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;E: ni,v" * “The. xntent ot thxs papor qs ‘to illustrate the use ‘0 /ﬂ’f
KE{ T» stakeholder xnformation in’ ev lmatinq a school program .ﬁm; ‘ s
s A . i e :
?;‘ ' : materrkl presented is part ot .compr.hensive tormatqve cvalu;txon ‘;
A N et ’ . . ' ,' ," \ . e o -
. ot a cr}?xs intarmantionfproqr ﬁ operatcd by a ;uéurban school ) ?&_
hdlstrict gsituated noar a larqc irdustrral ci}y 1£ the Hi?vcst fﬁo:;‘
. 'prosert illustratos a "trianqul kion of Qvidoncc“ technidul infwhich-
" behavioral rntormatxon £roﬁ ras“records areﬁ;sqd to supglement vlﬁw
) interviow and ;uosttonnairc res'onres ot various—stakehr;dcr qroﬁb;}
_5 The term stakoholdcrs ;s used he e specitdc;ll; includes‘thc AT
P; - 5
a _ rocipi.nts ot thebscrvice as wel as third party gro ps impactod by

-the program B Tho illustratxvc :t dy 1: tpllowed by a dxscussiqn of"

the advantaqes and disadvantaqes t tho prcsont approach, and ﬁ
tom. : a e\ s
c nsxdorations roqardinq rcplication 3 ;itl o PR ¢ -

» : _' ) S, s . " - ) o ) - ‘4 / g | o . s : ‘:"‘r!

_ oo Sl , N Lo .
Over the pdst 20 yaarsJ:thi 2 la'ot stakeﬁold;rs fi;ér}-those

g -

xndxviduaXS and groups thh vosted ntorests in a program )- ha54 :
bocomo increasiﬁqu prominant 1n cducatlonal f,‘ ‘
ievaluatxon--particularly tormaﬁﬁae QJ%} atxon : Most of thc

\)‘ ~ X .‘. l o, . ‘,""‘.Y .‘_:“ v‘( o « )




evalﬂitxon«Nodols whxch havc emorged sxnce the late 1960 s (e. g
hd 3». .
'“Mct{esssl'and chhaul,£1967, Stuttleboam, ct al L&gi, Klkin, 1971, :
‘Borich,

evaluators

'1974) call tor stakeholder xnput Hore.recently, several_

‘chose to build thoir approaches around stakeholder xnput :

(e.,q-.'v Brylc, 198'3) ' Dospxteihxs uruversal concern, 'howevar,

5L .

s comprehonsivo stratogxos for utifizing stakoholdor ;nput have yot to

' e

be tuidy dcvolopod Nona of the authors citad provxde specitic

-
'

mtthods.that appby across sottinqs Suqqostions which do appoar fn e

* K

the litoratura concontratc on vorbal input trom gbben qroup maﬁbors-

(e.g. ~intorviows, quistxonnairos; usa otrwoxghtcd scaics, panoi
) "‘._“' *_/, . 'r . -

, j ‘ -

discuSsionsy otc;; for detailod prcsontations of - such mothods, refer -

i
x °

to Patton, 1980, and Edwardsy ot al. 1975); "The verbal'rcport dzta :
’ ‘ " T

‘ S obtained in most stakoholdor basod ovaluations appear to tocus on

B

ths'toliowinq issuos :”:“Whafgquostions‘arc tho most usotul to ask

B - ‘about the outcome? To»whom’aro thé‘answors important?®
. - : E . . o _,‘.. . L .
- L e < . . . ) ' ‘ . . N . . . S " ]
-hsking(stakoholdors'to'answ.r‘quostiohs such as these has

several inhoront‘advahtaucs, including tho idcntiticatxon ot

- -

' © relevant measuraes tofusoﬁttho identification ot proterrod mgans of’

' : : .ﬁ,. e ) .

prosontingqrdsults, ‘ind prompting tho intorost and participation ot

or
.0 u

stakoholdors once rosults ire prosontod (Stako, 1983) Howoyor,

soveralaissuos romain unaddressaed. One- such issuo is what Collot
. . . . P . ) o ,' ) IS )
©ecal ls "goal distortion? (Collet, Wals, ma lcoil'l‘ot"" '1'9'83; Collo‘t and ,
Pxntrfch, 1980; Collot, 1277)' what participants say about ‘the

eftectxvonoss of ‘a proqram does not necessarily retrect rts true

. B .tt.Ctiven.”»" it may only tiflo;} its abilxt? to ploase or
.- '_.disploasoﬁi stng verbal input as the sole basis tor Gornulating
Q o . -. o . '. R I . . ' —/ ,,: . R ‘°
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'eualuatlon neasures ean serxously‘dlstont the tocx;_

.-

(tor a easevxn pornt; see ?arrar and Hou

Furth although the strategy ot assessxng verbar xhput eah”

