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oL "This paper rep@rts the results of a’ stuﬂy that
investigated factors constraining or encouraging th%® use of .

- evaluation data by school administrators. It begins with a lengthy o

analogy about the use .0f a restaurant’ guide that 1s intended to
illusinate how constraining or encouraging, factors influence the use .
of -evaluation data. The author defines a constraint as something a
typical adaihistrator would congider a limitation ob understand;ng or
alternative courses of actionv The .paper then explains and
illustrates two majar constraints to the utilization of evaluatian

" results. The first is "proximity," which the author defines as
similarity in time or structure. Within the author's framework,
wstructural proximity" of evaluation-data is ‘the similarity of'the
“'data in ‘structure to the needs of the educators or the material being
‘evaluated. "Temporal pfoximity" means the timeliness or currency of

. the data. The author -concludes that both.kinds of: proximity have a o0

positive influence on data collection. The second constraint

- idertified is competing demands on administrators' time. Accdrding, to ‘-

‘the authar,-admiﬁlstratcf= are unable to pay attentica to evsluatlon
‘data when there are too many cthet demands on thélg tine.
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©owas repe:ted’ly b1 amed fnr?tsg short TWéd effect ﬁ-twn

emé?ged Fram th1s study s data. ,Perbaps the c1earest of

-:, th95e was the d1ffefant1&1 1mpa§£ af part1cu]ar types ﬂf

evaluat1an data , Fgr examp1e, raspondents frequently nated-;;
that cr1ter1nn referencéd tests had greater 1nstruct1un@1 |

reTevance 1mgact than norm raferenced tests and cansequentiy

&

th21r nesults were used ‘to a greater extent. S1m11ar1

the externa1 =unfam111ar nature ofa team‘rev1ew pr ocess:

.

weeks‘ﬁfter it had occurreﬁ the recommendat1nns were aiready

being 1gr0rsd

= f . .
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i g - . ) : = . N
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'-Q; Cigser 1nvest1gat1gn Df these seem1ng1y cnntrad1ctgry

L4
.

:flex pattern

respﬂnsns ‘to evaluation data TEVE&]Ed a mgre co

b Y

Nhy is 1t that in some. 1nstaﬂces a canste1latlcn Qf/Ev31uat1an

Factors pramgted attention. ta evaiuat1nn whiie in others no

impa;tvcctufredé, It seemed thaﬁ a set ﬁf factors was preséht”
in Dur'data that had either 1nh1b1ted the attentic? paid to;

eva]uat1gn or enhanced 1ts use by dec151on makers- This
] t, :

‘paper’ 1nvest1gates these phenoﬁena. Based on the reporfé of"

prmmpa]sg Enard1nators, and resgurce teachers3 vie Fgund

1dent1f1ab]e Featurez 1n the schco1 env1ro€hent the naturé

W




<4

oﬁgeva1uat1on agt1v1t1es and 1n the 1nteractlon between

elements in- the eva?uat1an process that*cgﬁstrained or
.

dec1s1an mak1ng ;~jW o g’;;? o .lig;‘ “ &

-

Three broad conste1lat19nﬁ af factors energéd frﬂm

‘—‘ T
s

‘enc&uragaﬂ-the use of evaiuat1cn 1nfarm§tapn 1ni£1tef1evej

the data. ?he f1rst ccns15ted of a sma?? set QF Featuresf 

that Ean be CIUStered under the head1ng GF “p?nx1m1ty":;ej

the ";]QSEﬂESSﬁFQF the Eva1uat16n data ta the 1nfgrmat1gn

T oeas £ )
[

é?re 'dy “in use 1& ;he:schu01t The secgnd feature was a-

cnncern abnut campeting¥demands on the t1me ava11ab1g ta

Sthoni perscnne1 fnr ua1ng evaluat1ﬂn data. The th1rd W

¥

4 3
a cnmpTex 1ntera§t1an Df a number of pg&thgsac1ai var13b1e

-

that mﬁnlfested 1ts§1f strcng1y 1n the affective FEETm -=

;BEDP1£ s a;t1tudes ahd fee?1ngs toward evaTuat1Gni. Th1s

& i

pgper FEFDFLS on *he f1rst two . Qf these feagures E%:UTE

=

reaart; h117 déSEF1bé our f1nd1ngs CQHEEﬁn1ng ‘the, psycho—f

i . i

sdp1a1 variabies, . <
. :

THIS ptper w11] prn:ead 1ﬁ thﬁegﬂstagesﬁj F1r5t we

w111 presentfan ana]ogy to be usgd thrﬂughaut the aﬂa]ySIS

~to help 111um1nate the 1nF1ueﬁce QF the canstra1nTng an@
’ N

$ncouraging factarg tﬁat Emerged fram tﬁe data. Second,:

“wel w111 define the terms canstra1nt" and gﬁcaurager"-

"as . thgy have begun tn emerge in our study. Ffﬁa?1y; our

"ana1ys1s of prax{;it% concerns and :Dmpetiﬂg demands on -

,t1me wﬂT ‘be! presentad aTDng 1w1th ‘some cnnc]umﬂg remar"ks

' R i . i Y . &
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idégidés tQ.ng

. Anl’Evaluation Analogy

#

a

fLet us cans1der the dec1519nsma$1ng procasa reTafed
tu a very 51mp1e and persana] event —-tdgcidlng what to do
abaut d1nner.% It is\gﬂﬂﬂ P.M., Ruth H11115,zpr1hc1pa1 df
the E1 Martes Schnni, JMEt arr1ved home’ and 15 fac1ng the
d11emma af*hn; tc meet hgr hunger needs There are many '
act1on5 RUEh might take. She can go ta the k1tchen and
ccak dlnnér,frcm vhat s ava1]ab1& 1n the refr1geratar;
SFe m1fﬁ£ tg td tle stare and bui a part1cu1ar item that:

appea]s-ta hﬂr “and prepare 1t at)hoﬂe *She m1ght go out
i

tc a Fastauraﬂg and pay .to have someana ETse d& the prepa -

i
tlans and c:san up. There aré prabab1y .other ap¢1nn5 .as

-

he?i butﬁﬂ—t us say that these ‘are the un]y th?ee‘a1tkrﬁa—

t1ves that seem. réasgnabTE to Ruth

Ear11er, the distrlict pfinc1pal s meet1ng lasted unt11
6:30 RELE As 3. résu1t Ruth s’ extreme?y t1red&x\5he

doesn’' t fee] Tike cooking. EV ven going aut and buyTng her

favorite faxlngs'ieems 11ke tac much uark Insteadi_she

estaurant;

e
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: pramat1ng qr 1nh1b1t1ng the use Gf the gu1de7

_ s1b1€ p1aces to dAp zhe quest1an; of concern tD us - are:

Haw‘dqgs Rgth use this 4» ?nrmatzan? How do the Dther princi4 ‘\\

_paTs vho also afﬁ%ved hamﬁ a* £ 00 P. M,, not want1ng to ‘cook,

T

use the 1nf@rmat1an 1n ‘their ¢5p1e5 nF thé\pGPUTET restaurant

rfgu1dej1n dec1d1ng wherﬂ to Eat? Nhat characterlstncs of the

v 1nfﬂrmatian are 1mpDrtanL in deté§m1n1ng 1ts useFu]ness tn

-

Ruth . and her cnl]eagues? Are there’ certain features Qf the

: s1tuat19n that make ai] the pr1nz1pa1s behave 1n a STm11ar

manner? Hhat cantextual factars are thé mcst 1nf1uent1aT in;

Consider what m1ght happen.‘ 'First, Ruth ﬂhecks ﬁér purse .-

Eand d1s overs that she has only 510. This 1ﬁmed1ate1y e]1m1—

K =

nates a ﬂumbsr a% hha1aes -— the $50 per -person Citat1ons in -

the book ars not ga1ng to da her tae muah QQDd As an energy

icansc1avs parson, she doesn 't want to drive more than f1ve ur

ten m11est Ees1des,-1t'5 naw c]gse to 8:30 P.M., so she TT

have ta Find a place that serves 1ate.

