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Step 3.0

3.1

3.2

3.3

3.4

3.5

3.6

Step 4.0

4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

4.5

Step 5,0

Determination of the
of Completeness

appropriateness of the TVc+- e

Determine the number of Tests of Completeness utilized.

Determine how many Tests of Completeness produced

calculate the percent of Tests of Completeness thatproduced changes.

Indicate the final priorities of the changes made.

Prepare a table as follows:

Test # used # change Percent Priorities

1

2

3

Interpret the results, if the Tests of Completeness
produces many changes (more than 10) of high priority
then they are said to be functional and necessary.

Determination of the Appropriateness of Focus

List all decisions made since the peport was provided.

Indicate the priorities of the decisions.

Indicate whether or not data was provided for those
decisions.

Calculate the correlation between Step 4.2 and Step 4.3.

Interpret the results.

Determination of whether the data provided was in terms
of the parts of enterprise as conceptualized by each.

~
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5.1 Ask each decision-maker if the data provided were in
terms of the parts of the enterprise as conceptualized.

Step 6.0 Determination of whether the goals reported on were the
goals the decision-maker held for the enterprise.

Step 7.0 Determination of the extent to which Observational
Techniques held decision-maker validity.

Step 8.0 Determination of the extent to which the variables

measured were of concern to the decision-maker.

Step 9.0 Determination of the extent to which the data analysis
was comprehensible to the decision-maker.



INSTRUCTIONAL ALTERNATIVE ON PRIORITIZATION

(As used in the Hutchinson/Fortune Evaluation Methodology)

367

TO PRIORITIZE A LIST OP ITEMS (decision—maker , intents dimensions , etc.)

PUT THEM IN ORDER PROM FIRST TO LAST.

For example, if you have six items:

1s t

2nd

3rd

4th

5th

6th (last)

To prioritize a list of items you need at least one criterion . For asaple,

we can prioritize the list below using the criterion "weight'', and decide that the

heaviest item will be first and the lightest last:

The above list is ordered by priority using the criterion "weight”, where the

heaviest item is first and lightest is last.

If the instruction is given to "prioritize" & list of items withoit specifying.

a criterion, we usually assume that the criterion is "importance" but diis is not

always what "prioritise" means. We can prioritize for example by the criterion,

"risk", where the item which has highest priority is that which has the gret test

risk of not succeeding (the greatest likelihood of failing). We can prioritize

by ”tiB»£ where the item which has the highest priority is that which needs data

collected on it the soonest. Or by "time^ where the highest priority item is that

which is being acted on the soonest.

1. Elephant

2. Man

3. Briefcase

4. Pencil

5. Feather

Heaviest is first

Least heavy is last
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We can prioritize using two or more critera with 1) the "add across" method

or 2) the "shuttle” method.

1) Tho Add Across Method using two criteria for prioritizing . (To be used

when all criteria are of equal priority)

.

GOALS OF AN IMAGINARY DECISION-MAKER I. I R. S. F.

To develop a viable model for team-teaching by January, 1972 1 . 2. 3. 1 .

To help sixth grade students appreciate Africa 2. 3. 5. 3.

To help sixth grade students all achieve 6th grade

reading level by June, 1972
4.

*;

8. 4.

To bring about innovations in the school 3. 1 . 4. 2.

Importance to ms: » I

Risk - T

Sua S

Final prioritised list “ T

Step 1* Prioritise goals by importance (I)

Step 2. Prioritise goals by risk (R) A rv
Step 3. For each goal, add (sum) its importance order and its risk order (R + ^

Step 4. In the final prioritised list, the goal with the lowest sun is the first

goal, the next loweat the second goal.

If you have more than two categories (all of equal priority) the procedure i

tha same.

2) The Shuttle Method, using two criteria for prioritizing . (To ba used when

criteria categories themselves can ba prioritized)

,

nniY-n nv AH IMAGINARY DECISION-MAKER

!

I R F

To develop a viable modal ... (D 1.

Appreciate Africa %A 3.

Achieve reeding level ... Aif 4

Bring innovations ... 3
N
C^l) 2.
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8appo3e chat the imaginary dec it? ion-maker decides that Importance has a

higher priority than Risk . Take the first goal prioritized by I. (viable model),

then the first goal by R. (innovations), then the 2nd goal by I (appreciate),

then the 2nd goal by R. (note ~ it already has an order - go on to the 3rd goal)

by R. It too has an order - go on to the fourth goal by R.

