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A CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK FOR EDUCATIONAL OUTCOMES

Introduction

Let us examine a hypothetical scenario. James Green -~eceived a degree
in business administration from Alpha College in the mid 1960s. He had spent
five years at the college--three as a full-time student and two more as a
part-time evening student. During that time, Jim was exposed to a variety
of opportunities and experiences that not only increased his xnowledge and
skills, but also affected his values, relationships with peers, and other
personal characteristics. He was sophomore class representative to the
student senate, and later served as the president of the college's business
students club. Jim was the first in his family to receive a college degree,
and that achievement had an impact on his parents' social status. It also
strengthened the determination of his younger sister and brother to attend
college, which they eventually did.

Shortly after graduating from Alpha, Jim joined a firm headed by a
classmate's father. He enjoyed good pay, status, security, and excellent
opportunities for advancement. The company benefited from Jim's collage-
enhanced abilities, and his ideas led to significant cperating economies.
One year after graduation, Jim married Barbara Smith, whom he had met while
attending Alpha College. Barbara also graduated from Alpha and after some
graduate tralning, successfully purzued a career in nursing. At the same
time, with encouragement from his company through released time, Jim was
completing the masters degree program in management science that Alpha
offered. They both appreciated the rsecurity that their professional status

permitted. Later, as parents of two children, they came to the realization




that their college experiences were affecting the way that they related

to their children--for example, they made greater attempts than would otherwise
have been the case to instill openness to netw ideas, a respect for others

no matter who they might be, and a desire to seek out new situations‘and

be adaptable.

Jim participated in civic and community affairs, partially because of
an interest stimulated by a government course he had taken as an undergraduate
at Alpha College. He served on the local school board, the city council,
and the board of a local bank. He was also active in several professional
associations, made numerous state and national presentations, and eventually
became a national officer of one grouﬂ. Jim continued to support Alpha
College financially through its alumni fund and served as an alumni contact .
for prospective students interested in Alpha's business programs. In addition,
because of the civic and professional contacts he made, he served as a
consultant to the U.S. Commerce Department and several foreign governments,
relating to the development of efficient management information systems.

It is obviously difficult to separate the effects of his Alpha College
experiences from other factors impinging on the life of James Green. Furthermore,
Alpha College not only affected him directly but also, through him, apparently
impacted many others, including his parents, his brother and sister, his
fellow students, his wife and children, his company, his city and various
community and civic organizations, Alpha College itself, his professional
associates, his state, his country, and even foreign countries. 1In addition
to impacts through students like Jim, Alpha College also was directly
affecting groups, communities, and individuals who were not students, through
research conducted by the faculty, an extension advisory service, a day-care
program set up for working mothers, weekend gymiasium privileges for community

youth, a concert series for the commun:ty, goods and services purchases from
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local businesses, and similar activities.

Educational-outcome scenarios of this kind could be developed for any
college or university, and for elementary and secondary education as well.
This example was generated using a conceptual framewocrk for educational outcomes
developed in recent years at the National Center for Higher Education Management
Systems (NCHEMS). Work on this framework took into account the fact that
although most people have an intuitive idea of what an educational outcome
is, widely different concepts of outcome appear in tne literature and else-
where. Outcomes have been equated by some to such conceptually different terms
as efficiency, productivity, effectiveness, benefits, output level, value
added, impacts, and performance. There did not appear to be a generic con-

ceptual framework that defined educational outcome in a generally accepted and

operationally useful manner. Therefore, NCHEMS staff began in 1974 to synthesize
the extensive literature pertaining to the issue (Lenning 1977b) and to

develop a framework that would have general acceptance throughtout postsecondary
education. This conceptual framework became the basis for the NCHEMS Qutcomes
Structure, a three-dimensional system for organizing outcomes information for
pur.oses of classification, analysis, and decisionmaking (Lenning, Lee, Micek,
and Service 1977; Lenning 1977a).

The remainder of this paper explicates the conceptual framework for
educational outcomes developed at NCHEMS. Although it was specifically
developed with postsecondary education in mind, the framework may also be
relevant to educational outcomes at other levels. The basic elements of any
educational outcome are discussed first. This is followed by a presentation

of other factors important for an in-depth understanding of particular edu-

cational outcomes.
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The Concept of Educ- -nal Outcomes

The approach taken with respect to defining a general and operationally

useful concept of educational outcomes was to identify the basic attributes

and characteristics of any such outcomes. Six such elements were identified

as critical to defining and differentiating among educational outcomes, and

each has been given a descripcive name as shown below:

1.

5.

6.

Output/Impact - the degree of directness which characterizes the
relation between educational process and educational outcome.

Form - the mode or fashion in which the outcome is observed.
Measurability - the degree to which the outcome can be quantitatively
described.

Change Status - the degree of modification of the s.atus quo
associated with the outcome.

Focus - the basic entity that is affected by the outcome.

Neutrality - the value-free character of educational outcomes.

These elements are elaborated upon below.

1.

Output/Impact. A major problem is that educational outputs have

generally not been clearly distinguished from educational impacts.
Failure to make a clear corceptual distinction between outputs and
impacts reduces our ability to identify, organize, and analy:ze the
wide range of educational outcomes. Both concepts are very fmportant
and each is a type of outcome. However, as policy analysts have found
in other types of institutions and organizations (for example,

Easton 1965; Robinson and Majak 1967; Cook and Scioli 1972; and

Dye 1975), it is essential that outputs and impacts be distinguished

from one another.




Educational outputs are the direct end products, events, or conditions
that result from facilitation and production processes within educational
institutions. Examples of outputs at the college level are achievemeut levels,
knowledge, degrees, program completers, publications, cultural or entertainment
events sponsored or provided, and scientific or artistic advances. Educational
impacts, on the other hand, are the indirect products, events, or conditions
that result from educational outputs and earlier educational impacts. Examples
of college impacts are greater individual incomes resultine from collere degrees,
higher standards of living resulting from the increased income, and a larger
gross national product resulting from higber standards of living. The primary
distinction between outputs and impacts is whether or not the outcome can
be directly linked, at least in concept, to basic institutional and programmatic

activities. Outputs may be referred to as first-order consequences, signifying

a dircer link to institutional or program activities. Similarly, impacts

may be considered second-order consequences, because the links to institutional

or programmatic activities are indirect, either through an output (or more
than one output) or through the output(s) plus a chain (or chains) of earlier
impacts that resulted from the output(s).

Conceptually, the distinction between outpucs and impacts is quite
straightforward. Tn practice, however, things become rather complex and
difficult. First, it is often impossible to ascertain cause-and-effect
relationships between educational resources, activities, and outcomes, even thougt
many such relationships have been hypothesized and some have been demonstrated.
Second, from one perspective an outcome may be viewed as an output of an
activity, and from another perspective it could be viewed as an impact of
the same activity--for example, the development of student leaders mighc\be
seen as an output of the institution and as an impact of different programs

within the institution. Third, any presumed output can be divided into component
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that must occur before the overall output can occur. This introduces
complexity into the determination of whether a particular outcome is an output
or an impact. Referring to the example above relating to the development of
student leaders, the component skills and abilities that make up leadership
ability--ability to organize, empathize, speak fluently, motivate people, etc.=-=
are outputs, and they lead to the overall ability to lead. They must be in-
tegrated within a person, however, before the over: .1 ability to lead is
present.

A related problem is that some entitizs conceived of as outputs and impacts
are seen as inputs by others. Thus, some would consider a curricular program
to be an output, while others would consider it tc be a producing/facilitating
activity that leads to outputs like student skill; and knowledge. The same is

true of the development and build-up of library and other instvuctional resources,

including those being developed by faculty. For the resource developers on a i
campus, thris development could logically be considered an output. The instructor
using those resources could, on the other hand, view them as striccly inputs
to the instructional process, and not as outputs.

It should be recognized that an impact is not only less direct than
an output, but often is less immediately realized. An output occurs curing
or at the end of the process bringing it about, while an impact can occur during
oc at any time after the process ends. Therefore, educational institutions
generally have much less control (if any) over impacts than they have over
associated outputs of the institution. Although significantly positive
correlations between amount of college education and income earned have been
noted in the research literature, income is probably affected more by prevailing
economic condit .ons and other postgraduate factors than by the college

attended. Few college officials would claim that their institution has

direct, immediate control over such an outcome.
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In summary, outcomes are either outputs or impacts, and a particular
outcome may be considered either when viewed from different perspectives.
Some outcomcs are definitely impacts, however, no matter who within the
institution is viewing them; and it is important for planning purposes to
consider them as such. Furthermore, thinking in terms of both outputs and
impacts can help one to generate more comprehensive lists of particular kinds
of educational outcomes, once the perspective from which one is viewing
outcomes is clarified. To reach consensus on which outcomes should be
considered outputs and which are impacts, it is essential that the unit
of an:lysis be made clear (the outcome-production level on which attention
is to be fixed, e.g., course, pfogram, iastitution, system of institutions).
Form. The work of Schalock and his associates (1972) makes it clear
that both outputs and impacts can take any one of three forms:
product is a concrete entity that endurecs with time, such as a program
completer, a degree, a job, a book, or an invention. An event is
an observable, tangible transaction or set of behaviors that does not
endure witi time, ouch as a public seminar, a concert, or a graduation
exercise. A condition is an intangible circumstance or set of
circumstances, such as morale, satisfaction, an attiiude or belief,
an appreciation, social equity, or achievement. As with the output-impact
distinction, thinking about kinds of outcomes in terms of products,
events, and conditions can be useful for generating lists of specific
outcomes, for developing measures or indicators of those outcomes, and

for analyzing outcomes ir..ormcZion.




3. Measurability. The ease with which particular outcomes of an

educational institution or program can be quantified or measured is
related to the tangibility or concreteness of its form. However,
measurability is not synonymous with tangibility or concreteness.
For example, abstract and intangible constructs that arr often
considered to be outcomes of a college education--analytical abilicy,
readinyg comprehension, vocational readinesss, and various aptitudes--
can be measured in quantifiable terms.

Determining whether specific outcomes and types of outcomes are easy
or difficult to measure, and assessing the validity and reliability
of their measures, can contribute to a better undevstanding of those
outcomes and to any analyses that are done of them. Gross (1973), for
example, has broken outcome goals for five target populatioas (society,
individuals, employer, government, and institutions) into thcse that
are easy to measure and those that are difficult to mcasure. One
problem here is that what is easy to measure in the view of one person,
based on the availability of a particular measure, may be considered
diff cult to measure by another person who considers that measure to
be invalid. In addition, as technological advances in the measurement
field cecur, some outcomes currently considered difficult to measure

may become easier to measure.

4., Change Status. Another important characterisr® .:¢ educational

outcomes is whether they are concerned with maintenance or change.
Maintenence involves stabilization, reproduction, preservation, or

other status quo outcomes. Examples include the continuacion of

traditions into the next generation, preservation of cultural values,

. restoration of community artifacts and paintings through guidance from
university art students, skill maintenance provided by in-service
Q
ERIC
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education, or maintenance of the educativnal level of a family.
Conversely, change involves modification, revision, replacement

or other alteration of the status quo. Examples include achievement
of a college degree, greater economic and social mobility, increased
knowledge and skill level -ew art forms developed by college graduates,
technological innovations, or medical discoveries. Derivation ot

these categories is based on the work of Derr (1973) and Parsons
(1551). All educational outcomes can be thought about in these

terms. Educational goals are designed either to preserve, replenish,
reproduce, and stabilize the status quo or to medify, enrich,
restructure, revise, or replace what is current.

Focus. Still another important characteristic of an educational
outcome concerns the specific "what" on which the maintenance or change
is focusiug. For example, knowing that the outcome involves a

change in knowledge and understanding, values, skills habits,
standards, economic conditions, or the gross nationa. product is more
useful than simply knowing that the outcome involves a change 1in
status. Figure 1 presents the large array of focus categories and
subcategories included as part of the "type-of-outcome' dimension of
the NCHEMS Outcomes Structure. These categories are based on work

by a large number of tesearchers and theorists, as outlined in Lenning,
Lee, Micek, and Service (1977, p. 27 .

Neutrality. Generically, outcome is a value-neutral concept, and thus
educational outcomes should be thought of as being inherently neutral
in character. Often, outcomes are equated with benefius and outcomes
perceived to be negative in nature are ignored. But these value
connotations are attached by the perceiver; they are not inherently

part of or a characteristic of the outcomes. For planning purpnses,
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Figure 1
FOCUS CATEGORICS AND SUBCATEGORIES IN THE
TYPE-OF-QUTCOME DIMENSION OF THE NCHEiS QUTCOWES STRuCTLRES

Catugury
Cude Humber

Entity Being 22 ai1ntained or Changed

Category
Code hNumber

Entity Being Maintained or Cnanged

1077 ECONOMIC OUTCOAMES

1100 Economic Access and Indepangence Oulcomes

1200

1300

1400

1110 Economic Access
1120 Econonuc Flexidility. AGaatatality, and Securtty
1130 Income and Staruaro of Living

Economic Resnurces and Cos's
1210 Econoniic Costs and Ethciency
1220 Economic Resources unclusing empioyees)

Economic Producticn
1317 Economuc Proguctivity and Production
1320 Eccnomic Services Provided

Otnar Economic Outcomes

2000 HUMAN CHARACTERISTIC OUTCOMES

2100

ISJ

2360

2400

2500

260G

2700

Aspirations

$10 Desires, Aurs. and Goals
2120 Dishikes, Likes, and Intesesis
2%3C Motivation ar Drive Lavel
2140  Criher Aspirational Sutccmes

Ccmpetence and Saills

2210 Acadamic Shiiis

2220 Cutrzensiid and i-amuly Membership Skills

2230 Creativity Skils

2:40 Capressicn and Communication Skilis

2250 Intghiectuai Sanls

2760 Interpersanal, L€aGers™p, and Orjanizational Skills
2270 Occuzation~al and Ermpicysecility Shitis

226 Physical ang Motor Skilia

2239 Otner Skill Outcames

1orale Satistaction. and Atteactive Characteristics
210 AMutudoes and Viiues

2320 Beiie's. Commitments, ang Philosophy of Life
2°30 Freungs and Emo*inns

2240 Mores. Cusicms. ang Standaras of Conduct
228C  Other Artestive Outsomes

Perceptual Craractenistics

2410 Perceptual Awareness and Sensitivity
2420 Percagtion of Seit

2430 Perc~ption ot Others

2440 Perception of Thinygs

2450 Ctner Perceptyal Guicomes

Pe-sonality ang Personal Coping Charactenstics

<510  AdvZnturousness ang iNItiative

2520 Autonomy and Indeoencance

2500 Dependat ity ana Res;ons.Lihity

2540 Dogmatic/Cpen-M.nded, Aulfianitar.an/Democratic
2550 Flexibility and Adaptabihity

2560 Maous

2970 Psychological Funztioning

2580 Tolerance and Persiscance

2550 Otner Personaiity and Personal Ceping Outcomes

Physical and Physiological Charactenstics

2610 Physical Fitness and Traits

2620 Pnysiciogical Heaith

2530 Ou. Pnysical or Physiological Outcomes

Status, Recognition. and Certihication

2710 Complistion ar ACh.evement A ward

2720 Cradit Pecogrition

2730 Image, Hepulalion, or Stetus

2740 Licensine ard Cenitication

2750 Ottainin.g a JGb ofr Admis,.on to 3 Follow-up Program

2000 HUMAN CHARACTERISTIC OUTCOMES (continued)

2800

2900

2760 Power and:or Autnority
2770 Job. School, or Lifr Success

2780 Otner Statug, Recognition, and Cartiticztion Outcomes

Social Activities and Flaigs
2810 Adjustinent to Retwement
2020 Afhihations
2830 Avocanional ang Scciat Activities and Roias
2840 Carcer and Yocaticnal AStivities and Roies
2850 Citizensiup Actiaibes anc Roles
2860 Famuiy AcCtivities and Roies
2870 Frigndsn:ps ard R21at0nships
283C Other ACuisity and Role Outcomes

Other Human Charactenstic Outcomes

3000 KNOW.EDGE, TECHNOLOGY. AND ART FORM QUTCOMES

3100

3200

3300

G0

3500

General Knowiedge and Understanding

A0  Know.eage and Undgerstanding ot General Facts and
Termunology

3120 Knowled;e ang Ungerstancing of Gane-al Processes

3130 Knowieage ano Unaerstanding ot Gane:al Theory

3140 Otner General Knoaiedge an3 Uncarstanaing

Specialized Kaowiedge and Ungdersianding

3210 Knowledge ard Lnderstanding of Spaciaiized Facts
and Terminology

3220 Xnowledge and Unaerstanding of Speciatized
Processcs

3239 Knowledge :nd Understanding of Speciaiized Theory

3240 Other Speclaiized Knowledge and Ungérsianaing

Research and Scholarsmip

3310  Researcn and $Scroiarship Kncwiedge and
Undarstanding

3320 Research and Schoiarsnip Products

Art Forms and ‘Worhks

IN0  Arcnitecture

3420 Dance

3430 Deva:e and Oratory

4440 Drama

3450 LUnerature and VYnling

3260 Music

3470 Paintian. Drawing, and Photography
3280 Scuipture

3430 Other Fina Arts

Other Knawiedge. Technology, and Art Form Outcomes

4000 RESOUACE ANO SERVICE PROVISICHN QUTCOMES

4100

€200

4300

Provision of Fac:ines and Events
4110 Provisign of Facilities
4120 Provisian or Sgoasorship of Events

Provision of Direct Services

4010 Teaching

4220 Advisory and Analytic Assistance
4230 Treatment, Care. and Referrai Services
4240 Provision of Otrer Sarvices

Other Rescurce and Service Provision Outcomes

5000 OTHER MAINTENANCE AND CHANGE OUTCOMES

5100
5200
1300

Aesihetic-Cuitural Ac'ivities, Tradiions, and Congit:icns
Organizational Forniat, Activily, and Ogaration
Other Mainicnar.ce and Change

aReprinted from Lenning, Lee, Micek, and Service (1977, p. 27).
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in particular, the full range of outcomes and associated values
should be considered.

It shculd also be noted that individuals may differ in their
perception of the value of a particular outcome. Even for an outcome
generally viewed as positive in our society, thare may be people who
see it as negative. The stated outcome goals in our society for schools
and colleges are generally perceived oy most people to be of positive
value. However, Bowen (1974, pp. 14-15), has identified a number of
general outcomes of college that many people consider to have negative
value, for example, more liberal political, religious and social attitudes
and values.

“hesc six basic eiements together delineate our concept of educationai
outcomes in an operationally useful form. Theoretically, outcome can be characterized

as an _ itput or an impact; takes a certain form; is measurable to some greater or

lesser extent; is concerned with change or maintenance; has a particular focus or

subject; and is inherently neutral in value. Any of the rich array of outcomes
associated with our ficticious James Green, for example , could be categorized in
terms of these six major characteristics. Attempting such a categorizacion,
however, makes it clar that a number of factors not inherently part of educational
outcomes nevertheless have important relationships with and effects upon those
outcomes. These factors are reviewed in the next section.

Factors Related to Educational Outcomes

Identifying the most important outside factors associated with educational
outcomes can be seen as a process of answering a series of straightforward questions:
What activities, processes, or programs were implemented to bring about the

outecome of concern?




Who receives or is affected by the outcome?
Why was the outcome generation process initiated?
Where did the outcome occur?
When did the outcome occur?
The factors corresponding to these questions are identified in this framework as:
1. Producer/facilitator
2. Audience
3. Intention
4., Functional area

5. Time

1. Producer/Facilitator. Even unintended college outcomes are typically

stimulated by some causative or facilitative entities or factors
within the institution. Knowledge about the entities influencing or
causing an outcome is critical in any attempt to identify, classify,
or analyze outcomes, since different types and levels of programs and
organizational units are designed to produce particular kinds of
outputs and impacts. For example, many of the outcomes intended for
an introductory biology course may be different from tho.e intended
for an advanced biology course, for a degree-oriented program in the
biological sciences, for a biology department, or for the institution
as a whole.

Furthermore, what is viewed as an outcome from one viewpoint may be
seen as an input from another perspective. For example, "graduates produced
in college" constitute an outcome in the eyes of college officials,

while business firms may regard these graduates as inpucs. Thus

it is necessary to link outcomes to the unic or entity that produces

. them in order to maintain a consistent perspective. Within higher
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education, the programmatic activities of the college and its

compoaents have traditionally been divided into instruction,
research, and public service. A commonly used expansion of this
breakdown is the NCHEMS Program Classification Structure (Collier
1978), which includes a range of support programs and is considered
applicable to all types of postsecondary-education institutioms.
Neither the educational process within an educational instituticn
nor the associated outcomes is totally separable into a set of
component parts. As a result, it is difficult to determine which
units within the institution contribute to the formation of a
particular outcome. In addition, multiple programs ar other organi-
zational units within the institutiton often contribute to the same
outcome, and their relative contributions cannot be easily ascertained.
Institutional and program environments (other students, atmosphere,
reputation, and so forth) also affect the outcomes produced. Similarly,
a wide variety of methods, techniques, and tools can interact to
constitute the process within the program or other unit. Each
possible combination might be axpected to result in a different
educational outcome. Finally, the characteristics of the students and
other inputs makes a difference in the outcomes attained. In short,
a variety of complexities is associated with isolating the role of
a specific educational producer/facilitator. Nevertheless, the more
that is known about such entities, the greater the potential for
understanding the resultant educationa. outcomes.
Audience. A second factor that affects educational outcomes is
the identity of the persons, groups, organizatiomns, or other entities
that receive or are affected by the educational outcomes of concern.

An educational institution ha. the potential to influence a large

719



number of persons, groups, and communities--plus other entities, such

as the environment. Un the surface, this dimension may seem straightforward,
but actually it represents a major aifficutty in identifying and understandin,
educational outcomes. This difficulty results from the great com-
plexity characterizing the individuals, groups, and communities

directly served or affected by the outcomes of education. For

example, Gross (1966) identified 26 major groups interested in the
outcomes of any social system, such as education. Figure 2

presents dudience categories and subcategories that constitute the
audience dimension of the NCHEMS Outcomes Structure.

Intention. Specific outcomes may or may not be intended by the

producing and facilitating units within the institution that give

rise to them. In particular, many of the negatively viewed educational
outcomes (for example, increased student drug use) are not expected

by those planning the educational activity that causes or facilitates
them. These unintended outcomes, or side effects, may occur either
instead of or along with intended outcomes. Sometimes, previous
experience or research may suggest that negative side effects will

occur. One must then consider whether the benefits of the intended
outcomes outweigh the expected negative side effe-ts bv enough to warrant
proceeding with the activity or program. However, it should not

be inferred from this, or from the fact that intended outcomes are

almost always viewed as being desirable, that unintended outcomes

are always undesirable, or negative. Some of the most important and
valued ou.comes of specific progirams and a:tivities can be unintended
side effects, for example, a program designed specifically for
information dissemination that stimulates the formation of an or-

ganized student action group.
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Figure 2
CATEGORIES AND SUBCATEGORIES OF THE
ALDTENCL DIMENSICH OF THE NCHEMS OUTCOWES STRUCTURE?

0 Indiweve!/Groun Clienta—TNis categary rofars tQ parsong of Qroupbs of per1ons who aro diroct CHONtS of the PASLINCINAIrY sJucation unit of
CInCOrn and/co théir MMe2. 313 333 Xidvs sucnas family anQ rélalivos or pedrs

1t Students —indviduais or groups of indiduals who currently are enroliod In tNOOrOGram iastituticn, or svsicin af postaecondwy esucation

12 Former Students —Indiviousls of grups ot individuais who 1otrmarty woro 9Nroliad in th program, institution. Jr system of postsecondary
education

13 Femiy and Relenives of Studwnts or Former Students
14 Peers and As30Ciates of Students or F armer Studwnty
18, Feculty

16 S:ait Other than Facuity

17 Other utdredual/Group Chients —An ¢xample wouid De an individual who I8 nana of ine ACOve but I3 3on ad By 3n AdVISOry Service alfered
Dy the coliege
20  Interest-8ased Communities—Thig Category relers 10 Large Qroups that are Identitied as entities working toward 3 wel/i-gel.ned interest of
miss:cn

21 Private Enterprise Commumnes —Communities where 3 major pulpose I financial remuneration and proht—tor exampie, Corporations,
smeil businesses, and l¥mers

22  asscciation Communities=Communities ‘where members patong on tne Basis of athiidtion rather inan empicyment, such a3 umions and
Protessional sOCietns.

23  Government Commumities —Communities Gesigned to 3dminisier government regu:alions and services such as city neil state depantment
of education, ana [agisiative communties

24 Noagovernmental/Pubiic Service Commuarties Otner than [ne Institution Producing the Oulcome~Nongrofit service organtzations, such
«3 SChOCIS, NasNials, weilare 3gencr s, phi'anthropic founcaticns, colleges (O1hef than ths Cotiege produiing the outcoms), and rescarch

organuzations.
216 patCoIved as the producer aCihitator of the outcoMeis) of concern,

26 Otrerinterest-8ased Communities —An example wouid ba an ad hoc Coantion task 10ico of recresentatives [iom two Of more of the above
areas.

30 Gecgraohic-Besed Communities—Thus category relers to [arge groups detined on th3 basis ot funcrionel tertitors LOUNganes

31 Locai Community=A townLh'o Cily CCunly, Mmetropolitan aree or otner type of lacality hanng particuiar Seuncanes s not neceqsanly
resiriCted 10 tne 1eQas of jurisCt:unat =ouncary tut tnd lunct onal one 1If whicn the /mpact of the institution 18 1of N0 Dy Giratly and
physicailv et The bounaaries wil vary wilh thanstitution/ program énd outcome ol concern

32 TheState

33 A Pagion—An 3ggragation of Statas o¢ parts of states

34 TheNetion

15 Aninternstional Commumty

8 Otner Geograpnic-Based Communities—An example would De 2 e36drCh disCIvery Nt allacts pLmanty peopie living n the coidest
latitydes. of whare it snows Neavily

40 Agyrejates of Peopie—This category refers to subpaulations of Peas:e dISHNGUISAET Dy DIrNCUlar Charactensiics *1al may indicate common
concerns. needs 9r aants, dut who do not necessarily ndve 3 COm MOn interest of mission ary thereic: ¢ o not Lonstitute Communities

i1 Adity Level Subdpopulations —Sutpopuiations defined 3CCIMUING 10 level of abihity ‘prolicienc, on gereral inteiectudl furctioning or
Specilic Shiis —tor xrampie, Jitted. typical, 4i330vantagua. of saited, semi-skiled. unskiiied

42 Age Sudbpdpuiations
4. cduzanional Level Sudpopulations
Inrome Level Subpopuletions
45 Ozcupetion Sudbpopuintions
48 Poysicel Cisaoriity Conditron Sudpopuletions
47 Race Subpopuletions
48 Sex Suspopuletions
49 Orher Such Aggregetes
5 Oiner Audrences—Frempies wouid D8 the naturéi onvironment that (3 elfected Oy un/ersity-sconsored research (whizh n turn wouid be

@100t 10 N3 8 MMDICIS ON JUCIENCDS SUCh 33 1nTiv'dUudid and cominumiiest ang £ODLLINONS Cf AMMAIS (SUCh as the ammns afte.ted Dy
oi10rts 1O heeD Cepinted 300Cies I1om DeCorming salinct of by the aevelnsment of velurinary madicines)

l 2%  Institution or Ingtitutionst Unit Producing the Outcome="The pasisecandary sducation ihShitution anc/or Units within tha: nstitution that

aReprinted from Lenning, Lee, Micek, ind Service (1977), page 24.
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The interaction between the producer/facilitator of educational
outcomes and the audience receiving or being affected by outcomes is
also an important variable. Instituions supply educational goods and
services because these are desired.or demanded by various members of
the community and larger society (or at least the institutions perceive
a demand for the goods and services). In exchange, the institution
and its programs receive financial and other necessary resources,
including such nonpecuniary returns as status and praise. To be
most effective in producing the diplomas, knowledge, skills, and
other outcomes demanded by their clientele and funders, institutions
need to know the costs of production and the impacts these goods
and services will have on individuals and society. Such knowledge
should help institutions obtain greater returns on the investments
being made in them.

4. Functional Area. The life of any individual, group, institution, or

community can be viewed as involving several functional areas,

and the outcomes of educational programs and institutions impinge

on these areas. An understanding of particular educational outcomes
can thus be facilitated by delineating each major functional area

affected by educational institutions and programs. Here is one

possible breakdown of outcomes by functional area: (1) economic

(earnings, promotions, job opportunities, labor productivity, income
distribution, growth of the national income), (2) educational/technologiczl
(degrees, reading habits, writing habits, educational level of

society, advancement of scientific and technclogical knowledge,

dissemination of new knowledge), (3) political (political attitudes,
I skill in evaluating political candidates, participation in civic

activities, nublic policy development, election outcomes, international

20 22




relations; and (4) social/cultural/personal (religious attitudes
appreciation of art, human relation skills, personality growth,
crime rates, changes in traditional social values).

5. Time. As Havighurst (1952) has suggested in his discussion of
"developmental tasks," certain outcomes should be expected at particular
points in one's educational career. Outcomes are difficult to bring
about before the recipient is ready for them. Thus the time that an
outcome occurs can be revealing. Duration or persistence of the
outcome is also a time-related factor that can have importance fcr
analytic purposes. Some outcomes are of short term--a college football
game, for example. Other outcomes are lasting, such -as development
of a vaccine for influenza in a university department of medicine. It
should be kept ir mind, however, that the dividing line between short
term and long term depends on situation and viewpoint. One person
could consider an outcome that persists until one year after graduating
from college as a short-term outcome, while another person might
consider this same outcome to be long term. The basic point is that
both time of occurrence and duration are important for collecting data
about educational outcomes, in analyzing and interpreting such data,
and to guide planning for outcomes.

Conclusion

The key question about the framework presented is the extent to which
it appears to fulfill its intended role as a generally accepted and operationally
useful basis for understanding and describing educational outcomes. Is the

framework conceptually complete and nonredundant? If not, what are the

significant omissions or overlaps? Can the framework be the basis for consensus
l about the nature of educational outcomes and factors associated with their

understanding? Can the framework effe . tively support operational tasks such as
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delineating outcome possibilities, planning for outcomes, developing outcome
measures, analyzing and interpresting outcomes information, and communicating
about the broad range of education outcomes? Preliminary evidence and
experience (Lenning 1977a) indicate that we can give a positive response to
these questions. However, much more questioning, testing, and developmenr
remains to be done. The entire arena is rich in scope and fraught with
complexity. We hope that this paper takes a step toward untangling that

complexity without compromising the attendant richness.
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A1l social programs in our society are in response to assumed or perceived
needs, although observers wonder sometimes whether it is not the needs of the
provider (for finanéia] support, for nonpecuniary benefits such as status and
prestige, for survival, for growth, etc.) rather than the neads of the receiver
of the services that primarily stimulate social services into happening. The
concept of need is clearly an integral part of our culture. Most of the great
litarary classics are built around needs and how they are or are not met.
Satisfying important human needs is the central theme of almost all commercial
advertising, political lobbying and advocacy, and educational jargon.

Given that the concept of "need" is a primary driving force within education,
including postsecondary education, the focus naturally turns to the analysis of
which needs are most important, which are most feasible to meet, or which should
receive priority attention in determining how available educational funds and
other resources (such as staff, facilities, methodologies) should be expended.
And during a period of projected enrollment decline and probable financial
retrenchment, an objective analysis of needs becomes especially important for
discerning which areas to maintain and which to cut back. Thus, the theme of
the 1978 Forum of the Association for Institutional Research is "“Balancing
Needs and Resources." To insure such a baiance, it is important to identify
and assess effectively hoth tne needs and the resources available. On the one
end, however, there are serious difficulties related to identifying and assessing
needs in postsecondary education - whether it be needs at the institutional,
the state, or the national level.

It is only recently that postsecondary education people, other than those

in the community colleges, have expressed much interest in conducting formal,
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objective studies to identify and assess needs. Fortunately, however, a
significant body of knowledge about what has been called "Needs Assessment”
has been developed over the last decade by educators at the elementary and
secondary levels, from which postsecondary educators can borrow. Furthermore,
noteworthy developmental work is also now taking place in postsecondary
education.

In spite of the developments that have taken place and the needs assess-
ment models that have been developed, needs assessment is still a largely
undeveloped area - for example, see the discussion by Witkin (1975). Many of
the developmental efforts have been "piecemeal," and a conceptual framework
that can tie all of the pieces together and guide practice has been missing.
Therefore, from April through October of 1978, NCHEMS staff conducted a com-
prehensive review of the needs assessment literature pertinent to the concerns
of postsecondary education. The purpose of this effort was to sort out a
comprehensible total picture regarding needs assessment and to develop a useful
conceptual framework for this area. Unexpectedly, several hundred relevant
literary sources were identified. This paper is based on the raview of that
comprehensive literature search (Lenning, Cooper, and Passmore, forthcoming).

The demand for systematic, objective, and concrete needs assessment
information will undoubtedly increase as rational planning models become more
widely used within postsecondary education institutions and agencies. The
ability to objectively assess needs and to effectively translate them into
insti:utional and program responses will thus be expected to become increasingly
more important in the years ahead. It is hoped that this preliminary formu-
lation of a conceptual framework for needs assessment will lead to increasingly
more-refined conceptual formulations and improved assessment models that will

be useful for needs assessment efforts in postsecondary education.
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The Concept of Need

A major problem in the area of needs assessment has been the lack of a
good definition of need. Conceptions of need that are expressed in the
various literature are not consistent, and often they are vague and nonspecific.
Almost all needs assessment models have used a "discrepancy" definition, but
as illustrated by Coffing and Hutchinson (1970), such a definition is too

limited in its focus. Scriven (1977) cites the problem in colorful terms:

Needs assessments have been for some time the most ludicrous
spectacle in evaluation. The usual "models" are farcical and
decisions based on them are built on soluable sand. One sign
of the extent of the problem is the failure to begin with a
tolerable definition of need....Is a need a discrepancy between
the actual and the ideal (a formula I used to like)? No, because
we often need to improve and know how to, without knowing what
the ideal would be 1ike. There is some attraction about adding
the requirement that x must be feasible, since it seems odd to
say that one could ne€d something that wasn't possible. But
that would eliminate the motivation for, e.qg., medical break-
throughs....[P. 25]

Different Aspects of the Concept of Need

Needs are viewed in different ways by those in the various disciplines. For
example, in the fields of biology, ohysiology, and medicine needs are interpreted in
terms of what will contribute to the efficient and effective functioning, and
the survival and growth, of the human organism. Educators also tend to view
needs in terms of individuals, but the focus here is more often on effective
and efficie t functioning, survival, and growth within the community or society.

In psychology needs are largely interpreted in terms of the perceptions of individuals.
Psychologists usually view need as a learned construct (taught or based on

natural experience) used to indicate a perception of disequilibrium or unsatis-

factory condition for which pressure/need exists to right the situation.

Another way to state this is that need is a personal tension and means appro-

priate for meeting a desirable goal or condition, as perceived by an individual.
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Some psychologists would broaden this to include groups >f people, and they
construe it as a force that pressures a person or a group to reduce or
eliminate the discrepancy between what is perceived as desired and what per-
ceptions or experiences indicate is currently the case. Sociologists, in
turn, focus more on groups and society. They see needs as indicators of
prohlems that must be solved, plus types and levels of competence and roles
(and their integration) that must occur, for individuals, groups, and organi-
zations to function effectively as social units, and within a social community
or society at large.

