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Delphi~Discrepancy Evaluatien:
A Mcdel for the Qgélity Control of Federal, State
and Locally Mandated Programs (EVA)
HERMAN A. SIROIS | EDWARD F. IWANICKI
University of Connecticut
=ABSTRACT-

Problem. Legally mandated educational programs often lack
specificity and guiaaiines for such programs are often vague and
subject to considerable variability in interpretation. This
situation praseﬁﬁs perrenial problems for evaluatazsi. Few
evaluation models have thé flexibility for dealing with this
ambiguity and variability while at the same time achieving program
evaluations which are both formative and summative.

’ﬂéthc&glagy, The Delphi-Discrepancy Evaluation model is

designed to assess and prescribe. The five phases of the model
inciuﬁe; (1) Establishing a standard by using the pf@éedurés of

the Delphi Technique. (2) Gathering data about programs based éﬁ‘“q
the standard. (3) Determining the aiscregancy status of programs.

(4) ﬁnalyzing these.disgrépancies in relation to criteria and

other programs in the population, ana (5) Preséribing and remediating
based on the analyses of ﬁisc:epanéias;

Conclusions. Bringing together successful techniques such as

the Delphi Method, Discrepancy Evaluation, and the notions of
Euclidean?DistanGE”ta'bear'@n"a”particulaz'evaluatianwprgblam should —-—

facilitate analyses and render decision-makers with more valid
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The evaluation of federal, state, and local educational
programs has become a large volume aﬁdrhigh finance business.
The evaluation industﬁy has evolved around a growing cult of
"experts," each passing thé cult's initiation rites of de-
veloping a new or modified evaluation model which promices
to resolve the perennial evaluation prabiems of ﬁethadglﬁgyg
application and implementation, relevance, impact, value,
policy, and polities.

Of the numerous evaluation models in existence, such
as Scriven's Formative-Summative model, his Goal-Free model,
his Modus Operandi model, Stake's Countenance model, Stuf-
flebeam and Guba's CIPP (content, input, process, product)
madelg7?ravus' Discrepancy model, Rippey's Transactional
model, Owens'! Adversary model, Wergin s Pgl;tlcal model,
and Cook's PERT (prcgram évaluaficn and review tachn;que)
etc,, almost all were d351gnéd to meet specific needs of the
various programs to which they were initially applied. Much
of the development (and progress) in educational evaluation
appears to be a result of the failure of one model or another
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of evaluation to meet the evaluation needs of a program when
applied inappropriately to that program, and the subsequent
refinement and/or redevelopment of an evaluation model to
meet the unique needs of the situation or program in question.
A lesson we can derive from the history of educational
program evaluation, to date, is that no one evaluation model
can serve all evaluation needs. Rather, the evaluation needs
of each particular program or situation must be analyzed and
a program-specific evaluation plan must be developed, drawing
from any and all existing sources of evaluation models, to meet
the information, feedback, judgemental, and;decisieﬂﬁmakiﬁg
needs of the program under consideration. A Popham suggegts,
educational evaluators should disregard Polonius' dictum:
"Neither a borrower naﬁ a lender be (Popham, 1975, p.42)."
The evaluation design presented in this paper is a hyﬁrid
model, begged and borrowed from proven models in the areas of
educational evaluation, educational planning and futuristics,

and special education needs assessment. This fiodel was devéloped

mandated educational programs where at least loosely defined
guidelines or criteria exist.

The concepts of Delph--Discrepancy Evaluation is presented as

‘a model for district-wide, state-wide, and/or nation-wide monitor-

ing and needs assessment of mandated educational programs. The
model, originally presented in May, 1976 to the Connecticut State

Department of Education by Sirois & Levin (1976), was designed to

-2~ 6



(2) diagnose spceific LEA needs (inservice, assistance, ete.)
in relation to developing teacher evaluation program.

The model incorporates the Delphi Technique for establish-

evaluation for arriving at judgements regarding the remedial needs
of local schocl districts. The model is essentially a blend of
the Delphi Planning Technique (Weaver, 19735, the Discrepancy
Evaluation model (Provus, 1971), and the notions of Eﬁelidéan
Distance (from Gable & Gillung, 1976), and is appropriately named

the "Delphi-~Discrepancy" model of program evaluation.