If you have more than two categories, prioritize the categories. Take tha

first goal of the first category, the first of the second category, the first

the third category, ...... the second goal of the first category

A final prioritised list directs the order in which items (goals, intents,

dimensions etc.) are to be taken for the next step in the Hutchlneon/Fortune

Evaluation Methodology.
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APPENDIX B

FIELD TEST LOG
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Introduction

The purpose of the Field Test Log is to provide a

documentation of the procedures used and to report on

significant things that take place during the implementation

of the field test. It is in a sense a diary and book of

events. The log presented here is as complete as possible,

as there are always problems associated with remembering to

make an entry and in trying to recapture what had transpired

the day before when memory and circumstances failed to allow

an immediate entry . These are human problems not unknown to

uninitiated scientists, captains of ocean-going liners or,

possibly in the future, captains of starships engaged in space

travel. Nevertheless, the log is an integral part of the

activities of all mentioned above. It serves to provide

information which can be used to look back and speculate on

why certain things occurred or did not occur and from which

the journey can be reconstructed. It is in this vein that the

log is presented here.

Monday, March 13, 1972

Absolutely nothing was accomplished today with the Project

Matthew personnel due to the break-in over the weekend. Did

get a chance to go over the Negotiation of the Contract steps

with myself so I'll know for sure what I'm getting into.
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The afternoon was spent with Tony Campbell while he

demonstrated curriculum packages from his company. Evidently

it depends on me to say yes or no concerning the purchase of

the materials.

Tuesday. March 14, 1972

Staff seems really suspicious about my ’’real" motives.

I suspect they suspect I’m there to check up on them, or to

get them money. In fact, money is all I can hear about. But

then again, it is an important commodity.

Provided verbal and written outline (proposal) of the

Methodology including definition of terms to Anne who’s the

temporary decision-maker, and of course to the staff. Got

polite nods and smiles. I think Anne is really interested,

but none of them are all that sure.

Temporary decision-maker gave me agreement with purpose

of evaluation, asked questions and appeared ready to go. So

far so good. Got description of enterprise through Project

Matthew Proposal, 1971-72. Got name of enterprise, Project

Matthew. Seems a little silly, I already know all that.

Agreed to evaluate entire program instead of parts and talked

a long time about money problems and other Street Academies.

Wednesday, March 15, 1972

Thought this was going to be a good day. But I arrived
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to get list of resources from everybody and got question

instead. "What information can the Methodology deliver

that we don’t already know?" Wasn’t quite sure how to

answer. Tried "wait and see" but that didn’t work. Ended

up explaining that the Methodology will uncover things not

seen before, confirm things known, and the like. That did it

for the moment but I must work on that. What indeed can this

Methodology come up with that’s not already known?

I actually got a list of resources from the temporary

decision-maker but it was hard. Had to really start pushing,

suggesting, nodding, indicating approval. Had same, if more

pronounced, difficulty with staff but did get lists. Surprised

the lists are so short—would have gotten hundreds at U.Mass.

In fact I was afraid that the list would have been "miles" long,

yet turned out the opposite.

Set up schedule to spend two hours in morning with temporary

decision-maker, meet with staff and/or students during lunch.

Thursday, March 16, 1972

Didn't go to the site today, but to class instead. Class

discussions were centered conveniently around "Negotiation of

the Contract." I gave a report on the progress made in the

field test and began to write up results.
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Friday, March 17, 1972

Got a list of decision-makers from temporary decision-

maker and staff. Seemed to take all day. Spent most of the

day answering the telephone since the secretary was out. Also

attended one class and left early. T.G.I.F.

Monday, March 20, 1972

Had to give a seminar on prioritization in order to

prioritize decision-makers. The word prioritization was a

stumbling block. It took people by surprise. The seminar was

necessary to restore comfort.

The schedule is impossible to follow so I just get to whom

I need as I can. Today I had to wait until the staff meeting

was over. It went on until 4:40. I suspect most staff meetings

will be similar. As expected, the temporary decision-maker came

out as first priority decision-maker. Staff was pushed out by

funding source for second place and placed third. Students surpris

ingly were fourth. I had expected National Urban League or someone

else. There’s the implication that students are held in high

regard.