A1 of the above are legitimate types of needs that must be included in
any generic definition of needs for use in postsecondary education. The
discrepancy definition of need guiding aimost all formal needs assessment
efforts and models up until now - the amount of discrepancy or gap that must
be filled, through increased fulfiliment or lowered threshholds of desirability,
in order to bring the actual level of fulfilliment (in terms of processes,
procedures, conditions, outcomes, or results) up to the ideal level or con-
dition - does not meet this condition. MNeither does Coffing and Hutchinson's
(1974) proposed alternative that need is a desired condition or state that
may or may not be the current condition. Scriven (1977) was also bothered by
the commonly accepted discrepancy concept of need, and proposed a formula as
a definition:

z needs x = z would (or does) significantly benefit from
x and z is now (or would be, without x) in an unsatisfactory
condition. (p. 25).
To illustrate this definition, let us suppose that z represents a college
student, and x represents the particular knowledge and skills necessary to

obtain a job. If we say that the student NEEDS the knowledge and skills

in order to obtain a job, we mean that:




(a) the student would (or does) significantly benefit from the
knowledge and skills,

(b) the student is now (or would be, without the krowledge and
skills) in an unsatisfactory condition.

Scriven's definition adds important new clarifications, as he points out in

his rationale:

.. . at least it avoids the usual fallacies of a definition--
explicit or implicit--of need in terms of wants or preferences
(children may need a cavity filled but they certainly don't
want it done; conversely, people may think they need laetrile
or CAI with Braille keys but it doesn't follow that they do.)
Do you need a million dollars? No. Would you significantly
benefit from it? Yes. Hence we can't omit the second clause
in the definition, which reminds us that needs are (typically)
necessities not luxuries. (p. 25)

Scriven above makes the important point that wants or preferences are not
the same thing as needs. Needs may be present that people do not recognize
because of a lack of knowledge, because the need is being fulfilled and
there is no discrepancy, or because it is being masked by other needs that
demand attention. Similarly, a person may want something merely SO someone
else cannot have it, for the purpose of attracting attention,'or because
others have it. A want in such a case may be an expression of needs, but
not the need expressed directly by the want (the expressed need is not the
real need.) Therefore, most marketing research efforts and educational needs
assessments are incorrect when they equate opinions, expressed desires,
wants, or demands to needs. This is not to negate the usefulness of such
information, which may provide good indications of needs that are present,
and, especially if the wants are referred to by respondents in severe and
critical terms (Taylor, Vinebery and Rufford, 1974.) But equating

wants to needs causes people to not look for other types of info-

mation that could confirm whether those wants are valid and reliable

indicators of need.
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A MNew Definition of Need

A1l of the definitions mentioned in the preceding section are legiti-
mate concepts of need, and each define< a particular kind ~f need. Thus,
what is called for is a definition that is broad or generic enough to include
all of thosa specific types of need and show how they relate to one another.
Lenning, Cooper, and Passmore (forthcoming) have proposed a new definition

of need that they believe has some validity in this respect:

A NEED is a necessary or desirable condition, state or

situation--whether it be an end result that is actuality

(met need) or a discrepancy that should be closed between

a current or projected actuality and a necessary or highly

desirable end result (unmet need)--as judged by a rele-

vant person or group using multiple objective criteria

that have been agreed upon.
This definition is a combination of discrepancy and level of necessity, where
the amount of need varies directly with level of necessity and inversely with
amount of discrepancy. Therefore, both of the following statements of need
are valid according to this definition: "our students' needs for job infor-
mation and employer contacts are well taken care of by the placement office
on this campus," but "they have a serious need for more counseling prior to
their interviews with prospective employers." This definition is also congruent
with Burton and Merrill's (1977) observation that solutions in cases of unful-
filled (unmet) needs can involve both increased fulfillment and Towered
threshholds of desirability or satisfaction.

This cefinition is pertinent to all of the different types of need
outlined in the following section. It is also pertinent whether one is
referring to needs: of prospective or enrolled students, of the college or
program, of faculty or staff, of the local community or of the region, of the
state or nation, or of society at large or other entities and groups. It also

allows persons to speak in terms of past tense, current tense, and future

tense when talking about needs: former needs, current needs, or projected
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needs.

According to this definition, it is proper to use self report of
wants as an indicator of need, but the self report must have been gathered
in an objective, unbiased manner, and there must also be other supporting
evidence. Multiple sources of evidence, or multiple criteria as this is
called in the definition, will normally lead to increased assurance of actual
need (increased reliability and validity) if objectivity is of paramount
concern when gathering each type of evidence.

This definition still has a potential problum in that it does not
specify when the necessity or desirability becomes significant enough to be
classified a need, or when the discrepancy between fulfillment and unfulfiliment
becomes significant enough to warrant that the need is partially unmet. This
is in fact necessary, however, if it is to be generic in nature and apply to
all of the types of need that have been identified by different people. On
the other hand, the definition does indicate that this is properly determined
by the judgement of a relevant person or group (who is a relevant person or
group depends on the situation) using multiple, objective, agreed upon criteria
(who must reach agreement is not specified, but once again it varies with the

situaticn).

Types of Qutcomes for Whom

If one is going to attempt to identify and assess needs, it is important
to be very clear about whose needs are of concern. The tendency of needs
assessors has been to not be specific enough about ..hose needs are being
identified and analyzed, and to not separately consider the needs of specific
subgroups. Similarly, needs assessors too often do not deliniate ahead of

time which specific types of needs are of concern to them.




Whose Needs Are of Concern?

As mentioned earlier, the focus of a needs assessment study can be on
needs within the institution (for examp]e, courses, programs, departments,
enrolled students, faculty, or administrators) or outside of the institution
(for example, prospective students, groups or organizations within the local
community or the state, or society at large). It is important to delineate
at the earliest stages of the study exactly whose needs are of concern (where
"whose" could even include entities like organizations and the ecological
environment).

A comprehensive, two-level classification of groups and entities for
which someone in postsecondary education might want to assess needs was
developed as a part of the NCHEMS Outcomes Structure (Lenning et al, 1977).
It is presented in Figure 1. The focus there was on "audiences," the persons,
groups, or other entities that could potentially receive or be affected by
postsecondary education outcomes. Various needs assessments have been conducted
for many of these groups and communities.

The listing of Figure 1 does not provide the detailed third-level categories
needed for many outcomes studies at the institutional and program levels.
The reasor, additional levels of detail are not included is that any further
subdivisions could be based on several equally valid factors, and one user
of the Structure would want one breakdown, while another person with a different
philosophy, problem, and context would want a second breakdown. For example,
students within a program could be usefully subdivided into: (1) those
majoring in the program versus those only taking courses in the program,
(2) age groupings, (3) commuter students versus resident students, (4) under-
classmen versus upperclassmen, (5) groupings according to disadvantaged

status, (6) men and women, (7) groupings according to life and career goals or
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Figure 1
CATEGORIES OF PERSONS, GROUPS, AND OTHER ENTITIES
OF POSSIBLE CONCERN IN ASSESSMENTS OF NEEDS®

10 inaiwduel/Group Clients—This calegory refers 10 DErsons of groups of persons who are direct cClients of the postsecondary sducation umt of
CONCaM and/or their MMeaisle 8330CIates. SuCh as (aMily and reistives of Deers.

"

12.

7.

Students—individuals or Qroups of INdividuals who currently are envolled in the program. institution, or System of postsecondary sgucation.

Former Sludents—individuals or groups of Ingividuals wha formerty were enrolied In the program. institution, of system of postsecondary
education.

F-mwiy and Aeistives of S‘mnm or Former Students
Peers and Associetes of Students or Former Stucents
Fecuity

Stal! Other than Fecuity

Other InGiwdual/Group Clients— An axampie would be an indivdual wha 13 none of the above Dut is served Dy an sdvisory service otfered
oy the cotlege.

2. Interest-8ased Communitres—=This cateqory refers 1O 'M0e Qroups that are idJentified &8 entities working toward a weli-detined interest of
msgion.

Fi]

a.

2.

.

- %

2.

Srivete Enterprise COMMunities —Communities where 8 MAor PUrRCSe |3 HHNaNCial remuneration ana profit—lor oxainple, corporations,
smaii DuSINEEses. and (amers,

Associatron Communities —Communitias where mambers belong on tne basis of atfiliation rather than empioymaent, such as Jon3 and
professional societies.

Government Communites—~Communities designed 10 administer government reguistions and S8rvices. such au city hail. state decanment
of education. and legisiative communities.

Nongovermnmentai/Pudlic Sernce Cammunities Other 1han the institution Producing the Outzome—Nonprolit service Organizations. such
48 3CNOOIS, hOSPitals. wellars sgencies, phianthropic (OUndations. colleges (other than the coilege producing the outcoms). and research
OrQRNIZALIONS,

Instrtution or INStitutionei Uit Producing the Outcome—The postsecondary education institution and/or umts within that Inatitution that
a8 percaived as the producer/ iacilitator of the outcomals) of concam

Otner interes(-8e80d Communities==An example would Ds an aa NOG coalition task force of representatives from two or more of the above
wens.

2. Geograpmc-8esed Communities-—This Category refers to large groups defined on the Dasis of functionsl territorial boundanes.

i

g8 B ¥ ER

Loca! Community—=A 10WRShip, Gity, cOuNty, MELIONOKtan srea , or other type of 10CaIity hawng particular boundanes. 1t iy not neceesanily
restricted 10 the legai af |u/iSCICTIONA! DOUNGMY , Dut the functional one in which the Impact of the Institution ts (or should be) directly and
physiCally feft. The DOUNGArIes will vary with tHe INSLIULION/DrOGram and outcome of concerm

The Siate

A Regron == An aggregation of states or parts of states.

The Nation

An internationsl Commumty

Otner Geograohic-8ssed Communities —An exmMpie wouid DO 3 research discovery that alfects pnmaniy people living 1n 'he coidest
Iatitudes, Or where it sSnows heavly.

40.  Aggregetes of Peopie—TNS CaleQOry refers 10 suDpODUlations of peapie distinguished Oy particuiss CAMBCIenStCS (het may indicste common
CONCINS. NOedS. OF wents, Dut wha JO NOt NECEESH |1y Nave @ COMMON interest of mi . ar.d thereloie do not e COmmMuUNItIes

. Akl Lovel SudpOpUIstions—Sudpopulstions defined according (0 level of ality/proficiency on general inteilectual functioning of

SpecIfic shilis==for example, gifted. tYDICH, disadventaQed, or skilied, somi-skilied, unghiied
Age Sudpopulations

Educational Level Subpopulshons

income Levei Subpopuiations

Occupanon Subpopuistions

Prysscal Drsediiity Condition Subpopuiations

Race Subpoouistions

Sex Sudpopuietions

Otnar Such Aggregetes

50.  Other Audiences —Exampiee wouid De Ihe Aslural enviconment tnat 1S aflected Dy university-spONSOred ressarch (which in tum would be
oxpected 10 Nave IMPacts On sudiences ICH &3 INdiwduals and COMMUNILISS) and DOPUISHIONS Of AMMAIS (suCh A8 the sMiMald allected Dy
olions 10 heep G8DIgted 3DECINS ITOM DECOMING 8xtiNCt O Dy the deveic ~ment Of veterinary medicines)

3eprinted from Lenning, Lee,

was 9n

Micek, and Service (1977, p. 24), where the focus
audiences - individuals, groups, communities, organiza.ions, etc. receiving
or being affected by particular outcomes o?atfnern.




aspirations levels, and so forth. Rather than provide alternative formal

breakdowns of each second-level category, the decision was made to provide
procedures for users of the Structure to develop their own more-detailed
breakdowns tailored to their specific problem, concern, or other need rontext
(Lenning, 1977a). Such more-detailed categories of groups are needed for
planning needs assessment studies also. In planning a curricular program for
students, for example, it is important to consider the special needs cf
important student subgroups.

An additional word should be said about the needs of groups, organizations,
and communities as compared to the neeas of individuals. Many people have assumed
that the needs of a group are merely aggregations of the needs of individuals
within that group. It is true that some community and class needs are aggregations
of individual needs. For example, an aggregate need exists when more than half
of the freshmen entering a college have reading problems. What might have been an
individual problem has become a community oroblem calling for administrative
action. There are group needs that are not aggregate needs, however. These
tend to be organizational in nature, relating to the effective functioning of
the group as a body and to survival and growth of the group. [t is even
probable that some of these group needs will conflict with certain aggra-

gations of individual needs, in particular cases.

What Types of Needs Are of Concern

Before beginning a needs assessment study, and after determining whose
needs are of concern, it is important to specify the types of needs with
which the study will concern itself. So that the boundaries of focus are
clearly delineated, this should be done along several type dimensions as

discussed later in this section.
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Most needs assessments at the elementary and secondary education level
have focused on the needs for particular educational outcomes. Needs for
outcomes are important in postsecondary education also, and there are many
types of potentially important outcomes on which one could focus. Lenning
(1977b) has reviewed the literature for categorizations of outcomes and related
concepts such as goals, and found almost 90 of them, some focusing on outcomes
for individuals, some on outcomes for society, and some for both. Based on
that review and other work, a comprehensive taxonomy of types of postsecondary
education outcomes was developed (Lenning et al, 1977, pp. 55-66), which can
be used in planning and developing items for a needs assessment survey

questionnaire.

Needs for particular outcomes imply needs for process activities. For
example, student outcomes needs may suggest a need for special methodologies,
environments, faculty-student ratios, teaching strategies, instructors,
innovative techniques, etc. Such process needs can also usefully be focused
on directly, not merely inferred from assessed needs for particular outcomes.

In addition, there are needs in postsecondary education that are less

directly related to outcomes, and which elementary and secondary educators

tend not to be concerned, such as needs for financial aid, needs for information
about institutions and programs, and needs for lodging facilities.

When assessing needs, the focus can be broad or general and diffused
("wide-band study") or it can be concentrated or specific and detailed
("narrow-band study"). The wide-band study will be concerned with broad
categories of needs while the narrow-band study will be concerned with specialized
and detailed need categorizations. Lenning, Cooper, and Passmore (forthcoming)
have identified a number of different need type classifications, some of

them broad-band in focus (e.g., Maslow's [1968] need hierarchy, Parsons'
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[1950] community need categories, and Bradshaw's Taxonomy of Social Need

[1972]) while others have a narrow-band focus (e.g., Murray's [1978] categories

of manifest and latent needs, Kinnick's [1975] Taxonomy of Information Needs

of Prospective Students, and the Mooney Probelem Checklist scales [Pagels,

1973]).

Many of the categorizations of needs that have been developed place

needs into categories along a continuum on a particular dimension. Examples

of such dimensions are: developmental tasks corresponding to chronological age,
basic versus learned (or derived) needs, personal versus social proglems
resulting in needs, maintenance versus incremental needs, conscious versus
unconscious needs, general versus specific needs, current versus projected
needs, critical versus routine needs, instructional versus noninstructional
needs, economic versus noneconomic needs., needs for goods or products versus
needs for services, easy-to-measure needs versus difficult-to-measure needs,
and short-term or short-duration needs versus long-term or long-duration needs.
Thinking in terms of such dimensions can be helpful for determining and setting
the appropriate and desired boundaries of focus in planning for an assessment
of needs. Thinking in such terms can also help one in setting needs assessment

focus priorities within those boundaries.

Assessing Needs

As has been discussed, one must specifically determine whose needs, and
what types of needs for each group, are to be assessed before plans are begun
for conducting a needs assessment study. Now some important conceptual consid-

erations relating to the conduct of the assessment itself will be discussed, briefly.

Models for As.essing Needs

A number of needs assessment models have been developed for use in the
educational setting. Most, but not all, have been discrepancy based. Those

developed at the elementary and secondary education levels have tended to be

37 39




general in their focus. Thus, some of the concepts and procedures they discuss
may be useful also at the postsecondary level, for example: Coffing and Hutchin-
son (1974), English and Kaufman (1975), Hoepfner et al (1972), Klein et al (1971),
Lewis (1973), New Jersey State Department of Education (1974), Read (1974), and
the various other models reviewed by Adams (1976), Kaufman (1971), and Witkin
(1975, 1976). Conversely, postsecondary education models have tended to be more
diverse and specific in their focus: vocational, occupational, and continuing
education needs (Adams, 1976; Brown, 1974; Keim and others, 1975; Put.am, 1970;
Smith, 1968; Tucker, 1973); environmental needs (Aulepp and Delworth, 1976);
course-level needs (Burton and Merril, 1977); community service needs (Central
Florida Commu-~ity College Consortium, 1973; Gollattscheck et al, 1976; League of
California Cities, 1975; Selgas, 1977); needs of the handicapped student (Coffing,
Hodson, and Hutchinson, 1974); community information and service needs (Gotsick,
1974); overall curricular needs (Gray, 1974; Hamilton, 1973; Pagels, 1973); admin-
istrative functioning needs (Higher Education Management Institute, 1977); pro-
spective students' needs for institutional and program information (Kinnick and
Lenning, 1976; Lenning and Cooper, 1978); state-level needs for career education
(McCaslin and Lave, 1976); needs related to performance problems (Mager and Pipe,
1970); institutional goal needs (Peterson, 1976); curricular nesds in programs for
emergency ambulance personnel (Shook, 1969); and student financial aid needs
(the models developed by ACT and CSS). Diverse and specialized models such as
many of those above demonstrate the importance of tailoring concepts and procedures
to the uniqueness of the conditions and situation. For example, an assessment
of the curricular needs in a program for emergency ambulance personnel has to be
quite different than one to assess curricular needs in a fine arts program, even
though they are both focusing on curricualar needs and are both using a critical
incident technique.

Several writers have attempted to classify needs assessment models into types

that show relationships among them and distinguish among their emphases and
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and characteristics. One way tc classify needs assessment approaches is according

to the purposes for which they are designed. For example, w~ can classify approaches
according to those focusing on pianning versus those fccusing on policy formulatien,
those focusing on curriculum development versus institutional goal setting, and

those aimed at understanding problems versus those aimed merely at identifying
problems. Lenning, Cooper, and Passmore (forthcoming) identified 30 different
general purposes served by needs assessment as dizcussed in the literature. (In
differentiating model types, the League of California Cities [1975] grouped

according to three broad, overall purposes: social policy, exploratory, and

prugram needs assessments.) Furthermore, these purposes can vary according to
the types of needs being assessed, whose needs are being assessed, who is doing the

assessing and for whom, etc. Another way to classify needs assessment app:oacnes
is accgrding to time of need being assessed, such as focusing on current needs
versus focusing on projected needs (or both) or short-duration needs versus long-
duration needs. Some additional model classification dimensions that could be useful
are according to: population types beiry assessed, such as Baumheier and Heller's
(1974) five population/purpose types - secondary data analysis, general population
surveys, service population surveys, service provider surveys, and political and
community surveys; breadth and detail of focus, such as the "narrow band" and "wide
band" types of studies mentioned earlier; concreteness of the data collected, such
ac Anderson and Associates (1976) reference to "objective" anc "subjective" neecus
issessments; approaches used for ccllecting data and conducting anal,ses, such as
the four strategy types ou.lined in the New Jersey Department of E.ucation (1974)
planning handbook and Scriven's (1977) categorization of common study types; and

how the data are irtecpreted, such as Kaufman's (1972) inductive, deductive, and

classical model differentiations.

Planning and Operational Considerations

Collecting ~1lid and reliable evidence of need(s) is a necessary and crucial
part of every needs assessment study. For any met and unmet need, a number of

ra~levant 'ndicators and measures usually apply. Generally, some will be better
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indicaters of the presence of the need than will others. and such factors as
whose needs are being assessed can affect the validity of the indicater or
measure. Therefore, multiple indicators and measures should be used whenever
feasible. This gives increased assurance of validity (that ft is a real need),
if they all indicate the same thing about need, plus it facilitates tailoring
the data collection system to different groups, When one measure is less valid,
another measure may be more valid, and vice versa.

Currently, most need surveys are admimistered solely to t"< client groups
whose needs are being assessed. It is important not to ignore client self-
reports about their perceived needs, but other data are needed as well. Implica-
tions about need can also be derived from client reports about such things as
school env’ “onment, ti.ir peers, disappointments or dissatisfactions, successes
and achievements, activities, problems, and complaints. Baird (1976), for example,
discusses the importance of identifying and remedying "brass tacks." Surveys
should be administered to relevant others for their observations and judgments,
also. They perhaps can be more objective, and may have more experience and
expertise in making such judgments. Profiles showing how different groups view
the situation can be quite reveali-g, and the pattern of similarities and
discrepancies may significantly facilitate understanding about the needs.

.nen outcome naeds are of concern, performance measures and history (trends)
become very important, but self- and other-report data are still desirable also.
Other useful supplemental data include frequency counts from institutional records
concerning such things as attendance, complaints, amount of use (and ratings) of
services, requests received for assistance of various kinds, etc. Similarly,
statistics from governmental and other community agencies can provide useful
supplemental evidence for studies of community needs. What others have found
in similar types of institutions, programs, or locales can also be useful
supplemental evidence if care is taken to examine closely how the other situations
were similar and exactly how they were different from the one of concern.

Concerning all of these types uf data that haveall ready been collected (which some
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have termed "secondary data"), although they save costs and time in addition to
providing useful supplemental evidence, they can lead to problems if great care

is not taken in their use. Boyd and Westfall (1972) provide criteria for Aatermining
when particular secondary data are okay for a particular situation and use, and

they also discuss precautions that can help one avoid the potential pitfalls.

Concernina data collection methods, needs assessors aenerallv limit themselves

to several types of traditional instruments: questionnaires, paper and pencil

tests and interviews. However, other methods that may be just as reliable and

valid for a particular case should be considered as alternatives and supolements
for the traditional instruments. Lenning (1978) found fifty different methods in
the literature that were recommended for assessments of various kinds, including
needs assessments. Yet most needs assessors never even consider such nontraditional
methods that have been shown to be practical, valid, reliable, and cost efficient
for particular purposes and contexts. As with indicators and measures, and for
the same reasons, the use of multiple data collection methods is desirable - and
the large variety of data collection methods available can facilitate this.

Interpretation and use of needs data are also crucial elements in a needs
assessment study, and too often the application of needs assessment results is
ineffective. If needs data are going to have practical impact, the users of the
rneeds assessment results must be precisely identified early in the assessment
planning process, prior to conducting the study. Input should be solicited from
them concerning their specific concerns and what needs information will be helpful
to them in their decision making. Once analyses are completed, brief, concise reports
tailored to each person's information needs should be sent to them. Additional
ways to increase the impact of the results are also available (Lenning, Coovper,
and Passmore, forthcoming).

Some needs assessment approaches only try to identify needs. Yet, more
is needed: (2) a ranking of needs according to how critical they are, and (3)
information that can help one to understand why the need occurred. In addition to

not attempting to perform the last function above, almost all of the available
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assessment models, even though they may rank the needs, make use of over-simple
and ineffective decision rules that do not consider enough factors or consider
each factor in isolation from the others. Another problem with many of the
models is that they key so much on current goals and objectives that the results
of such assessments are not useful for evaluating current institutional and
program goals, for modifying or reformulating them, or for c.veloping new goals
to meet changing conditions. Lenining, Cooper, and Passmore (forthcoming) explore
these problems in detail and discuss some possible solutioni. They also provide
in-depth and extended discussion about all of the other topics covered in this
paper. Needs assessment clearly is a viable tool to assist administrators and
faculty members who are concerned about meeting client 2nd community needs.
Howev.r, much more development in this area needs to take place before it can

began to reach its full potential.
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USING THE NCHEMS OUTCOMES STRUCTURE TO TEST THE ADEQUACY
OF OUTCOMES LISTS: TRYOUT AT A STATE UNIVERSITY

Oscar T. Lenning
Jean J. Endo National Center for Higher

University of Colorado, Boulder Education Management Systems

A1l of the major activities conducted by administrators, faculty, and
other professional staff members at postsecondary institutions are, presumably,
aimed in some way toward bringing about "educational outcomes." In this "age
of accountability," college administrators and others have become especially
concerned about concretely identifying and understanding the impacts of their
institution on students, the community, and society. After two years of concen-
trated effort, the National Center for Higher Education Management Systems
(NCHEMS) developed an "outcomes structure," a new system for organizing outcomes
and outcomes information for purposes of classification, analysis and decision-
making (Lenning, Lee, Micek, and Service, 1977). Preliminary tryout and review
of this stru.ture suggests that it has potential use in. (1) stimulating people
to realize the importance of having information about educational outcomes;
(2) stimulating people to think more systematically and concretely about what
they are trying to accomplish in their institutions and programs (and for whom),
(3) helping institutional officials to identify educational needs, develop goals,
translate goals into more concrete objectives, plan for the outcomes, evaluate
the institution and its programs; and (4) improving communication about outcomes
with clientele and concerned publics; and so forth (for example, several students
and student personnel administrators interviewed at a couple of small colleges
felt that the Structure could also be used to assist students in planning what
they want to accomplish for themselves during colliege).

This is a report of one of the projects used to try out the NCHEMS Outcomes

Structure in a preliminary way. It was conducted in the winter of 1977 by the
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University of Colorado at Boulder. Over a period of several years, through
surveys and interviews of important clientele groups, several extensive lists
of intended outcomes were developed by staff of the Office of the vice Chan-
cellor for Academic Affairs on the Boulder Caﬁpus that were comprehensive for
their planning needs. The NCHEMS Outcomes Structure was applied to these
lists in a way that would reveal the adequacy of the coverage of those lists--
using step-by-step procedures that had been developed at NCHEMS (Lenning, 1977).
This process revealed several outcomes areas considered to be important that
had been overlooked in developing the lists. The lists were modified, along
with the Freshman Questionnaire which had been based in part on the lists.

The remainder of this paper wili go into detail about this project and its

results.

THE NCHEMS OQUTCOMES STRUCTURE

The purposes of the Qutcomes Structure have been outlined in the introduc-
tion to the paper. The Structure consists of three dimensions along which
outce as or information abaut outcomes can be placed and related to one another.
The structure is based on a conceptual framework that defines six attributes
of educational outcomes in postsecondary education plus five other factors that
are important for understanding particular outcomes (Lenning, Micek, and Service,
1978; Lenning, Lee, Micek, and Service, 1979). The three dimensions of the
structure are described below:

o Audience - The "aydience" dimension focuses on who or what receives or is
affected by the outcome of concern, or is intended to receive or be
affected by it. It has five broad categories, and subcategories for

them, as outlined in Figure 1.

49




o Type of Outcome -- The "type-of-outcome" dimension focuses on whether the -
outcome resulfs in maintenance (stabilization, reproduction, or
preservation) or change (reorganization, modification, revision, or
replacement), and on the basic entity within the audience that is
maintained or changed. This dimension also has five broad cate-
gories, and each is subdivided into categories and subcategories of
increasingly more detail and specificity, as outlined in Figure 2.
Standard definitior- are provided for every category and subcategory
of this dimension, along with illustrative examples of outcomes

measureas and indicators for each.

o Time -- The "time" dimension focuses on when the outcome is expected to
or does occur, and on how long the outcome persists. The categories
and subcategoriaes for the "time" dimension that are deemed most
appropriate vary, depending on the audience of concern, on the philo-
sophy of the person using the Structure, and on the context in which
the Structure is being used. (For example, its use at the institu-
tion-wide level may very well require different time categories than
its use at the institutional program level.) To illustrate this,
two quite different student outcome sets of categories that could be

used for thz "time" dimension are shown in Figures 3 and 4. Thz one

presented in Figure 4, is the time classification used by the Univer-

sity of Colorado at Boulder to follow the chronological path taken
by new freshmen through their educational careers. Identification
of the times when different data should be collectad is valuable in

planning.
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Figure 1
CATEGORIES AND SUBCATEGORIES OF THE
AUDIENCE DIMENSION OF THE NCHEMS OUTCOMES STRUCTURE®

InGrwauai/Groug Clients ~Thia Calegory refms (0 parsons of Grouas of Persans wha are giroct Sllents of the postsocondary sducation unit of
AN 81nd/0F TRUN LTS 8930CIHILUS, SUCh &8 [8Mily and relatives OF DeerS.

11, Students=!ndividuals 0f grouss of Individuals who Currently are enroltod In ING OrOGram. Institution. or system of postseconaary elucation.

12 Former Students —individuals of Qroups of INdividusls who (Ormarly wers envoiled in the Srogram, Insiitution, of system of postsecondary
education,

13, Famuly and Retsirves ol Stugents or Former Studenis
14 Pours and As3ociates of Students or Former Students
13, Feculty

16,  Stat? Qther then Fecully

17 Other individudl/Groud Clienis—=An example would De an individual wha 18 none of (he abnve bul |s 3erved By an advisory service offersd
Dy ihe college.

interest-8ased Communities—Thie calegory refers (0 large Qroups that ae identified as entities working toward a wefl-defined interest or

mssion.

21, Arivate Enterpnse Communiies —Communilies where & Major DUIPOSS is (INGNCIal remuneration and profit—ior exsmoie, carporatians,
smali busiresses, and larmers.

22.  Associatan Communities—Commumilies where members Delong on the asia of alfliiation raiher 1han smolayment. such as unions and
orotessional socisties.

3. G t Com ~LCommunitien designed (0 S8MINISLEr QIVEMMEent reguiations and Sevices. SUCN &8 City hail, state department
of education. ana 16Qi8iative Communities.

24 Nongovernmenisl/ Pubkc Serwce Commumities Other then Ihe tnshitution Producing the Ouicome—Nonprolit sevice organitations, such
28 5CNOO!S. NOSIILAIS, wellare AQUNCITS, PIANIMOPIC 1ouNGALIGNS, COHEGES (0tNer INSN the COHEYS DrOTUCING TN OUICome), and ressarch
organizations.

3 ] or Ins o Uit P g 1ne Outcome=The POSECONGArY educalion INSLLuLION and/or units within thal institullon that
e parcerved as (NG DIOTUCEr/ 1acilator of the Quicomels) Of Concer.

M. Otner interest-8ased CoMMUMING =An SLAMDIe would e an 8d hOG cO8lition 18K lorce of representaiives from Iwo of More Of the above
MO8,

Geograpme-8ased Communiiies «=Thig CALEQOry relers 1O 708 0TOUDS defined On (he basis of functione! terniton®l boundaries.

31 Local Community—A (OwAsMG, Cily, COunty, MErOO0INAN red OF OINEY LyDe Of IOCHIty NavING PANICUIar BOUNCanes. it is not necessaniy
resinicted (o the 10gal OF jul1S3:CIIONal EOWCary, Dut the funclional ONE 1n WiNCh the «MDACT of IME nshitulion i8 (0F should De) dwectly and
phySically leit The DOunaaries wii vary witn the inst1ulION / pOGIMM anG OUICOMe of concern.

32. The Stete

13 A Regron— An aggregation of states or pants of states.

34 The Nenon

38 Aninternarronat Community

18 Otner Geograonic-8ased Communilies—An sxampie would De & research discovery that alfects prsmaniy people lving in ine coidest
Islituaes, oF where it SNOws heawly

Agi-egatas of Peooie==This calegory refers (0 SUDPOOUIANIONS O DEODNE AISIAQWSART DY DArICUlar CRIECIENSIXCS 'AEI MaY indicals common
CUNCEINS. NeedS O #8NnTS. But whO J0 NOL NVCESBI7 11y NEVE 3 COMMON INlerest OF MISSINA, ING Ihereiore 00 NOt lute

41 Abihty Level Sudpooulations—Subpooutations defined accoruing o level ot a0iily/prohiciency on genersl intefiectud tunclioning of
SDOCINIC ShtiS==0F wraMDle. G100, lypeCal, 31220 (a4 Q8C, OF Shui1ed. semi-Shilled, upwun.

42.  Age Sudpopviations

43. Educations! Level Sudpopuletions

4 income Level SubPOPVistions

45. Occupstion Sudpopuistions

48.  Pnysical O1saorinty Conditron Sudpopulatione

47 ARsce Suboopuistions

48. Sex Sudpopuistions

49. Other Such Aggregaies .

Oiner Audrnces =Examping would Ds ING nalwal onviconment I it 13 allectod Dy univorsity-S0ONSOZed ragearch (WhICh in turn would de

Oapucitn 10 NIve #NPACTY 0N JUUINGCES JUCH A8 MRIIWIUSIS Bivd .« tunilies) 3nd DOLUIA 8 Ol animels (Such a8 1Ne animais alfectod Dy
SHuss 10 AaUY YUDINivY SOULIS HOM Ducurng  sHACT 0F By ING Ul iment Ol velwrinaly Mo "03).

aRepm‘nted from Lenning, Lee, Micek. and Service (1977), page 24.
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Figure 2
FOCUS CATEGORIES AND SURCATEGORIES IN THE
TYPE-OF-OUTCOME DIMENSION OF THE NCHEMS OQUTCOMES STRUCTURE®

Cat
cﬁ:’m‘;{,“ Enuity Baing Mainteined or Changed Code :%?:\yb“ Entity Baing Maintained or Changed
1000 ECONOAMIC OUTCOMES 2000 HUMAN CHARACTERISTIC QUTCOMES (continued)
2780 Powef and/of Autnornt
1100 E:ononene Access and independence Outcomaos 27170 Jo: School, of Life Slu::cus
1110 EconorniC Access p .
1120 Cconomuc F iusiDiiity, AGIptabilty. and Security 2780 Otner Status, Recognition, ang Cartificzdion Qutcamaes
1130  income end Siandaro of Linng 2800 Social Activ:ties and Rores
2810 Adjustmont to Rotirement
1200 Economic Resnurces and Costs 2020 Aftfiliations
1210 Econonuc Costs and Efficiency 2830 Avocational and Soclal Activitias and Roias
1220 Econom™uc Resources (inGluding empioyees) 2840 Career and Vocationsi Activities and Roles
2850 Cinzenship Activitios and Roles
1300 fg?,;“”g;"“"c','“ 2860 Family Activities and Roiss
nomic Productivity and Production 2870 Frendships and Relationsnips
1320 Econoumic Services Provided 19 P
2880 Other Aclivity and Role Outcomes
1400  Otner Economic Outcomes 2900 Other Human Charactenstic Outcomaes
2000 MJMAN CHARACTERISTIC OUTCOMES 3000 KNOWLEDGE, TECHNOLOGY. AND ART FORM OUTCOMES
2100 Aspirations 3100 General Knowiedge and Understanoing
2110 Oeswas, Aims, and Goals 3110 Knowiedge and Understanding of General Fects enr}
2120 Ousines, Likes, and internsts Terminology
2130 Motivation of Drive Level 3120 Knowiedge and Understanding of General Processes
2140 Otner Aspirational Outcomes 3130 Knowiedge and Understanding of Genaral 7 ivory
Competence and Skills 3140  Otner Generel Knowiedge and Understanoing
2210 Acacemic Shiils 3200 Soocciahized Knowiedge and Understanding
2220 Citizensnhip ang Family Membership Skills 3210 Knowiedge eno Understanding of Spacialized Fects
2230 Crestively Skutis and TermenologQy
2240 Expression and Communication Skills 3220 Knowiedge and Understanding of Specisiized
2250 inteliectual Skiils Procasses
2260 interpersonal, Leadershig, and Organizetional Skills 3230 Knowiedge end Unocersianding of Specislized Theory
2270 Qccupanonal and Emotoyadility Skilis 3240 Other Specialized Knowledge ano Unaerstanding

2280 Physical and Motar Shiils

2790 Othus Shail Outcumes 3300 Researcn and Scholarship

3310 Research and Scholarship Xnowiedge and

2300 Motale, Satistaction, and Atfective Characteristics Understanging
mo almudcsc and Values ’ 3320 Resaaich and Scholarsnip Products
2320 8oue!s, Commitments, and Pnilosophy of Lite
230 Feenngs and Emotions 3400 ;.:'15 “r,::sgeﬁ%‘"
2340 Mores. Customs. and Standaras of Conduct 3420 Oance
2350  Othor Attective Outcomaes 3430 O:bau ana Oratory
2400 Perceptual Charactenstics 3440 Oreme
2410  Percaptual Awareness ano Sensitivity 3450 Literature end Writing
2420 “ercuptinn of Seit M80 Music
2430 Ps ‘onof Otners 3470 Painting, Orawing, and Photography
2440 Perco, ..on of Things 3480 Sculpture
250 Otner Percaptual Outcomes 3490 Otner Fine Ars
2500 Personahity ang Personal Coping Charsctenstics 3500 Other Knowiedge. Technology. and Art Form Outcomes
2510  AGventuroLSN eSS and inthiative
2420 Autonomy a4d Independence
S50 glnlnd.«bugy an0 Ressonsibiity 4000 AESOUACE ANO SERVICE PROVISION QUTCOMES
2540 Dogmuanc; Open-minded, Autnorttanan/Domocratic & Provision of Faciitios and Events
§;ng :":"""“V and Agaptadility © 10 Prowision of Faciities
abis
2570 Psychological Functiomng . 4120 Pv.ovmon or Sponsorship of Events
2560 Tolerance and Persistence 4200 Provision of Direct Services
2590 Otner Personatity and Personal Coping Outcomes 4210 Teaching
4220 Advisory and Anatytic Assistance
2600 Physical ang Prysiofogical Charactensucs 4230 Tn:nmnym. Care, avncl Retarral Services
2810  Physical Fitness and 1rans 4240 Prowvision of Otner Sarvices
2620 Physiologicai Health
2630 O1wner Physical or Physiologicel Outcomes 4300 Other Resource and ServiGe Provision Ouicomes
.
2700 Siatus, Recognition, and Certitication
2710 Complation or Achievement Award 8000 OTHER MAINTENANCE AND CHANGE OUTCOMES
2720 Credit Recognition. $100 Asstnetic-Cuiturat Aclivities, Traditions, and Canditions
2730 image, Heputation, or Status
2740 Licensing and Certification 820y Organizational Format, Activity. and Operstion
2750 Ovtaining a Job or Admisiion 1o a Follow-ug Program 8300 Other Meintenance and Change

GES NN NG GNR NN GNG OGNS OO OGNS OO OO GNN ONG GIN O BN BN ae
g

aReprinted from Lenning, Lee, Micek, and Service (1977,, page ¢/. The fourth-level
Categories, into which any of the categories listed here can be divided, are

'Itlii(j "maintenance" (a fourth digit of "1") and “"change" (a fourth digit of "2").
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Figure 3
ONE POSSIBLE SET OF STUDENT OUTCOME
CATEGORTES FOn THE TIME DIMENSION?

