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Stan Drezek, Dwain Esteé, Alan Roecks, Jolin Andrews

Educatdon’ Service Center, Region 20 7, _ | >

P4

Mostlféderal and many state educational programs require program
2 : .

staff to develop objectives which become the basis for prograﬂ'evalua-

.

tion. *Evaluators are often asked to_assist in the program planning

process."This paper provides a framework for thinking about objectives
and two concrete tools. These. tools, ,the "Levels of Program Objectives"
: _ . JEC

and "Objectives Chectklist," are being uéed in ;he:authors"ﬁark reviewing
, .

program objectives for a large, intermediate educational service agency.

*
v i

They have been applied to over 80 educational programs and 500 objec-—

tives.; Several hundred of these objectives are now being implemented.

~

Running head: Program Objectives j

L4

Author's note: This article is based upon a paper preseﬁted at the
' ’ |

“b } Southwest Educational .Research Association annual meeting.
) .

San Antonio, February 7-8, 1980.
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Many educational programs require gbjectives as a basis for program
evaluation despite the movement in educational evaluation away from

objectives. The drift from obJEctives, however;'was based on a very nar-

row concept of objectives. By returning to a broader meaning for objec~
, . » . . . } .
tives, focusing on priority objectives, and using the tools provided
- »

Y . -

in this paper, the practicing evaluator,can successfully assist in pro-

-

.-gram planning and, if required to evaluate objectives, can have a meaning-

ful basis for evaluation. ' .
-~

Up until the mid-1960's three definitions of evaluation were common.

N D
-~

.Evaluation was defined as eitper: (1) nearly identical’ to meksurement,
A - ; ' -
(2) the professional judgment of independent experts comparing the object -

evaluated against a set of criteria written by committees of experts,

L 4 -
N

or (3) the comparison of performance data, against préggecified objec~-
tives (Stufflebeam et al, 1971; WOrépen.& Sanders, 1973; Glass:_Note 1).
Bethen the early 1930'ihand the mid-1960's, it was tbe*objectives—baéed
approach which dominated evalﬁation (Guba, Note 2).

-

In the last decade new definitions and approaches to evaluation

have emerged.. As early as 1969, Glass (Note l)’had evaluated the objectives-
based appréach as having reached the limits of its growth. More recently
Webster and Stufflebeam'(Note.S) reported for thirty-four l;rge u{ban schodl
districts that the new decision-oriented approach had the greatest effect

\ .

on the development and operationalization of these districts' evaluation’

- activities. The Webster and Stufflebed& paper labeled objectives-based
L ' . -
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studies as Buasi—e;aluation.

Proponents aﬁd opponents have debated the status of objectives in
' .

program evaluation for years. Proponents assert that objectives help

<
.

decide what content to teach design relevant instruction, and evaluate

instruction (Bakey, 1974; Popham, 1975). Opponents argue objectives
LR 3 t
.o require a Mot.of tigg, emphasize fermal and trivial as opposed to sub-
. .
stantive and important aspects of instructior!, make us feel guilty about

- A
r

responding to circumstances not known at the time the objectives were

formulated, and alienate the studenf'from.intellectuhl_gctivity (Pophan,

o ) a

1975; Scriven, 1972; Welsh & Hambletoﬁ,'1976).

What many reject in "objectives" is hoy objectives have been opera-

~

- tionalized. Evaluation blossomed in response to the idea that educators

tould "engineer" better eQucatioh just the way scientists and technolo-

gists engineéred the Space Program. Operating within the metaphor of

.

scientific engineering the term "objectives' has come, to denote a focus

on overly precise, often unimportant, behavicral indices as opposed to

LY

general,” important, learning outcomes (Baker, 1974; Cooley; 1678; and
McAshan, 1977). Ralph Tyler himself (Shane & Shane, 1973) commented on

looking back on educational objectives over the vears, thet "objectives"
1

as a term had come to mean,something far more specific than its original .

usage. .

. ||
Wergin's (1976) review of .the literature suggests the most important
v )

. . ) * . . . . v
decision relating to a program is to invest organizational resources

in the program and its objectives in the first place. Instead/of overly
g /

[ 4 .

< : i
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»

precise and unimportant indices of program accomplishment, we must write

priority objectives that are the‘broad; important program outcomes.
’ s

_/“’/ N ~
These are the outcomes which must be achieved or the board, advocacy

.a‘ .

-

group, special interest representation, or funding agency will surely
: /

question program funding. ‘Thev are so vit§1 that program staff believe

they must be accomplished. For a‘$30,000 program or program component,

this might be just one objective. How do we develop these objectives?

slools to deveibp objectives

L4

Levels of Program Objectives, Figure 1, presents an idea which is

basic to any systems theory positing inputs, processes, and outcomes .

and hierarchical svstems. Many planning, evaluation, ‘and curriculum

detrelopment "models" developed during the last twenty years have em-

ploved these concepts. As simple as the levels idea is, it increases

the probability of meaningful objectives. One of 'the most systematic
) - . . -

implementations of this concept by an evaluation organizatiom occurred

in the mid-1970s at Austin’ (Tx.) Independent Schocl District (Note 3).
» » " .