. v . '

u‘ s

thh regard to.those xssues.‘xt nexther clarxtxes the T

o reasfﬁ saqreement, nor Lﬁent;txes the consequences ot those v

1

;,agreement; T dlsagreements tor the operat1on ot‘the program ;f}

. . Al ‘

marq purpose ot tth p per 15 to '.lustrate~the

’Y usxng both verbal and behavxoral measures xn the

s assessment dt stakeholderiinput. Measures“otgaetual stakeholder

‘behavior can be, obtaxned trom several sourcesﬁ including eiisting

A .
' . '

documents.(efg[ case records, sehool_reeords),'eialuatorf L (
"observation, partxcxpant ogiervatioh,‘ahd partielpahtﬂf ‘.- -
. . - 5. sy - . .
sel f-monitoring (e .g. daxly eheckdxsts) o
. 5 ‘:I 1 ‘,'-_ .
’ b P PURE . L . B TR <

o

-

" The inclusion of, behavloral)measures with’verbal reports, and ;//
the subsequent trxangulatxon of ° evldence could strengthen 4

stakeholder based evaluatxon ln the tollowlng waysv ‘ . L. A

Clarxty the Galldlty of a prxorx groupxngs of

stakeholders ‘
Oualxty and- speeltlclty ot ‘tfeedback to parthxpants.
could be enhanced o ‘ :

. v A
L] - : ‘ !

K

~

Global agreements and/or dlsagreements among - s .
"gtakeholders could be clarltxed and toeused by L '
examining actual behavior. ’

. Behavioral meisures of stakeholder involvment could
3 help isolate or pare down the tactors in the program .
' environment influencing yerbal tatings, deserrptxons,'
apd positions (a.g. are’ differences among groups ‘
lntlueneed by unequal payotts for respeetlve members.

\ = v B



-A. The Program o o . .

pOpulationyin the community, Thise included subetance abuse.:,'b.:

pergonel proBPeme'were‘!een as barriers to .learning, dcademic

.
-
-

. . ) - N
by ditterences xn access to information, by PR
const;aints inherent in group members roles, by -
physicel ‘access to facilities, ete.). -
: - A v 1 e
Verbal positions, illuminated by’behavioral measures, °
jcan help isolate ‘specific points in the ecology of “the
B ﬂproqram that ¢&an be targetted for clarrfrc;tAon (i.e.
A more st;keholder xnput),'intervention and modification R
an iy Ceig. - i's the most appropriate intervention a change ’
- in administrative policy, additional information and
\training for: certein qroups. erranqing complxance
incentives, etc.). '

. - - ‘ s . . ) . ' . 4 .
o : . v . o ’ . * - :

. 11. THE PROJECT - -~ - . 7

> .

- N -

- Between mid- 1979. lnd September of 1982, parents end schpol

otticials identxtied severel problem areas that ettected the teenage

[3 . Py

.parent;l(irinkinq,4sexual abuse, driet and loss, and depreseion ?nd.

suicide.: Thefrecoqnition of these ppoblens presented»severel 4

‘challenges to the school systems and the community. First, such
- N . ’ - v ’ \ .

-echievement. sociel’edjustment. and lonq-rdngevqoel etteinment}

[N

Second, elthough the problems had a direct- impect on . school '

-
«

pertormance'and ad:ustment, there was no comprehensYVe strategy to’

deal: with them within the school. This "service gap“ prompted the

school board ‘to initiate a crisis intervtion proqrem tor ahe

»

1982-1983,school yc;: in the district's two senior high schools..

o R . AR LN : L
. N " 1 A N
L4 - ‘. . N 0

4
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o Ea * :
which had a combingd enrollment of some 3,150 students.

- . . .
.

The crxsxs xntorventlon.prog<_y/Was xntended to provlde several
'educatlonal and‘eounselxng servlces on,a number ot levels These
u lincluded xnservlco tralnlnq sossxons tor teechers.and counselors.
L '; consultatxon with mlddlo school eounsolors. speclal-topxc smell;_kj
o e : <8 : -

-

- qroup sossxons thh studonts, dxroct counsoﬁxng sorvxces to students\

in crisis and,tholr'taqlllos. and retorral to comnunlty reaources L DR
whenever appropriate. ~ . Lot T

é : : -

"To 1mplement this program, two intervention counselors wore

d
4

appolnted Their role w,s larqoly personal counsollng thh students

*

(.6 time) and consultatlon'hlth toachers and qenoral counselors: ( 2 4

. time)" The appolntmonts recoqnl:od tho-nood for oxpandlng servlcos‘

’

o ‘ -
to/‘lgh rlsk youth. whxlo mazntarnlng a conslstont lével of guldance

LA ¢ e B .

and counsolrnq sorvlcos provxdod by the regular counselxng staft

‘t‘

. Other proto:saonals from the comnunlty w'ro lnvxted to conduct the'
inservlco sessions. . o o '\ :
- . . L ‘
. ,
| . r ! .
B. M‘thod’ B B - ' v ' . " - . ‘".“" / ‘ v

. - ‘
. . .
. . -
. . - 5 e .
. :

,Tho crlsls'counsollnq proqram was dovolopod ‘to deal. wl‘h

’ porsonal probloms of an urgent naturo ' It was thoretore consldered

v k] . .‘ v

unethxcal to use the usual control or delayed treatment coQParlson-.

o, qroups for evalultion To at least partlally compenste-tor thlss*,

] ) . ‘v

weikness, the evaluatxon was doslqnod to_tacxlltate~tr@angulatlon ot
\)‘, L . ) » ] . I d . . A} ) ) . "

‘ | S ' e . A 7',‘ .' -, ' ;e s




,evidencé The tern “ttxangubﬁtxon“ comos trom a geometric prxncxple

. .. . . . -

used by land surveyers to precxsoly L%cate tho posxtxon and
- . s 5 ,z 4 . -
olevatxon ot z distant obJoct such as a mountaxn top ' As used in