10. Short-Duration Outcomes

v1. Short-duration l 12. Short-duration

outcomes appear- outcomes appear-
ing at or prior to ing after gradu-

graduation ation

20. Long-Ouration Qutcorr.as

21. Long-duraticn 22. Long-duration
outcomes appear- outcomes appear-
ing at or prior ! ing after gradu-
tc graduation ation

aRepm‘nted from Lenning, Lee, Micek, and Service (1977}, page 29.




Figure 4

TAXONOMY OF TIMES TO CONSIDER FOR COLLECTING UNDERGRADUATE
STUDENT OUTCOMES DATA USING SURVEY QUESTIOMNAIRES®

100 Data from Lower Division Students
110 Data from Freshmen Students

111 Data collected Prior to Fall Registration

112 Data collected One Month Followina the First Day of Classes
in the Fall

113 Data :ollected One Month Prior to First Semester Final (xams

114 Data collected One Month After Spring Semester Llasses Begin

115 Data collected One Month Prior to Spring Semester Final Exams

116 Other, For Example, In the Middle of the Summer Term

120 Data From Sophomore Students

121 Data Collected Prior to Fall Registration

122 Data Collected One Month Following the First Day of Classes
in the Fall

123 Data Collected One Month Prior to First Semestar Final Ecams

124 Data Collected One Month After Spring Semzster Cldsscs Begin

125 Data Collected One Month Prior to Spring Semester Final Exams

126 Other, For Example, In the Middle of the Summer Term

200 Data From Upper Division Students
210 Data From Junior Students

211 Data collected Prior to Fall Registration

212 Data collectg? One Month Following the First Day of Classes
10‘ the F&

213 Data collected One Month Prior to First Semester Final Fxams

214 Data collected One Month After Spring Semester Classes Begin

215 Data collected One Month Prior to Spring Semester Fina® Exams

216 Other, For Example, In the Middle of the Summer Term

220 Data From Senior Students

221 Data Collected Prior to Fall Registration

222 Data Collected One Month Following the First Day of Classes
in the Fall

223 Dats Collected One Montn Prior to First Semester Final Exams

224 Data Collected One Month After Spring Semester Classes Begin

225 Data Co"lected Cne Month Prior to Spring ~“~mester Final Exams

226 Other, For Example, In the Middle of the summer Term

300 Data from Alumni
310 Data Collected at Graduation
3¢) Data Collected One Year After Graduation
330 Data Collected Five Years After Graduation
340 Other, For Example, Data Collected 20 Years After Graduation

400 OQther, For Example, Data Collected After Students Have "Dropped OQut"

aRepr‘.nted from Lenning (1977), page 8. These categories ard subcategories
are based specially on the data collection experiences of staff in the 0ffice of
the Vice Chancellor for Acauemic Affairs at the University of Colorado, Boulder.
Ih::efare, they may not be entirely appropriate for other postsecondary insti-
utions.



when the three dimensions are put toyether, they can be pictured graph-
ically as a three dimensional series of cubes formed by the categories for
one of the dimension intersecting each of the categories of the other two

dimensions. This is illustrated below for the broadest categories of each

dimension.
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It is illustrated at a more detailed outcome category level as follows,

using the category code numbers shown in Figures 1-3:

AUDIENCE
12--Family and Relatives of
' Students and Former
Students rAn outcome for the
family and relativas
of students and forner
students that involvas

TYPE-OF-QUTCOXE 12.1132.22 ﬁ a change in incor2 ana
1132--Changa in Income and . ‘ 4 standard of living that
Standard of Living . will appear after

graduation and ve of
L long duration.
TIME
22--Appearing after gradua-

tion and having long’
duration

When the dimensions are combined at the level of detail illustrated above,
they provide several thousand distinct "cells". The categories within the
Structure are believed to cover the full range of possible audiences and types
of outcomes, and procedures are provided for subdividing to even more detailzd
subcategories than provided by the Structure. Thus, when all of the outcomes
in a list are categorized using the Structure and step-by-step procedures for
this purpose, areas of the Structure that have no outcomes assigned to them
(or fewer than expecteu or wanted) become readily apparent. Then, if desired,
specific priority outcomes for those areas that seem laci:ing can be generated
using another set of procedures that have been developed. This, in summary,

is the process that was used in this tryout of the Structure.

&1
o
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THE UNIVERSIVY OF COLORADQ OUTCOMES LIST AND ITS DEVELOPMENT

1helped gquide the development of the

The Student Outcomes Planning Model
outcomes 1ist used by the University of Colorado at Boulder. This model is
based on the notion that information about students is useful in determining
educational policy and improving curriculum. The Mode! allows for the study
of various student subpopulations and their differential outcumes. [t repre-
sents an exploratory investigation into types of relationships between certain
student characteristics and outcomes variables. The Model evolved at the insti-
tution in 1975 to assist internal manangemeni, to provide information for exter-
nal accountability, and academic planning. Academic planning includes needs
assessment, program development, evaluation, and resource allocation (budgeting).

The Model allows for the systematic collection of student data through
the use of surveys. The Model facilitates the coordination of basic student-
related questionnaires and incorporates the results into a larger, more exten-
sive academic planning mode! (Meyerson and Banfield, 1955). uther important
items of outcomes information which are available through institutional records
(for example, college entrance exam scores and undergraduate grade point aver-
age) are not included. The Model is designed to identify those items that
must be collected directly from students.

The Student Outcomes Planning Model includes students' background, atti-
tudes, values, aspiration§, abilities, and tihe extent of change in these var-
iables. The Model, chown in Figure 5, consists of four basic questionnaires:

1) Freshman Questionnaire, 2) Exiting Students' Survey, 3) Graduating Students'
Questionnaire, and 4) Alumni Survey. The Model allows for longitudinal (cohort)

and cross-sectional analysis.

1Developed by Richard L. Harpel and Jean J. Endo
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FRESHMEN

DEFOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

Academic ability
Financial support

PREVIOUS EDUCATIONAL EXPERIENCES

ASPIRATIONS/EXPECTATIONS/
MOTIVAT IONS

Reasons for choosling CU
Highest degree planned
Carecr plans

r;ELF EVALUATION

Academic
Soclal

CRITICAL THINKING ORIENTATION

GOALS/VALUES

EXITING STUDENTS

TIME OF DEPARTURE

REASONS FOR LEAVING

FINANCIAL SUPPORY

EVALUATION OF UNIVERSITY
ENVIRONMENT

Academic
Social

UNMET NEEDS

FUTURE PLANS
| S

t—

STUDENT QUTCOMES PLANNING MODEL
FOR
THE UNIVERSITY OF COLORADO--BOULDER

GRADUATING STUDENTS

ACADEHIC ACHIEVEMENT

Grade point average

Degree type

Basic academic skills

Critical thinking
orientation

Satisfaction with college
experience

CAREER DEVELOPMENT

Major or fleld of study

Highest degree planned

Importance of job factors

Satisfaction with college
experience

PERSONAL/SOCIAL PEVELOPMENT

Interpersonal skills
Personal talents/creativity
Appreciation for culture
Understanding di fferent
cultures/ideas

EVALUATION OF UNIVERSITY
ENVIRONMENT

Academic
Soclial

ALUMNI

OCCUPATIONAL SUCCESS

Positions held

Skills required

Asscssment of skills

Job characteristics

Flexibitity Iin Field
changes

Satisfaction with
Job

Satisfaction with
college preparation

FURTHER ACADEMIC
EXPERIENCES

Graduate School

Continuing education

MiVitary occupational
training

COMMUNITY ACTIVITY

Clubs/organizations

POLITICAL PARTICIPATION

Elections
National events/
local activitles

CULTURAL INTEREST

Level of participation
Breadth of Interest
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Longitudinal stuaies involve testing the same students (cohorts) several

times in their college career. Questionnaires are given to students as fresh-
men, exiting students, graduating students, and alumni. (he testing of cohorts
controls for many external variables such as family background and basic ability.
Unfortunately, much needed and useful data is not produced early in the process.

Cross-sectional studies provide responses from a sample of students
representative of those in the longitudinal cohorts. Cross-sectional studies
are performed on exiting students, graduating students, and alumni.

The Model is currently in its third year of testing--incorporating both
the longitudinal and cross-sectional surveys to determine response differences.
It is hoped that within two years the University will be able to minimize the
length of the surveys and use only those instruments needed to provide s;udent
data necessary for efficient ptanning and management of campus programs.

The Student Outcomes Planning Model centers around 22 student related
goals and their measures which are listed in the Freshman Questionnaire. The
relative importance of each goal reflects students' expectations while attending
the University. Student interests are an important component of educational
planning. Administrators can balance the needs of various student oopulations
and the different preferences of various educational experts. Several measur-
able objectives from the Higher Education Measures and Evaluation KIT (C. Robert
Pace, 1975) were assigned to each goal. For example, the goal "to gain self-
confidence" is measured by responses to the following statements: a) "I am a .
person of worth and on an equal plane with others”, b) "My confidence in myself
is strong enough so that it doesn't bother me if people don't like me", c) "I

seem to have inner strength in handling taings".

s b<




In addition to the Pace and Associates KIT, a number of other sources
in the literature were referred to in devioping the Mode12 and its assoc-

jated questionnaires. To date, the Boulder Campus has completed a 1975

"Freshman Questionnaire and a 1977 Freshman Questionnaire and is currently

developing an Exiting Students' Survey to be completed in 1978. The fresh-
man surveys will be administered every two years to provide descriptive infor-
mation and establish trends. Trends in measures of objectives are useful in
determining whether an outcome is in the desired direction. The exiting
survey will compare students who have temporarily or permanently left the
institution with those who have rerained. It will identify the stopouts,
transferouts, and dropouts. It will determine why students leave the campus,
the time they left, amounf of financial support received, and what their
future plans will be.

The Graduating Students' Survey will be administered in 1979. It will
include questions that attempt to measure academic achievement, carver develop-
ment, personal/social development, and an evaluation of the University's environ-
ment. One year later, the alumni survey will measure occupational success,
further academic experiences, community activities, political participation,

and cultural interests.

PROCEDURE USED BY THE UNIVERSITY IN THE CLASSIFICATION OF THE ITEMS ON ITS
OUTCOMES LIST

The University of Colorado outcomes 1ist was derived in part from the
Student Outcomes Planning Modei, anu in part from other saurces. Although
the primary focus of the 1ist i< on student outcomes, a few outcomes for

other audiences are also included, that are not student outcomes but might

zAdditional sources used in developing the Model were Schalman, et al.
(1974), Baird (1967), Baldridge (1971), Bloom (1956), Clapp (1946), Cohen and
and March (1974), Fox (1974), Peterson §1973 , Richman and Farmer (1974),

Trivette (1973), Meyerson and Banfield (1955), and Micek and Arney (1974).
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be expected to relate to student outcomes, for example, number of publications
by faculty, number of tjoks i~ the 1ibrary, and number of events and type spon-
sored by the departments or universities.

Two of the basic processes developed by the NCHEMS staff for using the
Structure were involved in this study. Systematic, straight forward, step-by-
step procedures for each of the orocesses are provided in Lenniyg (1977). First,
process No. 2--classifying outcomes items--was used, to classify all items in
the University of Colorado outcomes 1ist. Then Process No. | was applied in
order to evaluate the adequacy of the list, in terms of whether important out-

comes desired by the University community have been left out.

PROCESS NO. 2--CLASSIFYING THE QUTCOMES ON THE LIST

The desired "audience" for classification was determined to be current and
graduating students (Code No. 11). First, each outcome on the University of
Colorado list was classified in terms of the broadest type-of-outcome categor-
jes. Then each was grouped into the more detailed categories at the second and
third levels of detail for that dimension of the Structure. Procedures are
provided Tor adding additional levels of detail, using available taxonomies that
go into still more detail, for example, Bloom's (1996) taxonomy of the ccgnitive
domain, or using a logical array developed locally. At this University it
decided that the third-level Structure categories were adequate for their aca-
demic planning purposes.

Table 1 shows the University of Colorado's listina of outcome items (rignt
half of each paae) and the Structure categories that each was classified 1nto
(left half of each pade). It was noticed that a number of Structure categories
did not have outcomes 1ist ftems assiqned to them. It was feit that there
might be additional outcomes categories to which some outcomes from the list

nad been assigned so Process No. 1 Procedures foliowed.
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NCHEMS
Category
Code

Number

1130

2110

2210

2230

2250

2270

~210

2420

2620
2680

270

2740

Table 1
THE OUTCOMES LIST ITEMS PLUS THE

STRUCTURE CATEGORY INTC WHICH EACH WAS PLACED

"AUDIENCE" --SENIOR STUDENTS AT CU

NCHEMS
Type-of-Outcome
Category
Name

University of Colorado

l1tems Included
on the

Qutcomes List

| ECONOMIC OUTCOME (Code 1000) CATEGORIES,

Income and Standard of Living

Family income

HUMAN CHARACTERISTIC (Code 2000) CATEGORIES

Desires, Aims, Goals

Academic Skills

Creativity Skills

Intellectual Skills

Occupational Skills

Attitudes, Values

Perception of Self

Autonomy and Independence
Tolerance and Persistence

Completion or Achievement Award
Licensing and Certification

Change in students' goals,
desires, aspirations as
a result of college

Grades earned by students
Persistence in college

Self report of ability in
math, writing, reading
and comprehension

Changes in test score that
measure originality and
creative ability

Self-report of development
and activity

Change in students' abilit
to analyze or solve prob-
lems

Measure critical thinking
activity by developing
an "index score"

Demonstrated ability to
perform specific tasks

Self-report of occupational
skills

Effect of college on
attitudes and values

Self-confidence measure
Expectations
Measures of independence

Measures of tolerance and
persistence

Graduation diploma
Special awards

Percent passed specific
1icensing exams




Table 1 (continued)

HUMAN CHARACTERISTIC CATEGCRIES (continued)

2750 Obtaining a Job or Admission to a -
€ollow-up Program

2840 Career and Vocational Roles -

Percent who received jobs

Percent who were accepted
to graduate programs

Self-report

KNOWLEDGE, TECHNOLOGY, AND ART FORM OUTCOME (Code 3000) CATEGORIES

3110 Knowledge and Understanding of -
General Facts and Terminology

3120 Knowledge and Understanding of
General Processes -

3210 Knowledge and Understanding of Soec- -
ialized Facts and Terminology

3220 Knowledge and Understanding of Spec- -
ialized Processes

3310 Research and Scholarship Knowledge -
and Understanding

3400 Art Forms and Works -

CLEP exam score
Graduate Record Exam score
Self-report

Comprehension of general
processes and methods

Student grades in a general
survey course

Scores on tests that measu
knowledge in specific
fields

Scores on tests that mea-
sure knowledge in specifi
fields

Number of publications by
students

Number of publications by
faculty

Specific accomplishments
in the arts by discipline
0:* department

RESOURCE AND SERVICE PROVISION OUTCOME (Code 4000)

CATEGORIES

4110 Provision of Facilities -
4120 Provision or Sponsorship of Events -
4210 Teaching -
4220 Advisory and Analytic Assistance -
4230 Treatment, Care, and Referral Services -

6 66 i

Number of books in library

Number of courts in the
Recreation Center

Number and type of compute
Number of keypunch machines

Number of events and type
sponsored by departmants
or university

Handbook on evaluations of
specific instructors

Number of advisors avail-
able to students

Technical assistance avail
able to students

Student health center
Mental health facility

‘Personal counselfng
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PROCESS NO. [--DEVELOPING QUTCOMES LISTS

Process 1 was used to develop a list of important outcomes irrespective
of the current 1ist. Such a list will vary depending upon the values of the
planning group makina the decision: for example, faculty, students, adminis-
trators, legislators. However, an overall institution-wide approach was taken.
The "audience” focus was limited to "current students in order to limit
the scope of Process 1. The five major categories of the type-of-outcome
dimension were outlined on a sheet of paper that was titled "audience--currently
enrolled students”". Then, under each major category, all subcategories at the
second and third levels of detail were considered for importance. The detailed
subcategories were then used to stimulate thinking about specific outcomes
that could be considered "essential" or "important". Aiding in this process

for each subcategory were: (1) A product/event/condition typology, (2) a main-

unintended/valued-not valued typology.

Table 2 presents Structure categories left out of the original University
of Colorado listing that were identified during this project as important
categories for ¢he University and its students. Also included are the specific

priority outcomes that were identified for each category.

ll tenance/cbance typology, (3) an output/impect typology, and (4) and an intended-




NCHEMS
Category
Core

Number

1120
1130

2240

2260

2630

2650

1330

3230

Table 2

IMPORTANT STUDENT OUTCOMES ITEMS IDENTIFIED

THAT WERE NOT ON THE ORIGINAL

UNIVERSITY OF COLORADO LIST

NCHEMS
Type-of-Outcome
Category
Name

ECONOMIC OUTGOME (Code 1000) CATEGORIES

Economic Flexibility and Independence
Standard of Living

[tems to be Added
to the
University of Colorado
Qutcomes List

- Social Mobility

- Family assests
(other than income)

HUMAN CHARACTERISTIC OUTCOME (Code 2000) CATEGORIES

Expression and Communication Skills

Interpersonal, Leadership and
Organization Skills

Dependabiltty and Responsibility

Fiexibility and Adaptability

KNOWLEDGE, TECHNOLOGY, AND ART FORA
OUTCOME (Code 3000) CATEGORIES

Knowledge and Understanding of General
Theory

Knowledge and Understanding of
Specialized Theory
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- Self-perception of
ski11s in the for-
eign languages

- Self-perception of
interpersonal and
Teadership skills

- Positions held in
organizations that
require Teadership

- Self-perception of
dependability and
responsibility

.. Employer's opinion

- Self-perception of
adaptability
(other than in job
changes)

- Score on tests measur-
ing comprehension
of general theories

- Scores on tests measur
ing theoretical
knowledge in specifi
fields
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CONCLUSION

As a result of this tryout of the NCHEMS Outcomes Structure, some impor-
tant outcomes information were discovered to have been omitted in tue original
list. The Structure sarved as a reminder of the breadth of outcome items assoc-
jated with each outcome category. For example, the category "Competence and
Skills" indicatad tha* Expression and Communication Skills such as skills in
the foreign languages were ‘mportant indicators of entering students' ability.
Basic speaking, writing, and reading skills in the English language were con-
sidered to'be the primary indicators in the orginal cutcomes list. *s a result,
the 1ist and the Freshman Questionnaire were modified.

"he final distribution code numbers indicated that the Boulder Campus out-
comes 1ist is predominately comprised of human characteriscics. This is be-
causa the variables in the Model are primarily "student-oriented" outcomes.

™n addition, the classification of unique "audiences" will be valuable to
the Boulder Campus as the outcomes information is incorporated into reports.

A public relations staff can categorize outcomes items that would be useful to
narticular audiences. For example, research projects compieted by graduate
students may be of interest to the following audiences: 1) current students,

2) pubiic school aistricts, 3) industry and business, 4) citizens and policy-
makers of Colorado. Short executive summaries written for particuiar audiences
can be developed which communicates this informatdon.

The organization which raesults frem the classificati.n into "type of
outcome" can help campus leaders and representatives report the outcomes of
educatiunal programs more effectively. Information can be stored in computer-
jzed student information systems keyed to the NCHEMS classification codes.

The classification system can also be used to organize reference materials

collected on outcome variables.
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FRE) TM_NARY TRYQUT OF THE NCHEMS OUTCOMES STRUCTURE AT TWO SETS OF FOIIR COLLEGES

Oscar T. Lenning
National Canter for Higher Education Management Systems

Edward G. Lundin
Spelman College

In this "age of accountability," institutional researchers and others
have become especially concerned about concretely identifying and understanding
the impacts of their institution on students and society. Af<er two years of
concentrated effort NCHEMS has developed an "outcomes structure," a new systam
for organizing outcomes and outcome information for purposes of classification,
analysis, and decision-making. As conceived, this structure nas potantial use
in nelping institutional officials to identify educaticinal needs, deveiop goals,
translate goals into more concrete objectives, evaluate the institution and its
orograms, raise the awareness of institutional personnel about the need 0
rethink the outcomes of their institution or program, expiore w -r or not
there are important outcome areas that nave been cverlooked JIn camous, com-
municate abou: outcomes with concerned publics, 2tc. [t dges this througn
direct application to: (1) defining outcomes, (2) organizing ourcome infor-
nation, (3) generating lists of priority outcomes, (4 classifying outcemes,
and (5) information storage and retrieval.

This paper gives an overview of the Structure and reports on a project
o attempted, in a preliminary way, to test application of the Structure in
small liberal arts colleges. The project was co-sponsored by the Learming

Cutccomes Task Force of the Council for the Advancament of Smal! Col'eges and MCRZMS.

[t commencad in the summer of 1978 and was completad in laze wintar 1377.

i
| Avaa?er aresented at the Annuel forum of the Asscciation far [n<titurticnal
Research, gontreal, Quebec, Ma¥ 1377. Ackrnowledgement and appreciation is rereny
:xprgssed to the collgges particicating 1n tnis orojsct, Lo their camous z3crdin.tars
o for the project, and to the memoers of the CASC Learning Quscomes Task Farce far
RJ!:~the1r contribution to this project's success.
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The NCHEMS Qutcomes Structure

In the early 197Q0's NCHEMS staff nad developed an [nventory of Higher

Education Qutcome Variables and Measures (Micek and Wallhaus, 1973) that

consisted of organized lists of outcomes prominent in nigher education,
along with definitions and outcome measures or indicators for each. This
inventory was used at a number of colleges and universities in goal setting
and gral translation afforts, and found to be quite helpful. Concerns were
expressed, however, that it was not comprehensive enough--that it left out
outcomes that are important to some people in higher aducation. Furthermcre,
it was falt by many that the instrument should focus on the whole of post-
secondary education, not just on higher education. Therefore, an affort
was bequn at NCHEMS in 1974 to develop a comprshensive structure for the
outcomes of postsecondary education.

Before trying to develop the Structure itself, it was felt that agree-

ment shnuld be reached on "just wnhat is an aducational outcome?" VYarious

people seemed to view outcomes in quite different ways, so it was falt thas
one dafinition of "outcome" might not be enough for the Structure--the
definition might have to be adjusted for diffarent contaxts in which the
Structure would be used. Therefor2, an extensive search of the literature
was conducted %2 try ta arrive at a concept for educationai outcomes ucon
wnicn different people could agree, and that would be especially appropriata
< r planning, management, and policy development purposas. Concurrent with
this, other comprehensive reviews of the literature were conductad to derive
the following: all previous attempts to structure aducational outcomes and
outcome-related concepts such as goals and objectives that are outlined in the
lirerature, ali specific and general cutcomes of postsaconaary acucation that

-y

are specifically claimed in various porticns of the litarature o Ce worthy of




concern, which could be usea to test the content coverage the structure to
be developed; and all princip'es or criteria that could be found in the
literature of the field of taxonomy.

The concept of educational outcome that was derived to undergird tne outcomes
structure to be daveloped (and which is thus a part of the structure) and the
principles or criteria for developing and testing out the structure that came
from the taxonomic literature are discussed in depth by Lenning, Lee, Micek, and
Service (in press). A document discussing the more than 80 previous outcomes
classification attempts found in the literature {Lenning, in press) and & paper
that lists all the various outcomes found to Se smphasized anywhere in the
literature (Lenning, 1976) are also available from NCHEMS.

The Concept of an "Educational Qutcome"

Ouring the initial phase of developing the NCHEMS Qutcomes Structure, a
general concept of "educational outcome" was derived which it was felt most
people could support no matter what their orientation-+whether their concern
is orimarily with efficiency or whather it is primarily witn af¥ectiveness.
Six general attributes (or characteristics) of an educational outcome wera

formulated along with five other factors that are important for understanding

what a particular educational outcome is all about. For an in-deprth discussion
of each attribute and factor, see Lenning, Lee, Micek, and Service {in press).

The attributes of an "Educational Qutcome". The six attributas of educational

outcomes have been titled: form, change status, focus, neutrality, measurability,
and output/impact. £ach is triefly described velow.

1. FORM - This attribute of an outccme refars t0 the makeup Jr substance ¢ tne
outcome, that is, the forms in which particular direct outcomes of posisacondary
education, or consequences associated with those direct outcomes, are (ar are

"ea

intended to be) observed and/or measured. The three ciasses c¢f "form" are

defined as foliows:
73
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Product--tangible, concrete entities that endure, for example, a program complecer,

a degree, a job, or a book.

Event--observable, tangible transactions or sets of behaviors that do not endure
with time, such as a seminar, a concert, a graduation exercise, and being Tis%ad in

who's Who.

Condition--intangible but real circumstances, such as morale, satisfaction, an
attitude or belief, an appreciation, social equity, and achievement.

2. CHANGE STATUS - This attribute was suggested by the extansive work of Derr (1973},
who developed a taxonomy of tne "social function” of education that had such a concent
as its foundation. Two basic change states are possible:

Maintenance--outcomes that resull in keeping the status quo; in stabilization, or

in reproduction and presarvation--for example, helping a student to keep basic
academic skills from becoming "rusty” or continuing traditions into the next
generation.

Change--Jutcomes that resuit in alteration «of the status quo; in modification,
~evision (improvement or otherwise), or "2ulacement.

3. FOCUS - Webster's definition of "focus" is "a point to wnich something converges,"
and this attribute converges on the basic, specific "wnat" that is maintained 2r
changed to constitute the outcome of concern. (Another appropriata name for tnis
attribute would have been "aspect," as used by the Swedish LIGRU taxonomy of
educational objectives [Kiingberg, 1970].) To illustrate, instruction can invoive
maintenance Ir change on such entitiaes as «nowledge and undcorstanding, skiils and
competancies, atsitudes and values, appreciations, habits, rolas, reputation, 35NP,
certification and licensure, jobs, income, family relaticns, social conditions, ercc.
4. NEUTRALITY - The generic concept of "educational gutcome" is 3 neutral one

separated from any inherent value status. [t is important that postsecondary

education pianners and managers not lat values causa them to ignore important
negative or unexpectad outzomes in their planning and assessment.

5. MEASURABILITY - This attribute refers to the extent and ease with which a
carticular outcome or type of cutcome can be quantified. <nowledge 2bcut measur-
ability has important implicaticns for outcomes identification, anaiysis, and
interpretation.
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6. OUTPUT/IMPACT - "Qutput" has offen been used as though synonymous or combined
with the term "impact," and such a failure *o make a distinction between thesa
two important concepts reduces the ability to identify, organize, and analyze
outcomes. DQistinctions formulated for these two terms are:

Jutcomes--the direct end products, events, or conditions that result from the
application of .ne institutional or arogram processes to transform the various
inputs. Examples for institutions are achievement levels, specialization of
knowledge, degrees, program completers, pubiicaticns, and cultural events.

Impacts--the consequences of outputs and earlier impacts for particular individuals,
communities, or things. Tney are the indirect end products of institutional,
program, or other activities and processes. GCxamples of possible {not assured)
impacts for institutions include a program complater's increased ability to obtain
and hold a job, the security and income or prestige that job gives the person, the
increased gross national product that results from increased income of individuals,
the increased standard of living and quality of life in society which may te
associated with increased gross national product, and so forth.

Qther Factors [mportant in Understanding Particular Zducaticnal Qutcomes.

Althougn they do not desc¢ribe the essence of an educational outcome, Tika the

six attributas do, other factors are just as important in understanding the cutcome,

applying outcomes information to planning, management, and evaluation:

PRODUCER/FACILITATOR - Activities, methods, processas, programs, stc. that
cause or intiuence tne outcome to happen, or the conditions zhat allow it
to happen.

AUDIENCE - Tne persons, groups, organizations, communi“ies, and other antities
tnat receive or are affectad by the educational outcome(s) of concarn. No&
delineating this factor often presents one of the major difSicuities in
identifying and understanding educational outcomes.

INTENDED/UNINTENDED - Unexprassed as well as exprassed matives for differsnt
groups desiring particular outcomes are important t¢ consider in planning and
management. The potantfal for unintended outcomes (both those viewed as

positive and thosa viewed as negative) should also be considered in nlarning.

FUNCTIONAL AREA - The function(s) that particular oufcomes can or do serve.

TIME - The point in time when the outcome occurs and how long the outcome jasts.
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A Description of the NCHEMS Qutcomes Structure

The NGHEMS Outcomes Structure has three formal dimensions, where an
outcome dimension is a continuum that can be divided into segments along which
outcomes can be placed and viewed in relation to one another. Thesa tnree
dimensions are: (1) Audience--the persons, groups, ar antities that receive
and/or are affected by (or that ares intended to receive or be affacted by) the

outcome of concern, (2) Type-of-Qutcome--whether or not the outcome invoives

a changa in status (maintenance versus change) and the basic, specific entity
that is maintained or changed, and (3) Time--the time frame in which tnhe out-
come occurs ar is intended or expected to occur.

The categories and subcategories (along with their associatec code number)
of the audiencs cimens%cn are presentad in Appendix A. For some purposes it the
institytional, system,'state, or faderal lesel, the amount of detail shown at
the lowest level in dppendix A will be sufficient. For many purposes, nowever,
(and especially within the institution), additfonal lavels of detail are reedeq.

Yelpfu! orocedures for adding additional levels of detail to the dimension, for

aifferent purposes, are provided--such a process is cailed ‘axtending the sIructurs.
The categorias and subcategories developed for the type-of-outcome dimension

are presented in Aopendix 3. Standard definitions aiong with 2xample outccme

measures and indicators are also available to the user of the Structure for 2ach

detailed category. (Work on expanding the 1ists of measures .or various cate-

gories, and on synthesizing the empirical studies in the literature that relate

to those categories, is currently underway at NCHEMS.) As with the audience
imension, certain applications of the Structure will cail for additional levels

of detail on the type-of-outcome dimension--for example, if it is applied to

curricular development and planning for courses.
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It is intended that those dimensions and catagories not of serious concern
to a particular user of the Structure be ignored, or modified and adapted in a
way that will better meet local needs and situations. The same is true of the
various proposed proceduras for using the Structure that are presentad in a
document especially prepared for institutional practitioners (Lenning, in press).
Planners and managers at the system, state, or federal level should also be
able to maka use of the procedures and techniques outlined in this manual. Only
some of the application procedures nave been testad, and those in a preliminary
manner, but the results thus far are positive. Ffor example, the University of
Colorado has developed, over a period of years, lists of student outcomes that
their staff felt confident were comprehensive for their institution. The person
who coordinated the development of those lists was hired by NCHEMS to apply the
Structure to the lists, using the appropriate procedures in the draft users
manual, to see if there wére any "holes." To her surprisa, several of wnat
they considered to be very important outcome catagories had bteen lsft of f of
their lists. As a result, they are revising their [ists accordingly, which in
turn will result in some modifications in their freshman student survey form.

Only time and widespread use in a variety of gifferent instiztutiona! and
other settings will tell whether the supposed potential of the Structure #ili
really "bear fruit." Such use will also probably suggest modifications for
future versions of the Structure, and adaptations in procedures that need to

be made for diffarent types of users and for different types of institutions.

1rying Qut the Qutcomes Structursz
Two approaches to outcomes identification and validation, each using the
NCHEMS Qutcomes Structure in a different contax®t, were attampted in the Joint

NCHEMS/CASC effort. The "NCHEMS approach' emphasized'identiffcation and
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preferential weighting of outcomes, ordered according to "essential," “important,”
and "less than important" outcomes. This weighting then led to questions of
institutional administrators, departmental chairpersons, faculty members, and
students about assessment and evidence issues. Fina'ly, the discussion moved
toward the identification of student activities and experiencas which wouid lead
to, percipitate or culminate in the achievement of the outcomes. (A major refine-
ment of this approach that used only the most global categories of the Structure
was implemented into the nlanning cycle at one of the narticipating colleges;
and was found to be cuite helpful for avaluating their institutional and program
goals.) The "CASC approach,” by juxtaposition, was designed to identify and
specify learning activities that had three traits:

(1) the activity was of a publicly demonstrable nature;

(2) the institution could exercise some control over the development
and expression of the activity; and

{3) the activity was expressed within a time frame relared to the
acauisition of skill or the attainment of an outcome.

Once the activity was specified, the instrument alicitad responses w~hich satisfied
the criteria queszion and identified th. outcomes sought through participation
in the activity.

8efore commenting on the relative merits of, and reactions to, the approaches,
we would like to address the problems or needs which suggested these ipproaches.
The problems are the global nature of mission/goals statsments, the transiation
of goals to operational objectives, and the need for determining a connection

between what happens on campus and the raison d'etre of the institution. Qut-

comes identification is an attempt to hypothesize and realize causal linkage
hetwean what a campus expostulates as its mission and those changed behaviors
which the college can be held accountabie for Jur task force perceived a void
between the alj-ambracing goal statements f~und in college catalogs ind the

methods of assessing student achievement--most rotable of wanich are Japer and
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sencil exercises. Hence, the pivotal issue which our task force raised with
faculty members is illustrated by guestions such as, "How do you determine if
a student's critical thinking capability has been enhanced as a result of °
knowing the content of your course?” At the departmentai and college-wide
levels, similar discussion took place to detarmine the activities wnich were
perceived to bring about fhe attainment of intended outcomes.

The Central Metaphor

As we were participating in the ca:e exercise at one of the colleges, a
faculty member raised an objection to the metaphor which encompassed oQur pro-
ceedings. His objection was aimed at the metaphor of a microscope, wnich
attampted to isolate and identify rich and diverse activities of an educational
program. This remark is also reminiscant of Kanneth S8oulding's statement that
measurement of teaching effectiveness is essentially "measurement of rapport.”
Furthermore, a faculty member at another institution objected to a mentality
which did not value the spontaneous, creative, and personal interaction petween
faculty and students which cannot be predetermined or 3assessed. Qur approacres--
both CASC and NCHEMS--have been sensitive to thesa concerns and nave acttamotad
to integrate the greatest amount of latitude in areas of activity statements,
avidence of achievement, and intended outcomes. While the tsaching antarprise
is personal, spontaneous, creative, and idiasyncratic, it is also
intentional intellectual activity. Our ap -0ach has been to document what is
intentional and to recognize our limitations regarding the spontaneous energies
releasad in the educational setting.

