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ABSTRACT

A Study of the Evaluation Efforts of Innovative
Educational Programs Funded Under Title IV

Part C of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act in Massachusetts

(February 1980)

Mary Seroski, B.A.

,

Point Park College
M.S., Millersville State College

Ed.D., University of Massachuestts

Directed by: Professor William C. Wolf, Jr.

The Elementary and Secondary Education Act of

1965 has provided federal funds to over 100 school systems

in Massachusetts to find creative solutions to local

problems. It is the intent of the legislation to provide

"seed money" to a school system to test a new solution to

a local problem, in order to identify successful ventures

through validation by the Joint Dissemination Review

Panel (JDRP)
,

resulting finally in the national dissemi-

nation of the innovation. Unhappily, not one of the

Massachusetts Title IV-C projects have been presented to

the JDRP. What has sadly unfolded is that these federally-

funded projects cannot measure-up to established vali-

dation procedures . Millions of dollars were invested in

innovative education projects in Massachusetts. The

return on this investment in the form of validated pro-

jects is not impressive.
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It was the purpose of the study to investigate

the Massachusetts Title IV-C program efforts. The

three major objectives of this study were: (1) to

systematically study the state of Massachusetts' Title

IV-C operation in order to document evaluation policies

and practices; (2) to identify problems, based upon

data obtained via surveys and document analysis, which

contribute to the program’s unsatisfactory evaluation

outcomes; and (3) to offer an evaluation plan which is

tailored to resolve evaluation problems identified within

the state's Title IV-C program.

The first study objective was accomplished by

designing a descriptive study permitting data to be

gathered from every available source. Six data collection

procedures were utilized in order to study the state of

Title IV-C in Massachusetts. These include the Massa-

chusetts Title IV-C Assessment, Massachusetts Validation

Process, Interviews, Evaluation Design Review, and Assess-

ment of Massachusetts Evaluation Needs

.

In order to carry out the second study objective,

problems which contribute to the program's unsatisfactory

evaluation outcomes were identified. Examination of the

many categories of investigation enabled the investigator

to document policies and practices, and to identify

problems which contribute to non-validation. The
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categoriBs of investigation include project director,

program objectives, evaluation design, instrumentation,

statistics, validation, and evaluators.

An evaluation plan tailored to resolve the

evaluation problems was developed as a result of the

third part of the study. Guidelines were developed,

which will convey to project directors and project

evaluators that the evaluation designs for Title IV-C

projects must be of such a quality that it would enhance

a project's capability of being initially validated for

diffusion by the Massachusetts Validation Process and

subsequently validated for national dissemination by the

Joint Dissemination Review Panel.

The success of the plan to date includes the

funding of the Evaluation Improvement Project to imple-

ment a Summative Evaluation Management System for Title

IV-C projects in Massachusetts. The directors of pro-

jects that received initial funding in 1979 and 1980

are receiving individualized training and technical

assistance in the area of program evaluation that their

predecessors did not. The adoption of this program is

in part due to the support of the Massachusetts Depart-

ment of Education Title IV-C Coordinator and staff, who

took ownership of the concept.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Problem Statement

When Elliot Richardson was the secretary of HEW,

he compared education to the process of drilling for oil.

An oil company will invest heavily in identifying and

drilling new oil wells . When a gusher is found the

precious liquid gold is distributed around the world.

Similarly educators will invest heavily in resources

to identify new educational practices . Once a new

practice is identified, more resources will be invested

in the research and development of the educational in-

novation. However, Mr. Richardson suggested that once

an educator hits precious gold the well is immediately

capped, declared a local triumph and not distributed or

shared with others.

One is not surprised that educational oil wells

(innovative education projects) are frequently capped

when one considers that evaluative information about the

student outcomes of the educational innovations are

scarce, resulting in innovative educational programs that

do not prove worthy, and so only look like they are

1
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providing a great service to America's youth. In the

absence of evaluative information, an innovation will

not stand up against scrutiny.

When the United States Congress passed the Ele-

mentary and Secondary Education Act in 1965, Congress

mandated that E.S.E.A. Title 111 innovative education

projects be evaluated. Few realized most educators did

not command sufficient expertise in evaluation and re-

search to implement the law. Since relatively few prac-

titioners were able to effectively evaluate their programs,

most did not yield conclusive data.

When the states and later the federal government

established procedures to verify the calibre of project

outcomes, most project directors were unable to meet

even the most basic verification procedures. The federal

government established a panel, called the Joint Dissemi-

nation Review Panel (JKRP) ,
to oversee what came to be

known as "the validation process." Relatively few inno-

vative projects have successfully "passed" the state or

federal review processes.

During the lifetime of Title 111 in Massachusetts

only two projects have had evaluation designs that were

comprehensive enough to produce data worthy of presenta-

tion to the JDRP. Of the two only one. Project Adventure,

received national validation.



3

There have been well over 100 projects funded

under Title IV-C in Massachusetts. Not one Title IV-C

project has been presented to the JDRP
, and only two are

half heartedly considering application to the JDRP cur-

rently.

What has unfolded in the period between 1965, when

Congress called for the generation of evaluation data,

and the present, when most federally-funded projects

cannot measure-up to established validation procedures,

is not encouraging. In this period, hundreds of millions

of dollars have been invested in innovative education

projects. The return on this investment in the form of

validated projects is not impressive.

More needs to be learned about the evaluation

process associated with innovative education projects.

If researchers were able to identify break-down points

in the evaluation process as it unfolds, the problems

identified could be sujected to systematic study and con-

ceivably corrected. Researchers are, in fact, initiating

such studies.

The problem addressed in this dissertation stems

from what has been taking place in the ESEA Title IV-C

program within Massachusetts. As has been previously

mentioned, none of the more than 100 funded IV-C projects

has been validated. More needs to be learned about the
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State's Title IV-C operation in order to relate program

to the feeble evaluation outcomes documented.

This dissertation is aimed at the state of the

art of evaluation within the ESEA Title IV-C program as

it is administered within the state of Massachusetts.

Evaluation problems have been identified within this

program which hopefully can be meaningfully confronted

and resolved.

Qbj ectives

The purposes of this study were: to ascertain

why E.S.E.A. Title IV-C projects, which are funded and

expedited within the state of Massachusetts routinely

fail to measure up to validation guidelines established

by the state and federal governments. And, to offer

remedies, based upon data obtained, that are likely to

resolve identified deficiencies. Specifically, the re-

searcher proposed to do the following:

1. To systematically study the state of
Massachusetts' Title IV-C operation
in order to document evaluation poli-
cies and practices.

2. To identify problems, based upon data
obtained via surveys and document anal-
ysis, which contribute to the program's
unsatisfactory evaluation outcomes

.

To offer an evaluation plan which is

tailored to resolve evaluation problems
identified within the state's Title
IV-C program.

3 .
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This was a descriptive study of the evaluation

efforts of Title IV-C projects in Massachusetts. Objec-

tive 1 examined the state of the art of educational

evaluation for validation in Title IV-C projects in

Massachusetts. Descriptive data, drawn from specific

project records and from persons associated with the

projects, were gathered, analyzed, and reported. In

Objective 2 the evaluation problems which a Title IV-C

innovative project encounters during its funding period

were identified. The data that were gathered in Objec-

tive 1 were sorted, and related to what is known about

viable evaluation methodology in order to identify

problems within the Title IV-C program. In Objective 3,

a developmental evaluation plan for innovative projects

was designed. The specific problems that were identified

in Objective 2 were analyzed and an evaluation plan was

set forth relevant to the problems identified.

Definition of Terms

The following terms are defined as they are to

be used in the study.

Educational Innovation . Educational innovation

is an educational idea, practice, or object perceived as

new by an individual (Rogers & Shoemaker, 1971)

.

It matters little, so far as human
behavior is concerned, whether or
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not an idea is ’’objectively" new as
measured by the lapse of time since
its first use or discovery. It is
the perceived or subjective newness
of the idea for the individual that
determines his reaction to it. If
the idea seems new to an individual
it is an innovation. (p . 19)

The concept gained a new importance during the Johnson

administration when educational innovation was established

as law under Title III of the Elementary and Secondary

Education Act, innovation became synonymous with E.S.E.A.

Title III and later E.S.E.A. Title IV-C. For the purposes

of this dissertation an innovative educational program is

one in which the curriculum is perceived as new by the

individuals serviced by the Local Education Agency to

which the E.S.E.A. Title IV-C grant was awarded. In other

words, an innovative educational program is an E.S.E.A.

Title IV-C project.

Evaluation . The Elementary and Secondary Educa-

tion Act of 1965 included a proviso requiring educators

to be accountable for the federal monies they recieve and

to file an evaluation report for each grant showing what

effects had resulted from the expenditure of the federal

funds (Worthen & Sanders, 1973, p. 6). Title IV-C projects

are required, by law, to evaluate.

Formative Evaluation

.

Formative evaluation takes

place during the development of a program. Formative

evaluation provides the decision maker with information
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during the course of program development and execution

for possible mid-course corrections to help assure that

the program objectives are eventually met (CSDE, 1977,

p. A6)

.

Summative Evaluation . Summative evaluation is

an assessment of the extent to which a program causes

changes in the desired direction in the target population

(Rossi, 1979). For the purpose of this dissertation, sum-

mative evaluation shall be defined as a determination of

the impact a Title IV-C project has on the children

participating in the program. A summative evaluation is

one that can reasonably prove the children participating

in the innovation learned more as a result of that parti-

cipation. The evaluation will produce the evidence

necessary to determine the worthiness of the project for

validation.

Validation . A quality control mechanism in the

form of a review process.

Massachusetts Validation Process . The Massachu-

setts validation process is a process which determines the

worth of a project by an on-site visit of one day by a

validation team. When a project is validated for diffu-

sion in Massachusetts, the Massachusetts Department of

Education will diffuse the project throughout the state

and may support an attempt for validation through the

Joint Dissemination Review Panel (JDRP)

.
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Joint Dissemination Review Panel . The JDRP is a

joint United States Office of Education and National

Institute of Education effort. It is the responsibility

of the JDRP to identify projects that they believe to be

successful and worthy of dissemination.

Diffusion . Diffusion is the process of sharing

a validated Title IV-C project with schools outside the

originating site.

Background

Innovation

"An innovation is an idea, practice, or object

perceived as new by an individual" (Rogers 6c Shoemaker,

1971, p. 19). The concept of innovation is not new to

education. Socrates and Dewey were both educational

innovators in their time. In contemporary education,

innovation gained a new importance during the Johnson

administration. Federal involvement in the process of

educational innovation was established under Title III

of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act.

ESEA Title III, programs for supple-
mentary centers and services, was part
of the landmark Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965. This act truly
initiated Federal involvement in the
support and direction of public education.
Although much Constitutional debate took
place concerning the proper role of
federal and state governments, the
leadership of the Johnson administration
resulted in major revision of the Federal
role in education.
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Title III of the act provided funds

,

on a competitive basis to local schools!
for the development of innovative pro-
grams. These programs which were usually
three-year grants, addressed a wide
variety of topic areas

.

The education amendments of 1974
brought about the consolidation of
numerous categorical programs . Title
IV, Part C, was created through the
consolidation of ESEA Title III with
programs addressing dropout prevention
and health and nutrition. While the
word "innovative" has become unpopular.
Title IV, Part C was designed to pro-
vide funds, through competitive grants,
for the development of programs to
improve educational practices. An in-
creased emphasis has been placed on the
evaluation of the effectiveness of these
grants, with the possibility of a fourth
and fifth year of Title IV funds for the
dissemination of successful programs.
(MDE, 1979).

The passage of the Elementary and Secondary Edu-

cation Act, made federal funds available to local educa-

tional agencies for the development of innovative education

projects. The funds are distributed in the form of

"seed money." The intent of the legislation is to provide

incentive for program development and educational improve-

ment to local school districts who would eventually absorb

the costs of the innovation into their regular budgets.

Federal involvement with educational innovation became

synonomous with Title III and later Title IV-C. ESEA

Title IV-C currently supports creative ideas for improving

education. Title IV-C projects funded in Massachusetts
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deal with new ideas, practices and objects, in accordance

with Rogers and Shoemaker’s definition.

Ten years ago, USOE officials asked researchers

at the Rand Corporation to conduct a study of innovations.

the research continues, an important interim out-

come of their work was that an innovative educational

project seems to pass through three developmental phases

during its evolution. The three phases identified by

Rand are:

• Initiation
, when LEA officials plan projects

and decide which ones to support.

• Implementation
,

when the project confronts
the reality of the institutional setting
and project plans must be translated into
practice. We hypothesize that effective
implementation requires mutual adaption be-
tween the project as planned and the
institutional setting, in which each must
adjust to the demands of the other.

• Outcomes or Incorporation , when the inno-
vative practive loses its ’’special project"
status and becomes part of the routinized
behavior of the district. In this phase
the project may be continued in whole or
in part as a result of deliberate district
decisions, or aspects of the innovation
may be incorporated by individual teachers
with or without formal district support.
(1975, Vol. IV, p. 3)

Within this system, as an educational innovation

passes through developmental phases it becomes important

to manage the innovation accordingly throughout and

beyond the federal funding period planning for imple-

mentation, evaluation, validation, and diffusion.
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iiiipoirta.Tit ESEA l6gisl3.tion assists local

school districts in finding new answers to existing

problems. Local commitment to change here in Massachu-

setts and the promotion of quality education is synonymous

with ESEA Title IV-C.

Evaluation

The pressure on eduators to evaluate the impact

of their educational programs has increased during the

last decade. Education has come under scrutiny and bud-

gets have been cut as a result of inflation and taxpayer

resistence. Parents and taxpayers demand accountability

from school systems, they call for documentation of

successful outcomes and expect the results of their pro-

grams to be publicized. In addition, state and federal

governments are beginning to ask local school districts

to state their objectives and measure their effectiveness.

Such public pressure may cause an educational evaluation

to be seen as producing more problems than gains for the

local school system.

When the United States Congress passed the Ele-

mentary and Secondary Education Act, for the first time

in history, legislation required that educational pro-

jects be evaluated. Suddenly, educators were required to

evaluate their innovations. On the whole, educators had

little expertise in educational evaluation and research
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and were generally unprepared to implement the law. The

resulting evaluations were inadequate and of little use

to anyone. Over the next decade advances were quickly

made in the field of educational evaluation. Despite

the methodological advances few practitioners on the

local level were able to effectively evaluate their pro-

grams. In the case of Title III and Title IV-C in

Massachusetts this resulted in innovative education pro-

grams that appeared on the surface to be providing a

great service to America's youth but lacked evidence of

student effectiveness and thus could not prove the worth

of the innovation. Generally, an innovative project could

not be validated because the evaluation design did not

provide sufficient information about the student outcomes

of the innovation.

The intention of Title IV-C funds is to diffuse

programs deemed successful through validation to other

communities for a fraction of the initial federal invest-

ment. When success is equated with validation, an enor-

mous importance must be placed on program evaluation,

which is the vehicle that provides the evidence of program

effectiveness for validation. In this respect, program

evaluation becomes an integral aspect of project manage-

ment, and in fact, one aspect that must be carefully at-

tended to if program success is to be determined at the

conclusion of the federal funding period.
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Program evaluation must be systematically injected

into the everyday management of the project. Evaluation

must begin as soon as the federal funding process begins

with the operationalization of goals and objectives, and

continue to grow with the project to provide the informa-

tion necessary to plan, implement, and validate the

project. In order to accomplish this, directors must be

good consumers of evaluation. In other words, these

directors must know what constitutes a good program eval-

uation for validation in order to manage it effectively.

The program evaluator must be skilled and experienced in

the various aspects of educational evaluation. The eval-

uator must be able to control for the many specific

evaluative problems that plague educational innovations.

Small sample size, lack of appropriate standardized instru-

mentation, and the inability to randomize children are a

few examples.

The fact that not one Title IV-C project in the

Commonwelath of Massachusetts has been validated by the

Joint Dissemination Review Panel indicates that program

evaluations have not been sufficiently sensitive to provide

information in support of program success or failure re-

s\jlting in a default of non-validation. Why Title IV-C

program evaluations in Massachusetts do not satisfy

federal validation requirements as well as solutions to

the problem are presented herein.
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Validation

The United States government has invested billions

of dollars in the development of innovations in order to

improve the quality of education in America. Most sub-

jects in the elementary and secondary curriculum have

been enriched by innovations developed with federal funds

.

The projects attempt to meet educational needs that have

gone unrecognized. Because the federal government pays

for the development of these innovations through the

United States Office of Education (USOE) and the National

Institute of Education (NIE) (the two agencies that

comprise the Education division of the Department of

Health, Education and Welfare) ,
this does not insure that

the innovations will always be effective, significant,

sound, and cost-effective. Some projects are successful

in that they attain their objectives, others are not.

NIE and USOE are left with the quality control problem

of separating the successful programs from the unsuccess-

ful. A quality control mechanism was put in place in

the form of a review process. From the beginning, the

quality control review process was conceptualized as a

joint USOE-NIE activity. However, in 1973, high-level

USOE program officers formed the Dissemination Review

Panel. NIE implemented a similar review process. The

function of both panels was to review claims of effec-

tiveness presented by program officers from USOE or NIE.
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In 1975 the two panels were combined to form a joint

USOE-NIE activity. The resulting panel is the Joint

Dissemination Review Panel (JDRP)

.

Joint Dissemination Review Panel is comprised

of eleven staff members from USOE and eleven members

from NIE. Members of the JDRP are nominated by the Com-

missioner of Education and the Director of NIE from

among their staffs. The panel members are chosen on the

basis of their qualifications in evaluation and social

science methodology, the programs they represent, and

their position within the agency.

The JDRP serves only the Education Division of the

Department of Health, Education and Welfare. It is the

responsibility of USOE and NIE program officers to

identify projects that they believe to be successful and

worthy of dissemination. In the case of Title IV-C, the

USOE program officer submits a worthy project to the JDRP

for validation. Only those innovations which have been

developed with federal funds may be reviewed by the JDRP.

The program officer submits the application, but the

project director and project evaluator usually prepare

the application according to JDRP guidelines. The pro-

gram officer conducts a pre-review panel of the submission.

The pre-review panel will examine the submission for

accuracy, consistency, completeness, compliance with

regulations, social fairness, length (the submission may
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be only 10 pages in length)
, the absence of harmful

elements, and educational significance. Before a pro-

ject is worthy of the recommendation of the federal

program officer, the project should be approved in the

originating state by the Identification, Validation,

Dissemination Process (IVD) or by a state approved process

such as the Massachusetts Validation Process. Once a

project is validated in Massachusetts for diffusion, the

state Title IV-C coordinator may recommend the project to

the federal program officer, who in turn conducts a pre-

review panel and may recommend submission to the JDRP

.

The criteria for judging effectiveness varies from

the state level to the federal level. On the federal level

the criteria for validation are presented in the IDEABOOK
,

The Joint Diseemination Review Panel (1977) . Following

are the seven items listed in the above as guidelines for

judging the effectiveness of a project:

• Interpretability of measures : Evidence that
the quantitative measures are reliable and
valid indicators of the effects claimed.

• Credibility of evidence : Who collected and
analyzed the data, what assurances are there
that the findings are objective?

• Evidence of impact : What is the evidence that
something happened? What are the effects
claimed for the intervention?

• Evidence of statistical reliability of the

effects : What is the evidence that the
^

f ects happened often enough and with sufficient
reliability to be likely to happen again under
similar circumstances?
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• Evidence that the effects are educationally
meaningful : What is the evidence that the
effects are large enough, powerful enough,
or important enough to be educationally
meaningful, regardless of their statistical
significance

.

• Evidence that the effects are attributable
to the interventiorT: Can alternative explana-
tions such as practice effects, maturation,
selection of superior treatment groups, etc.,
be ruled out?

• Evidence of generalizability to the popula-
tions for which the product or practice is
intended! Evidence that the product or
practice has been tested widely enough and
under sufficient diverse circumstances to
give assurance that the effects claimed may
be similar when the product or practice is
used elsewhere for the populations intended.
(p. 75)

The identification, validation, dissemination

process (IVD) was developed by several national groups for

the purpose of validating various federally funded programs

.

The process is used by some states in place of a state

validation process such as the Massachusetts Validation

Process. The review process has a research orientation.

Projects which successfully attain validation through the

IVD are usually encouraged to attempt validation by the

Joint Dissemination Review Panel.

The Massachusetts Validation Process was developed

by the ESEA Title IV- C Coordinator and staff and is used

to validate worthy innovations in Massachusetts. The

Process as initiated in 1978-1979 focused upon three

criteria. The criterion are presented in Massachuset^
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Validation Process, Overview (1978) . The process focus-

ses upon the following criteria:

1. Evidence of Effectiveness : Supporting evi-
dence is provided to show that the attain-
ment of the major objective (s) can be attri-
buted to the project activities.

2. Exportability : Information is provided to
demonstrate that it is reasonable to trans-
port the program or practice to other school
districts and that it can be adopted or
adapted by other school districts.

3. Economic Efficiency : Sufficient information
is provided describing needed costs of start-
up, operation and management, and the popula-
tion to be served, which, when combined with
evidence of effectiveness and exportability,
will assist an interested school district to
make an informed decision about adoption or
adaptation of the program of practice. (p . 7)

The Massachusetts validation process is accomplished

by an on-site visit of one day by a validation team.

Following an on-site visit the innovation will be

placed in one of three categories:

1. Validated as an exemplary model for state
diffusion.

2. Validated for state information dissemination.

3. Not validated.

When a project is validated for diffusion in

Massachusetts, the Massachusetts Department of Education

may support an attempt for validation through the JDRP

process

.
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Diffusion

In Massachusetts when a Title IV-C project is

validated for diffusion it achieves exemplary project

status. The project may diffuse to other sites in Massa-

chusetts. A Title IV-C project receives three years of

development money. Once a project is validated for dif-

fusion by the Massachusetts Validation Process it receives

an additional 107o funding in its third year to package

products in preparation for diffusion. In addition, the

project will receive a fourth year of funding for diffu-

sion activities. Local education agencies wishing to

adopt a Title IV-C innovation that is validated for dif-

fusion may apply for an adopter grant in any state funding

cycle

.

On a federal level the task is more difficult.

At this level a project is not moving from town to town,

it is moving from state to state. NIE and USOE have

initiated unique diffusion activities. NIE funds several

nationwide projects designed to develop an effective

strategy for dissemination. USOE has established the

National Diffusion Network (NDN) to serve USOE funded

innovations that have passed JDRP validation. The National

Diffusion Network is a system that presents information

and technical assistance to local school systems so that

they may adopt JDRP validated projects.
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A project must be validated by the Joint Dis-

semination Review Panel in order to be disseminated by

USOE and the National Diffusion Network. The agency will

not endorse or advocate the use of an innovation that has

not been validated.

A project that has been validated may attain

developer- demonstrator status from the National Diffusion

Network if it presents a proposal for dissemination

that merits federal support. Funds are limited, and

USOE does not grant all JDRP validated projects development-

demonstrator status. Projects are chosen that: (1)

meet a pressing national education need and (2) have sound

dissemination plans.

Assumptions of the Study

For the purposes of the study, it was assumed by

the investigator that:

1. Project directors and validators responded
honestly and candidly to questions on both
the Massachusetts Statewide Assessment^
Questionnaires and the Validator Question-
naires .

2. Evaluation experts as well as the partici-
pants of the Massachusetts Evaluation Needs
Assessment Conference, advised and critiqued
with professional and ethical integrity.
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3. The interviewer (other than the study investi-
gator)

, who conducted interviews with Massa-
chusetts Title IV-C personnel, was sensitive
to the subjects' responses, and did not mis-
represent the subject.

4. The Massachusetts Title IV-C personnel who
were interviewed, responded candidly and
honestly to all questions.

Limitations of the Study

This dissertation presents an evaluation of the

evaluation efforts of Title IV-C projects in Massachusetts.

In this sense, the study was a meta- evaluation of pro-

ject evaluation efforts as they relate to validation. The

study is limited in that it was not a research study

involving experimental and control groups. Rather, it

was a descriptive study.

As described in Chapter III every effort was made

to insure the acquisition of valid data, the systematic

analyses of these data, and the objective presentation of

the data. Nevertheless, the generalizability of outcomes

of this study to other state settings must be tempered

due to the uncertain quality of the data upon which this

study rests.

Significance of the Study

Validation, as administered by the Joint Dissemi-

nation Review Panel, is a major intention of federal

It is a focal point of the neweducation agencies.
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Title IV legislation which increases emphasis on im-

provement of education practices through validation and

diffusion. Validation has also become a priority of

the Massachusetts Department of Education as demonstrated

by the 1978-1979 operational plan of the Commissioner of

Education. To date, the success of Massachusetts pro-

jects at validation has been poor. This lack of success

with validation is not unique to Massachusetts . The

problem is wide-spread as is the cause, poor project

evaluation. Project evaluations must be strengthened so

that conclusive evidence of student change can be gathered.