. . ) ’

v

evaluation (cf. Collet, Val;ﬁ and Collet, 1983, p. 21-22),
. - -._1 '. - .
trxanqulat;on rot,bs to tho syst%ma ic collectxon ot data from at

least throo dittorpnt penppectivos . porcoptions ot stakeholdors,,j

e

. . . 5
» .

dot;ilod?g;o@r;u.:oco;ds (1.9. -pattofns of serv?ce utili:ation);

anq recb;ﬁs of ol;onthohtnqof ooer time. . , ’

had throo dxstxnctqggﬂgonenta

_The overall ~evaltati

stakeholder issooomont} ovaluation ot xnservxxo sossxons,_and the

. ® . £ Lt -
f

examihation of problems do;lt with and fase Hi!position. '?or the

stakeholder portion ot tho ov;luation, daﬁanworo collected by;thfoo
: . , ‘< .

means. First, intotvious.woro conductod with tho crnsxs counlolors

4

:themselves ind with tho proqram s dovolopors'--'the diroctor ot the

&

dxstrict s office of quidanco ‘and counsel:ng, and roprsontatxvos
' Q ' ’ e
from the school board and tromgh comnunity action group. Second, a

set of anonymous quostionnaxnos was dosiqned to qather tnput ‘from

parents, studonts,.and instructlonxﬂ statt qroups too larqo and

- ~ r.',“'- ¢

divorso to ottoctivoly usé intorviewinq as a mothod ot gathorinq

- [
-~ . -

ropresontativo data. Third, moasuros of stakoholdor bohavior were”

coded trom;tﬁo case rooords otythe crisis~counsolors. ;Lonq wtth.

e

8
other information.

. R . . . . .
- ' .

[ . ~
.

'.kIntorviows were conducted to.oogino an.number'ot of;luotion 7

‘i ssues, inclod;ng‘thd_tollowing: how .is a crisio~coun§orof

'dittoronti;iod from a dohoral qounsolor; what kinds”othptcomoi

ty N ‘A -



-~ . . . . . f . .
. e e . .

would be indicative of yrdgrim_ettectiv;ness;~and what kinds of
other issues are.important with regard to‘progrim impiementaiion:_

Another purpose of the intérviews &ds to generate items for use on

P

" - the questionnaire.

. . . .
. . . . .

¥ . . - &

Ehch sct of qucstioﬂ%azres had two sectxons The first

consisteJ ot a list of 2$\<;obloms likely to be: encountered by hiqh

" school stqunts, these included 11 pcrsonal problens lxke depression
.\r

and/subgtance abuse, #nd 10 "quidanco" problcms lxke schodulo

.

'thanqes and choosinq a college. Parﬁicxpants wero a!kld‘go choose
e . ’ ] . ) \ .
which school protessxonal ,it ,any, was most,approprihte to‘deal with

ES

that problem The second section was comprxsod of erert scaled

« °

items roterrinq to the ovorall appropriatoness and desirabzlity ot a

Ky

crisis intorvontion vtoqram in a public school_settan. The st;tt
versxon of the questxonnaire also providcd space for open endod'
0 .
\cpmments. . Bacause of the relatxvely qreater number of’ respondnnts,-

student and parent versions did not have this toature. The student

verqion,alsbghgd'an additional section to be_tflledloﬁt’by those

individuals who had received services from the crisis counselor.

Consistent with the roqﬁoité_qf school board members,

ED
-

questidhn&iros wof.-digtribdtod as a census to some 3,150 sbqgoﬁt;,

and 150 insiructionalfitatf members. Aiqo.,queétddnﬁaires were
mailed to 1600 houscholds to qather ihput from par.nts Bec;use 6:\

the naturo ot the samplxng. only unxvarzate and bivarzate trequoncy

distr;butions were uscd_to examine results.

»
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) .‘ ‘ f ) ’ < - ‘. g . R
.7 - . o ) I ’ S '
Ezxisting case.records were the sourge of the<b£ha§iorat'q;t;%_
‘ 4 < AR .

4 The crisis counselors were taught to use a codibooﬁ:fo extiaev. .
specific intormation'trom,the records and tranfer ie.tq a gompu;g:-J
T~ . " ) 'Jp._._- , . . : : .
- readable format. Each

‘case was coded for the tollowingaihtorhation:
. o ) .
L o - 3 . -
sex of client, curriculum enrolled 'in, source of referral,
'_ ’ ’ . * L2
.presenting problem at, rctortal, problems dealt with injcounselinq

' (Loéqs in treatm;nt),\types ot services rénde;ed{ and outcome of -

) I3 ~

~

cases (casc,disppsitidn). Because the counseldrs themselves

invented a ndﬁuidd%tifigttdoﬂ npmﬁeg tgr'eactha:p, they were the

- only ones who could match the é@ﬁpdtdr codes with the actu;l'c;sgs!

In this manner, codnsg;orlcfignt confidentiality was presérved.

: .
S - . ’ . . . .
. . . . N . .
. . 3 ,\
’ . B ’ * - - . ‘. ’ .
. . . .
. .

