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COMMUNICATING EVALUATION RESULTS TO: THE PUBLIC:
* . A FOUR ¥TEP PROCESS
_ .

' .

.

\3 A major problem facing all evaluators is non-utilization of results (cf.,

- .

Patton, 1978; Haenn, 1980). A frequent factor in non-utilization of re~u"ts!

4 } . ' C .
. . is lack of communication or miscommunication between evaluator and public.
! " The 'purpose of this paper is to outline a procedure for communicating )

,
.

evaluation results to various publics in an effort to achieve wider use of
: o - .
.evaluation results. ;This paper, in its approach and authorship, represents a

combination of strategies from the evaluation specialist and the public

p . '
Ys

relations specialist.

This approach is depicted graphically below in Figure 1.
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. . PLAN around the results of )
. ANALYZE information needs 1o | the analysis .
find out what pecple already . 4
N know, what they need to know, \ ¢ Who needs 1o know?
- .= and whete they get their o What co they need to
' information. . know?
[ 3
o Representative sampie ¢ r:?n;:»g‘:x:.o“ persen .
« Gatlup poil-type questions infarmation to them?
* . ¢ What are the best ways |
o Train volunteers ., 10 get tne infarmation s ,
< scross? : /
R . o How can i hind out ! -
they got the message? .
" . [
EVALUATE eHectiveness of the ~
. total communication program as )
well as each separate - !
. 3 communication
COMMUNICATE following an
, ) inverted tnangle lormat:
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’ infordatiéh about this program in the past. An excellent example of.an

kThe.process consists of four steps, In' the first step we analyze. The 4

l

second .step is plan. 1In the planning phase, strategies for communicating with .

var;ous ind{biduals and groups are.mapped out. The\t@ird‘s;ép isoto /

copmunicate. This is the most obv%ous'step and thelone in ;hich we actualfy~

'presgnt'a m;ssage‘to a person or to a group of people. The fourth‘stgp is to

evaluate;‘ In ghis stage, we‘Qetermkne whether or not the énalys;s, planni;g, 1
., A S

.and communication have been effective. Whdt we want to know at this stage is T
. . ) v o Iy

.« . AP '
. whether or not the communication achieved its intended purpose. Inasmuch as

the evaluation feeds into the next round of analysis, the process is * N -

’ . N .
cyclical. We now turn our attention to a detailed discussion of. each of the
- e . .
four steps. - S . . e .
Analyze T X - . : _ . .
- " ‘ \ ) )

s
The first step of any communication requires that we analyze the

c
’

perceptions of the people with whom we wish to communicate. This¥gntails

’ ' 4
finding out what people already know about the educational program of
( ' A : : d
interest,.what their misconceptions might be, and where they have gotten

- L . .
analysis of people'é‘pgrcqptions of public schools is the annual Gallup Poll .
of education (cf. Gallup, Septembér, 1981).
. - . v
According to a recent Gallup Poll ﬁ%?lﬁzsgapprpximately one .adult im three

has children enrokled in public schools. The other two-thirds'of the giult

population have no children enrolled in public schools., Furthermore, there
are gome interesting difgerencea betwken those adults who ‘do have children

enrolled in the public schools ‘and those who 'do not.

"

In 1979, approximately half of all adults who had children in school (49%)
\ : N -
indicated that they believed that schools were doing a good job. That is, 49%
v ) ) . ;’.

of the adults surveyed would give the schogl an "A" or "Bq\fating. It must be 7 -

“ ,
¢ . ?’ '
. 4

]
b4




- . & . . .
poinssd out here that the pollsters did not provide criteria for A, B, C, D, E
. ( . N

-

or F ratings. . Each responder#was freeﬁto supply his or her own rating
N . : 3 .

criteria. . - . .

»

Of the two-thirds of the adult population who had no children in ébhool,

.
-

. i
the number who gave public schools an "A" or "B" rdting was 29%. In 1981, “30% .

. . . ~

of this group gave the, public schools én\"A" or YB" rating (however, only 46%

-

of parents of public school children gave the ‘schools én,"A" or "B" rating).