The Delphi Planning Technique

The Delphi Planning Technique was originally developed as the
Delphi Forecasting Method by Olaf Helmer at the Rand Corporation

“think tank" during the mid-sixties (Helmer, 1967). Cyphert §&

of procedures for achieveing consensus. Weaver defines the pro-
cess as "...an intuitive methodology for organizing and sharing
'expert'" opinion (1973, p. uu).

In its ideal application, the Delphi Technique has besen used
to achieve a consensus of opinion amongst experts regarding the
probability of the occurrance of certain events at some future
time. The methodology has also been used to estimate the desir-
ability of the occurance of such events. Redefining the Delphi
Technique in terms of its applicability to the monitoring of

state-mandated teacher evaluation, it might read: A technique

-3~
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to achieve consensus amongst selected local school districts,
“previously judged to either have or have the p@tential>§f having
"good" programs, "good", that is, in regards to the elements and
activities that might comprise the "ideal" program.

Weaver's concise summary of the Delphi Technique (1373, p. 45)
is paraphrased for the present context: Typically, the procedure
inecludes a questionnaire, mailed to respondents who remain
anonymous to one another. Respondents first generate several
rather concise statements of é?itéria.and/cr activities that they
consider important to the mandated educational program under con-
sideration. 1In a second round, respondents are provided with a
coalated list of all respondents' criteria aﬁd are asked to
pri@ritiéé the items on the list in terms of their importanze to
the mandated educational program. A third round provided each
respondent with another coalation éf-items, this time in rank
order according to the averaging of the prioritization responses
in round two. At this time, respondents are asked to prioritize
the items once again either agreeing or disagreeing with the
averaged list provided them. The final coalation of the averaged
prioritization of the items becomes the "standard" against which

comparisons are made.

Discrepancy Evaluation

Discrepancy Evaluation, as developed by Provus (1971), begins
at the point of establishing a "standard". In program evaluation,

this standard is usually considered to be the design of the program.

N .
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In the present application, the Delphi Technique accomplishes thig
task. This design or standard is next compared to the actual initial
installation of the program, If a discrepancy exists, it is coPrpected
before.the. program is allowed to© procede. The third step in the
discrepancy model is to compare the standard to the "process" wWhich

develops and exists after the program has been installed. Again

discrepancies are noted and remediated. A fourth step in the mModel

compares the products or outputs of the pProgram to thoSe which Were

hypothesized in the design or standard. A final stage involves
cost-design discrepancies.

As with the Delphi Technique, the application of Discrepancy
analysis to the monitoring of mandated educational programs involves
analogous procedures and techniques, Once o "standard" has been
developed (via the Delphi Technique), loecal school gistrict education-
al programs are compared to the appropriate standard(s) at appropri-

ate stages of development.

Delphi-Discrepancy Evaluation

Delphi-Discrepancy Evaluation has a dual purpose: to assesS and
to preseribe. The five Phases of the Delphi-Discrepancy Evaluatiop
model described below are designed to accomplish thege two purpOses.

The phases of the Delphi-Discrepancy Evaluation model are de~
scribed in context balaﬁjas they would apply to the evaluation of 3
specific mandated educational program, i.e, state-mandated teacherp
evaluation in Connecticut.

In 197%, the Connecticut State Legislature mandated teacher

evaluation programs of all LEAS. The Connecticut State Department
9 '
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of Education (CSDE) developed a set of eleven guidelines to which

all such programs.wauld necessarily conform. The Educational Resources
and Development Center (ERDC) at the University of Connecticut was
contracted to conduct annual evaluations of state-wide teacher eval-
uation program progress.

The data from the ERDC evaluations represent the point of de-
parture for the following descripition of the Delphi-Discrepancy
Evaluation Model as applied to state-mandated teacher evaluation in
Connecticut.