As you caﬁ see,, before she 5 even picked up’ the restaurant

gu1de (1Qaked at the eva1uat1on) a number of faétars 11m1t her

; pass1bTe act1on5 and the ‘use she can make of the ava1iabla
1nfnrmat1an Resources are an obvious' concern. wh1ch effect *w ;

_her act1éns and her use of thé ﬁnfgrmat16n Her att1tude

taward dr1v1ng ‘Tong @Tstances T1m1t5 her aha1ces, as .does. the

time c@ﬂstr%]nt 1mpoqed by her partﬁcuTar s1;uat1cn LAt 6:00

e

P.M. the r;staUFant quide might he much ﬂDFE useful’ than it 15

. . . ) ; . N : .
’ H : : ¥
] R .
L] ’ :




at S?3DLP M. Infcrmat1un abaut "The Ear?y SupEEﬁ CTub" 55‘
tﬂtaTTy useless to. Ruth at this ppant dn t1me,~~ . o
: Bqth 11m1ted resources and lac;“bfit1mely access tﬂ the

_ data are factnrs that have beeﬁ 1dEﬂt1FIEd 1n the reseatch |

" as 1nf1uencesa§£ eva1uat1an ut111zat1an A1k1n Daﬁ11ak and

ol
. - lha . .
VHh1te (1979) nnted the 1mpact aF f15ca1 canstrajnts and . -
r A

| “f"ident1f1ed this as a' property W1th1n th21r framewurk Timeﬁ j
'fBiT '7 s as been 1dent1F1ed by many wr1ters as ba1ng %Q*

1mpgrtant var1able rﬁxu%111zat1gn (A]k]h, 1975 Cohen, 1977, L

P

Mitche11 1973)

S There are ﬂther constraln1ng,factors ta be found in - this
llgexamp1e, two- w111 5uff1ce far 111u5trat1an*_ Ruth s att1tudes‘
;tgward trave] is cgﬁstrain1ng, she ﬂﬂes;?t 11ke ta dr1ve far,
and thxs 11n1t5 hGJ?ShE might use thE recammandatTan tD be -
gfc;nd in the bOQé ’ 51m1lar1y, 1f she d1s]1ked Itaiian faqd

. Tha Ajrst “two. features ve 1dent1fiedA—* thé level of

"f;ava1lab1g r ourses and’ the restr1ct1nns 1mpnsed by. ;he c]ﬂck

7 “—- probabiy affect all the pr1nc1pa]s 1n the d15tr1ct na -
:?';igé1m11ar manﬁer.z On thé cther haﬁd Ruth's Fee11ngs abaut- §

e fdﬁiving andwabaat;Italian food ‘are c}earIy her own. -Other

’ %Lafer in this paper, we wi11 distinguish between two c:i"-i*l-"f-‘er-—ﬂA
ent aspects of timelingss: 1Y the.passage of time delimiting
coursés of actions ‘and/, -2) evaluation 1nﬁprrat1gn not )
~available at the time/that a definite ‘decision must be made

(tﬁ15 would be the cédse 1ﬁ Ruth's, friend gave her "the gu1dé
next week 1nstead of Jlast week!). _ _ E

f: """ , )
" Dne mu:t Df CDUFQE a11&w fDrg1nd1V1du31jd1fferenc952\1t is
pp§§1hge that one of the’ pr1nc1p1£§ i¢ independently we&1thy

~and .is more .of a n1ght perscn '*than most of h15 or her
7€D1]E§QU?F oo . : ;oo ,

& {
B ! .
- LT : -



‘tended. t@ enﬂquragé its use in, Ruth S dec1s1an Fi

-eat ] Sacencij, in add1t1gn to its IEngthy descr1pt1an5 of

] ) R . A \‘,‘L .
formation on a 1arge number of EhDTCES. F1na1]y, ve musn't

scious needs assessment tells her that food is her number one

B G rrrge o vt g e
‘ i o TRV P
pr1nc1pa1s arealegs 11kely to‘share thes; Dp1nicns 'EAs1é' ? o ;.,f
f.% EDnSéquénCE they m1ght have mD;E*thTDﬂS Qﬁéﬁ ta them and o )
Aam1ght $1nd the 1nformat1nn in’ the bnok more usefu] -  ;1 ‘
Th1s Egntrgst h1gh]qghts an 1mpnrtaﬁt aspect nf aur‘ ;$: _{ ‘“
ana1y5}§ ' %;; e .~K o ;",‘ L i‘~a;_- i-'_”li‘:Ai
1) Personal var1ab1es enter into ‘almost every dec151an,*=f-
2) There may be no such th1ngs as un1versa] enccuragergb
or canstra1nts. “As a cansequence sour 13be]11ng w1th1n - .
'!_these aategnnﬂes w11T bE based on. WTdEﬁy preva]ent reparts of .
:}factnrs that 1nh1b1ted or’ faﬁ1;;tated ut111zat19n, nnt L i;y; | b
!: hnan1mDus np1n1ans Qf‘ e L 3;~“’ -3 f ;o

Let’ us, now examiné(some of' the guwde s features fﬁighji

i

lv gu.de bas three *different cross reférenced 1nd1ces VR{ téurants

;are listed by géaaﬁaph1c area, by type of FQDd ‘and by pr1ce

Thus, when Duhh ‘opans 1t 'restaurants are read11y 1dent1f1ed\

whlch f1; her requ1r2ment5 -~ an 1nexpens1ve, 1Qca1 piate to

each estab1.shmént the guide also pas a very s1mp1e abbrev1ate'

érat1ng syEtem A qu1ck g]ante at .the tnp QF eadh page prga

1de5 an 1nstant sumnary of "qua]1ty of food™ and “qua]1ty of

|
;o

service." Also, the book is qu1te ext§?31ve, pTDV1d1ﬂQ in-

forget another fact which may encdurage Ruth to pick up the

‘guide and use it in making 'her choice...hunger.- Her subcon-

: priéfity for the next hour or two.