Among the group of adults who had no childven in school, 29% eipressed Ehe’

belief that schools have gotten worse in some way in‘the last ten years.

Although this question was not addressed in the 1980 or 1981 Galfﬁp Polls, it
may be, safe %o assume, based on the relative stability of the overall rating

question, that an equivalent number of non-parents will continue to have this
. . . b . R ] \ ? .
perception of the public schonls today. .

The Gallup Poll is merely one example of anafysis at, the national‘level.

,This ‘approach is an extremely effective one and one that is not prohibitively

costly or complex to use at the local level.. In fact, tmany school districts
currently eﬁploy a survey similaf to that used in th? annual Gallup Poll of
' 4
4 ! ' .
education. The questions are available as are directions on how to select

questipns and train interviewers (Gallup, 1981, p.46; Banach, 1980).

The crucial aspect of analysis is that the information gathered in the.
) - o \ ‘e .
analysis Pe gathered from a truly random sample of people. It is too often
the case that program administrators and evaluators rely on information that

~

is\to% close and too bigged to be of heip in spotting points of dezep publir<

rograms. As noted previously, the methodology for

. " ‘
- . 3 . . ! . . . .
selectin ining intefviewers and conducting the interviews is available —
" .

and relatively inexpensive. In many instances, parents or volunteer groups
' *‘ <

2
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have been used to’ conduct the interviews. The actuyal numbers of resppnses
‘ \ ,

required to achieve a sufficient leyel of precision in the survey are shown
[ -

beldw in Tables 1 and 2. i - ~—.

¢ ' ™ * ) * %
' . .

'(/ , T Table 1 s B

* Sample Sizes Needed to -Detect Trends '

In Survey Results.with + 5% Accuracy

H . .
? (95% Confidence Level) ,
g {
N, . I ’
» . L1 .
Proportion Giving a Particular Response - ’
Population xz .050r .95 .l0or .90 .200r .80 .30 0r .70 .40 or .60 .50
Over 10,000 |. 75 150 260 315 | 365 400
~,.10,000 + 75 140 245 315 . 360 370
5,000 75 135 " 235 305 -1 345 360
4,000 75 Y 135 235 300 . 340 355
,000 75 135 230 ¢ 295 . 330 - 345
,000 75 . 120 220 280 4 ;315 325
1,000 70 o125 . 200 245 270 | 280
900 ' 70 125 195 . . 240 265 270
.8Q0 , .70 120 . 190, . 235° 255 260
700 70 120 185 225 245 250 | (
. 600 70 115 -, 175 . 215 , 230, 235 |
500 , 65 1100 . 165" - 200 215 220
400 65 105 155 ~ 180 _ - . 195 200
. 300 60 , 95 140 - 160 : 170 170
v 200; 55 - 85 115 _ 125 130 135
. 100" | 45 60 75 . 80" 80 - 80
. 50 s 30 40 - 45 45 45 45 |

. b " -

.
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., Table 2

Maximum Sample Sizes Needed to Assure 95% Confidence

In Survey Results With + X% Accuracy

'Y ' .

t -

Deéree of Accdracy Required

\Populatioh Size + 1% + 2% + 5% + 10%
C~ \
Over 10,000 10,000 2500 400 100 °
; 10,000 4900 ¢ 1940 370 100 ¢ °
5,000 |, » 3290 - 1625 360 95
4,000 " 2835 1505 355- 95 . ‘
3,000 L 2290 1335 345 95 ' L
> 2,000 1660 - 1095 325 95
. 1,000 910 710 280 90 |
3 _S00 .825 = 655 270 90 T
800 740 600 260 90 .
700 655 545 250 85 ) .
600 . 565 480 235 85 - '
, 500 480 415 220 85 '
400 385 345 200 80 |
300 295 270 170 75 g <
e "200 200 185 135 70 :
- 100 100 0100 80 50
50 .50 50 45 35
'- \ )

. N - 4
N ’ - M . - L -
- . - .. 4 * o
- . . 2 - - s
) ' L - .
PR

' k . L \ -
Yo# want to be able to interpret responses with + 5% accuracy.
From a population of 3000 people, you select a sample of 345.
particular issue, 47% of the people in the sample respond in a
certain way. You can predict with 95% confidence that between 42%
and 52% of the people in the population would respond in that way
on that issue. As the sample proportion departs from 5C%, the
confidence interval becomes even narrower. Thus, for example, if

On a

78% of the sample had responded in a certain way, you could predict
with 95% confidence that between 73.9% and 82.1% of the population
would respond that way.




