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The 1literature on evaluatign, both empirical and
' vk 4 L
. -L}?’ ¢ A -
non-empirical, is extensive. Of courle, as Cook (1978,
Y

£

“p. 14) and Shﬁflro (1979, p., 1) mote,‘ the quality of the
/

literature' varies greatly. Ne&ertheless, the 11terature is

at least extensive enaugh to'bagln to. support synthesls of
7‘%”"~

' knowledge we have gained %P date regarding evaluatlon_

zThompson & Klngz 1981b). Fhrthermore, as ‘Thompson and 'King~

(1981a, p. ) obsgrve, w€2ﬂow have at 1east the beginnings

4

of a base of .theoretlcalg‘propos1t10ns about evaluatlon,

,,1

! ~ B
these can now be used to gulde, at legék to some extent, the

efforts of evaluators and evaluat;on researchers
J“

{v‘f

DesPite the-fact bnat the evaluation literature is

Ay
-, J‘) 4

extensive, it does cont@&n one noteworthy gap: the views of’

(} »
LEA . evaluators tend’ &;0 be Underrepresentgﬁ in- the

, Wt
literature. _qu e @ple, ewaluatlon Journals, such as- CEDR
N . . - fﬂx )
Quarterly and ,[Educat a1 Evaluatlon and Pollcy Analysis,.

BRIt .
infrequently cont%wé‘ articles written ‘by LEA evaluators.

) Fortunate}y; Stalf; Q d . (1980) has provided a glareing -

:Zi
‘“‘»
A Y

'6

exdeption to thi %ﬁ?ule On behalf of NIE, he has edited a

set of. papers wrgg en by flve téachers, five principals, and
: i

flve LEA evqﬁ%ators, 'regarding théir perceptions .of

L

:evaluatlon and.éé sting in schbels fhe compilatio: " was

;f " o

;semlnated by the u.s. Départrent of Educatlon
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,as a paperback, and is now also available from ERIC. .
\ . .

have 1mportant insights to. add to the knowledge gé&ned from .- -

xevaluation 1process. Consequently, - the LEA symposium

organ1zat1onaf)framework in which each evaluat1on department -

meeting. This’ doéhment represents the proceedlngs ofbthe "

~

N\ L L

- . ) | . ,
- ) . . )

This  symposium was organiied to fill, at least partly,

-

[ .
the gap which 'stilt exists in the evaluation literatyure.

The sympos1um was grounded in a prem1se that LEA evaluators

more formal naturalistic and S1Qulatlon ~Studies of the
J “ . * ©

B

participants were -selected to represent diverse backgrounds

wis a vis geographic location, -LEA enrollments, and the

operates. . ¥he non LEg\,partlclpants were also“selected to-

represent diverse backgrounds vis a. vis experlence andL~ . .
. . . 4 A ,\ .
evaluation perspectlve. ‘ .
. ° v *
The symposium was presented in- an innovative format. ~ w

\ . .
The non-LEA symposium’ participantsl ~were asked to pose Ct l

N Y
- <

writben questiofis regarding "Evaluation from ,(an, LEA"®
L3 . ) « ’[” Y .
Perspective.” The questions were mailed> to thé: LEQf

participants well 1in advance’ of the 1982 AERA\ ahnual -
' S L

AR o

symposium insofar as it presents the LEK , eNaluator s

responses to the posed questions. Both the qhestlons and . -
the responses were- . developed 1ndependently by \each , ' . .
. . » , e - »
participant, and® served as the‘ basis: for more'exte?ded
discussion during the(anndal.meetingh.Er\z\, S L i . T
’ * ’ i :“ ‘\;‘\ E ‘e S ';:-. ‘
) hd . ‘ o, ot ’ ’ L
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. 1. How much of what'LEA evaluators do is "evaluation" in'the classic sense, i.e., -
) the observation of specific outcomes.of discrete educatlonal programs'> What
+else do LEA evaluators do? .

~

~ 0l (Questm@r. CAROL H. WEISS) C .

N (Respondent STEVEN - FRANKEL)
J " In our case, classic evaluations account “for about 25% of our budget. “An_
additienal * 25% is allocated. towards management studies of the noninstrUbtlonal
aspects of the school system; about 15% goes towards standardized testing .

programs;” another 15% goes to conducting fiscal -audits;” and the rema1n&ng 20%
. covers coordination of policy’ and regulations development and the development of

statistical ‘reports. " ;- ' )

P \ ) , , .

(ReSpondent FREDA HOLLEY) . )
Most R and E offices’do not really work on the discrete prOJect basis implied by
this duestion. In. fact, . I have a hard time dealing with-this quest1on from my
framework. To me, evaluatlon\ls 10oking at data and making or telping educators 5
make decisigns to improve edbeation. ~ The Lypn and Doscher (1979) report, for- '
example, said that most of these offices spent an\jnordinate amount of timé on
. ’ "testing”" with the nnpllcatlon that: they were ndt doing much evaltation. However,
most . evaluations done in school districts should and do involve - student . learn1ng p
as an 1mportant program outcome measure,. Therefore, a distfict-wide testirig
program js likely to feed into the majority of all evaluatlons conducted. Is

hap
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L test1ng just teStlng then or is it also an evaluation .activity? Recall how much *; ‘)
. "ofemany major .research projects such as those on teaching effeetivenessrhave been-
devoted to collect;ng "sugh test ‘data as & part -of their project. No one .

-questioned whether this was a research activity. In_ school districts it is both a
way of, evaluatlng students and programs and d1str1ct ach;evement

T .ot W1th the test1ng phase of an evaluatlon taken care ©of, evaluators then * have most ‘
~of their, resources or staff time- -available for other:activities of which there are l
multitudes. f .0f" course, = there . is cldgsroom observation, 1nterv1ews, M ‘

R quest10nna1res, analyses, and reportlng, evaluators are involved in almost every
activity that has or can be described as evaluatlon They also spend a good déal '
- of time in -our office ia-, management- ‘activities since'we fave differengiated 1
stafflng In our office, evaluators are administrators; they supervise staff’, do ]

» personnel evaluations, orden supplles and-so on. They spend a great.deal of t1me
Just ‘communicating other than formal reporting purposes: writing memos, prov1d1ng ‘
Eﬁserv1ce, talking 1nformally to -administrators, consulting. They~ spend an |
l

anordlnate amount of t1me on the telephone Just answering questioms.

-

Since many evaluation act1V1t1es alsﬁ‘lnvolve record keeping for various program .

T purposes, , this must also be 'accolinted for. ,This, llke testing however, often . ?

T 7 .» feeds into. the evaluation meklng it possible to do more” complex analyses ‘taking - Q;

into account the var1ous factors on which records are maintained.- A

. oo ~ ’

F1nally, most of us Hlso spend t1me Just asking’ ourselvés questlons such ag: * What ..
-1nfbrmat10n is really important- .to our district?  Whaf“kinds of questions that’
, " matted should we be ask1ng that we-are not? How does’this data that we have maké

' sense ,in terms of th] way tHe. system works,-of, the way learning occurs of the way -

‘a program. develoﬁs of other nat1ona1nresearch% e

.
‘., ‘ . s . }
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Lyon, C.D., and- Doscher, L. (1979) Executive Summary: Evaluation and School
Districts Reports. ‘Los .Angeles: Cepter for the Study of Evaluation, .
University of California. R ’
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»

(Respondent: CARL NOVAK) ~ .o . - .
In response to this question I have attached a midyear review of evaluation team
‘activities proposed for our Board of Education (see Appendix A). The review
. emphasizes two trends: a diversification of the types of services that the
evaluation -team provides and a trend aWay from evaluation of federally funded
programs toward support of locally funded programs. The two trends are related.
The evaluation ' tegn was jinitially organized to evaluate (in the classic sense)
, federally funded programs. As our facus changed so did the services we provide.
We still "evaluate" ,programs, but only if evaluation, questions are being asked.
Other kinds of activities the evaluation team 1is invplved in include the
development, interpretation  and use of educational tests,, community and staff
surveys, support of curriculum studies, - information processing and use, needs
assessment, and any other "special" studies (which in a different setting could be
called research). A list of U5 projects on which the evaluation team was {working
was compiled for the same Board meeting. The list included 20 projects that are

»

‘" best described as evaluation projects. The 20 projects accounted for 50% of
) professional evaluation time from- September 1, 1981 thru fébﬁuary 1, 1982.

(Respondent: ELLEN PECHMAN) , ) : .

.I think it has been a'well known but little acknowledged fact for some years that
evaluators don't do much work at the program®level which .follows the rational
models established in texts. .When we have. the luxury of working with a
sufficiently evaluation-oriented and self-confident client, we are, indeed, able
to apprqach the process of objectively examining programs in terms of . outcome
effectiyenéss; but this occurs too infrequently: Tne discussants on this panel
represent a range of school districts in. this regard. Some of us are from
districts that have had,a sophisticated research orientation, for quite some time,
and evaluation is a more accepted process. Others, like me, work  in districts
whose history and politics make it difficult to undertake the self-gnalysis which
can. be conducted in educational climates that are more homogeneous or, at least,
politically less volatile. I believe that systems are like people--the greater
the. success, self-assurance and confidence, the more possible it 1is to, be .
self-critical. : S ¢ .

