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Let nme begin this paper on evaluation with a hypothetical
situation, one that a superintendent of schools is apt to fact at
any tine.

| magi ne this scene if you will: A board of education
meeting crowded with community residents—nostly parents—who have
just heard the superintendent deliver a glowng report on the
“quality education” their children are receiving through the
public schools. The question and answer session isS going
snmoothly with the superintendent handling the questions with a
flawl ess m xture of reassuring platitudes and technical jargon.
The audi ence seens content.

Suddenly, in the mdst of this cal mexchange, an angry
parent rises up with a pointed question: “OK, we've |istened to
you say a lot of good things about this new readi ng program and
about how successful this pre-school program has been. You say
both of these are helping to provide quality education and are
worth every penny they’' re costing us. Just how do we, the
parents and taxpayers, know hoe good these prograns are? Wat
proof do you have that they are successful ?”

A question like this typically causes one or two reactions:

1. The superintendent who has little or no hard data to
support his clains usually tries to deflect the question with
sone nore generalities or defers it to one of his assistants—who
nmore than likely wll be hard pressed to answer it
satisfactorily. At this point, the crowd becones nore insistent,
demandi ng that the superintendent present actual proof to justify
his clainms. The superintendent may survive this neeting but you
can bet it won’t be the last time he’'s confronted by the public.
They will keep after himuntil he has sonme solid evidence about
the effectiveness of his schools.

2. The superintendent who has an evaluation staff within
his adm nistration handles the situation in a much different
manner. There is no need for himto defl ect specific questions
with clichés or generalities—or to pass the buck to an assistant



who doesn’t have the answers either. This superintendent has the
information at hand. He can relate hard data and ot her
eval uative information about student achievenent |evels, cost-
benefit ratios and the like. H's answers should provide the
public with the information they are seeking and help themto
better understand how the school systemis educating their
chi | dren.

This brief illustration, while somewhat oversinplified,
poi nts out how the public’s attitude toward educati on has changed
in the | ast decade. Parents today are much | ess passive about
the education of their children; they no | onger automatically
defer to teachers and admnistrators in matters concerning their
schools. Mre and nore parents—as well as non-parents who
contribute tax dollars to the school s—are demandi ng proof of
performance in education. They want to know, anong other things:

1. What $1000 per year per pupil will buy that $750 or

$500 won't buy?
2. What actual outcones have resulted fromthe new reading

program and are they worth the cost?

3. Wiy are test results at sone schools always higher than
t hose at ot her school s?

4. Are our children neeting the performance goals set by
t he school systen? |If not, why not and how far do they
have to go?

5. Wy is the dropout rate in the junior and senior high
schools so high? And why are these people dropping
out ?

6. VWhat is the enploynent rate of our graduates? How many

go to college? How does this conpare with other
districts?

These are just sone of the questions our constituents want
answered. In short, they want to know what educational benefits
their children are receiving, and if these outcones warrant the
cost. They want to know if new, supposedly innovative prograns



are really working or if they are just brightly burning stars
that cause a brief nonent of excitenent before fading quickly
into obscurity.

As school adm nistrators, we have the responsibility to
provide the public wth answers to these questions. The day has
| ong passed when we educators can expect the public to rely on
our infinite wsdom no |onger can we say: “Trust us, we know
best.” The public is better educated and nore sophisticated
today and they will not be bought off or pacified with slogans
and clichés. For the public to take us seriously, we nmust have
rati onal basis for making policy decisions, we nust have real
information to support our clains.

As Dr. Mary Alice Wite of Colunbia University expressed so
wel | several years ago:

The day has al nbst passed when our constituents are
goi ng to accept another innovation just because it is
the current fad or ginmck. Wth all the vast problens
it will bring, the revolution is toward rational

educati onal managenent. This involves the ability to
state educational goals clearly, to institute
systemati c ways of neasuring progress toward them for
public reporting of that progress, and reconsideration
of goals and strategi es based upon the data.!?

One process by which a system of rational educational

managenent can be achieved is, as you m ght have guessed, through
program eval uation. Before getting into the specifics of
evaluation and how it is used in the Sagi naw Public Schools, |
would like to put this issue in sonme kind of historical context.
Over the years, the concept of educational eval uation has
been in a constant state of evolution. It has responded to the
demands of a changi ng society, new educational theories, and
techni cal advances within evaluation itself.
Al though the origins of educational evaluation stretch back
to the md-19th century, the nodern catal yst for program
eval uati on was the passage of the 1965 El enentary and Secondary

White, Mary A. “Menp to a Future Superintendent” Phi Delta
Kappan, June 1969, pp. 595-597.



Education Act. Up until this time, there were few paid

prof essional evaluators and little information avail abl e about
educational outconmes. In short, evaluation had little effect on
educational practices.