Table 1 represents the sample sizes necessary to achieve ‘plus-or-minus 5%

accuracy at the 95% coniidence level. This ‘table is specifically' related to
/ v ' , .
questions which will yield percentage type regponses.~ For example, if

’

respondents are ‘asked the question "Do you think our é\hoo}s are doing a good

-

\ ' - -
“job?" some will say yes, some.will say no, and some will, be undecided. The

expected percentages of any ode of these categories will dictate to some
extent thé size of the sample needed. 1f,” for example,cBOZ or 70% of the,
respondents are expected to give a particular response, and if the local, "

population is 5,000, theun a sample size of 305 is,needed'to achieve plug or

-
.

. .

minus 5% accuracy at- the 95% confidenceelevel.'
Table 2 assumes the closest possible split on any. issue. As any issue

approaches a 50/50 split, the size of sample needed to assure accuracy

1) -~ . -

v @ ’

increases. In“ther words, §h issue on which 80% of the population gives the
/ ’ ” . .

. same answer is not a very controversial issue. Therefore, a relﬁtively small

sgmple size can detect fairly accurately what the populatxon ﬁercengage

actually is. On the other hand’, where 50% of the pbpulatxon belxeves one

. 1 4 . t

P alnd ~

B
‘!b thing and 507 be11eves anothe , we “havé a controversial issue on our hands.’
. ) A ]

Where there is controversy, larger sample slzes are needed to absure
} ’ accuracy. Table 2 not only shows sample sizes needed for plus or minusg five
) percent precxsxon accuracy but for plus or minus 1%, plus or minus 2%, and

plus or minds 10% precision. It should be noted that even with large sample

%
\r.~

sr;es (anyth1ng over 10, 000) a plus or minus 2% degree of preczsxon can be
) . . s

achieved with a sample size of .2,500. A degree of precision of plus or minus

S% can be achieved witﬁ a sample of 400i£or populations of 10,090 o: more.
\ - .

One cfitical aspect of selecting a sample size is to identify the
/ 3 . . ‘

potential users of the information you will be gathering. If this audience

r
! . ’ . . . ..

4

»

-
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

QOeSn'E approve of or understand the *sample size or the sampling, procedures,
the results will have no.impact. Therefore, it ,is imperative that gample size

- <
be discussed with potential information users.

.~

Finally, there are three cruciaj‘questiong to address in the analysis.
~ ’} ’ ’
These are: R

) *
o What do they know?
o ‘What misconceptions exist?:

,0 Wheregdid they get “their information?

Sor

Id preparing to communicate with any audience or public, it is necessary
A )

to find out what information has Qﬁready been shared with that public. This.

activity encompasses the first and third questions shown above. It is

.
'

necessa}y not only tf find out what the public already knows about the
. 2 . . - . .
4 . . - .
particular educatipnal program of interest but where they obtained this

! .

g . :
information as well. Was it from reliable sources? Was it from friendly or

.

unfriendly sources? Was it from biaded sources?

|
I N

¥ <
This last question leads us to the issue of whether or not misconceptioqs

exist. In working with Titlg I of the Elementary and Secondary Act of 1965, 1

< -

continue to find that many people have serioug misconceptions about this

program at the national, state, and local levels. Quite frequently, non-Title
1 ~

- N 1 -

I teachers and principals 1in bui}dinés which are served with Title I funds

" |

have serious misconéepgions about the identity of Title I. ' Any attempt to

v ¢

communicate evaluation results to individuals who have a basic misconception

about the nature of the program being evaluated is doomed to failure.

- -

’ 4% s . . L.
Plan \ ] -
- ¢ . “ ' 4

L. R oot R . qe ¥
As information from the analysis becomes available, evaluators can move on
‘ )

.to the second step of the communication process. In this plannini’step, there
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‘another group has very strong

’ 2 . « ¥
‘are actually six cﬁpponents to consider. Thed® aré: 1) public; 2) message;.