Phase I: ~ Establishing a Standard

Phase I involves the use of the Delphi Technique for the pur-
pose of generating a set of indicators or "standards" which will
form the basis for the diserepancy analysis and prescriptive-remedial
phases of the Delphi—Discrepanay model. The sequence of tasks in
phase I are-itemized below: _

(1) Identification of an "Expert" Sample: Using the prior
CSDE/ERDC ratings of Connecticut local school disfrict teacher eval-
uation programs (Sheatheim, et. al., 1975; Sirois, et. al., 1976),
determine which fifteen or twenty districts have been rated as hav-
ing the "best" teacher evaluation programs. This group will be con-
sidered the "expert" respondents in the Delphi phase of the Delphi-
Discrepancy Evaluation process.

(2) Fcr each af the eleven stdte teacher evaluation guidelines,
fequast of the respcndents a detailed list (akin to bra;nstgrmlng)
of criteria, indicators, activities, etc. which they consider to he
indicative of "good" teacher e?aluatigﬁ programs.

(3) Coalate all respcnses'(i;e;;'witﬁin each of the eleven

categories as defined by the eleven categories as defined by the

10
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_ guidelines).

(4) Provide each respondent with this coalated 1list, asking
each respondent to prioritize all items within each of the eleven

- guidelines.

(5) Secure an average priority rating for each i%em and coalate
all items again, rank-ordering them under each of the eleven guide=
lines.

' (6) Provide each respondent with this coalated, prioritized
list. Ask each respondent to re-prioritize the lists either
agreeing with the -averaged priorities as they appear on the lists
or changing them as opinion may dictate. |

(7)  Perform a final coalation of the eleven lists of items,
again ranked by average priority rating. (For convenience, only
the top ten, fifteen, or twenty items might be retained for the
final lists). This final list should take the form of the sample
displayed in Figure 1,

(8) The final form of the 1list(s) as Presentéd in Figure 1
will serve as a working checklist for the "standard". This form ...
should include three rating categories with values: (D)zindiéafér
not in operation at all, (l)=indicator in partial operation, and
(2)=indicator is in full gperati@ﬁ (or has occurred fully) in the
district's teacher evaluation program.

(9) The indicators should be weighted aéﬂardingrﬁé their
priority ranking. One method for such a weighting has bé%n used
in the sample in Figure 1. The indicator ranked as top priority is
given the greatest wéight, in this case a value of 10. The second

ranked indicator is assigned a value of 9, and so forth. At a later

stage in analysis, these values are .multiplied by the ratings
-7




FIGURE 1: A SAMPLE PRIORITIZED LIST
e’ OF INDICATDRS FOR GUIDELINE T, ~——

|RATING

[ <z =

i , ) , = =
GUIDELINE I: Each professional shall co- g 18 |58
operatively determine with the evalu- S I e
ator(s) the objectives upon which his v o
or her evaluation shall be based. |2 1 0

10. Written objectives for the evalu-
atee are developed.

9. Objectives are develcped cooper-
atively.

8. Procedures fer gselecting and agree-
ing on.objectives are developed in
writing.

2, QbJéﬂthés are gtated 1n measure-
able terms.

1., A master list (or pool). cf objec-~
tives is developed for +the school
systemn.

—mBa
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}>3  CG l, or. 2) whlch results from the data gatherlﬁg phase CII)i, L

, Phasa II' Datermlnlﬁ% theA"Status" ﬁf g@cal Educat;gnal Pragrams?

The checkllsts déVélQPed in phase I may be. used ta gather data 1n_;,

“a number cf ways. Each af these meth@ds utll;zes tha natl@ns gf dls—

"crepancy evaluat;cn (Prévus, 1971) In each case, the 1ndlcatarsian_thé

7Tcheckllsts represent the aptlmum standards, whlch the rat;ngs secured

:fr@m obsarvatlans and/ar self—fép@rts représent degrees af actual
”status of local teacher. avaluat;gn pragrams. v._j“if"iff;i,

"“Type A" i gepangy!- In phase II Gf D%}phlsﬁlscrepancy Evaluatlo 

- we are seeklng tc ellmlnate any Qccurrance cf a "type A" dlscrepancy, iﬁ
‘ and arr;ve at a callabaratlaﬂ as to the.“status“ Df the teacher eval—;
uatlan pragram in quastlen. Each of tha egnd;tlcns cf data gatheriﬁg ié
réqulres gcllabcratlon fram at least two - séurces.f A type A dlscre-~i5ii
pancy is sald to eccur when any of the ccnd;t;@ns Qf éata gatherlng,
described below, result in SLgnifleantly diffarent ratlngs on anyzof;

the “checklists.

