. There is no question whether-to consider this context

in evaluation; its inclus1,n is essential to Survival. lhe survey-feed-
,

back approach recovizes this imperative and systematically inCludes the

J environment in the fórma ive evaivation process.

Problems and ProsPects

Lest the survey-feedback procees be Seized and embraced as an'

educational cure7a11,,we hasten to emphasize that itjs not. As with-.;-

any evaluation.strategyppersting in the.real world of schools, there

are potential problems. These exist in the process itseif,,its under- ,

lying assumptionS,its appiic ity tO a particular setting,.and costs..

Within the survey-feedback pr ess, there are three possible -

problem areas: securing real repreeentativeness in the policy grOup,

fostering an adequate dialogue between the polity and peer groups, and

cultivating the organizational perspectives and special'skills under-

lying the process. The last of these is most problematic. Given the

individualistic or psychological view predominant.among school admin-,

istrators and teachers (Deal, 1974),,it may'prove difficult to encourage

participants to via their world "organizationally." There are also

specific skills in transleting survey resuIts into change strategies or
At

improvement plans, but apart from the obvious discussion, problem

solving, and group process skills, the linkage between assessment and

solution may not be readily apparent to participants. The problem-

solving process.requires a familiarity with cause-effect relationships

and knowledge of how to use systematic information to define problens

and develop solutions. Bridging the gap between an academic approach

and a real situation is...difficult under any, conditions.

Even assuming that the process unfolds according to the ideal, other

problemS-m4 interfere. The first is in the area of educational goals.

Most existing evaluation approaches begin by soliciting the organiza-

tion's goals as evaluation criteria. The survey-feedback technique, on

the other hand, assumes twg levels of goals. The first level is process

2 4
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goals and. emphasiZeS AeVeloping a consensus on pifblemp and change

strategies Which then become goals or eValtiation critelIa. Hence, at.

the first leVel, the "ioal"-of the technique.is.goal Consensus. This(C
. ,

emOhas s
i

beCiuse of s ambitguity, may. be difficult forthose in educe- -,
.

tion ifio,are.accüstomed to beginning an erluation with A statement of
_,.

goals, then collecting InfOrmatiOn to measure.their attainment. The

.second level of goals- broadensthe range of typical edticational.evalua-

tions and specifies that-the ultimate goal of schools is overall Organir.

zational effectiveness, -including participant satisfaction and coupunity

/I.I.
- s port,as well as the realizagon of student leirning outcomes. This

-,

0 level of .goals.isTelated to the organizational perspective under7
_ _

-iyinithe Survey-feedback process :This, once, again, tay be ,unfamiliar

tO participants. The organizational perspective'assumes that Organize-

sctional effectiveness- is attained by a "fit".or "equilibritte among the

various organizational subsystems. This theory is essentially a.

contingency view of. organizations and assumes.that effective organize-

tions%re those that haVe designed structural features to fit their

enVironment, program, and Informal processes.

A second problem conld xist because. this underlying theory may beN

inadequate or may not lend...itself to a particular sC-hool situation.

Fprther, even if the theory adequately captures.or orders ,reality in a.

given context, a valid meagurement ff the varicrus conCeptiin the survey

may beoutside.the .gxasp of Otir instruments.

Otaird potential prOblem may arise in the-implementation stage.

As with most evaluation systems, the survey-feedback process assumes a

logical, rational orientation on the part of the partictpantg. It

assumes that all alternatives, preferences,:and Consequence§ are fully

'known and that participants'will choose rationally among them. What may
AP

-q be closer to actuality is that all.alternatives; preferences, and con-'.

sequences are not fully known. Even if known, the-participants nay not

choose,rationally. And finally,'a logically chosen strategy nay be

undermined by.unanticipafed political.and social realities of the situa-

.tion. -Despite these constraints, however, survey feedback can be useful

as a'way of increasing the "known" part of the equation and anticipating

the social and political ramifications.
a. .
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A fourth problem is that the survey=leedback process is expen
4

(berr, 1974). Retaining'the outside advisory team to administer the

survey, conduct workshOps, and participate as a full partnpr in the

process costs more than many schools or school districts are presently
A

willing.to invest in formative evaluation.: Even if a school. district---'-

ds willing to-commit the financial resources,.obtaining qualified

pdrsonnel with backgrounds in survey research, organization theory, and

the skills needed to facilitate the problem-solving process may prove

'difficult.

-The time required of teachers, Administrators, parents, and cam-')
_

,

mdhity members ib also substantial. Administering the survey, completing

the survey, participating in workshoOs, solving problemt in peer groups,

and serving on the policy group require that participants spend more time
1,.

than usual in evaluation and in planning activities. We estimate that

the survey-feedback process will require at least eight weeks t9 complete.

If this expenditure of time iS viewed as taking too inuch time a ay from

'the day-to-day oPeration of the program, schools will be reluctq t to
NI

participate.

Moreover, the process is bound to produce mor onflict than would

be the case in "business as usual," where many imports t conflicts are
,

smoothed over or avoided. pie survey-feedbac1c process,I by making latent
_

conflicts explicit, may initially produce power struggles, infighting,
4 .

and interpersonal stress. When this is added to the conflicts that will

surface as new Patterns of social organization are created, the process

may appear too exfoensive. Buffering, as a means of responding to complex

environments or instructional complexities, is cheap in terms of time and

conflict*(Deal, 1975), particularly when many of the costs of buffering,

such as reduced organizational effectiveness, are as difficult to assess

as they are in schools. Only if the,costs of survey feedback are com-

petitive with the costs of just enduring will schools be likely to

undertake it. Even though survey, feedback may, in the long run, be mod

effective than most formative evaluationl its short-term costs appear

1/1

high. Although schools presently spend money and time for the separate

activities included in the survey-feedback process despite the costs,

these varioutivities are rarely related in a systematic, global process.



-24-

AlthOugh'it'is not a panacea, the surver."-feedback process addresses

some very fundamental concerns repeatedly found in the area of formative

evaluation. Itakes into account the special characteristics of schools.

It directly/bridges the gap between diagnosis and'action. It ties to-

r

gether the presently discrete areas of organizational development, form-

4 ,

ative evaluation, and educational research. Perhaps, owing to the,survey -

feedback approach and others like it, it will someday be said that

formative evaluation is effective in tottering tducational improvement,

and is not like water running off a ducys back.

-q
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