But, if we dbn't evaluate in®the traditional sense, what Se~ we do? Sixteen|
percenETD£QQ¥Dg§par§mental budget- goes towards program gyaluation and, of this, we
arg only eva ing one district initiated program. The evaluation staff ~ works
almost exclusively with externally funded programs and provides supportive
technical assistance to school principals, project directors and grants ~developers
.on".the evaluatioh compopents in their” proposal’s. Nineteen percent, of our budget
is directed toward the systemwide testing program which is evaluation, hut in the :
narfowest sense. Te bulk of the remaining budget supports the-massive student
datat dscheduling and mark\g?porting syStem in the district, wand the “census and
state” and, fedéral reporting activities which also emirate’from my office.-

I

* In~ the- past twoeyears I have been able'to'put““sdme additional staff rresources
(three part-time pgofessionals, ‘equal to about 5%-of the budgét)aiqto hiring -
peqfonnel who havefhlghly technical research and data analysis skills. . This group

> " , ve
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is . beginning +to serve as a policy information support group for top management.
This staff works with aggregate program data which are easily obtainable through
the routine channels of system accountability or from quick surveys that respond
i to requests to conduct one-shot studies for top manageme t. In a few rare cases,
! we are also able to help'principals by.pulling the descriptive data about their ! _
- school, such as its‘achievement profile, or we help produce descriptive data their -
teachers can use - for program analyses. Among our activities of this type are —
several systemwide needs assessments, one of computer néeds and the: other of test
' needs; a date based model for selecting high need schools in which to establish
 experimental first grades; and, finally, an analysis of the test data pattern of
a school which appeared to have itfflated test scores. These pieces of research
are very supportive to the system, but they are not very flashy and can hardly be
called evaluation. Although evaluation in the traditional sense is got often
done, we think we have been iﬁcreasingly, effective in providing important
supportive data for mariagers to use in their planning and decision-making.

v (Respondent: FLORALINE STEVENS) - J
: My perspective can only come from my experierice as an“evaluation administrator in
a large urban school district. I would say that LEA evaluators devote about
) one-third of their time to "evaluation." A good portion of their time 1is spent .
° with, federal "and state compliange °suryex§ and the administration of testing-
programs-~-norm-referenced ; criterion-referenced and " competency. LEA .evaluators
attend many meetings serving as resource persons. They write many directional
bulletins to schools and offices about how to fill out survey forms, conduct
testing and so forth!

[y




(Questioner; CAROL H. WEISS) | - \

2. -What kinds of impacts have evaluation reports had on LEA policy and pract1ce°
What . conditions have been conducive to greater impact? Far .example, has
continuity of evaluator service bgen a factor, or personal relationships
between’' evaluators .and ' decision makers, or.oral informal conversations, or
propinquity of office location, or salience of the = issués addressed
evaluation studies? Is the, scientific quality of evaluation an important
factor in generating attention? : )

(Respondent STEVEN, FRANKEL) ‘ .

Our reports have had considerable impact in about one-third of the cases. . This
impact has been evidenced by programs being exparnded, modified or cut back largely

on the basis of the results. ,In another third of the cases, the results and
recommendations have been largely ignored. In the remaining third, the "evaluatien

did not comé up with findings which Justified ifwdifications in the eX1st1ng
.programg. ) .

The most important factors in determinin° our impact have been: 1) Our staff is .
regarded as being competent and eVenhanded; 2) We report directly to.the C
superintendent and are therefore odutside the span of contrdl of any of the program
managers; and 3) All of our reports are automatically transmitted to the Board of

Education and made public. . i

-

Sq;entific quality must be a given in that your constituents must ' be confident
hat your reports can be subjected to outside scrutiny, In most cases, we will
not be asked to do -a study unless the topic is very controversial. This means no
matter what we find and’ recommend, there will be a considerable body. of people who
look ‘to discredit the results(%i , ’ s

Howevers, - élaborate stat1stica1 techniques or designs are often counter-productive.
Their impact on cost and timeliness gre seldom Justified by what they add to a
study. For the most part, we rely on straightforward procedures which. can be
conducted with a minimum of risk. This is because, in addition to_accuracy, the.

¢ next most desired attribute is timeliness. The best study in the world is useless S/
if it surfaces after the Board or County Council has voted on a program's future..

-

). (Respondent: FREDA HOLLEY) . . ~
3\ Perhaps the best description of the sometimes difficult to obsefve 1link between .
n evaluation and practice I havé heard . came not froman evaluator, byt from a
' Mexican American program administrator when asked a similar question in a
presentation about Title I eva vatton.” He said that now when he walks intq-a
classroom geea school with a low ‘socio-economic population in. just about any
school in our state and asks how the children are d01ng, he isn't told anymore
_«"just fine." Rather Yie receives specifics in <erms og test scores and growth‘ from
the last year to thé present. When he asks if ‘the VTitle I program is helpingy he
gets “specific answer's alsd about average growth, _hours of service, and types of
. programs ' . ,
* - Iy Fy R . \

What the administrator is saying and what I have observed is that you see” the ° s

change over time; in retrospect/the change' may be dramatic, but from close-up -yo

may not even be aware of it. Evaluation does make a difference but capturing the .

difference is difficult. There are times, of course, when you ‘do see immediate l .
\\\ improvement. I tried to give some examples, in my_ article in the~ Stalford.
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tze‘credibi'lity of-the evaluation wnit.
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S . . e & .
collection (see bibliography in the Forward of these procee@ings).

I have also said at various times that the impact an evaluation is likely.to have.
may be due to an array of .factors, the , most significant of which are the
dimportance and relevance of the evaluation findings, first, and to the
perseverancé and salesmanship of the evaluator, second.e ’ ; )

Although "scientific qdality" per se would not be the wéy I wolld phrase 1it, the
certainty of the finding does play.an important role in generating attenticn and

quality of the design. I have been asked if evaluators really need sophisticated

" statistical skills. The assumption behind this question is that most éva;uation

work is not very sophisticated. But I believe that is the chicken-egg dilemma. « 1
find that where staff have more sopnisticated skills, these skills get exercised.’
I think we in school, evaluation continuously face very complex questions--far more
complex than are encountered in laboratorg situations--whose. answers 'we cannot
supply or supply inadequately either because our skill or the state-of-the-art,
jitself is inadequate to the challenge. a ' '

N

(Respondent: _CARL NOVAK) , S
Unfortunately the . scientific §uality of a particular -~evaluation 1is not an
important factor in determining +the perceived, value of the evaluation. More
}important factors are the salience of* the’ programs and issues addressed, the
extent to which the results focus on what arg perceived to. be the-key aspects of
the program, the extent to which procedures-are perceived as "fair (not biasedly
representing any one point of view), the personal credibility of the evaluator, and

-

* .

The' professional relationship between the evaluator and decision maker 1is  also
important (much more so than a personal relationship). In my estimation the.most
‘effective format for presehting results and maximizing the potential wuse" of
results is a short informal presentation’ by the evaluator to a group of key
decision makers (two or more) followed by unstructured discussion 0f the program
and the issue surrounding the program. This format allows decision makers to
focus on those aspects of the program that they feel are most important (both pro
and con). The role of the evaluator is to relate the results of the evaluation tg
those }ssues. 4 ) : :

(Respondent: ELLEN PECHMAN) = -+ - -
In our case, I must candidly acknowledge that evaluation reports, as such, Jhave
had .little or .any direct impact on policy or practice inh. the district.
Ironically, I think the most interesting and most direct impact evaluation has had
_is in molding behavior and encouraging accountability through thglthreat of
evaluation. This is instrumental evaluation in.a~very_y9usual sense! W
~ !

Most of the gvaluations we have conducted over the Yyears have been- mandated

reports which deseribe, in routine format and earefully wofded neltrality, the ’

supefficial elements of the' programs,4i.e., the number- of participants, whether"
meetings were held as planned, that parents or- teachers came to meetings, and
reports of test scores. However, we have several notable «examples of programs-
getting . underway several months earlier than they might hawe, had the. evaluator
not proded the system. Furthermore, several programs have been quick %o report
their own data to Board members and superintgndents to prove they didn"t need to

' _ {

. 10 A

inspiring confiddnce for utilization and that is associated with the tightness and
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be ehaluated! 8 o , \ .-

* Tnis year,~T think, we will have the first'éfportunity in < long time to provide

direct evaluative assistance for planning to an important districtwide program.
Not surprisingly, this is a sensitive and controversial program in the district
which most peyple think the supe?intendent would like to see disappear. .Our data

on this program\largely consist$ of reports from teachers, administrators and’

students. Exqe t. for the results of a normed test of basic reading-and math
skills, we still- have been unable to obtain sufficient access to the program to

- cQllect observational data on behavior or to conduct pre- and”post-tests of

specific skill achiquement.among studentsze <Nonetheless, the kind of descriptive

reporting we are. doing has not Qggﬁ done before in our district and I think it

+ will be helpful to program managers who are planning for next yeéQ.