A study of the evaluation of Title IV-C innovative educa-

tion projects in Massachusetts should prove important to

researchers, evaluators, validators and administrators in

Massachusetts, in other states, and on the federal level,

and to Title IV-C personnel as well as to those involved

with other types of discretionary grants of an innovative

nature. This study has already received much attention

from USOE personnel.

The study is unique in the sense that the evalua-

tion of innovative education will be examined in develop-

mental terms. In doing so, project evaluation will mesh

with project administration, resulting in a less threaten-

ing situation in the local school system.
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Studying the evaluation of Title IV-C projects

in Massachusetts may have implications for future inno-

vative projects. Results of the study may be of interest

to those who would like to improve a validation success

rate in other states, as well as those who would be

interested in an administrative system which may improve

the quality control of the evaluation of innovative

education

.



CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

' Introduction

The purpose of the review of the literature is to

establish a theoretical base for the study. To meet

this end, the review of the literature is divided into

three sections. Section One examines the changes in

program evaluation from the earliest recorded evidence

of evaluation through the 1970' s. Program evaluation is

reviewed and the characteristics of a comprehensive

educational evaluation are summarized. This review

leads to a detailed description of educational evaluation

in Sections Two and Three. Each of the characteristics

of the comprehensive program evaluation are reviewed

and summarized. Section Two analyzes the current state

of formative evaluation with an emphasis on design.

Finally, Section Three deals with the state of the art

of summative evaluation and examines current trends in

research design, instrumentation, reliability, validity,

and data analysis techniques. Each of the evaluation charac-

teristics presented in this chapter are of the utmost

importance to program evaluation for validation and must

be meticulously attended to by the successful evaluator.

24
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In total, this review of the literature empha-

sizes the changes in educational evaluation over the

past several decades. Special attention is given to

the evaluation of innovative education. Chapter V

deals with the application of the evaluative theory pre-

sented in this chapter.

Evaluation

Program Evaluation Milestones

Evaluation has been practiced for thousands of

years. DuBois (1970) suggests that evaluation was evi-

dent in China as early as 2000 B.C., and that Socrates

verbally evaluated his students. In the United States,

early evidence of program evaluation was a comparative

study of the spelling performance of 33,000 students in

schools located in the Northeast quarter of the United

States. Results were reported by Joseph Mayer Rice in

1898 (Wor then & Sanders, 1973).

The first utilization of standardized instru-

mentation in program evaluation was by William Learned

and Ben Wood in the 1929-1938 "Pennsylvania Study"

(Learned & Hawkes , 1940) . Learned and Wood evaluated

the academic performance of high school and college

graduates. Their evaluation included a "scheme for mea-

suring and recording high school progress in terms of



26

comparable units (as) an effort to try out the effec-

tiveness of repeated objective tests in disclosing that

equipment of mastered knowledge which a college would

find essential" (p. 25).

Educational evaluation was often conducted in

survey form (Thorndike, 1971) in the 1920 's and 1930' s.

Substantial changes occurred by the late 1930 's when

Smith and Tyler (1942) conducted the Eight Year Study.

This evaluation included the revolutionary use of a

variety of measurement techniques. The evaluation design

used in the Eight Year Study profoundly influenced the

design of future evaluations.

In the 1940 's formal accrediting agencies for

schools and colleges were established (Worthen & Sanders,

1973) . The desire on the part of educators to receive

accreditation encouraged the use of program evaluation.

Thorndike published the first edition of Educa -

tional Measurement in 1951. Early measurement technology

flourished during the early half of this century. In the

beginning, measurement and evaluation grew as separate

entities, until finally, evaluation specialists inter-

wove the technology of each field.

Historically, formal evaluation has
been very closely associated with the
measurement tradition in psychology
and education. In fact, even today
one finds that many writers see little
discrimination between the process of
measurement and evaluation. This
|;^ 0^itage is also evident in the abundance

of psychological measurement tools which
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which are used by the evaluation
specialist. (Worthen & Sanders,
1973, p. 2)

During the period of 1956-1972 a Taxonomy of Edu -

cational Objectives was published in three domains. In

1956, a Taxonomy of Educational Objectives in the cognitive

domain was published (Bloom, 1956) . The taxonomy includes

"objectives which deal with the recall or recognition of

knowledge and the development of intellectual abilities and

skills" (p. 7). For the first time a "classification of

measurable educational outcomes: (p . 10) was available to

evaluators. Nearly a decade later a taxonomy of educational

objectives in the affective domain was published (Krathwohl,

1964) . The taxonomy helped evaluators "become aware of the

techniques available for appraising growth of students

toward various categories of objectives and for assessing

other affective changes" (p . 23). The following decade, a

taxonomy of educational objectives in the psychomotor domain

(Harrow, 1972) was published. "The specific intent of this

text is to provide a functional written taxonomy for the

psychomotor domain to be utilized for the classification of

observable movement behaviors" (p . 7). These documents

provided strategies for educators to identify and classify

behaviors

.

The Sputnik years, the 1950 *s and 1960 s echoed

with cries for curriculum reform. The first comprehensive

attempt to evaluate curriculum began in 1956 when the
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Physical Science Study Committee (PSSC) was formed

(Martin & Pinck, 1966) . The PSSC was a group of univer-

sity and secondary school physics teachers working to

develop an improved introductory physics course. The

project and subsequent evaluation of it was led by

Jerold R. Zacharias of the Massachusetts Institute of

Technology. This early attempt at curriculiom evaluation

resulted, by the Fall of 1960, in the availability of

textbooks, laboratory guidebooks, apparatus, tests, films,

and teacher's guidebooks. The evaluation included the

committee's internal assessment of its objectives as well

as examination of students performance on PSSC achievement

tests. Comparisons of student performance in the PSSC

course and other physics courses was not undertaken.

Even though the PSSC effort was the first major attempt

at curriculum reform through evaluation, this effort

became subject to criticism in later years.

In 1963, Cronbach (1973) expressed the opinion that

the greatest service an evaluation can perform is to

identify aspects of a course where revision is desirable.

I am becoming convinced that some
techniques and habits of thought of
the evaluation specialist are ill"
suited to current curriculum studies.
Old habits of thought and long-
established techniques are poor
guides to the evaluation required
for course improvement.

Course evaluation should ascertain
what changes a course produces and
should identify aspects of the course
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that need revision. The outcomes ob-
served should include general outcomes
ranging far beyond the content of the
curriculum itself; attitudes, career
choices, general understandings and
intellectual powers

, and aptitude for
further learning in the field. Anal-
ysis of performance on single items or
types of problems is no more informa-
tive than analysis of composite scores.
It is not necessary or desirable to give
the same test to all pupils, rather, as
many questions as possible should be
given, each to a different moderate-
sized sample of pupils. Costly tech-
niques such as interviews and essay
tests can profitably be applied to
samples of pupils, whereas testing
everyone would be out of the question.

Asking the right question about
educational outcomes can do much to
improve educational effectiveness.
Even if the right data are collected,
evaluation will have contributed too
little if it only places a seal of ap-
proval on certain couses and casts
others into disfavor. Evaluation is
a fundamental part of curriculum devel-
opment, not an appendage. Its job is
to collect facts the course developer
can and will use to do a better job,
and facts from which a deeper under-
standing of the educational process
will emerge. (p. 58)

In the early 1970 's a program evaluation that

focused on curriculum alone was considered to be inade-

quate. Evaluation design was expanded to a decision-

management approach.

The CIPP (Context, Input, Process, Product) model

approached evaluation for decision-making. Stuffelbeam

defined evaluation as *’the process of delineating, ob-

taining, and providing useful information for judging
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decision alternatives" (1971, p. 120). Stuff elbeam

opened new doors to evaluation when he suggested that

internal validity, external validity, reliability,

objectivity, relevance, importance, scope, credibility,

timeliness and effeciency were important components of

evaluation.

Hutchenson and Benedict (1973) identified many

gaps in evaluation theory and documented a need for

methodological research in educational evaluation.

Beginning with a more comprehensive
and more utilitarian definition of
the purpose of evaluation, namely
to provide data for decision making,
(the authors) have developed percep-
tive, not merely descriptive, pro-
cedures for educational evaluation.
In fact, the only legitimate function
of this evaluation methodology is to
provide data to decision makers for
their decision making purposes. (p . 4)

The evaluation methodology includes further implications

overlooked by other "decision-oriented" models. Three

"user" criteria emerged for evaluation practice: (1) ef-

ficiency: An evaluation is efficient to the extent that

it provides only that data which a decision maker actually

uses; (2) completeness: An evaluation is complete to

the extent that it provides all the data needed by a

decision maker; and (3) focus: An evaluation is focused

to the extent it provides all the data for the decision

makers highest priority needs.
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These three "user" criteria have counterparts on

the evaluation methodology level, i.e., "evaluator

criteria": (1) efficiency for the evaluator implies a

continuing high degree of contact with the decision

maker and continuing review by the decision maker; (2)

completeness implies that the methodology is tested for

completeness as to the decision makers' needs on a

continuing basis; and (3) focus implies that methodology

use decision maker priorities at every stage, rather

than the evaluator's or someone else's. This unorthodox

method of program evaluation for decision maing is unique

in that it includes procedures for evaluators to measure

the effectiveness of their own work.

The unfolding of historical concern over educa-

tional evaluation led to early attempts at evaluation.

Worthen and Sanders noted that:

It was in this context that the
United States Congress began its
deliberations on the proposed Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act
of 1965. Robert F. Kennedy was

' among the senators who forcefully
insisted that the ESEA carry a
proviso requiring educators to be
accountable for the federal monies
they receive and to file an evaluation
report for each grant showing what
effects had resulted from the ex-
penditure of the federal funds . . .

these efforts led to the first major
evaluation mandate issued . . . this
meant that thousands of educators
were for the first time required
to spend their time evaluating
their own efforts . . . educators
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were unprepared to implement the
new mandate effectively . . . many
of the evaluators were inadequate

. . . the results of these evalua-
tions were not of much use to anyone.
(Worthen & Sanders, 1973, p. 6)

Title III and later Title IV part C of the Ele-

mentary and Secondary Education Act made federal funds

available to local educational agencies for the develop-

ment of innovative education projects. The funds are

distributed in the form of "seed money." The intent of

the legislation is to provide incentive for program

development and educational improvement to local school

districts who would eventually absorb the costs of the

innovation into their regular budgets. For the first

time in history, federal legislation required that edu-

cational projects be evaluated. Suddenly, educators were

required to evaluate their federally- funded innovations.

On the whole, educators had little expertise in educational

evaluation and research and were generally unprepared to

implement the law. The resulting evaluations were inad-

equate and of little use to anyone. The plea for respon-

sible educational evaluation was echoed, and a heavy

emphasis continued to be placed on curriculum evaluation.

Striven pointed out that "the main deficiency (in

educational evaluation) is trained evaluation manpower"

(p. 103). In addition. Striven suggested that educators

were not investing adequate resources in the evaluation

process

.
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The educational profession is suffering
from a completely inappropriate concep-
tion of the cost scale for educational
research. To develop a new automobile
engine or a rocket engine is a very,
very expensive business despite the
extreme constancy in the properties of
physical substances. When we are dealing
with a teaching instrument such as a new
curriculum or classroom procedure, with
its extreme dependence upon highly vari-
able operators and recipients, we must
expect considerably more expense. The
social pay-off is enormously more im-
portant, and this society can, in the
long run, afford the expense. (p . 103)

In 1967 Robert E. Stake argued that just as edu-

cators differ, evaluation methods differ which allows each

educator to keep his own perspective of education rather

than examine the full countenance of evaluation.

Formal evaluation of education is recog-
nized by its dependence on check-lists,
structured visitation by peers, controlled
comparisons, and standardized testing of
students. Some of these techniques have
long histories of successful use. Unfor-
tunately, when planning an evaluation, few
educators consider even these four. The
more common notion is to evaluate inform-
ally to ask the opinion of the instructor,
to ponder the logic of the program, or to
consider the reputation of the advocates.
Seldom do we find a search for relevant
research reports or for behavioral data
pertinent to the ultimate curricular
decisions. School officials cannot yet
reuse curriculum on rational grounds, and
the needed evaluation is not underway . . .

In our data banks we should document the
causes and effects, the congruence of
intent and accomplishment, and the
panorama of judgments of those concerned.
Such records should be kept to promote
educational action, not obstruct it.

The countenance of evaluation should be
one that leads to decision-making, not to

trouble-making. (Stake, 1967, p. 539)
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Stake suggested that an evaluation should include

descriptive and judgmental data and provide immediate

relative answers.

Cronbach (1963) , suggested a revolutionary two-

stage approach to program evaluation.

The approaches to evaluation include
process studies, proficiency measures,
attitude measures, and follow-up studies.
A process study is concerned with events
taking place in the classroom, profi-
ciency and attitude measures with changes
observed in pupils, and follow-up studies
(are concerned) with the later careers of
those who participated in the course.

The follow-up study comes closest to ob-
serving ultimate educational contributions,
but the completion of such a study is so
far removed in time from the initial in-
struction that it is of minor value in
improving the course of explaining its
effects. The follow-up study differs
strikingly from the other types of eval-
uation study in one respect. I have already
expressed the view that evaluation should be
primarily concerned with the effects of the
course under study rather than with compari-
sons of courses. That is to say, I would
emphasize departures of attained effec-
tiveness of different parts of the course,
and differences from item to item; all these
suggest places where the course could be
strengthened. But this view cannot be
applied to the follow-up study, which
appraises effects of the course as a whole
and which has very little meaning unless
outcomes can be compared with some sort
of base rate. Suppose we find that 65
percent of the boys graduating from an
experimental curriculum enroll as scien-
tific and technical majors in college. We
cannot judge whether this is a high or low
figure save by comparing it with the rate
among boys who have not had the course.
In a follow-up study, it is necessary to
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obtain data on a control group equated
at least crudely to the experimental
cases on the obvious demographic vari-
ables. (p. 678)

Scriven (1967) took the Cronbach approach to

program evaluation one step further with the argument

that program evaluation should be formative and summative

in nature. Formulative evaluation is associated with

the ongoing improvement of curriculum. Summative eval-

uation provides final evidence of the worth of the

finished curriculum, as well as justification of the

expense of adoption by another school system.

This important development has had a major impact

on the future of program evaluation. Rossi (1979) dis-

tinguishes between summative and formative evaluation

yet clearly states that the comprehensive (program) eval-

uation is one that includes both formative evaluation and

summative evaluation. In addition, Bloom (1971) has

suggested that a program evaluation "should be both

formative and summative in its scope" (p. 20). Formative

evaluation and summative evaluation will be examined

individually later in this chapter.

Aiken (1973) ,
suggested that each evaluation

should be designed according to the unique aspects of

the program in question.

Evaluation is the process of ascer-
taining the decision areas of concern,
selecting appropriate information, and
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collecting and analyzing informa-
tion in order to report a summary
data. (p. 150)

Recent literature suggests that "program evalua-

tion is continuing and ongoing. It occurs at the start,

during and after a program has been run. One may con-

sider evaluation as the nucleus of the program, for it

interacts with the program’s needs assessment, its state-

ment of goals and objectives, and program planning and

implementation" (CSDE, 1977).

The evaluation theorists of the 1960 's and early

1970 's created designs that brought educational evaluation

out of the dark ages, "Yet, despite these trends toward

accountability, only one tiny fraction of the educational

programs operating at any level have been evaluated in

any but the most cursory fashion, if indeed at all"

(Worthen & Sanders, 1973, p. 1).

The methodology of evaluation matured from the

survey format of the 1930 's to the sophistication of the

1970' s. Yet, despite the newly developed evaluation

methodologies ,
useful information about them was scarce

at best. The connection between the theory of evaluation

and the practice of evaluation was not being made in the

local school system. This resulted in inadequate eval-

uation. In the case of Title III and Title IV-C this

resulted in innovative education programs that appeared
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on the surface to be providing a great service to

America’s youth but lacked evidence of student effec-

tiveness and thus could not prove the worth of the

innovation. Generally, an innovative project could not

be validated because the evaluation design did not pro-

vide significant information about the students outcomes

of the innovation.

Formative Evaluation

Educational evaluation can be broken down into

two specific categories, formative evaluation and summa-

tive evaluation.

Formative evaluation takes place during
the development of a program or instruc-
tional unit. It is concerned with fine
tuning the implementation process and
measuring learner progress toward the
attainment of specified objectives.
Thus ,

formative evaluation provides the
decision-maker with information during
the course of program development and
execution for possible mid-course cor-
rections to help assure that the program
objectives are eventually met in an
effective and economical fashion. (CSDE,
1977, p. A6)

The preliminary work in developing a formative

evaluation plan requires consideration of all of the steps

involved in the evaluation process. "Evaluation design

is essentially a systematic approach to the task of

gathering information to answer questions or make deci-

sions" (CSDE, 1977, p. Bl)

.

The formative evaluation
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design should include project goals, activities, evi-

dence of program merit, evaluation questions, information

collection techniques, schedule, and personnel (Steiger,

1976)

.

An educational project contains a series of

undifferentiated ends-goals and means-goals (Walker &

Wolf, 1979) . Formative evaluation is for decision-making

purposes, program management, and program improvement

and is concerned with means-goals. "Means-goals are

important for measuring project outcomes. Means-goals

will fit this sentence: During the program, students,

or parents, or teachers, will take part in. . . ." (p. 10).

An activity is a means of achieving a goal (CSDE,

1977, p. B3) . The activities that will be conducted to

realize each goal, should be listed and included in the

design (Steiger, 1976). "The actual evidence that a pro-

gram has [formative] merit will take the form of state-

ments, events, objects, and observations that testify to

its quality. At least one indication of program merit

must be identified for each program and each activity"

(CSDE, 1977, p. B5).

Information collection techniques may consist of

norm-referenced tests, criterion-referenced tests, or

home grown tests

.

Home grown tests are frequently used

in formative evaluation, because one is simply gathering
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data for program improvement rather than assessing change

in the target population (summative evaluation) which

would require a valid and reliable test. In addition,

questionnaires, interviews, observations, rating .sheets

,

logs, record summary forms, and narrative reports are

frequently used in formative evaluation (CSDE, 1977).

One should consider the following criteria when choosing

formative information collection techniques: (1) Does

the instrument adequately measure what it should?; (2) Is

the instrument appropriate for the particular population?

(3) Is the instrument easy to administer and score?; and

(4) Is the cost of the instriment, its administration and

its scoring, reasonable and within the budget? (p . B3) .

Formative evaluation requires collecting and

sharing information for program improvement. ’’While a

program is being installed, the formative evaluation pro-

vides the program planners and staff with information to

help adjust it to the setting and improve it” (Morris 5c

Fitz-Gibbon, 1978, p. 9). Formative evaluation is an

internal evaluation and should be conducted by the

project staff.

Formative evaluation should be conducted when an

innovation is in the early phases of its development.

The formative evaluation provides the staff of the Title

IV- C program with information that would aid in seeking

support and commitment for the project. In addition.
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formative data would allow the project director to make

decisions to modify the project so that adoption into

the school setting may take place. Formative evaluation

is management oriented and should be conducted by project

staff thus freeing up evaluation funds for the more

rigorous summative evaluation.

Summative Evaluation

Summative evaluation is more rigorous than form-

ative evaluation. Rossi (1979) has defined summative

evaluation or evaluative research as an "assessment of

the extent to which a program causes change in the tar-

get population" (p . 16). Walker and Wolf (1979) have

differentiated between the two in the following list (p . vi) .

Summative Formative

At the end of the Throughout the project
project, more formal more informal

Program documentation Program monitoring

Produces a summary
statement about ef-
fectiveness

Produces statements that
will encourage dialogue
about the program and lead
to program growth

Uses multiple instru-
mentation with high
degree of reliability
and validity

Uses instruments that pro-
vide information about
program, attitude, or
achievement for program
development; develops or
tests instruments for use
in summative evaluation
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"Summative evaluation differs from formative

evaluation in its timing and audience. When a program

has passed its developmental stage and is functioning as

intended, it is ready to be summarily described and

perhaps judged” (p. 9). The summative evaluation re-

quires greater objectivity and therefore should be con-

ducted by an outsider who is trained in measurement theory.

Nunnally (1975) , defines summative evaluation as

being "generally concerned with the effectiveness of

programs of social improvement" (p. 101).

Federally funded projects such as Title IV-C

projects may be reviewed for worthiness by the Joint

Dissemination Review Panel (Tallmadge, 1977) . The Joint

Dissemination Review Panel (JDRP) was established by the

Education Division of the Department of Health, Education

and Welfare in 1972. The JDRP meets periodically to

review the evidence of effectiveness submitted for a wide

variety of educational products and practices . The JDRP

has established strict evaluation standards. In order to

meet the criteria established by the JDRP a summative

evaluator must consider the appropriateness of the eval-

uation design in the areas of research design, instru-

mentation, reliability, validity, sampling, randomization

and statistics.
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Research Design

The application of an experimental or research

design to educational programs was examined by Campbell

and Stanley (1963)

:

. . . across the centuries many
different approaches [to teaching]
have been tried, if some approaches
have worked better than others

, and
if those which worked better have
therefore, to some extent, been
more persistently practiced by
their originators, or imitated by
others

, or taught to apprentices

,

then the customs which have emerged
may represent a valuable and tested
subset of all possible practices.

But the selective, cutting edge
of this process of evolution is very
imprecise in the natural setting.
The conditions of observation, both
physical and psychological are far
from optimal. What survives or is
retained is determined to a large
extent by pure chance . Experimen-
tation enters on this point as the
means of sharpening the relevance
of the testing, probing, selection
process . Experimentation thus is
not in itself viewed as a source
of ideas necessarily contradictory
to traditional wisdom. (p. 4)

Further, Campbell and Stanley (1963) have suggested that

the experiment is "the only way of verifying educational

improvements, and is the only way of establishing a cumu-

lative tradition in which improvements can be introduced

without the danger of a faddish discard of old wisdom in

favor of inferior novelties" (p. 2).
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The quality of an experimental or research design

can be evaluated in terms of two criteria, internal

validity and external validity. Campbell and Stanley

(1963), distinguish between the two classes of validity.

Fundamental to this listing is a dis-
tinction between internal validity
and external validity. Internal
validity is the basic minimum without
which any experiment is uninterpretable:
Did in fact the experimental treat-
ments make a difference in this spe-
cific experimental instance? External
validity asks the question of general-
izability: To what populations, settings,
treatment variables, and measurement
variables can this effect be generalized?
Both types of criteria are frequently
at odds in that features increasing one
may jeopardize the other. While inter-
nal validity is the sine qua non ,

and
while the question of external validity,
like the question of inductive infer-
ence, is never completely answerable
the selection of designs strong in both
types of validity is obviously our
ideal. (p. 5)

It is externally important that the questions of

internal and external validity be attended to in the

summative evaluation of Title IV-C projects. Campbell

and Stanley suggest that "this is particularly the case

for (evaluation) of teaching, in which generalization to

applied settings of known character is the disideratum"

(p. 5).

Campbell and Stanley suggest that there are

twelve factors that jeopardize the validity of various

experimental designs.
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Relevant to internal validity, Campbell and

Stanley have identified eight different classes of

extraneous variables; these variables, if not controlled

in the experimental design, might produce effects con-

founded with the effect of the experimental stimulus.

They represent the effects of:

1. History
. the specific events occurring

between the first and second measurement
in addition to the experimental variable.

2. Maturation
, processes within the respond-

ents operating as a function of the
passage of time per se (not specific to
the particular events)

, including growing
older, growing hungrier, growing more
tired, and the like.

3. Testing , the effects of taking a test upon
the scores of a second testing.

4. Instrumentation
, in which changes in cali-

bration of a measuring instrument or changes
in the observers or scorers used may produce
changes in the obtained measurements.

5. Statistical regression , operating where
groups have been selected on the basis of
their extreme scores.

6. Biases resulting in differential selection
of respondents for the comparison groups

.

7. Experimental mortality ,
or differential

loss of respondents from the comparison
groups

.

8. Selection-maturation interaction .
etc.,

which in certain of the multiple-group
quasi- experimental designs, is confounded
with, i.e., might be mistaken for, the
effect of the experimental variable. (p. 5)

The factors jeopardizing external validity or

representatives are:
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9

.

The reactive or interaction effect of testing
in which a pretest might increase or de-
crease the respondent's sensitivity or
responsiveness to the experimental variable
and thus make the results obtained for a
pretested population unrepresentative of
the effects of the experimental variable
for the unpretested universe from which
the experimental respondents were selected.

10. The interaction effects of selection biases
and the experimental variable.

11 . Reactive effects of experimental arrangements .

which would preclude generalization about the
effects of the experimental variable upon
persons being exposed to it in nonexperimental
settings

.

12. Multiple- treatment interference ,
likely to

occur whenever multiple treatments are applied
to the same respondents ,

because the effects
of prior treatments are not usually eras-
able. (p . 5)

Campbell and Stanley examine the benefits and

problems associated with three Pre- experimental Designs,

three True Experimental Designs, and fourteen Quasi-

experimental Designs . A summary of the positive and

negative aspects of the sixteen designs are presented in

Talbe 1 (Swaminathan , 1979, p. 63 and p. 64).