C. Results: Verbal Report Data

\ . . - v . ) . ‘.‘ .
Interviews with program developers and the.cqisis cghnsglofs =
‘themselves revealed that igido from being interested in information

‘q_ on actual problem incidenée and case outcomes, {hoin individuals

were most concerned ibons other stakeholders' perceptions 6:Qand
 priorities for the program, because,-for the most part,, these groups

did not participate directly in'thq development of thé n:ogram.,4Tho

: v . e T .
issues considered most important are listed as follows: should

-

personal problems of students be dealt with in the school; which
A paitfcurar problems, if any, are consideraed apprtopriate for
- ‘ . . “ . .
\ intervention; who is seen as the.most appropriate school

. . : ’ >
professional to . inPervene; is a tormal_ﬂroqr;m_that deals with
. . E ( " . .
students’ personal problems appropriate in a publie school setting;"®

L
0(‘




s X .
® ra ’ . : .

'shoﬁld‘sqch a'program_bé expandgd fo serve a younger (i.e. _middfe“'

schoql) population; and are thére'anffcoqcerns over the_tact that -

. -

.both crisisAcoﬁnsirork'are;ﬁa[ef Sh@sequehtl?. these issues

. . N . ~Ny . . -
comb:ised much of the content of the questionnaires directed at

. v
-

paf?ntsL;ggudopts,'and instrucfio;ai sfatt. ‘ o - - -
:A-z 1j{- e e .’?. Qi‘ V0 -
A total of 1,978 students, 44 ﬁa:ents,'ahd 83 m;nse?s_ol the_
xn;tructxo;:lvsiatt rQSpondod t; qucstxonnaires V{th'tew'
Qxcoptions, respons;s to: Likert- scaled items ;ppnared to be
consxstent acroi: all threo groups,land across schools A majo&ity

.ot all responden&s ag;eed that a ecrisis counsclor should be-

'avaxlable in the, distrxct s two senior hxgh schools (92 %, 82.3%,
\
and 73 "% ot paronts, st;tt, and studcnts, rospectxvely). A

-

ma:orzty ot eachvot the throo st;knholdor droups disagrocd with

xtems whxch statod that students‘ personal ptoblems .should not be
. ys . . -
doalt with in “the school. A mijority ot'both parlnts and students

agreed that they neoded more intormation about the current program!

whxle a ma:ority o( parcnts did riot 0bject to a student being seen

- ..

by a counselor of the opposite sex (65.9%% rog;rding female students

’

;jjgxng 2 male counselor, ‘and %7 7% regarding the reverse situ;tion)

.

.the respondent.

[

students splxt on tﬁis issue (36.6% agreed that they would bo

‘uncomtortablgg 39.8% dis;grced, and 23f6% expressad '"no qpinion")

v N ~'¢.

these distributions romainid congistant when stfatitiqd by sdx of

2

Some items were directed at ipekiticvstakaholder groupstj For

- .
N A)

example, 80.3% of the parants agr.od_ghit sugh a program should als

A A - v

- .t &



r B I e R - ' "f' TN )
bc available tor.youngor studcﬁts. On a. set of'specialized Atems,
-

86 4% of staff mombors agroad‘#hat they;were comtortable :bterrnng -
N S -
.students to.the crisxs counselor, whxlo 71. 1% of this group o
S L . ; , :
'dxsagreed that thcy hesitated to consutt him L T w]

Let

$‘;-<

il

. .. . .

A}

: ‘ - : .
In qnnoral. parontl and studcnts tcnded to agrne with oach

. . . ‘a" . . . : - o~ - .
athnr ovcr which sdhool protellion;l wgs nost appropriato to

-
S

il
'int¢5v¢n¢ with givonip:oblonl.u These rcspondonts !qrdod tﬁat

- .
- . . ~

‘. planning for the next term, schedule ch;ngos,nchoosknq ;;col{,gor.
) . ’ . - ) ._'.44 . - 4 L 3 . L
- school pcrtorﬁancc. tailinq an'oxanination. flunking d”shmcstdrn,gnd
. . - o .,6/\ 3

.adJustucnt to a now school were within tho qoncral couns.lorsrﬁl;\

. .
“
.

domain. Parents ;nd studonts also’ sol.ctcd thn crisis &ounselok to '
) . - /" AR i '
be the nost-approprirt.'prqtcgsional to:motl_with dcprossion, 5. y‘

[+

4 suicido.‘alcohol'abﬁbo;_dth;r iublthnpqrabuio, physical abuse, and.
_ . o o o . » ,:*L
‘pregnancy. However, studlntS'tqund sexually transpittod-disdasel,
sexual'abﬁsc JSLi.e. in the homo). qrintland.loqs, arrcst, and
. "\
breatqu up with ; hoytriond or qi;t/;iend not appropriato for

. xntorvontxon in the school. Barontl found only the breakup i!suo to |
{ . . ,

be inappropriate, while attributinq tho othor sitg(fionr.to be tho_"

. ’ : . . 4 . -

‘erisis counselors'’ rosponsibility‘ Liko tosponsol on’ tho

v

Likert-scaled items, thc diltributions of tosponsos on these. it!nf

P . o

were consistent across lchooll.

+ .
P ~ -

- o . . .
COns{ftent with paront and ltudont rolponsos..thcro appoartd to
\ . . N

[4
be a stronq conlonlus among teacherl with regard to tho tole oL.the
qenoral houniolor. A majoiity qt statt members trom bqth schoolg
chose this protos}ional as the most aparopriagi'io intervene with"

- s B

- . .