™

- .

3) ‘source; 4) channel; ) reaction, and 6) feedback. Each of these cémponents

>

A

Public. In planning to present evaluation results, the first'poiht which o

is described in some detail below.

.

evaluators must recognize is the fact- that, the public actually consists of

. .
’

several™ifferent groups or individuals. These individuals and groups can be

referred to as publics. Each,pdblic will be characteriétically different from

each other®*public. The purposes for communicating with the varioys publics
. * . v

4 .

will also be quifg diverse. ‘ 3 o

. [

The first planning task, therefore, is to determine exactly who ‘the -

various publids are. The analysis may have revealed, for example, that one
A ; ) o R N
public holds ggrtain misconcep;ions about the program being considered, ‘that

eelings about that same program, or that

-~

another group is a priority public because of their day~to-day conmtact with.

that particular program. In practice, the number of-publics may be-qﬁite
[l Y 2 . » . N
large. ‘
»

‘ .

( For example, one might first divide publics into internal pusiics and

extérnal publics. Internal publics are those individuals or groups who have.
. AN

g
L4

day-to-day contact with students or programs. External publics, on the other -

)

e -

e e o . N
hand, are those individuals or groups who would not have day-to-day contact

- ¢

with student or programs. Zach of these groups éan be further subdivided into .
S s -

. ~

smaller grou é., For example, intermal publics might.be divided- into students,
group , P go nts,
o‘.

teachers, administrators, other school émployées, and so on. Even one of -
> i - ’ *
these groups might be further subdivided into smaller groups. For example,

» . -,

the teacher group might well be divided into new teachersy elementary grade

N —

. '
teachers, resource teachers, and a host of other teacher categories. The

~ 4 N -

3

point is that each;of these specific publics differs from other publics in
, i .

-

‘ 1
relevent to the next five planning components.
: [

ways that are

*

vy o
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‘  Message. Each publ{glwill eventualiy‘receive a slightly-different

.message% The basic measage may well be the same for all publics} Fori
example, the basxc,mesaage might well be that the program is effect%ﬁ&:

However, because each of the publics has slightly different functions and
1niormation ne;ns, the specific message whigh ultimately reaches each public

[%

w111 be slightly different from the others. The following ex;éple from

.
[y

Title I evaluation is offerred as illustration. §¢> . §§,,

4
.Y
! b

Consider three groups of indiViQEais whom we w111 idenﬁjfy as, Public A,
/7!

Qationship between

Public B, and Public C. The concern of Public A is the
. i ‘ .
Title I assistance and achievement In the regular schoo j;rogram. From the
flv
general message that the program is effective, the spéclfic message for this
n

group might be'"The children are showing marked improvement in reading and in

‘ {
. -

other areas.' Public B has overa11 responsxbility fpr moving programs forward
,.réra

and is very responsive to informatlon cancerning téat scores, Therefore, the
' ’]@i
specific message for this public might be ' program changes have 1ed to better .
-~ < ’a.f’ J .

reading test scores.” Finally, Public C is cod;erned about children once they

. /i
/ leaye”'the Title,I program. For this public,;éhe.specific message 1is based on
P ;i .

a sustained effects study,and might be statzg‘ most*chiLdren/are continuing “to
show progress even w1thout extra help. ther words we have geared each

message towarH’the specific characteristic y and informatién needs of the

various publics even though the basic mesgage might be the same.

N 23

The implication for evaluatjon p1an ég should be obvious. The evaluator

who plans to communicate evaluation rgpults.effectively.to aeveral publics
' e} N

\/ [ 2 .
w111 need to identify many sources offlpformation. These information sou-ces

r
b

must then be woven together into a iﬁﬁérent, overall evaluation design. Some
z/;

information sources may only be appropriate to one or two publics. To the

:r’ X

extent that those publics can have an impact on the program being evaluated,

<

the corrxesponding infqrmatiéﬁ(sources become 'high priority sources.

v .
4 ‘ 9 -
F.¢ P . B
- - . v
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-subgroups or publics there are one or more stars or key communicators who can
. ~

- FRIC

o 1t 4 e
Source. Just as it is necessary to gear speclflcxmessagés to the

-

- '

information néeds_and chgracterisﬁics of different publics,%it’is necessary to

have that message presented by a credible ‘source. By source we mean aw

individual whom the public trusts. Again, note that we are defining publie
t . ‘ .