Nunnally (1975), has identified a major problem

in the measures employed to evaluate a program concerned

with educational improvement.

A problem that is encountered frequently
(in summative evaluation) is that pretest
measures interact with treatment condi-

tions in a program being evaluated. To

prevent such reactivity, a better research
design is one in which tests are given

only at the end of a training program and

in which the group is compared with a

control group. The only major exception
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to the foregoing principle is in a
situation where the number of subjects
necessarily is quite small, and thus
every ounce of statistical muscle is
needed. The major advantage of a
repeated measures design in which the
same subjects are administered a pre-
test and a posttest is that the sta-
tistical power of the comparisons
frequently are substantially higher
than in employing a between groups
design, in which a treatment group is
compared with a control group. (p . 103)

It is extremely important to consider the degree

to which pretest measures interact with treatment condi-

tions when planning the research design associated with

the summative evaluation of a Title IV-C program. The

evaluator must rule out variables associated with internal

validity and be certain that the implementation of the

innovation alone caused the change in the children served

by the project.

Campbell and Erlebacher (1975) suggest that "true"

experiments in the field setting are more "quasi" than

those in the laboratory, and those in the laboratory

more "quasi" than published reports and statistical

treatments indicate.

Nunnally (1975) has defined a quasi- experimental

design as one "in which some potentially important con-

founding variables are not controlled" (p. 125).

Nunnally suggests that "what one does in this situation

is to obtain extra information (over that which would

be obtained from a true experimental design) in order to

i

»
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weave a net of circumstantial evidence regarding the

’’reality" of observed findings. Evaluation usually

takes place in the crucible of ongoing important life

activities of individuals
, and consequently it fre-

quently is either unethical or unfeasible to randomly

divide subjects up for treatments or to do other things

that would be needed to obtain precise experimental

control" (p. 125).

In addition, Nunnally and Wilson (1975) caution

that "mentioning these problems, however, should not imply

a derogation of evaluation or even hint that such re-

search should be discontinued. It is far too easy for

the pure methodologist to point up the stringent require-

ments for pristine research and to induce guilt feelings

ini the poor souls who have to do the best they can in

evaluating programs of social action. The social prob-

lems involved will not go away simply because they pose

problems for research" (p. 231).

An important consideration in evaluation is the

establishment of the experimental and control groups.

Campbell and Erlebacher (1975) ,
suggest that evaluations

with randomized assignment to treatments are generally

to be preferred where possible. "We believe that any

investigator fully attending to the presumptions he is

making in using quasi- experimental designs will prefer

the random assignment of children to treatments where
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this is possible. Social ameliorative changes which

are applied or made available to everyone do not

readily permit the creation of control groups" (p . 614).

In addition Campbell and Erlebacher suggest:

There exist in administration, re-
searchers, legislators, and the
general public "ethical" reluctances
to random assignment. These center
around a feeling that the control
group is being deprived of a precious
medicine it badly needs . But if it
be recognized that the supposed boon
is in fact in short supply, then it
can be seen that the experiment has
not increased the number so deprived,
but has instead reassigned some of
that deprivation so that the ethical
value of knowing may be realized. Is
randomization as the mode of such re-
assignment ethically defensible? It
might represent an ethical cost [one
nonetheless probably worth paying]
if all the children in the nation had
been rank ordered on need, and those
most needy given the compensatory
education up to the budgetary and staff
limits of the program. But instead, the
contrast is with a very haphazard and
partially arbitrary process which con-
tains unjust inversions of order of
need far more extensive than a random-
ization experiment involving a few
thousand children would entail. These
unjust deprivations are normally not
forced to our attention, and so do not
trouble our ethical sensitivities as
does the deprivation of the control
group . But there is no genuine ethical
contrast here.

Within randomization, there are some
designs and stances that may ease any
residual ethical burden. For example,
the randomization could be limited to

the boundary zone, at the least needy
edge of those to be treated, and the
most needy edge of the untreated. For
this narrow band of children, all
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considered as essentially tied at the
cutting point on a coarse grained
eligibility score, random assignment
to treatment and nontreatment could be
justified as a tie-breaking process.
We would learn about the effects of
the program only for a narrow band of
talent. We would wonder about its
effectiveness for the most disadvan-
taged. But this would be better than
nothing, and better than quasi-
experimental information. (p . 615)

Instrumentation

Before it is possible to investigate changes

that occur in people with respect to programs of educa-

tional improvement, it is necessary to have measures

that document such changes. Nunnally and Wilson (1975)

define measurement as consisting of "Rules for assigning

numbers to objects to represent quantities of attributes"

(p. 232).

Tests vary in the amount of knowledge and research

required to develop them. The American Psychological

Association (APA) has published St andards for Educational

and Psychological Tests (1974) . A list of standards

regarded as essential follow;

1. A test manual should describe fully the
development of the test: the rationale,
specifications followed in writing items
or selecting observations ,

and procedures
and results of item analysis or other
research.
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Ttie t6st 3.nd its inanua.1 should bo revised
at appropriate intervals . The time for
revision has arrived whenever changing
conditions of use or new research data make
any statements in the manual incorrect or
misleading

.

3. The test, the manual, the record forms, and
other accompanying material should help users
make correct interpretations of the test
results and should warn against common mis-
uses .

4. The test manual should state explicitly the
purposes and applications for which the test
is recommended.

5. The test manual should describe clearly the
psychological, educational, or other reason-
ing underlying the test and nature of the
characteristic it is intended to measure.

6. The test manual should identify any specific
qualifications required to administer the
test and to interpret it properly.

7. Evidence of validity and reliability, along
with other relevant research data, should be
presented in support of any claims being made.

8. Test developers or others offering computer
services for test interpretation should pro-
vide a manual reporting the rationale and
evidence in support of computer-based inter-
pretations of scores.

9. The directions for administration should be
presented in the test manual with sufficient
clarity and emphasis so that the test user
can duplicate, and will be encouraged to
duplicate, and the administrative conditions
under which the norms and the data on relia-
bility and validity were obtained.

10. Instructions should prepare the examinee for
the examination: sample material, practice
use of answer sheets or punch cards ,

sample
questions, etc., should be provided.

11. The procedures for scoring the test should
be presented in the test manual with a

maximum of detail and clarity to reduce the
likelihood of scoring error.
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12. Norms should be published in the test
manual at the time of release of the test
for operational use.

13. Norms presented in the test manual should
refer to defined and clearly described
populations. These populations should be
the groups with whom users of the test will
ordinarily wish to compare the persons
tested.

14. In reporting norms, test manuals should use
percentiles for one or more appropriate
reference groups or standard scores for which
the basis is clearly set forth; any excep-
tional type of score unit should be explained
and justified. Measures of central tendency
and variability always should be reported.

15. Local norms are more important for many uses
of tests than are published norms. A test
manual should suggest using local norms in
such situations.

16. Derived scales used for reporting scores
should be carefully described in the test
manual to increase the likelihood of accurate
interpretation of scores by both the test
interpreter and the examinee.

17. If scales are revised, new forms added, or
other changes made, the revised test manual
should provide tables of equivalence between
the new and the old forms. This provision
is particularly important in cases where
data are recorded on cumulative records

.

18. Where it is expected that a test will be
used to assess group rather than individuals
(i.e., for schools or programs), normative
data based on group summary statistics
should be provided.

Testing in program evaluation may be criterion-

referenced or norm-referenced.

Typically, criterion-referenced testing
uses as its interpretive frame of reference
a specified content domain rather than a

specified population of persons. In this

respect, it has been contrasted with the
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usual norm-referenced testing, in
which an individaul ' s score is inter-
preted by comparing it with the scores
obtained by others on the same test.

Thus far, criterion-referenced
testing has found its major applica-
tions in several recent innovations in
education. (Anastasi, 1976, p. 97)

Norm-referenced tests should be utilized in the

summative evaluation of a project whenever possible. Pur-

chasing and administering these standardized tests is cost

effective and permits a comparison in reference to others.

However, caution must be exercised in assuring that the

test chosen for the program evaluation accurately reflects

the goals and objectives of the project. When a standard-

ized norm-referenced test does not match the objectives of

the program in question, it may be more appropriate to

develop a criterion-referenced test. This test would in-

cluse items that specifically match the objectives of the

program and therefore would succeed in providing an accurate

measurement of the program that a cost-effective yet in-

sensitive norm-referenced test could not. The development

of criterion-referenced tests is costly and time consuming

and should most definitely be undertaken when necessary in

order to avoid the problems associated with the use of a

test which does not truly measure a program, despite bud-

get limitations.

Organizations, able to provide assistance in locat-

ing, or developing norm-referenced or criterion-referenced

tests exists today. The Educational Testing Service and

National Evaluation Systems are two such organizations.
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The Educational Testing Service (ETS)
, founded

in 1947 is a nonprofit organization devoted to measurement

^®search. ETS activities span a broad spectrum

reflecting society's heightened need for knowledge that

enhance individual development and institutional

excellence and diversity (ETS, p.l).

ETS is engaged in activities ranging from operating

the nationwide College Scholarship Service for the College

Board to conducting research in such areas as child devel-

opment and cognitive styles; from evaluating the effective-

ness of Sesame Street to developing a computer-based

guidance program for college students, called the

System of Interactive Guidance and Information.

ETS is best known for its norm-referenced national

testing programs. Each year, tests developed and admin-

istered by ETS are taken by millions of people at more

than 5,000 test centers across the nation and around the

world. Some of these tests are designed to predict academic

performance. Other tests are used for student guidance and

placement, for awarding degree credit for independent or

advancement learning, and for occupational licensing, pro-

fessional certification and professional self-assessment.

National Evaluation Systems (NES) specializes in

research and evaluation services for a wide range of

clients. The company has offices in Amherst, Massachusetts

and Palo Alto, California. NES has pioneered criterion-

referenced educational testing and customized evaluation
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services which conform precisely to their clients'

management and organizational needs.

Standardized instrumentation should be utilized

in the evaluation of a Title IV- C project whenever

possible. Hox^ever, if standardized instrumentation is

not available and instrumentation must be developed, it

is necessary that the test developers write the test and

manual in accordance with the APA standards.

A measure of success for a Title IV-C project is

validation by the Joint Dissemination Review Panle (JDRP)

.

One criterion utilized by the JDRP in judging the effec-

tiveness of a Title IV-C program is termed "Interpret-

ability of Measures" (Tallmadge, 1977). In other words, the

JDRP demands evidence that the quantitative measure are

reliable and valid indicators of the effects claimed.

As mandated by the American Psychological Asso-

ciation and the JDRP, evidence for reliability and

validity must be provided for each test utilized in the

evaluation of a Title IV-C project. A detailed discus-

sion of both reliability and validity follows.

Reliability

Reliability refers to the degree to which the

results of testing are attributable to systematic sources

of variance (APA, 1974) . In other words, a test is

reliable to the extent that one can assert confidently



57

that similar results would be obtained if the test ad-

ministration was repeated (Sellitz, Wrightsman & Cook,

1976)

.

Lord and Novick (1968) define the reliability

of a test as the squared correlation between ob-

served score and true score. That is if observed and

true scores could be obtained for every examinee for a

test, the squared correlation between observed and true

scores is called the reliability coefficient for that

test (Allen & Yen, 1979)

.

There are many ways of defining and interpreting

test reliability. The American Psychological Associa-

tion (1974) identified the following estimates of

reliability.

One method of obtaining the two
sets of measurements is by retesting
with the identical test. Aside from
practical limitations, theoretically,
retesting is not ordinarily a desir-
able method of estimating reliability
because the examinee may remember his
or her responses to items from one
testing to the next. Hence, memory
becomes a systematic source of vari-
ance and the correlation of the two
sets of scores may be higher than
the correlation of two sets of scores
based on two different but parallel
sets of items drawn from the population
of items in the same way.

If we want to eliminate memory as

a systematic source of variance and
to include the effects of item sampling
and response variation over time as

sources of variance, we may use two

sets of items developed or selected
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according to the same specifica-
tions. These are called parallel
forms of the test.

If the effect of content sampling
alone is sought without the effects of
memory or response variability over
time, or if it is not practical to
administer two parallel forms with
separate time limits, reliability can
be estimated from a single administra-
tion of an unspeeded test. The test
may be divided into two sets of items
of equal, or approximately equal,
length that are judged by competent
authorities to sample as nearly as
possible the same functions. Any items
based on the same source of data (such
as a reading passage) must be assigned
to the same set. Then the correlation
between scores on the two parallel
halves is a matched-half coefficient
from which an estimate of the parallel-
forms reliability coefficient for the
total test may be obtained by a pro-
cedure that does not assume that the
numbers of items or the variances of
the two sets are exactly equal.

Estimates of reliability from a
single administration may also be ob-
tained by analysis-of-variance proce-
dures. Such estimates will be spuriously
high if the test is speeded or if the
items are not independent of each other.
On the other hand, for unspeeded tests,
such estimates will tend to be lower
than matched-half coefficients because
they constitute, given certain assump-
tions, the mean of coefficients obtained
by correlating scores on all possible
pairs of half of the test.

From the preceding discussion, it is

clear that different methods of estimat-
ing reliability take account of different
sources of error. Thus, from one testing
to the other, the result is affected not
only by random response of variability
and changes in subjects over time but
also by differences in administration
(especially if different persons admin-
ister the test on the two occasions)

.
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Reliability coefficients based on a
single administration of a test exclude
response variability over time; these
effects on scores do not appear as
errors of measurement. Hence, "reli-
ability coefficient" is a generic term.
It can be based on various types of
evidence; each type of evidence sug-
gests a different meaning. It is
essential that any method used to
estimate reliability be clearly
described

.

The estimation of clearly labeled
components of score variance is the
most informative outcome of a reli-
ability study, both for the test
developer wishing to improve the reli-
ability of his instrument and for the
user desiring to interpret test scores
with maximum understanding. The anal-
ysis of score variance calls for the
use of an appropriate experimental
design. There are many different multi-
variate designs that can be used in
reliability studies; the choice of
design for studying a particular test
is determined by its intended inter-
pretation and by practical limitations.

It is recommended that test authors
describe the meanings of any coeffi-
cients they report as accurately and
precisely as possible. It is informa-
tive to say, for example, "This coef-
ficient indicates the stability of
measurement of equivalent scores based
on parallel forms of the test adminis-
tered 7 days apart, without intervening
practice or instruction." Although
lengthy, such a description is reason-
ably free from ambiguity. (p. 48)

The person responsible for choosing or developing

the instrumentation to be utilized in the summative eval-

uation of a Title IV-C program must pay special attention

to the issue of reliability. Both the Massachusetts

Validation Process as well as the Federal Validation
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provess (JDRP) require proof that any measurement tech-

niques are consistent in measuring what they are designed

to measure. The person responsible should be sure that

the reliability score has been appropriately and suffi-

ciently determined.

Validity

Validity refers to the appropriateness of infer-

ences from test scores to other forms of assessment (APA,

1974) . The most meaningful measures of the value of a

test are its validities (Lord & Novick, 1968) . Validity

can be assessed in several ways, depending on the test

and its intended use. The three major types of validity

are content validity, criterion-related validity and

construct validity. Determinations of criterion-related

validity and construct validity involve the calculation

and examination of correlation or other statistics.

Content validity, however, does not involve any statisti-

tical calculations.

The American Psychological Association (1974)

refers to criterion-related validities in the following

way;

Criterion-related validities apply when
one wishes to infer from a test score
an individual’s most probably standing
on some other variable called a criter-
ion. Statements of predictive validity
indicate the extent to which an
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individual ' s futzur© lavel on ths cri-
terion can ba predicted from a knowledge
of prior test performance; statements
of concurrent validity indicate the
extent to which the test may be used
to estimate and individual's present
standing on the criterion. The dis-
tinction is important. Predictive
validity involves a time interval
during which something may happen (e.g.,
people are trained or gain experience,
or are subjected to some treatment).
Concurrent validity reflects only the
status quo at a particular time. Under
appropriate circumstances, data obtained
in a concurrent study may be used to
estimate the predictive validity of a
test. However, concurrent validity
should not be used as a substitute for
predictive validity without an appro-
priate supporting rationale. (p . 26 )

Content validity is required when the test user

wishes to estimate how an individual performs in the uni-

verse of situations the test is intended to represent.

Content validity is most commonly
evaluated for tests of skill or know-
ledge; it may also be appropriate to
inquire into the content validities of
personality inventoires ,

behavior
checklists, or measures of various
aptitudes. The present discussion will
be directed toward the more typical
case of achievement testing.

To demonstrate the content validity
of a set of test scores, one must show
that the behaviors demonstrated in
testing constitute a representative
sample of behaviors to be exhibited in
a desired performance domain. Defini-
tions of the performance domain, the
users' objectives, and the method of
sampling are critical to claims of
content validity. An investigation
of content validity requires that the
test developer or test user specify
his objectives and carefully define
the performance domain in light of
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those objectives. The definition should
ordinarily specify the results of learn-

rather than the processes by which
learning is either sufficiently detailed
and organized to show the degree to which
component tasks make up the total domain.

It should be clear that content val-
idity is quite different from face validity.
Content validity is determined by a set of
operations

, and one evaluates content
validity by the thoroughness and care
with which these operations have been
conducted. In contrast, face validity
is a judgment that the requirements of
a test merely appear to be relevant, (p . 28 )

Construct validity is implied when one evaluates

a test or other set of operations in light of the speci-

fic construct;

Judgments of construct validity are
useful in efforts to improve measures for
the scientific study of a construct. They
are also useful when a test developer or
test user wishes to learn more about the
psychological qualities being measured
by a test than can be learned from a
single criterion-related validity coef-
ficient .

Evidence of construct validity is not
found in a single study; rather, judgments
of construct validity are based upon an
accumulation of research results. In
obtaining the information needed to
establish construct validity, the investi-
gator begins by formulating hypotheses
about the characteristics of those who
have high scores on the test in contrast
to those who have low scores. Taken
together, such hypotheses form at least
a tentative theory about the nature of
the construct the test is believed to
be measuring. In a full investigation,
the test may be the dependent variable
in some studies and the independent
variable in others. Some hypotheses may
be "counterhypotheses" suggested by
competing interpretations or theories

.
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Such hypotheses or theoretical
formulations lead to certain predic-
tions about how people at different
score levels on the test will behave
on certain other tests or in certain
defined situations. If the investi-
gator's theory about what the test
measures is essentially correct,
most of his predictions should be
confirmed. If they are not, he may
revise his definition of the construct,
or he may revise the test to make it
a better measure of the construct
he had in mind. Through the process
of successive verification, modifi-
cation, or elimination of hypotheses,
the investigator increases his under-
standing of the qualities measured
by the test. Through the process of
confirmation or dis confirmation, test
revision, and new research on the
revised instrument, he improves the
usefulness of the test as a measure
of a construct. (p. 30)

Just as the proof of the reliability of instru-

mentation is required for the validation of a Title IV-C

program, proof of the validity of the measures employed

in a program evaluation must also be presented. Evidence

inidcating the extent to which an instrument is measuring

exactly what it is designed to measure is extremely diffi-

cult to gather. The process of validating an instrument

becomes much more cumbersome than the determination of

the reliability of an instrument, as one considers that

different types of validity and the appropriate applica-

tion of each. It is therefore mandatory that the director

of a Title IV-C project be certain that the person respon-

sible for the validity and reliability of the instrumentation
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to be utilized in the summative evaluation of the

innovation is qualified and responsible.

Data Analysis Techniques

Data analysis consists of organizing a quantity

of data so that its meaning may be understood. Tech-

niques of analyzing data range from a simple rank

ordering of scores to very complex statistical treatment.

Data analysis techniques allow the reader to identify

relationships that are not apparent in the initial raw

data and make it possible to compare a group or groups

at different times (CSE, 1977, p. B5) .

Effective use of statistical methods require

careful distinction between formative evaluation and

summative evaluation. "Failure to make the distinction

between them has led to uninspired (use of) statistical

methods and to misguided inferences" (Deming, 1975, p.

57) . Simple descriptive statistics are appropriate for

formative evaluation. Descriptive statistics describe

data in terms of central tendency, variability and

frequency. Measures of central tendency include the

mode, median, and mean. Measures of variability include

the standard deviation and range. Steiger, Fink and

Kosecoff (1976), refer to descriptive statistics as

"most useful in (Formative) evaluations because they

are inherently meaningful and are the units for more
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complex and less intuitive statistical procedures"

(p. D2) . Utilizing descriptive statistics in a forma-

tive evaluation provides continuous data about the

development of a program on a day-to-day basis. This

important formative feedback allows the decision maker

to fine tune the innovation for future implementation

and summative evaluation.

Sophisticated means of data analysis are

necessary for summative evaluation where conclusive docu-

mentation of student change is necessary. Inferential

statistics are appropriately included in summative eval-

uation designs. Inferential statistics provide a way to

test the significance of results obtained when data are

collected. In addition, inferential statistics provide

a method to separate chance errors and random fluctuation

from real change. Inferential statistics appropriate

for inclusion in a summative evaluation design include:

Correlation - To measure the relationship
between two variables.

Regression - To examine the relationship between
a criterion (dependent) variable and two or
more predictor (independent) variables

.

Univariate Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) - Is a

statistical technique used to compare two
or more groups (independent variables) in

terms of a single dependent variable.

Analysis of Covariance - Is a form of ANOVA in

which the dependent variable is corrected
or adjusted.
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Multivariance Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) - Is
analogous to ^OVA except that two or more
dependent variables are analyzed together
(Steiger, Fink and Kosecoff, 1976, p. D2) .

Often, univariate statistical models as well as

^'^Ibivariate models are necessary in summative evaluation

(Eber, 1975). Recent publications (Timm, 1975; Kolinger

& Pedhazur, 1973; Sjoberg, 1975) make available new

statistical tools for evaluators to use in summative

data analysis.

When analyzing data with inferential statistics,

it is important to make only valid inferences about the

data. "Statistical inference (in a Summative Evaluation)

is most effective when it is presented as conclusions

valid for the frame studied and for the range of environ-

mental conditions specified for the tests. It is important

to make clear that conditions drawn by statistical theory

may not hold under other conditions, and that other con-

ditions may well be encountered" (Deming, 1975, p. 62).

In preparing the data analysis for the Summative

Evaluation of a Title IV-C project, it is important to

both utilize correct statistical procedures and make

valid inferences from them.

Summary

The literature dealing with the evaluation of

innovative education is extensive and suggests many
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approaches to educational evaluation. Many good models

for the different aspects of evaluation are presented

in the literature. However, as in the past, the wealth

of ii^fo^ation is not easily accessible to Title IV-C

project directors and evaluators. This important in-

formation should be catalogued in an evaluation resource

for hands-on" evaluation use. In addition, the eval-

uation resource should allow easy access to evaluate

information pertinent to the developmental phase of the

Title IV-C project. Sjoberg (1979) sums this up with

My intent, is not to rid social research of a standard-

ized set of rules or ideal norms for collecting and

analyzing data. My concern is with formulating these

so that they can be more useful than those currently

exposed" (p. 49).

The summative evaluation of a Title IV-C project

should occur when a project is mature and students are

affected by the project. The summative evaluation should

be designed to meet the standards set forth by the

Massachusetts Validation Process and the Joint Dissemi-

nation Review Panel (JDRP) . The summative evaluation

design should carefully include the appropriate use of

research design, instrumentation and statistics. Instru-

mentation for the evaluation should be identified or

developed before the summative evaluation is put in

place. When a standardized norm-referenced test that
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truly matches the program objectives does not exist,

a more accurate criterion-referenced test must be devel-

oped. Summative evaluation is highly technical and

should be conducted by an outside evaluation expert.

However, the Title IV-C project director must retain

control of the evaluation in order to guard against the

evaluation shaping the project rather than the project

shaping the evaluation.



CHAPTER III

DESIGN OF THE STUDY

Introduction

Chapter III details the study design as well as

the context with which this study was conducted. The

data collection procedures are described in terms of

instrumentation, development, categories of investiga-

tion, sample, data analysis and study relationship.

Further, a model which depicts inter-relationships among

data collection and data reporting is offered. The model

also serves as a guide for the presentation of the results

in Chapter IV.

St udy Design

The study methodology was designed to ascertain

why E.S.E.A. Title IV-C projects which are funded and

expedited within the state of Massachusetts, routinely

fail to measure up to validation guidelines established

by the state and federal governments, and, to offer

remedies, based upon data obtained, that are likely to

resolve identified deficiencies. In order to reach this

end, six data collection procedures, including the

69
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Massachusetts Title IV-C Assessment, Massachusetts

Validation Process, Archive Review, Interviews, Eval-

uation Design Review, and Assessment of Massachusetts

Evaluation Needs, were utilized. The study design

permitted the acquisition of data from every available

source. Archive documentation was exhaustively reviewed,

every individual who could provide information relevant

to the study was questioned, and all available resources

were utilized to employ personnel necessary to implement

the Evaluation Design Review and the Interviews. These

Data Collection Procedures provided information relevant

to the characteristics of program evaluation including

project director, program objectives, evaluation design,

instrumentation, statistics, validation, evaluators, and

Massachusetts Department of Education. Examination of the

many categories of investigation enabled the investigator

to document policies and practices and to identify problems

which contribute to non- validation

.