To answer Carol Weisé“'que tidn more direttly, I'think all of the féctors she

entioned in her questio are 1important ko the success of evaluations and
evaluation relationships. H one will be more or less important depending “upon

? the politi and program \con’rkx’c, and the people involved. In my experience, the ]
issue of scientific quality is probably the least important factor in the-
. -evaluation process or product, Technical quality is an issue for our peers in the

evaluation commuiity but, in the school settiQ%, it is rare that evalua’cioni users
are professionally intereste§ or experienced enough to be very analytical about
the technical elements of an evaluation. Regardless of how technically‘corYégt or

effective an evaluation is, it will oply be used if the results coincide with the -

intuitions of. the significant decision-makers or constityencies. Of course, the
report for each audience (user) is absolutely essential, but I also think that it
is relatively easy to design.reports to meet users' needs. It -just requires that
the evaluator_ be sensitive and open to "lay" suggestions about formating. and
writing up findings. . ) RN

-

One factor affecting impaét of “eval'uations in LEA's which was not mentioned in the -

queégfon is administrative’- clout. - In some ways this is opvious, but T haven't
seen.}t‘ﬁiscussed directly in the literature. The rational model of evaluation
suggests that-clout will come with evaluation quality, but we don't think this is
the case in so highly a political and sbureaucratic ‘environment as schools.  Clout
is both a personal and an administrative phenomenon and many outstandingly skilled
evaluators will lack the clout even to initiate’ and/or successfully follow through
on the evaluation process itself. Without access to a program,sit is difficult to
. obtain the basic data needed for its evaluation. Thus, I would say ‘that strong
s administrative support is a critical element of evaluation report impact in a LEA.

" This power of good old fashioned clout comes from a Jjust right match .of skiills,

"circumstances, context;,  experience, fechnical expertise, personal relationships
and, sometimes, even luck! ' . 3

3

S

(Respondent 3, FLORALINE STEVENS) R ' , :

The impact of evaluation Treports depends on what has been vevaluated. The
.perfunctory Compensatory Education/Title I Reports have had no impact on LEA
policy and practice; however, ;his_wilI'bH%nge‘because the cqptent of the report
"was cHanged. We are now conducting an ethnographic’ study of successful reading
results in Title I schools. LEA policy persons have expressed much interest in
the outcomes. It is anticipated that the information will be widely disseminated

“and used for staff development. Any evaluation that provides insights into

suceessful teaching practices’has great. value because our new superintendent has
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f1ve goals for 1mprov1ng thé schqol dlstrlc’c and‘ plgheﬁ acmevemerrt w1ll be an ) o
index to indicate better achleve'nent among the students. There is an-excitement ¢

~and a push in the LEA to promote and enhance J:he conditions for pr1nc1pals ko Dbe™

- better instructional leaders, teachers ’to provide quality ing tryction, and ‘for »e °
stydents to learn more. Because “of ’chese elements any infor on that may prove

helpful 1is sought and is Wwelcome. he evalua’clon reports in the district
provide the kinds of information thet are neéded and' are useful, @ey wfll have: =
impact. The LEA admlnls’crazors have beén in’ the district long enamgh to know and: -
aid the top level administrators. , They now ‘'seek .aid . from the research -and.
evaluatlon office. -The office 1is Yocatéd -in the administration. complex anhd

' theref‘ore *personnel and - materials --are - immediatel, accessible = to LEA. = |
administritors. The . quality .of the information prjovided in court-ordered :

evaluations or federal .compliance, repor.tf .have had ‘impact. The politital :,-w'-.-
ramifications of the- reports no’c theasc1en’c1f‘1c quality#®have generated attention
* although the scientific quality- (evalua’clon me’chodologyh has been e)(cellent f‘o&

‘many of ’che reports. v
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' (Questioner: GAROL H. WEISS) . R .
3. What does the looming cutback in resdurces portend for the future of LEA

evaluatiog? If \budgets have to be cut, will evaluation.be among the first

functions to be terminated? Or will superintendents and others turn to

evaluation to help in budget-cutting decisions? P
(Respondent: STEVEN FRANKEL) ‘ : .
If evaluation groups configure themselves like us, with aboutehalf the resources
going towards management studies and audits, the future is rather rosy.- The most
conservative boards and superintendents will support an operation if . it promises
to return several times its cost in savings. Further, if the staff and resources
needed for the management studies and audits are within the span of control of the
jrésearch director, those same talents and techniques can be .applied to the
. instructional side of the house as well. As evidence of this, our operation has

.\ "been growing at about 10-15% a- year, despite declining enrollment ‘and a

books', . ) [
. ) .

As intimated by the question, this .only occurs if the research operation is

willing and able to assist the Board and superintendent. in their budget cutting

decisions by providing them with wequivicable data showing which operations are

conservative Board dedicated to putting every possible dollar into teachers and

performing as expected, and which are net. ’ .

From another perspective, the future of LEA evaluation units is even better. The
way things are going, we may soon be the only ga?he in town. .

The cuts in Federal support don't hurt us as they do the labs, centers, and
consulting organizations because most of us never saw those déllars anyway;
except to do studies the world can easily do without such as the Title T and Head
- Start evaluations. Similarly, we are now coming out of the period of enrollment
declines, and therefore will not be suffering the same cutbacks as universities
will begin experiencing as the drop. in the birth curve starts affecting them.

resear operations wiltl become stronger and increasingly influential in the next
detadg. ‘ o ) R .

.

. ST ‘
Theri:;Zg, I think that there is a ‘godd chance that  the school system based

* (Respondent: FREDA HOLLEY) . . ‘ ) :
LEA evaluations will wndoubtedly suffer along with the rest of education in the
eurrent cutbacks. -.Evaluation, is rarely of any real help in budget-cutting
decisions; we are far from the coverage, and exactness that would “be helpful in
fact. Our district faces a cut from é&bout $3 million, in funds for desegregation,
innovative programs, library services and so forth. Probably the highest priority
service  for continuat{on at the moment is that of bus monitors. But this.is
really a value judgmentﬁﬁqgision since who can really do an évaluative comparison
between bus monitors and' library books. Even if formal evalyation offices
disappeared, however:, I personally believe that education is never likely to be

&

quite. the same as it ,was before our hey day and that evalqaﬁion skills will

continue-to be imporfant in education.

(Respondent: CARL NOVAK) s : ~’

~Thig is a decision that will have to be made on a district by district basis. The
outcome will (or at least should) 'depend upon the extent to which evaluation

1
o
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results (or the services provided by the evabuators) have become an integral part
+ of the decision making process. If evaluation is perceived by the Superintendent
as window dressing, something\to be done priimarily for public relations reasons,
~then evaluation obably will be cut. However, if the services provided. by
evaluators (however”they are classified) are considered to be useful angd, cost
‘effective, then evaluation will probably continue to be funded. -
Our evaluation wnit has been fortunatge in that the Superintendent and- the Director
of the Educational Service Unit #18 have both been extreemely Supportive. Decision
making within the district is decentralized and the district is structured to
allow the free flow of  inférmation. However, the Superintendent .- recently
announced his "retirement.: The change in the superintendency -coupled with
increased fiscal pressures caused by a ‘State lid and further reduction in federal
programs are going to make the next 12 to 16 months interesting. At this, time I
am still confident in the future of the evaluation unit in our district. however '
we are currently making a concerted effort to make sure that the evaluation team
actiVities dre consistent with district priorities. : ‘
e w9 ~
(Respondent: ELLEN PECHMAN)
In our district, we are not sufficiently geared up as an evaluation unit to
provide  concrete evaluation data for budgqg.cutting purposes, as such. In the
next yeé? or two, however, if we have the opportunity to build our ,management:
information system, it is my hope that a good deal of planning data will be
available to enable us to analyze where the system's needs are greatest and where
. funds and «upport can be best spent. This is more data based planning than
evaluation, but the tools of the.evaluation researcher are obviously critical to
¢ the effective use of a management information system. ‘

Regarding the use of evaluation reports as tﬁg basis of budget cutting dec;!ions,
-my._concern is that this is a very negative use of evaluation--and one which should

be avoided. If evaluation processes and reports become instruments for budget and

program surgery, program people understandably develop master?ul means of avoiding

the operation entirely! Alpeady too mamy people think of evaluation in a negative

sense. and, if it 1is used- mainly as the tool to eliminate programs, we will

. continue to have a hard time eligiting people's commitment and participation in

- e

the evaluation process. . .

s
As I write this response, w& are in budget time in the district and my proposed
budget includes requests ' for staffing and testing increases. It will be,
interesting to see thereaction of the budget committee. Our recently appointed-
super intendent s expressed a verbal commitment to planning and evaluation, but
it is wnclear if he ‘appreciates what good, evalugtion requires ' in manpower,
dollars; and, most important, “in administrativefcommitment and oversight. My
experience is that many people who support evaluatign do so from the arm chair and
the trgnslation of support to &ction does not alway happen.
a,
(Respondent: FLORALINE STEVENS) -
This year in anticipation of the Title I funding cutbacks,’the number of Title I
evaluators was reduced from 17 to four. However, most of these evaluators, were ’
ptaced in other wunits of the researgh and evaluation office. -It was recommended
by a ‘committee of school princihals that the Title I evaluation hudget be cut
while at the same time the principalsyere still asking for evaluation services--a
paradox! When Proposition 13 became aWaw in California, evaluation services were
Q i * °
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compliance’.
The initial
. reaction of the superintendent is to cut and then when the information needed is

some pq§1tlons or whole units w1th1n our office are restored.
There is another evaluation wit that reports to the
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(Questioner: CAROL H. WEISS)
4. Wnat advice would’ you give to an evaluator beginning work in an LEA?