Q : IV T l»ﬁ] o o ' I




the toldowinq problemsf' planning for the next term, schedule
changes, choosan a college, trunking a semesKer, tailing an eiam;-’

.B

-

N

school pertormance. and adJustnent'to a new school.

.
.

. The statt responses regardxng the most approprhate protessxonaln-
to xntervene with students' personal problems appeared to dxfter by

school (see Appendix{ Tablesvt-lo;is\ﬁroblems concerning griet anﬂ

" loss, physical abuse;'sexual abuse, depressionlsuictde._aicohol

abu9e;'other substance "abuse, and pregnancy were seen as‘beinq'inf

the erxsis counselor's domain by a maJority ot statt in one school

-

(Sehool B); tor the'same ttems; the . opxnions ot the statt ot the .

other school (School A) were split between the crxsxs counselor and

"either-the crisis counselorhor the_qeneral coun:elor. (see

Appendix, Tables 2 8) With reqard to sexually tranemitted

dtseases._the consensus at School A was split between the crisxs‘

'counselor and "either counselor.‘ while at School B the splxt was

a

'between"the'crisis counselor-and “another school protessxonal"

.(presumably the school nurse) (Appendix, Table 9. Fxnally, while

e

47 4% ot School A s statt chose the qeneral counseboi\to be the mosth

appropriate protessional to deal with school attendance. "another

school protesexonal“ (presumably the attendance ottxcer) was
<designated this way by’ 63. 6% ot School B s statt (Appendil, Table

'10). A simirar ‘split was noted thh-reqard.to the problem of

skipping classes.. -

[

‘Whtle the numbers of parents_andistudents were too large to -

b'regyeet'addittonal remarks, comments Were solicited-t;oﬁ-étaft

.-

'?-.rlj?



LY

s . - .

Y

‘members a;vthé'end o£ their:VQrsgon ot_the;qué!tionnaire. 0ot 83

-~
1 .

statt memberguretutnind

"

[

.questidnnaires, 50 chose to include

adﬂ‘tional'cdﬁments.w wfth reg?rd to ?hé'c;unseling departﬁe%t?

reépondent; almost universaliy listed "coordihation of info:mqtion"
as Qn ati; thc'ﬂﬂedédvéh;nqé} Mo;e sﬁecitic‘commfnts in this arg;"
iqciuped @he.télloﬁing: Tthc need to;'mord teacher/counselor cont;ct_

.

reqardianstudeth' academic'concdfns,and‘choices;‘the issue of

{ . . _ o .
counselors, informing teachers about "students' spccial-n%eds" and -
giving specific reasons. for removing students from class;. the issue
§f“ﬁ€g§ving‘studenls,tooftquucnili'trom thoisame class {og

\

éopte;en”;hgi and the issue of including counselors or
.~\~ \ . . N . : : ) . R
. X L : . : : o
counselo;;ﬁgpresontatives at teachers' staff meetings to facilitate

.\

ongoing diaf&gdq.
. - i

””Althoujh fomitkp-we:i not'rcqucstdd,'QS:pa:qnt Qhestionnairos

were returned with commdits. Most. of these comments emphasized the
. ) . . . ’ . ) ’ ., . . .
need for strictest confidentiality for students with personal-

problems. Other comménta'rifgcd tha issue; o£ parental consentlto:'

personal coun%efjhg. and the need for pa:éhtal participation in the

Xcounseling p;odqss. . _ - - P T

Fiﬂally, each student questionnaire included a s¢ction to be

tilled out by the reCipiths ?f counseling gervices.  However,

because the number of ﬁdspdndemts hcrg,gfeatly outﬁﬁmbered the

,ndmber of .actual case reéotdé; these resulté will not be tepor}ed'or 

'.interpreted,

14



To summari:@, the disagreemeﬁ@g in stakeholders' Verbal report'
data occurred between parem{z and studen%b with regard to the
appropiateness of some specitic problems fif school intervention,

and between parents and statft with regard to confidentiality. ,The

N most consistent between-school disagreements ware among st btowith

m
E}
- -

ragard to the. "most appropriate protessional to intervene with

-

students' personal problems.

‘ t S .
D. Results:  Behavidral Data

A total of 376 cases (11. 7% of the ehtire enrollment) seen by
the counselors on one or moére occasions between September 1, 1982,
and Aprip 1, 1983, were esemined by codinq ‘specitic intormation trom
thevcase records into a computer readable tormat Behavioral data
from' th}e case records.revealed more extensive betWeen-school ‘;\
‘dittere:Les. Most ot the cases etvboth schools were sel; reterred
(47.l% tor both schools combined). However, while the majority otr~
the cases at.School A‘were-eitner selt-relerred, or reterred by.en.
administrator (58% and 20. 7%, respectivelv),vthe ceses at School B
.were referred by 4 more diVerse cross section of school
protessionels end'other.individuals, wi th 35;5% being selt-reterred

(see Appendix, Table 11).

The most common types of service delivered were ﬁndividual
counseling, and individual counseling accompenxed by either a
‘concurrent -or subsequent relerral (33 4% end 22.9%, respectively)

Q ' ' -




- However, théfe'appeared io be between-school differences . in the _

ﬂatterns of service delivery. At School A, individual cqunselinq

Al . . . . -

was:tﬁe service provided most tréquentlm,rwhile the next most

’

comﬁonly:providdd service was group'counseling7(49% and 30.2%,
» respectively). At School B, however, individual counseling with
’ L B . L SN - o - oo v
. ‘"referral was the most troquently providod gservice 38:8%), tollowod

.
[ 4

by inhouso retorrals -—\that is," retorrals to other protessionals
'}
within the buxldinq (26. 8%7‘(900 Appondix, Table 12).,

2
£

E.. Digcuqéibn of Results

Dittcroncos in vorbll roport, pirticulafly ot'statt_momborl.