In addition to the metaphor of the microscope is the larger question QT
whether colleges can te held accountable for attaining student iearning out-
comes. At issue are the dynamics of governance, pedagogical intarvention and
value added learning. Governance issues 2merge around the Guestion of goal

setting and institutional accountabiiity. In other words, must a Xanadu Coilege
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graduate exhibit attainment of specified outcomes? Issues of oedagogical
intervention emerge around student choice and the rites of passage as specivied
in the general educational, departmental majors, and college-wide reauirements.
The retreat from requirements spawned in the '60s is peing reassessed toward the
chary reinstatement of some common learning experisnces. finally, the issue of
value added learning is central to the identification and validation of student
learning outcomes. Failing accurate and comprehensive assessment of stugent
capabilities upon entry, colleges cannot expect to take credit for the gromulga-
tion of certain student learning outcomes. Moreover, in the absance 37 input
data on student capabilities, tne assessment of specific activizies wnich laad

r0 cutcomes becomes academic at best.

Results of the "NCHEMS Aporoach'

Sinca diversity in intended outcomes was desired, it was decided to invite
small colleges to participate that were diverse on geograpnic distridution, size,
instizutional control, nature of the student population (residential versus
commuter and coeducational versus single sex), curriculum, and plarning/managemen:
orientation. Other important selsction factors were the insti® fenal intarast
in the project and willingness to participate. Jnca the insti<utions were
identified, 2ach appointed 2 campus coordinator for the arojact. Those rsgre-
santatives travejed o NCHEMS for an orisntatinn and oiiot impiementaticn session.
Participation in this stage signified the {nstitution's commitment {3 the rocess
and, also, familiarized the institutional representatives with the background and
rationale for gutcomes identification and validation. A vital link was astablisred,
the,,, between the outside group and the institution, thereby legitimizing che
endeavor.

The campus coordinatars organized CASC/NCHEMS visits to their colieges, csnveming
parcicipants and arranging schedules for individual 2ppointments. A workshoo was

held at the beginning of the proceedings tc familiarize campus reprasentatives wizh
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the purpose and procedures for the interaction. Essentially, three activities
were scheduled for tha workshop:
(1) introduction of CASC and NCHEMS representatives and the outcomes project;

(2) orientation of participants to terminology, definitions and use of
materials for outcomes planning at the department level,; and

(3) participation in rola-playing about the use of outcomes concepts as a
basis for allocation of funds at the institution-wide level.

After the role-playing exercise, the CASC representative offered observations
and the participants were asked to comment on the exercise and materials provided.

Individuals were interviewed during the next one and one-nalf days by Lenning
of NCHEMS and the CASC representative vising on camous. Interviews followed
closely an interview inc 'ment tha*t has been appended to this paper {ses Appoendix
C).2 Faculty members, students, and administrative personnel were askad to comment
on institutional outcomes but, more importantly, to concentrate on student learning
outcomes that they desire (or in 2nd/plan to bring about) for students in their
program areas.

Priorities that different groups gave to the various Qutccme Structure
"type-of-outcome" dimension categories at each college are presented in Table 1--
because of the small numbers of respondents, percentages could not be used.

Thesa data are discussed in depth in Lanning (1977) along with: specific outcomes
suggested as especially important for various priority categories, concrste mea-
sures and indicators which can provide adequata avicenca that the outcomes of
concern have occurred, and the student activities and experiences that the various
respondents felt would most contribute to bringing aoout the particular Jutcomes
they had emphasized is Seing especially important. Although a number of note-
worthy variations in pattarns for different institutions (and groups within insti-

tutions) are noted in Table 1; instituticunal diffarances in focus and. activities

2A survey questionnaire form of this instrument has since been developed
and is currently being reviewed.

g 81




EErrEEErEErrErrErrrrrrry ol TEeE™e

TABLE 1
. , - Cion- . . .a
PRIORITY RATINGS OF OQUTCOML CaTLGOR.ES BY VIREL CLASSES OF RLCSPONDENTS
] Y MIILRS STubEnlS
CoVleye A Iul'l‘:,:-l!“ll\““:tln‘l”;:uc €] Lolleye U ] Cubleye A Cul?tg‘c Lodlege L | Luliege U] tolieye A f Cutleye B | Cullege € | Lullege O
(n -"I) ' (s = 8) | (0= u) {n=20) {n:Y) {n = d) {n - 5) {a*12) {n- A, | (n-+ 1) {n=1) (n=2)
w?tf"'(:::dx-“:csm.l?s "5 61d 7L a 40 T Tt awy |62 s R} 1}' T oad_).ive T j e
2220 Chtacenshlp and bamily Hembership Skils |8 22 T 1y 3 1 s BV T LY 112 7270} g o I XN Ve e
22 Corativity Sk1MN: g 4313 1o | I b2 - Ye 30 | as0 | 512 _Jlos ¢ ) & Jl3ee ] ' )X
I R i S D g A R I R II R SR RS i B i
I3 wieglieclne - A 1. 610 820 , i b1 1. ; Q. 10 .38 L .
i s . o | EHEL RO T | B R
2273 Pusuicel ard Hotor SN N O N o 2 A Pt R 0 % 0 O R DR i ST I 2 N X D X
POMELE AD Ul RS BDLIG 7 o o I i
108 Lea rad Riwledye ond wau T N T N R L X B P K I A K I P X 230 fTe3e ) 1)0 224
R O B T L Sl I+ T o B Sttt 11181 8 i ¥ A S S A € A 31 e AL |-
WER 4 GIRG wIC e
¢ 'm':':..'f:.:;.wr.m?,':..a Gels e 1) e T TUWT)TROT LS Ta T vedT Y6l e 410 |2 &_I}___ R % 10
;:?‘: 'n‘.lclu‘. Hl‘a..uul Ity ,- %g ! - _-2 %il- -__;f. ! %:. __._— __- ,é-lj_ ~%%g %2% . %:g: g- '! 3%--. 5 ,g. .. ‘: : 3..._ -3 -:—?)
21 ali el b ive <. ve . 3§ 2 & I Y ) - X
s R IR B2 L e DA L AL LR R e i R
20 geadion, Lo wnde | o ol . R 3 121) : 'J: ( ) N 01310 o ) _
I L T st St ”_3'1'. AR ] gz | IR R I a A R A1 N T AT NS
) Fepiual b eness el Peiceplings 1 TlladeT e e ) T IS b }_ﬁ_‘ l%_; 1!_6___ jeo _ |73y 1. Y2 9.
i Bt e LR R ) SIS R L | S e
€ Cd 110000008 1 Y. B i i i P 1vie L 3.
) ot 1atsuns® Ao U e L s R A R Y o Lt e
¢ b Edven g g D T Jju 0y : O B X I N N D A
T by and Dudepontenis SRR 07 TSs T Tt sntootd DS SR (of 3 SURRH AR B S (N R e o ﬁgﬁ S N &
2061 upendabi)ity and Respons ibciy I Sl BN 3 B RN [ A [ 3 S A R I A I
2639 Loy atism and Autbritatrantsm - . .- . _ 11 7] 0 I N - 01 20 T N A
;.-:t; m':..mu ond Adiptabid) e tu . . gg [N . _ .5 ; ‘H : }l‘ I - U X
(S BRI ] LY
RANNL . Ve v T 18 7] e ) 02 7 6 T f"l_"_‘ D B
PR - et § ' RN I BN &L W i 0. 8 H 20’ 2T .

Wl saling 1L “essential” and "lapor tanl® are provideo 10 pasentheses):
and Costy (i, 3), 1300 Leummnc Produ tiua (), B), 1900 Oiher
2001 Staius Recugnition amd Les Litication (0, 2), 220) Corpletion

AU IHIAL CATOGURIES JHAT WIKE SIKUSSEO BY SOMr PIOFIL (Lhe nasbiers ol p
1100 §onomic Access and Tadipendence Qulcomes (U, 4), 1200 Loosomle Besouri e
foomomic Oute omcs (0, 3), 2340 Muscs, Custum oind Standasds ol Lomtuct (1, v},
G Achdevoscut Avard (), '), 2420 Credit Recuguition (1, 3), 2730 bwsye, Reputation ue Status (3, ), 2140 ticensloyg and Coerntificatian (2, 1),
2750 Qulaining ¢ Job urr Adulssion tu o« Fullow Prugian (4, 2), 20U Powcr and/o: Author bty (0, 2), ¢900 suctal Roles {0, 3), 280D Affi Lati0es
(1, u), 2000 Avucativual end Soclal Roies {1, ‘.3. 2984 Larcer and Vo abtunal Rules (2, 4); 20500 1002emship Rubes (3. 1), 260 tamily Rules (0, V).
2600 Futendihips and Redationships (3, 1), Y00 Rescassh aid Schotasship (1, 1), 130U Research and Schuldarsbap dwwdedye aud Unaes standiis, 2. 1);
3320 Rescarch and Scholarshlp Products (2, 1), 1400 At burws aud Woihs (5, 8), 2290 Luping Skl (1, 0), 26W Vpewws. (1, O}, 2070 Sudf
.Mlanﬂ(l (l.)u). 2630 Scuse of Kespons ibiTICy tur Selt snd Others (), 0), 2810 Suclal Awareness dwd favolvewent (), 0); 2770 Sutcess in Graduate
Schood {1, 0

T TR0y wack set ul msbers, Ui Jigiis bufore the £rst period tadicate Ui aosber ol sespon fents jattog thal Guliome cateyory "esaentital,”
e digils bobweon e b periods fndio de die nubcr of acspomdunts s bag 1L *ruplr Lant, " sl dhe digits eftes Bhe secons paniad tadi.ated
the abier of sespundents sating I Vess Than impas Lant  Some 1 espundent s tndicated 1atings tur Lo ot dhrce diffeicul types ot Sludeuls.

Uyer ause ol buter viow fucdback, Bhis category bus uow been thanged tu “uccopat lumal amd wupluyaba bty shabis

Sgdeoquse ol tatervie fecdbach Lhis Celegiry has aww becn changed tu ‘:ru suneh ity and persunsl coplng charactenls ies ™ end 115 code nazbe
Has been changed 10 2500 30 that the veluyorfos at this level 1omatn b alpliabet 2ol wida

NOTC: Reproduced {rom Lenning (1977).

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

£
ERICyg

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC

§J




really seemed to :tand out when the emphasis shifted to a more specific, concrete

Tevel.
As a result of the workshop and intarview activities, t.e fullowing observa-

tions may be made:

(1) concept of student learning outccmes is new (and to a degree susgect)
on college campuses;

(2) role-playing the use of outcomes in the resource allocation process
can facilitate interaction and communications;

(3) it is extremsly difficult for mest faculty to decide on outcome
priorities, and to go from detailad outcowe categories o specific,
concrate outcomes, but they can 4o so successfully with the nelp
of procedurés Tike those delineated in this aporodch; and

(4) faculties resist thedelimitations of outcomes methodology.

The long term impact of the exercise is difficult t. gauge, although tne
residual effect, as judged by intormal comments, nas been positive. For examole,
many JF the faculty members outside of aducation exclaimed that they nad never

tried to think about wha* they were trying to accomplish in this way bafore, and

they seemed stimulated.

Results of the "CASC Approach"

The "CASC approach" to campus salection, p-eparation cf representatives
and orientations differed markedly from the "NCHEMS approach."' While seiaction
criteria for institution participation were similar, greatar attention was given
to minimizing the cost of project implementation. Because of limitations of
professional staff .nd money, task force members prepared explanation materials
which coverea the concepts, rationale and nrocessas of the task force. Included
in the packet sent to respondents (potential intarviewees) were the foil :wing
papers:

(1) overview of the activities--outcomes concept and iinkage;

(2) introduction to the objectives of the project;

(3) description of procedures fer project imciementation;
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(4) an “"advanced organizer" which briefly described the above three itams;

(5) selected outcomes from the NCHEMS outcomes structure;

(6) the intarview instrument (see Appendix ).
Two brief reactions are appropriate of this aoint: first, too much material was
sent to respondents; sacond, too little material was read by respongents. This
1attar condition necessitated a brief orientation session during most interviews.

Once the campuses expressed agreement L0 sarticipate, explanatory matarials
were sent to each campus representative--who then distrihuted the materials to
campus aaministrators, faculty, and students. CASC representatives (in pairs)
interviewed on campus at one hour intervals, using the intarview instrument
includad in Appendix 0. Some of the responses to the conc2nts and arcblams were
agmi ttedly negative; whether this rasultea from ignorance of the material or 2
thoughtful disdain is difficult to say. OQther responses were very nositive, as
if the concepts of activities-qutcomes 1inkage Jravided a means of axpressing
educatiunal gracticas in a more forthright manner. Qverall, it is difficult

to say whether the colieges benefited from “he interview experience. Some dT

the factors which mitigated against the impiamentation were:

(1) lack of awareress of institution as %o what local benefits darive from
exercise and who sanctioned the process;

(2) the amount of material sent to 2ach resgondent discouraged some anrd
contused athers;

(3) no contaxt had been astabiished 7or tnz interview, wnich meant that
interviewers nad to "make their case" S number of interviawees; and

(4) the mechanism for incorporating the intarview findings into a nlanning
procass were not made clear to intervieweas.

Henc., a number of factors diminishad the efficacy of the CASC approach. 3ut,
starting with 1 discussion of activities, rather than outcomes, does facilitata
early interview discussion. Faculty members especially are more ready to zaik

about activities tnan they are about outcomes.




Conclusion

The Perceived Usefulness of the Two Approaches. Four factors are perceived

to be important in judging these approaches:

(1) Clarity of communications--how well were key concepts expressed and
understood?

(2) Perception of relevance and interrelatedness--now well did respondents
incorporate the concept and terminology inta institutional possibilities?

(3) Institutional response--did gecision-makers acvance the purposes of
outcomes identification and validation?

(4) Receptivity and/or resistance--to what degree did respondents contradict
or complement the concepts oresantad in the interview or in other formacs?

Clearly, there were both positive and negative aspects to each approach as

suggested by evaluative statements reported in the previous saction. Some ¢ tne

problems with each approach could probably have been worked out with improved inter-

viewee preorientation, extra practice in interviewing techniques and approach prior
to starting the interviews, more carefully setting the stage within the intarview,
and so forth. Even so, however, a combination of the “wo aporoaches may be desir-
aple, involving: (1) carafully planned orientation werkshops; (2) starting the
interviews with activities and going to broad outcomes, as in the "CASC approacn;"
and (3) going to specific outcomes and then back again to activities, as in <he
“NCHEMS approach.”

What, then, are the benefits of the concepts, approacnes, and instrumentaticn
as developed by the CASC/NCHEMS effort? Two seem especiaily apparent. The first
is bridge-building ¥n the academi~ and institutional planning cycle. Academic
planners ar. confronted with a cunoply of expectations and severe constraints on
reso.rces. Expectations either become canonized in the college's mission statamencs
or they submerge, awaiting resuscitation through the next foundaticn grant. fGranting
consensus on goals, the planners are then confron®*za with orogrammatic reinforcement
of, or deviance from, goal attainment. A seco~d benefit, that we as researchers have

witnessed, is the stimulation of faculty members toward ccnsideration of larger-than-

Q .
Itlﬁl(] classroom issues. At one college a professor of chemistry averrsd that tha issueés
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which transcend coursas, classes, and departmernts are at the neart of Tiberal
education. Faculty members who reacted negatively to the concepts of outcomes
identification were similarly stimulatad to look beyond the shibboleths and pas
assumptions that most of us shield ourselves with. [In a sense, outcomes
identification brings assumptions about orocedures and commitment to purpcsas
out into the open for discussion, debate, and dialogue. Sharing of goais and
outcomes among departmental faculty members can He the first step toward
collegial relations among 211 faculty members. The nrospect of community
puilding in academic environments can enrich all sectors of nigher education,
from studentcs saeking guidance and instruction, to profassors and administracars
seeking 1 wholeness and uni:y in the academic anterprisea.

The Paerceived Usafulness of the Cutcomes Structure. The "NCHEMS approach”

was built around the Outcomes Structure, and it did give structure and an ‘mpetus

*0 the intarviews. However, the .2de numbers were disconcerting to some, 2s was

sne "msychological jargon® to a few others. And it was not until the ‘interview situ-
ation that most interviewees saemed :o star% sansing real potential significance

for the Structure. At the end of sach interview, if there sas time, th2 intar-
viawee was asked to rate the potential usefulness ar the Cutcomes Structurs,

sased 3n “heir limitad axperiance with it *ius far. Tabie 2 sresants tLoula-

tions of the replies to :his suastion. Thesa 'imitad lata indicate chat the
reactions oFf most responrcents to the Structure was sy cthis time fairly dositive.
Aopendix £ l13ts the cauticns and potencial piobiems with the Structure mentiored

oy particuiar respondents, and specific uses for the Structure chat different

people rerceived.
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TABLE 2

EYPRESSED OPINIONS OF RESPQIlDENTS
* CONCERNING THE USEFULNESS OF THE STRUCTURE?

| Said That They Did Not
Did Not Definitely | May Be Not Understand it Enougn to
Discuss It Useful Useful | Useful Judge !
| |

College A

Administrators 5 R 3 1

Faculty 10 13 9 Q 2

Students 4 o i ! 0 |

qcach numb~~ indicates how many people in that group (identified in the left
margin) gave a particular response (identified by the column neading).

The "CASC approach" was not built arourd the Structure, but utilizad it in the
attempt to make the transition from a focus on activities to linking activities to
outcome areas. In this sense it was central to understandings of the relationships
of activities to thelarger purposes toward which those activities are diracted.
Without the Outcomes Structure catagories, the faculty members could nave rocused
on activities without any systematic examination of the larger purposes. The
Jutcomes Structure was also noted to serve as a taxonomic device for communicating
outcomes across disciplinary lines.

The evidence thus suggasts thdac the Outcomes Scructur2 was faci'itacive in the
afforts of both approaches. [t is possible, nowever, tiat i% could nave had more
of an impact if it had been applied in a different way. Furthermore, this is not
to suggest tha* the Qutcomes Structure is complete and of the best possible form

and contant. As mentioned ‘n an earlier secticn, it is expectad that the Siructure?

will continue to deveiop and be improved as it is used in many different zontex:ts

within different cypes of institutions.
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APPEND(X A
CODED LISTING OF CATEGORIES AND SUBCATEGORIES FOR THE AUDIENCE DIMENSION

10 {ndividudl;Graug 2lients-<This caregory = © 1§ 0 Jerscns Ir Ircues 1f sersons wno 1re feract lient

af the postsecancar; education untt of 21 2rn Jng/or “hetr 1mmadiate 1ssoctates, Such is family
and relativeg or peers.

11 Students--indiviguals or Jroups of 1ndrvizudls wno currently are enrglled 'n the groqram.
J-udents
TRstitution, or system Of postsecondary 2ducatis.

12 Former Students--{ndividuals or grouss of individuals #ho formerly «sre an-oi’2d 1a the program,
Tastrtucion, or system of postsecondary education

13, Family and Pelatives of Students or Former Students

14. Peers and Associrates of Students or Former ;tudents

'S, Faculty
16, Staff Other than faculty

17. Otner Individual/Grnup Clrents--4n avample would te in indtvidual wno 15 none of the ibcve bdut 1S
served by an advisory service affersd oy the college.

20. Interest-3ased Communities--This category refers to large groups rhat are identifled as entitras
7orking toward 8 Jecc=ie!tned tntcresc or TiomLie.

21 9rivate Enterprise Communities--Communities ~here 1 m3jur ourcose $ f.nancial remynerition
and oro?vt--;or axample, corporations, smal! businesses. and farmers.
22, Association Communities--Communitias «nare Tancers daiong an the dasis +f affiliation rather

ihan emoloyment, such 43 unions and grofessinna! societ'es,

23, Governmeat Communit-as--Cormunities Jesigned 0 3dminister jJoverament ~aqulatrons and services,
Such as c1ty nalvl, state department of educacion, and fegisiative communittes

24 ‘lonqovernmentii/Public Service Commupities Jther than the [nstitufron froducian fne Wpreome .-
Ronorofit s&rv1CE OPgantzations, sucn 1% 5.n0915. 7001 :als, velthre 1geniies, uniluatne el
faundations. colleqes (2ther than 'he colleqe srmducing the Jutcome), and research Jrqen:iations.

_—_—————_'—'— .
LNiLS ~tLNhin that Inscrtution ENAL 4re Cercerveq as ine oreducer/faciltzatar 3f the wtcome(si of
concern

"
n

. Other interest-8ased Communiries.-An 2xamp’e «ould o 3n ad hoc <valition *ask force of reore-
Jentacives TiOm WO of mGrE of the i5Ive aress

10. fGeooripnic-Based Communicies--This category refars to larqe groups defined on “he oasis 2f Finczioral
2200r3on7c o el 9
rerriserenl Scunazres.

31, Local Commynity--d township, criy. county, metrapol‘tan irea or other tsce 3f loral- sy having
zarticuldr ooundaries. it s not necessar:!y restricted to the 'ngal or jur'sdic:ional Sourdary,
Sut *~e functional one 1n «nich the impact of the tasTituticn 15 Jar snould ve) Arrsctlv ognd
chystcally feit. The bSoundaries will va~v with the fnstitution/orcgram ind sutcome of IZrcern

2. The State

33. A Reqion--dn 4ggrxgation of states or oarss f states

14 The Hation

JS. An International {ommunity

36. Other Geograpnic-3ased Camaunitims--in evamole would 32 4 ~esearch Jiscovery hat arffects or-mari'y
pecoie living in the CCIGRSC taCifudes, or «Nere i% 5nows 1 ot

30 dqqreqates of Yegple--This catejory refers t3 subcodulations 2f peapie ligcim=w :n . ..

Farsiciicy nnractartizies thar vy (rifease sormon 2cuzermg, vogiz or Jmcs, dut wno j0 "ot
necessarily have & common inters<t or mission, and therefore do not constitute zommunities.

31. Ab11ity Level Subpopulations--Subcopulations defined according o Tevel nf ab1'1tysproficrency
on jeneral intellectual fuactioning or specific skills--for sxamole, gifted. *yoical,
disadvantaged, or skilled, semi-sk1lled, unskilleq. .
12, Age Suboopuistions

13, Educaticnal ievei Subpopuiations

4 {ncoms Leves Subpopnulationg

15 Jccupation jubpopuleticns

38, OShysical Cisapilisy Sondirion Iubpnoui4tions

47. Qace Subpopuiations

48. §ex_Subpopulsticns
9. QOther Such Agqreqates

' 25. instityteon ar Institutiomal Unit Prosucing the (nlece-aThe Jsstsecsndary tngtitytinn ar! or
' l

— 0 Nther Audtances=<E3mire guid Sg *Ha natural saviedreant that 13 Atfecian by ymivarge traipansares
Q FASAATCN (WNTCR 1N *urf wou'd be evpacien £ Mava 1mpICls ON 1ug am A¢ Guch As Indivicugle and
E lC communities) and populat-ons of animels {3,ch 38 tee ammaly affacted b effnres 0 ween Jevlieted
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APPENDIX 3

COOED LISTING JF THE SECCMD-AND THIRO-LEVEL SUBCATELIRIZS
FOR EACH FIRST-LEVEL CATEGORY OF THE TYPS.JF-QUTCOME Jtuension?

Category . .
Code ‘umber grtity 3evng vaincained or Changeq

1000 SCOMOMIC SUTCCHES
1100 £conomic Access ard [ndependence Jutcomes
1110 Economic Access
1120 Ecomomic Flaxili 'ty, Adagtaoility and Secur'ty
1130 [ncome and itandard of Living

1200 Zccnomic desources and Costs
1219 fconomic -osts ind Sfficrency
1220 Economic Resources (including samioyees)

1300 &conomic Producticn
1310 Zcanomic °=aductivity ing 2roduction
1320 £Zconomic Sarvices 2rovided

1400 Qther Zcanomic Qutcomes

2000 AUMAN SHARACTIRLISTICS

2100 Asorrations
2170 OJesires, Aims, ang Jadis
2120 Otslikes, Lixes, ind [ntzrescs
2120 Moctivatton or Jrive .evel
2130 Qther Asoirational Qutcomes

2200 Comoetence ind Skills
2210 Acagemic Siillg
2220 Cicizensmip and Famly Mempershig 3x11is
2220 Crmativ:ty Skiils
2240 Exoressicn and Communication Skills
2250 [nceilectual 3ki'ls \
2250 incarsersonal .lL2adersnis, and Jejanmizational Skil's
2270 Occuyoationa! and Implovadritly 3h1i's
2290 hysical sna Motar S«ills
2290 Qther Sxi11l Jutcomes

2300 Horale, 3atisfaccina,. and Affective Charactamsiics
3310 Accicudes and Yalues
2220 3eliefs. Commirmencs, anc PMiiasoony of L: ‘e
2330 Feelings and Zmotions
2330 Mores, Custams, and 3tancards 3f Conduc:
23%0 Other Affactive Jutcames

2400 Perceptual Charictaristics
2410 Percepcual iwareness and sansitivily
2420 Perceotion . ° Self
2030 Percaption ¢ Jiners
2040 Percaption 3f Things
2450 Qther Perceptual Qutcomes

2500 Personality and 2ertsona! Zs0i1nq Charactaristics
2510 Adventourousness and [mi2:acrve
2%20 Autoromy ind [ncesendancs
2%30 Jependaot!iiy 2 g Rasgonsidiiicy
2540 Qogmatic, Noen-dinded, lutharszartin/Cemorranic
2530 Flexibrlisy ang Adaotapiity
2560 Haoits

. 2570 Psycrological Fynctioning

2580 Tolerance and Pe-sistence

2530 Qther Psycnological Jutcimes

2500 Ahysicai and "hysiolonical Charmictzristics
1810 Pwysical Fitress and Traits
2520 Physiorogical Heaitn
2620 Other hys:23l or Physroiogical Jutiomes

fesnt: meal

I>ne ‘ourtn-level catsqortes, SnCI Wnich any 3f te zaCwgartes  1sied
nere :an de 1'vided, ire "Taintenance 3 fourer migit 3f ‘1°) ang ‘change’
(a four=: a1git af "2")
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APPENDIX C

“NCHEMS APPROACH" [NTERVIEW INSTRUMENT




7ﬁ7ﬁw——
Person(s) being interviawed:
Position:

CASC/NCHEMS QUTCOMES PROJECT
CN-CAMPUS IHTERVIZW QUTLINE

1. hat specific audiences (as cefined by the Qutccmas Strur<ure) ar: of sarious
and diract concarm to your institutional unit?

2. Concarning Student Learning Qutcomes, which of the fallowing cutcome catageriaes
frem the Qutcomas Structure are of [{ST concarn =3 your instituticnal uniz
[surn to Taole ¢ cn page 20 of An Cverview cf tne Cuytcomes Structurs £O sas
if there are oiners of special conearn.; OLaCE -d = GerunE . Lac AT Ajg
SSSENTIAL, AN '[' BEFORE THOSE THAT ARE IMPQRTANT, ii0 33 'i' 3EFIRE THOSZ
NCT [MPQORTANT.

COMPETSHCE AD SKILLS
2210 Acadenmic Skills
2220 Citizenship and Fami'y Mempershio Skills
2230 Creati. ity Skills
224Q Sxpression and Communization Skills
2250 Intellectual Skills
2260 Interperscnal, Leadershio, and Organizaticnal S«i'tis
2279 Qeccupational Skills
2280 Physical and Motor Skills

QIQWLETGE AL UNDERSTANDING
3100 General Knowladga and Understanding
3200 Spacializad Xnowledge and Undarstancing

QTHER LIZSRNING CUTCOMES
2110 Cesires, Aims, and Goals
2120 Qislikes, Likas, and Intaras:s
2130 Motivation or Srive Lavel
231G Attitudes and Values
2320 seliefs, Commitments, and Philosephy of Life
2330 Feelings and Zmotions, for example, agnrecrations and satisfaciicn
2400 Parceptual Awareness, and 2erzestions cf Self, Jthers. and Things
2571¢ Physical Fitness and Traits
252C Physiolagical Heaith
260C Psychological Aqjustment Factars
(wnich anes?

J7HER
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3. For each catagory salected, what specific, cbsarvable outcomes are of MOST
concarn? (For example, judge's ratings of pertormancs, amcunt of studant
involvement, or some aroduct developed sy the stucent.)

—~

)
)

B - S T T T T o S )

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

—

For aach outcome salected in 3, what opsarvations or measurss weuld constitute
cencreta avidancs tnat the particulir learming outcome cccurred?




For each outcome selected in 3, what specific student activities and
experiences would you expect to especially contribute to the realization

of that outcome (for axample, peer tutaring, participation in political
campaigns, or community sarvice srcjects), and wnen should that activity or
experience fdeally occur during the student's collage career in order o

have the greatest impact?

o

6. [f you mentioned ctier audiencas (than students) in resccnse %2 [tam 1, wnich
outcome catzgories and specific outcores would it se MOST important to stinuiata
far each audience? '

7. Based on the experiencz you have had with it by now, to0 what axtant do ycu
faa] the Cutcsmes Structure has any potantial ta Ce ysaful inm the small ¢oll

satting?
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APPENDIX O

WCASC APPROACH" INTERVIEW INSTRUMENT
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ﬁl 4. Now that you have identified SLAs at each level, will you please

tell us which cutcomes they are designed to achieve and why you
think they reach these outcomes? Inrarviewer should report regponses
on the cppropriate form.

5. Are there Activities which do not quite fit our definition? Please
give us some examples.

6. Could you share your thoughts on the promise of outcome centerad
higher education. Are outcomes generally measurable? Can abstract
skills ever be certified in precise fashion. To what degree do
y~+ think your colleagues understand or accept the notion of speci-
fy o ocutcomes? Does the concept of "outcumes” hold promisa for
eve..ating education toward greater effectiveness?

o 97




INTERVIEW INSTRUMENT

College: \ Type of Respondent:

These questions are part of an effort to further our understanding of
student outcomes in higher education. We hope to move beyond conven-
tional wisdom in specifying outcomes and by relating these outcomes to
activities in the college experience.

The interviewer ahould make the intarviewee fael comfeortadle by engaging
in acme general discussion cbout the compus, the program that ha or she
represents, and something about his or her ezperiénce in teaching. Record
the field in which he or sha tiéaches and something about théir ezperience

in taaching.

1. We would like to begin our discussion with a review of our definition
ll of a Student Learning Activity. Could you tell us how an SLA differs

from other activities in which the students participate?

2. Lat us discuss the three SLAs you identified on the Advanced Qdrganizer.
The interviewer should record the examples on the next rages. (an
you answer the questions raised on the Advanced Organizer?

3. Can you give us other examples of SLAs at each of the three levels
and tall us how the students demonstrate achievement?




e dh o o em om

ACTIVITY

STUDCHT DLUONSTRATED
ACIHEEVERENI

MY THESE OUTCOMLS?

OUTCOMES

COMMENTS

©

o
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APPENDIX €

CAUTIONS AND POTENTIAL PROBLEMS WITH THE NCHEMS CUTCOMES STRUCTURE
AND
PERCEfVED USES FOR THE STRUCTURE MENTIONED 3Y VARIOUS INTERVIEWEZS
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CAUTIQNS ANO PQTFNTLAL PRPSLEMS 4ITH "ML MCoLMS JUTCIMES
STRUCTURE THAT ERE VEMTIONED 3Y VARIQUS MTERVIEWELS

heed 0 gat students ind slumnt ‘avcived 'n sutcome pianning aiso.

Need %0 inhow pecple Now € wil! Agis.

® ™is und of self naivsis 138 very 'moortant, dul will il rake dny J1fference 9n e camous.
Might work {7 you nave he =1gnt setting, like 1 workshop iwdy from e campus.

Oon’t Jse it unless you hive he time and snergy ¢ chang.,
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Preliminary Orafi for
Review Pyrposes Only

Assessment of student educationil achievement has always been a
necessary function w.:thin postsecondary aducation institutions, and its im-
portance is as great today as ever. Furthermore, re-evazluation of procedures
being used for such assessments is desirable in a day when accountability is
a catchword, ever more diverse groups of students are entering postsecondary
education, complaints about test bias and high attrition rates continue un-
abated, a decrease in the size of the traditional age student pool is
imminent, and innovative new assessment methods are being developed. The
traditional methods of assessment are less than adequate for today's needs
in postsecondary education, especially with regard to its use in institu-
tional and student decision making.

Traditionally, paper and pencil tests have been relied on almost
exclusively in most segments of higher education for assessing educational
progress. Not all assessment mechanisms used in traditional academic
courses are of this variety, however. Examples of exceptions are in physical
education, speech and drama, writing classes, art and music, professional
internships and practicums, and many vocational-technical programs, where
direct observation of student performance or products often constitutes
the primary means of assessmcu:. A wide variety of methods and app.oaches to
assessing student educational progress are available. College administrators
and faculty in all postsecondary institutions need to consider these various
approaches--many of them practical and cost effective--as alternatives and
supplements to methods they now rely on for assessment of student progress
in coursework and programs, and for institution-wide assessment. Many
college and university officials and faculty members, however, have either
ignotred or been unaware of the potential uses and benefits of such nontradi-

tional assessment procedures. Thus, the major purpose of this issue of Research
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Currents is to call attention to the miny alternative procedures for assessing

student educational progress and where one can go for more information.

The "What' and "Wliy" of Such Assessment

Traditionally, student educational progress in college has been thought
of primarily in terms of written and oral communication competency, intellectual
competency, and increased knowledge and understanding. It is now
common to think in broader terms, however, to whatever developments and
attainments are being aimed at for students in a curricular course or program
offered by a postsecoudary education institution. Thus, Payne (1974) refers
to both cognitive and affective outcomes of a course or program in his book on
"the acsessment of learning'. On the other hand, Ebel (1972) insists that all
affective development involves a cognitive component, which he would contend
is what makes it learning. Either way, educational learning could include the
imparting of attitudes and values (Kohlberg, 1973), value clarification, con-
fidence and self concept development, development of various personality
characteristics, development of improved interpersonal sensitivity and func-
tioning, development of skills ranging all of the way from learning to relax
to complex theory and model development, or the development of occupational
habits (such as punctuality) and skills (ranging all the way from flower
arranging to sophisticated technological skills). As discussed here, educational
progress is broad in concept, including the entire range of desired student
change and attainments resulting from planned course and program activities
occuring in the classroom, outside of the classroom, and off-campus. Gf
course, what is desirable varies from person to person; and changes considered to
be undesirable should not be overlooked because thay can have as much or more

consequence for students and their lives as changes considered to be desirable.

1 N
For an earlier but more in-depth treatment of this overall topic, see Lenning
(1976)
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JAruitoxt provided by Eric

Assessment is a term that was mide popular by psychologist Henry Murray

and his associates in the late 1930's as they developed theories regarding
personal need and ‘methods for determining such need. It refers to the appraisal
of persons and/or specific aspects of persons, for example, their academic
achievements. Some assessment specialists have limited the fo:us of this
concept to identification--have equated it to measurement. Others relate it
also to developing understanding of the occurrence of ~rogress, and to con-
ceptualizing recommended or alternative courses of action to foster greater
progress that are implied by the findings--they equate it to evaluation. As
used here, assessment is broader than measurement, but narrower in concept
than evaluation; ir involves measurement and is a component of and contributes
to evaluation. By assessing student educational progress we mean that such
achievement is bel.g measured, analyzed, and appraised, and that potential
implications of this achievement are being explored. But, alternative or
suggested decisions regarding courses of action that may be implied are not
being laid out during the assessment process--they are being left to the
evaluation phase.