The design of the study described in Objective 1

is presented in Chapter III. The documentation of eval-

uation policies and practices and the identification of

problems which contribute to the unsatisfactory evaluation

outcomes (Objectives 1 and 2) are presented in Chapter IV.

An evaluation plan designed to solve the evaluation prob-

lems identified within the Title IV-C program is presented

in Chapter V.
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Data Collection Procedures

Massachusetts Title IV-C
Assessment

Description

Each year Title IV-C in Massachusetts is assessed

on a Commonwealth- wide basis. The assessment is designed

to monitor the progress of Title IV-C in Massachusetts,

^Tid to satisfy the specific data needs of the Massachusetts

Title IV-C Coordinator and staff, Massachusetts Title IV

Advisory Council, and the United States Office of Educa-

tion. The investigator was one of three evaluators in-

volved in the 1978 Assessment and the sole investigator

of the 1979 Title IV-C Assessment.

Ins trumentation

A questionnaire served as a primary source of the

project data. The instrument was distributed to all

Title IV-C project directors in Massachusetts for the

purpose of obtaining desired perceptual data. The ques-

tionnaire was developed by the investigator according to

the standards for questionnaire construction set forth

by Komhauser and Sheatsley (Selitiz, 1976). The same

procedures were used for questionnaire development in

both the 1978 and 1979 Assessments.

First, a Needs Analysis was conducted by the

investigator, in order to formulate the precise
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problem to be answered. The Title IV-C Coordinator,

Title IV-C Staff, Massachusetts Title IV-C Advisory

Council and Title IV-C Project Director were consulted

and an assessment design was conceptualized. Next, the

questionnaire topics were defined in an outline. Once

in outline form, the ordering of topics was considered.

The topics were examined for the best psychological

sequence from the standpoint of the respondent. Each

topic was analyzed for content and form, and put into

questions. The number of questions necessary to gather

sufficient data on each item was considered. These

analyses were conducted by following the Kornhauser and

Sheatsly checklist of points to consider in formulating

questions titled "Guide for Questionnaire Construction”

(p. 547). A few questions aimed at checking the relia-

bility and consistency of responses were added to the

questionnaire. Each of the resulting questionnaires

were examined by the decision makers and revised.

The completed questionnaires were then pretested.

Respondents reacted to the format and the appropriate-

ness of the questions. Their responses were used to

revise the instruments. Through this process the ques-

tionnaires were revised as shown in Appendix A.
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Sample

The questionnaires were administered to Cycle 1

and Cycle II project directors. Cycle I project directors

completed a questionnaire in the spring of their second

year of project implementation (1978) and in the spring

of the third year of project implementation (1979).

Cycle II project directors completed a questionnaire in

the spring of their first year of project implementation

(1978) and in the spring of the second year of project

implementation (1979). In 1978, twenty-four (24) Cycle I

and thirty- six (36) Cycle II directors received and re-

turned questionnaires. In 1979, twenty- four (24) Cycle I

and thirty- six (36) Cycle II directors received question-

naires. Questionnaires were returned by twenty-one (21)

Cycle I and thirty-five (35) Cycle II directors.

Categories of Investigation

The Massachusetts Title IV-C Assessment question-

naires include categories of investigation that examine

the director's perception of project evaluation efforts.

These categories of investigation are presented in Table 2

and include:

1. General project information

2. Knowledge of evaluation theory

3. Knowledge of evaluation application
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4. Objectives

- modification of project objectives
for evaluation

5 . Evaluation

- rating of project evaluation

- project components being evaluated

• Student achievement
• Student skill development
• Student attitude
• Personnel/ teacher achievement
• Personnel/ teacher skill development
• Personnel/ teacher attitude
‘ Cost effectiveness
• Parent attitude
• Community attitude

6. Validation

- directors’ perception of Massachusetts
Validation Process

- directors ' expected success at federal
validation

7 . Pro j ect Evaluator

- frequency of contact with evaluator

- satisfaction of contact with evaluator

- satisfaction with evaluators ' level of
understanding of project

- help provided with evaluation, valida-
tion, program planning, program imple-
mentation

3. Need for Training

- Formative Evaluation

- Summative Evaluation

- Massachusetts Validation Requirements

- Federal Validation Requirements

9. Success with Massachusetts Validation
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Data Analysis

The data were computer analyzed utilizing the

Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) . Descrip-

tive statistics were obtained as inferential statistics

would not be appropriate. These data were presented as

director perception.

Study Relationship

The project director is generally responsible

for the evaluation component of the project. It is

important when studying project evaluation to under-

stand the views of the director concerning project

evaluation. These data allowed the investigator to

characterize the average project director as well as

make judgments about the quality of project evaluation

as perceived by the directors

.

Massachusetts Validation
Process

Description

When a Title IV-C project is nearing the end

of the second year of implementation and positive sum-

mative evaluative data has been gathered, the director

may apply for Massachusetts Validation. As described

in Chapter I, the Massachusetts Validation Process is
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designed to validate worthy innovations. The process

is accomplished by an onsite visit by a validation

team. The validation team consists of three members.

At least one member of each team is considered to have

expertise in evaluation, and is responsible for the

team's judgments about the "effectiveness" of the

proj ect

.

Evidence of effectiveness is de-
fined as the supporting evidence
provided to show that the attain-
ment of the major obj active (s)
can be attributed to the project
activities. (MDE, 1979, p. 6)

The second team member is responsible for the team's

judgments about the "exportability of the project.

Exportability is determined from:

Information provided to demonstrate
that it is feasible to transport
the program or practice to other
school districts and that it can
be adopted or adapted by other
school districts. (p . 6)

The third team member is responsible for the team's

judgments about the "cost effectiveness" of the project.

Cost effectiveness is determined by a cost analysis.

Cost analysis gathers:

Information needed to describe
the costs of start-up, operation
and management ,

and the popula-
tion to be served, which, then
combined with evidence of ef-
fectiveness and exportability

,



80

will assist an interested
shcool district to make an
informed decision about adop-
tion or adaption of the
program or practice, (p . 6)

In addition, one of the team members is considered to

be an expert in the content area of the project. During

the onsite visit the validation team:

(1) Reviews the objectives and
activities of the project and
discusses and shares scores on
the three sections of the re-
port; (2) observes a sample
of project activities. (This
could include a demonstration,
audio-visual presentation, pre-
visit, visiting a project site,
etc.); (3) interviews per-
sonnel associated with the
project as identified by the
project director (advisory
board, student, parents, tea-
chers, administrators, etc.).
The purpose of such interviews
is to determine involvement,
understanding and reaction to
the project and to verify the
fidelity of the data that have
been provided; (4) convenes
validation team to review vali-
dation materials and to develop
the preliminary validation report
for each of the three areas:
effectiveness ,

exportability ,

and cost analysis ; (5) holds
an exit meeting with the project
director and advises him/her
of the validation team's recom-
mendations; (6) forwards the
validation team report, after
completion by the chairperson,
to the Massachusetts Department
of Education, Title IV-C Coor-
dinator. (MDE, 1979, p. 12)
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Ins trumentation

Following an on-site validation visit of a

Title IV-C project, each validator completed a ques-

tionnaire. The questionnaire focused on data about

program evaluation. The questionnaire was developed

by the investigator according to the standards for

questionnaire construction set by Kornhauser and

Sheatsley (Selitz, 1976). First, an assessment design

was conceptualized and the questionnaire topics were

defined in an outline. Once in outline form, the

ordering of topics was considered. The topics were

examined for the best psychological sequence from the

standpoint of the respondent. Each topic was analyzed

for content and form, and put into questions . The

number of questions necessary to gather sufficient

data on each item was considered. The questionnaires

were pretested. Respondents reacted to the format and

the appropriateness of the questions. Through this

process the questionnaires were revised as shown in

Appendix B

.
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Sample

Following each on-site visit a questionnaire was

completed by each of the validators who participated

i^ the Massachusetts Validation Process. One hundred

thirty-five (135) questionnaires were distributed to the

validators serving the nineteen (19) Cycle I projects

and twenty-six (26) Cycle II projects who applied for

Massachusetts Validation. The validators returned

ninety-nine (99) questionnaires.

Categories of Investigation

The Massachusetts Validation Process Question-

naire include categories of investigation that examine

program evaluation. These are presented in Table 3 and

include;

1. Evaluation Design

- yield data that demonstrate change in
the client group

- yield data that demonstrate the project
is responsible for change

2. Instrumentation

- nationally normed

- locally developed

3. Reliability

4. Validity

Statistics5 .
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Data Analysis

The data were computer analyzed utilizing the

Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS)

.

Descriptive Statistics were employed, the use of infer-

ential statistics would be inappropriate.

Study Relationship

These data allowed the investigator to make

judgments about the appropriate use of project evalua-

tion for validation as reported by trained validators.

Archive Review

Description

An archive review was conducted. The documents

reviewed were the Massachusetts Validation Team Reports.

The Massachusetts Validation Team Reports are documents

completed by the Validation Team members following each

on-site visit. The reports include the Team's judgments

about the effectiveness of the project as well as

comments and suggestions.

Categories of Investigation

The investigator collected data on the category

of investigation that deals with project evaluation

efforts. This category is presented in Table 4;
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1. Success with Massachusetts Validation

Reviewing these documents provided data concerning the

rate of project success with the Massachusetts Valida-

tion Process.

Study Relationship

Utilizing these data, the investigator made

judgments about the appropriate use of evaluation for

validation by projects that were validated and by pro-

jects that were not validated.

Interviews

Description

Interviews were conducted with a sample of the

Massachusetts Department of Education Title IV- C Admin-

istrators. The interviews were conducted by an evaluator

other than the study investigator. The interviews empha-

sized the acquisition of data about opinions and views of

Massachusetts Title IV-C personnel on the perceived

quality of program evaluation.

Instrumentation

An interview questionnaire was developed according

to the standard for questionnaire construction set by

Kornhauser and Sheatsley (Sleitz, 1976). First, the
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questionnaire topics were defined in an outline. Once

in outline form, the ordering of topics was considered.

Each topic was analyzed for content and form, and or-

ganized in the form of questions. The questionnaire was

pretested. Respondents reacted to the format and the

appropriateness of the questions. Through this process

the questionnaire was revised as shown in Appendix C.

The questionnaires were designed to gather data on

several categories of investigation relevant to the

implementation of Title IV-C. One of these categories

examines program evaluation and is relevant to this study.

The interviews were conducted by an evaluator

other than the study investigator. The use of an external

evaluator provided assurance that the opinions of the

investigator were not projected on to those being inter-

viewed. The interviews were conducted in accordance with

the standards for interviewing set by Kornhauser and

Sheatsley (Selitz, 1976).

Categories of Investigation

The interviews focused upon the opinions and

views of Massachusetts Title IV-C personnel on one

category of investigation, the perceived quality of

program evaluation. This information is presented in

Table 4.
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Sample

The Massachusetts Title IV-C Coordinator and

five (5) of the six (6) members of the Title IV-C staff

were interviewed (N=6) . The sixth staff member was out

of the country during the interview period.

Study Relationship

These data were reported in support of the need

to improve the evaluation of Title IV-C projects in

Massachusetts

.

Evaluation Design Review

Description

Independent evaluators who have had experience

with the JDRP and who are considered to be experts in

educational evaluation reviewed Title IV-C program eval-

uation designs for worthiness. The evaluators who parti-

cipated in the review were Louis Aikman, Ph.D.
,

Boston

University; Ronald Nuttal, Ph.D.
,

Boston College; David

J. Rosen, Ed.D., University of Massachusetts; Gene Mulcahy,

Ed.D., Hartford Public Schools; Robert Algozzine, Univer-

sity of Florida; and Martin J. Higgins, Ph.D., West

Chester State College.
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Categories of Investigation

The evaluation design review focused upon data

on six categories of investigation. They are presented

in Table 5 and include;

1. Objectives

2. Evaluation Design

3. Instrumentation

4. Reliability and Validity

5. Sample

6. Statistics

7 . Reporting

Sample

The sample included thirty- two (32) Title IV-C

projects that received initial funding in 1977. The

Evaluation Design Review was made available to the

thirty-seven (37) directors of Title IV-C projects then,

in their first year of project implementation. The

sample includes all the directors who wanted the service.

Study Relationship

This critical analysis allowed the investigator

to present an unbiased external judgment about the

quality of Title IV-C evaluation in Massachusetts.
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Assessment of Massachusetts
Evaluation Nee^

Description

A conference was held to generate a comprehensive

list of the evaluative problems of Title IV-C projects.

The requirements for validation set by the Massachusetts

Validation Process and the Joint Dissemination Review

Panel (JDRP) were also discussed. These data reflect

the degree to which Massachusetts Title IV-C projects

have attained the prescribed evaluation standards.

Participants included United States Office of Education

staff, Massachusetts Department of Education staff,

National Diffusion Network staff, validators, project

directors, evaluation experts, and the study investigator.

Categories of Investigation

Five categories were addressed at the confer-

ence. They include:

1. Evaluation Resources

2. Objectives

3. Federal Validation

4. Evaluators

5. Instrumentation

These categories are presented in Table 6.
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Study Relationship

These data will allow the investigator to compare

Massachusetts Title IV-C evaluation efforts to federal

standards

.

Summary

Six data collection procedures including the

Massachusetts Title IV-C Assessment, Massachusetts

Validation Process, Archive Review, Interviews, Evalua-

tion Design Review, and Assessment of Massachusetts

Validation Needs, were utilized in order to study the

evaluation procedures of Title IV-C in Massachusetts.

These data were gathered in order to systematically

study the state of Massachusetts’ Title IV-C Operation

and to document evaluation policies and practices.

Data from the six collection procedures were

analyzed and synthesized, and conclusions were drawn.

These data provided a picture of project evaluations

as they are currently implemented in Massachusetts.

This information was grouped to point out specific

weaknesses in formative evaluation and summative eval-

uation, with an emphasis on instrumentation, research

design, statistics, and success at validation. Specific

evaluation inadequacies were identified and reported as

part of Chapter IV.

h
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An evaluation plan —based upon data reported —
that will be implemented according to the development

phase of the project is proposed in Chapter V. The

evaluation plan is currently being implemented in

Massachusetts

.

A study model was developed by the investigator

in order to guide the presentation of the results in

Chapter IV. Table 7 delineates the Categories of Investi-

gation as well as the methodology utilized by the

investigator to collect and present results in the

following chapter of the study.
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CHAPTER IV

PRESENTATIONAND ANALYSIS OF THE RESULTS

The chapter presents and analyzes data collected

in support of the three study objectives. The study

objectives are:

Objective 1: To systematically study the
state of Massachusetts' Title
IV-C operation in order to
document evaluation policies
and practices.

Objective 2: To identify problems, based upon
data obtained via surveys and
document analyses, which contri-
bute to the program's unsatis-
factory evaluation outcomes.

Objective 3: To offer an evaluation plan
which is tailored to resolve
evaluation problems identified
within the state's Title IV-C
program.

The model presented in Chapter III of the study

is used as the format for the presentation of data.

Chapter IV provides a presentation and analysis of the

data for each of the categories of investigation. The

categories include, the Project Director, Program Objec-

tives, Evaluation Design, Instrumentation, Statistics,

Validation, Evaluators, Massachusetts Deparment of

Eudcation.

99
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The following da.ti3. presentation will document

evaluation policies and practices as well as identify

problems which contribute to the program's unsatis-

factory evaluation outcomes

.

Presentation of the Results

Objective 1

The Project Director

Several questionnaire items examined the back-

ground of the Cycle I and Cycle II project directors.

These data are presented in Table 8. The directors

were asked, "How did you come to be director of your

project?" It can be seen that over half of the project

directors (557o) wrote the proposal for their projects,

and an additional thirty- two percent (31.7%) helped

plan their projects. Thirty- five percent (357o) were

hired from outside the system and twenty- five (25.07o)

were hired from within the system.

The director's employment status immediately prior

to appointment as director was examined. Nearly fifty- two

percent (51.6%) of the project directors were teachers

immediately before becoming project directors. Nineteen

percent (19.3%) acted as department chairpersons and nearly

thirteen percent (12.9%) were school building administra-

tors. Ten percent (9.6%) were guidance counselors and

seven percent (6.4%) were school district administrators.
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Table 8

Results of the Project Directors' Responses to
Questionnaire Items Focused on Their Background

Number and Percent
of Responses

Item Type of Response Number Percent

How did you come to Helped plan project 19 31.7
be director of your Wrote proposal 33 55.0
project? Hired from within system

Hired from outside the
15 25.0

system 25 35.0
Other 1 1.7

What was your posi- Teacher 16 51.6

tion immediately
prior to your ap-
pointment as
director?

How many years have
you been in your
school district?

What is the highest
degree you have
earned?

How would you rate
the evaluation
componnet of your
project?

Department Chairperson
Guidance Counselor
School Building Adminis-

trator
School District Adminis-

trator

Less than 1 year
1-5 years
5-10 years
Over 10 years

Bachelors Degree
Masters Degree
C«AaG«S»
Doctoral Degree

1978

Excellent
Very Good
Good
Poor
Very Poor

1979

Excellent
Very Good
Good
Poor
Very Poor

19.3
3 9.6

4 12.9

2 6.4

8 14.3
28 50.0
12 21.4

8 14.3

17 28.3
31 51.7

8 13.3
4 6.7

5 13.9

10 27.8
16 44.4

4 11.1

1 2.8

7 21.2

9 27.3

10 30.3

6 18.2

1 3.C
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The directors were asked to indicate the number

of years they were employed by their school districts.

Half of the directors (50. 0%) were in the school system

between 1 and 5 years. Over twenty-one percent (21.4%)

were in the school system from 5 to 10 years. And over

twenty-eight percent (28.6%) were in the school system

for less than 1 year or over 10 years.

The directors' education was examined. Over

half of the directors (51.7%) have Masters Degrees,

thirteen percent (13.3%) have Certificates of Advanced

Graduate Study, and nearly seven percent (6.77o) have

doctorates

.

The 1978 and 1979 Massachusetts Title IV-C

Assessment Questionnaires examined the Cycle II director's

perception of Project Evaluation.

In 1979, twenty-one percent (21.27o) of the Cycle

II project directors felt they had excellent evaluation

designs, twenty- seven percent (27.3%) very good evaluation

designs, thirty percent (30.37,) good, eighteen percent

(18.2%) poor, three percent (3.07o) indicated very poor.

In 1978, fourteen percent (13.97o) of the Cycle II direc-

tors indicated that their evaluation designs were

excellent. Further, twenty-eight percent (27.87,) indi-

cated very good, forty- four percent (44.4%) good, eleven

percent (11.17,) poor, three percent (2.87,) indicated

very poor.
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The Massachusetts Title IV-C Assessment in-

cluded items that examined the evaluation training

needed by project directors. These data are presented

in Table 9.

The directors of both Cycle I and Cycle II

projects reported a need for training in formative

evaluation (28.6%, Cycle I; 29.4%, Cycle II), summative

evaluation (38.1%, Cycle I; 32.4%, Cycle II), data

utilization (23.8%, Cycle I; 55.9%, Cycle II), Massa-

chusetts Validation Requirements (4.87o, C^cle I; 11.87o,

Cycle II), and Federal Validation Requirements (23.87,,

Cycle I, 50.07o, Cycle II). In addition, some of these

directors reported no need for training in formative

evaluation (14.37,, Cycle I; 29.47o, Cycle II), summative

evaluation (4.87,, Cylce I; 29.47,, Cycle II), data util-

ization (14.37,, Cycle I; 26.57o, Cycle II), Massachusetts

Validation Requirements (28.6%, Cycle I; 26.57o, Cycle II),

and Federal Validation Requirements (19.07,, Cycle I;

32.4%, Cycle II).

Program Objectives

The Evaluation Design Review produced data rele-

vant to program objectives. These data are presented in

Table 10.
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Table 9

The Project Directors' Response to the Question
In which of the following areas do you feel

you need training?"

Percent of Responses in
each category

Cycle I
Project Directors*

Cycle II
Project Directors

Item

No Need
for

Training
Need

Training

No Need
for

Training
Need

Training

Formative
Evaluation 14.3 28.6 29.4 29.4

Summative
Evaluation 4.8 38.1 29.4 32.4

Data
Utilization 14.3 23.8 26.5 55.9

Massachusetts
Validation
Requirements 28.6 4.8 26.5 11.8

Federal
Validation
Requirements 19.0 23.8 32.4 50.0

*The directors of validated Cycle I projects.
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Table 10

Results of the Evaluation Design Review
and the Massachusetts Title IV-C

Assessment Relevant to Program Objectives

Item Type of Response

Niimber
of

Number

and Percent
Responses

Percent

Program Objectives:
Address key
components of Yes 23 71.9
project No 9 28.1

Completeness Yes 9 28.1
No 20 62.5

Evaluation Design
not sufficiently
sensitive to pro-
vide such infor-
mation 2 6.3

Some, but not all
obj ectives 1 3.1

Operational Yes 6 18.8
(Observational No 23 71.9

5t Measurable) Evaluation Design
not sufficiently
sensitive to
provide such
information 1 3.1

Some, but not all
obj ectives 2 6.3
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Seventy- two percent (71.97,) of the program eval-

uations addressed the key components of the projects,

twenty-eight percent (28.17,) did not.

The reviewers indicated that twenty-eight percent

(28.14) of the evaluation designs included objectives

that completely addressed all the key outcomes of the

project, sixty- three percent (62.57,) did not. Further,

the reviewers indicated that six percent (6.37,) of the

evaluation designs were not sufficiently sensitive to

provide such information. Some, but not all of the

objectives were complete for three percent (3.17,) of the

proj ects

.

Data indicates that nineteen percent (18.87,) of

the program evaluation designs included objectives that

were both observable and measurable, seventy- two percent

(71.97,) did not. Three percent (3.17,) of the evaluation

designs were not sufficiently sensitive to provide this

information. Further, six percent (6.37,) of the evalua-

tion designs included some (but not all) objectives in

operational form.

The Massachusetts Title IV-C Assessment Question-

naires included an item that examined program objectives.

These data are presented in Table 11.

Seventy-eight percent (78.47,) of the Cycle II

project directors reportedly modified their program

objectives in their first year of project implementation
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Table 11

The Project Directors' Response to the Question
"Have your project objectives been modified

since your project began?"

Number and Percent
of Responses

Cycle II Project Directors

Type of Response Number Percent

1979

Yes 29 85.3
No 5 14.7

1978

Yes 29 78.4
No 8 21.6
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(1978) and twenty- two percent (21.6%) did not. Eighty-

five percent (85.37o) of these directors reportedly

modified their program objectives their second year of

project implementation (1979) and fifteen percent (14.77„)

did not.

Evaluation Design

The Massachusetts Validation Process Question-

naire included items which examined program evaluation

design. These data are presented in Table 12.

In Table 12 are the validators response to the

question "Did the evaluation design for this project

yield data that demonstrates that the project is respon-

sible for the change?" Most (77.67,) of the validators

felt the evaluation demonstrated that the project was

responsible for change in the client group. Over twenty-

two percent (22.47,) of the validators indicated that the

evaluation design did not demonstrate that the project

was responsible for change.

In Table 12 are the validators' responses to the

question "Did the evaluation design for this project

yield data that demonstrate change (growth) in the client

group?" Over eighty- three percent (83.67,) of the valida-

tors indicated that projects validated for diffusion had

evaluation designs that demonstrated change in the client

group. Eighty- two percent (82.07,) of the validators indicated
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Table 12

Results of the Validators Response to
Questionnaire Items Focused on Program

Evaluation Design

Item

Number and Percent
of Responses

Type of Response Number Percent

Did the evaluation
design for this
project yield data
that demonstrate Yes 52
that the project No 15
is responsible for
the change?

Did the evaluation
design for this
proj ect yield data
that demonstrate
change (growth) in
the client group?

Projects Vali-
cated for
Diffusion

Yes 51
No 10

Projects Not
Validated for
Diffusion

7

31

77.6
22.4

83.6
16.4

Yes
No

18.0
82.0
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that the projects not validated for diffusion had

evaluation designs that did not yield data that demon-

strated change in the client group.

The evaluation experts who participated in the

Evaluation Design Review, examined the evaluation designs

of the Cycle II projects. These data are presented in

Table 13.

Data indicates that nearly twenty percent (18.8%)

of the Cycle II directors had evaluation designs that

were only formative in nature. Eighty-one percent

(81.37o) of these projects had evaluators who designed a

more sophisitcated evaluation.

Of the Cycle II projects, sixteen percent (15.67o)

had evaluation designs that permited the experts to

conclude that the observed growth (change) of the project

was indeed due to the project. Eighty-four percent

(84.47o) did not.

Twenty-nine percent (28.17o) of the evaluation

designs included a comparison of treatment vs. nontreat-

ment conditions. Nearly seventy- two percent (71.97o)

did not.