P

paralloled differences in actual behavior in tho context of th?
program. St;££~membc;; in Schooi A did ‘not seem to dxtterontiato
among ;chboi pEo£¢s;iona1s¥wtﬁh regard to th, “most apprppriate
professional to_interveﬁn“ with students' personal pfobldms,bwﬁilq'\.
staffers ag.Schoolna, 1ik| bar¢nt§'and stud;nts. apboarod to &raﬁ

. sharper dist;nctiong amon§<thc rdlos.§£ schoolgpcrsoﬁnel.
Para;f.ltnq th.lo’hi££¢£onéosbwdro contr}iting paitterns of referral

and Qgrvfco dolivary 1n.the two'rospoctivo‘sghoolg. Referrals atfv
School_b fcﬂdea tB come t:qﬁ-a variety of schoo; prq:essioﬁals_gnd
other individual!, thle icter:als¢it»5chool A c#mo proddhinontlyb
from the students themselves. and from administratorq (Appeﬁdix)

Table 11). Similar between-school differences appeared in_the

distribution of &éases by type ot"iorvicc.(hppondix. Table 12).

O S : S

ERIC | | Lo 1e




-refarral patterns.

devcloping roles'which teachefs'pcrceite as specializedp-ghile

While almost 80%’o£'alt ccses at School A were sen in individual or

group sessxons,.the majority'ol School B's cases wereveither scen_
1nd+wduallf thh concurrent reterral, or were reterred inhouse;
although contrasting clxn&cal styles.can account for many of these

differences, they are, nonetheless, consistent with dgtterences‘in:

" - . '

*

One (ex lanation fo'the above betwqcn-schdol dittercnces'is
. ) .. ) :

.. ) . . N , J 4 . . Y
“that the Wounseling departments of the uéo high schools may have

-

School A counselors may be seen ‘as havxng mofe’ “generzc fﬁnctibnsf

kY

'This explanatzon can account for some of the ditterenccs in serviccxs

v

delivery patterns, and in statt pcrccptions of crisis counsclors

roleé. Howevqr, statts )clear conscnsus regarding the general 2,'"

it

- -;,1

counselors' roles 1n both schools scems somewhat inconsistent with

. . -

this explanation;fand ditte:cnccs in referral patterns.arc.nott,._;W,
L] . : :

accounted for.

k)

~

evolved different service delivery systems, with School B counsélqré._

.Anothc:_explanation for the above patterns is that there may be

tcﬁer opportunites for communication‘amonq professional groubs at .

School A ‘than_at: School B. -This'explantion can account tcr'ah.
broader divcrsity ot referral sources and qrcitcr trcquency of
inhouse reterrRIS’at Schopl.B, as Qpll as more distinct statt role
dittcrenti;tton'ct that school, not .only between crisis counselors

and gbncrcl_counselors.‘but hetween the counseling department in

general -and othct schoot protessronals.~ This cxptanation can -

17



'}reqardlnq other stakoholdnrs' perceptlons ot'pfoqram,

! A
accomodato the consensus ragardlng the general "counselors' role,

whlch is more tradltlonal and betg:f established than the crisis
. ' ) ° .
counselors'. A factorjmdt prevlously gonslﬂered,lhat supports this S

- . : A

exﬁnanaildh lslthe'ardhli c}ural‘laybut'ot the’;ws high schools: ‘at

, 4
; . : : 0 o . .
School B, the couhselors' tllces, teachars' lounqo,.and . a \.

adﬁlnlsttatofs‘ ottlces ar cﬁntrally loéated and adjacant to oach'
[ 1

qthor, whllc thcso tacllltlos at School A aro physically soporate
n 4 s .
It must bo_noted that thl proxlmlty factor is not lnconsﬁstont wlth’
elthor the first Q:planatlon,'or wlth tho notlo! ot dlttor.nt
> . .

cllnlc(l styles. In'tact; all throo sots ot tha above clrcumstancas

K3

¢ -

,‘may be operatlng concurr.ntly 'Despita betWoon-school dlgtdroncos,

. v

the statts of both schools app.ared to bo supportlve of the crlsls

Low

counselor prodranr R N e S
: it v _ . .

°

\ w'.

. The- vo;hal roport soctxon ot thls stakoholdor assessment. sorvod

some of thoqmajorttﬂnctions of conventlonal stakeholder ‘based

-evaluatioﬁ (et Nolss,_1983): _lt glarlllod the developers' concerns

v

approprlatonoss. and introduced contldontlallty pollcy and

vlntra -gtaft coordlnatlon ot lntormatlon as cruclal issues not

previously addrossod.. Furthotnoro, trlanqulatlon of vgrbal input
Qlth behavioral measures served to clarify the impact of various

stakeholders' porcoptlons<on tha-oparatlon of tho.brogram.

o

-

The stakeholdar section of this evaluatlon'alsonprovlded

intormailpn which p;ovoq invaluable with'roqard ts the clarification
ot'lnlotmdtloh‘holloctad-ln other phases of the evaluation. For