£ B
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Lest the ana1ogy be unba1anced, we sh@u]d aTs& pDTﬂt ,
~out that ‘the featurEf just ment1cned dn ﬁai a]1 act as ’

ak%énccuragers to every pr1nc1pal Hungerg'Far examp]e, causes

same Df thh s cﬂ11eagﬁes to 1gn0re the gu1de cump]ete]g

- rev1éw1ng aT] that data is, 51mp1y tao time, :ansum1ng * Others

',ﬁ1nd the bgak S bu]k Gverwhe1ﬁ1ﬁg, it cffers toa many EhGTEES. a

”"‘Lnng beFore systematlcaTIy rEV1ew1ng aii thE1r a]ternatives,
. they thrnwf1t down .on the coffee table and ‘head for a fam11=.'
:”AAiar»"gives“ Thus,pfar some peop1e;_hunger agted ‘as a canf

sstraiﬁt while for others it was 'an encourager.to the book's-

i [ . i Lo

use.’ Likewiée,;tﬁe sﬁéér bu]k»qf”the_bggk served tm-canstraiﬁl

&

~.only some ef the pr1nc1pa15_ - A“ﬂe ce e

Research has addrested somé of . these fa:tors Thé'impécis
of repcrt1ng Fcrﬂat and cnmpTex1ty hEVE been examined by
Alkin et al. (1974) and GTaser and Tay]ar (1975) On the
other hénd the perd21ved need for an 1mmed13te dec151cn has
not been sutject to a great dea1 af res%QFch scrutiny.

| Let us continue with our story - what abaut Ruéﬁ?A She's

feviewed thg guide w1%ﬁjsome care and made her choige. At !
Q:DﬁgP%M, ;hé"find$ herée1F, along with-manyléf,her schEfguesg
sitting at an all nTgﬁt de1icatéssen waiting for the surly
gaitreis to take her QTdE?.i In tﬁis,éases most of the princi-
pals camegtc‘thgsséme decision. Similar constraints and
eﬁa]%étﬁaﬁ~infarmat{cn Jead them to take the same course of
action. 5 ;

But wéit, a few of Ruth's fellow princ%pais are missing.
What haﬁpﬂned; DHE pr1nc1pa] is Eag1ng a $ 0 steak andriabster ‘

camb1riu1on -- he found the r;sourgé; or majte he used a credit
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i 1
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cérd Anétﬁer priﬁcipai 4 at his Taca] hamburger stanﬂ

'?'_'J : He fecggn1ZEd a 11m1tatinn of the evaTua£1on -- it d1dn L.

:1ﬂc1ude any restaurants less expen51ve than $3. 50 per. ﬁérsnn .

Dne pr1nc1pa1 was rem1nded by sgneth1ng in tﬁé gJTde of a
new restaurant that just Dgened araund the corner from hTS ’{ ;'s‘f
| hause, and he went there fgr dinner.. Anather nnt1ted that |
the-bgak was . a year n1d SD he looked -for supp1ementa1 referq
ences in the ye11§w pages ‘He d1scnvered a new lucai restauré
_ff‘;  - Jantg F1na1]y, one principal said, “I;s too damn late to. gc |
out, and I'm too tired " He. went ta bed without" d1nneri - ¥
(Illustrat1ng that even needs assessments have 11m1tat10ns )
Th15 ana1agy h1gh11ght5 the mu1t1pie dea131ans thatr
ﬂ1ght be arrived ‘at based on the same- eva?uat1ve data. eAlsé
11qutr;ted are some of the factors which 1n}1uence individual

£
patterns of thought and action. As we pruceed thﬁough the

ana]xsis;of the data from this study we w111 reFer tQ the

circumstances prasented in this example. The ana?agy W111 ; j”'%

help illuminate some of the distinctions th§t emerged -in our b
investigations.’ = | T BRI . |
Constraints and Encouragers Defined

(

Ruth Willis' dilemma provided a'gﬂgd Dpécrtunity to
i : %ntrnduce‘thé concept of :DnstFQ{ﬁts and encouragegs taithé
utilization of evaluation. A numbér of interesting features
fﬁ‘her ‘sdtuation affected the likelihood thdt,thgmavailab1e
1nFDrmat1Dn 1n thé res%éurant guide would impinge on her
dinner decision (e.q. ava11ablevraacqrcess tine, c]arlty of

Q . R .
=




, ﬂ;i-i;bii.:‘ A 1

'data) ' Aﬁd tn sgme extent dIffEFEﬂt patternSrcf use éx1sted
between the pF1ﬁC1ﬁ315 :P= B *.ﬂ-‘“:: C e o

Our study preduced STm11ar ?1n hsg 'Hhiie aiibthe '1;”r

‘_Cxihga1s in the study had accesg tn very 51m11ar Evaiuat1dn data,-

S H

‘different patterni of use emergzd; Yet w1th1n these d1fferénces

‘certain cnntextua1 featqres camet-up FEpE&tEdTy 1n our cgnvers-

1

o at1ans as 1mpertant 1n determ1n1ng dEE1STﬂﬂ ﬁakers reactian-tur'*

and use af 1nférmat1ﬂn ava11ab]e ta them.‘ The notioh of con-
L3 s .
straints and encguragers was barne ‘of these si ’i1 rities. N

=

He w1]1 refer tc snmeth1ng as a cgnstra1nt 1f a typ1ca1

administratﬂr would f1nd th1s feature a 11m1tat1an on h15 or
her understahd1ng af a 51tuat1ﬂn or h15 or her a]ternat1ve

ccurses of ECtTDn. : . \ A
. o ' : 1

given tne.s;me circumstances. What one persan pérc21ves as an
insurmcuntable Qbstaﬁ1e to same'cohrse of a:ticn might be per-

EE1VEd by arother person as mere?y an 1nﬁanvenient nuisance.

f

This points up the fact that the nnt1nn5 of canstra1nt and

-

EHEDUFEQEFLEFE re]at1{5,'§pt absolute. Thus, our use of the

[

«terms "constraint" .and. "encourager" in this report is normative.

=

Thé question . may be raised why we bather to 5pe€1Fy both terms
(constraint, EHEDUREQET) when they are apparently opposites,
and a 51ng]e definition might suffice. There are two reasons.
The first is data based --- they were viewed as distinct enti-
ties by our interviewees. Administrators themselves saw certain
features as timiting and others as enhancing. It seemed worth-
while to maintain. this d1st1nct1on in our analysis. The other
‘advantage for creat1ng both? 1abels is that certain situations

are easier to describe from one point of view rather than the
other. While this is purely a syntactic convenience, we de-
cided to retain it because it was so 23511y accomplished.

" )




_ iwe will QﬁT&yPﬁff£D¥thi§5 cdnstﬁaints Dr.éﬁééhrégers thESE 
L ]fgaturesjﬁhich'regﬁéééntéd a'sﬁbitaﬂt%aj commonality acféSsA
.’?] ‘ interviewees. | !'? $§ v -
A ~ A f1nai nute saems 1n Drder befare descr1b1ng our study J

Mrésh1ts By focus1ng on features that were camman1y ‘seen to, i
. be cgnstra1n1ng or encouraging, we da wct mean to uhderest1mate .
'the creat1v1ty or 1nd1v1duaT 1n1t1at1ve of schao1 adm1n1stratars,_l

The rESPQndents in our study were a hEtEFDgEﬁEQUS gruup, and~ ‘

~there s prababiy an exﬁept1ﬂn fﬂr every QEﬁeraT1zat1an we

L #

wi11 offer. There .were administrators in Qur samp1e for whﬂm :
even the mast Frustrat1ng c1rcumstance5 were not allowed to act
-u aséconstraintsg Such especially creative 1ﬂ§1v1dua1§ are
prcbééiy worthy of addifiana? study thémseTQesi whéthervyou
éharacterije tham as creat1v§’ stubbarn, seif centeréd dynamic
or as troublemzkars, they were often uncanstra1ned by Factors
thatiinh%bited.zpst of their ia]leagues; They,arg Ehe qutiiers
in>aur study;“aﬂd Tfkebautiﬁers“in anyréata anaiysis; thej

’ : A L &
should -be Investigated more carefully-in the future.