>
(Respondent: .STEVEN FRANKEL) -
Come in with as broad an academic background as possible. Our ideal candidate has
a strong batkground in measurement and statistics; a good background in
accounting and finance; and is adept in FORTRAN and using statistical packages
such as SPSS. By far tHe #best minor area to have at this time is.business’

- administration, with at least two courses each in accounting, finance, management,
and operations rekearch. l : ‘

In terms 9f previous work experience, we insist that half our’ hires have
relatively recemt public school teaching experience. The others we like to get

- from consulting companies or from particularly strong university based research
groups such as Pitt's LRDC. o SR

fired 1is to be a poor or a slow writer. Consider meeting deadlines your 'persgnal
religion, and especially in your first two years on the job, do anything necessary
to- meet your deadlines. )

’ Learn to write clearly and simply, and to meet deadlines. The easiest‘wa& toég:et

w1

Finally, welcome to the most relevant woaﬁd of research. We think you'll ‘have
fun,” and you will be” able to see the results of your efforts relatively quickly.
That,'s more than most consulting company or Federally based reseanchers can say.

(Respondent: * FREDA HOLLEY) ( S .
Trﬁ!ﬁg understand the context; try to understand who and what you are doing
evaMiation for and how td have impact. Bring the best technical skills to the job
you possibly can. -Remember that the U.S. public education system 1is 1in extreme
danger and be ready to do what you can- to make it.as effective as it can be.

.

(Respondent : - CARL NOVAK) N _ '

The greatest challenge facing a new evaluator 1is |establishing credibility with
administrators in the district. In part the new evaluator's credibility will
Ynitially depehd on the credibility of the evaluation undt or the credibility of”
past evaluators.” This natural transfer can be either an asset or a liability. A
major portion will however depend on how successful the evaluator is "in (M
focusing evaluation on  key aspects of programs,{and (2) establishing a mutually,
supportive working relationship with key administrators-and other personnel. I .
can almost guarantee that in our district the credibility will not’ come from the
use of sophisticated techniques nor scholarly reports. The key elements are-~ the
extent, to which the evaluation is perceived as useful (or potentially useful) . and
the evaluator is seen as helpful. -The attitude with which the evaluator
approaches his charge is very i tant. If the evaluator is seen as ¢Oncerned
and trying to make a contributj the battle is half won. Ifj: the evaluator 1is
seen as aloof, pedantic,~etc., he or she makes the .task much more difficult.
Consequently my advic the evaluator would be to spend at least- ,as much time

' and effort tryi wderstand the dynamics of the program and relating the study °°
. and result those dyhamics as he. or she does on developing the , evaluation
desigg,//ﬁzveloping instruments, analyzing data or writing reports. If you have
questions about the program don't be afraid to ask. However, and this_is very

“important, remember your role; do not allow program staff to call the "shots" in
the evaluation. -Your role is fo conduct the evalgghion, fOlfill this role._
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(Respondent: ELLEN PECHMANY-.. . - : ' :
Prepare to be inventive, th}ck-skinned, warmly tenatious ‘and, as one of m§
evaluators quipped, - "Be, sure that your health insqrance includes a psychiatric

¢

. In a'somewhat more serious vein, I think the.new evaluator needs to learn quickly -

that evaluation impact occurs constantly and indirectly. Every action of the
evaluator molds the outcomes of the information obtained and the eventual use of
the data. The smallest interpersonal mismatch can have the most dramatic effects
on the availability of the very,information needed to conduct the evaluation. A
program which wants to sabotage-an.evaluation.can easily and creatively da so. ¢

(Respondent : FLORALINE STEVENS) . . .
Because this LEA 1is a‘large urban ngbol district, there is a large pool of
evaluation applicants from which to choose. The tendency <of some is to be

satisfied and not%go jncrease* their professional skills. My advice for those
persons who want be indispensible is continue to ‘accumulate skills particularly

“ in the area of computer programming and data systems as well as advanced research

design. Another area to. continue to study is ethnographic or qualitative
‘evaluation techniques. If there is a need to cut staff, it will be those persons

with multiple skills who wi?l be continued in their positions. , J
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‘(Questioner: BRUCE THOMPSON) L S
1. At a recent AERA annpal meeting Scriven suggested that evaluation would becomé
t ) a more potent influence Jn policy as more evaluators moved from®staff

positions into - ljne positions. Do you believe that® evaluators .are
increasingly moving into line positions within Local Education Agencies? How -
do you expect the careers of evaluators to fare in LEA settings in Bhe future?

(Respondent: STEVEN FRANKEL) o
I don't think that there is any question that evéluation %ill be increasingly
valued, and become a more potent influence, as more evaluators get promoted from
*  managing the evaluation wnit to managing a witer range of fUchths. . If nothing
else, the former evaluators will be comfortable with evaluation techniques and
will be able to tell the .difference between high quality and mediocre work.  This
in turn should léad to better management of research units and the productioh of
bettér quality products which the former evaluation directors will know fully how-
to exploit.

. . ¢ A
As for how often these promotions are occurring, I'm not really sure., 6 In fost
school systems, assuming a much wider range of responsibilities--including line
ones--is usually the only way for the director of the evaluation department to
become an assistant or associate superintendent. Therefore, given the high level"
of competency and the awarenesg of system wide problems which many evaluation
directors possess, one would expect that these promotions are occurring. Of
course, Stu Rankin here on the platform is one example; Mike Say and Bill Webster

" are others;  and Jim Jacobs in -Cincinatti has made it all - the way ‘to

Super intendent. How often this is happening in smaller districts I.can't say.
. < \ . M

: Evaluators' careers should do very well in LEA's. As mentioned in a previous-
- response, thHis may well be the fastest growth area in educational research since
it's not dependent upon federal .funding and the worst effects of the . decline in
births has already taken its toll. .Also, being in charge of a school system's
evaluation-unit--especially in a large district--provides a perspective on a
school system's operations that is. usually.only available to persons with the rank
of assistant superintendent and above. This din turn should lead both tq.
romotional opportunites, and to Svery strong feelings of job satifaction and

. .self-worth. A1l I can say is that in our shop, despite the, fact we pay at least

- 20% 1less than the consulting firms and _government agencies which permeate
Washipgton, we have not had ai opening for a Tull time research position in the
past ‘two years. In fact even before the federal funds dried up--we were getting
several calls a week from experienced = and respected researchers interested 1in
coming to work for ‘us. . - '
(Respondent: FREDA HOLLEY) .

Although I am aware that a few key members of Lhe R & E community have moved 1into
syperintendancies, I do not perceive that this constitutes much of a trend. For
one thing, most evakuators or researchers do not meet. ceﬁtifica}ion requirements
that permit them to move into line administrative positions. " thus, the numbers
are not there for significant impact. Also, I'm not surethat évaluators in "line
positions will behave all that differently from\\the agp administrators we
already have out there. I believe that the incorporation of y-evaluation skills
and eoncepts in administrative training programs will be much'wore the key Fo the
. long range change of school administration. - , “

t
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(Respondent® CARL NOVAK) .
This is a difficult question. I think it is too early to tell what "happens to
"old" evaluators (in terms of\ career progression) because the movement is t®o
young. I do know of some evaluators who have moved into what I consider to b
"line" positions; however, I'm- not sure of the circumstangfs associated wit
these moves. There could be any number of reasons for the moves including - being
fed up with evaluation, increased job security, career advancement; or mandatory
transfer as a result of cutbacks. It is also important to remember that many
individuals who initially held evaluation positions in LEAs were not trained as
evaluators. The fact that they became evaluators is prima. facie evidence of a
_deviant career pattern. ) : \ ‘ )

I also feel that individuals who have been trained' in evaluation and have
functioned successfully as an., evaluator in a supportive environment will be
reluctant to voluntarily trgns’fer to line positions. I'can understand why this
might happen (money, jop gecurity, prestige, etc.) however I don't think it wi%l

be normal. The orientation and working éonditions are too different. Lack ofD

opportunity for career ‘advancement for evaluators is and will continue to be a
problem at least in smaller districts.

—“ ‘ 1 8
(Respondent: ELLEN PECHMAN) .
It is very difficult to generalize on this issue from my experience. In New
Orleans, it would be unlikély for an evaluator to be put into a line position’
since our evaluators have limited school administrative experience and line staff
are generally selected from the school site administrators! pool. Also, I find
that people with the instinet for work with data .analysis and the technical
expertise required of a good evaluator offen aren't comfortable making the
pragmatic.and political compromises required of’ line staff. Mamy of us who are
evaluators are good at presenting she data for substantive arguments, but we don't
much care for the rapid fire decision-making--often without . factual data-~often
required of the:line staff. ' ] ’ ‘ '

. . e . ~ ,

Regarding the next career sjep for our~ evaluators, I think those who leave oqur
evaluation wnit-: will 1likgly move to similar _kinds of reséarch jobs in other
sett#gs, pertiaps in other gdvernmental agéncies, planning settings, or in,
research units in business or industry. However, we are really teo smald=a-group
and we have_existed for too short a period for me to "gegeralize with confidence
regarding career laddenrs. . & .