The entire thrust of evaluation was changed with the SEA
legislation. It was a landmark bill both in ternms of educati onal
fundi ng and educational evaluation. Under Title I, it provided
for the first time massive federal aid to |local school districts
wi th high concentrations of disadvantaged children. But this
noney—-sonme one billion dollars—was not given w thout sone
provisions. Both Title | and Title Ill required the | ocal
district receiving funds to evaluate the effectiveness of its
prograns to insure that this federal noney was acconplishing its
i nt ended purposes, that it was actually |eading to inprovenents
within the system

effective procedures including provisions for

obj ecti ve neasurenents of educational achievenent wll

be adopted for evaluating at |east annually the

effectiveness of the prograns in neeting the speci al

educati on needs of educationally deprived children in

t hat | ocal agency.?

A major force behind the effort to attach an eval uation
requi renent to the SEA | egislation was Senator Robert Kennedy.
He was concerned that too often local districts receiving federal
funds were not held accountable for the way those funds were
spent.® This time he wanted | ocal school districts to account
for nonies they were allocated under SEA and to file a yearly
eval uation report indicating the outcones of each program

It al nost goes wi thout saying that this legislation threw

’Sec. 205 (A) (6), in part, SEATitle | Act.

*Hearing before the Subcommittee on Education of the United
States Senate, Eight-N nth Congress, First Session on S. 370, “A
Bill to Strengthen and | nprove Educational Qpportunities in the
Nation's Elenentary and Secondary Schools.” Washington, D.C.

U S. Governnment Printing Ofice, 1965.

4



nost school adm nistrators into a panic. This was the first tine
in history that educators were mandated by |law to evaluate their
own cl assroom prograns and, not surprisingly, nost were caught
unprepared. The results were often chaotic at best. After all,
few educators had any expertise in evaluation techniques. And
the small nunber of evaluation consultants who were avail abl e
could not neet the grow ng demand. Besides being few in nunber,
nost of these consultants were fromuniversities and were trained
in experinmental techniques that were limted to | aboratory
settings. Their nethods just weren't applicable to a public
school setting.

Sagi naw, |ike nost other school districts around the
country, was not prepared for the eval uation requirenents of
Titlel. As aresult, the district’s early response to
eval uation was to conply with the m ni numrequirenents of the
| aw.

Wen | cane to Sagi naw as superintendent in 1967, during the
early years of mandated eval uation, there was just one person
working on all the district’s evaluation activities. By the fal
of 1968, a staff of five full-tinme professionals had been
assenbl ed.

In the years foll owm ng passage of the ESEA | egi sl ation,
eval uation nodels and theories began to appear on the scene-nuch
to the relief of many adm ni strators who were groping for
wor kabl e nodel s on which to base our operations.

In 1968, our Departnent of Evaluation contracted with The
Chio State University Evaluation Center to assist the district in
training its local evaluators and to help install the Cl PP node
of evaluation. The ClI PP nodel —-devel oped at the Center under the
direction of Dr. Daniel Stufflebeam-is considered by our
eval uators to be the nost conprehensive of the current eval uation
mechani sns.

For those of you who have not yet been introduced to the
Cl PP nodel, the acronym stands for Context, I|nput, Process, and



Product evaluation. Wile tine does not permt a |engthy
expl anation of the nodel here, its basic purpose is to provide
useful information to educators for use in decision-nmaking.

Through the use of these four types of evaluation, a decision-
maker is able to answer four basic questions:
1. What should we do? This involves collecting and

anal yzi ng needs assessnent data to determ ne goal s,
priorities and objectives. For exanple, a context
eval uation of a reading program m ght involve an
anal ysis of the existing objectives of the reading
program readi ng achi evenment est scores, staff
concerns, reports of reading conferences, and comrunity
concer ns.

2. How should we do it? This involves steps to best neet

t he new goal s and obj ectives and m ght include
identifying successful outside prograns and materials
as well as gathering information fromliterature on the
strengt hs and weaknesses of rel evant prograns.

3. The third question to be answered is: Are we doing it
as planned? This provides decision-nmakers with
i nformati on about how well the programis being
i npl enmented. By continuously nonitoring the program
we | earn such things as how well it is follow ng the
gui delines, conflicts in organization, staff support
and noral e, strengths and weaknesses of materials,
budgeti ng probl ens.

4. The final question to be answered is: D d the program

wor k? By measuring the actual outconmes and conparing
themto the anticipated outconmes, we are better able to
decide if the program should be continued, nodified, or
dropped altogether. This is the essence of product
eval uati on.
That is a very brief overview of how the Cl PP eval uation
nodel is supposed to work. Figure One displays the relationship



bet ween the type of evaluation, the decision served and the
guestion answered. | would like at this point to | eave the

t heoretical concepts of the CIPP nodel to the experts and begin
di scussi on how evaluation is used in the Sagi naw School s and what
my role as superintendent is in the process.

TYPE OF EVALUATI ON TYPE OF DEC SI ON TYPE OF QUESTI ON ANSWERED
Cont ext Eval uation Yy Planning decisions Yy \Wat should we do?

I nput Eval uation Yy Structuring decisions Yy How should we do it?

Process Evaluation Yy Inplenenting decisions y Are we doing it as
pl anned?
Product Eval uation Yy Recycling decisions ¥ Didit work?