§‘;‘ ,

Constraints and Encouragers in Practice

MR

At thTS pc1nt ve beg1n our dTSCUSS]G’FDF the pra§t1ca1

T

resu]ts of the Study The Features we will 1dent1fy as con-

straints and encDuragérS are canstructs draun from the descr1p§
SR ) .

tions given by the respondents in the Study- Théy appeared

as recurr1ng patterns of events and understandings reparted

is this genera1 character that gives them prgctica1 signifi-
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~cance. We have selectad a wide variety of quatesr¥rom-éur

s 12

2
L]

respondents to illustrate their points of view.

L=1
k]

" We begin with a discussion of the feature we have called

p,rcximity."_rwa types of proximity will be distinguished --

‘StructUFaT and temporal. ThEﬁ we will discuss competing

déﬂaﬂds on time and the manner in which such demands act as =

‘a constraint tD the ut111zat1an of evaluation. )

¥

Prcx1m1t 

=

. We use-the word proximity as a generaifzatinﬁ EF~thé? ‘:
natighﬁaf distance -- how close or far-awaj'ane thing is fron
anathérj-igutﬂwe use the term to mean more than justra spacial
Eﬂmﬁa?fSDﬂ.h By proximity we:mgan the degree * hich two |
things are similar or dissimilar along any number of different
d1ﬁens1 ns.' Cf éarﬁfcu1ar interest in ?ﬁis StUdy.aFExthé

dimensions of iiﬁe and=structure“(i§e.’Formg.styTe, content,

‘etc.). ~“Considar. tne fo]1DU1ng comments offered by three

resp@réi’*g in qur study !;

"Sometimes the district sends us eva1uat1@n forms which

don't rea11;§peet what our school is doing; we try to
devise our own based on what they've given us." (115?;)

“Ne]i,_f@r the teachers who really are involved in using
the test scores from state and mandated tests its help=
ful...and we do have a couple of teachers.who use that.
But mostly our teachers use the tests from XXXX (the
mdnagement system) the math program and from the reading.

~program. They mainly use those to see. where thé1r children

‘are and to rep]ace and regroup." (13SP1)

"It seems to me the district needs to gét 1nFDrﬂat1Qn to
the schocols more quickly on dssues that aF;ﬁrL every
single classroom teacher, which means those issues af—
fect1ng every single child u1th1n those clas 700m5_

" (205P1) ,

In one, form or another, th;ap three respondents are all

talking about the same thing, the proximity of the inforiatidn

“to some decision. The greater the 'distance' betweeint the

s
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information and an action the less likely it 1s that the

information will be considered in the decision on ‘hoy. to

= ] ,_:’"; ) ) ,
“act.. The more effort that is required to translate inform-

ation.into g-usedable form, retein it until an appropriate

time or g%%ip-ﬁt uFfEmoti@nai overtones the less likely it
is that thage transfgrmat1ans will be made. In our research, -

data related to~ pr@x1m?t¥QSeemed to be ea511y catege rized -

" into two typés: Sﬁfuctura1;prax1m1ty and temporal praxfmity;

Structura] Pr031m1ty 5 .

Struatura] prgx1m1ty denotes the degree ta which a new

element matches the fgrmat, cantent, or style Df the ex15t1ng

_elements of aﬁsystém.4

Rezpqndénts in our study commented frequently on %he
form and contaﬁt of the éva]uatign fnfarmatian available to
ghém; Théy re::“ged that the configuration of the 1nf@rmat1an
-- whether 1t =5 direéf1y usable for teachers' instructional
decisions -- affected its utilization. '

This was manifest among otheerayg by comments on stand--

ardized testing and the district's ﬂéN—CTTfEFiDﬁ*FEFErfEd test.

A 1arge number of interviewees attested that standardized tests
were less useful than Tocal within- 5chco1 tests that were based
on the school's 1nstruct1onaT program. A second cornmon obseryv-
ation wés tﬁatjjaﬁong“thé'reéﬁiréd aghievémenf tests, tﬁe'

dﬁstrict's.crﬁterianareFerenied"ﬁest (DCRT) had the potential

4A further subdivision is possible. Dne could differe nt1ate be-

tween the form of information -- i.e. its p}yJICd] arrangement
and itsccontent. While evidence for such differe ences c¢an be
found in our data,sit is a fairily technical distinction which-

was not ‘generally wade.  Fown the time being we will consider

only the genuvral ratfgory of ‘LlU(tUFD and nﬂl divide thlnyr
further . | -




CI \i ) | . / 1'4&

. to be much-more useful than the CTBS test.
- "We use the XXXX reading program, and-(evaluate based
on) the movement in terms, of the mrumber of steps
children achieved during the year... The XXXX is much
~edasier for use because there's a da11y, even a weekiy,
evaluation.... There are so many variables in a one.
shot test 11ke the CTBS,:so from the school's point
. of view the XXXX management system ... {is) much more
useful to us." (13?)

“Why are we putting up with this (standard1zed test)
year after 'year, when we know there are better things
we could be doing with oury time? There are other
intruments possibly which we could be using to give us
the kinds of information we want. That's why we lean
more heavily on teacher evaTuatTDns and ‘those kind of

" in-hotse tests." (113P2)

. L . v , , > L :
"The test scores we utilize have been the ofies that are -
criterion referenced tests l1ike DCRT." (20SP1)

_ The important péint i11u5tratéd by these Eémmentsgdbesfs
not simply pertain ta tESt1ﬁg but rather to how 2351Ty the
information could be used for 1nstruct1ana1 dec151on making.
The extent to wiith new information (particu?a#iy from
evaluation) ngrESﬁDnds to the format and. content of inform-
ation aiready used by the classroom teacher d1ctates the- |
degree to which it will be used in decisions.

| Recall our analogy. Under the given circumstancesARyth
“Willis would be much less likely to review the restaurant
guide before choosing a place f@ dine if it lacked cross- i
reFerenced indicies and 1F there were no easy to-read summary
ratings for each restaurant. These phys1ca1 features (the
fgggzaf_the guide) made it more useful to her. Under other
circumstancés‘sha might be pleased to brouse leisurely through
lengthy reviews, but in her current operating procedure

(rushed) she responded to a more sparce and efficient organiz-
ati@ng

.
s 0)
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be more likely to revié& a reétaufant guide*thét'Featured

only 1nexpEns1ve restaurants than an encyciaped1c rev1eu of .