(Respondent': FLORALINE STEVENS) _ \ AN ]
Only the top administqatg;s of research and evaluation offices are moving into
line positions. As you note the titles of persans responsible for research and
evaluation offices, you sometimes see listed "gonsultant"; = howevér, more are
directors, executive directors, assistant " superintendents and even associate

superintendents. The number evaluation staff positions appear.to be decreasing .

as” educational- resources dwindle and the mandates for, ‘ongoing full-blown
evaluation reports are no longer necessary. There will’ aIﬁéys be a need for
evaluation in LEA's but many of these needs may be fulfilled by ad hoc external
evaluators instead of ongoing full-time staffi. i . -
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(Questioner: BRUCE.THOMPSON) * , . © .
2.° In.a 1976 book (Policy Anelysts in the Bureaucracy), Apnold Meltsner suggested
i that evaluators could be categorized into four types, as follows: ‘ :

~ . . R
l/. ¢ \ .

- TABLE | ’ -
. , Typology of \Evalualors )
'Type -Skill Levels ~ R , Charactenstics.Identified By Mellsner- C
Technician ¢ High techmical, Moljvated by opportunity to do research; judges success by .,
low political ’ peer approval; main resource i$ command of detail; onented |

toward the long-term; sees analysis as an end in itseif

Politician - . High political, Motivated by destre for personal influence; judges successby™=r|+

~ low technical approval of superiors who are perceived as being influential;
\ . main resources are communication and coordination skills;
‘ onented toward short-term; sees analysis as a means for )
personal influence
Entrepreneur : High technical, Motivated by opportunity to pursue policy preferences; judges
high poliical success by policy impacls; main resources are kno\qledge
> and communication skrlrs; balanced time perspective, $6es
“ : / analysis as a means fof'pohcy influence and helpu}g pebdple
Pretender g\ Low technical, (Cparacterisucs not idelymed by Meltsner) -
low political ~ IS

“

From EEPA, 1980, 2(2), p. 60. ¥ .
In your own experience, does this typology make sense? What is wro‘i.witﬁ it,
if anything? What's right? =t \ .
- ' }; . >
(Respondent: STEVEN FRANKEL) , - . ’ o
Without seeing the typology in context, it's difficult to comment upon it
definitively. However, working just from the display provided to u®, it raises °
some questions. R
“Let's look at management of evaluation wnits first. To successfully manage an
evaluation -wmit in a large school system, one must have’ both of the sets of
characteristics which the chart lists for politicians and entrepreneurs. In fact,
I would say that it is this combination of characteristics that, best ‘describes the
most successful managers. This immediately #leads to two problems with the

“typology: . . , .

e 1) The display implies that the politician and  the entrepreneurial
characteristics are mutually exclusive; or at least that one is dominant over
the other. I would argue that these often go together; and that they are so

_dntertwined thaf they cannot ‘be separated. - ‘

2) The typology differentiates.politicians from entrepreneurs in relation to

their skills by saying that politicians are often "low technical" whereas

. .. entrepreneurs are "high technical." I think this is clearly wrong. ° Having
’ . worked far four .educational censulting firms, and having been an officer of
one of the most successful, I would say that almost invariably the " most

successful entrepreneurs are either "low technical" in almost every sense of

the word; or else, they have made a conseious effort. not to employ their

Y

,
' ‘ 20 o
.
.
*, -

-

o ®



i') Page 16.

techn1cal baekground y no matter how well trained they are. Why? Because'the
. ‘truly sucgessful entrepreneur is always thlnklng ahead to how the’ study™
! .results can be exploited, Or whére he/she is taking the organization next.
*  Such, people don't have -time to worry about technical matters. That's what

. “they pay theilr staffs to do. ; . R ' ]
Cotwersely the reverse is often true of 1nd1v1dua1s class1f1ed by’ the t?bology
as politicians. Often these are people who are very technically oriénted and
superbly trained, and they achieve their personal influence by always being’
ﬁblg to provlde a sound techn1ca1 answer that is relevant to the 1ssue at

an . . . . )

Thus I'think- that generallzatlons regarding . the possession of technlcal
- ability are. dangerous. The composite p911t1c1an/entrepreneur wlic aim
: makes the best manager, does not need much technical ability. _ Furthgr, - even -
if . he/she possesses it, _exercise of - these skills will aften be
counterproductive for the organlzatlon when viewed -from the opportunlty cost
perspective.

-

Looklng below the management level, I think that breakiig into education
evaluation as a profession 1is most easily done* by those which ‘the typology .
classifies as technicians. That's'what most research ~direttors want when they ¢
make hiring decisions. Perhaps this is *‘because the successful
politicians/en%bepreneurs must depend upon the technlclans to do most ' of the
actual work wever, to go 'beyond the journeyman levél, into management I would
grgue that this perspectlve is best” left behind. . <

- ' d . ‘
4 =As for pretenders don't knock them. _They are needed to collect, and edit data, to \
compile statistics and make routine computer runs, and to do the day-to-day tasks
!« , that the qther three types -are resistant to doing. The trick is, you have to -be
, Sure ‘that their salary doesn't grow faster than their worth to .the orggnization. .
T . A lot of companies have_ priced themselves out of the market by paying
attention to this fact . . . . .
. (Respondent : FREDA\HOLLEY) . - ' / Q\\v - X
o Typologies such as this may be 1nterest1ng and have some academlc valge howevert

they are not very helpful in a pract1cal sense.
w,

. "For one thing, such a class1f1cat10n schema has .the implication of permanence or | ]
rigidity that is really not present. in Human behavior. That is, an insect can be
classified permanently as "dagnaus plexipus" or a plant as a."car1ssa grandlflora"

and the characteristics identified.. But 4 person is rarely so easy to pin down as
"high po¥itical, low technical." Let me use myself as an example. I am confldent
thatt I would have been c¢lassified -as "low polltlcal,ﬁhlgh technical" when I ‘
entered this arena using this schema, but over time I've learned that .politics are
so ctucial that I've moved more that direction and acquiréd polltlcal skllls ..
) More helpful, I~ thlnk, is a schema whereby skills that are important in evaluatlon
- are identified along with the consequences for performance that. 1ikely .follow from-
. the various performance ¥evels on that skill, It is jielpful to understand the
role of political .skill- in the evaluator's work. 3Such a schema can be very uséful
- .in a practical way then for training, for assessing how’ an evaluation activity is R
e . . likely to proceed _given certain staff skill level's, and for "decididg what . = -’
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,supplementary resources may be necessary 1f pOlle 1mpact is to. result

. KA . .3
(Respondent & CARL NOVAK) > o ? i
The typology is an lnterestlng one and prov1 es a potentlaliy 1n51ghtful
perspectlve for classlfylng evaluators. It is) easy ' to think of example$ of
evaluators who haye a political orientation. Unfortinately, 1t'§£all too easy to

think of "evaluators" who are neither technicAlly compgtert nor. politically

astute. The entrepreneur classificafion represe the ideal or standard. If an-

evaluator is to be successful he .or she ¢must be technlcally compeﬁent.and
§§olltlcally 1ns1ghtful .o S >

The strength of the‘typology is that it p01ntz out two _very meortant dimensdions
of evaluation (1) producing technlcally souhd 1nfo atlon, and (2) communlcatlng
that information and influencing pdlicy. The typol ogy poignantly makes- the Eolnt
that either by itself is insufficient. ,The weakness of the typology is that it
trieats each dimension as a dlchotomy Both are continua. -A second problem 1is
that the descriptors "high" ‘!ow" are relatlve. Whax is, by evaluators'
standards, low technical,' is probably from a prineipal's’ frame of reference highly
technical. Similarly high political may mean - one. thing te an’evaluator ‘and

" another thing to an. assistant superintendent or“persognel  dealing 51multaneously

with the board of education and the teacher's as5001at10n <

«

(Respondent: ELLEN FECHMAN) R T

The Meltsner typology 1s an intriguing one that most certalnly describes various -

"gypes" one finds ih. -school bureaucracies, but .I don't thxnﬁ there are enough
parallels between school systems wand, the pollcy planniflg agencies to make’
Meltsner's framework fit school systems well. .Evaluators tenq to be teéachers or
teacher<types and these "types" aren't described by Meltsner's framewgrk. Once
evaluators become. involved in ‘the bureaucratic environment they adept various
organizational behavior patterns. Howeyer, I thlnk their ‘technical and political,
styles fall more on a continuum, with dimensions exten ing . from pretender to some
well-developed combination of polltlcal and technical, than w1§h1n a typology
(Responderit:  FLORALINE STEVENS) ey . ™~
n my eXperience as- an evaluator in an LEA this does- not make sense. All
descriptions appear’ to - be’ negatlvely oriented. I really resent the titles of
technician, p011t1c1an, entrepﬁeneur and pretender to describe a body of
professionals, just as doctors and lawyers resent the ‘terms of "hébks" and
"quacks." My personal belief is that most evaluatlon’professlonals enter the field
because of a strong interegt in discovery and not for monetary gain.” I have met
few evaluators who have bedOme rich or the top administrator of an LEA. In many
instances the position iIs a' hot seat or necessitates walking a Eight rope.
Technicians, politicians, entrepreneurs and pretenders ané ."too smart" to befyin
the sltuatlon\descrlbed - ] .
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3.  For several years the literature on evaluatien use suggested that LEA

- /Jt administrators. "underuse" evaluation information. For example, Kilbourne and

»

DeGracie (1979 AERA paper, p. 12) suggest that:
) A1l LEAs, with poss1bly a few “exceptions, can point to
. their, golumes of research and evaluatton verbiage setting
on the shelves of district administrators being used for
little else than a door stop, swatting flies, or any of
“the other vartious and sundry purposes’ for wh1ch research .
is ‘used in the public schools. '
. However, recently a more optimistic tone 'r gardlng use levels has become
" popular (e.g., ED 170.345). For example, it has been suggested that there are
severa&itypes of use, 1nclud1ng use which -~affects administrators' "ways® of
thinking ~ about  programs" rather than directly affecting specific,policy
o decisions (ED 199 .2]1, pp. 11-17).. Does this distinction between types of use
.make sense to, you? What are the most - typical forms of use’ in your job
setting? . ’

'(Respondent STEVEN FRANKEL) = - S
If evaluat1on results are under used, 1t is usually the fault of the evaluators

and their managers. =~ ~

F1rst, every study should be presold. It should not be done unles3 there is a
demand for its results and a definite chance that-it may serve a useful purpose.