-
-

here in very specific terms; fgr example,_ggreuts of children in(a,particular

neighborhood, Yhon-Title I teachers in a particular school, etc.

.

Generally_ speaking, the more the specific public -and the source have in -

common, the more credible the source.will be. School public- relations experts

speak of key communicators with 'this id¢a in mind. Key communicators are

"
x

people who are usually fairly easiiy‘identified in any. group. Basic
sociometric techn@queg, whether foipally or informally ébplied, may be‘ﬁsed to

4
1

discover ' who the "stars" of any group are. These individuals are likely to be

the ones from whom other individuals in the group get their information.

. - .

Returning to ‘the 67% of adults who have no children in the puglié schools,
. . A . .

%

we can discover many specific publics within this group. , $h#s group consists

<

o{\fivic and religious grbuﬁs,‘neighborhood groups, sdcidl\groups, recreation
groups, work groups, and many other subgroups or publits. Within ‘each of the
» L

-

’ ~ . . . . . . -
easily be identified. A major step in communication then is to cultivate
these specific individuals as sources. .

PR Y .

This process' is most appropriate at the school level but may also be
P . -

-applied at the district level as\Vf l. Many school pridcipali and some

district-level administrators keep lists of key communicators along wigp the

e - I
}

phone numbers of those key communicators handy. Whenever something impo}tént
. . .

happens or is about to happen, the school principals or other administrators
. ) ‘ ’ s

\ X D \
inform key communicators who then spread the word throughout the rest @f the
> \

w \

roup. These same principals and administrators also call periodic meetings
g p p p g

| | . -l0- . \
. ’ . - . Al
. ) ’ w . ' : 1 ,_‘; v '
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. ” ! A 4 . . .
« ' Just to keep.kéy communicators up-to-date. This raises an important issue.
! . v . . ’ , . :
.. » ~Schood principals are absolutely,essential links in any communication pro?ess‘ .

-

: about any schgol program whether i- be with interhal publics or with external *

publics. A good deal oﬁ'attgn:lon'-hog}d be éiven td, school principals in' the

.analysis phase to determine what ..oz people know about the specific’programs
. - o .

§ 7

. 6gf interest what their, attitudes toward them are, and what Lhefr impact on the
L3

. * . N [N . s ) . “
_programs is likely to be. ) R
Channel. Having identified éiegral different publics, their information .
. . . A ¢ . '.
needs, and appropriate‘gources for presenting information to those publics, we

- AY
turn our attention to deciding which dlanpels of communication are most -
. a - o
appropriate. The results of the analysis step of the process may yield_some

.. ) . . )
helpful infoérmation in deciding upon one or more channels of information. For
N P - ‘ L

. *
N @

’ Example, the resuilts of the analysis may show that certain individuals or

 publics norﬁafly get:their iqformation in certain hays and prefer gett%ng

’

‘

\

their information in those ways. A concensus among communication experts
" geems to be that.the mass medig‘(newsp;;ef,stelevision, radi;) are approprigte
. . ' s
for disseminating largé amounts f information to many’people'ové;~a,$hqy o \
) period of t%me. However; thesq c%anngzs are not appropriate for shaping“ﬁ
"publig. opinion. Our opinioné are’tybica}ly shaped throuéh in?erpersonal ’

v -~

* "+ . communication channels. ) . .
: v . .
K w i

.

* , If the objective of communication is simply to disseminate basic L.

information to a wide audience with no intent to shape or mold opinion or

behavior, mass media are apprapriate. On the other hand, if the aﬂélyéis
1] .