18 - h
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L »

A éfample, different patterns'ot problem incidence in the two ichobls .

were seen as partly a tpnction of differential labeling at réfgrnil,
\ and not exclusively as differences either in qtﬁdent populations or

in ;ctual_ptpbleﬁs expérigﬂqed per se. On the basis of the

'stakoholdj} intofmatron; teacher information needs were redetiqeﬁ as
being.most coricerned with clarification ofipolicieq and procedures,

and  not the identification of :tudoﬁfs' personal problems, as tﬁe

devolopers orxqinally assumpd when thoy dosignod insorvice tr;ininq'

. sossionsi All the abg;;fintormption was»subscqu:ﬁtly’utilizod to"
mafg ch;nqes ;n gqlicyi record keeping practfcas_(i!e._'wfih fggird
to prpﬁlem iﬁcrdehce)f iﬁd‘ddgiqﬁ ot‘teaéher=ins¢:vice sessiqas £of“g

,,  the tollowinq;gchooi;year. ; W%W |

- '

I11.° IMPLICATIONS (

)

Tho data gatherod contxrmod much ot wﬁat the authors oxpected

Iy

L to tind: &riangulation of vorb;l and behavioral evidonco improved
the quality ot.toddb;ck to.s;;kcholdors, clarltiod actual
; stakeholder tnvolvomont in the proqram, idontif!od a major

' unanticipatcd factor intluoncinq proqra, opor;tion (i.e. phyilc;i:;
2 5 ’k\\ :

L setting), apd identitiédﬁapproprxate intorvont!on t;rqets (i.e. ghc




S , . v - L - E
‘rthe fact that a majority of staff members of both schools agreed

. °", .. ( [ . i _ CEN 3
s . AT \ N v ! y Y ‘ .
.=with a statomnnt that they telt.comtottable in referting students to

,v.‘ b
A

the erisis counselor (86. 4%),_while they dxsagreed that they }\3t

o) ﬁﬁesitant to consult with him (71 1%). As illustrated previously,
. . ) '
these statom.nts did not reflect actual .behavior, as teacher

“y : . : -
referrals were virtually non-existant in one school.

. - s ' : . \
v .
. .

“The maiprfproblnm Qﬁcountor‘d throudhout this project was e
. ' . -t o . . 5
‘ non-complianqc. Only 62% ot the studonts, S3% ot the instructional

staft, and 28% ot thn parnnts contacted ch\se to rosng‘4~to

qpestidnnaiies. Thc devolopeqs insistance that the schools
distribute ;ndféoll.ci ‘the qunstionn;irns may. have had an impact on
this lowifith. Ounstionn;iros for tn;chnrs and studentl were

- . . - oo - ~

admnnistcrod ovor a ono wonk poriod ina varioty of snttinqs (o g.

_ faculty lounqns, study halls, homnrooms).' Purthnrnore, because of
‘the sampling mnthod ‘usad (cnnsus) and‘the lack of specific
idontityinq_intornation on thp qunltionnlios (i.e. to insgre

‘confidentiality, as school personnel were h;nd;inq thn»matori;ls).

follow-up procedures Qch“roqard to vnrbil input were precluded.

-
. RS
.. . A

)
. Th. tindinqs hnrn lond stronq support tor the notion of

~

incorpor;tinq bnh;vior;l moasuros with vorb;l rnport in assnssing

¢
»

stakoholdor input. prlication under a varioty ot conditions is v

.
-

necossary to ostablish the present ;pproach as a- viable‘ovaluatxon
. : . .

»
! technxqun ‘Aacross proqramc ;nd snttinqs 'However, the presnnt .

S exampln of’ incoporatnq.stratoqios more often discussod with rngard
e

to “implonbptation evaluation® (Stuttlanam,vot al., 1971), and

e

~ - " . . -

‘. ‘ ) . - o ’ o . ‘




3 . ' : ‘ . ' ("‘
. . \ -
. o R
v ©

~"pfbcess e;alhatibn" (Pitton, 1980) into stakeholder b*ﬁed .
l. * | . . N N . V
0, ..
. approaches caq.ierve to strengthen the latter approach and help:
. ., . . -

evolve its usefulnbss.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Table 1+

il

S

Percent of Staff Choices - e
v, Most Appropriate Profeisional P w
na To Intervene with Family confbi_ctl- ,
] . . j .
3 Most Apprdpr1lto_Profoilional_ . ﬁ
o , i ' Not  |Total within
~ School. - " : Another Appropriate| Counseling
crisis | General Either School For Department
Ceunselor|Counselor{Counselor|Professional|Intervention ’
o . : in School
. B , ¥ 7
: At . * ’- . / - .
:SCHOOL A “15.4 23.1 38.5 7.7 15.4 76.9
N . o
At : ) S i B ‘ .
SCHOOL B 29.4 i 17.6 . 32.2 2.9 “14.8 85.3
TOTAL . . . o ‘
Both Schools 21.9 .20.% 38.4 * 5.5 13.7 © 80.8
Table 2
‘ ” Percent of Staff Choices
. Most Appropriate Professionsl A
To Intervene with Grief and LOSS
‘Most Appropriate Professions! -
1 Not Total within -
Sc 1 ‘ _ . Another | Appropriate| Counseling
‘ , Cristis General Either Schoo] For | Ospartmant.
Counselor|Counselor|Counselor|Rrofessionsl [ Intervention
: . : In School
¢ v
At
SCHOOL A 20.% 12.8 53.8 8.1 7.7 87.2
At - . o ! .
' SCHOOL B 55.9 8.8 26.5 6.0 . 8.8 91.2
y ” —
TOTAL : : — g :
" Both Schools 37.0 11.9 - 414 2.7 ¢ % 8.2 89.0
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

RIC

.