Tuesday, March 21, 1972

I think Negotiation of the Contract is about complete. Did

the putting together today at home. Saw several problems:

1. Didn't prioritize resources 2. Couldn’t decide how many
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decision-makers to gather information for which is part of

not allocating resources correctly. Will have to work on

that. Chose the first four arbitrarily and cleared that

with first priority decision-maker. Otherwise things look

pretty good. I think it’s going to get tougher. Wish it

wasn’t so informal but think informality might be necessary.

Afraid that everything done a small step at a time will get

boring for everybody. Estimate about 16 hours in one week

for Negotiation of Contract. Too long.

Plan to spend rest of week in New York.

Monday, March 27, 1972

Received two Project Matthew documents today including

the project description I got in Negotiation of the Contract.

Spent the day taking goal statements out of the mess and began

Goal Analysis. Attended staff meeting but other issues pre-

empted the field test.

Tuesday, March 28, 1972

Started Goal Process today with first priority decision-

maker. Fantastic day because I got a list done. First

priority decision-maker was familiar with Goal Process to

certain extent and put most of the goals down one per line.

That saved me the trouble of doing a great deal of Goal

Analysis. Didn’t get a large number of goals, still the
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Methodology is doing what it’s supposed to do. Must make a

note to reconstruct the Goal Process so that all decision-

makers are done at once—or together, rather. Did Test of

Completeness for first priority decision-maker using goals

from documents. Worked fine.

Wednesday, March 29, 1972

Did everything today. Unbelievable! Decided to stop

waiting on the Methodology to do things step by step but

instead to do things as I was allowed. Did the following:

1. Got activities list (things that I do) for first

priority decision-maker.

2. Got staff goals. Goals from two others promised

for tomorrow.

3. Did Tests of Completeness which were effective.

Seems that thinking takes a lot of energy. Staff is

unwilling to put in necessary energy. Seems a need to rephrase

questions in Goal Process to use more understandable language.

Thursday, March 30, 1972

During lunch did a whirlwind Goal Process with students.

Last night I got a list of students and used a random selec-

tion procedure to chose two. Two students don't make a decent

sample but I’m afraid if I take too many I won't get anywhere.

As it was, many students also having lunch joined in the Process.
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The Process was easier with students. Is their imagination

greater? Alpha waves? Did Tests of Completeness using

documents and goals from first and third priority decision-

makers. But students had some different concerns really, as

should be. Rest of day I had staff prioritize goals. Whew!

Friday, March 31, 1972

At lunch again, had students prioritize and operation-

alize goals. Only used importance to prioritize and didn’t

use the word at all. Operationalization was only first

level breakdown, but we’re ahead of the game and I'll get

back (hopefully) to other levels later.

Today also got total statement from CRT representative.

Did Goal Analysis and prioritized. The whole process was

tedious but it was completed, which is the important thing.

Going to Baltimore tomorrow.

Monday, April 3, 1972

Checked over the whole Goal Process thing done to date.

Made sure there was agreement on the part of each decision-

maker that I had what they thought I had.

Spent much of the day preparing the Negotiation of the

Contract Report for delivery at the upcoming Graduate Col-

loquim at the University.
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Tuesday, April 4. 1972

Finished paper on Negotiation of the Contract and

sent to reproduction. Didn't go to Hartford.

Wednesday, April 5, 1972

Did the Parts Process today. It wasn't quite clear and

could only get time for it from first priority decision-maker.

The whole process must be reconsidered. Even I found difficulty

in relating Inputs, Interfaces and Outputs to Project Matthew.

What to do. The matching of parts with goals was crossed out

of the Methodology, but I did it anyway.

Thursday, April 6, 1972

No class today. Finished up Parts Process and got some

goals from one who might have been a decision-maker, but was

not on the list. Don't intend to do anything with them unless

resources permit. Methodology should say something about

people who want to be decision-makers buf'didn't make the list."

Getting panicked. Time is getting short and there's still

so much to do.

Began operationalization of goals—well, at least talking

about it with first priority decision-maker.