Secgnd every study should be designed so as to maximize the chance that it will
provide administrators with information which they can ‘act upon. If it pecomes

apparent that this goal cannot be met, the study should be quickly ,cut back or’

cancelled. Third, the- results must be presented in a manner which is both
readablé and useful and it should be’ eriented towards policy makers and
“citizeds.” In our case this inereasingly means _that owur- reports follow the format
of going from no -more than a 1-2 page 1ntr6duct1on which cites why the study was
conducted\ and who asked for it, to a pol1€y oriented eXecut1ve summary, and then
to a detailed discussion of results We then put everything else--including the
study design, sampling plan, instruments, and analyses--into technical appendices.
In a large study we bind these appendices into a separate volume. The value of
this approach is proven by the fact that for a typical ‘study, we often "sell out"
our 1n1b1al run of 300 copies of the main report, whergas the;>50 copies of the
techn1cal append1ces often go begging. We also produce the executive summary
¥ under separate cover, and demand for thls has often led to more than 500 -being
pr1nted -
| . .
I don't like the idea of trylng to use =« evaluation reports to '"change the way
administrators think about programs" as opposed to trying to impact upon specific
policy decisions. I would view the former as the coward's way out, and would much
_rather try to produce reports which are so relevant that .the adm1n1strator~ean
¢ only ignore them at his/her own peril.

. ‘

- -

(Respondent' FREDA HOLLEY) .
I concur with the basic premise here that evaluation, use is not direct and easy’ to

observe. 4h1ther, however, can it be captured ith any other single notion.
Rather, use is determined by a myr1ad number of factors which create all sorts of
use conf1gurat1ons, any one’ of wh1ch is as likely to resemble the n7xt as one
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snowflake is to resemble another. In our district,) some uses of evaluatioh

findings are immediate and direct, some emerge after the initial, findings as

“"truths" belonging to the lore ®f the district. I feel very upbeat about “what can
happen based onr., our experience. " I think +rit would be terribly important to -
education if . superintendents and school boards could be convinced of what

evaluation can do. N ' : - -
_ (Respondent: CARL NOVAK) N : '

It is very difficult to identify whepn spesific polity decisions are actually made
,and even more dif icul; to-sort out all. the bits of information that contribute to
- that decision. TQ me, the alternative ways of explaining how evaluation results
Yre used make sense. Administrators who are held responsible for the decisions
they make and for the outcomes, associated with those decisions are not going  to
default that responsibility by deferring to the results of a single evaluation,
particularly if the findings suggest” an action that runs counter to past
- . experiencegor intuition. Howéver, the outcomes of the evaluation should cause the
' administrator to -think differently about the decision than if he or she had no
. knowledge about- .the 'olitcomes. Just because the results .are negative toward the
most- appealing decision alternative doesn't mean that the alternative won't \e
selected. ' It should change the decision making process and the likelihood that
the impact of the decision,will be more closely monitored. = The fact that .ane
evaluation was conducted, irrespective of the results, probably changes the way
decision makers think about a program. Use, of course, is_also affected by -a

number of other factorq,%some of which are }dentified im quéstion 2. o

A

The typica'l format for " presenting results in ouw' district includes oral
presentation of the results, fo the super intendent's cabinet (or somé decision.-
making. body), . accompanied by an executive summawy or Other handouts ¢f6r
references), and followed by an unstructured discussion of the implication of the
results for the program, The fotmat is-designed to promote, use. A fantasy of, "
-mine regarding use of results is that policy decisions »and‘/admin,istr‘ative «ction
are either justified. in terms of available evaluation results-or .if the decisien
"o action is dnconsistent with the results a compelling rationale is developed as
td vhy that® particuiar decision or action was felt to be approprj'ia’ce. This 1is

still mainly a fahtasy. . )

(Respondent: ELLEN PECHMAN) "o .. -
In a tecent presentation at NIE, . Mary Kennedy. described school administrative -
behavior as based upon ad‘minis’crators'* "working knowledge." Working knowledge, -
according to Kennedy, “consists of things we believe to be true; it is intujtive,
sensitive to change 'and relevant to the working environmept. "Working kriowledge"
refers to the technical information a person-uses, molded and recast into the
. language: and circumstance of that individual. Kennedy has féund that -school
- people uniquely apply technical information in a form that is modified accordjbg
to their special circumstantes, past experiencgs and interpretations of the facts
they observe. Thus, to theaextent.thiat ‘the data reported i an 'evaluation are
consistent . with the working knowledge of the user, it may influence any number of
aspeets of an administrator's behavior. Certainly the rational approach to
evaluation use--evaluation takes place, is reported, data are considered ‘and a
decision is made--is the least likely example ‘of how evaluations are actually used
in ' New "Orleans. The extreme opposite example of this traditional view of
¢ . evaluation use occurs often--a program will finally get under Wway or will create
its own eyfbuation data to avoid being evaluated. Is this evaluation use?
o — .
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. It seems there are _two concerns: (1) the _theoretical proplem of defining
. - evaluation use for the purposes of research and greater understanding of

evaluation behavior and (2) the practical question of what kind of data, can be
wsed to imphove educhtional decision-making (if .any); _ and how should it be
.~ - presented? ot — < ”

I am hard pressed to conceive of a future where we will be able to develop a neat
framework or -typology of evaluation use that describes the phenomienon. which ‘occlrs
. regarding evalwations in schools in ‘a practical-.and useful way. On one hand, I
_certainly think it is necessary for us to continue to «explore” the nmumerous .
elements’and actors which interaet in decision-making in schools®so that we can
improve the quality and effectiveness of the data’that are used to 'make important
. -, edjcational plans. I am currently thinking about evaluation use in terms’ of a
» cubic, matrix in which the user, the evalwation context, and the data form three
sides of the cubic structure. Each of the three structural elements has numerous
subelements which cross and créate numerous riew "types" of use. The framework I
am describing might look -like the one belqw: ' ’
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I am hard-presséd to describe the t§§ical form of evaluation in our district,
7since each evaluation constitutes a slightly different example of type of use.
Use is a highly individual experience. One of our key administrators recently -,

_told us that he believed evaluation reports should present the data, report the -
statistical significance, and state, the "educational significance" of the report.
But he emphasized that he didn't belidve the evaluator should offer any.

" recommendations or conclusions about programs. How or .if to use evaluation
information, according to this administrator, is entirely the decision-maker's
prerogative. If this is the common view, the issue of improving use may be out’ of
the. evaluator's hands unless we attempt.to trick people into-use of dur findings
through skillful public relations gimmicks. ‘ . » -,

(Respondent: FLORALINE STEVENS) ) «

Evaluations mandated by remote (state/federal) agencies generally have little
effect.- I refer specifically to compensatory education and Title I evaluations
and their reports. However, compliance evaluation reports or court-mandated
éyaluation reports which expect the dgga to point out areas of need, .areas
receiving some kind of mediation, and are successfully dealt with are  used

\ frequently and meaningfully. For instance, my school district is wunder a

courtrordered desegregation plan, The court has ordered the evalfiation of the’
district's programs which -were planned to - ameliprafe the harhs of racial
isolatiot. Program personnel have used the report information to satisfy the ™
court as well as to make changes to “improve the programs. This is also true of
the LAU evaluation reports to.meet the compliance issués coming- from the Office

" for Givil Rights. ’ C - '
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It has been ny exberience that process/progress/f‘orma’civé ‘evaluation reports have
been judged .to be useful to program developers and nnplem'enter§. n
evaluations=-number crunchers--~are viewed as useless or 'coo\late for impact.
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(Questioner: BRUCE THOMPSON) .
4, Several persons-have suggested that evaluators would be more effective if they

. dropped their cloak of unachievable objectivity and actively tried to optimize
use of evaluation. It has even been suggested that evaluation really ought to .
. be considered persuasion. How far do you think evalliators should go in trying
* to optimize evaluation use? What dangers are inherent in the various o
] © decisions whigch can be taken in this regard?