Ou aboration borrows heavily from that office's earlv work.

: =
Insert Figure 1 about here

This simple approach focuses on students and the outcomes the program

yntends students to evidence. We term this.level student outcome.

.

We divides the many hierarchical systems in educaticn into two ibroad classes:
support programs and instructional programs‘/”qstructional programs are

programs whose immediate purpose is to engage the student in learning.
[ 4

Support programs are all the other educational programs whose odutcomes

-

\

. - -
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4 . o ‘ 4
facilitate instruction; however, they dq notedirectly teach students.
‘ ~ ' -

LObviously the support programs themsklves accur at meny levels. For

an examplé of hierarchical order among support progf!ms consider the

.

» ’ Y e - . .
following: a university teacher trailing program,-& school district .

N\ ' .
personnel selection system, a $chodl district-inservice education systeQii///
& : . :

. and, finally, the instructional program. We believe educational planv -
nigg is fortunate in dealing with -just the two broad classes of instruc-
A tional and support programs at this point.

(v

We conceive the instructional program to include input, instruction- “*

v ’ .
2l process, and student outcome levels. We use these terms in the broadd

est sense of familiar usage. Student outcome is student performance. S
s .

The focus dé@tn objective at this lével is to define "the good which v .

our students will evidence in their hehavior. Instructional process

* -

means whatever occurs between.the student and his instructors or instruc-
s . ' . .
tional media. It includes all variety of instructional technology. The

focus of an objective at this level is to define the unique, powerful

instructional transaction that is to transfer the rich mix of inputs

intc important outcomes for students. Input means the\goney, staff, .
time, and matetrial resources dedicated to the insthuction Ypcess to )

come. The focus of an objective at this level is in specifving the

°

"kev ingredient"--the input that is so vital, e.g., 2 minimum amount .

of student time, that its_ absence'would preclude accomplishing student,

outcomes.

.

4 - .
Support programs Mave as their one purpose producing client learning

and products which can become inputs to the instructional program. We

’ _ ) \

. . .

.

o 5



. » p . v .

)’ AN
. Program Objectives

- [
~ \ - ' 5
v .’ ’ H

. - .
Kl

conceive these support programs to include resource, activity, and client

learning/product levels.  These terms are synomyms for the inputs, processes,
- [ 4

and outcomes of the instructional program. Again we are using these

-
L4 r

terms in their broadest, most familiar usage. Client learning/product

» .
means the knowledge, attitude, skills or tangible capital gained by the

LN

-

" client or school system as a ‘result of activities in the support program.

. . L] [ 3 :
The onlY purpose of these gains are as inputs to the ifistructional program.

~ {

Support program objectives at this level focus on the critical learning

[N . .

or product. 'For example, a treining program might focus on a key instruc-

. N - - . .
ticnal competency,)e.g.% level of classroom questioning. A resource

rovision program might focus on provicding a certain set of materials
ET np

b} . .
(product) to be used in the instructi¢nal procesé\\ Activity means the

. N .. Ll
LY training, assisvenee, information disseminstion, facilitation, or manu-
facturing which the support program undertakes to tr;gfform its own
resources into.learning%'and products of genuine usefulness to the in-
s structional program. Resource means the money, people, time, and
, material resources of the support program. 1he best way to understand
this terminology is to examine a set of priority objectives; Figure 2

. " - . y
presents one set for a home-based<program for early chiidhood students.

The instructiconal program's student outcome objective specifies increas-

. ed developmental rate as the behavior which students will evidence on

L

13

the Learning Accofnplishment Profile. Each ’iority. cbjective logically /

rélates £f the accpmplishment of this student outcome.

/( . _ \ Insert Figure 2 about here

>
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The instructional process level specifies student completion of

» -
. o~

activities in the Homebased Model as the priority objective. This pro-

gram sees the activities comprising the Homebased Model af the most
. P4 .

powerful instructional transaction for increasing developmental rate.

" At the input level the key‘ingredient is a staff competency: tréinee
kqowledge of the_process“for implementing Homebased Modél'activi;ies. .

-

Without this knowledge the instructional process would fail .and develop-

-

mental rate could nat be increased.

At thqwgppport program's activitv level the training of teache;§

-

to a certain criterion level+on a well-defined posttest is the essential

-

program activity, Without this training the teachers could not imple-

ment Homebased Model activities. At the support program's.resolrce

*

level the production of the training program, a tangible product presuﬁ-

ably worthy of disseminaticn, is the key program product.

s

- Every program has in reality multiple objectives -2t 21l theses
levels. VWhat the-priority objectiwe.concept does is.to forcg program

and evaluation staffs to focus on key bbjectives which, in ‘a sense,

b

is s&nonymOus with developing a theory about how the program operates.
This theory is so basic to the program that program staff would readily

-admit the implications of not accomplishing an ob%ﬁctive.

.
.