Friday, April 7, 1972

Had difficulty getting started but managed to operationalize
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goals of second priority decision-maker at his office.

Lots of snow turned to rain. Sitting at his desk in open

°^^ce area didn't help. He didn't want to do second and

third level breakdowns. I said O.K. Although it doesn't

look that way on paper, I know his really big goal is taking

Project Matthew away from his department (Human Resources)

and putting into Education Department of CRT.

Monday, April 10, 1972

Spent the day at U Mass with the start of Minority

Caucus meetings and didn't get to Hartford.

Tuesday, April 11, 1972

Attempted to deliver paper on Negotiation of Contract

at the Graduate Colloquim. Because of poor scheduling and the

cancelation of classes and other activities at the School of

Education, the Colloquim didn't quite come off. Something

of a letdown.

April 12 - June 29, 1972

Was recalled to New York. Spent this time doing regular

duties. From time to time I spoke with Project Matthew people

on the phone, talked with my advisor and worked on the disserta

tion. Time was just not available on my part for this period.

A substitute evaluator could have entered except that would

have hurt my objectives.

i
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Friday, June 30, 1972

Operationalized goals today with great difficulty.

Perhaps they thought they were rid of me and didn’t want to

get involved again. By this time, two students who were

fourth priority decision-makers had graduated. In addition,

Project Matthew, now had money available, so that imagined

incentive for the staff was no longer in existence.

Staff failed to operationalize goals today.

Monday, July 3, 1972

Operationalized first and third priority goals of first

priority decision-maker. Only got first level breakdown which

was not sufficient. First priority decision-maker doesn’t want

to continue further. Panic again, since I won’t be able to

return until late July or early August. Time definitely has

been a wasted resource, if indeed it has been one at all.

Wednesday, July 5, 1972

Drove like a maniac to Hartford today for absolutely nothing.

Although I made arrangements, the first priority decision-maker

was not in. That will teach me to try and work the day after

a holiday.

Thursday, July 6 - Thursday. August 1, 1972

During this unfortunately long interim period, I met with
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my advisor a couple of times and wrote a great many more

pages for the dissertation. Panicked again. I find the

writing tedious and can only write when several things are

right. It seems silly sometimes to follow the format I’m

using, but I think it will make the dissertation that much

stronger as a practical document which gives a complete

picture of the field test.

My advisor and I worked out a schedule for chapters or

rather a format for the dissertation. Whew! But that's been

a big help. Things seem to fall in place suddenly. I think

I can finish after all.

Of course the big problem at this time, is can I offer

information to my decision-maker, especially if they refuse

to operationalize? I want desperately to provide some infor-

mation. If I don't the Process will seem incomplete. After

a great deal of thought and consultations with Coffing, Thomann

and Benedict, I got agreement from advisor that a surrogate

decision-maker might be used to operationalize. Also because

resources are limited--gone really, information to one decision-

maker on one goal might be sufficient for a field test. After all,

I keep reminding myself, this is a field test of a Methodology and

not an evaluation per se. Agreed to have first draft ready by the

14th, to committee by 20th.
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Tuesday, August 1, 1972

Presented operationalized dimensions performed by

surrogate to first priority decision-maker and asked if it

was O.K. To my delight the answer was yes. Because the

surrogate was familiar with the Operationalization of Fuzzy

Concepts, it was a fantastic job.

Wednesday, August 2, 1972

First priority decision-maker okayes the observational

techniques by telephone. Great!

!

Thursday, August 3, 1972

Measurement consultant took a look at observational

techniques and said, "Looks good." Great again!

Friday, August 4, 1972

Collected information today. Hope to get first draft

ready by the 8th.

August 4 - November 15, 1972

The preparation of a document suitable for presentation as a

dissertation was the preoccupation of this period. Alot of time

was spent at jobs of course, leaving lazy evenings and weekends for

the thesis. At several points I grew weary of the Methodology and

felt the dissertation to be repetitious and difficult.
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Had more trouble in not being able to get a list of decisions

made by the first priority decision-maker since the report was

submitted. Well that's about par for the course. Now what I

want to do most is to be finished with it. It has been very good

and I've been thrilled to have had the chance. Scottie decided to

go back to school and typists were hired to finish. The Methodology

finished both typists hired and Scottie brought the typing to

a finish.
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