‘ (Respondent: STEVEN FRANKEL) -
My answer to this:question is largely confained in my response to the previous
question. Unless we try to optimize evaluation use, we will not suryive.

Furthepse if we cantt optimize use, we don't deserve-to survive. - . .

As to .how_ far one should go, I would say very far. The first thing to do_ is to
get your Board to implement a policy stating that: 1) All results from evaluation
activities must be made public and distributed to ‘both the Board and to key |
citizens and newspapers,.in’ the community; and 2) that after safeguards are taken
- regarding individual wconfidentiality, all comjguter' files and printouts will be
made available. -Bo/Eiyong . . a%edst reimbyrsadlble basis. How does this relate to
creating @ demand for evaluation results? ‘Simple. As noted earlier, in a well |
run operation no |evaluation should be ‘conducted unless a reasonable level of .
controversy exists regarding the program. What \this. policy does 1is insure that
individuals on th sides of thecissue will have\ have full access to the study's
results and recommendations. This in turn cr'eats v a -butlt-in demand for the
It also creates a demand for

results from thel day. the study is *initiatec
hgch side of an issue a study

as people learn that no matter

additional studig; Aok
g it will produce*some r‘esults.use\\l‘ to both sides.

eventually favo

YA N

The major danger that must be, avoided 1is confd
-, responsibilities. For evaluators to remain objectiv

© ~ for implementing their recommendations.  Ihe minute they ¥

* doing, so, they have co-opted themselves for future stu in that program area. ,

As long as they assess, recommend, and criticize they ar& §ine; the minute they i
begin showing others how something _should be done, they \ deep trouble. -
4 . ' R
Another danger is in being reluctant to change your mind, or % rk(l\‘ that you - were
P wrong. A given percent of the time, taking the advice of eval s will lead to
disappointing'ré’sults. At this point, all you can do is point o or hope tha®y

ing staff with line

-

the superintendent and Board remember, your overall win vs. loss p rd, and admit’ -
your mistake. - : NN
i * (Respondent: FREDA HOLLEY) a \\ '
! N Few experienced evaluators I know wear cloaks of any type; fattqyd rags of
hard-won experience maybe! I°belong to the "persuasion'e ranks, but"W*irsuasion”
° togigclude evaluation findings, research findings, and in fact ali¥hvailable

inf®rmation in educational decisions. I do not believe it our role’ 1‘j’%make or

it is folly not to recognize that today's world of school administrdghn and

instruction is in a state of information overload. Therefore, it ires
; competition and persuasion simply to get the ear and eye Of the audience, WYhave
’ them attend- to and inderstand the findings. ~1 ‘personally “am pleased e
) . educators who can weigh evaluation results with political factofs, with intui i’g,no
B . and with other sourcgssof information to arrive at formal judgments. . 2y

- } LT

demand decisions which conform to an'y particular source of information. HEewever, l
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Dec1slons made with a lack of- knowledge are the real ignomity of education ,where ‘
they occur and I had knowledge that I -faiYed:to commurica 1%?‘1T§ﬁEFe_Eﬁe'i’hom1ty :

{Responent: CARL NOVAK) . . l
After carefully conslderlng the question I now feel that it . deserves an ‘
" unqualifiable and wnexplanable "possibly.” .. : ~4

.
A

While complete objectivity might be unobtainable, openness is. ndt. The. most
satisfactory evaluation (mogt useful, most credible, etc.) is one in which a large
number of people have had input. Initial 1nvolvement -of program ° and/or
administrative staff in the study eliminates many of the problems in disseminating .
the resylts of the study. More importantly, familiarity with the' evaluation .
increases understanding of the effort and the relationship of the evaluation and |
the program. "t also results in the early identification of controverslal aspects o
of the eviluation (in time to resolve conflicts ‘before the results become |
avajlable and ideally even before the data -.are collected). Lastly, earlier . |
involvement .increases the likelihood that the results can and wll; be used.. '

|
E
: .-—and the burden of respons1b111ty . -
|

Early 1nvolvement of intereSted parties in the evaluatlon puts the evaluator under’
pressure to Jjustify choices in design, instruments, etc., and to give due
cons1deratlon to competitive points of view. It does not change the evaluator's :
\ role in the reporting process. Eyaluators can and often do have very different |
perspectives of the program they are evaluating than do  teachers: and |
administrators.. The evaluator 1is responsible for representlng gls viewpoint as
fairly and falthfully as possible. Persuasion is inevitable in 4the  reporting
v process.  The evaluatgr ethically must represent s viewpoint but she or he must
do so as openly and as fairly as possible. He must always be cancerned about his
motives. There 1is danger that the evaluator promotes his point of view for the
wrong reason or with an inappropriate cons’cltuency1 i.e.,” warries more about
personalg power and prestige (winning) than in helping the d801510n maker s achieve
a more balanced wnderstanding of their ‘program. - - N

- ®

l
1
In summary, evaluators should promote the use of evaluation results but they must ) }
« do so as openly and ethlcally as«possible and for the right reasons. They must be
perceived asa-helpful. rdther than as advocates or adversaries. CQnt1nu1ng 1
relationships with constituené es make openness, candor and ‘mutual respect 1
¢ indispensable. . £ 1
- N - ¢ g = L]
(Respondent: ELLEN PECHMAN) ‘ . :
Over the years I have lost the illusion that there is such a fhing as an
"objective fact" in the school world. Instead I have begun to thin®in terms of
. numerous possible objectivities, , Too frequently the same set of data .lead to
entlrely different conclusions, recommendations, .or gézermlnations regarding the

actions implied. Thus, I be11eve that evaluation is always persuasion. In the ‘
best circumstances, the effort to persuade a potential user that the data ‘
accurately reflect the key occurences in' the evaluated setting 1is worthwhile ‘
because ' the data are, indeed, accurate. If optimizing use means improving the 1
working knowledge of the user, the evaluator should go a long way. But when data ’+

or events are distorted out of .proportion or madé so Simple that the event-

described no longer resembles what occurred, we have gone too far. Dangers occur
only when extremes are dominant., Neither evaluators .nor their data are
omnipotent; claiming objective purity or drawing conclusions without * sufficient

.4 <
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data-based- suppért are both significant professional mis’calfes evaluators can make.
If evaluators.have the personal 8kills and the intellectual integrity to determine
where,- and when to také a stand--using their data honestly and well--use of
evaluation ‘will occéur as well as.-the use context wilk¥ allow. * s

)
e o

‘(Respondent: FLORALINE STEVENS) e ) -
In my school district there is already much interaction between evaluators and
. program staff because most of the evaluation is formative/process-oriented. There
» is no need to~wear an objectivée clodk but to -be professional and open about
° various biases or values held. Evaluation should not be that of persuasion but it
should «point up discrepancies between plan and reality.” It is still up to the
program persons to decide what to_do about amy discrepancies. Evaluators should
step back after reporting the »~irif‘or‘,‘m,ation'in the r;,epor’c. I do not believe 'they
should "sell" their recommendations.' I honestly do not believe that a person gcan

R eventyally-do a sumative evaluation of 'what he/she has, planned .if he/she, has

Mpersuaded" program people to follow a certain recommendation in a particular way.
» This is the danger wheh an evaluator persuades or sells a certain step. There . is
less danger to recommend based upon a finding .and leave to the program person the
plan to develop.and implement as a response to the recommendation, . if the

recopmendation is believed. to be goo,d\ or valid. "
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. - 2
(Questioner: BRUCE THOMPSON)_ . J .
5. National surveys of LEA evaludbion personnel indicate that many LEA evaluators

have not taught.' In your opi ion, would lack of teaching experience
drastically lessen evaluators' ¢
administrgtors?

)

°

(Respondent: STEVEN FRANKEL) N\
I would say that it certainly doesn't help it,

is certainly not fatal. In our operation we hawe publicly committed. to alternate
in our hiring between those with teachipg backgrounds and those with consylting
. experience. This has worked very well, both“¥rom an operational .and. pyblic
relations standpoint. Also, we have tried to makg ourN{eaching hires from within
the ‘school system. This has permitted us to hire a Black math teacher that ue

have trained as a researcher; wa$ the former financial account manager for all’

special education programs who we how use bs_magage evaluation contracts in that
area; and a former Fullbright scholar who had to give up teaching because her
health no longer permitted her to stand in front of a class. . Interestingly of our
three managers, only one has public school teaching experience. ‘

However, I would be just as worried if an .evaluation unit was staffed completely
by those with teaching backgrouds.- I think that having persons with business
and/or consulting backgrounds is just as important as having people with teaching
backgrounds. In fact, I would say that more evaluation shops in school systems
suffer from a lack of nonteaching_badkgroundif than from not having sufficient

*personnel with teaqging experience.
(Respondent: FREDA HOLLEY) :
If evaluators demonstrate a lack of expeérience or reveal a lack of experience
whether of teaching or of administration, it ,will naturally hurt thein
credibility. So will any lack of evaluation expertise. So will - dressing
inappropriately or maintaining an aloof attitude. ) ‘ '

+ I have had evaluation staff without teaching experience, however, who were highly

credible and highly regarded.. Again, there are no invariable rules about such

things. Personally, { had brief teaching experience at 'both the elementary and

" secondary level. I had.experience also:teaching more than qne subject. I believe
that this experience was valuable and that it has helped 'me understand many
evaluation situations and problems with -less effort. On the other hand, -I, am
aware that conditions today are not like those in whieh my experience occurred nor

does experience in one type situation necessarily transfer to another. Again,

what I'm saying is that perceptiveness, empathy, and intelligence compensate for
lack of experience; but experience- will be. no substitute for the forher

characteristics. - R . . ' .