Assessment of student educational progress can be applied to many
puposes in higher education. For students, the results of such assessuent
can serve as a motivational incentive, can provide self confidence, and can
assist self-diagnosis of strengths and weaknesses and lead to guidelines for
self direction. For members of the college staff, the results of such
assessment can be applied in diagnosing student problems, appraising student
readiness, classifying students and placing them into courses and programs,
planning and structuring student learning experiences, counseling and advising
students, grading and awarding promotion or merit recognition, evaluating

effectiveness and productivity, and evaluating innovations and programs.
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Conducting A=-essments of Educations’ Progress

Payne (1974) lists seven broad steps in assessing cognitive and affective
learning that most assessmeit specialistc would agree with: (1) specifying
detailed goals and objectives, (2) designing the assessment system, (3)
selecting data-gathering methods, (4) collecting relevant data, (5) analyzing
and summarizing data, (6) contrasting data and objectives, and (7) feeding
back results. Space will only dllow comments about some of them.

As Palola and Padgettf (1971) have stated, '"too little attention is
paid to defining the aims of the educational process beyond coining global
abstractions (p.7)." 1If one is to have effective guidelines for conducting
actions to bring about accomplished ends for one's students, the course, program,
and/or institutional goals that apply need to be transformed into concrete,
observable specifics. Such concreteness is also needed for purposes of
assessment. As found in a project conducted by the Council for the Advancement
of Small Colleges and NCHEMS, however, this is a difficult problem for many
people, and especiaiiy for faculty members in a number of disciplines who are
used to thinking primarily in terms of process rather than outcomes. That
project developed some step-by-step procedures that have been helpful (Lenning,
1977; Lenning and Lundin, 1977), and which allow staff to start with the specific
student learning activities *taking place or with a universe of potential learning
outcome goal categories. Magey (1972, 1975) his provided two very useful,
interesting and easy-to-read books that outline another approach. At the program
or institutional level, consensus rendering procedures become important for this
rrocess - whether it be give~and-take group discussion or more sophisticated
approaches such as card sorts or modified Delphi techniques.

Assessment design is another problem that is crucial to the entire effort.
For every assessment a plan is needed that outlines the purposes of the assess-
ment, the context in which the assessment will occur, the questions that need

to be answered by the assessment, the data to be gathered {or answering e=zh
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question, the data sources, data gathering and analysis strategies and pro-
cedures, feedback procedures, costs, how everything fits together into an
integrated cystem, etc. The design must be realistic - feasible in terms
of he costs and effort required - as well as effective in providing the
information needed to answer the pertinent decision makers' questions. It
must identify and provide a rationale concerning which specific groups of
students should be assessed; which areas of attainment and development are
to be assessed for each group, and how the assessment procedures and strategy
will vary by group. For example, assessing older students' intellectual
progress using a standardized instrument designed for and normed on teenage
college students would be clearly inappropriate.

The design of an assessment for a particular course, program, or insti-
tution should be unique and tailored specifically to the situation at hand.
There are a variety of general models available, however, that one can modify
to meet local needs. At Empire State College (Palola and Lehemann, 1976) they
have dz2veloped a comprehensive learning assessment system that gathers data
from studeat self report, instructcr observatious, writing samples, standardized and
local tests, administrators, etc. Theirs is a longitudinal approach, and
they relate “earning vutcomes to costs and a variety of other factors, plus
suggest strategies,and procedures for sampling (when it is reeded), drta
collection, analysis and dissemination and use of the data. Their analytic
strategy for group data involves three steps: identifying the finctions of
all variables; manipulating and reducing the raw data ° _.atistics through such
procedures as computing averages, tabulations, cross cranslations, and analysis
of variance; and conducting multivariate analysis such as discriminant analysis.

(Other assessment modgf;y/GXC%ggéVgiMpfg and unsophisticated analytical proce-

dures = such as graphical profile analysis - which can oftentimes be just as
l effective.) Concerning dissemination and use of the data, they make the

important point that the mere reporting of the data will not lead to data
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use. For each decision maker of conccrn, the data should be transformed into
a brief, succinct informational report having an appropriate format and
content that speaks directly to his/her concerns.

A quite different model was developed by the Division of Occupational
Education Instruction in the New York State Education Department (1976). They
developed useful guidelines and procedures for assessing cognitive, psychomotor,
and affective outcomes within two different contexts: (1) when the assessment is
to be used to assign grades and (2) when the assessment is to be used to
evaluate and plan instruction. They concluded from their study that paper and
pencil tests should be used for cognitive assessment in both contexts; per-
formance tests should be used for psychomotor assessment in both contexts;
and questionnaires, inventories, logs, diaries, and anecdotal records should
be used for affect assessmggi,071¥hénarea of evaluation and planning instruction.

(Conversely, the Empire State Ccllege Model had emphasized the importance of
having multiple types of measures to supplement one another in measuring the

same outcome - for example, standardized tests, self report, and performance
observations by faculty to assess reasoning ability and critical thinking.)
Because it is difficult to obtain reliable measures of affective achievement,

and since measures that do exist usually just assess knowledge about the attitude
or other variable, these researchers concluded that the affective area should

not be considered in assigning grades.

Other different assessment models also have appeared recently. For
example, Pottinger and Klemp (1975, 1976) developed a General Integrative
Model that involves the use of several tests and measures for evaluating the
integration of life skills within students, and which investigates how studernts
process and integrate imformation--as contrasted to storage and retrieval of
information. As another example, Hulsart (1975) applied the National Assess-

ment of Educational Progress model to the classroom for use by the teachers



and students to assess educational prigress. Both performance and paper and
pencil tests are used. Still another example 1is a model promuted by
Rivas (1976) for.using assessment to test hypotheses about skill development.
Hypotheses to be tested can come from reviewing the literature, interviewing
experts in the field, critical examination of previous assessment results,
or qualitative (observational) field research prior to quantitative assessment.

Over the years, many of the issues and problems in assessment have involved the
measurement of change. Overcoming such problems is also a design role. Thus, in
longitudinal assessment it is important to compare those dropping out along
the way to those remaining?s}nginput information about the students character-
1stics and initial levels of performance or status. Even if there were no dropout
group, considering such input informatgggl? b%mportant for interpreting the
results of the assessment of educational progress.

Concerning another problem related to change, a number of specialists
in the area have stated that for analysis purposes change scores or
average change should not normally be used in the analysis. Rather, they advise
comparing the f£inal status of the student or group of students to the final
status of students having similar initia. ability. For comparison across
groups this can be accomplished by random appointment to each group initially,
by group assignment through pairzd matching on input level, by comparing across
similar initial-level strata, or through the use of sophisticated statistical
adjustments to posttest scores that effectively equate initial levels (e.g.,
analysis of covariance).

If the desire is to correlate progress to other factors (in order to
explore what the determinants of the progress might be), corrections for
attenuation - a phenomenon that causes the observed correlations to be
significantly lower than the true correlations - must be made. Werts and

Linn (1976) have demonstrated in a preliminary way that a special "simplex

model," which allows for the measurement error that causes attenuation, works
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well in longitudinal studies for ecxploring determinants of student
academic growth.

The Many Options in Choice of Measures

One cannot have assessment without measurement of some kind, but all
measures have weaknesses (some more so than others). Many measures, in particular
those in the affective area, should probably be referred to as indicators so
that their velative inaccuracy is made apparent. Thus, it is a good idea to
use multiple measures or indicators for a particular learning outcome unless
one has complete confidence in one of the measures. If they all indicate
that educational prog%gsgvggsagggurred for a student, there is a greater
probability that such progress has in fact occurred than if only one of
the measures were used. More than one method of data collection is also
desirable, assuming it is economically feasible, because all data collection
methods have strengths and weaknesses that vary from method to method and
because some work better with different kinds of groups than do others. The"
use of multiple methods means that where one is weaker another can be stronger,
plus the data collections system can be tailored to the characteristics of
the diverse groups for which progress is being assessed.

Standardized paper and pencil tests are often used in program and institu-
tional assessments, but in spite of some demonstrated reliability and general
validity they often do not measure specifically what is of concern in the local
assessment for particular groups of students. Examining Buros (1972), the
Council on Postsecondary Accreditation (1975) compendium of assessment
instruments, and reviews in measurement journals can suggest instruments to

1 ti it iop. I
consider and allow one to iudge their adequacy ?Sg a°3a???c3 aga& gﬂouldtalso be

noted here that the ETS Undergraduate Program Area Tests have just been revised

and updated, and two new forms of the popular Field Test in business have been
developed.

In many cases it will be desirable to develcp local instruments tailored
to local needs. There are an abundance of excellznt books on standard measure-

ment theory and the construction of norm-referenced tests, and the diversity
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is such that both experienced and ine- perienced instrument developers can

be served. Important new knowledge becomes available yearly in this area,
however, so it i% desirable that a person on campus who is responsible for
consulting with faculty and staff about their assessment problems and
procedures also be assigned to keep up-to-date on such developments. Examples
of such noteworthy developments are: Rcwley's (1974) finding that multiple
choice tests favor ce-tain types of students over others; Ebel's (1970) finding
that true-false tests are preferred for some types of purposes and content;
Anderson's (1974) finding that cloze measures are useful for certain assessment
tasks on the local campus; Wagner's (1976) finding that there are benefits

as well as problems with having students construct their own classroom exams;
Wittmaier's (1976) finding that written critique "evaluations" placed in

the students files instead of grades provided more incentive for his students
to do effective work than is the case with pass/fail grading; and Shannon's
(1975) finding, for his students, that matching tests have a special advantage
over multiple choice tests in assessing partial knowledge, plus his finding
that the premises in a matching test shculd be organized into groups of five
--more than that number of premises per group may mean that student skills not
of concern, such as reading comprehension, attentiveness, and ‘rganization,
will be tested as much as the knowledge and skills of concern.

As illustrated by Lange, Lehmann and Mehrens (1967), revising items takcs
less time, effort, and expense than developing items from scratch. Therefore,
sharing items among departments and institutions, and the use of Storage banks of
test items that are flexible and can be easily accessed, is to be encouraged,
as long as great care is taken to modify them appropriately for the new context.
Another potential aid consists of books containing collections of experimental
and/or empirically tested items and scales for particular areas of concern.
Lenning (1977) identitied some availahle source books, and presented cautions

regarding their use, for the following areas: attitudes, social functioning,
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occupational attitudes and characteri~tics, occupational education achieve-
ment, psychological characteristics, and self-concept. Other .elpful resources

that should be mentioned are Micek, Service, and Young (1975) and Pace (1975).

Locally—devéloped criterion-referencea paper-and-pencil tests are
more often of use on campuses than are norm-referenced tests. Unlike
norm-referenced tests that attempt to rank and discriminate among students,
criterion referenced tests focus exclusively on the level of performance or
mastery. Among several useful books on this topic, the one by Gronlund (1973)
on developingla?sroogriterion—referenced instruments is "must" reading. As
pointed out by Airasian and Madaus (1972), the most difficult problem in this
kind of assessment is determining what should be the minimum, expected, and
desired level of performance. Thus far, people have had to rely on experience,
expert opinion, item content validity, and/or group consensus for such stan-
dards. For examples of criterion-referenced tests, see Knapp (1974).

As mentioned earlier, paper-and-pencil tests need to be supplemented by
other types of data-gathering methods. This could be desirable even in areas
such as knowledge, understanding, and analytical thinking, as demonstrated
at Empire State College. Furthermore, in many areas paper-and-pencil tests
are less appropriate than other methods. There are many methods for college
administrators and faculty members to consider, and each will be useful in
some circumstances and not in others. Fifty such assessment mechanisms were
found mentioned in the literature, although some of them overlap, and they are
listed below:2 1. anecdotal records, 2. audio-visual media procedures,

3. behavioral events analysis, 4. card sorts, 5. case studies, 6. charette,
2Each of the methods listed must be used with care, and procedures for applying
it, plus its appropriateness for the local assessment situation, should be
explored in depth. As an example, consider unobtrusive measures which provide
indirect indications that a learning outcome has occured - for example, an
increase in attendance at campus plays and art displays corresponding to the
introduction of a course on appreciation of the arts. Thelin (1977) says

about unobtrusive measures, "These obvious, isolated indicators have to be

considered in clusters and tied to a conceptual framework if they are to be
of significance for institutional monitoring ([p. 113} ." The reader can obtain
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7. checklists, 8. computer analysis. 9. computer-assisted instruction,

10. concerns conferences, 1ll. confrontation exercises, 12. critical incident
technique, 13. diaries, 14. fact finding and decision-making exercises,

15. games (board'games and otherwise), 16. group interviews, 7. group

pcoblem solving exercises, 18. in~basket techniques, 19. institutional

records and other secondary data, 20. interview simulations, 21. inventories,
22. job element analysis, 23. leaderless group discussions, 24. logs,

25. on-the-job assessment by supervisors, 26. opinion polls, 27. oral exams,
28. oral presentations, 29. organizational climate technique, 30. performance
tests, 31. product testing and assessment, 32. programmed cases, 33. quest-
ionnaires and rating forms, 34. ratings of expert judges or others, 35. ratings
of self, 36. recording observed behavior or other observations, 37. reverse
flow conferences, 38. role playing, 39. self monitoring, 40. self observation
reports, 4l. simulation games, 42. simulation models, 43. speak ups, 44.
staffing conferences, 45. stress interviews, &6. structured interviews, 47.
unobtrusive measures, 48. unstructured interviews, 49. wcrk samples,

50. written diagnostic and trouble-shooting exercises.

(Footnote # 2 continued) an in-depth discussion of unobtrusive measures in a

book by Webb and associates (1966). Some helpful discussions of other methods
are also availabe, as follows: Many of the methods listed (Knapp and Sharon,
1975); opinion polls, speak-ups, charette, group interviews, concerns conferences,
reverse-flow conferences (Witkin, 1975); use of motion pictures, television,
photos, kinescope, and videotape for testing (Edling, 1968); programmed cases
and organizational climate technique (Pottinger and Klemp, 1975, 1976); quest-
ionnaires (Oppenheim, 1966; Warren and Roelfs, 1972; Tull and Albaum, 1973;
Bower and Renkiewicz, 1977); behavioral events analysis (McClelland, 1974;
Pottinger and Klemp, 1975, 1976); job elements analysis (Primoff, 1973; Pott-
inger and Klemp, 1975, 1976); computer grading of essays (Levy and Fritz, 1972;
Slotnick, 1972); records and other secondary data (Boyd and Westphall, 1972):
self report (Baird, 1976); direct approaches to observing and recording
behavior (Boyd and DeVault, 1966); use of self-charts of course progress
(Swenson, 1974); objective scoring key for compositions (McGowan, 1976);
innovative grading practices (Smith, 1976); self monitoring alternatives

and their effect on achievement (Mount and Tirrell, 1977); and staffing con-
ference assessment and its effect on achievement (Kelly and Dowd, 1975).



Conclusion

A large number of alternative as..:ssment tools from which college ad-
ministrators and faculty can choose have been identified. Their relevance to
wha. is to be assessed, and for whom, is the primary concern.

A special word should be said about a new and growing phenomenon in
postsecondary education--assessment of competencies pertinent to real-life
situations. In two excellent documents (1975, 1976), Pottinger and Klemp
present a number of competency-based measures that have been validated and
tested in both academic and real-world settings for the following areas: cogni-
tive outcomes, affective outcomes, and social outcomes. They also list 12
characteristics and advantages of such measures (1976) that should be of great
interest to many reading this article.

The American College Testing Program has in operation an Adult Performance
Level Program that uses a paper-and-pencil instrument to access "functional
competency'--the ability to perform the wide variety of tasks required in modern
society. They have also developed and pilot tested an open-ended battery using
films, videotapes, and audio cassettes to measure the desired general education
outcomes of communication, solving problems, and clarifying values as they apply
to the three "real life" areas of functioning in social institutions, using
science and technology, and using art. In addition, they have developed, but
not yet tested, an objective paper-and-pencil version <f that battery.

Educational Testing Service has developed, but not yet validated, a paper-
and-pencil instrument that is designed to measure competencies of college students
in the areas of communication, analytic thinking, synthesizing ability, and social-
cultural awareness. Students respond to open-ended questions about specific
problem/situational cases. The instrument is easy to administer, requiring
minimi.l training and expertise.

The CUE Center at Bowling Green State University has also developed a number
of single-domain instruments for assessing generic competencies that are proactive,
for example, critical thinking in managing confrontations and creating one's own
discrimination. These instruments have been tested in a preliminary manner and

found quite useful (see the paperback by Whimbey, 1976).
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PART II

APPLYING THE OUTCOMES STRULTURE IN A SPECIFIC ADMINISTRATIVE AREA:
THE CASE OF STUDENT AFFAIRS ADMINISTRATORS
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Introduction

An important value that is a part of our culture is that all social
institutions presumably exist to reet individual and group needs. This basic
value is reflected in college student personnel work, which came into being
as a profession solely to meet student needs. Students had needs in certain
areas that were not being met adequately by colleges' instructional personnel.
Furthermore, the instructional personnel had felt needs to devote their time
exclusively to instruction. Thus, the term "extra-curricular" came into
existence, which wac largely viewed by the academic community as separate from

and less important than formal curricular instruction.

By the 1960's, there were large numbers of college staff members primarily
engaged in specialized services to students such as admissions, records, counseling,
advising, orientation, housing, student out-of-class activities. learnina skills
assistance, living-learning centers, career education, and behavioral learning. In
addition, needs for new types of specialized services--si'ch as financial aid and
honors progran coordinators--were becoming more apparant. During the sixties.
student personnel workers were advocating the position that the needs of students
outside of the classroom were as important as the needs within the classroom, and
that student activities and experiences within thi arena could supplament. reinforce,
and provide a "practice area" for testing and applying classroom learnina to "real
1ife" situations. Thus, the term "co-curricular" came into vogue within the orn-
fession, and even some academics came to acknowledge that the increased status
implied by this term was warranted.

During the 1970's, field work and other c/f-campus experiences were
increasingly becoming an integral part of the formal curriculum, and there
were emerging concepts such as internships, cooperative education,

and external degree programs. Increased numbers of academics were also



starting to acknowledge the importance of influencing the affective domain as
well as the cognitive domain with their teaching. Furthermore, increasing
numbers of non-traditional students with unique characteristics and educational
needs (compared with those of traditional students entering college out of high
school) were enroll‘ng in postsecondary institutions. At the same time, many
student affairs staff members were seeing their activities as an integral part
of the curricular effort; with many of the out-of-class and in-class needs of
student; being very much inter-dependent. Student affairs personnel began to
call themselves student development experts, and considered themselves a signifi-
cant part of the total instructional team. The collaboration concept, where
student development experts and other members of the faculty work together to
promote student learning, has started to be viewed as the ideal goal to enhance
total student development. (Miller & Prince, 1976).

As part of its continuing movement towards increased status and recognition
within the college community, the student affairs profession has ackncwledged the
importance of evaluating whether significant student needs are being met by its
activities and prdgrams, or whether those needs could be more effectively met
if modifications are made. Thus, during the seventies there has been increased
emphasis within the profession regarding the importance of program evaluation.
The need for more sophisticated mechanisims designed to provide more objective,
systematic, and effective evaluation procedures is being advocated frequently
by small-college and university staffs.

The evaluation literature generally acknowledges the importance of assessing
needs as a prelude to or a part of systematic evaluation, but the procedures for
sucl assessment are rarely explicated. It is as if needs assessment is an obvious
and elementary process. To illustrate the lack of emphasis on needs assessment
in the evaluation literature, we can refer to what is probably the largest and
most somprehensive bibliography of evaluation references ever developed. Despite

603 entries in Bunda's (1976) Evaluation Bibliography, no mention of needs assess-




ment is made in the document. Yet, as discussed by Witkin (1975), needs assess-

ment is a complex, difficult area that is largely undeveloped:

The field is markedly and sadly lacking in almost any kind of research
on the processes of needs assessment. There should be validity and
reliability studies on instruments, as well as studies of the effects
of different assessment processes and communication strategies on the
educational system. Longitudinal studies are needed to trace the
impacts of needs assessment on policy making, curricular change,
organizational structure, and student performance. Cost/benefit
comparisons of different approaches are needed. Studies might also
be undertaken to test hypotheses generated by theoretical models,
such a5 Kaufman's unity continuum . . . Few developers have shown
how to relate such qualitative data as values, nerceptions and
concerns to such quantitative data as test s...es, demographic data,
and transiency and absentee rates. Yet until such techniques are
widely available, educators will assign priorities and make decisions
using one-dimension or over-simplified decision rules. [Pp. 7-8]

A somewhat similar statement can be made about assessing needs in the student
affairs orofession. Counselors and other student affairs staff members are generally
quite knowledgeable and proficient in identifying and assessing important needs of
their individual clients. Yet, when it comes to setting up programs for 9roups,
the identification and assessment of group needs is often quite unobjective,

unsystematic, overly simplistic, and often ineffective. Even when writers in
student affairs do discuss needs assessment as a prerequisite to or part of
evaluation, they tend to deal with it in an introductory fashion, as in Burck
and Pecerson's'(1975) discussion of five recommended steps for good program
development and evaluation. Of course, in student affairs there is an additional
problem (which may also be a problem in other areas) in that 1ittle meaningful
or systematic evaluation has been considered or attempted (Burck & Peterson, 1975).
Thus, a separate chapter on needs assessment has been included in this
evaluation monograph. In this chapter, the concept c¢¥ "need" will be clarified,
and the importance of "which needs for whom" will be discussed, along with
relevant classifications of needs that can be useful in planning student services
needs assessment. Alternative approaches, strategies, techniques, and procedures
having relevance for such assessment will also be examined.
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Whose Needs?

Before needs can be assessed, it is essential to «Sk the following
question: Which specific groups' needs is it important to identify and under-
stand for planning and evaluating a particular student affairs program? All
students may have some needs in common that the program could help meet (e.q.,
the need for organized group recreational activities). On the other hand,
various subgroups of students are likely to have different types and patterns
of needs. For example, the following special groups of students have been found
to have special counseling and/or other student service needs: commuting
students versus resident students (Chickering 1974); environmentally handicapped
students (Kapel, 1971); married students (Flores, 1974); minority students
(Moore, 1970); students such as homemakers, military veterans, retirees, and
retrainees (Cross, 1978; Lenning & Hanson, 1977); and physically handicapped
students (Coffing, Hodson, & Hutrchinson, 1973).

In order to effectively improve student affairs programs, it is also
important to identify and assess the needs of particular non-student groups.
For example, as a student affairs program planner and administrator, it is
important to know whether one's staff members have adequate time with their
clients; time for consultation with other staff, keeping up with the literature,
writing case reports, doing client-centered research, reflection between
client sessions, and for continuing education activities; adequate psychometric
resources and other staff support; staff organization and functioning needs,
etc. Other nonstudent groups who may have needs of concern for various types
of student affairs programs include: the families of students, prospective
students, high school counselors, alumni, dropouts, and the local community.
For example, all of these groups have informational needs.

Which groups should be of concern in assessing needs depends on the

student affairs program context or situation. For example, the institution's
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size, purpose and mission, goals, and constituencies all have a direct
bearing on identification of groups for focus. A comprehensive taxonomy of
possible target groups in postsecondary education--that could possibly
stimulate reflection regarding possible target groups for a needs assessment
study--is presented in Figure 1. This taxonomy constitutes one dimension

of the NCHEMS Outcomes Structure (Lenning, Lee, Micek, & Service, 1977).

The importance of being concrete and specific about whose needs are of
concern cannot be over-emphasized. For example, too many assessments of students
needs have focused on “"students in general" as their target group, with little
or no subgrouping. (Once the specific student groups' needs have been identified
and assessed, need similarities and discrepancies across groups can be examined
and compi.red for general student needs.) In addition, it should be emphasized
that target groups can be too specific in nature. Focusing separately on groups
that are not that unique makes the needs assessment unduly cumbersome and may
decrease the usefulness of the assessment data for planning purposes.

The taxonomy in Figure 1 may suggest important target groups that would
otherwise be overlooked. To illustrate, the category titled "association
communities" emphasizes that we should also be concerned about the needs of
our profession, e.g., with the need for sharing our innovations, experiences,

and research with our professional collegues throughout the country.

Clarifying the Concept of Need

In most cases, needs assessment studies have been based on a discrepancy
concept of need, such as the discrepancy between "what should be" and "what is
currently the case." During the 1960's, process and procedural discrepancies

between the actual and the ideal were generally included. However, since



- Frygurve 1l
CATEGORIES OF PERSONS, GROUPS, AND OTHER ENTITIES

OF POSSIBLE CONCERN IN ASSESSMENTS OF NEEDS®

10  indvwduel/Group Cllents —~This category refers 10 persons or grouds of persong who are direct ctients of the postsecondary educstion unit of
CONCENM and/or thels immediate associstes, SUCh as family and reiatives of peers

1. Students—individuais or groups of Individuais who CurTentiy are enrolied in theprogram, Institution, or system of posisecondary education.

12.  Former Studentg—individuals of groups of individusis who formerly were d n the prog: institution, of system of POSiIeCONdNyY
sducation,

13, Femily and Reletives of Students or Former Students
14.  Poers and Associates of Students or Former Stydents
1. Feculty

8. Statt Other than Faculty

17, Other Indivduel/Groug Clients—An exampie would De an individusl who 18 none of the above but I8 served by an edvisory service oftered
by thecoltege.
2. Interwst-Based Communitiss—This category refers 10 large groups that are identified as entities working toward & weii-defined interest of
mssion.

21 Privese Snterprise Communines —Communities where & Major 5urpose is financlsl remunerstion and profit—lor exampte. corporations,
oMol Businesses, and Ivrmers.

2. Associshon Communifies—~Communities whers members belong on the baeis ©f affitiation rather than emplayment. such &3 unons snd
professionsl societies.

2. Government C C ithes designed 10 SAMIniSter GOVernMent reguiations and serwices, such a8 city hail, state department
of education, and egisiative communities.

20 Nongavernmental/Pubiic Serwce Communities Other than the institution Producing the Quicome~Nonprofit service organtzations, such
28 3chools. hospitals, weilare agencies. Phismhropic foundations. colleges (other than the college roducing the outcome), and research
argenzations.

25. Insttuhon of institutional Unit Progucing the Oulcome—The POSISECONdary education institution and/or Units within that Institutton that
are percarved 39 1he Producer/ 1acHitator of the outcome(s) of concern

20.  Other nterest-8asod COMMunitios —An exampie would be an ad hoc coalition task force of representalives from two or more of the above
aress.

30. Gesgrapive-Based Commumiiee—This Category refers 10 large groups defined on the besis of functions/ temtorisl boundaries.

31 Local Community==A 1ownship, city, county, metropolitan srea. or Other type of 10Cality having particuiar boundaries It is not necessarily
resiricted 10 the legal of jurisdictional DOuNdary. but thE functional one In which the impact of the institution is (or shouid be) directly and
piysicaity feit. The boundaries will vary with the institution/program and ou'come of concem
The State
A Roygon—An sggregation of States of parts of states.

The Netion

An inteenationsl Commumty

# 8 ¥ B8

Other Goograpinc-8ased Communitres—An exampie would be ¢ research discovery that affects primanty peopie tiving in tne coldest
Iatitudes, Or where it SnOws haawily.

40. Aggregetes 0f Pessie~=This CalegOry refers 10 SUDPODUIALIONS Of People OrslinguIshed Dy partrculer cherscterisncs thet mey indicate common
CONCEIMS, NeaUs, Or wents, but who 40 Not necessarily have 8 or ion. and therelo @ do not constitute communities

a1, Abety Lows! Subposulenons —Suboopulations detined sccarding 1o level of ability/proficiency on general intelisctusi functioning or
SDesINC shills==tor exampie, gifted, typicel, disadvantaQed. of Shitied, semi-shilled, unsiiied.

Age Subposuletions
. Educations! Level Sudsopwielons

@
Q.
4. Income Lovel Subpopulenons
45, Occugation Sudpopuishons
8. Pryscel Disaditity Conditon Suboosuletions
47.  Rece Subposuistions
49.  Ses Subpopuishons
0. Other Such Aggregetes
80. Other Audences—Exampies would Do INe Natwral environment 1Nt i sffeCted Dy UNIversity-S0ONSOed 10308rCh (whiCh 1N turn wouid be

MPECted 10 NEve IMDACIS 0N SUGINNCES SUCH 88 INGIVIGUAIS . COMMUNINISS) and DODUINIONS Of &NIMBY SUCh As the amimais sttected by
ol10r19 10 keoD G0DIE1d 3PICINS I1OM DECOMING x1INCT OF DY the development Of veterinary Medicines)

aRepr'inted from Lenning, Lee, Micek, and Service (1977, p. 24), where the focus
was on "audiences"--individuals, groups, communities, organizations, etc. receiving
or being affected by particular cutcomes of concern. This taxonomy constitutes the
"audience dimension" of the NCHEMS Outcomes Structure. BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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Kaufman, Corrigan, and Johnson (1969), the focus in the needs assessment
Titerature has tended to be entirely on discrepancies in outcomes or results.
More recantly, some discussion has centered on whether a discrepancy
concept of need is adequate or necessary for an effective and productive
needs study. Scriven (1977), for example, refers to such a definition as
the primary reason that the needs assessment models employed in the past by
evaluators "are farcical and decisions based on them are built on soluable
sand [p. 25]." One problem with the d?screpancy concept of need is that it
has led many needs assessors to equate wants or demands with needs. Wants
may very well be indicators of the presence of need, and especially if they
turn to demands or expressions of anguish, but there still may not be needs
present. For example, people may want or demand something merely because others
have it, because it will attract attention, or to keep others from getting it.
In other words, the real need may not be the expressed need. Conversely, people
may have needs and not realize them, or they may recognize the need but not be
willing to act upon what the need implies. For example, a student may recognize
the need for counseling but not want to request it, or be unwilling to take
the necessary steps to follow through on the counselors suggestions and insight.
It is important to identify and analyze wants and demands in an assess-
ment of need. However, most program needs assessments have not gone beyond
that; they have equated wants and demands with needs. Nzeds assessors should use
any additional evidence that they can find, or develop, to help them determine
whether the wants and demands indicate "real needs" and whether other needs are
present.
Another problem with the discrepancy or deficiency definition occurs when
the need has been fulfilled. In discrepancy-based needs assessment, "met needs"
are not considered to be needs, even if the deficiency would reoccur were the

support withdrawn that has helped the need to be fulfilled. Assessments of

126125




need by student affairs personnel should identify and assess target group met
needs as well as unmet needs, so that they are prepared to act should conditions
change and deficiencies appear in those areas of current fulfillment. Or, to
use the terms of Scriven (1971), they should focus on maintenance needs (need
for "lots") as well as incremental needs (need for more).

Scriven (1977) makes the additional point that just because someone would
benefit from comething does not mean it is a need. For example, a2 gift of one
million dollars would benefit most people; but having less than a million dollars
would not put most people into an "unsatisfactory condition." According to
this view, a need is present only when an unsatisfactory condition exists or
would exist if the need were not being met. But who decides what is an unsatis-
factory condition, and what criteria should be used in making that judgment?

A "need," as defined in this paper, is a combination of discrepancy and
level of ecessity. The amount of both components should be judged by a
relevant person or group using multiple objective criteria -nd methodologies
that have been mutually agreed upon. The relevant person or group to determine
and apply the criteria of when the necessity and discrepancy constitute ..ced,
and the point at which needs are partially or fully met, depends on the situation
and context. However, it is important to remember that the amount of need
varies directly with both the level of necessity and the amount of discrepancy--
the same amount of necessity with increased discrepancy means greater unmet and
overall need, and vice versa. Furthermore, as Burton and Merrill (1977) have
suggested, unmet needs can be met by lowering the threshold of necessity,
closing up the discrepancy (overcoming the deficiency), or a combination of
both. For example, a student affairs professional's need to publish a study
can be reduced by lowering the expectations of the profession concerning

publications, or by the person completing and publishing a study.
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.

What Need? With What Types of

Needs Should We Be Concerned?

For any individual or group, there are many different needs that could be
of concern. The next question concerns which types of need are most important
to idertify and assess for the person or group, and program.

In their review of the literature on needs and needs assessment, Lenning,
Cooper, and Passmore (submitted for publication) identified a number of
categorizations of need. Many of these categurizations are pertinent to the
concerns of student affairs members and can stimulate thinking regarding the
process of making decisions about which needs to attempt to assess for different
target groups.

An early classification of needs was developed oy Murray et al. (1938)
based on interviews with paid college student males at Harvard. Their work

stimulated the development of various need for achievement or achievement

motivation and need for affiliation scales. Some of these scales were objective

and some projective in nature. Murray postulated twenty manifest (leading to
overt action) and eight latent (not leading to overt action but to action
imagination and fantasies) needs.

Maslow's (1954) need hierarchy is another classification of needs that
has greatly influenced student affairs professions. According to Maslow,
needs at a particular level cannot be met until those lower in the hierarchy
have been satisfied. There have been a number of potentially useful attempts
to operationalize Maslow's formulation, such as the one by Groves, Kaholis,

& Erickson (1975).

Developmental tasks related to maturity and chronological age in which
earlier tasks must be mastered or accomplished before individuals can move on
to further tasks suggest a different set of needs. For example, Cronbach (1963)
referred to several basic needs including: affection, adult approval, peer
approval, independence, and competence and self respect. In an earlier and
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more extensive formulation, Havighurst (1952) identified ten primary ordered
developmental tasks for adolescents, eight for early adulthood, seven for

middle age, and six for later maturity.
It is also possible to examine needs in terms of classifications of goals.

For example, Beatty (1976) has related needs to goal-state continua. Her
prescriptive (or ascribed) needs for individuals are determined by societal

norms and standards, while her motivational needs are determined by the individual's
goals. Lenning (1977a) has compiled numerous classifications of educational

goals found in the literature for individuals, society, and individuals plus
society. In some the categories are very detailed and narrow in focus, while

in others the categories are broad. )

‘ Related to goals are outcomes. As mentioned earlier, needs assessment
studies have generally focused on needs in terms of outcomes or results. For
example, Chickering (1969) identified seven developmental vectors for college
students, each of which had two or more subcategories of outcomes: autonomy,
competence, identity, integrity, interpersonal relationships, managing emotions,
and purpose. Bowen's (1977) identification of numerous types of long-term
jmpacts on graduates and society is another example. Figure Z shows a generic,
neutral, and comprehensive taxonomy of types of possible outcomes that is is
believed could apply to an} of the target group categories of Figure 1. Many of

those types of outcomes could potentially constitute important student affairs

program needs.
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Environmental needs and the processes needed to bring about the desired out-

comes in this area must also be considered. For example, Chickering (1969, 1974),
Aulepp and Delworth (1976), and Baird (1976) have discussed educational environ-

mental factors and processes that can best bring about particular types of

student outcomes. In addition, Lenning et al (1974a, 1974b) compiled a compre-
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Figure 2
CATEGORIES AND SUBCATEGORIES OF QUTCOMES IN THE
TYPE-OF-QUTCOME DIMENSION OF THE NCHEMS OUTCOMES STRUCTURE?