The experts indicated that six percent (6.37.)

of the evaluators utilized a quasi-experimental design.

Ninety- three percent (93.87o) did not.
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Table 13

Results of the Evaluation Design Review
Relevant to Evaluation Design

Number and Percent of Responses

Response
Yes No Total

Evaluation Design:

Formative
Evaluation only 6 (18.8) 26 (81.3) 32 (100.0)

Observed growth
due to project 5 (15.6) 27 (84.4) 32 (100.0)

Treatment vs

.

non- treatment
comparison 9 (28.1) 23 (71.9) 32 (100.0)

Quasi- experimental
design utilitized 2 (6.3) 30 (93.8) 32 (100.0)

Treatment group
is similar to
control group 1 (3.1) 31 (96.9) 32 (100.0)

Future repetition
in other schools 3 (9.4) 29 (90.6) 32 (100.0)

Data collection
schedule included 4 (12.5) 28 (87.5) 32 (100.0)

Evaluation
personnel listed 1 (3.1) 31 (96.9) 32 (100.0)
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Three percent (3.17o) of the evaluations in-

cluded documentation that the treatment group is

similar to the control group. Further, ninety-seven

percent (96.9^) did not include this documentation.

Nine percent (9.4%) of the evaluators included

P^^^isions for repetition of the design in adopter

schools in the future. Ninety percent (90.6%) did not.

Thirteen percent (12.5%) of the project eval-

uators included data collection schedules in their

evaluation designs, eighty-eight percent (87.57o) did

not

.

Three percent (3.1%) of the evaluators included

a list of the personnel responsible for each job, ninety-

seven percent (96.9%) did not.

The participants of the conference to Assess

Massachusetts Evaluation Needs identified characteristics

of project evaluation designs and made recommendations.

Five major characteristics of project evaluation

designs emerged from the conference: (1) projects were

under-resourced in funds to carry out adequate evaluation

designs; (2) project goals were too broad in scope;

(3) evaluation designs were focused on the Massachusetts

Validation Process rather than on the goal of validation

for national dissemination by the Joint Dissemination

Review Panel; (4) implementation of the evaluation design
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relied, in most instance, on unskilled persons; (5)

evaluation designs focused on small ends rather than on

outcomes that will be educationally significant. Fur-

ther, it was recommended that guidelines be developed,

which would convey to project directors and project

evaluators that evaluation designs for Title IV-C

projects should be of such a quality that it would

enhance a project's capability of being initially vali-

dated for diffusion by the Massachusetts Validation

Process and subsequently validated for national dissem-

ination by the Joint Dissemination Review Panel.

The evaluation experts who participated in the

Evaluation Design Review examined the reporting proce-

dures described by the evaluators of Cycle II projects

in their evaluation designs. These data are presented

in Table 14.

The evaluation experts indicated that nine per-

cent (9.47o) of the program evaluators included a report-

ing schedule in their evaluation designs, nineteen

percent (18.87o) did not. A further review of the data,

indicates that six percent (6.37.) of the evaluators

included a definition of the reporting procedures

,

nineteen percent (18.8%) did not. In addition, six percent

'(6.37o) of the evaluators identified each of the aud-

iences he /she would report evaluative information to,

twenty- two percent (21.9%) did not.
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Instrumentation

The Massachusetts Validation Process Question-

naire included items that examined the instrumentation

utilized in program evaluation. These data are presented

in Table 15 and Table 16.

In Table 15 are the validator's responses to the

question "The data obtained for the evaluation of this

project were obtained from: Nationally Normed Instru-

ments; Locally Developed Instruments; Both?"

Data indicates strong similarities in the types

of instrumentation utilized by both validated and not

validated projects. The majority (69.37o) of the eval-

uators utilized locally developed instruments. Nearly

twenty- three percent (22.77o) of the evaluators used both

Nationally Normed Instruments and Locally Developed

Instruments, eight percent (8.07o) used only Nationally

Normed Instruments. Nearly fifteen percent (14.87o) of

the projects that were not validated for diffusion ob-

tained evaluative data from Nationally Normed Instru-

mentation.

The validators responded to the question "If

locally developed instruments were used to collect data,

were the procedures used to develop the instruments

explained?" The majority (77.27o) of the evaluators of

projects that were validated for diffusion and used

locally developed instruments to collect data explained
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the procedures used to develop the instruments, over

thirty-five percent (35.8%) of the projects not vali-

dated did not. More than half (57.1%) of the evaluators

of projects that were not validated for diffusion and

used locally developed instruments to collect data,

did not explain the procedures used to develop the

instruments

.

The validators indicated that the majority of

the evaluation designs for both projects validated for

diffusion (60.37o) and projects not validated for dif-

fusion (66.7%,) did not include information on instrument

reliability. Over thirty-one percent (31.1%,) of the

projects validated for diffusion used reliable instru-

ments, nearly nine percent (8.6%,) did not. Nearly a

quarter (23.3%,) of the projects not validated for

diffusion did not use reliable instrumentation, ten

percent (10.0%,) did.

In Table 15 are the validators' responses to the

question "Are the instruments valid?" The validators

indicated that the majority of the evaluation designs

for projects validated for diffusion (49.1%>) and projects

not validated for diffusion (68.9%) did not include in-

formation on instrument validity. Over forty percent

(40.4%) of the projects validated for diffusion did not

use valid instrumentation, nearly eleven percent (10.54)
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did. Nearly twenty-eight percent (27.7%) of the

projects not validated for diffusion did not use valid

instrumentation while approximately three percent (3.47o)

did.

The evaluation experts who participated in the

^^^1^3.tion Design Review, examined the Cycle II project

evaluators’ utilization of instrumentation. These data

are presented in Table 16.

The evaluation experts indicated that three per-

cent (3.17o) of the project evaluators included test

development procedures in their designs, seventy- two

percent (71.9%) did not.

Of the Cycle II projects, only three percent

(3.17o) of the evaluators included information concerning

the reliability and validity of the instrumentation

utilized in the evaluation. Over ninety- three percent

(93.87o) did not include reliability and validity infor-

mation.

Data indicates that sixteen percent (15.67o) of

the project evaluators choose measures that appropriately

"fit" the program objectives, six percent (6.37,) chose

measures that were appropriate for some, but not all the

objectives. Further, seventy-eight percent (78.17o) of

of the evaluators did not chose measures that ap-

propriately "fit" the program objectives.
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Six percent (6.3%) of the project evaluators

included an explanation of the procedures used to ad-

minister the testing program for the evaluation, thirty-

one percent (31.37o) did not. Further, the evaluation

experts found that three percent (3.1%) of the evalua-

tion designs included acceptable test administration

procedures

.

The evaluation experts indicated that six per-

cent (6.37o) of the evaluation designs included an

explanation of the procedures utilized for training

interviewers, observers, and test administrators, thirty-

one percent (31.3%) did not. Three percent (3.17.) of

the evaluation designs that included procedures for

training interviewers, observers and test administrators

were deemed acceptable by the experts.

The evaluation experts who participated in the

evaluation design review examined the sampling proce-

dures utilized by program evaluators . These data are

presented in Table 17.

Fifty percent (50.0%) of the evaluators included

a definition of the evaluation sample in their evalua-

tion designs, twenty- two percent (21.97,) did not.

The evaluation experts indicated that sixteen

percent (15.6%) of the evaluators chose a correct sample

size, thirty-one percent (31.3%) did not.

II
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Data indicates that twenty-eight percent (28.17,)

of the evaluators included a description of their sam-

pling procedures while twenty- two percent (21.97,) did

not. The evaluation experts found sixteen percent

(15.67o) of the procedures used for sampling to be accept-

able, thirteen percent (12.57,) were not.

Statistics

The Massachusetts Validation Process Question-

naire included items that examined the validators' views

of the use of statistics in program evaluation. These

data are presented in Table 18.

Of the projects that were validated for diffusion,

over sixty- four percent (64.37.) of the program evaluators

properly used statistical procedures to analyze data,

approximately seven percent (7.17.) did not. Further,

nearly twenty-nine percent (28.67.) of these evaluation

designs did not include the use of statistics. Half

(50.07.) of the evaluators of projects not validated for

diffusion did not include the use of statistics in

program evaluation designs. Thirty-six percent (35.77o)

of these directors did not utilize statistical proce-

dures properly while over fourteen percent (14.37.) did.

The evaluation experts who participated in the

evaluation review, examined the inclusion of statistical
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Table 18

The Validators' Response to the Question
"If statistical procedures were used to

analyze/ compare data, were they
properly employed?"

Number and Percent of Response

Projects Projects Not
Validated for Validated for

Response
Diffusion
No. %

Diffusion
No. 7o

Yes 36 64.3 4 14.3

No 4 7.1 10 35.7

Evaluation Design
did not include the
use of statistics

16 28.6 14 50.0

TOTAL 56 100.0 28 100.0



125

procedures in program evaluation. These data are

presented in Table 19.

The evaluation experts indicated that twenty-

five percent (25.0%) of the evaluators included the

use of statistical procedures in their evaluation de-

signs, thirty- four percent (34.4%) did not. Forty-one

percent (40.67o) of the reviewers did not provide this

information.

Data indicates that nine percent (9.47o) of the

program evaluators included a clear description of the

statistical procedures they intended to utilize in the

evaluation, sixteen percent (15.67o) did not.

Information concerning which analysis techniques

the evaluator intends to use to analyze which data was

included in nine percent (9.47,) of the designs, sixteen

percent did not include this information.

Validation

The Massachusetts Title IV-C Assessment Question-

naires included two Categories of Investigation that

examined Federal Validation. These data are presented in

Table 20.

The Cycle II project directors were asked the

question "To what extent do you believe that the project

will be validated for Federal Dissemination?" Five

percent (5.07,) strongly agree that their projects will
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be validated for Federal Dissemination, twenty-five

percent (25.0%) agreed, fifty percent (50.0%) were

neutral, fifteen percent (15.0%) disagreed, five per-

cent (5.07o) strongly disagreed.

The Cycle II project directors were asked the

question "Is your project being evaluated for presenta-

tion to the Joint Dissemination Review Panel?" A review

of the data indicates that seventeen percent (16.77o)

of the Cycle I projects that were validated for diffusion

are being evaluated for presentation to the Joint

Dissemination Review Panel and eighty- three percent

(83.37o) are not.

The Massachusetts Title IV-C Assessment included

Categories of Investigation that examined the directors'

views of the Massachusetts Validation Process. In 1978

and 1979 the directors of Cycle II projects viewed the

Massachusetts Validation Process as necessary (25.77o,

1978; 29.47o, 1979) and an opportunity (45.7%, 1978;

35.27o, 1979). Further, twenty-six percent (26.4%) of

the directors found the process to be a hindrance in

1979. In 1978, only six percent (5.7%) of the directors

felt validation was a hindrance.

The Massachusetts Title IV-C Assessment Question-

naire included an item that examined the Cycle II project

directors' hopes of being validated for diffusion. Data

indicates that forty-seven percent (46.57o) of the Cycle II
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directors strongly agree” that their project will be

validated for Massachusetts Diffusion, forty-three

percent (42.8%) agreed and eleven percent (10.7%) were

neutral

.

An Archive Review produced data relevant to

the Massachusetts Validation Program success rate.

These data are presented in Table 21.

Data indicated that more than half (52.5%) of

the development projects funded under the Massachusetts

Title IV-C program have been validated for diffusion.

More projects were validated for diffusion during FY79

(20) than were validated during FY78 (12) . A higher

percentage of funded projects were validated for diffu-

sion during FY79 (54.17o) than in FY78 (50.0%). In

three regions the percentage of funded projects which

were validated for diffusion exceeded the state average

(52.5%). They were the Northeast Region (62.57.),

Pittsfield/Springfield Regions (60.07.), and the Greater

Boston Region (55.67.).

Data also indicated that thirty- two projects

were validated for diffusion under the Title IV-C

program in Massachusetts. More of these projects are

located in the Greater Boston Region (10) and in the

Pittsfield/Springfield Regions (9) than in any other

regions

.
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The 1978 and 1979 Massachusetts Title IV-C

Assessment Questionnaires examined the Cycle II

directors' views of program success. In 1978, the

directors were asked the question "To what degree of

success, as defined by your own terms, do you antici-

pate your project will attain by the end of three years?"

These data are presented in Table 22.

Twenty- seven percent (27.0%) of these directors

anticipated that their projects will attain a "very

high" degree of success after three years of project

implementation; nearly sixty- eight percent (67.67o)

indicated high, and five percent (5.47o) indicated med-

ium.

In 1979, the question was revised and stated

as "To what extent do you agree or disagree with the

following statement: I believe that the project will

be successful." These data are presented in Table 22.

Over sixty percent (61.87o) of the Cycle II

directors indicated that they "strongly agree" that

the project will be successful, thirty-five percent

(35.37o) agreed, three percent (2.97o) had neutral

feelings

.
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Evaluators

The Massachusetts Title IV-C Assessment Question-

naires included Categories of Investigation which ex-

amined the provision of Technical Assistance to project

directors by project evaluators. These data are pre-

sented in Table 23.

The directors of Cycle II projects reported

receiving varying amounts of technical assistance from

their evaluators in both their first and second years

of program implementation in the areas of proposal writ-

ing (38.97o, 1978), program planning (62.27o, 1978; 27.17o

1979), program implementation (51.47., 1978; 35.27., 1979),

program evaluation (86.57., 1978; 76.57o, 1979), training/

skill development (43.27., 1978; 35.37., 1979), preparation

for validation (69.47., 1978; 58.87., 1979), dealing with

required procedures (64.97o, 1978; 38.27., 1979).

The directors of Cycle I projects received

assistance from their project evaluators in their first

year of program implementation in proposal writing

(33.37,), program planning (44.47o), program implementation

(22.27,), program evaluation (66.77,), training/ skill

development (22.27,), preparation for validation (66.77o),

and dealing with required procedures (55.67,).

The Cycle I directors of projects that were

validated for diffusion reported receiving assistance

in 1979 from their project evaluators with program
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planning (43. 4%) ,
program implementation (34.7%), pro-

gram evaluation (78.3%), training/ skill development

(30.4%), preparation for validation (65.2%), dealing

with required procedures (30.47o), preparing for project

diffusion (21.7%,), and identifying diffusion sites

(17.4%)

.

The directors of Cycle I projects that were

only validated for dissemination reported receiving

assistance from their project evaluators in the areas

of program planning (58.4%,), program implementation

(41.7%,), program evaluation (66.7%), training/ skill

development (41.7%,), preparation for validation (58.3%,),

dealing with required procedures (66.7%,).

The directors of projects that were not validated

reported receiving no assistance from their evaluators.

The Massachusetts Title IV-C Assessment in 1979

examined the evaluation component of Cycle II projects.

These data are presented in Table 24.

Fifty-one percent (50.9%) of the Cycle II pro-

ject directors are reportedly evaluating student achieve-

ment, fifty percent (49.1%,) are evaluating student

attitude, twenty-five percent (25.5%) are evaluating

other student changes (e.g., social, physical), thirty-

six percent (36.4%) are evaluating student skill devel-

opment, twenty-nine percent (29.1%,) each, are evaluating

personnel/ teacher achievement and attitude, twenty
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Table 24

Directors’ Response to the Question
What areas of your project are being evaluated?"

Cycle II Project Directors

Item

Number
of

Number

and Percent
Responses

Percent

Student Achievement 28 50.9

Student Attitude 27 49.1

Other Student Changes
(e.g., social, physical)

14 25.5

Student Skill Development 20 36.4

Personnel/Teacher Achievement 16 29.1

Personnel/Teacher Attitude 16 29.1

Personnel/Teacher Skill
Development 11 20.0

Cost Effectiveness 11 20.0

Parent Attitude 13 23.6

Community Attitude 8 14.5
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percent (20.07o) each, are evaluating personnel/ teacher

skill development and cost effectiveness, twenty-four

percent (23. 67.) are evaluating parent attitude, and

fifteen percent (14.57o) are evaluating community attitude.

MDE Perceived Quality
of Evaluation

Following is a description of the interview data

concerning Massachusetts Department of Education percep-

tion of program evaluation. These data, gathered by an

interviewer other than the investigator, identified the

strengths of program evaluation in Massachusetts and

included: State Education Agency (SEA) knowledge of

projects; SEA knowledge of behavior of validation teams;

director knowledge of SEA officials and the amount of

technical assistance provided by them. The weaknesses

of program evaluation were identified and include:

inconsistency of evaluation message, attitudes across

the state; lack of knowledge of formal evaluation skills;

inaccessibility of state because of distance involved;

loss of objectivity due to close identification of SEA

officials to project; too little time to devote to this

area. The SEA officials made the following recommenda-

tions: consistent technical assistance must be pro-

vided across the five Massachusetts Department of Educa-

tion regions by the five State Education Agency officials
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th 0 skill levGl of SEA staff, dirGctors, evaluators,

must be increased through training; statewide evaluation

improvement; development of an evaluation/management

system, creation of an evaluation support system.

Objective 2

Problems
, based upon data obtained via surveys

and document analysis, were identified, which contribute

to the unsatisfactory evaluation outcomes of Title IV-C

programs. Following is a listing of the identified

problems

:

1. The directors have an erroneously high
perception of the quality of program
evaluation (Table 8)

.

2. The directors of projects that were not
validated for diffusion paid their program
evaluator to assist them with project
management. The directors of validated
programs were more likely to utilize their
program evaluators for program evaluation
(Table 23).

3. The directors feel they know more about
program evaluation than they do (Table 9)

.

4. Only half of the directors are reportedly
measuring the achievement of the students
involved with the project. Further, only
a few evaluators are measuring teacher
achievement or cost effectiveness (Table 24)

.

5. The evaluation designs submitted by the
projects that were not validated for
diffusion, did not yield data that demon-
strated change (growth) in the client
group (Table 12)

.
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6. Evaluation designs were solely formative
in nature (Table 15)

.

7 . Evaluation designs did not produce conclu-
sive evidence that the observed change was
due to the project (Table 13)

.

8. Evaluation designs did not compare treat-
ment vs. nontreatment conditions (Table 13).

9. The evaluators did not utilize a quasi-
experimental design or, the evaluation
designs were not sufficiently sensitive
to provide such information (Table 13)

.

10. Evaluation designs did not include docu-
mentation that the treatment group is
similar to control group (Table 13) .

11. Planning for conducting the evaluation in
adopter schools was not included (Table 13)

.

12. Data collection schedules were not included
(Table 13)

.

13. Evaluation personnel and audiences were not
included (Table 13)

.

14. Projects were under resourced to carry out
adequate evaluation designs (page 112)

.

15. Project goals were too broad in scope
(page 112)

.

16. Evaluation designs were focused on the
Massachusetts Validation Process rather than
on the goal of validation for national dis-
semination by the Joint Dissemination Review
Panel (page 112)

.

17. Implementation of the evaluation design
relied, in most instances, on unskilled
persons (page 112)

.

18. Evaluation designs focused on small ends
rather than on outcomes that will be educa-
tionally significant (page 113)

.
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19. Evaluators utilized locally developed in-
struments that were not proven to be
reliable or valid measures of the program
(Table 15)

.

20. Test development procedures as well as
test reliability and validity procedures
were not included in evaluation designs
(Tables 15 and 16)

.

21. Instrumentation utilized to measure specific
objectives did not always "fit" (Table 16).

22. Few program evaluators included a clear
description of the statistical procedures
they intended to utilize in the evaluation.
Further, those projects that were not
validated for diffusion, rarely properly
employed the statistics they used (Tables
18 and 19)

.

23. Program evaluators wrote objectives that
addressed the key components of the project.
However, the objectives were not complete
or operational (Table 10)

.

24. Most projects that were validated for
Massachusetts Diffusion are not being
evaluated for presentation to the Joint
Dissemination Review Panel (Table 20)

.

Objective 3

An evaluation plan which is tailored to resolve

evaluation problems was identified. Guidelines were

developed, which will convey to project directors and

project evaluators the concept that evaluation designs

for Title IV-C projects must be of such a quality that

it would enhance a project's capability of being initially

validated for diffusion by the Massachusetts Validation

Px’ocess and subsequently validated for national
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dissemination by the Joint Dissemination Review Panel.

A complete description of the evaluation plan is pre-

sented in Chapter V.

Interpretation of the Results

The data for each of the study categories of

investigation were previously discussed. The remainder

of the chapter is dedicated to the interpretation of

the results.

The Project Director

The directors of the Title IV-C projects which

were included in the sample of this study are experienced

educators who either helped to plan the project or wrote

the proposal; were classroom teachers prior to being ap-

pointed as project director; have been in the school

system between 1 and 5 years; have earned a Master's

Degree

.

Despite their sophistication, the directors have

an erroneously high perception of the quality of their

program evaluations. Further, the directors feel they

know more about program evaluation than they actually do.

Although not uncommon among practitioners who are on the

cutting edge of change, these views make the directors

particularly vulnerable to shoddy evaluation. To remedy

this situation, a comprehensive evaluation training
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program should be offered to the directors . The train-

ing program must allow the practitioner to see the

types of educational evaluation and measure

them against state and federal guidelines for validation.

With this knowledge, the directors can make clearer

decisions about the use of evaluators and evaluation.

Program Objectives

A review of the data indicates that program goals

were too broad in scope. Further, program evaluators

wrote objectives that addressed the key components of the

project. However, these objectives were neither complete

or operational despite the fact that the directors reported

in both 1978 and 1979 that they had revised their objec-

tives .

Complete, specific and operational objectives are

a necessary foundation to good program evaluation. In

the first month of program implementation the directors

should receive training in the area of program goal and

objective writing giving the directors the control to

write their own objectives or monitor an evaluator paid

to write the objectives.
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The Evaluation De3ig;n

Numerous weaknesses in the evaluation process
r

were identified. First, many of the evaluation designs

were solely formative in nature. This unfortunate cir-

cumstance provided directors and validators a description

of what the project did, but not how well they did it.

Lacking a summative evaluation it is impossible to

judge the effectiveness of the project in the area of

student change.

The evaluation designs submitted by the evaluators

of projects that were not validated for diffusion, did

not yield data that demonstrated change (growth) in the

client group. In general, the evaluators did not produce

conclusive evidence that the observed change was due to

the project. Further, most evaluators did not compare

treatment vs. non- treatment conditions or use any type

of quasi- experimental evaluation design. When some type

of comparison was included in the evaluation design, the

evaluators did not include documentation that the treat-

ment group was similar to the control group. The eval-

uators focused on small ends rather than on outcomes

that would be educationally significant. Finally, eval-

uation designs did not include: plans for conducting the

evaluation in future adopter schools; data collection

schedules; evaluation personnel and audiences.
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Data indicates that the evaluators either did

not, or could not put forth an appropriate evaluation

The directors in their naivete contracted for

inadequate evaluation. In addition to evaluation train-

ing, an evaluation management system, implemented by

trained personnel, should be created and activated. This

system would not only serve as an evaluation quality

control system for state department of education admin-

istrators and auditors
, but would also make individual

technical assistance, above and beyond the training

program available to the directors.

Instrumentation

Evidence of the inappropriate use of instru-

mentation in program evaluation was uncovered. Evaluators

utilized locally developed instruments that were not

proven to be reliable or valid measures of the program.

Further, test development procedures as well as test

reliability and validity procedures were not included

in the evaluation designs. In addition, instrumentation

chosen to measure specific objectives were not always

accurate indicators of the objectives in question.

Finally, sampling procedures were rarely correctly in-

cluded in the evaluation design.
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Evaluations lacking in instrument reliability

and validity, produce no conclusive proof of project

success or failure. Project directors must be made

aware of the validation standards which require valid

i^slisble instrumentation to be used in any program

evaluation. Training must provide the opportunity for

directors to understand these concepts . The evaluation

management system must retain a quality control over

the hiring of a psychometrician to devise and validate

instrumentation

.

Statistics

Few program evaluators included in their designs

a clear description of the statistical procedures they

intended to utilize for the evaluation. Further, the

evaluators of projects that were not validated for dif-

fusion, rarely properly employed the statistical proce-

dures they used. To correct for this, an evaluation

management system needs to be put in place which does not

allow a project director to hire an evaluator who has

not proven his/her ability to correctly utilize statis-

tics, and who cannot completely explain the proposed

utilization of statistics in the evaluation design.
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Validation

Most of the project directors believed that their

programs would be validated for Massachusetts Valida-

tion. Approximately half were validated. Although

this point of view is a healthy one for the change agent,

in that it does not limit the innovation to failure, a

training program which would make the validation standards

clearer to project directors may help to remove false

hopes early enough to correct for problems that limit

the success of the program with validation. Understanding

the validation process and its rewards may also help to

alleviate the fact that the number of directors who felt

that the Massachusetts Validation Process was an oppor-

tunity in 1978 decreased in 1979, while the number of

directors who viewed the validation process as a hin-

drance dramatically increased in 1979.