At least three @ptiaﬁs'cr conditions of data gathering exist for =~
 the DelphiaE;scrépancy evaluatmr* '

(1) On-S;te VlSltatlcn/Superlntendent Repcrt-’ Tn this case, the ,*

the mandat;ng agency (CSDE) conducts an on-site v151tatlcn—;ntérvlew
~ to camplete a secand such chéckllst. A."fypé A" dlscrepaﬁay exlstsr
V;f thé~twg assessments are g ifie antly dlfferent.» - o

(2) Lacal“Réferenée Groups Meth@d; The superlnténaent, a pr;nc;;:f
.pais"graup, and @ﬁe or more féachars'_grcups ccmpletgﬁsggaraté‘ ’
: ché;k1istsi A "type A" discrepancy exigts if the superintendent’s
report differs significantly from eithgriaf the;?thér two tepdrté_:

13—




(3) The Adverséry Method: The superintendent appoints two
parties or teams to complete separate chécklists! One party is
designated as a critical adversary, while the other party réprés
.sents the superintendent. A typeaA discrépancy axisté»if thé
two reports are significantly di‘ferent.

A "significant" difference between groups cannot be determined
statistically when each group consists of only one subject as is
called for in fhe preseﬁtrdésign; A Somewhat arbitrary iave; of
significance must, therefore, be establishéd-v This fiat is easily
accomplished: (1) Determine what is the highest p@ssibla "score"
on the particular guideline checklist by summing the products of
two (rating category 2=completion of indicator) timeé the weight-
ings of each indicat@; (this total might be approximately 110 for
any guideline in the present application). _(2)_ Detérmina the

significant discrepanc& value by taking 15% of this total (in the

(3) Consider any type A discrepancy which has a value greater than '
the significant discrepancy value to be a significant type A dis-
crepancy.

Resolving a Type A Discrepancy: If a type A discrepancy

in phase III of the Delphi-Discrepancy model. Three methods of re-
solution of type A discrepancies are suggested here. o “

(1) First, for insignificant type A discrepancies, the various
forms of the éhecklists may simply gésaveraged for a consensus

rating.

-10-
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-(2) A second method attampfs to resolve a. 31g 1 raht type

“ing them to get together to complete a consensus form gf the
checklist. Failing consensus at this point, the third method

of dlscrepancy resolution is 1nst1tutéd.rA

(3) The third method also attempts to resolve a significant

type A discrepancy. This discrepancy is referred to the mandatlng ;;Jﬁ

agency (CSDE) for fufther ver;flcatlan, on-site v;sltatlen, eta.
in an attempt to gather an dccurate asséssment of the Etatus af thé S
teachér evaluation program in question. | o

Whatever method is used to resolve a type A discrégancy; the
resolution becomes the "status" of the Partiéular teacher evaluation '

program under consideration.

Phase III: !"Type B" Discrepancy: Standard - Status

The "status" of any particular teacher evaiuatian program is
réprESEﬁted by the ratings (on the eleven checkl;sta) a331gned to
that program after any type A discrepancy has been resalved during

phase II of thE‘Delﬁh;—Discrepancy Evaluation process.