;eveals there are negative attitudes Or misconceptions or hostility toward the

. program, then the .correction of these negative attitudes and hogtilities will

wr

resentment against Title.I harbored by non-Title I teaching staff. No amount N

’ [ e i . . .
of brochures, newslettexrs, posters, or other devices is likely tod have any
” ‘y r

‘ T e '
ERIC " ", .~ o Ty -
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effect on this .resentment. What will be required is|that one Title I person

discuss tationally with one non-Title I person what is|actually going on ‘in
. >

. N
the proggam and how the program affects and interacts with the total schog}

'program.‘ This one hpn-Tit_e I person may then.be considered a key

- ¢

. . ‘ s /.
communicator who can in turr relay the message to other non-Title I teaching
. , . ® ' X

staff. This is why an analysis of internal publici is so important, .and itr is
why identification of key communicators ié‘also,idéthant. : .

As a final note, one can never be absolutely sure which channel will be

the most effective in getting a message across to a specific public.
. , ! o ° .o ‘

Therefore, whenever the chance presents itself, it is helpful to present the

same or similar messages to a given public thro@gh as many channels as
. X J ’ .
possible. For example, in an AERA pépgr presentation, there are at least two

channels of communication; the written word and the spoken word. The written

LI

or spoken word is often supplementéd with graphs, tables, or other kinds of
illdstrations. Some may respond more positively to a ‘question and answer
gession. It is'quite conceivable that four}or five different chandels might
' 7
be uged in a 15«_}nute AERA paper presentation. Within those five -channels, .’
,ﬁ#" *&'\ "Q"\"\«W% ‘\““‘
there is flikely to be somethlng “for nearly“evéry member of the audlence. The

T

game is true for other audiences °F publics. 2

Reaction and Feedback. As we are deciding who needs to know what and who

LY

should_present this information through. whith chaqne}s, we also need to give

some thought to the method by whéch we will find out whether or not the

communication was effective. In this regard we must focus on two concepts.
" 14 -

v

As information is presentedrto people, they have varying reactions. Some
, v 5
examples of reactions are letters to the éditors of newspapers, calls to a

L

school board about a particularly volatile issue, and people télliﬁgaygu after

an AERA presentation that you did a good job. ‘These are dll reactions. ?pe
. ' ' 1 .
A . ' . \\/
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sinpgle perlem with all these reactions is that they tend to yield a biased,or’
: i -
- ' . -
" distorted picture of how the entire public received the message. Therefore,

B

‘ . ‘
it is hecessary to plan for the active solicitation of different kinds of

reactions from a fepresentative sample of Ehe -specific public. This active

” .

v

. 8olicitation of reactions is termed feedback. .
. ’

The strategies for getting feedhgck are very similar to some of the

-
.

strétegies employed in the analysis step of the process. Therefore, the plan

- N f

» - may ificlude a formal sampliag of specific publics, or it may simply consist qé

» v

follow-up conversations with several key ‘communicators. Whatever the plan is,.

-

it is important for the evaluator or othfrs involved in the planning to .

.remeiber that the feedback must be representggive. In ordér for the feedback

-

to be representative ,it must begactively. solicited.. Reliance on unsolicited
i reaction has kept more than one good €valuator working %ﬂ the dark.

e
- L b

I3 . . - o .
s .

4

. . Communicate-

Having been -through the first‘twp steps of the process, we come to the

; —

steb where informetion is actually shared with somedue eilse. This step should

1
be a lot easier if the first two steps have been carefully taken. In a sense,

this step may be considered .similar to:the tip of an iceberg. It is the part

_that ig seen but is actually the smallest component. , . .

>

With the exception of editors of scientific journals and perhaps some of

our colleagues, the basic format for all communications of evaluation results

'

should be fairly similar. This format ié'graphically depicted below in 1

Figure 2. - Pigure 2 shows the six basic questions addressed by journalists “‘J
‘ . ) ~
. followed by credible quotes from qredible sources, followed.by the details.
Cw -~

Y
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N Figure 2. Basic communication format

" The format depicted in Figure 2 is not just for newspaper articles but for

brochures, newsletters, oral presentations, and even formal evalasation ’ -

-

B -~ LR

‘ G . . S .
reports. As early as possible in & prgsentation of results,’the evaluator

needs to idehtify who did something, what they did, When and Qﬁefe they did

v

it, why they did it, and how they did it. Particularly important with

4

information 1ntended for mass COnsumpt1on, we need to tell the public t§!! wve

are talkid% about childred. 1f we are not talking about children, we really
~ ' . ‘(\ ’
~ do not have much to say (even to the two-thirds of adults who do not have

< children in the public schools).- .