To this date, no ESEA Title IV-C project in

Massachusetts has been validated for federal dissemina-

tion. While thirty percent (30.07o) of the directors of

projects that were validated for Massachusetts diffusion

believe that their projects will be validated by the

JDRP for federal dissemination, most Massachusetts

validated projects are not being evaluated for presenta-

tion to the JDRP. Further, program evaluators focused

on the Massachusetts Validation Process rather than on
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the goal of validation for national dissemination by

the JDRP . An evaluation management system, which

assures that evaluators are designing evaluations sophis-

ticated enough to meet the standards of the JDRP should

be implemented.

Evaluators

Half of the program evaluators are measuring

the achievement of the students involved with the pro-

ject. Further, only a few evaluators are measuring

teacher achievement or effectiveness . An evaluation

design which does not measure student achievement, does

not produce evidence of the most important nature.

That evidence being, "Did this project produce a positive

change in the children participating?"

The directors of projects that were not vali-

dated for diffusion paid their program evaluators to

assist them with project management. The directors of

validated programs were more likely to utilize their

program evaluators for program evaluation. A training

program designed to facilitate the directors’ ability

to be good consumers of evaluation should be offered

early in the funding cycle.

A further review of the data indicates that:

(1) the projects were under resourced to carry out
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adequate evaluations; and (2) implementation of the

evaluation relied in most instances on unskilled persons

In program evaluation this combination is deadly.

These reasons more than any other account for the

evaluation weakness previously indicated. Evaluation

budgets that are under resourced allow only minimal

effort on behalf of a trained evaluator, or disastrous

results from an evaluator that is not trained. Eval-

uation budgets need to be adequate, directors need

evaluation training in order to become good consumers

of evaluation, and a quality control evaluation system

must be implemented by Title IV-C personnel in order to

insure high quality evaluations.

Massachusetts Department
of Education

Massachusetts Department of Education (MDE)

Title IV-C personnel indicated that the evaluation mes-

sage from MDE personnel to directors and evaluators is

inconsistent across the state. A lack of knowledge of

formal evaluation skills was also identified. MDE

personnel believe that evaluation training, technical

assistance and an evaluation support system should be

provided to the directors. Recommendations also in-

cluded the creation of an evaluation management system
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Simnnary

Weaknesses in the various aspects of program

evaluation were identified. The weaknesses in most

cases, were directly related to the directors' knowledge

of evaluation and ability to be good consumers of eval-

uation, inadequate evaluation budgets, untrained eval-

uators, and lack of management on behalf of Title IV-C

personnel

.

The data indicate that the directors
'

poor

understanding of evaluation and/or an inadequate eval-

uation budget often result in the hiring of untrained

evaluators; the result is usually a poor program eval-

uation. Changes in the ESEA Title IV-C program including

(1) appropriate evaluation budgets evaluation training;

(2) the implementation of an evaluation management system

should result in quality program evaluations; and (3) manage-

ment system is discussed in detail in Chapter V.



CHAPTER V

THE EVALUATION IMPROVEMENTPLAN

Introduction

In Chapter IV several evaluation deficiencies

were identified. These inadequacies as well as some

suggested solutions were shared with the Title IV-C

Coordinator and staff. At this time the Massachusetts

Department of Education Title IV-C personnel pledged

their support to the creation of an evaluation resource.

It was decided that resources must be identi-

fied or developed which will, by providing models and

guidelines, structure project evaluation to assure that

a conclusive demonstration of effectiveness is provided.

Through assessment and consequent development of

resources, the evaluations of Title IV-C projects will

be extensively restructured.

The ultimate purpose is to assure that Title

IV-C evaluations will conclusively determine student

change and establish the cause of that change, as pre-

scribed by Federal guidelines and as sought by the

Joint Dissemination Review Panel.

152
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The immediate purpose is to create an eval-

uation resource which will individualize both the

evaluation efforts of Title IV-C projects and the

training and assistance the projects receive.

In light of this, the investigator submitted a

Title IV-C statewide proposal that went through a

competitive screening process. The results were posi-

tive and the Evaluation Improvement Project was funded.

An office was set-up as the Evaluation Resource Center.

The Comprehensive Evaluation Plan for

Title IV-C in Massachusetts

In order to accomplish the task of improving

the Title IV-C program evaluations in Massachusetts

two stages were necessary. The first was a planning

stage in which the evaluation goals and strategies of

the Massachusetts Department of Education were opera-

tionalized. The second involved the development and

implementation of a comprehensive evaluation improve-

ment plan. A description of these two stages follows.

The Operationalization of
MDE Evaluation Goals and
Strategies

A conference was held in order to clarify the

evaluation goals of Title IV-C in Massachusetts, and

then to outline an evaluation improvement plan. It was
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hoped that the results of this conference would give

some basis for the Title IV-C Coordinator and the

Evaluation Resource Center to plan, determine and in-

stitute desired procedures . These procedures would

insure that the evaluation components of the Cycle IV

projects would demonstrate conclusive evidence of ef-

fectiveness. The meeting participants included: Dr.

Wayne Peters, Chairman, Title IV Advisory Council;

Dr. John Reynolds, Coordinator, Massachusetts ESEA

Title IV-C; Dr. Margaret Cassidy, Regional Program

Officer, ESEA Title IV-C; Dr. Gordon Schimmel, Regional

Program Officer, ESEA Title IV-C: Dr. William Allen,

Director, Title IV-C Development Center; Dr. Ronald L.

Nuttall, Laboratory for Statistical and Policy Research,

Boston College; Nancy Taylor, U.S. Office of Education;

Mary Seroski, M.E.C. Evaluation Project; Timothy Burns,

M.E.C. Evaluation Project; and Dr. John Terry, Director,

Project STYLE.

The results of the meeting determined that the

goals of Title IV-C in Massachusetts include: (1) pro-

ject validation for diffusion by the Massachusetts

Validation Process, and (2) project validation for

dissemination by the Joint Dissemination Review Panel.

In order to enhance a Cycle III project's capability

to reach the goals of Title IV-C, evaluation guidelines
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that would span the life of the project should be

adopted. A comprehensive evaluation plan for Title

IV-C in Massachusetts was generated by the investigator

and reported to the Title IV-C Coordinator and staff

and to the Title IV Advisory Council,

The Comprehensive Evaluation
Improvement Plan: A
Description

The comprehensive Evaluation Improvement Plan

for Title IV-C in Massachusetts was summarized in The

Stages of Educational Evaluation in Innovative Projects

and is presented in Table 25.

The Project Development Stages include: Stage

I —Initiation; Stage II —Implementation; and Stage III

—

Outcomes, These stages were developed and researched

from a project management point of view by the Rand

Corporation and published in Federal Programs Supporting

Educational Change (Rand, 1977),

In the Initiation Stage, evaluation should be

oriented toward formative purposes. The goals of the

evaluation should be to assist the project director

in improving the program. The evaluation plan for ob-

jects in the initiation stage includes provisions for

the Evaluation Resource Center to develop Formative

evaluation kits. These should include questionnaires
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Table 25 (continued)

Qualifications Needed in Order to be Placed
in Each Evaluation Phase

Outcomes

- Measurable student learning objectives have been
established.

- Project is known in system.

- Project director is knowledgeable of the project needs
and of the decision-making dynamics of the community.

- Target population identified.
- System is supportive of project.
- Project Curriculum has been thoroughly developed and

is currently in use.

- Project materials (products) are in existence.

- Project staff is experienced with project.

- Instrumentation for evaluation/ validation are known
and acceptable.

Implementation
- Project director is experienced with project.

- Project goals are NOT clear.

- Project Curriculum has been thoroughly developed and
is currently in use.

- Target population identified.

OR

- Project director is NOT experienced with project.

- Project goals and/or objectives are clear.

- Project Curriculum has been thoroughly developed and

is currently in use.

- Target population identified.

- any similar combination.

Initiation

_ project that is not yet in the IMPLEMENTATION Stage.
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Table 25 (continued)

Single Population
- A project that will have a single target population

over a three year period.

- Immediate Summative Evaluation assistance will be
needed. The project should work with Title IV-C
Coordinator, Title IV-C Regional Program Officers,
and the Evaluation Resource Center in the selection
of the project evaluator.
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that the directors themselves could administer to var-

ious populations. This evaluation plan should be

introduced by the Evaluation Resource Center's Evalua-

tion Coordinator (the study investigator) and the

Title IV-C Coordinator through training. It will be

implemented by Regional Program Officers and Project

Directors

.

In the Implementation Stage, evaluation should

be a combination of formative and summative evaluation.

Formative evaluation will continue to provide informa-

tion of use to the project dirctor in improving the

program, while a strong summative evaluation is being

designed. In training, provided by the Evaluation

Resource Center, projects are grouped by content area

(Phi Delta Kappa Goals) . Standardized instruments are

reviewed and selected. If no instrument is available,

a psychometrician is contracted to develop instrumenta-

tion.

Evaluation should be summative in nature in the

Outcomes Stage. Evaluation activities should be oriented

toward gathering student effectiveness data and achieving

statewide and national validation. At this point,

formative evaluation is voluntary . Summative Evaluation

Kits should be developed by the Evaluation Resource

Center. Summative evaluation should be implemented

immediately

.
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Finally, the plan included provisions for the

Coordinator of Evaluation to develop a scale which

would measure a project's stages of development against

criteria indicative of a mature project, as well as a

PDK goal area check list.

The Project Scale

A Project Scale which would measure the develop-

mental stage of a project was developed in June and

July of 1979 by the study investigator. Attached to

the Project Scale was a Project Scale Outline, which

listed project management indicators for each of the

three developmental phases for clarification purposes.

The Project Scale and the Project Scale Outline were

presented to the Title IV-C Coordinator and the Title

IV-C staff for approval in July 1979. Following the

meeting, revisions were made on both documents and

Working Copy II of the Project Scale and the Project

Scale Outline were developed and presented to the Title

IV-C Coordinator and staff and approved in late July

1979. On 20 July 1979 the Project Scale was field

tested in the Central Massachusetts Region. At this

time, the Title IV-C Coordinator, the Central Massa-

chusetts Regional Program Officer ,
and the Coordinator

of Evaluation, of the Evaluation Resource Center met

with each Cycle III project director and superintendent.
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as well as project staff. A package consisting of

The Stages of Educational Evaluation in Innovative

Projects and Working Copy II of the Project Scale and

Project Scale Outline were presented and administered.

As a result of the field test, minor changes in the

physical appearance of the Project Scale and the Project

Scale Outline were made and the Instruments were

finalized. In August and September of 1979 the Evalua-

tion Resource Center presented the Comprehensive

Evaluation Plan to Cycle III Project Directors in the

Boston I, Boston II, and Northeast regions. Once again

the Title IV-C Coordinator, the Regional Program Officer,

and the Coordinator of Evaluation Services of the Eval-

uation Resource Center, met with Cycle III project

directors and superintendents. Packages consisting of

The Stages of Educational Evaluation in Innovative

Proj ects , the Project Scale and the Project Scale Outline

were presented and administered. In the Southeast and

Springfield/Pittsfield regions, the Regional Program

Officer administered the Project Scale. A completed

Project Scale for each Cycle III project is on file at

the Evaluation Resource Center. The implementation of

the Project Scale served not only as an indicator of

the developmental level of a project for the director,

but also served as a needs assessment for the Evaluation

Resource Center. Thirty-five of the thirty-seven Cycle
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III projects are in the Initiation Stage. The Coor-

dinator of Evaluation Services of the Evaluation

Resource Center planned the evaluation training for the

director of a project in the Initiation Stage. The

Project Scale and the Project Scale Outline are pre-

sented in Appendix D.

The Formative Evaluation Manual

As necessitated by the Comprehensive Evaluation

Plan for Title IV-C in Massachusetts, the Evaluation

Resource Center staff took on the huge task of developing

the Formative Evaluation Manual. In the summer of 1979

Evaluation Resource Center staff along with the Title

IV-C Coordinator conceptualized the contents of the Manual

in the form of an outline. In August 1979, Michael S.

Walker and Thomas E. Wolf wrote the first draft of A

Formative Evaluation Manual . Evaluation Resource Center

staff and the Title IV-C Coordinator examined the docu-

ment and suggested revisions. Wolf and Walker produced

an updated document which was approved by the Evaluation

Resource Center staff and the Title IV-C Coordinator.

In August 1979 the Evaluation Resource Center hosted a

meeting in order to present the manual design and concept

to the Title IV-C staff. Participants included: Dr.

John Reynolds, Title IV-C Coordinator; Dr. Gordon Schimmel,

Southeast Regional Program Officer; Dr. Michael Mayo,
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Greater Boston Regional Program Officer; Dr. Margaret

Cassidy, Greater Boston Regional Program Officer; Charles

Radio, Central Massachusetts Regional Program Officer;

Maria Grasso, Northeast Regional Program Officer;

Thomas E. Wolf and Michael S. Walker, Authors of A Form -

ative Evaluation Manual ; Tim Burns and Mary Seroski of

the Evaluation Resource Center and Maurice Smith, M.E.C.

Liaison. The authors made a presentation on the manual

design. Approval was received and the manual went to

print

.

An exposure draft of A Formative Evaluation

Manual was field tested with Cycle III project directors

from September through December 1979. As a result of

the field test, changes in the manual were requested by

the Title IV-C Coordinator and Evaluation Resource Center

staff. A Formative Evaluation Manual has been updated

by Wolf and Walker and is now ready for printing.

Evaluation Training

In order to implement the Comprehensive Evaluation

Plan for Title IV-C in Massachusetts, an Evaluation train-

ing program was implemented. The Coordinator of Evaluation

Services planned an evaluation training program which

was made an integral part of monthly project director

meetings

.
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Most of the Cycle III projects were in the

Implementation Stage, thus training in Formative Eval-

uation was planned. On 7 September 1979 the Coordinator

of Evaluation Services sent a memo to all Cycle III

directors with a Draft Exposure of A Formative Evaluation

Manual . The memo explained the evaluation training, and

the manual. On 12 September 1979 authors Wolf and Walker

sent a memo to all Cycle III project directors giving

them an assignment for the Formative Evaluation training

session that would take place at the September Project

Director meeting.

The Formative Evaluation training began at the

Cycle III project director meeting on 19 September 1979.

Thomas Wolf and Michael Walker presented the first of

three workshops on Formative Evaluation. On the same

day, the Coordinator of Evaluation Services made a brief

introductory presentation on Summative evaluation for

evaluation. At this time two documents from the library

at the Evaluation Resource Center were lent to each of

the Cycle III project directors. The documents are,

Massachusetts Validation Process ,
Overview and IDEABOOK,

The Joint Dissemination Review Panel .

Evaluation training was continued at the

23 October 1979 project director meeting. At this point,

in accordance with the Title IV-C Evaluation Plan, the
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directors were well on their way to planning their own

Formative Evaluation. To advance the directors progress

the second of three workshops on Formative Evaluation

was presented by Wolf and Walker. In order to prepare

the directors to move into the Initiation phase, Dr.

John Reynolds, Title IV-C Coordinator, made a presentation

on summative evaluation. The Summative Evaluation Plan

as presented to the directors and their superintendents

in the summer of 1979 was reiterated. Dr. Reynolds

explained the Summative Evaluation of Title IV-C projects

in Massachusetts and the Summative Evaluation Management

System.

On 28 November 1979 Wolf and Walker presented

the final workshop on Formative Evaluation. The project

directors now, are capable of planning and implementing

a formative evaluation.

The next step in the evaluation process is the

identification of instrumentation. To assist the

directors with this awesome chore, the Coordinator of

Evaluation Services distributed bibliographies of in-

struments that are part of the library housed in the

Evaluation Resource Center.

At the 23 January 1980 project director meeting,

the Coordinator of Evaluation Services presented an

evaluation progress report to the directors . Shortly

after the new year, many of the directors were preparing
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to hire a psychometrician. Dr. Ronald Nut tall, Pro-

fessor of Educational Research, Measurement, and

Evaluation, Boston College, presented at the 26 March

1980 project director meeting. Dr. Nuttall discussed

the utilization of a psychometrician.

At the 13 May 1980 project director meeting,

the Coordinator of Evaluation Services was available

to each director for personal evaluation consultation.

At the conclusion of the second year of program

implementation, these projects will be eligible to

apply for Massachusetts Validation for Diffusion. The

training for year two was planned to equip the directors

with the skills necessary to compete in the validation

process. At the 16 September 1980 project director

meeting, the Title IV-C Coordinator presented the

Summative Evaluative Management System, once again. In

addition, Dr. Ronald Nuttall, Professor of Educational

Research, Measurement and Evaluation, Boston College,

presented the evaluation standards for validation.

At the 21 October 1980 meeting, the Massachusetts

Department of Education Title IV-C staff presented the

states' procedures and requirements for validation.

The Coordinator of Evaluation Services, of the

Evaluation Resource Center, was available at each meeting

to provide individual technical assistance.
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Technical Assistance

Technical Assistance is provided to project

^i^sctors and the Title IV-C staff by the Coordinator

of Evaluation Services on an ongoing and individual

basis. This has been a highly successful practice.

The Summative Evaluation

Management System

The Massachusetts Validation
Process Workshop

On 25 September 1979 the Massachusetts Validation

Process Workshop was hosted by the Evaluation Resource

Center. The featured presenter at the workshop was Dr.

William C. Wolf, Jr., Professor, University of Massachu-

setts. In suggesting possible revisions of the

Massachusetts Validation Process, Dr. Wolf proposed

that a Summative Evaluation Management System would

give direction to projects seeking validation. Dr.

John F. Reynolds, Title IV-C Coordinator and the study

investigator developed an E.S.E.A. Title IV-C Summative

Evaluation Management System and check-list. This

system is being implemented by the Coordinator of

Evaluation Services. The system makes it possible

for a director to easily plan a comprehensive evaluation

system by following 12 steps. The steps include:
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(1) Student goals defined, (2) major objectives in

terms of student results defined, (3) existing standard-

ized tests reviewed, (4) psychometrician sought,

(5) psychometrician selected and contracted, (6) instru-

ments acceptable, (7) summative evaluator sought,

(8) summative evaluator selected and contracted, (9) in-

terim evaluation progress reports submitted, (10) data

revised on validation request, (11) validation request

submitted, and (12) Validation Team Report received.

The Summative Evaluation Management System is presented

in Appendix D.

This Summative Evaluation Management System was

presented to the directors at the 23 October 1979 pro-

ject director meeting. A record of the progress of each

Cycle III project, with the Summative Evaluation Manage-

ment System, is kept on file at the Evaluation Resource

Center

.

The system delivers the control of program

evaluation to the Massachusetts Department of Education

in that, an audit exception may be taken to any eval-

uation contract that the Title IV-C Coordinator does not

approve

.
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The Summative Evaluation Resource

The purpose of the resource is to assist project

evaluators and project directors by providing model

approaches to the various stages of the evaluation

task. The resources include sections dealing with

instrumentation, research models, statistics and sub-

mission formats. Although the Summative Evaluation

Resource is not scheduled to be completed until the

Spring of 1982, a three year schedule has been compiled

and is progressing according to the schedule. Follow-

ing is an explanation of progress to date.

1. Instrument File

a. All instrumentation appropriate for
use by Title IV-C evaluators has been
identified

.

b. Approximately 400 tests have been in-
cluded in the library at the Evaluation
Resource Center, located in Amherst,
Massachusetts

.

c. The Coordinator of Evaluation at the
Evaluation Resource Center and the
University of Massachusetts Library
staff have designed a cooperative
system that make the tests in the
library at the University of Massa-
chusetts available to Title IV-C
project directors.

d. A professional librarian has catalogued
the tests.

e. The card catalogue has been typed and
compiled

.

f. A check-out system is in place.
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2. Research Models and Statistics

a. The library houses approximately 140
books including two (2) books that
deal exclusively with Research Models
and twenty (20) additional books that
deal with measurement. In addition,
^elve (12) books on statistics are*
included in the library.

b. A professional librarian has cata-
logued the texts

.

c. The card catalogue has been typed and
compiled.

d. A check-out system is in place.

3. File of Massachusetts Validation and JDRP
Submissions

a. Cycle I and Cycle II Massachusetts
Validation Submissions have been
compiled at the Evaluation Resource
Center

.

b. Several JDRP Submissions have been
placed on file at the Evaluation Re-
source Center. Sy Rubeck, Secretary
of the Joint Dissemination Review
Panel, has pledged his support in
expanding this file.

Orientation Conferences for
Project Directors

Conferences for project directors on the use of

evaluation have been held at the September, October,

November, and January project director meetings. In

addition, privately scheduled conferences with project

directors and the Coordinator of Evaluation have oc-

curred.
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Summary

The Comprehensive Evaluation Plan for Title

IV-C in Massachusetts was developed, and includes three

stages. The Project Development Stages include: Stage

1 —Initiation, in which evaluation should be oriented

toward formative purposes; Stage II —Implementation, in

which evaluation should be a combination of formative

and summative evaluation; and Stage III —Outcomes, in

which evaluation should be summative in nature.

The plan included provisions for the development

and utilization of a project scale which would measure

the development stage of a project. The scale was

utilized in August of 1979 with the directors of Cycle

III projects and will be utilized in September of 1980

with the directors of Cycle IV projects. Use of the

project scale allowed the directors to gain insight

about the maturity level of their projects as well as

afford the Massachusetts Department of Education the

opportunity to structure the development of the eval-

uation component of the program.

In order to implement the Comprehensive Eval-

uation Plan for Title IV-C in Massachusetts, as well as

compensate for the directors' lack of knowledge in

program evaluation, an evaluation training program was

implemented. Training in formative evaluation, validation,
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instrumentation, and summative evaluation was provided

during FY79. Further, training for summative evalua-

tion for validation is planned for FY80. In addition

technical assistance was provided to the directors by

the investigator on an ongoing and individual basis.

A sxjmmative evaluation resource that includes

an instrument file, evaluation library, and a file of

Massachusetts Validation and JDRP submissions has been

compiled and is available for use by directors and

evaluators. The resource will be enlarged in FY80.

Further, a file of Summative Evaluators and psycho-

metricians is currently being developed. A summative

evaluation manual is in the planning stage.



CHAPTER VI

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS

FOR FURTHERRESEARCH

Introduction

The major objectives of the study were: (1) to

systematically study the state of Massachusetts' Title

IV-C operation in order to document evaluation policies

and practices; (2) to identify problems, based upon

data obtained via surveys and document analysis , which

contribute to the program's unsatisfactory evaluation

outcomes; and (3) to offer an evaluation plan which is

tailored to resolve evaluation problems identified

within the state's Title IV-C program.

In Massachusetts, over 100 school systems have

been funded to find creative solutions to local problems

under Title IV Part C of the Elementary and Secondary

Education Act of 1965. The funds have enabled local

education agencies to enrich the school curriculum in

many of the priority areas of the Massachusetts Board

of Education. It is the intent of the legislation to

provide "seed money" to a school system to test a new

solution to a local problem, in order to identify

173
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successful ventures through validation by the Joint

Dissemination Review Panel (JDRP)
, resulting finally

in the national dissemination of the innovation. Un-

happily, not one of the Massachusetts Title IV-C

projects have been presented to the JDRP. What has

sadly unfolded is that these federally- funded projects

cannot measure-up to established validation procedures.

Millions of dollars have been invested in innovative

education projects in Massachusetts. The return on

this investment in the form of validated projects is

not impressive.

A deep concern for this unfortunate state of

affairs motivated the conceptualization of a descrip-

tive study of Massachusetts Title IV-C program efforts.

Given a set of Title IV-C projects funded in Massachu-

setts, efforts were made to ascertain why E.S.E.A.

Title IV-C projects, which are funded and expedited

within the state of Massachusetts, routinely fail to

measure up to validation guidelines established by the

state and federal governments, and, to offer

remedies, based upon data obtained, that are likely to

resolve identified deficiencies

.

This chapter will discuss each of the study

purposes in relationship to methodology, results and

conclusions. This is followed by implications for

further research.
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Summary and Conclusions

Ob.i active 1

The first component of the study involved the

systematic investigation of the Massachusetts Title IV-C

operation in order to document evaluation policies and

practices. This was accomplished by designing a compre-

hensive study permitting data to be gathered from every

available source.

Six data collection procedures including the

Massachusetts Title IV-C Assessment, Massachusetts

Validation Process, Archive Review, Interviews, Evaluation

Design Review, and Assessment of Massachusetts Evaluation

Needs, were utilized in order to study the state of

Title IV-C in Massachusetts. Examination of the many

categories of investigation enabled the investigator to

document policies and practices and to identify problems

which contribute to non- validation.

Massachusetts Title IV-C Assessment

The Title IV-C program in Massachusetts is assessed

state-wide in the spring of each year. The assessment

is designed to monitor the progress of Title IV-C in

Massachusetts, and to satisfy the specific data needs of

the Massachusetts Title IV-C Coordinator and staff.

Massachusetts Title IV Advisory Council, and the United

States Office of Education.
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A series of questionnaires were employed in

order to gather these data. The questionnaires were

developed by the investigator according to the standards

for questionnaire construction set forth by Komhauser

and Sheatsley (Selitz, 1976). The questionnaire devel-

opment process included: needs assessment, conceptual-

ization of assessment design, outline, ordering and

analysis of topics for content and form; question devel-

opment, question analysis, pretest, and revision.