Category

Code Number Entity Being Maintained or Changed

Category

Code Number Entity Being Maintained or Changed

1000 ECONOMIC OUTCOMES

1100 Ecanomic Access and independencs Outcomes
1110 Economic Access
1120 Economic Flexibility, Aceptabiity, and Security
1130 Income and Standard of Living

1200 Economic Resources and Costs
1210 Economic Costs and Efficiency
1220 Eccnomic Resources (including empioyees)

1300 Economic Production
1310 Economic Productivity angd Production
1320 Economic Services Providad

1400 Other Economic Outcomes

2060 HUMAN CHARACTERISTIC QUTCOMES (continued)

2760 Power and/or Authority
2770 Job. Schooi, or Lile Success
2780 Otner Status. Recognition, and Certification Outcomes

2800 Social Activities and Roles
2810 Adjustment to Ratirement
2820 Aftfiliahons
2830 Avocationai and Social Activities and Roles
2840 Caresr and Vocational Activities and Roles
2850 Citizenship Activities and Rolcs
2800 Farnily Activities and Roles
2870 Friendships and Relationships
2580 Other Activity and Roie Outcomes

2000 Other Human Charactenstic Outcomes

2000 HUMAN CHARACTERISTIC OUTCOMES

2100 Aspirations
2110 Oesires. Aims, and Goals
2120 Oiatikes. Likes, and interosts
2130 Motivaton or Orive Level
2140 Other Aspirstional Outccmes

2200 Comboetence and Skills
2210 Academic Skills
2220 Citizenship and Family Membtership Skiiis
2230 Craativity Skilla
2240 Expression and Comntunication Skills
2250 intellectual Skills
2260 Intarperscral. Lesoership, and Organizational Skills:
2270 Gecupational and Emaicyability Skills
2230 Pnysical ana Mator Skilts
2230 Other Skill Outcomes

2300 Morale, Satistaction, ana Affective Characteristics
2310  Attitudas and Values
2320 Beiiets. Commitments, and Phiicsophy of Life
2330 Feelings and Emotions
2340 Mores, Customs. and Standaras of Canduct
2350 Otner Atfective Outcomes

2400 Perceptuat Characteristics
2410 Percaptual Awareness and Sensitivity
2420 Perception of Seit
243G Perception of Others
2440 Parception of Things
2450 Othsr Perceptual Outcomes

2500 Personality and Personal Coping Charactenstics
25810 Adventurousness and Initiative
2520 Autonomy and Independence
2530 Dopendabditiy and Responsibiiity
2540 Dogmatic/Open-Mindsd, Authontanan/Democratic
2550 Fiexibility and Adaptability
2560 Webits
2570 Psyzhoiogical Functioning
2580 Toierance and Persistence :
2500 Other Personanty and Personai Coping Outcomes

2600 Physical and Physiological Characteristics
2610 Physical Fitness and Traits
2020 Phrysioiogical Health .
2630 Other Physicai or Physiological Outcomes

2700 Status, Recognition. and Certitication
2710 Compietion or Achievement Award
2720 Creadit Recogmtion
2730 Image. Reoutation, or Status
2740 Licansing and Certihcation
2750 Obtaining 2 Jod or Admissinn to a Follow-up Program

3000 KNOWLEDGE, TECHNOLOGY, AND ART FORM OUTCOMES

3100 General Kncwiedge and Understanding
3110 Knowledge and Understanding of General Facts and
Terminolagy
3120 Knowledge and Unaerstanding of Genersi Processes
3130 Knowiedge and Understanding of Genoral Theory
3140 Other General Knowiedqe and Undarstanding

3200 Specialized Knowiedze and Linderstanding
3210 Xnowiedge and Understanding of Specialized Fects
and Termunology
3220 Xnowledye and Understanding of Spacialized
Processss
3230 Knowledga and Understanding of Spacialized Theory
3240 Other Specialized Knowiedge and Understanaing

Research snd Scholarship

3310 Research and Schoiarship Knowiedge and
Understanding

3320 Research and Scholarship Products

Art Forms and Works

3410 Architecture

3420 Dance

3430 Debate and Oratory

J440 Oramso

3450 Literature and Writing

460 Music

3470 Painting, Drawing, and Photography
3480 Sculpture

3450 Other Fine Arts

3500 Other Knowiedge, Technology, and Art Form Outcomes

3300

4000 RESOURCE AND SERVICE PROVISION OUTCOMES

4100 Provision of Facilities and Events
4110 Prowision of FacGilities
4120 Provision of Sponeorship of Events

Provision of Direct Services

4210 Teaching

4220 Advisory and Analytic Assistance
4230 Treatmant, Care. and Referra! Services
4240 Provision of Other Services

4300 Otnher Resource and Service Provision Outcomes

4200

8000 OTHER MAINTENANCE AND CHANGE OUTCCMES
5100 Aesthetic-Culturai Aciivities, Traditions, and Conditions
5200 'Orgamuuonal Format, Activity, and Operation
§300 Other Maintenanca and Change

aReprinted from Lenning, Lee, }Micek, and Service (1977), page 27. The fourth-level

Categories, into which any of the categories listed here can be divided, are
"maintenance" (a fourth digit of "1") and "change" (a fourth digit of "2").
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hensive review of nonintellective factors found in the literature to correlate
with various types of educational outcomes, such as student grades, persistence,
motivation, attitudes and values, social skiils and participation, and confidence

and self concept.

Needs can also be related to problems. For example} each of the 11 problem

areas for which the college student form of the Mooney Problem Check List (Mooney

and Gordon, 1950) has scales can imply particular needs: (1) health and physical
development, (2) finances-living condition-employment, (3) social and recreational

activities, (4) social-physical relations, (5) personal-psychological

relations, (6) courtship-sex-marriage, (7) home and family, (8) morals and
religion, (9) adjustment to school work, (10) the future-vocational and
educational, and (11) curriculum and teaching procedures. The same is true

of the "adult" form of the check 1ist, which has the following nine scales:
health, economic security, self-improvement, personality, home and family,
courtship, sex, religion, and occupation. Related to the above, but coming

at it from the opposite direction, Campbell and Markle (1967) developed
techniques for transforming educational needs into well-defined problems. They
contend that educators need carefully designed problem-formulation training

in order to translate needs to problems effectively.

Bradshaw (1972) and Burton and Merrill (1977) have proposed an additional
typology of needs that could be useful in student affairs programming. The
categories in this typology are: (1) normative needs, (2) felt needs, (3)
expressed needs, (4) comparative needs, and (5) anticipated or projected needs.

Still another potentially useful classification of neec frr student services
consists of basic (primary, root, or underlying) human needs versus secondary
(derived, Tearned, or deduced) needs. Monette (1977) has labeled these two

categories "in-ate needs" and "acquired needs."
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What Approaches and Procedures Should Be Used

for Conducting Student Affairs Needs Assessments?

Conducting needs assessment is an important activity related to student
affairs program evaluation. Few suggestions have been put forward as to how
such assessments can systematically and effectively be carried out within
student affairs, however, expecially for assessing target group needs. This
section will discuss how to conduct such assessments, with the foccus first
being on the assessment of individual needs and then on the assessment of group

needs.

Assessing Individual Needs

Since th2 student development profession emerged out of a recognition
of the students' needs outside of the area of intellectual achievement, any
program designed to identify thg needs of individual students more effectively
is clearly of central importance. Assessment procedures utilized in this
context can assist a student in identifying current needs and clarifying
strategies for future change. Data relating to individual personality
characteristics, perceptions, values, goals, and interests can provide a
framework upon which a student can move towards continual growth and development.

One such needs clarification model was initiated at Azusz Pacific
College as a means of enhancing planned growth among individual students. The
strategy was formulated as part of a research project conducted by graduate
students in the M.A. in Social Science with an Emphasis in Student Development
program during Spring 1977. It was initiated on a pilot project basis during
the 1977-78 academic year. Graduate students in Student Development experimented,
experienced, and revised the procedures based on a two-semester, three credit
course.

The major components of the project will be described in this section as an

example of a needs clarification procedure. In the first step, a conceptual
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framework for the project was created oy examining various developmental and
learning theories. Chickering's (1969) seven vectors of development for
college students were instrumental in identifying the six-stage model that was
adopted. The areas chosen for examination of personal needs among college
students included: Personal/Emotional, Social/Interpersonal, Intellectual’
Cognitive, Values/Religious Orientation, Career/Life Planning, and Physical
Fitness.

The next step involved the selection of appropriat: assessment tools
for aach of the six areas. Criteria for selecting the best available
assessment tools were established as follows:

1. Assessment tools should measura each area of need in terms of

a clearly defined conceptualization of that need. The tool
must lend itself to evaluating the area of need perceived.

2. A comparative analysis should be made between the alternative

assessment tools taking into corsideration these factors:

- Degree of congruence between stated purpose of instrument
and the needs assessment/clarific.tion purpose.

- Availability of appropriate instrument.

- Research data regarding the instrument's validity, reliability,
and standardization.

- Data concerning successful usage by others for similar purposes
based on recomw -ndations, interviews and research.

- Costs involved--Funds available.

For the experimental model purposes, particular assessment instruments

were chosen for each of the six areas of student development as follows:

Personal/Emotional (California Psychological Inventory), Social/Interperson.
(Fundamental Interpersonal Relations Inventory), Values/Religious Orientatian

("The University of Wisconsin Survey Inst-ument and University and Society:
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Student Perspectives" and selected values clarification exercises), Yourself

Halfway and Values Clarification), Cognitive/Intellectual (Omnibus Personality
Inventory and Learning Styles Questionnaires), Career/Life Planning (Hall
Occupational Orientation Inventory), and Physical Fi*tress (3 Day Food Intake
Analysis, 1.5 Mile Running Test, 1 Minute Sit-up Test, Trunk Flexion and
Extension Tests, Skin Fold Test).

In order for the student to gain significant insight in"2 his or her own
development, and to consequently be able to establish personal goals, it is
necessary that the assessment process include more than collection of data.
Data must be interpreted to the student and guidelines provided to help the
student +*il1ize ins._ats gained from the personal needs and developmental
goals clarification process.

After examining other needs assessment programs with similar goals, a
five-part sequential plan was formulated to facilitate the process of clarifying
student needs. It is important to note that a variety of procedures can be
utilized as background preparation for each of the assessment areas. Pertinent
bibliographic materials should b~ included that will provide students with
background information as well as material for future references.

1. Data Collection

The first stage in needs assessment should include an explanation
of the need(s) being measured, the instrument(s) to oe utilized and
the objective(s) that are to be realized after the progress is
complete for each individual area.

2. Scoring

The second stage consists of obtaining test results. Scoring
methods include: machine, professional psycomotrist or counselor,

or ze1f scoring.




Interpretation

The third stage is the most crucial aspect of assessing individual-
student needs. It involves communicating the test results to the
student so that self-understanding is increased. Interpretation
techniques vary according to the nature of the instrument used and
the need being assessed. Techniques may involve the student using
a test manual as a guide to interpret test scores or an individual
interview or small group discussion with a counselor, faculty
member, or paraprofessional who is competent in testing.

Goal Setting

The fourth stage of individual-student needs assessment in actuality
is a significant factor in determining the success of the previous
stages. Assuming that the student has gaiaed increased self-understanding
through the previous stages, this stage should assist the student
in adapting insights and formulating developmental goals based on
that'underétanding. The degree to which this is accomplistad
determines in large part the success of the assessment program.
Again, the means used to accomplish this goal setting stage will
vary according to the needs assessed and instrument(s) used. One
helpful device may be the use of an individualized worksheet

or workbook. (Deddo and Thuveson, 1977)

Evaluation

The final stage of the needs assessment program involves evaluation

of the process from the sc.u.nt's perspective. This enables

the student to reflect and react regarding the aspects of each

area assessed. In terms of the goals stated, to what degree did

the process actually impi t insight to the student concerning his/her
own development? In addition to providing a sound basis for future
development, this information should be utilized by staff for

revision of the assessment program.
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It is recommended that some sort of evaluation questionnaire be
administered to each student in order to facilitate feedback in
pertinent areas of concern. (McAleenan and Deddo, submitted for
publication).

A schematic representation of this procedural model for student needs

clarification is shown in Figure 3.

The length of time, availability of staff, resources and cost are all
factors that need to be taken into consideration in adopting such a program.
Bi.ed on student evaluation of the pilot project at Azusa Pacific College, it
is -important to note that the interpretation phase is often complex and time
consuming. Test data results often vary from a student's previously held
assumptions and beliefs. This experience can be highly threatening and often
requires time for analysis and synthe: ;s through the help of a peer group and/or
staff member. The amount of :iscrepancy and levei of necessity for resolving
the need are complex variables that must be carefully digested in order to be
acted upon appropriately. The mere acquisition of new data is not enough to

promote student growth on an individual basis.

Students must be guided through a process of integratirq new
information with previously held values. Students affairs professionals
and paraprofessionals have a clear responsibility to follow a student
through all the stages of an assessment process. This may also necessitate
establishing workskops on goal setting technigues since students rarely
have had experience in the process of setting personal goals.
Assessing the needs of individual student affairs staff members is also a

dimension of evaluation that must be examined. As with student assessment, 2

136
139




Areas of Development
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EMOTIONAL

SOCIAL
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Figure 3

A PROCEDURAL MODEL FOR STUDENT MEED CLARIFICATION?

Goal
Setting
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system for interpretation, reflection, and discussion regarding data must
be included. A strategy such as the one outlined for students can also be
utilized effectively with staff, on an individual or group basis. Another

example of a viable system for assessing staff member needs is outlined in

a monograph by Kiersy and Bates (79 ) entitled Results Systems Management.
It is an effective procedure to assist staff in identifying priorities and
individual goals for personal and professional growth during a given month,

semester, or school year.

Assessing Target Group Needs

Although some of the considerations and activities are the same or
similar, assessing group (program) needs involves different processes than
assessing the needs of an individual. First we will diicuss how group needs
information can be applied to student affairs program evaluation, planning,
and policy formulation. Next, various overall approaches and orientations
to assessing group needs will be surveyed.

Group Needs Assessment Application. A primary purpose for assessing

group needs in student affairs is to provide input and guidance for program
planning, management, and evaluation decisions, including policy formulation.
Figure 4 presents a graphical overview of a gereral framework for program
planning, management, and evaluation that illustrates how needs assessment

fits into the total enterprise. In this framework, constituent (e.g., students

and student affairs staff) needs are identified and assessed. Needs assessment

results are used to aid in the process of acquiring resources for the program
(funding agencies and financial management people must be convinced the

resources are needed). Furthermore, the needs and need prioritie; determined
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Figure 4
ONE POSSIBLE FRAMEWORK FOR PROGRAM PLANNING, MANAGEMENT, AND EVALUATION
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in the needs assessment, are examined in licht of the mission of the institution
and of the program, and broad outcome and process goals are generated. (Unmet
needs will suggest improvement types of goals while met needs will suggest
maintenance types of goals). The goals are now transformed into more specific
goals. Next the needs and their context (e.g., their root causes and analyzed
amenability to solution) will provide input for evaluating the goals, refining

them, arriving at goal priorities, and transforming each goal to specific and
concrete desired objectives that can directly guide planning. The objectives,

in the light of what we know about the needs, their priorities, and their
contexts, are then applied to evaluating alternative courses of action,
activities, and processes. Best courses of action and activities to meet
the needs/goals/aobjectives are then formulated, interaction with resource
providers and allocators takes place, resources are allocated and reallocated, and
final objectives are planned. Then, the process objectives are carried out in
ways that are continually ameliorated by what is known about the needs and
outcome goal- determined originally, and evaluative datz are collected.
Finally, evaluation activities are conducted to determine whether the needs
and goals are being met, how effectively they are being met, and what improve-
ments are needed.
This discussion has focused separately on each step of the planning,

management, and evaluation process outlined in Figure 4. As indicated by
the dotted lines extending back to each preceding phase from the evaluation
phase, in that diagram, it is a cyclical process that repeats itself
periodically, with the evaluation phase providing helpful feedback to the

next iterations of the earlier phases. Knowledge about program constituent

needs is thus related directly to eariier evaluation results, and interpreted

according1y:
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Group Needs Assessment QOrientation and Approaches. A number of group needs

assessment models or approaches have been developed for use in the educational
setting, many which have practical implications for conducting assessments of
student affairs program needs. Some are primarily subjective in their

measurement and analytic approach while others are primarily objective. Some
use only data collected for the study, while others make use of secondary data

analysis. Although most models developed up until now focus entirely on

discrepancy need, this is not true of all of them (e.g., Coffing & Hutchinson's
model [1974]).

Some approaches are interactive in nature (the process includes much
interactive and direct involvement by the people whose needs are being assessed)
while others only involve constituent groups in providing se1f-réports of
needs. Similarly, there are approaches that rely only on self-report and
those that rely mainly on other data. In addition, some approaches use
multiple measures, sources of data, and data collection methods, as constrasted
to models relying on unitary measures, sources of data, and collection methods.

Some needs assessment approaches are goal-driven (needs are searched
out in terms of what is intended for the program ), while others have "goal-free"
aspects that allow other needs to also come to the fore which allows needs
data to assist in evaluating, developing, and refining goals. Interpre-
tation in the first type of approach is deductive in nature; it is inductive
in the second type of approach. Concerning the goal-driven approaches, some
relate needs to the goals of the constituents or clients while others relat:
needs to the goals of the educators or student affairs staff membei's implementing
the program. Some models include goal setting as a part of the needs assess-
ment process while others (such as the framework of Figure 4) view goal-
setting as a separate process to which the needs assessment effort provides

input.
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Some group needs assessment approaches have a diffused breadth of focus
and identify general needs ("wide-band" study), while many needs assessment
approaches in postsecondary education are specialized and specific in their
focus and identify detailed needs (“narrow-band" study). Some approaches
only identify needs, others also determine need priorities, and a few attempt
to provide meaningful understanding about the needs and why they exist.

Some approaches 1imit cheir attention to identifying and assessing current
needs, while ot.iers concentrate on projecting future needs.

Group needs assessment approaches can also be differentiated according
to the way that they are applied to determining program priorities and to
decision-making. Some apply one-dimensional decision roles, while others use
multiple and concurrent thresholds. Some use simple and rough decision techniques
while others make use of sophisticated optimization procedures. Some integrate
the various data while others consider each type of data separately.

A word should also be said about three types of approaches differentiated
by Scriven (1977). The first two are discrepancy models--the first focusing
on discrepancies in personal perceptions of "what is" and "what should be,"
and the second focusing on the discrepancy between "what is" for this group
and the average or norm for some aggregate such as across the state or nation.
Scriven castigates both of these approaches. Instead he favors the medical
model, which examines changes in conditions when deprivation occurs. He
also makes a useful distinction between what he calls “performance deficits"
ant "treatment deficits" (treatment needs implied by the existence of
performance deficits). Scriven cautions that special care must be taken
when deciding whether there is a treatment deficit and what the deficit
involves. For example, a finding that'fifty percent of the students

entering a college are dropping out during the first term (performance
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‘deficit) can imply a large number of potential treatment deficits (inadequate

information is being provided to prospective students, admissions counseling

is lacking, orientation program inadequacies, insufficient publicity available

for student services resulting in nonusage, student program services and
staff inadequacies, instructional-related dissatisfactions, etc.).

Conducting Group Needs Assessment. The conceptual discussion earlier,

plus what was reported in the preceding subsections of this section, suggest a
number of "good practice" procedures for assessing needs. Furthermore, various
procedural handbooks and manuals that give step-by-step procedures for conducting

group needs assessments have been developed. Those that seem most pertinent
to group needs assessment in student affairs (some focusing on enrolled student

needs and some on nonstudent needs) include: American Coilege Testing Program
{1976), Aulepp and Delworth (1976), Hays and Linn (1977), Higher Education Manage-
ment Institute (1977), Lenning and Cooper (1978), and Mager and Pipe (1970). A
review of English and Kaufman (1975), Coffing and Hutchinson {1974), and Witkin

(1975) could also prove helpful.
1. The first step in planning for and honducting an assessment of

student affairs program needs (group needs) is to decide on and
outline the specific purposes, objectives, uses and users to be
served by the assessment. Among other things, this should involve
soliciting input on this topic from representatives of a wide
array of constituents and potential users of the information to be
generated by the study.

2. The second step is tc determine exactly which populations and groups
should be of concern for the specific program in question. Groups
and subgroups should be carefully defined. Start first with those
student subgroups currently being served, according to program
records. Then try to think of other groups, students and otherwise

that should be served by the program, but haven't been served.




TS
Third, decide which particular groups identified in 2 are feasible |
to study at this point in time and which groups should be studied in

a later year. (Costs, funds available, and staff resources and time
should be considered carefully in making these decisions.) For each
group and subgroup selected for focus, try to develop a preliminary
understanding of each, and th~ needs of its members, through prelimi-
nary open-ended interviews within each group, and with pertinent others
(such as instructors in the case of students).

Based on the stated purposes and mission of the program, and infor-
mation gathered in Steps 1-3, decide on the types of needs that

should especially be of concern for each group, in the study.
Considering usefuiness, validity, and reliability of the data,

select multiple measures or indicators and data collection sources a.ud
procedures appropriate for each type of need. (The instruments

used do not need to be as reliable as those for use in assessing
individual needs to still be useful; whereas, a test instrument

for individual use should have reliabilities above 0.8, they can

be as low as 0.6 for group use and have adequate reliability.)

Some of the data from instruments will be "hard" (objective,

accurate, and reliable measures) while other useful data will be
"s0ft" (subjective, perceptual, noc fully reliable or clear cut in what 1is
being measured). Multiple measures and data collection methods

are desirable, whenever feasible, because where one is weak

another may be strong, and vice versa. In addition to psychometric

tests, survey questionnaires, or interviews, additional methods
should be considered for gathering data. Lenning (1978) found almost
50 such additional methods mentioned in the literature that have

been found by various professionals to be useful and feasible for

particular uses and contexts; and most of them could be 1ipplicable
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in specific situations to assessing student affairs needs. "Secondary
data"-- data such as in institutional or comunity records that are already
available (collected for other purposes)--should also not be overlooked.

A\ group of them examined simultaneously could yield effective

uaobstrusive (non-direct) measures that suggest the presence or

absence of particular needs.

6. Test out the instruments, procedures, and methods, using a few
members of each group, and modify as indicated. Next collect the
planned data.

7. Analyze the data, in common-sense, logical ways that will suggest
what needs are present. This inciudes the computation of simple
statistics such as frequencies, perceutages, means, and standard

deviations; and the use of simple statistical tests such as t-tests

21d chi-squares. (Frequency patterns are as important as averages,

bec 14se change may be up for some individuals at the same time it is down
for other members of the group.) It also involves integrating different
types of data, ineluding hard and soft data, and conducting profile
analyses for examination of similarities, discrepancies, and patterns
(see the model for assessing guidance needs developed by the American
College Testing Program [1976] for an effective graphical way of doing
this). Sophisticated analyses such as multiple repression analysis,
analysis of variance, analysis of co-variance, and discriminant ana'ysis
can be very helpful, but will often not be necessary. The needs identi-
fied will need to be rank ordered through applying multiple criteria
such as amount of necessity, how vital s the area of need for effecti. ¢
functioning, the amount of discrepancy, etc. In addition, through pro-
file analysis and logic, hynoth.. s that can help in providing an
understanding of the probable reasons for the occurrence of the various

needs should be formulated.
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8. Interpret the results and communicate them to those identified in

the beginning as users of the needs assessment results. Separate
brief, concise reports tailored to each pertinent decision maker's
(or type of decision maker) needs that speak to specific problems
of concern to him/her should be prepared and distributed to those

persons.

Conclusion

Although most needs assessment models have defined needs as discrepancies
batweer "what should be" and "what currently exists," it is more helpful
to think of needs in terms of a combination of discrepancy and necessity
where there are b~*h met and unmet needs. The amourt of need should be judged
by a relevant person or group using multiple objective criteria and methodology
that have been mutually agreed on.

Needs assessment of individuals is dcsigned to raise awareness and provide
guidance for a particular person concerning his or her own development or advance-
ment, or for indfviduals who are working with or prividing guidance to that
individual. Needs assessment of groups, on the other hand, is des.gned to
guide the development and improvement of programs--including planning,
mandagement, and evaluation decisions, and policy formulation. Group need data
in conjunction with program mission information are also an aid in the process
of acquiring resources for the program. Although they are similar in overall
concept, the strategy and techniques for conducting ne¢ ‘s assessment of
individuals and of groups differ operationally.

The purpose of evaluation is to deiermine whether or not defined goals are
being met and how they can be better met. If the goals are not being met
adequately, the goals themselves or the ways of meeting them may be redefined

as necessary, based on the findings. But underlying it all should be needs
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assessment. Adequate needs assessment procedures can ensure that the

evaluation process begins on the proper basis. To reiterate, it is important
to note that needs assessment is an important component of the total evaluation
process. The use of needs assessment techniques can enhance the value and
benefits of that process. Program evaluation results are not very useful unless

they can be related to needs.




\

REFERENCES

American College Testing Program. River city high school guidance services:
A conceptual model. Iowa City, Iowa: Author, 1976.

Aulepp L., & Delworth, U. Training manual for an ecosystem model: Assisting
and designing campus environments. Soulder, Colo.: Western Interstate
Commission for Aigher Education, 1976.

Baird, L.L. "Structuring the Environment to Improve Qutcomes." In 0.T. Lenning

(ed.) Improving Educational Outcomes: New Directions for Higher Education.
San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1976.

Beatty, P.T. A process model for the development of an information base for
community needs assessment: A guide for practitioners. Paper presented
at the annual meeting of the Adult Education Research Conference, Toronto,

April, 1976. ED 128 616.

Bowen, H.R. Investment in learning. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass Publishers,
1977.

Bradshaw, J. The concept of social need. New society. March, 1972, 640-643.
unda, M.A. (Ed.). Evaluation bibliography. Kaiamazoo, Mich.: Evaluation
Center, College of Education, western Michigan University, November, 1976.

Burch, H.D., & Peterson, G.W. Needed: More evaluation, not research. Personnel
and Buidance journal, 1975, 53, 563-569.

Burton, J.K., & Merrill, P.F. Needs assessment: Goals, needs, and priorities.
Unpublished paper. Lincoln, Nebraska: University of Mid-America, 1977.
Draft of a chapter for a forthcoming book.

Campbell, V.N., & Markle, D.G. Identifying and formulating educational
roblems. Palo Alto, Calif.: American Institute for Research, Decembe:’,
5967. €D 030 995.

Chickering, A.W. Commuting versus resident students. San Francisco: Jossey-
Bass, 1974.

Chickering, A.W. Education and identity. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1969.

Cronbach, L.J. Educational psychology. 2nd ed. New Yor%: Harcourt, Pace and
World, 1963.

Coffing, R.T., Hodson, W.A., & Hutchinson, T.E. A needs ana1¥sis methodology
for educatior of the handicapped, final report of community program No.
-304. New Haven, Conn.: Area Cooperative Education oervices, .

Cited in Coffing and Hutchinson (1974).

Coffing, R.T., and Hutchinson, T.E. Needs analysis methodology: A prescriptive
set of rules and procedures for identifying, defining, and measuring

needs. Paper presented at the annual convention of the American Educational
Research Association, Chicago, April, 1974. ED 095 654.

148

153




Crim, R.D. Needs assessment for staff development: Final report. Laconia,
N.H.: New Hampshire Supervisory Lnion, March, 1975. ED 106 271.

Cross, P.K. The adult learner. Paper presented at the annual convention of
the American Association for Higher Education, Chicago: March, 1978.

Deddo, G., Libeler, L., & Thuveson, 5. A comprehensive needs clarification

research project. Unpublished Report, Azusa, Calif.: Azusa Pacific
Tollege, May 1977.

English, F.W., & Kaufman, R.A. Needs assessment: A focus for curriculum
development. Washington, D.C.: Association for supervision and Curriculum

Development, 1975. ED 107 619.

Flores, T.R. Student personnel programs for married students: A needs assessment.
Paper presented at the annual convention of the American Personnel and
Guidance Associatioi, San Diego, April, 1973. ED CG5 Ad7.

Groves, D.L., Kahalas, H., & Erickson, D.L. A suggested modification to Maslow's
need hierarchy. Social behavior and personality, 3(1) (1975) 65-69.

Hays, D.G., & Linn, J.K. Needs assessment: Who needs it? Ann Arbor, Mich.:
ERIC Clearinghouse on Counseling and Personnel Services, 1977. ED 137 713.

Havighurst, R.J. Developmental tasks and education. 2nd ed. New York: David
McKay, 1952.

Higher Education Management Institute. Needs assessment and planning: Managers
handbook. Preliminary edition. Coconut Grove, Florida: Author, 19/7.

Kapel, D.E. Counseling needs of environmentally handicapped students in
higher education. Philadelphia: Temple University College of Education,

|9;|. ED 054 504.

Kaufman, R.A., Corrigan, R.E., & Johnson, D.W. Towards educational respon-
siveness to society's needs, a tentative utility model. Journal of
Socio-Economic Planning Science, 3 (1969) 151-157.

Kiersy. ., McAleenan, A.C., & Bates, . Results Systems Managercnt.

Lenning, 0.T., et. al. Nonintellective corrciates of grades, persistence and
academic learning. ACT Monograph No. 14. [Iowa !ICity, Iowa: American
CoTTege Testing Program, 1974(a).

Lenning, 0.T., et. al. The many faces of college success and their non-
intellective correlates. ACT Monograph No. 15. Iowa City, Iowa:
American College Testing Program, 1974(b).

149




Lenning, 0.T. Previous attempts to structure educational outcomes and
outcome-related concepts: A compilation and review of the 1iterature.
Boulder, Colo.: National Center for Higher Education Management

Systems, 1977(a).

Lenning, 0.T. Putting outcomes measurement into context: The outcomes
program at NCHEMS. Paper presented at the annual conference of the
North Central Region AERA Special Interest Grouo for Community/Junior
College Research, Columbus, Ohio, July, 1977(b).

Lenning, 0.T. Assessing student educational progress. ERIC/Higher education
rgsearch currents, April, 1978. In AAHE college and university bulletin,
I Igg 30‘7), 3-3.

Lenning, 0.T. A conceptual framework for identifying and assessing needs in
postsecondary education. Paper presented at the annual forum of the
Association for Institutional Research, Houston, May, 1978(a).

Lenning, 0.T., Cooper, E.M., & Passmore, J.R. Identifying and assessin
needs in postsecondary education: A review and syntgesis of the 1iterature.
Boulder, Colo.: National Center for Higher Education Management Systems,

submitted for publication.

Lenning, 0.T., & Hanson, G.R. Adult students at two-year colleges: A longi-

tudinal study. Community/junior college research quarterly (1) 3
(April-dune, 1977) 271-2%9.

Lenning, 0.T., Lee, Y.S., Micek, S.S., & Service, A.L. A structure for the
outcomes of postsecondary education. Boulder, Colo.: National Center
for Higher Educational ﬁgnagement Systems, 1977.

Maslow, A.H. Toward a psychology of being. 2nd ed. Princeton, N.J.:
Van Nostrand, 1968.

Mager, R.R., & Pipe, P. Analyzing performance problems; Or you really oughta
wanna. Belmont, Calif.: ‘“earon, 1970

McAleenan, A., Deedo, G. Handbook: strategies for comprehensive student
needs clarification. Washington, D.C.: American College Personnel

Association, submitted for publication.

MiTler, T.K., & Prince, S. The future of student affairs. San Francisco:
Jos;sey-Bass, 1976.

Monette, J.L. The concept of educational need: An analysis of selected
literature. Adrlt education, 27 (1977) 116-127.

150




mooney, R.L., & Gordon, L.V. Mooney problem check 1ist manuals. Revised

ed. New York: Psychological Corporation, 1950.

Moore, W., Jr. Against the odds: the high risk student in the community
college. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1970.

Murray, H.A. Proposals for a theory of personality. In explorations in

personality: A clinical and experimental study of fifty men of college
age. ted by Henry A. Murray and Others. New York: Oxford University

ress, 1938.

Scriven, M. Special feature: Needs assessment. Evaluation news, No. 1 (1977)
25-88. Available from Program Development Center. Aymer [. Hamilton
Building, California State University--Chico, Chico, California 95929.

Witkin, B.R. An analysis of needs assessment techniques for educational
planning at state, intermediate, and district leveis. Hayword, Calif.:
0ffice of the Alameda County superintendent of Schools, 1975. ED 108 370.

151 156




ASSESSMENT AND EVALUATION
RELATED TO STUDENT SERVICES'

Oscar T. Lenning

Traditionally a chapter on assessment and evaluation would occur last in
a section of a book such as this because such activities would be considered after-
the-fact in relation to the activities and processes discussed in the chapters
that follow. Assessment and evaluation cannot be very effective or have a
major impact on improving those other processes, however, if they are after-the-
fact activities. In fact, evaluation planning should occur along with the very
earliest planning for an operational program, whether it is for a student
services program or some other kind of prograr.. Therefore, because such activities
can apply to all of the types of programs discussed in the following chapters
and should be considered in an early stage of planning for each of them, it is
appropriate that this chapter on assessment and evaluation occur first.

It has increasingly been recognized that planning for evaluation must be an
integral part of planning for a process and program, and should take place before
’the process begins in order to insure that all of the needed data will be collected
at the appropriate time prior to and during the operational phase. This is

true of end-of-period or end-of-tryout summative evaluation, the traditionally

accepted form of evaluation that is used to suggest whether the program should
be continued, terminated, or revised. An example of one of the problems that
early planning prevents, lack of adequate baseline data, is discussed by Anderson,
Ball, Murphy and Associates (1976) as follows:

Evaluations are frequently undertaken without adequate

baseline data. Sometimes, through lack of foresight, an

evaluation is not envisaged until after the program is in

1Special appreciation is hereby expres.ad to Philip Beal for critiquing this
paper and providing helpful suggestions.
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operation. In other instances, a program is considered

so urgent that it is implemented before an evaluation can
be planned and baseline data obtained; some of the War

on Poverty programs begun in the 1960'§ fall in this cate-
gory. For whatever reason of neglect or priority, when
baseline data are unavailable, evaluation results are
likely to be equivocal and to stimulate considerable
argument and confusion about whether the program was

effective. (pp. 42-43)

A potentially more useful corcept of evaluation than summative is called
formative evaluation (Scriven, 1967). Formative evaluation occurs during the
development and operation of the program--and continually suggests how the program
should be modified in order to improve it--so planning for it at an early stage
of program development is especially crucial.

One component of evaluation (no matter what type of evaluation) is always
assessment, as will be discussed shortly. As such, assessment leads to, and
precedes, the activities and processes described in the later sections of this

chapter. On the other hand, some assessment is not a component of evaluation--
for example, assessment to guide strategy and activities when counseling with

individuals.

Assessment Versis Evaluation

In some cases evaluators gztcher their own data on which judgements are
to be based, while in other cases tney utilize data gathered and analyzed by
others in measurement and asse- .ient phases. Thus, the roles and activities

are not the same for assessment as for evaluation, nor are the skills and
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competencies needed to perform those roles and activities {although there is much

overlap). This section discusses the differences between assessment and evaluation.
Assessment is a term made popular by Henry Murray and his associates

in the late 1930's, who referred to it as the appraisal of individuals.

As such, we can assess a person's physical and emotional charact.ris-

tics, personality, needs, behavior, competencies, development,

performance, educational and occupational progress, readiness for further
education, quality of life, etc. This can be done in general, or in terms
of the person's role, for example, his or her role as a student or as
a teacher. Because of Murray, counselors and other student services
personnel have traditionally (and it is still true today) tended to associate
assessment with individuals, and evaluation with groups and programs.
Furthermore, they have tended to think strictly in terms of assessing
students, whereas it is just as legitimate and pertinent to their
profession to assess themselves--their needs, their skills, their attitudes
and interests, their professional readiness, their performarce, etc.
Analogous to this is Menges' (1973) model for assessing the readiness of
teachers for professional practice.

Higher education authors outside of student affairs have often applied
the term assessment to groups and programs--for example, Baird's (1974,1976)
discussion of assessing educational environment, Doi's (1974) "assessing faculty
effort," Lasell's (1974) conducting "assessment of internal decision events,"
and the Clark, Hartnett, and Baird (1976) assessment of the dimensions of
quality in doctoral education." Furthermore, one often hears within education
about assessment within even a larger .ontext, such as a total educational

institution, the total educational system in a state or for the nation as a whole,
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and a community or society-at-large--for example, the assessment of
enrollment patterning, educational environment, educational quality,
educational impacts, and service to the community. And outside of education
we hear about such things as assessing costs and ecnlogical impact.
Many people in education seem to equate assessment to evaluation,
for example, Dressel (1976) and Lasell (1974). On the other hand, some
equate assessment to measurement, for example, Harrocks (1964). And then
there are those who equate evaluation to measurement, such as May (1975) when he
defines guidance program evaluation as "the measurement of what is valued."”
Others take an intermediary position and view measurement as a component

of ac-assment, which is in turn a component of evaluation. This last view is the

relationship between measurement, assessment, and evaluation used throuahout this

chapter.