What have we found as we attempted to‘apply these ideas? 1In generel,

in epplving the levels and priocrity idea to sets of objectives we found:.
. , ’
K ’

(1) instructional and support programs' objectives' tended to enphasize
process as opposed to outcome levels, (2) program staff tended to view

all objectives of equal importance and, therefore, many priority objectives

* *

Q o o | 15
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7

were lost among tangential objectives, (3) prograh staff tended to

~

. ) . :
develop too many objectives, (4) resource and input levels tended to ge*
ignored, even when they were the most important tangible .residue of a

program, and (5) the agency téqded to repeat objectives fxem program to

-

program SO many programs were really variations on the same model, and
- ‘ . . . -‘\ ‘
(6) as a consequence, objectives.were often "contehtless." Furthermore,
* ~ . \ .

w . - . . I3

we found at both the state‘and loéal agency level lack of support for '

clarifying objectives. We will newer forget our first hard year trving “
: . . - .
to clarify and focus objectives and the cries % "Evaluation is ‘trving

s

to run my program,' (Roecks, Note 4). We use an Objectives Checklist

A
-

to feed back to program staff our suggestions on their objectives.

Tools to develop objectives: Objectives Checklist

- L

- -

Figure 3 is a copy of a completed DbjectNyes Checklist. We have
)

-

. 3 3 t * 0 d » »
found five kev quedtions need to bejasked about each priority objective

.during its development. A draft objective addressed by way of emample-‘

is: "By Mey 31, 1979, at least fifteen of the trainees will have im-
_ , '
plemented the Homebased Model in their districts as evidenced by:
. ' l . 4
1) actions of the LEA substantiating this instructicnal arrange-

.

ment for at least ninety students, . o

2) case records substantiating completion of teaching activities,

-

3) documented student growth on a selected developmehtal imstrument."

*

Insert Figure 3 about here

-

*The first question asks if the objective is clear. The best test

of this guestion is to have two persons independently visualize the

o . | Lo

: ' 1; |
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. _ intent and describ€é it to the reviewer.. In this case we found a confusion

-

L -
: in intent. The objective was rezlly intended to be implementation of

o
]

training, but it included a referencF to student outcome. We.recommended .

dropping this aspect. =~ o Co e

The second question asks if the objective.is significant. The test
[ i} ° [

-
.

we use is asking ourselves if the objective relates to an identified need

of our clients or a cecrresponding organizational goal. 1In this particu-

-

lar case we had two years of case notes documenting three te five-year-

0ld handicapped‘children in outlying districts whose parents would only

.

have them served at home. We also had requests from six special edtca-

tion directors for this service.

[ . . . t b d
The third question uses the ABCD criteria (Note 6) to jggge the

. * ‘ .. ~

formal aspects cf the objective. Usually consideratle feqdbéﬁk is ,

. needed on these characteristics of objectives. Particularky troublesome .
is matching the behavior and degree to the level of the objective.
2 . ' N

. The audience criteriaz often elicits client comments on cost-eifectiveness.

‘ 0f course, the intefperg;nal relations between evaluation and program
staffs is the key to moving toward meaningful priority objectives. -

The practicing educational evaluator confronted with the task of
assisting in the development of objectives has the tocls he needs. X

Our experience suhstantiates the usefulness cf these tools in develop-
' ing priority program objectives. By returning to the meaning of objec-

. > » . | v . V . i
tives as defined in this paper evaluators will be helping to plan meaningful
programs and if required, evaluating,wefflstated, worthwhile, practical

. . ' ‘ '

» -

. ' objectives. . . -2
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* STUDENT OUTCOME LEVEL:
’
By Mavy 31, 1980 at least two-thirds of ninety handicapped early childhood
students will have a greater developmental.rate during the project vear
(given attendante of at least 10 hours per week) than their developmental
rate before-entering the program, as evidenced by a 10% increase in develpp-
mental rate on the Learning Accom lishment Profile.

. . : . ) - 7

'~ INSTRUCTIONAL PROCESS' LEVEL: N

4

AY

By May 31, 1979 at least fifteen of the trainees will have implemented the
Homebased Model in their districts as evidenced by: (ll actions of the 1LEA
substantiating this instructional arrangement for at least 90 students and
(2) case records substantiating qpmpletion of student activities,

-

N €y, ’

-€LIENT LEARNING/INPUT LEVEL:
Given at-least three follow-up consultatt visits at least twenty trainees will
know the process for implementing Homebased Model activities as evidenced by
demonstrating two-thirds of the behav1ors on Checkldst A (behaviors.derived
‘from module posttett) as obse*ved by progect staff,

’ ’
-
L

L4

ACTIVITY LEVEL:. . _' )
Bv Decenbep‘ls‘ 1979 #Homebased Model project staff will have trainec at least
30" ECR-H teachers using the, developeo module as evidenced bv (a) workshop

., registers, (b) 50th, percentilé or greater ratings on the Workshop Evaluation

\Form, arrd (c) B0%Z correct items on the posttest.

>

L 1 :

RESCURCE [LEVEL: L SN . .

By_Septewber 30, 1979 Homebased Model projec: staff will have develqped a training
module for the Homebaseg- PYczram ds evidenced bi, the module containing (2) specific
‘ trainee objectives, (b) pre/posttests covering these objectives, (c) five davs of
-‘activities leading to the accorplishment of the objectives, and (d) lists of"
supplementary media. .
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