‘of skills an 2551 ign new.Tearn1ng gasks,‘ a5 L T

“any direct relation to the XYZ skill jgyengr e s

: - | 15
i . {/ . . r .. v i V_," !é'%,, )
Similarly, under thgse’h%;ried circuwstances Ruth would
' m :

=

) ¥

:ali d1n1ng estab11shments*f* t”; QFEB \ The fﬂrmers(though . -1’5

i - s
much 1255 gDmplete) corresponded more cTose]y to herﬁ%pec1f1c,n o

needs_ It prov1ded the kinds.of information (the content of

the gg%de) she was ready to receive. ; ; -f;f~e_,'

An example from our study'wau1d,be useful here; A - .
ndmbgﬁ o, school} havé adaﬁted the XYZ maﬁaQEmeﬁ% sy tem to o f{{
caprdiﬂate theif éTithmeti: program. Students pr@gressiis l;
mDn1tcrad aga1nst the XYZ ar1thmet1c chtTnJum in a]] cTassraDms.,5

=

The contlnuum 1nc1ude$fbas1clar1thmetiz‘5k111s for gragles 1 ta,

i ="

. 6. Learning taské are proscfﬁbed‘atcording to & diagndstic ;;l sﬁf

Fl LR

ol

test, and studznts progress through the sk111 -areas one by T et

4}. vgf

one. Periad:f HastTng is used to verify the’ students maftery

n
o

In the fall of the year'teachersfaffthese ééhcai& réceive

¥

the’ arikuﬂét1¢ test scores from the annua1 T1t1e T eva]uat1cn-

The CTBS test is used in th1s eva]uat1ﬂn, gnd the teachers

receive grade TEVET equivalent scareé_f“’each student in the

areas of Computation, Cancepts and Applications,

It should not be surprising to learn that ‘this information

is not very useful. There are a ndmbgr of rédasons for this. a
- - ' 3 v -
One-prominent reason is that the CTHS scores have little if_’

« K
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: The 1nfarmat1on that the teacher receives from t%é eva1uat1gn
€ based on the CTBS is differgﬁt, dDesn t fit into her reguldr

% pattern of assessmentS doesn't have.a natural correspondence
| AR g

‘to the ongoing pfdgﬁa@, etc. It is dissimilar in many respects

B from the existing classroom structure and each of these dissim-

iTafitiés is an Dbstat1e té~its use.* At least that is what
¥

1
resppndents in r sampTkaeem to be saying.
o fﬁ

It shou1d be p01nted out at th]S pg1nt that we are th

crit1c1zﬁng thé CTBS test on technical grDundS ---validity

and re113b111ty are not the current issues Df concern. Rather

K{g‘

> we are 51ﬁp1y ‘noting that this test (and others 11ke it) is .

less 11ne]y tD be 1ncorparatad into teachers' planning and

(dec1510ﬁ Faki g i¥ it éiffeys-marked]y fromithEEQaia tﬁé |
[ tezcher TS*a;f%Eﬂy set o process. »‘f | |
\ g '," We can think of seﬁeﬁai factors Explaining’whyjstructurai
‘proximity might enhance the utiii%atignAgF evaiuatidns;' Eva1as“
>ua£i0n information that has struétﬂraT'praximity‘is preferable
| “because:
1. It is familiar and thETEfDTE’mDTé credible.
2. It TEQUTFES less eFFort to trans]ate 1ntD a useab1e form.

- 3. It matches Dther data more closely and thus fits more
¢ ’ readﬁ]y into an ongoing aggregate of eva]uat1ve data.

These three factars are affirmed by the comments of our

u‘ .

resp@ndents;

"I think that it (SQhDo1—1eve] evaluation) is more positive
because its at the grass roots. I't's more beneficials;

its more meaningfulg bacausL it takes place where the aztion,
is... The initial cvaluation in a school is teacher-pupil.”

(205P1) ‘

-
o~
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« "They (the results ﬁrnm ‘DCRT) are 1nd1vﬂdua] and they
Ce- ‘are 'the skills the child needs. But they come back to
. : us in a form thiﬁ is not very usecable. 1In order to gete
el ', the material in/a’>useable form it takes much of &he’
A .. teachers time, and 'she's just try1ng to survive and
o ‘ doesn' t qu1%e have that time." (14SP1) &, -'i -
. ' "F thTﬂk fDr t é most part that the data that's "being
f' , . collected Toy on-site programs -- School Improvement,
Tit]e,Igeé;iL, for the most part, useless from one year
to the next... -The continuum? . -- the district changes
~then. Tltie 1 g¢hanges their requirements. So from one
year to the next, the iny continuum at this school that
is the same from three years age when I was Title I T
L .Coordinator until.now is the one for (tbe reading pro-

B ) “pram).” (155P1) _ o A

¥

L

p ) . ] ) , .
One might ask how it is'pogsibie on é broad basis to in-
L
crease proximity Df evaluations when eaﬂh teacher has a unique

Structura in his or her cTassrﬂQm? Haw cau]d one ever hope to

match each 0T these diffengﬁt;st?uctural ﬁatterns? _Fortunately
B : . NS SN f
Cthe 51n171a'=“;s in curriculum, textbgoks, and tests are much

. - . o N
greatgﬁ ihan ihe d1fferences! whiTE %ndividua]_teaching styTgs‘

o . and’ parsaﬂaT1t7ES are not 3tandard1zed curricula, texthooks;
' and_managemeﬂt‘SXStEWS uguajig are; 1n most schoo1s EECh-_
* : zegcﬁér in a grade %eveT uses the same iest. 0ften the whole |
- t school uses {Ee_samé'seriésg” Iﬁiferag'qfiinstthtiogai patterns.”

baagsg management systems and assessment q&y§2253151m11arjt12§

A

farﬂautWe1gh differences. However, much gréater %&;ferences

occur Fram schoal to school within a d1str1ct such 3 Metro-

(and we wau1d warrant other d1s§r1cts as well.)
Tt 15 possible to consider qtru%ﬁqfa1 prax1m1ty when

LY

developing an evaluation design. -But-an evaluator concerned

V /‘,,-

Pram,
Cr
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‘about ut1113atlanfmust make aarta1n that t%e focus 1s-on, R
- ¥ L
1nd1v1dua7 achag1a rathar than soma d1str1ct 10wa5t common
N
danom1nat§r. If schoa] level ut111zatfan ja valued, then - L

structura] prax1m1ty concerns  dictate un1que attant1an tD
jc aducat1ana1 prggram_sﬁ . I

&

iTeﬁpDEaT-ProximTty. Concerns adout tima and timeliness

each schao1‘5 spéc11

v.
were . mant1anad fraquantTy by the dac151an makers in our study.

Such commants are nat 5urpr151ng 51ncé\§empara1scancerns have

=

_baan 1dant1f1ed as 1mpartant aspects of utilization for almost -

as long as researchers ‘have speculated about this issua.

We a11uded to twa differéent k1nd5 of tampora1 concarns

ta

‘ whaﬁ prﬂaena1nﬂ the restaurant gu1de anaTagy, T rgt UF
) _ ’ "\
thase E]Tiliﬁéizj is used to dascrz ] the carraapandanca
\ ﬂfﬁ - 2
eipt t1me of ava1uat1an and the time at' :h1;h .