"Assess" is closely related to the term "assay," which means to examine,
test, or analyze. Murphy (1976) has pointed out that "in its derivation,
the word assess means 'to sit beside' cr 'to assist the judge' (p. 27)."
From such a perspective, assessment refers to gathering the data, transforming
the data so that it can be interpreted, applying analytical techniques,
and analyzing the data in terms of alternative hypotheses and explanations.
Based on such assessment, judgements about value, worth, and ways to improve
can be made--the process of evaluation. Therefore, for purposes of this
chapter, an assessment study includes measurement and analysis, while

an evaluation study includes measurement, analysis, and judgement. One

cannot have assessment or evaluation without measurement and analysis

of some kind.




Another way to say the same thing is to use some words of Popham (1975).
He definec measurement as "status determination," and evaluation as "worth
determination." Then, based on the above discussion, assessment is what links

status determination to worth determination.

Assessment Strategies and Considerations
as They Relate to Student Services

Lenning (1977a) has discussed eight uses of student assessment by college

staff personnel. Three of them are definitely evaluation functions: grading,
promotion, and merit awards; evaluating efficiency and effectiveness; and
evaluating innovations. The others are less evaluative in nature: planning

learning experiences; counseling and advising students; diagnosing student

problems; appraising student readiness; and classifying and categorizing students.
(Students can also usefully conduct their own assessments--of themselves, their
needs, their environments, their activities, and their achievements.) Assessments
of persons other than students (such as staff, graduates, the members of the
community) can also be important in student affairs, and such assessments

are potentially as diverse in their functions as are the functions of student

assessment.

In this section will be discussed general procedures for conducting

assessments. Then the focus will shift to special considerations for different

kinds of assessments, such as assessments of individuals versus groups,
assessment by self versus others, and assessment of needs versus goals, versus
achievements, etr. The discussion of both general procedures and special
considerations will imply skills and competencies needed for conducting

assessments.

General Assessment Procedures

I' Payne discusses seven generally acceopted stages or steps in assessing
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cognitive and affective learning, and those stages appear to be applicable
to all kinds of assessment: (1) specifying detailed goals and objectives,
(2) designing the assessment system, (3) selecting measures and data gathering
methods, (4) collecting data, (5) analyzing and summarizing data, (6) con-
trasting data and objectives, and (7) feeding back results. Each of these

tasks will be discussed from the perspective of a student affairs worker.

Specifying Goals and Objectives. Student affairs program goals generally

tend to be broad and vague abstractions that use such terms as "to promote
maximum development of the total self," “to promote self-actualization," "and to
develop realistic and independent decision making." If one is to have effec-
tive quidelines for conducting actions to bring about accomplished ends for
students, a course, a program, or an institution, such goals need to be
transformed into concrete, observable, precise terms. For an example of one way
to do this, see Lenning (1977b, pp. 15-24). Although he was talking about
university goals, what Conrad (1974) says about goals also can be stated in terms
of program goal.: (1) they are standards against which to judge program success,
(2) they provide a source of legitimacy for the activities of the program, (3)
they define and order program needs, (4) they define the units of program outcomes,
(5) they identify the program's clientele, and /6) they define the relationship
between the program, the institution of which it is a part, and society.

Wlhat we are trying to assess must relate to the goals and objectives of
the program, or individuals, being assessed. For programs, for example,
the variables being assessed should relate to two different kinds of

program goals. First are outcome goals, the results or consequences

that the program activities are intended to achieve. The other type of goals,
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process goals, refer to how the outcome goals are intended to be achieved--
the personnel, money, time, activities, techniques, methods, and tools that
will be utilized and in which ways to achieve particular outcome goails.

Transforming a goal into specific ends or objectives to be achieved is
a difficult task for many people. The task of reaching maximum agreement among
various staff members, anu constituents, concerning goals and goal priorities
is also a difficult task, and may sometimes call for the application of '
special concensus rendering techniques, such as the Q-sort technique or
the Delphi technique, if give-and-take discussion does not vield enough
agreement.

What has been said about the goals of the program (or of the individual in
the case of assessing individuals) also applies to the goals of the assessment
study. Those conducting the assessment mus: delineate clearly and in specific
terms what is being assessed for whom, why the particular variables are being

assessed, how the assesiment data are expected to relate tv individual or program

goals, and how the assessment data are to be applied and used.

Designing the Assessment System. Once the goals and objectives for the assessment

effort are specified, work can begin on developing the assessment strategy and
procedures to be used for accomplishing those goals and objectives. The success
of the assessment effort rests on having an integrated, detailed, well-thought-
out assessment design that effectively relates to the assessment goals and
objectives. First the purposes of the assessment should be outlined, followed
by a delineation of the context in which the assessment is to take place. The

context includes factors within the program, institution, or other environments

158




that.will either assist the assessment effort or constrain it, such as

attitudes and values of staff or students, political pressures and situations,
financial and staff resources available, time and space considerations, base-
line deta that are already available, the diversity of the students using
various student services, etc. Third to be outlined are the specific questions
that need to be answered by the assessment to assist the particular problem
solving, decision-making, or other purposes formulated for it. Next, decisions
will be made and written down about: the information needed to provide evidence
useful in answering the various questions, the available indicators tt:t can
lead to such informa.ion, the relevant data sources that are feasible, whether
sampling should be used and what kind, the data gathering and analysis strategies
and procedures that will collect the proper data and convert it into pertinent
information, the data interpretation strategy, and the feedback procedures

for getting the information out to decision-makers and concerned others in an
effective manner that promotes use. Fina’ly, factors such as as<essment costs
and how the entire nlan fits together into an integrated system will be
considered and refinements or modifications made as necessary.

The design must be realistic and feasible in terms of the costs and effort
required, and must be effective in generating the information needed to answer
the pertinent decision-makers' questions. It must identify and provide a
rationale concerning which specific groups of st.dents and other persons, and
entities such as the environment, should be assessed. How the assessment strategy
and procedures will vary by group or area should also be ascertained. For

example, assessing older students' academic competencies using a standardized

psychometric instrument designed for and normed on teenage colleg: students

would ~learly be inappropriate unless it was tested and found to be valid for
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The design of an assessment for a student services program, or that is
meant to provide assessment data for use by individuals, should be
tailored specifically to the situation at hand. One may usefully be abie to
borrow ideas from another program or institution, but care should be taken to
see how it should be customized to the local situation. The same is true of
making use of general models, such as the General Integrative riodel developed
by Pottinaer and Klemp (1975, 1976) that involves the use of various tests and
scales they developed for assessing the integration of life skills within
students. Their model was designed for investigating how students process
and integrate information, as contrasted to the storage and retrieval of

information. Therefore, it can be used for assessing such things as how students
thir. and react in various types of social situations, which is of major concern

to most student affairs workers.

Selecting Measures and Data Gathering Methods. In selecting measures and

indicators, reliability and validity (with respect to the questions that need
answers) are important criteria. So are factors such as ease of data colleccion,
cost of data collection, ease of scoring and tabulating, appropriateness to

the analytic procedures and tests ihat zre planned, etc. To illustrate the
importance of such factors, this author recently heard about a new test battery
that had been tested out with reported success, and that seemed to have adequate
reliability plus good validity in measuring "real life" competencies. Since

he was consulting for the evaluation of a nontraditional program emphasizin~

the developmen* of such competencies, he recommended that they try it out e
their evaluation. Fortunately, they tried it out 7n a pilot test basis because

even though it admirably met the reliability and validity criteria, they found

that it was extremely difficult for their people to acdminister and score. This

case illustrates the importance of trying out measures and data gathering
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procedures ahead of time with small pilot samplec of respondents similar

ty those in the study, before the final decision is made to use them in the
full assessment study.

Standardized paper and pencil instruments are often used in student and
program assessments; but although they may have good reliability and validity
for what they purport to measure, they often do not measure what is specifi-

cally of concern in the program. A gcod example of this is the Watson-Glazer

Critical Thinking Appraisal. [t has excellent validity if one's concern is

with the ability to reason critically in a passive manner, and it has good

reliability. If one is concerned about the abiiity to apply that critical

1]

thinking proactively in "real 1ife" situations, such as applying critical
thinking to managing social confrontations, however, its validity is low

for measuring that competency. I[f one is considering the use of 2 standardized
instrument, it is crucial to study the reviews in Boros (1972) as well as

any other available reviews (such as the ones in Measurement an” ~valuation

in Guidance, Educational and Pcychological Measurement, and NCME Measurement

in Education ) for assurance that it measures what needs to be measured.

To get a paper and pencil instrument that measures specifically what is
desired, one will often have to construct his/her own. There are an abundance
of excellent texts on measurement theory, the development of norm-referenced
tests, and the development of questionnaires, with the variety being such
that there are appropriate ones for experienced as well as inexperienced
instrument developers. Whenever possible, locally-developed instruments
should build on similar ones developed elsewhere. Lang, Lehmann, and Mehrans
(1967) have shown that revising items takes less time, effort, and expense than
developing them from scratch. Great care must be taken, hozgver, to modify them

appropriately for the new context. Anotrer point which should be made here
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is that locally-developed criterion-referenced instruments that focus on
absolute level of performance or mastery should always be considered as an
alternative to norm-referenced instruments (see Gronluad [1973] for help in
developing such instruments).

Most measures and indicators are more reliable and valid in some contexts
than in others. Furthermore, all mezsures have weaknesses (some more so than
others) and where one is weak another measuring a similar variable may be strong,
and vise versa. Therefore, whenever it is feasible, it is advised to use
multiple measures and indicators for a particular learning outcome unless one
has complete confidence in one of the measures. If they all indicate the same
thing, one's assurance that the indication is actuality is greatly increased.

As an example of how multiple measures lead to greater reliability and validity,
let us take the case of unobtrusive measures. Thelin (1977) has emphasized that
unobstrusive measures "have to be considered in clusters and tied to a conceptual
framework if they are to be of significance for institutional monitoring [p. 133]."
Unobstrusive measures--for example, an increase in attendance at campus plays and
art displays after the occurrence of a demonstration program on appreciation of the
arts sponsored by the Office of Student Affairs in the dormitories--can be quite
useful and revealing measures. See the book by Webb and associates (1966) for
helpful, in-depth discussion about such measures.

Many times it is possible to use data that have been collected for other
purposes (for example, data from student transcripts, administrative files, and
community records), which some have called "secondary data." Usually we think
immediately of having to collect data when there is need for an assessment study,

and yet we might be able to get by without having to go to the trouble of collecting

data for the study. Althougn they save costs and time, however, in addition to




providing useful supplemental evidence, such data can lea. td serious problems if
great care is not taken in using them. Boyd and Westphall (1972) provide
criteria for determining when particular secondary data are acceptable for a
particular situation and use, plus they discuss precautions for avoiding the
potential pitfalls.

Those doing assessments of various kinds have traditionally limited
themselves to paper-and-pencil tests, questionnaires, and interviews for
data collection, even though a variety of other methods have been shown to
be practical, valid, reliable, and cost effective for particular purposes
and contexts. Lenning (1978a) found fifty, different data collaction methods
in the literature that were being recommended for assessments of various
kinds. Knapp and Sharon (1975) review a number of these methods, which can
ba used instead of or to supplement the traditional data collection methods.
As was true for indicators and measures, and for the same reasons, the use of
multiple data collection methods is desirable whenever it is feasible. That this
can be feasible and cost effective was shown by the learning assessment system
developed and implemented at Empire State College (Palola and Lehmann, 1976).
They supplement standardized and local test score data with student self report,

instructor observations, writing samples, and administrator observations.

Collecting Data. One can have exactly the measures and data collection methods

needed for collecting data, and yet it all can be for naught it one doesn't

plan well (concerning such things as who to collect the various data from, how to
approach them, and sampling procedures) and use care in the actual collection of
the data. For example, a poorly worded cover letter with a questionnaire could

easily cut the response ratc in half or more; so could administering the
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questionnaire shortly before mid-ierm exams. HMuch time, money,

and frustration can be saved if one takes pains to have: well-designed

interview forms, written instructions to read for test administrators, careful
selection of samples, questionnaire items free of bias, well-designed

pilot tests to try out procedures ahead of time, procedures for maximizing
response rate (such as showing the need for such data, and promising and giving
respondents feedback acout the results), sensible coding and data formatting rules,
careful editing procedures, etc. The appendices of Micek, Service, and Lee

(1975) provide many helpful suggestions in this area.

Using the Data: analysis, interpietation, reporting, and application. Most assess-

ment studies rely exclusively on the use of simple descriotive statistics such as

means. standard deviations, and tabulations and cross-tabulations of frearencies and

percentages. #uch useful information can be obtained from the use of such simple

statistics, especiallv if they are profiled graphically and patterns of similarities

and discrepancies across infurmation items and across qrouns are examined. [Means by

themseives can be quite misleading if the frequency distributions are not also

examined. Also, response bias should be analyzed in questionnaire and interview studies.
It is often useful to make comparisons across groups when group difference

on other characteristics (for example, input variables) are taken into

consideration. Although "eyeballing" across groups can be revealing, it should

b2 supplemented with statistical tests such as t-tests, chi square, analysis of

variance, correlational analysis, and discriminant analysis. Unless the staff

member is experienced in such techniques, however, the aid of a stat{stician

on campus should be obtained in planning the analysis. In planning the study,

the staff member and the analytical design expert should consider using one of

the analytical designs proposed by Campbell and Stanley (1963), and many helpful
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resources that discuss the selection and use of statistical methods are
available (for example, Tatsuoka and Tiedeman [1963] and Sieget [1956]).
In outcome studies, change in statu, is often of concern. However, most
analysts now agree that change scores or average change should not be used
in such analyses. Rather, they advise comparing the final status of the
students to the final status of other students having the same initial ability.
For comparison across groups this can be accomplished by random appointment
to each croup initially, by group assignment through stratified random paired-
matching on input level, by comparing across similar initial-level strata, or
through the use of sophisticated statistical adjustments to post-test scores
that effectively equate initial levels (for example, analysis of covariance).
Interpretation and use of data are also crucial elements in an assessment
study, and too often the application of such results is ineffective. If the
assessment data are to have any impact, the users of the data must be precisely
identified early in the assessment planning process, prior to conducting the
study. Input should be solicited from them concerning their specific concerns

and what assessment information would be helpful to them in their decision

making. Such input will serve a primary role in determining what study aroups, data,

and analyses are desired for the study. Once analyses are completed, brief,
concise reports tailored to each person's informational needs should be sent

to them. Graphical presentation can often be helpful in such reports. One
interesting and potentially useful way of making these reports attention-getting
is through a "peer group--intergroup" model proposed by Alderfer and Holbrock
(1973) and used by Hecht (1977). Selected college staff prepare "action-oriented"”
written and oral responses to the evaluation data for presentation to other

college staff at their levels.
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Special Considerations for Different Kinds of Assessment

The general steps outlined in the preceding section apply to both the assess-
ment of groups and the assessment of individuals. For the assessment of individuals,
however, they apnly in a much more informal, subjective way than is true of
assessment of groups. Furthermore, an important difference is that for assessment
of individuals the instruments used must have much higher reliability coefficients
(in the 0.8-0.9 range versus as low as 0.6 for gqroups) t. be useful.

Another dimension on which there are differential considerations is the
assessment of students versus the assessment of nonstudents. Usually one is
interested in assessing different factors for students than for nonstudents. Secondly,
the assessment of students often involves the use of standardized paper-and-pencil
instruments, such as achievement and ability tests, whereas most non-student
assessments of interest to student affairs workers will not make use of such
instruments. To illustrate, May (1975) discusses two types of staff member
assessment (he calis it evaluation) for the guidance setting:

For assessment of competency (p. ):

Each individual counselor lists the ten or twelve functions
that must be achieved to have a quality guidance program. These
are services that you feel so strongly about that you would defend
them before a group of district administrators or before the
school board. Place thi< list in rank order . . The combined staff
list will constitute the values for the guidance program . . . At
the conclusion of the year, prepare a short narrative explaining
how you achieved, or why you failed to achieve, each goal and
request your supervisor to do the same. Exchange narratives,
wait several days and meet to discuss differences..

For technical competency assessment (p. ):
To be useful, evaluation of process must provide a direct

measure of behavior change or knowledge learned as a result of

166 17



contact with the counselor. Perhaps the following approach could

be used.
1. Detail each task, formulate specitic behavioral objectives

and write imnlementation strateqies.

2. Describe what a student who has achieved the specific
objectives does that distinguishes that student from one
who has not achieved the objectives.
3. Outline precise situations that require the learners
to demonstrate ‘“ether they can react in a knowledgeable way.
4. Develop a pre-determined method for recording and evaluating
responses to situations.

These are two examples of individual staff members assessing themselves
and being assessed by others. There are probably many other ways in which
such assessment could be carried out.

When it comes to assessment of individual students, student affairs
workers (and especially personal counselors) have been considered experts for
many years. However, the traditional focus on stident affairs personnel doing
the assessment of students is being replaced in many quarters by student affairs
personnel helping students to assess themselves. As outlinec by Miller and
Prince (1976), the goal of assessment for student development "is to help
students understand their current patterns of behavior, emphasizing positively
the specific skills they have instead of the ones they lack. From this base,
all students can move toward increased self-direction . . . Assessment programs
must be designed with students rather than for or about them; therefore, only
information that can directly increase students' self-understanding or improve
their self-direction need be collected. The primary focus of many student
assessment efforts has been to help student affairs workers better understand
their 'clients.' Although this objective is desirable, it has tended to

create volumes of information about studi:nts that is rarely used directiy by

them" (pp. 48-49). )



Miller and Prince have much good discussion focusing on how to conduct
such self assessment. They do not limit this "assessment for student develop-
ment" to individuals, however. They define it as "the process through which

students, groups, and organizations systematically acquire and use data from a

variety of sources to describe, appraise, and mod” "y their own development. Thus,

this method "differs from the more traditional approaches in its purpose, in what
is assessed, in the techniques used, in the way it is implemented, and in the
role the student affairs practitioner plays." (p. 47)

A word should also perhaps be said about another noteworthy assessment
differentiation. Assessment of certain types of factors have become separate
areas of specialization. A good example is "needs assessment," where discrepancy
between "what is" and "what should be" is a primary focus. Also, needs assess-
ment is noteworthy in that there is a serious definitional problem among
assessors concerning what is a "need" (Lenning, 1978b; Lenning and McAleenan,
in press). Other areas of specialization within assessment include assessment of:
ability, achievement, personality, goals, values, interpersonal functioning,

and organizational functioning.

Strategies for Evaluating
Student Service Activities and Programs

Irn their excellent book of readings and comment pertaining to the theory

and practice in educational evaluation, Worthen and Sanders (1973) open with a
serious charge that unfortunately seems to still be true:

Evaluation is one of the most widely discussed but little

used processes in today's educational systems. This statement

may seem strange in the present social context where attempts to

make educational systems accountable to their publics are proliferating

at a rapid pace . . . yet, despite these trends towérd accountability,

oniy a tiny fraction of the educational programs operating at any



level have been evaluated in any but the most cursory fashion, if
indeed at all. Verbal statements about evaluation and accountabil.ty?

An abundance. Genuine evaluation of educational programs? Unfortunately

rare. (p. 1)

This statement applys to student affairs programs as much if not more than
other areas of education, especially the second part which indicates that
programs "have been evaluated in any but the most cursory fashion, if indeed at
all." Whereas most instructional programs have a large number of clear-cut
learning go 's that are relatively easy to state in measureable outcome
terms, student affairs goals for students often tend to be imprecise, vague,
and illusory in nature, and difficult to measure. This is because they are
more often emphasizing affective development while formal instructional programs
are more often emphasizing cognitive development. Secondly, they are more
often emphasizing a far wider array of goals for students; which could mean
that they are spreading their focus too thin. Counselors and other student affairs
people also perhaps have more of an aversion to empirical data and analysis than
do academicians involved primarily in research and scholarship activities.

On the other hand, being seen to serve a support rather than a line role
in most postsecondary institutions, student services people have increasingly
started to recognize their vulnerability in any projected financial cutback and
retrencnment. For their programs to re  .in support, student services personnel
must do a more effective and concrete job of communicating to others the important
and central benefits students can gain from their programs, and must provide
factual evidence of such benefits occurring. Furthermore, they must demonstrate

that their activities and programs are both efficient and effective. Only through

effective program evaluation can such evidence be developed, and such evaluation

must begin with a clear and concrete delineation of activity/program goals and

objectives.
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Burck and Peterson (1975), with "tongue-in-cheek cynicism," discuss
seven of the most common evaluation strategies, or models, used in student per-
sonnel services. All of them are really not proyram evaluation at all, according
to Burck and Peterson. These "models" are: (1) the Sample-of-One Method, which
involves discussing the problem with one or two colleaques and arriving at a
consensus; (2) the Brand A versus the Brand X Method, which compares nonequiva-
lent "“.pples-versus-oranges" groups; (3) the Sunshine Method which solely provides
eviden:e of program quantity and extensive client exposure to the program; (4)
the Goodness-of-Fit Method, which establishes how standard the program is and
how well it fits into established procedures; (5) the Committee Method, which
involves a group of people connected with the program discussing and reaching
consensus on the program's effectiveness and writing a report for those in
authority that points out and extolls its merits; (6) the Shot-in-the-Dark
Method, where clear program objectives are lacking for the program, or where
evaluation is entirely divorced from program goals, so evaluation involves a
random search for any kind of an impact that might be possible; and (7) the
Anointing-by-Authority Method, where nationally recognized conc ants are
brought in to confirm pre-ordained findings through talking with the "rignt
people," and whose name and status segitimize those {indings in the eyes of
those in authcrity. The one thing that ali of these common (and they are common)
approaches have, in addition to being poor evaluation, is that none of them
objectively try to determine the real outcomes of the program.

Another author who has discussed the need for better evaluation in student
serv’ices work, and specifically in counseling, is Krumboltz (1974). Rather than
talk in terms of evaluation, however, he focuses on accountability; and presents

a number of benefits to counselors from an effective accountability model.
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Similar benefits could accrue to other areas of student affairs if a good
evaluation system were implemented. His proposed benefits are as follows

(pp. 639-640)--

...would enable counselors to: obtain feedback on the results
of their work; select counseling methods on the basis of demon-
strated success; identify students with unmet needs; devise
shortcuts for routine operations; argue for increased staffing
to reach attainable goals; (and) request training for problems
requiring new competencies....By learning how to help clients
more effectively and efficiently, counselors would obtain: more
public recognition for accomplishments; increased financial support;
becter working relationships with teachers and administrators;
acknowledged professional standing; (and) the satisfaction of
performing a constantly improving and valued service.

Krumboltz does not present such a model, but he does propose seven Criteria

for such a model, or system, that are worthy of attention and adoption (pp. 640-
641):

In order to define the domain of counselor responsibility, the

general goals of counseling must be agreed to by all concerned

parties.

2. Counselors' accomplish ants must be stated in terms of important
observable behavior changes by clients.

3. Activities of the counselor must be stated as costs, not
accomplishments.

4. The accountability system must be constructed to promote professional
effectiveness and self-improvement, not to cast blame or punish poor
performance.

5. In order to promote accurate reporting, reports of failures and
unknown outcomes must be permitted and never punished.

6. A1l users of the accountability system must be represented in
designing it.

7. The accountability system its.lf must be subject tc evaluation and
modification.

A number of strategies, or models, have been developed by evaluation theorists
and practitioners in the area of curriculum development that provide viable alterna-

tives to meet distinct conditions and situations, and that have aspects or
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components that student affairs program evlauartors should consider applying.
Worthen and Sanders (1973) reprinted original writings by a number of model
developers that they felt had made important contributions to evaluation practice
and could provide frameworks for such practice. Following each reprint, they
separately discuss each model in terms of pdtentials and limitations, and then use a
chart (pages 209-220) to compare them on 12 factors or dimensions:

(1) definitien, (2) purpose, (3) key emphasis, (4) role of the evaluator, (5)
relationship to objectives, (6) relationship to decision-making, (7) types of
evaluation, (8) constructs proposed, (S) criteria for judging evaluation

studies, (10) implications for evaluation design, (11) contributions to the
design of evaluation studies, and (12) limitations and possible misuses of

the approach.

Contributions that these and other models have to make to an overall frame-
work of viable concepts and alternative strategies and procedures from which one
can choose for the evaluation of student services wil: be outlined here. As Scriven
suggests in his thoughtful article (1967), the major focus in the models may be on
curriculum evlauation, but the same ideas can also be applied to other kinds of
evaluation, such as student services evaluation. A special focus of the following
discussion will be on the procedures for implementing each model, which can suggest
evaluator skills and competencies needed for such implementation. After a brief
discussion of noteworthy and relevant points from each model, as perceived by this
writer, the discussion will conclude with categorizations of model types proposed

by two authors who attempted to place the various models into perspective.

The Scriven Formulations

scriven (1967, 1971) made a number of useful points. First, he
differentiates the goals of the evaluation from its roles. The goals may be

usefully formulated in terms of questions regarding performance, worth, merits,

drawbacks, etc. The goals lead to "gathuring and combining performance data
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with a weighted set of critical scales to yield either comparative or numerical
ratings, and in justification of (a) the data-gathe:ing instruments, (b) the
weighiu.ngs and (c) the selection of criteria [p. 40]." While the goal in essence
focuses on the gathering of valid and reliable evidence relating to the worth

of the service or activity, the role being performed can vary widely.

Two basic roles that Scriven describes are the formative role of hcw to
improve the service or activity, and their outcomes on students or others,
and the summative role uf whether the service or activity should be terminated,
continued as is, or continued in a modified form. Some of the same data may
serve both roles, but the two roles mainly require different types of data--
in the first case data that assist understanding and in the second case data
that assist value ;udgement. Scriven feels that evaluatcrs performing the
formative role shouid be regular members of the on-going program staff and
that the summative role should be carried out by unbiased, independent, outside
people without a vested interest in seeing that the program s:cceeds (it Joesn't
have to be someone outside of the institution, just someone outside the program
who ..2s no vested interests in the program), and who can thus be objective and
macter of fact about the matter.

An additional role differentiation for evaluator, mentioned by Scriven (1971)
was (1) evaluating the goals of the program, versus (2) evaluating whether and how
well the program goals have been achieved. Formal program evaluation studies have
almost always focused on judging the worth of the program a. l/or how to improve
the nrogram in terms of the goals of the program developers, without considering
the .~th of the goils. Scriven <ays, however, that an evaluator should also
evaluate t- 2 appropriateness and worth of *he program goals. Furthermore, he
indicates that the goals .hould be evaluated prior to evaluating the attainment

of those goals; if it is not a good goal it really does not ma. .er whether or not
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the goal has been achieved. Evaluating the appropriateness of goals involves

agreed upon, objective cr.teria for what constitutes a good goal, plus applying
logic. Unlike .he evaluation of goal achievement, goal evaluation does not
involve measurement; goals cannot be measured as can achievement. According

to Scriven, the welfare of the consﬁmer and society should be important criteria
in evaluating goals.

Scriven made one add%tiona] noteworthy point concerning program goals--that
the evaluator should not focus so intently on whether the program goals inave been
achieved that he/she fails to notire significant non-intended program c:utcomes
that have taken place. According to Scriven, one should definitely look for
evidence of unintended outcomes and be open to considering equally such evidence
with evidence of accomplishment or lack of accomplishment pertaining to the program
goals. The importance of this admonition is demonstrated by Lenning and associates'
(1977) finding that unintended outcomes can be positive as well as negative, and
can have as much or more evaluative impact on program planning as the intended
program outcomes. Even negative outcomes, which many people wish to ignore, should
be considered because they can suggest important modifications that are needed in
the program.

In reaction against the commonly accepted strategy of devoting all evaluative
attention to the outcomes intended or planned for the program, Scriven (1972)
developed a model that looks for significant program impacts nf any kind, whether
they are implied by the program goals or not, which he called "goals-free evaluation."
Scriven's idea is that an outside evaluator should be brought in and should deduce
what appears to be the prcgrams' goals based on his/her observations. 7nly then
should the evaluator talk to the program staff about their intended program goals.
There are problems with goals-free evaluation as a method, but Scriven's point is
well taken. Furthermore, Scriven does not downgrade the importance of program
goals for evaluation, as the following quote (Scriven, 1971) indicates: "The

statement of goal narrows our problem to manageable size. We can't apply all
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possible tests to every sample in order to look for all possible effects. We
check in the general area where the shot was aimed, keeping our eyes open for
any side effects."

Another useful Scriven formulation is his distinction between what he calls
"secondary" or "intrinsic" evaluation and "primary" or "pay-off" evaluation,
evaluation of the means used to bring about desired end results versus evaluation
of those end results. He suggests that secondary evaluation is fine if we can make a

solid Tink between the secondary indicator and the primary payo.f; otherwise
primary evaluation is essential. However, by doing both types of evaluation in

the same evaluation study understanding is increased and we have greater
assurance that our judgements of worth are reliable. Intrinsic and pay-off
evaluation both can be applied in formative evaluation as well as in summative

evaluation.

Reference should also be made to a aeneral five-step procedure
for conducting progrimn evaluation that Scriven outlined (1971): (1) identify and
assess the intended goals of the project or program, using ratings of such things
as social utility, necessity for the goals at this point in time, and the number
of people that will be benefited if the goals are met; (C) measure the program's
effectiveness, where effectiveness is not restricted to the stated or implied
goals; (3) assess program costs (here Scriven uses a 12-point check list and
breakdown involving installation versus maintenance costs, dollar versus psychic
costs, per-stude : versus per-system costs, etc. (4) assess the program availability
and practicality; and (5) produce an overall summary report. Scriven was talking
to professional evaluators when he rresented this list, but it is also relevant

for other evaluators.

In closing this discussion of Scriven's formulations, sev~ral additiona!

noteworthy points should be made. One is Scriven's contention that prrcess

l research, research aimed at describing and understanding the processes taking place
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within a service program, only becomes evaluation if its focus is on judging
the merit or worth of the process or on improving the process. Thus, the common
view of accountability illustrated below by Wickline (1971) is clearly not program
evaluation, in spite of what many people might think.

[f one sat in on Congressional hearings today, he would find

that, in justifying the expenditures in education, people

still talk primarily about how the money has been spent, what

kind of materials and equipment have been nurchased, the number

of children who have been servad and the number of teachers who

have been involved. They talk very little abvut what has been

accomplished.

On the other hand, Scriven does not ignore process, nor does he ignore
costs. He contends that data about program benefits should be related buth to
data about program process and program costs. And when it comes to costs and
benevits, Scriven feels that the costs and benefits of tre evaluation process
itself should also be explored, preferably in probable terms prior to the time
that the evaluation is to commerce, and the evaluation nrocess modified accordingly.
Finally Scriven demonstrates the desirability of using comparison groups, even

though we cannot centrol for particular input characteristics that could
account for differences in findings among groups, and even though the differences
expected are usually small. He also discusses the usefulness ot taxonomies
in specifying in more detail the criteria of achievement or other outcomes to
be used in an evaluation study, and he proposes use of his modified version
of Bloom's (1956) taxonomy. Perhaps more useful for such purposes
in student affairs evaluations s the comprehensive taxonomy of postsecondaiy
education "types of outcomes" and "audiences" developed by Lenning et al (1977)
because it focuses much more in noncognitive aresas than does Scriven's. That

taxonomy is ov*lined in Figures 1 and 2. (Standard definitions and sample
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measures or indicators are provided by Lenning et al [1977] for all categories
and subcategories of Figure 1.) It should be useful to also apply Scriven's

taxonomy, however, to generate student service evaluation coverage iueas.

Stake's Countenance or Preordinate Evaluation

Stake (1967) emphasized how informal, subjective evaluation differs from
formal, objective evaluation. Informal evaluation depends on "casual observation,
implicit goals, intuitive norms, and subjective judgment," while formal evaluation
depends on “"check-lists, structured visitation by peers, controlled comparisons,
and standardized testing of students [p. 523]." Informal evaluation s what
usually takes place, and can provide effective and penetrating insight. However,
it can as often be superficial and distorted, so Stake suggested that rational
judgment requires the use of formal evaluation. He suggested that description and
judgment are tne twoc major activities in program evaluation, and that they should

be many-faceted and comprehensive activities focusing on all aspects of the program.