L { T

One point to note is that the first part of the presentation is quite \

broad but not very deep. That is, a great deal of ground is cov~red with
’ ' i ) . . . - . "
‘ little or no detail. This is precisely the kind of information that'is called

K

for here; that is, a broad overview that does not go into too much detail.

Details can be $aved for later when yous have the attention of the intended
- N L} s

. d ~

[y
.

public. 7 v

v
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Having gotten the attention of the sPecificopublic, it is helpful to move

on to more specific information. The next section of’lhe triangle depicted in
' o N . 1 3

. -

Figure 2 is entitled Quotes and Sources. The-gources are those individuals

L] ‘. » s
.referred to earlier as credible sources to specific publics. Any good

\ : * .
h’wsPaper article, for example, will quote people who are intiqétely familiar ~

-

with the’ facts of the story or who -are directly #avolved in the incident being

reported., Again, recallidg gn_earlier comment, ‘it will be helﬁful to mat%h .

AN Y

gsources to publics. Thus, For example, presentations to parent groups might

.

\ N s - ) .
well include oral or wrxttj? comments from other parents. Presentat¥ons to,

+

school boards,_ on the other hand, might include observations from teachers,

. : ‘ !
members, of the community, or other groups of whom the board members depédﬁ for
their political base. Again, there is an obvious implication for evaluation

’ . 3 . ..'
practice. These comments constitute 1eg§t1mate evaluation data for some

.
.

publics and must'theregore be collected.

The bottom portion of the triangle depicted in Figure 2 contains the -

details. This is the proper place for tables, numerical and statistical

analyses, and other supporting details. Except for mandated statistical’

e

reports, these details sﬁ¥u1d be kept to an absolute minimum. This is also

" not the time or placento summarize. The summary should have been at the very

-

beginning.

Assuming that we are talkingyabout)a written report, you will have many

readers at the beginning and fewer readers at 'the end. A gimple way ta

<

illustrate this concept is to consider how you read a newspaper. You probably

read the headlines and perhaps the first paragraph or two of most art%%les on

page one. If a story begins on page one and is continued on page 36, it is
. . . ' M . P

not likely that you will finish the story on page 36. ’

——

T
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;) HYnless the story or article is about an issue that greatly concerns you or

.o . . .
N (- has a direct impact on your life, you will not read beyond the first

paragraph.~ If you are mildly interested in the’toﬁic, you will read a.bit

« e

more to see who' is involved and what their comﬂfnts are. Only if you are
> L W - . ‘

extfemely interested in’g; excited about the topic will you read all the way

-

‘ }ELjﬁa énd of<the article on page 36. The same s true for orai reports and’
. . P s v o N
written reports. = Lf the purpose of the oral report is not clear by the end of
< ’ . . X . .

the first few seconds, then very few people will have .the intrinsic motivation

- »«
to follo& your ‘line ef thought until the end of thg}preséntatﬂgg. -

” A} ‘. N

In this reéspect, -evaluators can Pét gfford to take a séhola;ly point* of

vilew in reporting. That isy we do not have the luxury of providing an
') [} 3 ‘, 3
extensive discussion of background and methodology prior to the presentation
’ - L ' “ . . ’
of results and our conclusions. Conclusions must usually b&upresenﬁ?d first
° followed by background. In this sense; the fortat for communicating or .
' - i . . T - “
preéenting the information ma;\he exactly the opposite of what many of us have

{}been taught in graduate school as proper writing techniques. " .

’

) ' In summary then, the focus of any communicgtion should be very broad at

the outset and becoﬁl more and more specific. This is true whether: the

‘

purpose of the communication is to provide basic information, or to persuade,

or to clarify misconceptions, or to achieve any other purpose.

- .i \.’/ -

Evaluate . .