M

between .th .¥s
‘?1n1sarati\a actions arémtaken. In Ruth‘w111iaﬁslca;§ the "+ .

N, : .
infarmaétaﬂ 1n the” restaurant gu1da was t1ma1y béiau%a 1t-wa5

F Y

a#ﬁ11abie at the t1me she Wantad ta use. 1t. It &as nat still

at hgr Fr1and 5. housa wa?t1ng to ba wrappad and dal\!ared
B
ﬁ ‘The b111ngua1 coaﬁd1natar at oner schaa] amphas1zad the b

.impartanca of t1ma11naaa when discussing annual ach1avamant

tasts. e g
..; & =

4 "They aren't psaFu1 I don™t see teachers USIng fhan

' ... You get them late in the year, when you've already
R -~ planned-four/program. You know the children by then .

so they don't g1va ydu any new 1nfarmat1on e (195P2) 4%
: There is 1little doubt frow our data that prapat fit batwcea

*da1ivary;of-ava1uatiaﬁ inforiation and the action schedule affects
. : , [ N
E— !! .

SHQup{gy thgre may be other DVért|d1qg reasons to ignore
'structurct—f+6xln|ty For exampie, certain standardized tests

may have general g$mmunlty acceptance that calls for'their - ° . -
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'utilizatiani What is %ﬁtereétingxtp note 4s that scme!gf the

E1earest’éxamp1és of gabd,fi% wvere unp]anﬁeﬁ =a]mos£ cainciden%ai.

¢ Our descr1pt1an of the fa11om1ﬁg 1nc1dent 111u5trates the pc1nt

. . ‘ - : ) R

: o very well. . o, e -

i ) i oy ' LT ; H

- Gne of“the schoals observed (Schoc} #14) chase to use
some of its special program’ Fund1ng to create resource
teacher p551t1an5 Currently there are five such indi-
v1duals, a reading resource teacher, a math resource .

teacher,'a multi-cultural resource. tgacher, a bilingual, =

Most have their own rooms or labs|in whigh they teach
small groups of students Dﬂra pull-out basis thrﬂughnut

. the scﬁpDT year _ : . ‘. C

L &

resource teacher and a language aIts resource teacher.

As the program at ‘the 3chao1 grew in 51;3 and complexity
P problems develgped-- ‘thé amount of time certain children
: ‘ spent away from their regular 1n5truct1ana] ﬁragran and

RS ‘ 1?§t cont1nu1ty as well. N T e -
’ Based on *ha ﬁoncern that Students were losing cont1n31ty ‘
' of instruciion "Ynd that theirown vorkloads were unmanage-
able; th=2 rasource staff ‘went. to thé principal to- suggest
- ( ' ;/ a changs. They. suggested tha t resource teachers be ps-
. , 7 signad to 2> pull-outs with only certaijn grade levels.f{
For examp.2, the reading resouwce~teacher might be as-
SICﬁgd to she second and third gFaﬂéS for the first half
of the year.. During that time no other "grade level could.
sencd studan'ts tf this resource teacher.. Each grade”1eve]

v

. *
would have at least one resource teacher assigned to'it,
but none would have more than two. _
i k N
’ Such ‘a plah: was-agreed tD in the spring before everyone

Teft for surmer vacation, but no specific assignments
were made, ‘awaiting the¥start Qf»SﬁE@D],iﬁ»thE,falij )

Where does evaTuétion enter-into this decision process?
- . 3 :
£

L Ugligactua?1yg eva1uat1cn enters only incidentally. Evaiuatioﬁ

was not planned as an input to the decjsion making, but its
_impact ‘was nonetheless clear and direct ¢
o DY

: ; Tes -resu]ts were sent back to fthe school in Jate summer.
# . The principal, ‘who works year-round, had time to review
‘them. They 1nd1cated that the third and fourth grades
were scoring particularly low jn the arca of mathematics.
The tests did not give too much information about why
this deficiency 'existed or what to do about it, Rut they
~did pinpoint th%gfrab1em.§ :

[

)

Ay

- ¥

s
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- In the fall the princ1pa1 met with the resource tEaChEFS
-to make the grade level assignments. The math resource
teacher was assigned to grades three and four, based on
5 the DCRT scores received dus1ng the ‘summer: K1ndergarden
N and first grade reading scores were low, but there was a .
‘. ) feeling among the‘graup that these students were too
' Young to be pulled out, of classes in thatamannerj so the
, read1ng résource teach_r was ass1gned saméwhere else. .

'mat;1x that had a1ready been estab115hed regard1ng resaurce

teacher” allocation. There were a 11m1ted)number of possible

' o s . .
resource teachers according tosxthe scheme
]

,that had been adgpt' -whek scﬁaaiﬁgtarted’in the fall, all -

opt1ans were. st111 open, and all a§f1ang vere equally easy to . =~

implement. —Data d1rect]y relevant to the -decision was being
p?Dvided’Ffam 25 evaluative -source, and it was an important

'factﬂr #n the dszcision.

r .
* ]

This examnzie 111ustrates the fact that ;erend1p1t10us

- T - a <t
, 7
connect2ions azaueen ewaTuat1an and decision mak1ng dc exist.
&,

: B ﬂ _b It wdu1§;be inc Grrett to sug§“§tu hm:everS that this was a
:oﬁmcn_e§§2?1ence. iDn the contrary, our research suggests
lfhat such occurrences are inFrquenté More iéb@rfant1y, from.
‘hﬁr'canversations viith decis%anxmakefs, we received the clear .'QL’
imﬁressianvthat neither evaiuétién nor.program decision-making

‘were 'planned to increase the chance that this fruitful inter-
‘u‘%ﬁ"’-ev »

3

section of events would occur.

{ . This examplé also illustrates that "a decision” in fact
consists of a number of actions or conseccutive “miniﬁdECiSiDﬂS.“Ei§

E"/ i = = | ] P, i
In the case inithal decisiqns were based on factors such as
observations, perceptions,f/psychiological belicys and personal-

' ity considera tions. Subsequently, the pr once ol timely eval-

is i3 qunt“ carpﬁ ible with- the notion of "decision accretion"
anced by Heiss (1980). 21 Pl




_uation data provided the basis for a further decision increment.