"Type B" Discrepancy::. Once the question of a type A discrepancy
has been resolved and the "status"of a particular teac%?rAevaluatian
progran hés been determined, we may then analyze the nature of any
"type B" discrepancy which may exist. This is done by c@mparlng the -
‘"status" of teacher evaluation programs to the "staﬁdard" As des :

fined in Delgh;—Discr%paﬁcy Evaluation. a "type B" discrepancy is

not considered to be an absolute measure, Ratherj it is considered. .

to be the relative discrepancy of a district's téachéf evaluation
program when compared to the "standard" in felatign to all other

15
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district teacher evaluation programs,

A variation in the application of the Euclidean Distance formila
as suggested by Gable & Gillung (1976) will Prcvide an index or
status"™ and the "standard" (a low value indicating a high similarity).
By generating such an index for each school district teacher evalua-
tion program, comparisons can be made across districts on the basis

. of such variables as per pupil expense, size, unban-suburban-rural,
mean income, et... More important for the immediate purpose of the
. CSDE (the mandating agency), such an index will enable a ranking of .
school districts according to the Euclidean Distance values (by
guideline? thus facilitating the identificaéian of the femédfal‘
needs of local school districts in relation to their teacher evalua-

tion programs.

Where: Ag = the Euclidean Distance value for
guideline number g.

- the actual status rating for indicator
number i of guideline number g.

o
l—ll
o

jg = the ideal (standard) rating for indicator
TS number i of guideline number g.

(]
I}

23 : indicates that the value (A; - Iilz is
- computed for each indicator and these
values are summed under each guideline.

Ng = the number of items or indicators under
guideline number g.

-A number of Euclidean Distance values may be generated. First,
and most appropriate, eleven such values can be obtained for each

16 ’
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local teacher evaluation program (one for each of the eleven guide-

lines). Other such values may be obtained by considering groups of -

guidelines tagefhef for comparison to Othéf‘diStTiEfS‘Qf to other

groups @fﬁguidelinésg or simply totalling the eleven Eﬁglidééﬁ Disé,
gaﬂce vaiues fgr gross éampafiééns between districts_‘ (It shculd ‘be
noted that in such varlaticnS, the values Ii and Ng would va?y)

Any resultlﬁg Euclidean Dlstance value 15 nat 1ntérpetable in 41‘*
any direct manner. Rather, the value and pawer ef Euclidean’ Dlsfénce‘{
values lies in the fact’ that they may be cgmparéd dlrectly tD ather
Euclidean Distance values ﬁf the same papulat;on. _It_can be con- -
cluded, for example, that a teacher evaluation pr@gfaﬁ;iﬁ district
X, with a distance value of 5 on guideline number I, is iﬁ’ﬁ%éﬁraf_;'
greater réme@ial éssistanca in r;laticn to such cémpsnents asvéétfiﬁgxf
objectives and agreeing on objectives for evatuation cycles than in
district Y, which may have received a distance value of 2 on gui&eé

line number I.

Phase IV: Analysis of Dlscregancles

-

Given th% standardized quality of the Euclidean Distance values

_and the reliability and utility of their comparison to éther_Euelidein

Distance values from the same population, four different analytical

procedures are suggested here to assist the CSDE in (1) assessing

statewide status, and (2) developing remedial plans in relation to

local teacher evaluation programs. The first three of these pro-
éeigrés "block on" or compare the various local teacher evaluation
programs to each other in relative terms. The fourth Pracedufg

blocks on or compares the eleven state teacher evaluation gu;des

lines to each other.

17
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(1) Rank Order:’ Based on thé'EUéiidean Distahéé values, a -

~ rank Qr&erlné of the local teacher evaluatlan pragrams ~should be;}ﬂai
-perfqrmed The h;gher the Eucllﬁean Dlstancé value, the more a
particular iea;her evaluation prcgram departs from the "standard"

and is in need of gfeater attantlan and/cr aSSIStance fram the ff
CSDE. Such a m»ank order, if perfcrmed far each af the élEVEﬁ staferfl

*teacher evaluation guidelines., weuld prcv1de GGRSIdEfEblE d;agn@stlc‘m

information fer the CSDE in ;ts efforts to asslst and remediate. ”Hﬁ5 

‘Alsa, such rank crdérlngs would yield a dlrect measure of the "Statgsﬁ“

and "ecmpllanca“ of 1@231 teacher evaluat;an pragrams in relatlan tc |

the CSDE guldél;nes, - | N
(2) ,

Qluéféring: Based on. the rank ordering of the teacher»

evaluation pragrams cénductéd in pracedure number one abgve, elusterg f
of school dlstrlcts w1th1n .each guideline may be ;dentlfled (Elthér'fﬁ:
vlsually or by a computer subsprcgram) wh;;h are s;m;lar 1n terms

of the1r s%ages of develspment 1evél Df "compl;ance“ tc guldﬁllnes,z?i

and level of attentlan and/or remedlatlen requ;rad by th31r teacher

evaluatlcn prcgrams.