The questionnaires were administered to the

directors of projects that received initial funding in

1976 (Cycle I projects) and 1977 (Cycle II projects)

.

Cycle I project directors completed a questionnaire in

the spring of their second year of project implementation

(1978) and in the spring of the third year of project

implementation (1979). Cycle II project directors com-

pleted a questionnaire in the spring of their first year

of project implementation (1978) and in the spring of

the second year of project implementation (1979). In

1978, twenty-four (24) Cycle I and thirty-six (36)

Cycle II directors received and returned questionnaires.

In 1979, twenty-four (24) Cycle I and thirty-six (36)

Cycle II directors received questionnaires. Question-

naires were returned by twenty-one (21) Cycle I and

thirty-five (35) Cycle II directors.
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The data were computer analyzed utilizing the

Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS)

.

Descriptive statistics were obtained and presented as

director perception.

The Massachusetts Title IV-C Assessment Question-

naire provided data relative to the director's percep-

tion of project evaluation efforts. The Categories of

Investigation include, Project Director, Program Ob-

jectives, Validation, and Evaluators.

Massachusetts Validation Process

The Massachusetts Validation Process is designed

to validate worthy innovations. The process is accomp-

lished by an on-site visit by a validation team. The

Cycle I project directors had the opprotunty to apply

for validation in the spring of 1978. The Cycle II

projects were eligible for validation in the spring of

1979.

Following an on-site validation visit to a Title

IV-C project, each validator completed a questionnaire.

The questionnaire gathered data relevant to program

evaluation. The questionnaire was developed by the

investigator according to the standards for question-

naire construction set by Kornhauser and Sheatsley

(Selitz, 1976). The development procedures included the
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conceptualization of an assessment design followed by

the delineation of topics in an outline. Once in

outline form the topics were: ordered, examined for the

most appropriate psychological sequence from the stand-

point of the respondent, analyzed for content and form,

and put into question form. The number of questions

necessary on each item was considered. The question-

naires were then pretested, revised and administered.

One hundred thirty- five (135) questionnaires

were distributed to the validators serving the nineteen

(19) Cycle I projects and twenty-six (26) Cycle II

projects who applied for Massachusetts Validation. The

validators returned ninety-nine (99) questionnaires.

The Massachusetts Validation Process Question-

naire produced data relevant to program evaluation. The

Categories of Investigation included evaluation design,

statistics, and instrumentation.

Archive Review

An Archive Review was conducted. The document

reviewed were the Massachusetts Validation Team Reports.

The Massachusetts Validation Team Reports are

documents completed by the Validation Team members

following each onsite visit. The reports include the

Team's judgments about the effectiveness of the project

as well as comments and suggestions.
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Data relevant to the rate of project success

with the Massachusetts Validation Process was provided.

Interviews

Interviews were conducted with a sample of the

Massachusetts Department of Education Title IV-C Admin-

istrators. These interviews were conducted by an eval-

uator other than the study investigator. The interviews

emphasized the acquisition of data about opinions and

views of Massachusetts Title IV-C personnel on the per-

ceived quality of program evaluation.

An interview questionnaire was developed according

to the standards for questionnaire construction set by

Kornhauser and Sheatsley (Selitz, 1976). Questionnaire

construction included defining the topics in the form

of an outline. Once in outline form, the topics were

ordered, analyzed for content and form and organized in

the form of questions. The questionnaire was pretested -

and revised.

The interviews were conducted by an evaluator

other than the study investigator. The use of an external

evaluator assured that the opinions of this investigator

were not being projected on to those being interveiwed.

The interviews were conducted in accordance with the

standards for interviewing set by Kornhauser and Sheatsley
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(Selitz, 1976). An interview questionnaire was com-

pleted by the interviewer following each interview.

The sample included the Massachusetts Title

IV-C Coordinator and five (5) of the six (6) members

of the Title IV-C staff (N=6) . The sixth staff member

was out of the country during the interview period.

The interviews focused upon the opinions and

views of Massachusetts Title IV-C personnel on one

Category of Investigation, the perceived quality of

program evaluation.

Evaluation Design Review

Independent evaluators who have had experience

with the JDRP and who are considered to be experts in

educational evaluation reviewed Title IV-C program eval-

uation designs for worthiness. The evaluators who

participated in the review were Louis Aikman, Ph.D,

,

Boston University; Ronald Nuttal, Ph.D., Boston College;

David J. Rosen, Ed.D., University of Massachusetts;

Gene Mulcahy, Ed.D., Hartford Public Schools; Robert

Algozzine, University of Florida; Martin J. Higgins,

Ph.D. , West Chester State College.

The sample included thirty- two (32) Title IV-C

projects that received initial funding in 1977. The

Evaluation Design Review was made available to the

thirty-seven (37) directors of Title IV-C projects then.
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in their first year of project implementation. The

sample includes all the directors who wanted the ser-

vice.

The evaluation design review provided data

relevant to six Categories of Investigation, including

program objectives, evaluation design, statistics and

instrumentation.

Assessment of Massachusetts
Evaluation Needs

A conference was held to identify the needs of

Title IV-C projects in Massachusetts relative to program

evaluation for validation. Participants included United

States Office of Education staff, Massachusetts Depart-

ment of Education staff. National Diffusion Network

staff, validators, project directors, evaluation experts,

and the study investigator.

These data reflect the degree to which Massachu-

setts Title IV-C projects have attained the evaluation

standards prescribed by the Joint Dissemination Review

Panel and the Massachusetts Validation Process. Infor-

mation relevant to one category of investigation, eval-

uation design was produced.



182

Objective 2

The six data collection procedures enabled the

investigator to study the operation of the Title IV-C

program in Massachusetts . In order to carry out the

second study objective, problems which contribute to

the program s unsatisfactory evaluation outcomes were

identified. This information was grouped to point out

specific weaknesses in formative evaluation and summative

evaluation, with an emphasis on instrumentation, research

design, statistics, and success at validation. Following

is a summary of the study results and conclusions based

upon the specific evaluation inadequacies which were

identified.

Project Director

Data indicated that although the directors of

Title IV-C projects were sophisticated administrators,

they felt they knew more about program evaluation than

they actually did. This unfortunate situation makes the

directors particularly vulnerable to shoddy evaluation.

Project director training in program evaluation

should be provided in order to acquaint the directors

with the theory of program evaluation. This training

should result in the acquisition of the skills necessary

to adequately manage and design a sufficient program

evaluation for validation.
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Program Objectives

Complete, specific, and operational objectives

are a necessary foundation for good program evaluation.

However, a review of the data indicates that program

goals were too broad to scope and that objectives were

neither complete or operational.

The project director is the heart of an educa-

tional innovation. It is this individual that most

closely understands what the final impact of the program

should be. In this light, it must be the responsibility

of the project director, not the hired evaluator, to

write the project objectives as adequate reflections of

the innovation itself. In order to insure that the

objectives are complete, specific, and operational,

training should be provided to the directors which would

enable them to carry out this most basic step in the

evaluation process.

Evaluation Design

Numerous weaknesses in the evaluation process were

identified. First, many of the evaluation designs were

solely formative in nature. The evaluation designs sub-

mitted by the evaluators of projects that were not

validated for diffusion, did not yield data that demon-

strated change (growth) in the client group. In general,

the evaluators did not produce conclusive evidence that
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the observed change was due to the project. Further,

most evaluators did not compare treatment vs. non-

treatment conditions or use any type of quasi-experimental

evaluation design. When some sort of comparison was

included in the evaluation design, the evaluators did not

include documentation that the treatment group was similar

to the control group. The evaluators seemed to focus

upon inconsequential ends rather than on outcomes that

would be educationally significant. Finally, evaluation

designs did not include: plans for conducting the

evaluation in the future in adopter schools; data collec-

tion schedules; or evaluation personnel and audiences.

Conferences should be held for project directors

and their evaluators in order to acquaint them with the

United States Office of Education validation standards

for evaluation design. Further, the Massachusetts Depart-

ment of Education should implement an evaluation manage-

ment system which would monitor the evaluation efforts

of each Title IV-C project in order to insure the appro-

priate use of evaluation design.

Ins triimentation

Evidence of the inappropriate use of instrumenta-

tion in program evaluation was uncovered. Evaluators

utilized locally developed instruments that were not

proven to be reliable or valid measures of the program.
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Further, test development procedures as well as test

reliability and validity procedures were not included in

the evaluation designs. Instrumentation chosen to

measure specific objectives were not always accurate

indicators of the objective in question. Finally,

sampling procedures were rarely correctly included in

the evaluation designs.

An evaluation library which would include re-

sources relevant to the appropriate uses of instrumentation

for program evaluation should be compiled. An instrument

file which would include all published instrumentation

appropriate for use in Title IV- C evaluations should be

made easily accessible to project directors and evaluators.

Statistics

Few program evaluators included in their designs

a clear description of the statistical procedures they

intended to utilize for the evaluation. Further, the

proper usage of statistical procedures was rare in the

case of projects that were not validated for diffusion.

An evaluation management system should be put in

place which requires prospective evaluators to submit

resumes, samples of previous work, and other information

in support of their ability to perform each of the

technical aspects of evaluation. The Massachusetts

Department of Education Title IV-C staff should implement
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a policy which would prohibit the employment of an

evaluator who does not have the capabilities to deter-

mine the ultimate effectiveness of a program.

Validation

To this date no ESEA Title IV-C project in

Massachusetts has been validated for federal dissemina-

tion. While thirty percent (307o) of the directors of

projects that were validated for Massachusetts diffusion

believed that their projects would be validated by the

Joint Dissemination Review Panel (JDRP)
, most Massachu-

setts validated projects are not being evaluated for

presentation to the JDRP. Further, program evaluators

focused on the Massachusetts Validation Process rather

than on the goal of validation for national dissemination

by the JDRP

.

Through training and technical assistance,

project directors and evaluators should clearly under-

stand the validation policies of the United States Office

of Education as administered by the Joint Dissemination

Review Panel.

Evaluators

A further review of the data indicates that:

(1) projects were under resourced to carry out adequate

evaluations; and (2) implementation of the evaluation

relied in most instances on unskilled persons.
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Current Title IV-C policy indicates that a

director may spend ten percent (10.07o) of the total

project budget for the purpose of evaluation. This

amount may be sufficient for a project funded in the

range of $90,000.00, but is certainly not adequate for

a project funded in the range of $13,000.00. To

accommodate for this, project directors must receive

training in the various methods of acquiring the local

support necessary to ensure needed financial support.

Further, individual technical assistance should be

available to project directors at each level of program

implementation in order to insure the appropriate use

of evaluation.

Objective 3

This portion of Chapter VI presents a description

of the evaluation plan which was designed to resolve the

evaluation problems identified within the state's Title

IV-C program.

The study results and conclusions were shared

with the Title IV-C Coordinator and staff. At this time

the Massachusetts Department of Education Title IV-C

personnel pledged their support to the creation of an

evaluation resource.
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It was decided that resources must be identi-

fied or developed which will, by providing models and

guidelines, structure project evaluation to assure that

a conclusive demonstration of effectiveness is provided.

Through assessment and consequent development of re-

sources, the evaluations of Title IV-C projects are

being extensively restructured.

The ultimate purpose is to assure that Title IV-C

evaluations will conclusively determine student change

and establish the cause of that change, as prescribed by

Federal guidelines and as sought by the Joint Dissemi-

nation Review Panel.

The immediate purpose is to create an evaluation

resource which will individualize both the evaluation

efforts of Title IV-C projects and the training and

assistance the projects receive.

As a result, the investigator submitted a Title

IV-C statewide proposal which was funded as the Title

IV-C Evaluation Resource Center.

A comprehensive evaluation improvement plan was

developed and implemented with the Cycle III directors.

The evaluation plan is developmently oriented and includes

Stage I— Initiation, Stage II— Implementation, and

Stage III —Outcomes.
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In the Initiation Stage, evaluation should be

oriented toward formative purposes. The goals of the

evaluation should be to assist the project director in

improving the project.

The Implementation State should be a combination

of formative and s\immative evaluation. Formative eval-

uation will continue to provide information of use to

the project director in improving the program while a

strong summative evaluation is being designed.

Evaluation should be summative in nature in the

outcomes stage. Evaluation activities should be oriented

toward gathering student effectiveness data and achieving

Massachusetts and Federal validation.

The plan includes provisions for the administra-

tion of the project scale, which indicates the develop-

mental stage of a project. Evaluation training as well

as individual technical assistance is being provided to

the directors throughout the funding period.

A summative evaluation management system was

developed and is being implemented. The system allows a

director to easily plan a comprehensive evaluation system,

while allowing the Massachusetts Department of Education

Title IV-C personnel to retain control of program evalua-

tions .
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An evaluation library containing over 400 tests,

140 books, and a file of Massachusetts Validation and

JDRP submissions has been made available to the directors.

The results of the study are optimistic. The

Evaluation Improvement Project was funded for three

years to develop and implement a Summative Evaluation

Management System for Title IV-C projects in Massachusetts.

The directors of Cycle III projects, who recieved initial

funding in 1979, received the additional evaluation

training and technical assistance. Those projects that

will receive initial funding in 1980 will also receive

the evaluation training and technical assistance. The

ultimate criteria of success will occur in the future

when the number of JDRP validated projects from Cycle III

is known. Optimism must be noted in the fact that even

though these Cycle III projects will not face Massachu-

setts Validation until the summer of 1981, the evaluation

designs that have been reviewed by the investigator are

sufficiently sophisticated to make an adequate attempt

for submission to the Joint Dissemination Review Panel.

One additional measure of the success of the Evaluation

Improvement Project, is the fact that the Massachusetts

Validation Process standards were thoroughly revised and

strengthened, due to the high quality of evaluations

that are being produced.
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One unhappy result has been noted. In June of

1979, several directors criticized the sunnnative eval-

uation management system for taking the control of one

aspect of program management away from them. This mood

of the directors must be avoided by all means. The

great risk that these unhappy directors may "give-up"

trying to evaluate their programs for validation must

be avoided. Adjustments must be made in the evaluation

management system to account for this.

The early success of this program is in part due

to the Title IV-C Coordinator and staff whose understand-

ing allowed the creation and implementation of the

summative evaluation management system. The fact that

the Title IV-C Coordinator and staff took ownership of

the concept studied in this dissertation was a decisive

factor in success to this point. If the state had not

backed the Evaluation Improvement Project, the summative

evaluation management system may very well have gone

along unnoticed and unimplemented.

Implications for Further Research

Following are recommendations for further research:

1. Changes in evaluation policy implicated by the

model put forth in this dissertation should be studied in

more detail. This study concluded that measurement tech-

niques were in the past, inappropriately used. The measures
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that are currently in place to correct for this should

be examined. The quality of existing as well as newly

developed instrumentation must be assessed. This assess-

ment must not be an exclusive comparison of prior usage

in Massachusetts as any change would indicate a quantum

jump. Current use of instrumentation must be compared

against IVD and JDRP guidelines as well as standards

set by other states.

2. A review of the . summative evaluation designs

of Cycle III projects should be conducted in the spring

of 1980. The evaluation design review should be similar

in form to that which was offered to Cycle II projects.

The results should be compared.

3. The Cycle III success rate with the Joint

Dissemination Review Panel should be studied.

4. The evaluation management system has put new

demands on the budgets of Title IV-C projects. Even

though these demands have increased, the percentage of

program funds available for evaluation have not. The

feasibility of imp lementa ting a comprehensive evaluation

with the limited program funds available for evaluation

(57o of total project budget) should be examined.

5. The appropriate inclusion of criterion-

referenced tests or norm-referenced tests in the evalua-

tion process, as well as the budget limitations on test

development must be investigated.
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6. A cross- state study designed to examine the

evaluation procedures of Departments of Education in
¥

Other states which have the validation success rate of

Florida and New Jersey is needed.

7. Further study involving the implementation

of the Evaluation Improvement Project in another state

is necessary to ascertain if the project is sufficiently

global to make validation and diffusion possible.

8. A follow-up study is needed to determine

if the summative evaluation management system had any

lasting effects- on both the projects involved and the

policy of the Massachusetts Department of Education.
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PROJECTDIRECTORQUESTIONNAIRE

1979
FORM- A

Director Name^

P ro
j ect

LEA

Region Pittsfield Region Northeast Region
Springfield Region Greater Boston Region I

Central Region ^Greater Boston Region II

Southeast Region

DIRECTIONS: The following questions have been prepared to gather data on the

collective experience of Title IV-C project directors in educational

innovation and management. This questionnaire is one part of the

Massachusetts State Title IV Part 0 evaluation. Please respond

to each item and return the questionnaire to the Statewide evaluation

interview person assigned to your project, at the time of an on site

visit. Please note that individual responses will remain confidential.

Your assistance is most appreciated.

1.

What is the single most important factor in the successful operation of your

project?

2.

What were (are) the major problems you faced while trying to make your project

visible?

3.

To what degree are you personally involved with the day-to-day operation of this

project?

Not Involved Very Involved

1 2 3 4 5

Do you make decisions concerning what groups (e.g.
,

teachers, administrators,

students) may participate in different project activities?

yes no

4.
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PROJECT DIRECTOR QUESTIONNAIRE

1979
FORM- 8

Director Name '

P roj ect

LEA

Region Pittsfield Region Northeast Region
Springfield Region Greater Boston Region I

Central Region Greater Boston Region II

Southeast Region

DIRECTIONS: The following questions have oeen prepared to gather data on the

collective exoerience of Title IV-C project directors in educational

innovation and management. This questionnaire is one part of the

Massachusetts State Title IV Part C evaluation. Please respond

to each item and return the questionnaire in the attached envelope.

Please note that individual responses will remain confidential.

Your assistance is most appreciated.

1.

What is the single most important factor in the successful operation of your

project?

2. What were (are) the major problems you faced while trying to make your project

visible?

3. To what degree are you personally involved with the day-to-day operation of this

project?

Not Involved Very Involved

1 2 3 4 5

Do you make decisions concerning what groups (e.g. . teachers, administrators,

students) may participate in different project activities?

YES NO

4.



Project Director

Questionnaire
Page 2

What percentage of total operating costs (federal and local funds)
have been budgeted for by your school district for the next
fiscal year?

%

How many staff members do you currently have in your project?

Number of Staff Members Full-Time Equivalents

How many of your staff members worked with your project before

you received Title IV-C funds?

Number of Staff Members Full-Time Equivalents

What are the three major benefits that your school system has

received from your project?

1 .

2 .

3.

What misunderstandings, if any, have occured between your

project and your school system?
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Project Director

Questionnaire
Page 3

Which of the following have encouraged the growth and success of
your project?

No Little

Encouragement
Some Much

Neutral Encou^gement

Superintendent

Other Central Office

Administrators

School Board Members

School Principals

Teachers

Parents

Town Officials

State Program Officer

Development Center

Other

11. How innovative is your school district in terms of adopting new educational

practices and ideas?

Not Innovative

1 2

Very Innovative

3 4 5

12 . For what reasons do you usually communicate with your Regional Program
Officer?
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Project Oi rector

Questionnaire
Page 4

13 . To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements?

Strongly

Agree Agree Neutral Disagree
Strongly Not
Disagree Applicable

I believe that the project
will be successful

I believe that the project

will be validated for

Massachusetts diffusion

I bei ieve that the project

will be validated for

Federal Dessemination
(pass J.D.R.P.

)

Project personnel believe

that the project will be
successful

Project personnel

believe that the project

will be validated for

Massachusetts Diffusion

Project personnel

believe that the project

will be validated for

Federal Dessemination
(pass J.D.B.P.)

This project runs

smoothly within my
school

This project is

fulfilling a major need

This project has
aroused controversy

Project implementation
has created some major
problems



Project Director

Questionnaire
Page 514.

Have your project objectives been modified since your project began

YES NO

15. How would you rate the evaluation component of your project?

Excellent Very Good Good Poor Very Poor

16. What areas of your project are being evaluated?

Student achievement

Student attitude

Other student changes (e.g.
,

social
,

physical)

Student skill development

Personnel /Teacher achievement

Personnel /Teacher attitude

Personnel /Teacher skill development

Cost effectiveness

Parent attitude

Community attitude

Other

17. The following describes m.y feelings about the Massachusetts

Validation process ;

Helpful Unnecessary

Hinderance An Opportunity

Necessary No Feeling
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Project Director

Questionnaire
Page 6

18. For each of the people, or groups of people, listed below, indicate
how frequently you have personally talked with each.

FREQUENCYOF CONTACT

Les j

Daily Weekly Monthly Freduent

A. Superintendent

B. Other central Office

administrators

O . School Board
Members

0. School Principals

E. School Specialists

F. Non-project teachers

Q. Project teachers

H. Participating students

1. Parents of participating

students

J. Other Parents

K. Town Officials

L. Public Media People

M. State program officer

N. Project evaluator

O. HEC Title IV

Development Center

Staff

P. Other Consultants

Q . Other
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Project Director

Questionnaire
Page 7

19. For each of the people or groups of people listed below, indicate

whether you are satisfied with the amount of personal contact

you presently have with each.

SATISFACTION WITH CONTACT
Want More Want Leas

Satisfied Contact Contact

A. Superintendents

8. Other central office

administrators

C. School Board Members

0. School Principals

E. School Specialists

F. Non-project teachers

G. Project teachers

H. Participating students

1. Parents of participating

students

J. Other Parents

K. Town Officials

L. PubI ic Media People

M. State Program Officer

N. Project Evaluator

O. HEC Title IV

Development Center

Staff

P. Other Consultants

0 Other
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Project Director

Questionnaire
Page 9

20. For each of the individuals or groups listed below, indicate whether
you are satisfied with their level of understanding of your project.

SATISFACTION WITH UNDERSTANDING
Satisfied Dissatisfied

With With
Understanding Understanding N/A

A. Superintendent

B. Other central office

administrators

C. School Board Members

D. School Principals

E. School Specialists

F. Non-project teachers

G. Project teachers

H. Participating students

I. Parents of participating

students

J. Other Parents

K. Town Officials

L- PubI ic Media People

M. State Program Officer

N. Project Evaluator

O. HEC Title IV

Development Center

Staff

P. Other Consultants

Q . Other
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Project Director

Questionnaire
Page 9

21. How helpful has your Regional Program Officer been with:

Not At Only
' All Slightly Very Not

Helpful Helpful Neutral Helpful Helpful Applicable

A. Program Planning

B . P rogram
Implementation

C. Program
Evaluation

D. Training/Skill

Development

E. Preparation For

Val idation

F. Deal ing with
required

procedures

22. How helpful have your school system personnel been with:

Not At Only
All Slightly Very Not
Helpful Helpful Neutral Helpful Helpful Applicable

A. Program Planning

8. Program
Implementation

C. Program
Evaluation

D. Training/Skill

Development

E

.

Preparation For

Val idation

F

.

Deal ing with

required procedures_
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Project Oirector
Questionnaire
Pago 10

23. How helpful has technical assistance from the HEC Title IV-C
Development Center been with;

Not At Only
All Slightly Very
Helpful Helpful Neutral Helpful Helpful

A. Program Planning

B. Program
Implementation

C. Program
Evaluation

0. Training/Skill

Development

E. Preparation For

Val idation

F, Dealing with

required

procedures

24. How helpful has your project evaluator been with:

Not At Only
All Slightly Very
Helpful Helpful Neutral Helpful Helpful

A. Program Planning

3. Program
Implementation

C. Program
Evaluation

D. Training/Skil

I

Development

E. Preparation For

Val idation

F. Dealing with

required

procedures

Not
AopI icable

Not
AppI icable
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Project Director

Questionnaire
Page 11

25. In what areas do you feel you need training?

No Need For Need Received
Training Training Training

A. Change Theory (e.g.
,

principals, strategies) •

B. Leadership Theory (e.g. ,

techniques, styles)

C. Internal Communication
(e.g. staff development

,

group process)

D. ResoLTce Util izat ion

(e.g. time, personnel)

E. Financial Management (e.g.
budget

,
bookkeeping)

F. Formative Evaluation (e.g.

purpose, type, implementation)

G. Summative Evaluation
(e.g. purpose, type)

H. Data Util ization (e.g.

analysis, reporting)

I. Massachusetts Validation

Requirements

J. Federal Validation

Requirements

K. Marketing Techniques

L. Packaging

M. Diffusion Services (e.g.

diffusing project to another

site)

N. Other (Please Specify)
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PROJECT DIRECTOR QUESTIONNAIRE

1979
FORM- 0

Director Name

P ro j ect

LEA

Northeast Region
Greater Boston Region I

Greater Boston Region II

Southeast Region

Region Pittsfield Region
Springfield Region
Central Region

DIRECTIONS: The following questions have been prepared to gather

data on the collective experience of Title IV-C
project directors in educational innovation and

management. This questionnaire is one part of the

Massachusetts State Title IV Part 0 evaluation.