" A second ‘aspect of temporal proXimity that we noted ‘in our
y " : . - . - - ‘ :
interview was the degree to which data are available for use

j \;withinftheir activé time fgéme! - Some further expianaticﬁ is
' \ \ T T T - : ‘ '

13

required. Most data have a limited lifespan, and it serves little
i . ; . ‘;

ﬁ useFui Eurpase to base decisigﬁs Gn_them:pasé thei? expira}icn date.

i For éxamp1e,‘achi%vement 5:@f§5.bn1y r%méip timely for:instruc=' | |
tianaT;décis%ans for a'shgnﬁ periéd; within a month or’two the'
iEHi]d has learned m@% skills and‘his ér he} o1d'scores‘nn;eaf1i§r

: skills are much. 1ess usefu] to the teacher

’ o Th15 secoﬁﬁ type of tgmpora1 prﬂx1m1ty is'%11ustra£ed in f
our anaiqu by Ruth Willis's gs1ngﬁ%he.m@5t Cuﬁrént}7§{tfaﬁ of

| the-réstautgﬁi gfide; If one were tryigg to maximize the wuse-
$Fﬁ1nes$’af a rz=ztaurant guide; one would make sure téat the most

currént edit‘fﬁiwa; beﬂng cansu1téd, not an earlier pr1nt1ng.
The two asié;ts of temporal proximity are distinct. It is
pass1b1: for data to arr1ve at the proper. time fDr a dEC1S1Dn
to be made (temporal proximity in the first sense), but for the
‘daﬁa itseTF‘tD be no Tanger‘refevaht¥ ;ﬂ‘this §a£e,~§atg gggut
Students'}stétusgat thé time the test was admiﬁistered may be
useless because they do not reflect students' current level of
Perfcrmance , . i - - A
«  The respandents in our study fe]t that they uere burdened
“Zi ' wtth out-of-date data which-was of 11@@1& use to Ehcmg Often

they were asked to maintain and pass on data long past its

useful 1ife.




. 1

"I'm sayiny that as far as an overall tool, to put a
great deal of faith in, I don't think.it (test data)

is worthwhile.- For the short run...within a two-week
,time limit, it's a great tool to take a look at...for’
“the 1nd1v1dua1 teacher who is working with the c1a55.‘;.
They know who the thildren are...(But) the teachers are
concerned ahout, “"Why ‘am- I p3551ng this data on? The
teacher next year really isn't that concerned with it
once they start working with those studénts-'" -(155P1)

¥

Thus two aspects of temporal proximity emerged Q{Qm our

data;7 Timéliness refers to the degree to which data ‘are

B N L

avai?abTe hhen decisions are being made. The notion of active

time frame refers to whethew data are ava11ab1e fnr use while

they are still relevant. - ‘
| What does this mean for evaluation? First, to increase
u;i]gza%ian we must ;triﬁe to coorinate éata with decjsfcﬁs-
'This is no éaég task. Major decisions about the organization

of the szhpai prigram, assignmept.gf staffg grouping of students

in classrooms, adoption of ﬁurr1cu1um and instructional programs,

etc. occur infrequently. They do occur according to a more or

less preéi:taé?e schedule and some coordination with evaTuatinnjﬁj
should be possible. Minor decisions relating to individual B
students and instruction occur in classrooms every day. Rele-
“vant, accessable data can be quick1y»£ti1;zed!

This-réhinds us of the second issue To increase utili-
-zatian'we must also strive to make data avaiiabTe'quick1y, while
it is still meaningful. For instructional decisions withiﬂECTassa
rooms this is partiéu]ar1y dimportant, but it shouldn't be ignored

in either case.

7T1ms‘ can aft as a constraint in another way. The pressures and
demands of other activities can reduce the available time for
consideration of data. However, we do not consider this as an
element of temporal profimity rather,h; will discuss it below under
the headina "Comnelina Demands on Time." . _ .
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A

) It is probably best to say that the evaluator wﬁc is concerned
" - with utiiizatidn should strive to increase both types of h
temporal proximity. . 7 o -

' :ﬁ To conclude our dis&ﬁssigé of the first?broad cétegc}y of
constrain;‘, proximity, we note that respondents made the identi-

-

fications we have .described in_thislse:tian‘é1eaf1y and distinctly.

Little interpretation nor elabordtion was requ}red on our part.
There was wide agreement on the‘imPDrtnace of structure and time. .
ThEVCDnETPSiDﬂ=wE draw based on our data is that increased
proximity would likely have a positive influence on utilization.
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Competing Demands on Time
Under ‘this heading, we are referrihg to the cdnstraining

presente of campet1ng demands upon dQCISign makers' time. When

" we asked our regpandents how much attention they paid to evalu-

at1an, they reported that there were just too many Dther th1ngs

of Eva1uat1cni As one principal canfessedf

"Well, I'T1 be réa? candid with you, I get so busy I don' t
pay as much attention to evaluation material as I shoulg.
I get rgpart after report ... I try to get the genera]
'gist of what the evaluation data is, but I do not" spend

a lot of time analyzing it, and I probably should ...

I think it's probably very good data.. There are just so
many demands on me." (15P) '

There s little doubt that theé rapid pace and constant
) . 7 B .?_!i } , . ) - . ) 7 . . 7
%presgura of the school environment constrains administrators

“willingness and ability to devote large amounts of time to

serious review and analysis of data. Most administrators in
our sample repprted being innundated by bureaucratic tasks and -

politicai prassures. There were some exceptions -- individuals

~who purpssafu?iy guarded their role as educational leader of the

school and protected their time, allowing themselves the Tuxury
of comtemplation and forethought. But, by and large, most of

the administrators we talked to were caught up in the hectic

business of running the educational facintyS‘kéeping UP the

regulations, beiﬁg sure that the school's program was in com-

p]iénce, supe%vising applications, attending mae;ingsg learning
éb@ut changes and modifications iﬁAruTes and reguiations, main-
téiniﬁg!caﬁtact with the cémmunity,ésupérv?siﬁ ’d13c1p11né and

much more.




Not only did administrators feel these pressures, but'staff

*

did as well. Indeed,.teachers and:idministrafqrs baéh believe
that thé teacher's job is éxtfeme?y demandiﬁéé;andlthgt teachers -
have little free time. Here is a typical description, with a
suggestion for impr@venem; ; : . o ?; -

"I'm sure you must be aware af the fact -that a teacher 5 .
day is really horrepdous in terms of the demands.or, that N
teacher's time. (Teachers need free time to think) ... ',
Industry has learned this -- I guess we have learned it,
too,; but the price tag makes it prohibitive. I think if
we cpuld run one pupil-free day a month, or if we could -
haVE two pupil-free afternoons a month, or if we had an :
. opportunity-to meet together and to interact and to di-
: ﬁ]ggue and share ideas and concernS we.would see improve-
mént. But the time constraints are Such that it's liter=-
ally 1WpD§STb1E " (13P)

How are gudgnents made and actions talen in the absence
of time for cont=mplation? They are made mu:h_in the same
manner as Ruth_UiTlis might select a restaurant if it was 8:55 p.m. =

A

aﬂé‘she only h?j‘five minutgs'tc choase! ﬁhéaﬁé&idn't haVeiﬁime
to 100&_atbthe restaurant guide and would prcbably fall ?aﬂk on
past exparience and familiar patterns of actfans- Under tﬁev;
pressure to make a quick dEC1s10n, it is dcubtfu] that she j
-challenged any of her prev10u5 beliefs ab@ut wh1ch restaurantsl
were good. More often than notf péap]e act :0n5ervat1vely
in such situations, falling back on patterns Df behav1ar that
-havg served, them well in the 'past. (- -{DSkampg'197?)
If the demahdsgaf'the job act as a constraint to utilization
» of eva1ua£i5n; is 'there something %hat can be done abautv%ti
Many of our respondents felt there was arsoiutiangi Without
specific ﬁrompt%ﬁg,'a nuinber of décision makevs concuf-with the

" principal just quoted. They believed quite firmly that 1nprcv§gﬁ

il

use of evaluation data was possible. A1l that was Tacking was

D
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the appcrtun1ty tn put some effart 1n the r1ght d1rect1@n

‘Here ‘are two further cp1n1an5 on th1s issue: 7
.