C3) Item Analysls- As an aptlgnal prscedure, fcr a mgﬁe detalled;

dlagnastlc analy51s, thé CSDE may w;sh to cluster 152&1 téaehEﬁ

evaluation programs based on th21r Euclidean D;stance values on’
;each ;tem or . ;ndlcat@r w1th;n each of the éleven guldellnesi Such
,:analy51s wauld not anly 1dent;fy the partlcular gu;del;nes whlch
 aré presgnflng prgblems for lccal distr;cts, but wculd PP@VldE the ;
CSDE Wlth information regardlng the part;eular 1ndigafgrs Whlch arel;ff
cantr;hutlng tc such Prablems. CIt‘shauldibg n;ted;that Qhangés 13{'7

: gerta;n.egmputatlanal procedures should be caﬁéiéaradfﬁhén anaiyzihgléQi
18 .
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data based on indicators: e.g. the weightings of the indicators
would necessarily be ignored and not entered into any computations).

(¥) Guideline Block Analysis: .Procedures @nagltwa, and three

~are designed to compare the various local teacher evaluation pro-
grams to each other. Procedure number four compares, on a state~
wide basis, each of the eleven state teacher evaluatian guidelines

: i

with aach Gther. The value of such a camparlgan is that those
guldellnes wh;ch are causing prabléms far many sch@sl diatrlctswéréiT%v
readlly ld%ntlfi%dg This, of ccurse, would have ﬂéflnlfe lmgll—
cations for the focus of étatéswiée teacher evaluatién warkshaps,
and other large SEéléACSDE teacher evaiuatian aetivify@

Note: The four procedures suggested above do not exhaﬁst the
analytical prossibilities nor do théyffésalvajéli the problems of
assessment of status and idEﬂtificati@n of necessarygremedigtianj
The Delphi-Discrepancy evaluator should be prepared to ecnduét
furthar analysis tailored to specific iﬁf@rmaﬁian needs of the
mandatlng agency and of the 1@2&1 school districts. A’caﬁbinatiéﬁ
of procedures numbers two and four, for example, would produce a
cross sort table indicating the priority needs of both local dis-
tricts and‘sp; ific guidelines. . Such an analyéis‘is displayed in .

Figure 3 below and is discussed in phase V af this presentat' cf

the Delphi- Discrepancy Evaluation model.

=15-




FIGURE 2: DELFHI-DISCREPANCY,

LISTRICTS

fo LV W R UUR C SY

— BUCLIDEAN DISTANCE CROSS SORT::3: ~f
- DISTRICTS X GUIDELINES .

| GUIDELINES
T 1T

-3
N o |
-

¥The figures within tﬁi%5efaé5; -

gsort table are hypothetical -
-Euclidean Distance values. = - -

20

~16-




Plaﬂnln‘rfor Ass;stance Frescrlptlcn,'and Remed;atlénii’

Phase V:
o The Use of D 1screpancy Analysls

"ﬁs

- The CSDE (éf mandatlng agency) Wlll undcubtedly WlEh to prVlde S
assistanca to local teacher evaluatlan prcgrams, w;thln the perennlalff

: *c@nstralnts of aVallablé fundsij The results af thé Delph =Di crepancy

'5Eva1uat1cn prscedurea can asszst the mandatlng agancy ‘in planﬂ;ng

”fwgrkshaps and"cther.m@ré ﬁlrect~1n—serv1cé act;V1tles whlch,canrbe;

Hfd251gned to maet ‘both thé Paftlﬂular ‘and the ggmman neads

various schgal dlstriéts in an éfflglent manner. A d;scu551an af

‘Fi g re 3 shﬂuld demcnstrate hcw the . analyt;cal praeeduras suggested

7" phase Iv Df the Delphi-Dlscrepaney madel can achleve thls purpcse
: Please note that the d;scu5319n belabii; based én the purely _ng:
thetical data from Figure 3. | | o