. (Respondent: GCARL NOVAK) <o i . ot ) .

" No,.not lack of teaching experience per, se. Particularly nQt in the long rum.

Credibility comes from (1) effective evaluator-client relationships, which in turn

- depends upon sensitivity, a sharing of purpose (commonality 'of purpose) and an

understanding of program/school ‘dynapics, and (2) soundness of methodology.

Neither requires teaching experience. : o

ibility in the eyes of most LEA

ut a lack of teaching expérience-

o

The above “statement should not be interpreted to mean the teaching experience is
not valuable, T propose. that teaching experience can be important. Individuals

t - o
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who have had successful classroom experience often have a better understanding of
the dynamics of the classroom and are more attuned to howEschools function. They
_very often have a different set of values and different attitudes about school
than individuals _who become evaluators without the benefit of practical
educational experience. They frequently have different career goals.

. Consequently, they are more able to empathize with teachers and establish better
relatlonsh;ps with administrators. Simply put, they have more in common and. can
establish better relationships which lead to 1mproved credibility (if methodology
‘and .other factors are held constant). Unfortunately it is also possiblé that
individuals can have teaching without gaining appreciably from it.

\)

In ‘summary, while 1t 1s often valuable for ,an evaluator to ‘have had successful
teaching experience, it 1is more 1mportant that , they have good interpersonal

skills, are perceptive’ about organizational ~dynamics and have good
technical /methodological backgrounds. Teaching experience won't compensate for
. . lack of competence or inappropriate attitudes.

(Respondent: ELLEN PECHMAN) . '
One of the major qualities an evaluator needs is an ab111ty to comprehend the
.context evaluated.. Without a complete understanding of 'the people, the, situation .
and the cross -current of the events to be evaluated, it is difficult for an
. evaluator to ask the kinds of questions needed to obtain the data that accurately
reflect the program or situation assessed. Thus, it helps for an evaluator ‘to
.know how it feels tp. wear the teacher'sr-or the director's shoes, but such
. sensitivity may be available through other means than prior experience in the same
Situation. It largely depends upon a person's insight and general intellectual
skills. When evaluators' credibilities are questloned, it is because they have
failed upon ihitial meetings or encounters to represent themselves well. Prior
teaching ékperience will only, be necessary to establish credibility if an
evaluator is naive in developihg the working relatiohships and fails to convince
-the client that he or she can represent the program wéll. I think'evaluators need
plenty of " experience with schools to understand how to find adequate/ways to
evaluate educational programs, but'the precise nature of the experience “can vary
. .déepending ,upon the skills of an individual evaluator. . :

(Respondén€: FLORALINE STEVENS)

-My response to this queskion is two-pronged. I believe that in a small school
«distriet  where the organizational structure or levels are not very compllcated or
complex, an evaluator without teaching experience could provide the services
,needed and - thus have cred1b111%y with most LEA administrators. However,.if this
person had the assistance of someone knowledgeable about schools working with

him/her, the credlblllty would increase. .
Now 1n a 1arge wrban school district with many levels of admlnlstratlon and vast
numbers of schools,—the task of'evaluation becomes quite complex An evaluator
w1thout school: experlence in this milieu would have a difficult time establishing
cred1b111ty in the eyes of the LEA administrakors in the beginning. However,. as-
"the evaluator undertakes mere assignments and thus has more contacts with LEA
E administrators, the experential base will improve. When the evaluator begins to
————‘—'**‘-speak—t“e—ianguage—of—LEAvadministrators his/her credibility will be in place.
3 _This is a process that takes time. Certainly assistanee or-partnership with an

. .internal LEA person aids in the process. The gquestion is how-mich time does fhe
evaluator have to accomplish credibility with LEA administrators. v
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The ESU 18 Evaluation Tearr; was organized in 1973 to provide evaluation support ‘?o
the’federally funded programs being operated within the district that hgd mandated |
evaluation requirements. Prior to 1973 the dlrector of each féderollﬁ;ided prolect had
to independently make artangements for evaluation. Alternatives available to the
directors included sharing an evaluator among several projects, individuallycontracting
withan external evaluator (1ypn’ca|l} either a university professor or a consulting firm) or
assigning evaluation responsibility on a part-time basis to a stoff‘ member with no formal
training or experience in evaluation. The evaluation team made it possible to coordinate

. the ‘evaluation of all the federally funded pro;ects within the district. In addition to
efficiently meeting the mandated evaluation requirements, the evaluation team concept
also provided the district with evaluation support for locally funded programs.

\,

Although the evaluation team was organized primarily 1o‘evolu01e federally funded
programs, the role of the team in the dlstrlct has changed During 1973-74, the first year
the evaluation team was in existence, 1he team worked almost exclusively on federal
progroms. Only about ten percent of g‘rofessmnol evaluator time was used to support
locally funded programs. The proportion of time spent on local programs increased
graduolly from 1973-74 through 1976-77. During the 1976-717 school year the proportion
of time spent on local projects was appreximately equal to the proportion of time spént on
federally funded projects. Since then the proporhon of hme on district activities has
continued to increase. During the 1980-8| school yeo;}vpﬁioorhon of evaluation team
time devoted to support of local projects was approxirately 2 5 times greater than the
proportion devoted to federally funded projects. A comparison of the proportion of
evaluation team workload devoted to federally funded and locally funded projects over the

flrst eight years the evaluation team was in existence is presented graphlcolly in Figure 1.

FIGURE 1
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i A comparison of the proportion of evaluation *
= 3 . team workload devoted fo federally funded projects
f\\ and tocally funded projects over ° ’ T
20 r—— an erght year period® 1974 through 1981 P
N -
— s
]

70 . - ]

3 M —

E — —

k] [ .

. § 60 .
.g
. .
30, -
&
3
B N s

10 =

.

- t s ) ._] ‘
v D A 7] 75 7 17 18 19 80 81 -

School Years
~ Federa)

: O "0, gp -

k T . o '
January 6, 1982 . e oy




"; ‘ The trend owoy‘from the evoluqtion‘of fedefally funded programs toward sup;ln)c‘;lrg'reo?8
locally funded programs is well documented in Figure I. The reasons for the s'hif'r\;gre
7 more complex. In' 1973, when the evoluq’non teamn was orgonlzed the district was
operating five large scale programs that hod mandated evaluation requirements. The five
were: Title |, Follow Through two Title 1 pro;ec'rs (Project Instruct and the Learning
Community Schools Pro;ec'r) and Career Educatjon. As-the district began the 1981-82
school year only one of those projects, Title I, wus~s'r|II in operation. Several new federal
projects have been funded However, these projects are 'ryplcolly smaller in scope than
the projects funded in 'rhe early 70's.” Therefore, less time is required to evaluate these
.« smaller projects. Ano’rher,lprobobly even more jmportant reasorf for the shift in emphasis
is a diversification of the types of services that fhe evaluation team provides. The team
whs_ initially organized to evaluate brograms, that is to determine whether or not a
program was effective. While it still maintains this capability the %eam is now also
involved in interpretation and development of educational tests, community and staff
surveys, information processing and use, support of curriculum studies, and consulting.
The diversification of services provides the evaluation team with increosed flexibility that
enables team members to focus more directly on the information needed i)y projec'r.
directors and administrators. For example, during the |1981-82 school year the evaluation

team wi}l work on approximately 40 to 45 differen; projects. Examples of types of

projects include (1) Evaluation of such programs as the Hoffman-Gould Reading and Math, ‘

Program at West Lincoln and Arnold Elementary Schools, the Title IVc preschool

¢ handicapped program, the use of microcomputers in 'rhe district and evaluation of
processes of specnol m'reres'r such as the |mplemen’ro’r|on of the district reading prog{:om
and progress reporting to parents; (2) Assessment and test related projects such as the

2Q 'rh assessment tests for both ’rhe junior high and

the senior high health waiver test;, (3) Community

equiTy survey, administration of a school ‘climate

’

development and validation of

elementary schools and the rel
and/or staff surveys such as com
profile at Everett Junior High School, and the survey of community attitudes toward
Lincoln High School; (4) Support of district currlculum studies such as the Physical
Educo’non, Science, Music and Industrial Arts s'rudnes* (5) Special studies such as the
L dfgfrucf mo'rh progress'study and; (6) General support o} central administration To*rnci/ude*
* making enroIImen’r pro;ec’rlons for I982 83, conducting @ comprehensive inservice needs
) ossessmen'r of specnol education ond developlng a system shat uses multiple criteria to .
. select students for Title I. /)h g
So far during 'rhe 1981-82 school year the evaluation feam has published sixteen
’evoluo’rlon reports ond a similar number of mini-reports or memorandd for the record.
The evaluation team plans to conhnue to provide evaluation and related support to both
federally funded and district programs, and to focus it's efforts on the priorities )
established for 1t by’ the-Superintendent's-Cabinet. L
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