This Model distinguishes among three types of data that are necessary
for hoth descrintion and judgment, antecedent data (input conditions and
characteristics not part of the program that may relate to outc 1es), transaction
data (interactions and encounters between the clients and program [including
program personnel] that constitute the program processes), and outcome data
(short- aad long-term consequences of the antecedents and transactions on the
clients, the program and its components, and other persons or entitic.), A
matrix with twelve cells describas the data that should be collected for the
evaluation, with antecedents, transactions, and c.itcomes forming the vertical

axis and intents (goals and objectives), observations of outcomes, standards
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Figure 1

TYPES OF OUTCOMES THAT COULD BE AIMED FOR
IN PCSTSECONDARY EDUCATIONa

Caleqgory

Code Nufnber Entity Baing Maintained or Changed

Category

Code Humber Entity Be:ng Maintained or Cnanged

1000 ECONOMIC OUTCOMES

1100 Econonuc Access and Independence Outcomes

1110 Econoric Access
1120 Economc Fivubibity, Adaptaiyity, and Security
1130 income and Standars of Living

1200 Economic Rasources and Costs
1210 Economic Custs ana Fficiency
1220 Economic Resources (ncluding cinployces)

1300 Economic Proguction
131u  Econonuc Productivity and Production
1320 Econormic Services Proviued

1400 Otneir Economic Qutsomes

2000 HUMA CHARACTERISTIC OUTCO. 'ES (cuntinucd)

2760 Power and/or Authonty
274U Jub, School, or Life Success
2780 Olher Status, Recognition, and Certihication Outcomes

2800 Social Actinties and Roles
2810 Adjustimentto Retirement
2820 Atihations
2840 Avocationat and Social Activities and Roles
2040  Carcer and Vocalional Activitics and Roles
2850 Crtizenship Activitics and Rotes
286¢  Famly ACtivitics and Roles
2370 Frendsnips and H&i2ionstups
2640 Other Activity and Flule Outcomes

2900 Othar Human Charactersstic Outcnmes

2000 MUMAN CHARACTLRISTIC OUTCOMES

2100 Aspiretions
2110 Desires, Aimg, and Goais
2120 Disiikes, Likes, and Interects
2130 Motivation or Drive Level
2140 Other Aspirational Outcomes

2200 Corpetence and Shills
2210 Acaogic Shilts
2220 Citizanstup and Family Membership Skills
2210 Cicatinity Sintlls
2240 Exprestion ot Comrnunication Snilts
2250 intoilectu~r Skhs

2270 Occupancnal and Empiuyability Skulis
2260 Physicar and Mowr Skills
2290 Other Skl Qutcomes

2300 Morale, ~'istaction, and Atfective Charactenstics
2310 At 1dis and Vaiues
2370 Beliss, Commitmients, and Philoscshv of Life
2350 Feelinge and Emotions
2340 Mores, Customs, and Standards of Conduct
2350 Other affective Outcc mes

2400 Percaptual Charactenstics
2410 Perceptual Awareness and Senaitinty
2420 Perception of Self
2430 Ferception of Others
2440 Percepiion of Things
2450 Other Perceptual Cutcomes

2500 Personality and Parsonal Coping Chiaracteristics
2510 Advealurousness ard imtative
2520 Autcnomy and incedendance
2532 Dependaointy and Responsiouity

2550 Flexitslity and Adaptabihity
2560 Habits

2570 Fsychological Functioning
2580 Tolerance and Persistence

2600 Physical and Physiniogical Characternistics
2610 Fhysical Finess ang Traits
2620 Physiological Health
2630 Other Physical ur Physiolugical Qutcomes

2700 Status, Recognitiun, and Certification
2710 Completion or Achievemunt Award
2720 Credst Recognition
2730 image, Reputation, or Status
2740 Licensiig and Cemtication

2260 Interpersonal, L eadership, and Organizational Sialls

2540 Dogmatic/Open-Minded. Au'tontanan/Democratic 4100 Provision of Faciliics and Even:s

2530 Other Personality and Personal Coping Oulcomes 4210 Tcaching

2750 Outaining a Jab or Adniizsion to a Foltow-up Program 5300 Othar Maintenance and Change

3000 KNOWLEDGE, TECHNOLOGY, AND ART FORM OUTCOMES

3100 Guncral Knowiedge and Understanding
3110 Knowledge and Understanding of General Facts and
Terminology
3120 Knowledge and Ur ' rstanding of General Processcs
3130 Knowledge and Undertanding of General Theory
3140 Other General hnow ledge and Uncerstanding
3200 Sp.ciatized Knowledge ar” Understanding
3210 Knowledge and Understanaing of Specialized Facts
and Terminotugy
3220 Knowladge and Understanding of Specialized
Pracesses
3230 Knowlcage anu Understanding of Specialized Theory
3240 Other Speciatized Knowledge and Understanding

3300 Rescarch and Scholarship
3310 Research and bchiolarship Knowiedge and
understanding
3320 Research and Scholarship Products

3400 Art Forms and V/orks
3410 Architeclure
3420 Dance
3430 Debate and Oratory
3440 Orama
3450 ULiterature and ¥inting
3460 Music
3270 Painuing Drawing, and Photography
3480 Sculpture
3480 Other Fine Arts

3500 Other Knowlcdge, Technology, and Art Form Outcomds

4000 RESOURCE AND SERVICE PROVISION QUTCOMES

4110 Provision of Faciities
4120 Provision or Sponsorship of Events

4200 Provision cf Duect Services

4220 Advisory and Anatytic Assistance
4230 Trcatment, Care, and Referral Services
4240 Provision of Othe Services

4300 Other P source and Scrvice Provision QOutcomos

5000 OTHERMAINIENANCE AND CHANGE OUTCOMES

5100 Acsthetic-Cultural Activities, Traditons, and Conditions
5200 Organizational Format, Activity, and Operation

ERIC

“From the type-of--utcome dimension of the NCHEMS Outcomes Structure (Lenning et al.,
1977, p. 27). The Structure provides stondard definitions and sample measures or
indicators for each category, along with i cocedures for subdividing into additional

levels of categories.
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BEST COPY AVAILABLE

Figure 2

PEOPLE OR ENTITIES THAT MAY BE RECIPIENTS
OF VARIOUS POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION OUTCOMES®

10 Indwidual/Group Chents—This category refors 1t parsons of Qroups of parsons who ars direct GClients of thu postsecondary education unit of
concern and/or their imnodiale 4350Ciates, such 83 farmily and retatives or podrs

11 Students—individuala or groups of indlvidu?’  who currently aie snrciied in the prugram, Institution, or system of postsecondary education

12 Former Students—individuals or groups 3t Individuals who formerly were sarutled In the program, institution, or systom ol postsecondary
edicalion

13 Famuly and Relatives of Students or Formor Stutunts

14 Paers and Associates of Stucents or Former Students

15 Facully
16 Statt Other than Faculty

17 Other Ina.viduel/Group Chents—An exampie would be an Individual whe 19 none of the aLovo bul is sorved by an advisory service offered
Oy the cullege
20 Interest-Based Commumties—This €3 egory refers 1o large groups that are identiliod as entities working toward 3 well-delired nterest of
misson

21 Puvete Enterprise Communities— COMMUMNIES where 8 major purpose Is financial remuneration and profit —tor example, corporations,
small businessas, and larmers

22 Association Communities —Communities wnere members belong on the basis of aftiltation rather than employment, such as unions and
professiuhal socichos

23 Government Communities —Communities casigned to auminister government reguiations and services. such as Oty hall, state depanment
ol educatiun, and legisiative cornmunitivs

24 Nongovernmentel/Public Service Communities Otner tha the Institution Producing the Outcome—Nonprolit service orqanizations, such
28 schools. ROSHLals, weifare agancies, philantirupic tuuncations, colleges {Ciner tnan 1o Coitege preducing the outcome), and research

orgaizations

25 Institunion or InStitution®l Unit Producing the Oufcome—The postsecondary education institution and/or units within thal *stitution that
are peiceived as tha Groducce «faciitetar of the oulComols) ol concern

28  Other interest-Based Commurnties —An example wouid be an ad hoc coahition task fosce of representatives from two Of iNOrd Of INC JUOVE
areas

30 Geographic Based Communinies —This cateqory reters to large groups delined on the basis of funcrional termitanar boundaries
31 Local Community~A township, Cily, counly metfopolitan area of othel type of 10caiity having panicutar boundanies 1t s not necessarily
restticted 1o the legal or junsdictional Doundary but Ire tunctional one 1n which the impacs of the msilution 18 (or Should be) Qirectly and

ghysicatly Ieit, The DOurJanes wiii vary #ith the \n3LLLlioN 7 PIOgram and outcome of concirn

32 The Staie
A Region —An aggregation of states or parts of states

k&)

34 The Naion
35 An internationat Cornmunity
8

Other Geographic-Based Commumities—An ¢ ample would be a research discavery that atlects primanly pecple iving in the coldest
lalitudes, of where it srows heawmly

40  Aggregates ol People -This cateyory refers 10 subpopulations ol neople diatinguished by PArliCute, characiersics (nat may .ndicate comnon
concerns, needs of wants, tul wno 39 nat necessaily have d common infeiost of MIssion, and theretore GO r 01 Conshiiyte communilies

A Auility Levet Subpupyidtions —Subpopulations del od according to levet ol ability, proficiercy on general intellectual functioning of
spocilie skl —icr exarnpie, gifted typical, disadvantaged, of skilled, sem: Skiled Ishilieg

42 Age Subpopulétions
43 Egucat.onat Level Subpopulalions
44 Income L evel Subpopulations
4% Occupation Subpopuiations
48 Pnysical Diseoiity Condition Subpooulations
47  Race Subpopurations
48 Sex Subpopulatinng
49 Otrer Such Agyregetes
80 Other Auownces —Examples wauld Le the natural environmont that s ffected Dy universily «ponsured resndrch (which in turn wouid be

expuciod 1O Nave IMPACES 0N uuieNLes such a3 INUIvVIAUAS and Comi 1uNies) and populatiung of animais (SUCh as (N anunaiy altected DY
eflurts 10 Fuep dujitutud Sparies fiuun tmcomng eatinet ut iy the orvan, atenl Of voloninary MO e .}

a
From the "audicence" dimension of the ICHEMS Outcomes Structure {(Lenning ot ail,

1977, p. 24). 179 184




that the clients expect, and judges' perceptions of program value forming

the horizontal axis. The macrix, which is shown in Fiaure 3, is vertically

split into a description section and a judgment section.

Concerning the description section of the matrix, intents includes program
effects that are planned for or intended, desired, hoped for, anticipated, and
those that are feared. A major problem for the evaluator is to deduce the
intentions for the proc and transform them into concrete, useabie data. Obser-
vations include descriptions of surroundings, events, behaviors, and consequences
that are gathered through direct observation and with the help of instruments such
as "inventory schedules, biographical data sheets, interview routines, check lists,
opinionnaires, and all kinds of psychometric tests."

During the analysis phase, the focus is on discovering © * each row of the
matrix how much of what was intended actually happened (discrepancies between intents
and observed occurrance, and the amount of congruence), and also on examining the
relationships (or contingencies) among antecedents, transactions, and outcomes
across both the intended and observed dimensions. In addition to the congruence and
contingency comparisons of descriptive data that have already been discussed,

Stake stresses the importance of examining whether the ;rogram plan (intents)
logically relates or conforms to the philosophic background and basic purposes of
the program; whether the intents constitute a plausible and well-thought out glan

fur implementing the program rationale (philosophy and purposes).

Concerning the judgment section of the matrix, Stake indicated that a
wholistic view is imperative but not being taken in most current evaluation
efforts within education. As he stated it, "it is a great misfortune that
the best trained evaluators have been locking at education with a microscope

rather than with & panoramic view finder."
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Figure 3

CATEGORIES OF DATA NEEDED FIR COMPREHENSIVE
PROGRAM EVALUATION ACCORDING TO STAKE'S COUNTENANCE MODEL

DESCRIPTION JUDGMENT

Intents Observations Standards Judgments
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The descriptive data about the program, discussed earlier, can be judged
with respect to sets of absolute standards or criteria of what the antecedent,
transactional, and outcome intensions and observations should be (absolute
comparison), each set conforming to the view of a relevant reference group or
point of view. The other possib,'ity is to judge the data with respect to
the same data for similar programs elsewhere (relative comparison). In doing
the judging, the evaluator &ssigns a weight of importance to each set of
standards he/she considers to have reievince, and determines the ajrogram data on
which to make comparisons. Based on relative and absolute judgment, the evaluator
arrives at "an overall or composite rating of merit" and specifies limitations
and qualifications that apply to this rating. He/she then develops recomm:ndations
r- arding the program decisions of concern (continue the program as is, terminate
t . program, modify the program in particular ways).

Stake (1967) made it clear that all of what he proposed does not have to be
done in one massive effort. Furthermore, because of available evaluation
resources, many evaluation efforts will devote all of their resources to only
certain areas of programs and to particular types of data (fcr example, intended
versus actual outcomes). And Stake makes it clear that the process for narrowing

down the focus should be deliberate and formal alsn, as indicated below:

Educators should be making their own evaluations more
deliberate, more formai. Tnose who will--whether in their
classrooms or on national panels--can hope to clarify their
responsibility by answering each of the following questiors:
(1) Is this evaluation to be primarily descriptive, primarily
judgmental, or both descriptive and judgmental? (2) Is this i
evaluation to emphasize the antecedent conditions, the trcas-

actions, or the outcomes alone, or a combination of these, or

their functional contingencies: (3) Is this evaluation to
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indicate the congruence between what is intended and what
occurs? (4) Is this evaluation to be undertaken within a

single program or as a comparison Fetween two or more
curricutar programs? (5) Is this evaluation intended more

to further the development of curricula or to help choose
among available curricula? With these questions answered,
the restrictive effects of incomplete guidelines and in-

appropriate countenances are more easily avoided. (p. 540)

Stake's Responsive Evaluation

In lates years, Stake changed his position about the relative value of

formal and informal evaluation (1973). Uhereas, he previously downgraded
informal evaluation, he no favors it in the majority uf cases because it is
performing riore of a service. Thus, he titles his new model “"resnonsive evaluation."
Responsive evaluation sacrifices some measurement precision, but gains in
tne value of the findings to those involved with the program. According to
Stake:

Responsive evaluation is l¢ s reliant on formal communication,

more reliant on natural communication. . . It is evaluation

based on what people do naturally to evaluate things: they

observe and react. . . Subjectivity can be reduced by repli-

cation and operational definition of ambiquous terms even

while we are relying heavily on the insights of personal

observation. An educational evaluaticn is responsive eval-
uation (1) if it orients more directly to program activities
than to program intents, (2) if it responds to audience

requirements for information, and (3) if the different value-
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perspectives of the people at hand are referred to in

reporting the success and failure of the program. . . . To do
a responsive evaluation, the evaluator of course does many

things. He makes a plan of observations and negotiations. He

arranges for various persons to observe the prograr With

their help he prepares brief narratives, portrayals, product
displays, graphs, etc. He finds out what is of value to his
audiences. He gathers expressions of worth from various
individuals whose points of view differ. Of course, he checks
the quality of his records. He gets program personnel to react
to the accuracy of his portrayals. He gets authority figures to
react to the importance of various findings. He gets audience
members to react to the relevance of his findings. He does

much of this informally, iterating, and keeping a record of
action and reaction. He chooses media accessible to his
audiences to increase the liklihood and fidelity of communication.
He might prepare a final written report; he might not--depending
on what he and his clients have agreed on. ( )

Responsive evaluation aliows the evaluator tc respord vo both current ard
emarging issues, and to adjust easily to changing conditions. A major focus
is on abserving the program in action.

Responsive evaluation is preferred in formative evaiuation when monitoring
is desired and no particular problems are projected. It is preferred for
summative evaluation whén what is desired is an understanding of the program's
activities, strengths, and shortcomings. Preordinate evaluation (discussed
previously) is preferred when the purpose is to see if goals have been reached

or promises kept, and to test hypotheses and issues that were’ predetermined.
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A TWO-DINENSIONAL MATRIX THAT RELATES

STUFFLEBEAM'S FOUR TYPES OF DECISION

FOCUSE
End Results

S AND ASSOCIATED EVALUATION TYPES?

S ON
Means of Obtaining Results

Planning Oecrsions--Decisinns about the
sett1ng to be served, the , "ogram ends or out-
comes 1ntended, and whether or not program
mission, goals, and objectives should be
changed.

Context_Fvaluation--Developing a rationale for
determnation of progra. objectives, identi-
fication of potential nethodological
strategies, ana develop ant of proposals for
outsiuve fund,ng through 1dentification and
analysis of: (1) needs and appertunitics,

(2) problems and constraints related to

those nceds and opportumities; (3) discre-
pancies betweer actual and intended 1nputs and
outputs; (4) basei.ne information ragarding
actual, probahle, and possible program
operations and accorplishments; {5) 1nternal
and external environnent philosophies,

values, attitudes, aoals, priorities,
palitins. cconomics, dewvographics, traditions,
practices, otc.: (6) technological advunces

in the field, and (7) strategies, overations,
,and results obtained in simiar progrdms
- elsewhere.

Structuring Decisions--Decisions about
sources of support and the means to be used
to achieve the desired outcomes, including
decisions about methods, content, organi-
2ation, personnel, schedule, facilities,
and budget.

Input Evaluation--Deterinining if outside
assistance 15 required to meet the program
objectives, how the objectives should be
selected cperationally, the overall program
strategy to cmploy, and the test use of
available resources to meet program goals
effectively and efficiently through identi1fi-
cation and analysis of- (1) availabriity of

for the program; (2) sources of possibie
additional resources, likelihood of obt2ining
such support, and the probable kinds and
amounts of support; (3) relevance, effec-
tiveness, feasibility, and econony of
alternative sulution strategies and
procedural desians that are availahle to
the program; and (4) nuabers and charac-
teristics of entities--such as students or
»ther client groups--that are intended to
be served, acted on, and/or modified by
the program.

term1nate. rcfine, rEVl'O or refocus the
program; based on the attainments acineved.

Process Evaluation--Identifying and pre-
;d\Ctlng {based on program operation) defects

1 in procedural design or its mplementation,

I servicing the operational decisions built

into the program desian, and determining the
extent to which program procedures are
operating as intended, through: (1) con-
tinuously moniloring and 1dentifying staff and
student interactions, “mumumcation channels,
logistics, adequacy o. program resour .s,
amount of consensus amonf program staff and
participants about the purposes of the
program, sources of problems, unanticipated
bottlencchs and other problems, etc.; (2)
providing the information needed to make the
operational decisions specified by the program
plan; and (3) recording program process

avents and acrtivities as they occur, and
relating them to whal was projected 'n the
proyrain design, for indications of why the

Implementing Decisions--Operational

. decisions pertaining to utilization, control,
modification, and refinenent of the projram
procedures and design.

Product Evaluation--Measuring and intepreting
program process and outcome attainments
during and at the end of cach program cycle,
through: (1) defiming program objectives

in soncrete, observab e, and operational
terms; (2) ident1fying or developing
indicators and measures, and assocrated
interpretational criteria; (3) collecting
data for the 1ndicators and measuras specl-
fied; (4) com.aring the measurement and
indicator dat: to erther absolute or
comparative standards selected as the
criteria to be met, {(5) wnterpreting

the outcome results obtained, thrcuyh
relating them to the context, injut, and
process wnformation gethered in the other
three types of evaluatiun; and {6) making
Judgments about program -orth and’/or how
proguraim outcones Can be inproved through
program modification.

human and matarial resources and capakilities

lprogram objectives are or are not being mot.

3pbstracted from Stufflebeam et al (1971), page
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Stufflebeam's Model

Stufflebeam and his associates (1971) introduced a new definition and focus
for evaluation: “Evaluation is the proces< of delineating, obtaining and pro-
viding useful information for judging decision alternatives." [In addition, they
set forth four separate types of evaluation, each of which primarily influences

one of four major types of decisions as shown below:

Evaluation Type Decision Type

Context Evaluation —————>Plann.ng Decisions
Input Evaluation -—-——-—-;>Structurinq Decisions
Process Evaluation ——-—————-;>Imp1ementing Decisions
Product Evaluation ———}Recyc]inq Decisions

| —

S S

+

L

What each type of evaluation and each type of decision involves is described in
Figure 4. In this model, continual feedback is being provided to the decision-

maker, which may cause him/her to reconsider earlier decisions.

An additional word should be said about thes context in which the program is
operating and being administered--highlighted as a part of Figure 3. That context
also can markedly affect the evaluation i“self in ways that the evaluator must
consider. For exaaple, as discussed by Smith (1977), the politics and values that
dominate the internal and external environments should be expected to have
profound impacts on the evaluation process.

According to Stufflebeam, the structure of tasks in the evaluation design
is the same for all four types of evaluation. He presented those tasks as

follows:
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TASKS

Focusing the Evaluation

1.

4.

{dentify the major level{s) of decision-making to be served, e.g.,
local, state, or national.

For each level of decision-making, project the decision situations
to be served and describe each one in terms of its locus, focus,
criticality, timing, and composition of alternatives.

Define criteria for each decision situation by specifying variables

for measurement and standards for use in the judgment of alternatives.

Define policies within which the evaluator must operate.

Collection of Information

1.
2.

3.
4.

Specify the source of the information to be collected.

Specify the instruments and methods for collecting the needed
information.

Specify the sampling procedure to be employed.

Specify the conditions and schedule for information collection.

Organization of Information

1.
2.

Provide a format for the information which is to be collected.

Designate a means for performing the analys’s.

Analysis of Information

1.
2.

Select the analytical procedures to be employed.

Designate a means for performing the analysis.

Reporting of Information

1.
2.
3.
4.

Define the audiences for the evaluation reports.
Specify means for providing information to the audiences.
Specify the format for evaluation reports and/or reporting sessions.

Schedule the reporting of information.

Administration of the Evaluation

1.
2.

Summarize the evaluation schedule.
Define staff and resource requirements and plans, for meeting these
requirements.
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3. Specify means for meeting policy requirements for conduct of the
evaluation.

4. Evaluate the potential of the evaluation design for providing
information which is valid, reliable, credible, timely, and pervasive.

5. Specify and schedule means for periodic updating of the evaluation
design.

6. Provide a budget for the total evaluation program.
Stufflebeam and his associates (1971, pp. 27-30) discussed eleven criteria
that evaluation should meet. These criteria, and what they imply are as

follows: (1) internal validity--close correspondence between the evaluative

information and the phenomena it represents, (2) external validity--generalizability

of the information, (3) reliability--consistency and replicability of the infor-
macon, (4) objectivity--publicness of the infomation, (5) relevance--purposes of

the evaluation that are served, (6) importance--high priority information highlighted,
(7) scope--comprehensiveness, (8) credibility--amount of trust and integrity in the
evaluation and evaluator perceived by pertinent others, (9) timeliness--information

provided when needed, (10) pervasiveness--evaluative findings disseminated to all

persons who need it, and (11) efficiency--evaluative time, cost, and personnel.

Alkin's Approa...

Alkins' (1969) Model is very similar to Stufflebeam's in purpose and
operation, but involves five types of ev-luation and five types of decisions.
(He separates Stufflebeam's process evaluation into "program implementation" and
"program improvement.") Each of the five types of evaluation is described below,
and they occur in this order:

1. Systems Assessment - status of the system on discrepancy needs

) S &N U 00 N B S0 i N 0D N =& a0 e e

and goals.

Program Planning - matching of programs tc needs.

s
N

3. Program Implementation - extent to which the program has been

' introduced as intended to the group intended.
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4. Program Improvement - information about program functioning, achieve-
ment of objectives, and unintended outcomes which can guide program
modification.

5. Program Certification - worth and generalizability of the program to

related situations.

Hammond's Model

Hammond (1973) has suggested an approach to evaluation of innovations, and
makes use of a cube that represents an interaction of three dimensions which
can be used to structure the evaluation. The "instructional dimension," as
represented on one face of the cube, is dividea into the following categories
and subcategories fo~ an elementary school:

A. Time (duration and sequence of blocks of time devoted to the clientele.

B. Space (the vertical and horizontal organization of the clientele.

1. Vertical and Horizontal Organization

2. Content

3. Methodology
4. Facilities
5. Cost

A second face of the cube represents the "institutional dimension," which
is split into the following categories for the elementary school: s*udent,
teacher, administrator, educational specialist, family, and community. Each
of these groups that is involved in the process, is subdivided according to
various descriptive variables. For example, Hammond subdivided "students"
according to age, grade level, sex, familial variables, socioeconomic variables,
physical health, mental health, achievement, ability, interest, and relationship

to innovation.
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"Behavioral dimension" is the final dimension proposed by Hammond. This

dimension is broken into the Bloom taxonomy categories of cognitive, affective,
and psychomotor, They were hoping to add a fourth category that they tentatively
labeled "perceptual behavior."

Hammond say: the following about his structure that is graphically represented
by a cube:

The structure developed provides a framework to produce factors
that have a direct influence on a given innovation. The factors
created by the interaction of one variable from each of the dimen-
sions may be studied in any depth desired...In most cases, the study
of a given factor will be determined by t1me, availability of tests
and procedures, and the needs....Once the forces affecting a given
innovation have been 1dent1f1ed and placed in a structure which permits
an analysis of the interaction of these forces, the next step is that of
placing the structure in a working model for evaluation....Sound
evaluation procedures require that the process begin w1th the current
programs. Before attempts at innovation are made, adequate baseline
data is required to make those decisions which determ1ne the direction
of the change process. (p. 167)

Bzcause of limited evaluation skills of personnel, Hammond proposes that the
process at the beginning evaluate only one area of the insitution or program. With
such a precaution, and effective training, he contends that local staff can
conduct all aspects of the evaluation throughout the institution.

Hammond's model involves six procedural steps that have been quoted and
paraphrased as follows:

1. Select an area(s) within the total program on which the evaluation

should focus.

2. For the area se cted, define descriptive variables for the

instructional and institutional dimensions.

3. State the objectives in behavioral terms, in terms of the behavior

that will be accepted as eviuence the client has achieved the
objective, the conditions under which the behavior will be expected
to occur, and the level of performance that is acceptable. Scriven

(1971) made a statement that adds a relevant point here: “There are
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non-behavioral objectives, but we have to translate them into behavioral

objectives if we want to know whether we have achieved them.

4. Assess the behavior described in the objectives.

5. Analyze the results within factors and the relationships between
factors, to arrive at conclusions based on actual behavior.

6. Disseminate the conclusions and apply them to guiding the development
of innovations in the program.

Hammond's model utilizes the behavioral objective and feedback concepts
developed in the 1930's by Ralph Tyler (1942), considered by many to be the “father of
educational evaluation." But it goes far beyond that to the application of a
multi~-dimensional structure showing factor interactions that can remind staff
of important program factors that might be overlooked if the structure were not
used. Of course Hammond's structure will need to be modified appropriately in
order to be applied to the evaluation of student affairs programs, but the concepts,

principles, and general procedures he outlines are pertinent in that setting.

Provus' Discrepancy Evaluation

“Discrepancy evaluation" is a term made popular by Provus (1971) in his
model for evaluating ongoing educational programs. (The purpose he espoused
for evaluation was to determine whether the program should be improved, maintained,
or terminated.) His model involves three general procedures, plus five program
development stages which have questions associated with each that need to be
answered. The three general procedures are as follows: (1) agree upon and
define program standards and objectives; (2) identify any discrepancies between
observations made about particular aspects of the program and what should be the
case according to the program standards and objectives; and (3) use the discrepancy
information to identify program weaknesses and feed it back to the program

developers to guide program modification and problem solving. As a basis for

191 196




Gadd OGN OB OE 05 U B BN e

his model, Provus also focused on teamwork between the program developers and
evaluators and the necessity for continuous cormunication between the evaluator
and the program staff.

The discrepancy evaluation concept can usefully be carried beyond the
definition of discrepancy favored by Provus. For example, the current author
is a strong proponent of profile anmalysis, where the patterns of similarities
discrepancies among program factors within and across program dimensions are
studied to identify not only weaknesses but strengths around which improvement
can be built. Perhaps such discrepancy evaluation should be referred to as
profile or pattern evaluation in order to distinguish it from the concept and

model popularized by Provus.

Other Evaluation Models

Additional models have been proposed, with some specific concepts or ideas that
deserve attention anu consideration. Worthen and Sanders (1972), for example,
discuss the personal judgment or accreditation model that makes use of self-study,
visitations, annual reports, and panels of expert judges. Although most institutions
perhaps do not really try to use accreditation study data for program improvement,
the accreditation bodies are proponents of such application of the data, and their

-

rationale makes sense to this author.

Wolf (1975) applied the concept of a jury trial to educational evaluation.

In such a proceeding, ¢vidence is presented by advocates on either side to an

impartial jury, which makes a judgment about the worth of the program. As in a

jury trial, a "“judge" is present to insure consistency and fairness in the
proceedings. Wolf contends that his "judicial model” (or the "adversary model"

as it is more commonly referred to) "demands that the evaluation focus on relevant




and significant issues as determined by a broad variety of persons involved in

or effected by the program (1975, page 186)." The adversary model has subsequently
received mixed reviews (Arnstein, 1975; Popham and Carlson, 1977; Jackson, 1977;
Thurston, 1978).

Student affairs programs, as is true of other types of programs, consist
of complex arrays of human players and a multitude of factr*g all interacting
in an or-going and dynamic process. Evaluating such interactions is an especially
difficult task, and "transactional models" have especially focused on such
dynamics (Rippy, 1973). Informal analyses, such as the case study, are the
primary method of such models. Stake's responsive evaluation (discussed earlier)
is, in effect, a transactional model.

Another model to be mentioned is a paradigm involving multiple criterion
measures for evaluating effectiveness that was synthesized by Metfessel and
Michael (1967). They divided the evaluation process into eight phases or steps,
and emphasized that judgmental decisions are involved in every phase:

(1) Involve both directly and indirectly members of the total institutional
community as participants in, and facilitators of, the program
evaluation. This could also involve outside people such as parents and
the community.

(2) Formation of a cohesive paradigm of brcad goals and specific objectives

arranged in a hierarchical order from general to specific outcomes.

(3) Translation of specific objectives into a communicable form applicable
to facilitating learning in the institutional environment.

(4) Gather or develop the instrumentation necessary for furnishing
criterion measures from which inferences can be formulated concerning
program effectiveness in terms of the objectives set forth.

(5) Carry out periodic observations through the use of ‘tests, scales,
and other indices of behavioral change that are considered valid

with respect to the nbjectives sampled.



(6) Analyze the data furnished by the status and change measures through

use of appropriate statistical methods.

(7) Interpretation of the data relative to specific standards, objectives

and broad goals.

(8) Formulate recommendations for further implementation, modification,

or revision of the program or its goals and objectives.

As the various evaluation strategies have been discussed, this writer's
personal views have crept in, for example, ccncerning the desirability of being on
the lookout also for 2vidence of unintended outcomes during the evaluation process,
and che importance of periodically conducting an evaluation of one's program goals.
One strategy strongly h.1d by the author was not really emphasized by any of the
theorists, however--regarding the desirability of a wholistic phase followed by a
focused phase. The wholistic phase is diverse and "broad-band" in its focus and
examines many different factors at one time. Focused and more in-depth or cetailed
"narrow-band" follow-up of obvious problem areas is then cuiled for as a part of

the overall process.

Categorizations of Model Types

To review and summarize the various models that have been outlined, two
classifications of evaluation model types that were found in the literature will
now be discussed. Popham (1975) came to the conclusion that there were four
general classes of educational evaluation models, as follows:

1. Goal-attainment modeis--The Tyler, Hammonds, and Hetfessel and Michael

mcdels fall into this category.

2. Judgmental models emphasizing intrinsic criteria--The accreditation

model and Stake's responsive models fall into this qategory.

3. Judgmental models emphasizing extrinsic criteria--Tha Scriven

formulation, the adversary model, and Stake's countenance (or preordinate)

model fall into this category.
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4. Decision-facilitation models--The Stufflebeam, Alkin, and discrepancy

evaluation models fall in this category.

In a more recent attempt to categorize evaluation models, House (1978) differ-
entiated eight categories: systems analysis, behavioral objectives, decision-making,
goal free, art criticism, accreditation, adversary, and transaction. He
differentiated them on the basis of their proponents, their major audiences,
what they assume consensus on, the methodology used, the outcome or purpose, and
the typical questions asked. For example, the typical questions associated with

each type are as follows (House, 1978, p. 12):

¢ Systems Analyses--------- Are the expected effects achieved?
Can the effects be achieved more economically?
what are the most efficient programs?

e Behavioral Objectives----Are the students achieving the objectives?
Is the staff producing?

¢ Decision Making------=--- Is the program effective?
What parts are effective?

¢ Goal Free-~---cccccccca-- What are all the effects?

e Art Criticisme-----rece-- Would a critic approve this program?

® Accreditation------------ How would professionals rate this program?

¢ Adversary-e----=--.ce-c--- What are the arguments for and against the
program?

e Transaction--------ccc--- What does the program look like to different
people?

Based on his study of the various models, House reported that "the major
elements in understanding the models are their ethics, their epistemologies,
and their political ramifications." A1l of the models were found to derive from
the philosophy of liberalism, which "grew out of an attempt to rationalize and
justify a market society," and which focuses on choice, individualism, and
empiracism. Similarly all of the major models were found to be subjective in

ethics. Then the models break out as shown in Figure 5.
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Conclusion: Staff Skills and Competencies Needed

for Student Affairs Program Assessment and Evaluation

The preceding discussion of strategies and procedurcs for conducting
assessment and evaluation has implied a number of skills and competencies that
student affairs assessors and evaluators should have in order to be effective,
with the requirements varying according to the model(s) endorsed. Some skills
are important for all approaches, however, such as the ability to ask the
important questions, to think logically, and to communicate effectivaly.

Two literary works were found that focused exclusively on evaluation
skills. Scriven (1971) focused on the skills needed by a professional program
evaluator, and made the following statement:

Evaluation requires almost all of the skills known to man in order

to be done well; although it is also true that we will do it in our

amateur kind of way, sometimes quite successfully, wheneve~ we buy

a new washing machine or decide on a new automobile. It's worth

remembering that those tasks which we all do as individuals are done

with extreme care and quite demonstrably better by semi-technical

skilled personnel, ranging from Tom McCahil down to the staff of

consumer reports.

In his discussion, Scriven emphasized a number of soecific skills for
becoming competent in avaluation. One concerned the ability to conceptualize,
another concerned the ability to work tngether with others as a team. Scriven
also concluded that some evaluation problems, but not a majority, require
considerable sophistication in statistics. Other skills and competencies
mentioned included the ability to do moral and political analysis; an under-
standing of game Fheory; ability to formulate goals in a way that makes it

possible to determine later if they were achieved; ability to form behavioral
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objectives, plus to clarify and communicate about them; ability to link what is
observed in field tests to language; general knowledge about the program being |
evaluated and the practices relevant to that field; the ability to formulate 1
alternative hypotheses; the ability to identify concretely and specifically what
one is evaluating; and the ability to evaiuate options and to make balanced,
practical judgments about their desirability and feasibility. Scriven claimed
that all of these skills are important, but that the most crucial one is the
one listed last above.

Owens and Evans (1977) focused on the program evaluation skills needed
by busy administrators, who are probably more representative of the typical
student affairs worker than is a professional evaluator. Interestingly, the
skills Owens and Evans emphasize are similar in nature to the ones emphasized
by Scriven, and they cover a broader array of skills:

® The ability to identify the purposes and audiences for one's
evaluation;

e The ability to prepare a basic description of the program, and its
activi“ies, to be evaluated;

e The ability to refine educational objectives in terms of who will
do the action, what the activity is, the criteria for judging
successful objective attainment, and the conditions under which
the activity will be conducted;

¢ The ability to write worthwhile (clear, emphasizes important skills
and processes, and provides a challenge at the same time it is
achievable) objectives, and to determine which objectives are most
criticail to evaluate;

\
\
\
® The ability to describe the resources and processes to be used in
achieving one's_abjective; ‘
|
\
i
\
\
|
|
|

e The ability to specify the alternative decisions likely to be
made about a program;

e The ability to state evaluation questions clearly and concretely;
e The ability to establish evaluation guidelines consistent with

funding availability, local concerns, administrative policy, and
ethical prinr.ples;




o The a.1lity to identify available reiources for conducting the
evaluation;

e The ability to speci’y pertinent aata sources;

e The ability to determine appropriate ways to measure selected
processes and outcomes;

o The ability to select and apply instruments in terms of reliability,
validity, and usefulness;

o The ability to establish and apply criteria for the selection of an
evaluation specialist;

e Th2 ability to prepare a basic evaluatior plan for collecting, analyzing,
and reporting data and transforming it into information;

e The ability to make judgments regarding various types and formats for
evaluation reporting; and

e The abiiity to applv various types of evaluation findings.

A1l of the above shills and competencies are important for the assessment
and evaluation o student affairs programs. However, the amount of emphasis on
each depends on the assessment and evaluation model one chooses to guide such
efforts, or the combinations of strategies and prucedures from various models
that are integrated into one's personal framework. For example, Stake's
responsive evaluation depends little on the formal measurement of outcomes and
on statistics, and the component skills needed to conduct such activities; and
emphasizes such skills as interpersonal relations, negotiation, natural obser-
vation and communication, and the ability to porcray and narrate. Conversely,
his preordinate evajuation emphasizes such thinjs as developing formal
objectives; transforming those objectives into concrete, systematic data
requirements; selecting formal instruments and using them plus formal observation
procedures to gather the needed data; and using analyses of various kinds
(including sophisticated statistic.: techniques where appropriate) to compare

actuality to intentions on antecedent; transaction, and outcome variables.
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Concerning statistical amalyses, Stake would not expect the evaluator to be a
statistician but to know enough about statistics to be able to intelligently
choose and communicate with a statistics expert when needed for the project,

and to appropriately interpret and apply any statistical data that are guthered.

Which assessmer.t and evaluation approaches one chooses will depend on many
factors, including the philosophy and skills of the evaluator. It is quite
appropriate to use components from several diffarent models to form ore's own
eclectic model, as long as it is well thought out and logically sensible in
relation to the evaluator, the program, and the context within which the evaluator
and the program must operate. Furthermore, the same evaluator may often need
different approaches for different programs and contexts.

A final point should be emphasized. The comprehensiveness of assessment
and evaluation that is implied 1n this chapter is an ideal that will often
involve more than the time, the financial res.urces, and the political restraints
present, will allow. Furthermore, it is crucial for the reader to understand
that the total evalua..on for a program should not be attempted all at once,
and that feacibility (with respect to fiscal resources, time, staff expertise,
the political environment, etc.) must be a primary consideration in designing
the evaluation plan--aloi.g with the needs of the program, the purposes the
evaluation is to serve, what methods and activities will be effective, and so
forth. An ongoing program evaluation plan should be cyclical, with differential
phases totaling several years before the cycle is repeated. During the year
that a particular segment of the program is being focused ~- in-depth, simple
monitoring techniques such as those discussed by Hecht (1977) should be used
to keep ones "finger on the pulse and gross health" of the other areas of
program functioning. If assessment and evaluation activities are well-planned

and spaced appropriately, such activities can contiribute greatly to program
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imnrovement, support, and accountability. If not, staff members, evaluators,
and outside observers are likely to become disillusioned, distrustful, and/or
sarcastic concerning the evaluation effort--and possibly also with respect

to the operational program. No evaluation would probably be better than

ineffective and misleading evaluation.
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