Referrlng to Figure 3 and récalllng that a larger Euclldaan
»D;stance value indicates a need for attentian aﬁdlar asslstanée iﬁi
relation to the teacher evaluation pragfam in guéstlan, we natlce
that certa;n cells in the cross 50 rt have cbv;cusly greatér values ,}??
‘than do chér cells. Cell III-3 Cgu;del;né #III dlstflct #3)5 f@r
example has a nat;aably larger value than any ther d;str;ct undér'“‘>
 guideline ITI. e R
A look at guidaline IV reveals that all disffiéts:are haviﬁg o
,pfgbléﬁs with this gﬁidéliﬁéi This’wéﬁld suggesthfa the!mandatiné:ﬁ
‘agéncy that é an%staﬁie; state-wide warkshéﬁyiﬁLfelafién to gﬁide- 

[ i

line’iv (job descr iptié 1s) might be in’ Qrder as a remedlal techn;quei»‘
CDﬂSidéPlﬂg the values undar guldeline I hDWéVEr, suéh a state—r’ﬁ
wide workshop deallng with setting abjeatives (gu;delina I wauld.neti;
_bé‘éinSE§-  A small gféup’ﬁarkéhap,vﬁéwéGEﬁ, or some thar farm cf |
ass;staﬁce ta scha@l d;str;gts numbers 3 and 5 d@es seém Wafranted

1n relatlgn to the hlgh values of these tWé d;str;cts on guldellne I ff




‘Finally, it appears from the values in Figure 3, that district
nuﬁbér 3 is in need of some spécial attention and assistance, since
it has high values under every guideline. General workshops for
distficf number 3 might prove useless at this point. Scmé‘intéﬁse
consultation, financiai ’Ss’staﬁca, etc. from the mandatiqg agency
might be in Drﬁéf for distric numbéf 3.

applications of the Delphi<Discrepancy Evaluation model. Without
the actual data resulting from a complete application of the Delph{:' -----
Discrepancy method, speéifie examples and suggestieﬁs for in-service
and remedial assistance, of course, cannot be made. The point is,
simply, that the results of the Delphi-Discrepancy analysis can have
- definite implications for remediétian; specific remedial needs éf‘
local districfs can be-identified via the Dalphiﬁbiscrepéﬁcy method.
The effective and creative use of the model can render such assist-

ance both more efficient and considerably more effective.

Conclusion

The methodology of tﬁe Delphi-Discrepancy Evaluation model aé'

presented in this paper appears to be of 5lgniflcant value in ’thévs.'

ing the dual purpose of (1) assess;ng the status Gf local educational
programs in relation to guidelines established by mandat;ng-aganc;es,
and (2) identifying t@é speeifi;wremedial needs of such educational .
programs in a diagnostic manner. Although the techniques that make

up the Delphi-Discrepancy model (i.e., the Delphi Technique,

-18- | ‘ o
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Discrepancy Evaluation, and the notions of Euclidean Distance) haye :

‘not yet been applied or tested together, each has. proven quite Vaiu-

able and rél;able in isolated applications of thé various téchnlques— L

Bringing all three techniques tQEEthg; ta beaf on an evaluation pro-  ¢

'blém such as that posed by the Connecticut State TEacher : ,»5;;

Evaluation Aet (P. A, 74-278) should facllltaté tha aﬂalys;s Df ‘the
Problem and render declslcn_makerg sets of valld and fellable data

on ‘which tg‘basa gudgeménts.
The use of the Delphl—DiscréPancy Evaluatlcn mgdel ls nat 11m1ted

; ta the applications as Presented heréln_ Other pragfams; statés\igcal

and federal would benefit fyom appropriately dés;gneé camprehenslve” e

evaluation models such as the Delphlgplggrépangy model. Agaln as
noted earlier, an evaluation model such as the Delphi-Discrepancy
technique should not be Simply Superimposeéd on a pmogram. Rathen,

the evaluation needs of the program should be analyzed and the

evaluation model should be modified and adapted to suit the program - **

needs,
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