Having presented.’a well defined message to a specific well-identified

-
’

public, there is a tremendous temptation to believe that the job of

. . . o' . . . 7 al ‘e .
communication is finished. However, it is not. The final task in any '
. . / . )
- communication is to evaluate. the effectiveness of that communication. A major

reason for conducting this evaluation is the fact that there are likely to be

o

.
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- ) ' . .
future opportur’ties or needs to communicaterwith the same public. "Unless the

~

‘evaluator or otht: individual presenting the information has a thorough

understanding of th . fectiveness of the communication, that person cannot

v ¢ . N - ~

plan éffect}velﬁ for tature communications. *ﬁiﬁ}"questions that need to be
N e

= 4 v

considered in this evaluation are "Did the public receive the message? Was

the purpose of the commuhication .chieved?"  Stated somewhat differently,
"Were the objectives met? Was any action taken? 'Did we reach them in/time?"
v . : . ) :

. - ]
. A'crucial aspect of evaluation is being{able to deal with several.

¢ ’ P
different possible answers to the questions'presented above. There is 3dn old
axiom that if you can't deal with the answer, don't ask the question. 1In

‘/‘ . - e
,other words, evatuators and.program administrators should be prepared to

llsten carefully to criticismg and be ready to make changes where changes are

e

c1ear1y 1nd1cated. If a report is presented to a parent group, for example,

’ .
’ .-
-

A
’ evaluators can talk tO'key communicators or a random sample of the people in

<
-

the group to ask whacvzﬁey thought of fhe report. D1d it seem accurate? Has
it changed any of their attitudesl. What did it Wean xn‘terzi of Shéir s -

.
-

: children or school? ) . ] ,

. . L

In evaluating the effectiveness of any commdniéation, it is important for

the evaluator to keep several points in mind. First, people have selective

mempries. What this means in communication is that those portiog%\af the

communication which support individuals' existing points of view are more’

. ‘ ' .
likely to be remembered and understood than those portions of the

. . . ! : v . w . )
communication which do not. _ In extreme cases, information receivers may .
~ .

actually remember exactly‘the opposite of what the source said and yet believe -

.

that it is exactly what .the source said. Second, where the subject is
‘ -’

\ controversial, those individuals who have ?ﬁken sides ‘are very Pnlike}y to

-

.
i

FY P . . s ~€_, .. .
* attend to new information. Of course, e.eévaluator will be well aware of the

existing beliefs apd yiews of the publics with whom he or she is commcnicating\
. Y —1,7-:
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. , } . .

from the results of the -analysis conducted in the first step. In the pLénning'

L -
. ?

step the evaluator or other communiegtor will have established communication

f

‘ i

objectives accordinglyR Given reasonable and manageable communication’

objectives, the evaluation is more likely to produce results that will be

’

-
effective in the next round of communTation.

. -~

Summary : ) . . - . -
E— > 4 -
In communicating with the public on the succegs of any school program, it

4.

.

ig first necessary to Qétéﬁﬁiné what thE/public glready knows, what

misconceptions people may have, where péople get their informatioq; an?tho

are likely to be‘tﬁe top priorify publics. ,GivenLthis information, it is

possible to develop thorough plans for communication. These plans consist of

.

a series of decisions concerning who needs to know what, who should present
. A

s »
~

the information thrdéugh what "channel, and how the Efsponse to the i

communication will be monitored. Nextg the plan is implemented such that the

big-picture is given first’ and the details last. Finally, feedback from the.
, s [ 4 ;
public is actively solicited in an effort to determine whether or not .

.

~ - .

effective communication is taking place. This feedback is then used in the |

: L ‘ .
" ~inext cycle of planning. In this way, the process becomes not a ligear one of
. Pt : . . L

’

ERIC
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four steps but a"cyclical step where each step leads t8& another. ff{gi )

Y At several points'in the process, we have actively sought fnput from other

. / ] ) C ‘

T ey v

. . L > . ,’ . ry
people. Thus, communication must be viewed as a two-way process. In essence,

-

.

we listen as well as speak. Generally speaking, communication of evaluation

results to the public is more effective if we are generally listeming rather
)

»

L]

‘;han generally speaking.

L)
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