Please respond to each item and return the

questionnaire to the Statewide evaluation interview

person assigned to your project, at the time of an

on site visit. Please note that individual responses

will remain confidential. Your assistance is most

appreciated.

1. What is the single most important factor in the successful operation

of your project?
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PROJECT DIRECTOR QUESTIONNAIRE

1979
FORM- 0

Director Name

Project

LEA

Region Pittsfield Region Northeast Region
Springfield Region Greater Boston Region I

Central Region Greater Boston Region II

Southeast Region

DIRECTIONS: The following questions have been prepared to

gather data on the collective experience of

Title IV-C project directors in educational

innovation and management. This questionnaire

is one part of the Massachusetts State Title IV

Part 0 evaluation. Please respond to each item

and return the questionnaire in the attached

envelope. Please note that individual responses

will remain confidential. Your assistance is

most appreciated.

1

.

What is the single most important factor in the successful

operation of your project?
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Project Director

Questionnaire
Page 2

2.

What were the major problems you faced while implementing
your project?

3.

To what degree are you personally involved with the day-to-day
operations of this project?

Not Very
Involved Involved

1 2 3 4 5

4.

To what degree will you personally be involved with the day-to-day
operation of this project next year?

Not Very
Involved Involved

1 2 3 4 5

5.

How many staff members do you currently have in your project?

Number of Staff Members Full-Time Equivalents

6

.

How many of your staff members worked with your project before

you received Title IV-C funds?

Number of Staff Members Full-Time Equivalents

7.

What misunderstandings, if any, have occured between your project

and your school system?
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Project Director

Questionnaire
Page 3

8

• What are the three major benefits that your school system has
received from your project?

1 .

2 .

3.

9

. Which of the following have encouraged the growth and success
of your project?

No Little Some Much
EncouragementEncouragement Neutral

Superintendent

Other Central Office

Administrators

School Board Members

School Principals

Teachers

Parents

Town Officials

State Program Officer

Development Center

Other

10

. Do you make decisions concerning what groups (e.g. ,
teachers, administrators,

students) may participate in different project activities?

YES NO

11

. What percentage of total operating costs (federal and local funds) have

been budgeted for by your school district for the next fiscal year?
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Project Director

Questionnaire
Page 4.12.

To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements?

Strongly Strongly
Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Disagree

This project runs smoothly
within my school

This project is fulfilling

a major need

This project has arroused
controversy

Project implementation
has created some major
problems

13.

How innovative is your school district in terms of adopting new
educational practices and ideas?

Not Very

Innovative Innovative

1 2 3 4 5

N/A

14.

Is there a reward mechanism in place in your system which encourages

new ideas?
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Project Director

Questionnaire
Page 5

15. What is the I iki ihood that your project will continue in your
system next year?

Very No
Positively Likely Mayoe Unlikely Chance

IS Are the teachers in your system usually involved in decisions to

try out new ideas?

YES NO

17. When Title IV-C funds stop will others in your system still use the

ideas, methods and materials of your project?

YES NO

18. What materials will you use to diffuse your project?

19. Are project materials packaged and ready for diffusion?

20. Have you identified the sites you will be diffusing to?

YES NO
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Project Director

Questionnaire
Page 6

21. How would you rate your projects readiness for diffusion?

Not Ready For Ready For
Diffusion Diffusion

1 2 3 4 5

22. How many sites will you be diffusing to?

23" What methods will you be using to diffuse to other sites?

24.

Have your project objectives been modified for diffusion?

YES NO

25.

Is your project being evaluated for presentation to the

Joint Dissemination Review Panel?

YES NO

26.

Por what reasons do you usually communicate with your

Regional Program Officer?
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Project Director

Questionnaire
Page 7

27. How helpfui has technical assistance from the HEC Title IV-C
Development Center been with:

Not At Only
All SI ightly Very
Helpful Helpful Neutral Helpful Helpful

Not
AopI icable

A, Program
Planning

8. Program
Implementation

C. Program
Evaluation

D. Training/Skill

Development

E. Dealing with
Required
Procedures

F. Preparing for

Project

Diffusion

G. Identifying

Oissusion
Sites
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Project Director

Questionnaire
Page 3

28. How helpful has your Regional Program Officer been with;

Not At Only
All SI ightly Very Not
Helpful Helpful Neutral Helpful Helpful Aopi icable

A . Program
Planning

B. Program
Imp! ementat i on

C. Program
Evaluation

0. Training/Skill

Development

E. Preparation For

Val idation

F. Dealing with

Required
Procedures

G. Preparing for

Project

Diffusion

H. Identifying

Diffusion

Sites
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Project Director

Questionnaire
Pago 9

29. How helpful have your in school personnel oeen with;

Not At Only
All Slightly Very Not
Helpful Helpful Neutral Helpful Helpful Aopl icatle

A. Program
Planning

8 . P rogram
Implementation

C. Program
Evaluation

D. Training/Skii I

Development

E. Preparation for

Val idation

F. Dealing with

Required
Procedures

G. Preparing for

Project

Diffusion

H. Identifying

Diffusion

Sites
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Project Director

Quest iomai re

Page 10

30. How helpful has your project evaluator been with:

Not At Only
All SI ightly Very Not
Helpful Helpful Neutral Helpful Helpful AppI icaUe

A . P rogram
Planning

B. Program
Implementation

C . P rogram
Evaluation

D. Training/Skill

Development

E. Preparation

for Val idation

F. Dealing with

Required
Procedures

G. Preparing for

Project

Diffusion

H. Identifying

Diffusion

Sites
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Project Director

Ouestionnair*
Page

31. In which of the following areas do you feel you need training?

No Need Need
For Training Training

Received
Training

A. Change Theory (e.g. principals,

strategies)

S. Leadership Theory (e.g. techniques,
Styles) _

C. Internal Communication
(e.g. staff development

,

group process) _

D. Resource Util ization

(e.g. time personnel) _

E. Financial Management
(e.g. budgets, bookkeeping)

F. Formative Evaluation
(e.g. purpose, types
implementation)

G. Summative Evaluation
(e.g. purpose, type)

H. Data Util ization (e.g. analysis,

reporting)

I. Massachusetts Val idation

Requirements

J. Federal Validation

Requirements

K. Marketing Techniques

L. Packaging

M. Diffusion Services (e.g.

diffusing project to another

site)

N. Other (Please Specify)
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PROJECT DIRECTOR QUESTIONNAIRE

1979
FORM- E

Director Name

Project

LEA

Region Pittsfield Region Northeast Region
Springfield Region Greater Boston Region I

Central Region Greater Boston Region II

Southeast Region

DIRECTIONS: The following questions have been prepared to

gather data on the collective experience of

Title IV - 0 project directors in educational

innovation and management. This questionnaire

is one part of the Massachusetts State Title IV

Part C evaluation. Please resoond to each item

and return the questionnaire to the Statewide

evaluation interview person assigned to your

project, at the time of an on site visit. Please

note that individual responses will remain

confidential. Your assistance is most aopreciated.

1.

What is the single most important factor in the successful operation

of your project?

2.

What were the major problems you faced while implementing your

project?

3.

To what degree are you personally involved with the day-to-day

operation of this project?

Not Involved

1 2 3 4

Very Involved

5
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PROJECT DIRECTOR QUESTIONNAIRE

1979
FORM- F

Director Name^

Project_

LEA

Region Pittsfield Region Nortneast Region

___ Springfield Region Greater Boston Region I

Central Region Greater Boston Region II

Southeast Region

DIRECTIONS; The following questions have been preoared to

gather data on the collective experience of

Title IV-C project directors in educational

innovation and management. This questionnaire

is one part of the Massachusetts State Title IV

Part 0 evaluaticn. Please respond to each item

and return the questionnaire in the attached

envelope. Please note that individual responses

will remain confidential . Your assistance is

most appreciated.

1.

What is the single most important factor in the successful operation

of your project?

2.

What were the major problems you faced while implem.enting your

project?

3.

To what degree are you personally involved with the day-to-day

operation of this project?

Very InvolvedNot Involved

1 2 3 4 o



Project Director

Questionnaire
Page 2

To what degree will you personally be involved with the day-to-day
operation of this project next year?

Not Involved Very Involved
1 2 3 4 5

How many staff members do you currently have in your project?

Number of Staff Members Full-Time Equivalents

How many of your staff members worked with your project before

you received Title IV - C funds?

Number of Staff Members Full-Time Equivalents

What are the three major benefits that your school system has

received from your project?

1 .

2 .

3.

What misunderstandings, if any, have occurred between your

project and your school system?
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Project Director

Questionnaire
Page 3

9.

Which of the following have encouraged the growth and success of
your project?

No Little Some Much
Encouragement Neutral Encouragement

Superintendent

Other Central Office

Administrators

School Board Members

School Principals

Teachers

Parents

Town Officials

State Program Officer

Development Center

Othe r

10.

Oo you make decisions concerning what groups (e.g. ,
teachers,

administrators, students) may participate in different project

activities?

YES NO

11.

What percentage of total operating costs (federal and local funds)

have been budgeted for by your school district for the next

fiscal year?

%
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Project Director

Questionr^ire
Page 412.

To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements?

Strongly Strongly Not
Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Disagree Aoplicaole

This project runs

smoothly within

my school

This project is

fulfil I ing a major
need

This project has
aroused controversy

Project implementa
has created some
major problems

13

,

How innovative is your school district in terms of adopting new
educational practices and ideas?

Not Very

Innovative Innovative

1 2 3 4 5

14

.

Is there a reward mechanism in place in your system which

encourages new ideas?



Project Director

Questionnaire
Page 5

Are the teachers in your system usually involved in decisions
to try out new ideas?

YES NO

What is the likelihood that your project will continue in your

system next year?

Very No

Positively Likely Maybe Unlikely Chance

When Title IV-C funds stop will others in your system still use

the ideas, methods and materials of your project?

YES NO

What problems are you facing as Federal Funding ends?

Is your system planning to apply for Title IV-C funds in the future

yes NO DON'T KNOW

For what reasons do you usually communicate with your Regional

Program Officer?
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Program Director

Questionnaire
Page 6

21. How helpful has technical assistance from the HEC Title IV-C
Development Center been with;

Not At
All Slightly Very Not
Helpful Helpful Neutral Helpful Helpful Applicable

A. Program
Planning

B. Program
Implementation

C. Program
Evaluation

D. Training/Skill

Development

E. Preparation For

Val idation

F. Dealing With
Required
Procedures
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Project Director

Questionnaire
Page 7

22. How helpful has your Regional Program Officer been with:

Not At
All Slightly Very
Helpful Helpful Neutral Helpful Helpful

A. Program
Planning

B- Program
Implementation

C. Program
Evaluation

0. Training/Skill

Development

E. Preparation For

Val idation

F. Dealing With
Required
Procedures

Not
AppI i cable
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Project Director

Questionnaire
Page 3

23. How helpful have your in school personnel been with:

Not At
All Slightly Very Not
Helpful Helpful Neutral Helpful Helpful Applicable

A. Program
Planning

8 . Program
Implementation

C. Program
Evaluation

. Training/Skill

Development

E. Preparation For

Val idation

F, Dealing With
Required
Procedures
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Project Director

Questionnaire
Page g

24 • How helpful has your project evaluator been with:

Not At
All Slightly Very Not
Helpful Helpful Neutral Helpful Helpful Applicable

A. Program
Planning

B. Program
Implementation

C. Program
Evaluation

. Training/Skill

Development

E. Preparation For

Val idation

F. Dealing With
Required
Procedures



1978 Massachusetts Title IV-C

Assessment Questionnaire
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Project Director Questionnaire

Director Name

Project

Region

Directions ; The following questions have been prepared to

gather data on the collective experience of Title IV-c

project directors in educational innovation and manage-

ment. This questionnaire is one part of the Massachusetts

State Title IV Part C evaluation. Please respond to

each item and return the questionnaire to the Statewide

evaluation interview person assigned to your project.

Please note that individual responses will remain confi-

dential. Your assistance is most appreciated.

Background ;

1. How did you come to be director of your project?

helped plan project

wrote proposal

hired from within system

hired from outside the system

other

What was your position i.mmediately prior to your appoint-

ment as director of this Title IV-c project? Please check

appropriate response.

Teacher

Department Chairperson

Guidance Counselor

School Building Administrator

School District Administrator

Other (please specify:
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3.

Project Director
Questionnaire
Page 2

As or June 1978, how many years will you have been in
each of the following?

Title IV-c project

In this district

Total in education profession

less
than 1

1-5 5-10 over
10

4. What is the highest degree you have earned? (Please
specify field)

Bachelors Degree

Masters Degree

Certificate of Advanced Graduate Study

Doctoral Degree

5. Have you had other professional experience with programs
similar in content to your present project such as:

Yes Mo

A. project director

3. staff member

C. evaluator

D. administrator

Z. other

How many years of experience have you had in other
orofessional exoeriences with innovative educational
projects such as:

A. proiect director

3. staff member

C. evaluator

D. administrator

E. other
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Project Director
Questionnaire
Page 3

What is the extent of your current knowledge and/or
practical understanding of each of the following tianage-
.tent-related topics?

A. Change theory (e.g. prin-
ciples, strategies)

3. Leadership theory (e.g.
techniques, styles)

C. Internal coiranunication
(e.g. staff development,
group process)

D. External communication
(e.g. dissemination,
diffusion)

E. Resource utilization
(e.g. time, budget,
personnel)

F. Evaluation theory (e.g.
purposes, types)

G. Evaluation application
(e.g. instrument design,
implementation)

H. Data utilization (e.g.
analysis, reporting)

I. Other (please specify)

None
1 2

1 2

1 2

1 2

1 2

1 2

1 2

1 2

1 2

Extensive
3 4 5

3 4 5

3 4 5

3 4 5

3 4 5

3 4 5

3 4 5

3 4 5

3 4 5

On the five point scale, how would you rate your ease in
dealing with eac.h of the following areas?

Difficulty
in Handling

Mo Dif- M/A
f iculty

A. obtaining initial funding 1 2 3 4 2 —
3. obtaining project approval I 3 3 -

-

C. recruiting appropriate staff I 2 3 4 = —
D. sc.heduling project staff 1 2 3 4 5 —
E. scheduling students 1 2 3 4 5 —
F

.

recruiting participants 1 2 3 4 5 —
G. retaining participants 1 2 3 4 5 —
H. obtaining appropriate 1 2 3 4 5

facilities
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3 .

9.

Project Director
Questionnaire
Page 4

Continued

I. obtaining relevant
materials

Difficulty
in Handling

1 2

J. scheduling training 1

workshops

K. scheduling parent meetings 1

L. obtaining continued 1
funding

M. obtaining organizational 1
support

N. obtaining community support 1

2

2

2

2

2

3

3

3

3

3

3

Ho Dif-
ficulty

4 5

4 5

4 5

4 5

4 5

4 5

M/A

How do you feel your position, project director, will be
preserved at the conclusion of the Federal funding phase?

full time Director

part time Director

included in the responsibility of another administrator

included in the responsibility of a teacher position

uncertain

no position

10. What percentage of the total operating costs (Federal and
local funds) have been budgeted for by your school district
for t.he next fiscal year?

%

Dissemination:

What means io you use to
(select all appropriate

personal contact

T . V

.

Radio

inform others of ycur p
responses

)

Press

Brochures

newsletters

jeer?

Other
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Project Director
Questionnaire
Page 5

?cr each of the peopie, or groups of people. Listed
seiow, indicate how frequently you nave personally
talked with each.

Frequency of Contact

less
daily weekly Ttonthly frequent

A. Superintendent

3. Other central office
administrators

C. School board members

D. Sc.hool principals

S. School specialists

F. Mon-project teachers

G. Project teachers

H. Participating students.

I. Parents of participating
students

J. Other parents

K. Town officials

L. Public media peopie

M. State program officer

M. Project evaluator

0. HEC Title IV Development
Center staff

?. Other consultants

Q. Other
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Project Director
Questionnaire
Page 6

3. For each of the people or groups of people listed
below, indicate whether you are satisfied with the
amount of personal contact you presently have with each.

Satisfaction with
Contact

want want
satisfied more less

contact contact

A. Superintendent

3. Other central office
administrators

G- School board members

D. School principals

E- School specialists

F. Non-project teachers

G. Project teachers

H. Participating students'

I. Parents of participating
students

J. Other parents

K. Town officials

L. Public media people

M. State program officer

N. Project evaluator

O. HEC Title IV Development
Canter staff

P. Other consultants

Q. Other

Project Cb'^ectives :

14. Have your project objectives been modified since your

project began?

NoYes



243

Projecr Director
Questionnaire
Page 7

For each of the individuals or croups listed below,
indicate whether you are satisfied v/ith their level
of understanding of your project.

Satisfaction wit.h
Understanding

Satisfied Dissatisfied
with Under- with Under- N/A
standing standing

A. Superintendent

B. Other central office
administrators

G. School board members

D. School principals

E. School specialists

F. Non-project teachers

G. Project teachers

H. Participating students-

I. Parents of participating
students

J. Other parents

K. Town officials

L. Public media people

M. State program officer

N. Project evaluator —
O. HEC Title IV Development —

Center staff

?. Other consultants —
Q. Other —

~'ect Success:

What is the single most important factor in t.te successiul
operation of your project?
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Project Director
Quaitionnair*
Pag* 3

IT . ?rotr. th® ?«rsp®ctiv8 of your project, how -^rtsuid you
iefir.® success?

13. To what degree of success, as defined by your own terns,
do you anticipate your project will attain by the end of
three years?

very very
high high medium low low

Evaluation ;

19. How would you rate the evaluation component of your project
at this time?

very very
excellent good good poor poor

20. The following describes my feelings about the Massac.husetts
Validation Process

helpful unnecessary

hinderance an opportunity

no feelingnecessary
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Project Director
Questionnaire
Page 9

Taehnical Assistance

:

o what degree do you feel -he HEC Title IV-c Development
enter has provided assistance with:

very low medium high very
low high

A. Proposal writing

3. Program planning

C. Program implementation

D. Program evaluation

E. Training/skill development

F. Preparation for validation

G. Dealing with required
procedures

22. To what degree do you feel your Regional Program Officer
has provided you assistance with:

' very low medium high very
low high

A. Proposal writing

B. Program planning

C. Program implementation

0. Program evaluation

E. Traini.ng/skill development

F. Preparation for validation

G. Dealing with required
procedures
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Project Director
Questionnaire
Page 10

23. To what degree do you feel your in-school personnel
has provided assistance wiih:

very low medi’ur. high
low

A. Proposal writing

3. Program planning

C. Program implementation

D. Program evaluation

E. Training/ skill development

F. Preparation for validation

G. Dealing with required
procedures

24. To what degree do you feel your Project Evaluator has
provided assistance with:'

very low medium high
low

A. Proposal writing

B. Program planning

C. Program implementation

D. Program evaluation

E. Training/skill development

F. Preparation for validation

G. Deali.ng with required
procedures

very
high

very
hicn



Project Director
Questionnaire
Page Li

To what degree do you feel other consultants have
orovided assistance with:

very low medium high very
low hicn

A. Proposal writing

3. Program planning

C. Program implementation

D. Program evaluation

S. Training/skill development

F. Preparation for validation

G. Dealing with required
procedures

Comments

:



APPENDIX B

Validator Questionnaire
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VALIDATOR QUESTIONNAIRE

Your Name

Project Name

This project was:

validated for diffusion

validated for dissemination

not validated

1.

Did the evaluation design for this project yield data that

demonstrate change (growth) in the client group?

Yes No Not Sure

Comments

2.

If you answered "Yes" to 41, did the evaluation design for

this project yield data that demonstrate that the project

is responsible for the change?

Yes No Not Sure

Comments

3,

The data obtained for the evaluation of this project were

obtained from:
Nationally normed instruments

Locally developed instruments

Both



If locally developed instruments were used to collect data,
were the procedures used to develop the instr’oments explained

Yes No

Are the instruments reliable? Yes No Not Sure

Not Applicable

Are the instruments valid? Yes No Not Sure

Not Applicable

If statistical procedures were used to analyze/compare data,

were they properly employed? ^Yes No Not Sure

Was the "Validation Team Report" a useful process?

Yes No Not Sure

What were the strengths of the "Validation Team Report"

document?

What were the weaknesses of the "Validation Team Report"

document?

Please return to:

Mary Seroski, Evaluator
Title IV Development Center
321 Main Street
Amherst, MA 01002



APPENDIX C

Regional Program Officer

On-Site Questionnaire



REGIONAL PROGRAMOFFICER

ON-SITE QUESTIONNAIRE

Region

Regional Program Officer

1. What are the strengths and weaknesses of the Title
IV-C staff plan for monitoring funded projects?

Strengths

:

Weaknesses

:

Recommendations

:

2. What are the strengths and weaknesses of the Title
IV-C staff plan for evaluating funded projects?

Strengths

:

Weaknesses

:

Recommendations

;
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- 2 -
3.

What are the strengths and weaknesses of the Title
IV-C staff plan for disseminating successful (validated
for diffusion) projects?

Strengths

:

Weaknesses

:

Recommendations

:

4.

What are the strengths and weaknesses of the Title
IV-C staff plan for providing technical assistance to the
public and non-public schools in your region?

Strengths

:

Weaknesses

:

Recommendations

:

5.

What is your greatest frustration as a regional pro-
gram officer?

6.

What are some recommendations you would make to strength-
en the implementation of Title IV-C in the Commonwealth?
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APPENDIX D

Evaluation Resource Center

Amherst, Massachusetts
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evaluation
Amherst

,

Hesource Center
Massachusetts

PROJECT SCALE

PROJECT NAME

PROJECT COMMCNITY/COLLABORATIVE

DIRECTOR NAME ____________
R.P.O. NAME

DATS

Pollowln? are nine staeamancs. P lease place a check in
Che coloan Lahelad "True" if you consider the scacamanc a valid
description of your project at this time, if not. place a check
in the column labeled "False”.

True Falsa

1. Measurable student Learning objectives for
this project have been established.

2. The target population has been identified.

a. If True, is your population over a

three year period. .

.

single ? multiple ?

3. The project director is knowledgeable abour
project needs and the decision-making dy-
namics of the community.

4. The project staff has had experience with
this project.

5. This project is widely known within its
system

.

6. The system is supportive of this project.

7. This uroject curriculum has beer, thoroughly
developed and is currently in use.

3 . This pro'ect has produced materials that

are currently in use.

9. Instrumentation for the evaluation or this

oroject is known and acceptable.

'his project is in the 3 tage

.
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EVALUATION RESOURCECENTER
Amherst, Massachusetts

KEY

If you checked "True” nine times your project is in
the OUTCOMESStage.

If you checked "True” for numbers 1,2,7 and one other,
or 2,3,7 and one other your project is in the IMPLE-
MENTATION Stage.

If you checked "True” in any other combination your
project is in the INITIATION Stage.

If you checked "single” for number 2a. your projecr is
a SINGLE POPULATION project. In this case, please con-
tact the Evaluation Resource Canter.
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EVALUATION RESOURCECENTER
Amherst, Massachusetts

Project Scale Outline

OUTCOMES

- Measurable student learning objectives have been
established.

- Project is known in system.

- Project director is knowledgeable of the project needs
and of the decision making dynamics of the community.

- Target population identified.

- System is supportive of project.

- Project Curriculum has been thoroughly developed and is
currently in use.

- Project materials (products) are in existence.

- Project staff is experienced with project.

- Instrumentation far evaluation/ validation are known
and acceptable.

IMPLEMENTATION

- Project director is experienced wit.h project.

- Project goals are NOT clear.

- Project Curriculum has been t.horoughly developed and is

currently in use.

- Target population identified.

OR

- Project director is NOT experienced with project.

- Project goals and/or objectives are clear.

- Project Curriculum has been thoroughly developed and is

currently in use.

- Target population identified.

OR
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- 2 -

Any sisiilar combination.

INITIATION

- A projact that is not yet in the IMPLEMENTATION Stage.

SINGLE POPULATION

- A project that will have a single target population over
a three year period.

- Immediate Summative Evaluation assistance will be .needed.
The project should work with Title IV-C Coordinator,
Title IV-C Regional Program Officers, and the Evaluation
Resource Canter in the selection of the project evaluator.
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E.S.E.A. TITLE TV-C

SCMMATIVE EVALUATION MANAGEMENTSYSTEM

R.P.O. E.R.C. M.S.C.

I. Scudent goals defined.

2.

Major objectives, in terms of student
results, defined.

3. Existing standardized tests reviewed.

4. Psychometrician may be sought.

5.

Psychometrician selected and may be con-
tracted. Submit; Resume, Samples of
previous work. Proposal for evaluation
contract. Contract

6.

Instruments are acceptable. Submit:
Instruments, Description of development
process. Demonstration of reliability
and validity.

7.

Summative evaluator may be sought.

3. Evaluator selected and may be contracted.
Submit: Resume, Samples of previous work.

Proposal for evaluation contract including
symbolic evaluation design. Contract.

9.

Interim reports of progress.
Dates

:

10. Data reviewed for decision on validation
request. Decision jointly reached.

11. Validation request submitted.

12. Validation Team Report Received.