N lel.

a -

. Percent of Stsff Choices
$ Most Apprqprilto Professional

> . . .
- ' @ To Intervens with Physicsl Abuu Lt -~ .
R .. ot 4 R
~ : e -
: —_— . Most Appropriste Profnuonal i
. - Not . |[Total within.
. School ) . : Another Approprn;o Counsel ing
Crisis Geners! |7 Either ‘School .¢" For: . Department -
. ' CoungelorjCounseior|Counselor|Professional Int-rvonﬂon ‘ .
. . = e * In Schootl '
. oo o 'y
: — - - - -
-At : ) L @
. SCHOOL A 42.9 14.3 ‘31.0 9.9 2.4 88.1
— - > e ‘
) ’ ! . r ) ! a :
\ . . ! — ) . Tt ‘
- scnom./é 52.9 5.9 | . 26.5 ,11.8 2.9 85.3
b - 3
- TOTAL | . | “ol . .
- Both ichoo'll T AT.4, . 10.5 .28.9 10.5 - 2.6 86.8 |
- ‘ . . .. . ..'. E 1 I
- ! Table 4 , .
E . Percent of Staff Choices :
“Most Appropriate Professional
7o Intervens with Sexual Abuse
» 1 Fa . : N . e e v
| Most Appropriate Professional i} o
: - _ Y Not Total within
School. - ' T Andther ' .| Appropriate] Counseling
Crisis | General Either School For Department
Cou 1or|Counselor |Counselor|Professional | Intervention e
’ ‘ o In School ‘
At . . — B
SCHOOL A 47.6 7.1 34.0 9.5 4.8 85.7
At ‘ . R b . . .
SCHOOL B8 59.4 6.3 18.8 9.4 6.3 84.4
. ) * \
_ TOTAL : . ‘. .-
. Both Schools 52.7 6.8 25.7 9.5 5.4 8s8.1
r < . .
. k0
- A ] :
- - F”
4. .
26 /o

4



S : o ° - Table S
s, . . o T Porcpnt of Staff Choices
N . - e - Most Appropriate: Prof.ssionll
' : : : 'To Intorvono wﬁth Doqrostion and Suicidc

B
A - * . - P

H{_* T D 'loqt'Apﬁrobéiht.‘Profosiibnyl

- , IR B N SRR SR | Not - ‘|Total within
A ’ B School | o . Do C Another Appropriato Counseling
L T | crisis |- General | Either - School . For-  |* Department

2 . |counselor)Counselor|Counssior Professional|Intervention] - = o

- TR T § 1 i - In School :

AP . -

'SCHOOL A . 0.0 |74 - " 26,2}, .18 .. 48 | 83.3 .

schoot’s |- 81.3 .| 3.4+ | 128 | s 7} 00 | 869
P 17 R s DU, :
", Both Schodis| ' 63.5. 5.4 20,3 | . 8.4 o 27 | 892 ¢
) S S ;_ = ce - k

SRR .7 Tapie 6 S -
R Percent of Staff choices L T
Most’ Approprfat. Prof.ssionil ; ‘
To Intorv‘no Gith A;cohol Abul.

) R Y . -';{ . lbsfglpbrdpriagﬁ'Profosliohal'~. T [
¢ L. PR - L. . . . P . . .
% - e zI//’,~ R ) Total within
_school . R D | another | Appropriate Counseiing
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At ‘ : . » . _
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P’Y‘C.ﬂt of Staff Choices

Most Appropriato professionsal

*

To Intervens Uith Scxua11y Trlnsnitt.d Dinoanos

" Most Appropriate Professional ’
S ) ' 5 I Not.  |Total within.
School - L S Another. Appropriato Counsel ing
S crisis | General Either Sechool ’ For - Department
- Counseior|Counselor |Counselor Professionsl|Intervention| - g
. _. . " . : in Schoo‘l L i
. -
At R L o C
SCHOOL A " 42.5 5.0 35.0 5.0 12.5 82.5
SCHOOL 8 . 46.9 3.1 i8.8 |. 21.9 9.4 €8.8
TOTAL , ; e o o
Both Schools 44.4 - 4.2 27.8 12.5 11.1 76.4
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At o (I o .
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/v j . B .
At . , , . .
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. pistribution of Cases
Percent by Source of Referral
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Table 12

‘Distribution of Cases
Percent by Type of Service

..

Type of ‘Service

Schooi _ o, . v R ' Icounse tng]Preparation| o To

. Individual| Group Family - Plus For . “Outside| Inhouss|Information
Counseling]cCounsel ing Counsel ing| Referral Referral |Referral|Referral

t _ . o

CHOOL _A 48.0 30.2 0.0 7.8 10.4 0.5 0.0 2.4 £ ]

iCHOOL B - 16.0 6.0 1.6 38.8 2.2 | 4.4 26.8 3.3 1

‘0TAL o ‘ , : . ’ 2 . .

Joth Schools 33.4 18.4 0.8 22.9 6.4 2.4 13:0 2.7 ]
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