“(IF we are going to do something w1th eva]uation data)

Days have to be set aside...if we could have a few days

‘on the side where the teachers at least sit down and . °

break bread together, I think ve'd acecmp11sh a lot. more...

I don't think there is enough time in .the school day to

have teachers meet and evaluate the school program.

I think 1f we had some clear days ahead we (would) just

sit and talk, one to one, so it's a group. Group dis- -

cuission to me is the best... I think we need a few days '

without the children available (ta) just sit down and

talk abaut programs. (25P)

"Eva]uation tells us where ‘we're ga1ng and what we need
to.do. I think it's very importnat. I feei that pera
sonally 1'would like to do a lot more.of it ... But our
problem here is. (enough time for) meetings, and it does
require meetings. - I don' trjh1ﬁk that we evaluate enough.
I think we need to have more self evaluation where we do
something like the PQR .. once every six weeks is the way
I would 1ike to do it. But it seems 1ike we have so many
things going on at this school that/ require teachers to
be in maeings. So it's very hard to get people together,
even to Rt @ cumm1ttee together to work on some of these
" things. . hink it néeds a lot of improvement." (135P2)

(s
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This thought, that much could be ‘accomplished mtlythe
existing evaluation ‘data if only there were time to sit down
leisurely to study:it and make plans, was voiced by many of the

respondents in our sample. It was probably the most CTEafly

-defined.encourager to emerge from the interviews.

In fact, belief in this proposition was strong enaugh that
a few schools had attempted to institutionalize greater Dpportuns
{t1es for ref1écticn and reorgan1;at1an One SEhDO] he]d an
annual fo campus conference Jjust befcre the start of the new

5Chaal-yeat_ They selected a comfortable site (neutral turf

“as it were) where the staff could get.tcgether without the

'régu1ar pressures of school to review the accomp11shments of the

previous year including student t?ft scores and &1scuss the

educationaT activities for the year to come. Another schaDT
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iset as1de its ]ast staff meet1ng Fnr "ref]ect1on %ﬂ@ brajéctidﬁ; _
idur1ng wh1ch time the teaﬂhers cou]d take a mare_@pen and o
| creative look dt the school program and the data availabfe!
,fram the year just toncluded. - D
Unfbrtunate]y,,the twa 1nstances cited abﬂve é:Leér to
"be ex;eptiana1;é Nat all. schoois are tak1ng act1nn to f1]1 the
need for systemat1c p]ann1ng t1me§ But given the ex15t1ng
limitations of budgets and caTendars it is not as easy ‘action
to take. In fact, the off-campus ccnference c1ted abcve has
been reduced from two days to one this year, ‘and it w111 be
.held on campus as'well. The school’'s current budget was Just
toc Timited to a7ford the expense of the ﬁréviaus arrangements.

If.cur ressondents are to be believed, the implication for
utilization is :?aér. More time needs to be prcﬁided for reviéw
é% eva?uat%an'éaéﬁ and systematic ﬁ?aﬁning based'on this infar%
mation. Ve make this recommendation with cautioq, for the data
from our study also suggest that the mere existence of pupil
free afternoons or other open blocks afvtimé will not insure
greater-attention té evaluation.y There are innumerable other
demands competing for such free tjmeg Tﬂjingrease utilization
thE-éime should be earmarked in séme manner specifically for
the purpose of anéiyzing and acting upon eveluation.

This suggestion is primé?iiy”an adminj$£rative questiqq
and not something that is within the direct control of the

evaluator. However, a knowledgeable evaluator might make such



'sUggestfgn té fhe deci5iDﬁ makérs with whom he or she is

working. In fact, in Some cases an evaluator can insist on

a first hand presentation and discussion of the data as the

28

~chief reporting format. If enough emphasis is given to this -

T

demand, then time may be set aside for it. -~



Conclusion

1T@Q of the genefai_%éétﬁrés that émérged Fﬁom.nutfdﬁfa“:
== proximity and éamp%%iﬁéademands,bf time * -- have bEeﬁ’ﬁié;
cuséed and their action as canstraints or encouragers to the-i
ﬂut111zat1cn nf Eva1uat1un has been ana1yzed. | .
Prcx1m1ty was d1v1ded into structura1 and tempnra] com- o

ponents. The data suggests that 1nformat1an which is d1fferent

Lé

in-fafm and content from the schaa1 s 1nstruct1onal program

(structural prcx1m1ty) is less 11ke1y to be used in dec151on

making. There are two aspects to tEmpDraI prax1m1ty§ Eva1uaa

tion is*Ies to have impact if it come$ at a't1me when

de2151ans are\ns ,Qnger being made (timellness) and 1f the
1nfcrmatian i; cintains is no longer current: (aEt1vag$1me frame)
“and thus less iggevant to the decision. BN .

! ~ The second general canstrafning Featﬁre thaf emerged fram‘
haur data was - competing demands on time. There currently are )
rﬁény demands on teacher and administrator time which tend fﬂ
minimize the amount of attent1an that 15 paid to eva1uat1on

This~ ana]ys15 has definite 1mp11cat1gn5 for the eva1uatar
or the S;hgui administrator who 15,1nterested in ipcrea51ng the
use of evaTﬁationi Wheﬁ nﬁé considers the constraining3ﬂr“‘
en:aurééing potential of'the‘FDrm'éﬁd cantentﬁaf eva1uatianf
the actdive time Fisme of the data, the timeliness of the
répnrt1nﬁ and the competing demands of school personnel's time,

a ‘number of suggestions for 1mpr@vement can be made. To increase

evaluation utilization at the site level the evaluation should be

;
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pTanned so that

in use in the school.

1. The data dre ca]1ected and reported.1n a’ farm ‘that 15 easy

*

Fta use and correspcnds to whatever organ%zatianal systam is v

R

| 2,~'The instruments ref1ect the same cantent and 1ntern31 scapel) i

as the instructiana1 program at the schaa1

/3, .The data‘ce11ect19n ‘and repnrting prﬂcess is EﬂDFd1ﬂatEd

L
“with. the schoa1 caiendar and the import ;\ident1f1ableb S

- decision periods.

-3

‘4. The data is analyzed and reported quickly.

,5;: Time is set aside for review of the information. In this

‘regard, a first hand presentation with questionégmay'be~mu;h

fgeitérljhgn'a written report.

However, one sméi] caveat'isvin order. The fact that -each of

these factors was clearly identifiable as a constraint based on

‘areas will increase impact.

~our data does not necessarily mean that improvement in these

If, for exampTe; all evaluation

were Suddeﬁﬁg 5tru¢£un311y and temporally proximate it miéht

‘be that administrators

would juét point elsewhere to explain

the continuing non-use of, the data.

‘One can never know with

certainty ‘the EDﬁSEQUéﬂEéSKDf sﬁggested changes in the way things

are done. It is our firm belief,.however, that the recommendations

derived from this stydy will havé positive impact on ut{iizationg

As a final word, it should be mentiongd that our analysis of

the data is not complete.

-A number of psychosocial variables -
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