Figure 1.
THE Cl PP MODEL OF EVALUATI ON

The mai n purpose of our evaluation departnent is to support the
deci si on-maki ng process in the district by supplying valid and
relevant information to decision-nmakers at all levels. W depend on
this evaluative information to help us reach sound, rational
j udgnent s about our educational program Reducing the guesswork in
deci sion-maeking, | mght add, makes ny job a little easier.

Briefly, our department of evaluation, which now has seven
full -time staff menbers, is organized around three interrel ated
divisions, Figure Two is a graphic display of the organization of
the unit.

The first is Program Evaluation, which is responsible for

desi gning and inplenenting all program evaluations for the district.
This year, for instance, the departnent is involved in evaluating
four separate Title | projects: the states Chapter 3 conpensatory
education program the m grant and bilingual progranms; an adult
educati on progranm and an early chil dhood programfor children with
| earning disabilities.

The second division is Assessnent Services which, as the nane

inplies, has the task of devel oping and supervising the district’s
normreferenced and objective-references testing program



The third division is Research Services which is responsible

for gathering needs assessnent information for the district,
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primarily through institutional and survey research studies. The
research division conducts a yearly systemw de dropout study, and
periodically, published elenentary or secondary school profiles.
During the past year, two special projects have taken up a good
share of the research unit’s tine. One is a followup study of
former graduates and the second is a junior and senior high student
opi nion survey, the results of which are being released this nonth

My relationship with the evaluation departnent is one of nutual
dependence. | rely on themto provide the kind of information
necessary to make rational decisions and they in turn depend on ne,
as superintendent, to create a climte of acceptance for eval uation
procedures anong the professional staff and especially anong the
adm ni strative deci si on- nmakers.

Before | get any further into the role of evaluation in the
Sagi naw School s, it would no doubt be hel pful if you know sonet hing
about our school district. Saginawis Mchigan's sixth |argest
school district. There are over 20,000 students in our public
schools. The city has 26 elenmentary schools, 5 junior highs, 2 high
schools, and a Career Qpportunities Center. O our total school
popul ati on, about half are mnority students, nost of whom are bl ack
and Chicano. Eleven of our buildings have Title | prograns
operating in them The problens that are plaguing other urban areas
in Mchigan and around the country are evident in Sagi naw-l ow
academ c achi evenent by many of our students, a declining tax base
within the city, an increasing difficulty in getting mllage
requests passed at the polls, a white exodus to suburbs and a
residential housing pattern that has kept our schools for the nost
part segregated. In short, we are experiencing problens very
simlar to larger urban districts. The only real difference seens
to be nunbers.

Now t hat you have at |east a brief sketch of the Sagi naw Public
School District, | would |ike to discuss, in greater detail, the
several roles played by evaluation in our schools, as well as sone
of the problens inherent in the process.
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Eval uati on has several inportant functions within the Sagi naw
Public Schools. Qbviously, a najor responsibility is to neet the
federal requirenments for evaluation of Title I, Title Ill, and ohter
external programs with mandatory evaluation. This is literally a
t wel ve-nont h chore—from proposal devel opnent, to pretesting in the
fall, to md-year process evaluations, to spring post-testing to,
finally, report-witing.

A second inportant priority for the evaluation departnent is to
provi de deci sion-nmakers with conprehensi ve needs assessnent data.
This information |l ets us know the area in which we need to focus our
attention. A couple of exanples wll help illustrate this point.
Several years ago in Sagi naw, we went through a difficult period of
student di sturbances at one of our high schools. Students were
di ssatisfied wiwth many aspects of their education and voiced their
di sapproval and proposals for change to the admnistration. It was
a difficult period for everyone involved. But it was also a
constructive period. Students and educators had an opportunity to
cone together, to talk over problens and cone up with alternatives
to the status quo. W becane nore aware of how students felt, where
probl em areas existed. If, at the tine, we had had a nmechani smfor
systematically nonitoring student attitudes, nmuch if not all of the
turmoil m ght have been avoided. W would have been aware of many
of the problens in advance and coul d have noved to solve them before
they reached the crisis stage. W now have such a neans of
nmoni tori ng student opinion. The evaluation departnent has started
an annual student opinion survey in our junior and senior high
schools. The results of this survey will provide us with val uable
needs assessnent data than can be useful in detecting potenti al
probl ens before they reach the crisis stage.

A nore recent exanple of needs assessnent activity involved the
departnment’s work with the district’s Task Force on Hunger. This
nmont h t he departnent conducted a survey of children in two
el ementary schools in order to | earn about the eating habits of
t hose pupils who live in Saginaw s Title | nei ghborhoods.
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Specifically, the Board of Education wanted to know how many
children ate breakfast and | unch on school days. These survey
findings wll help us determne two things: 1) if there is a need
to begin a hot lunch programin our elenentary schools, and 2) how
wel | our pilot breakfast programis working.

Collecting this kind of needs assessnent data is inperative,
especially in a large pluralistic, urban setting. Qur children tend
to be poorer. Their educational needs are nore conplex and
demandi ng. And through this approach we are better able to define
their needs and devel op alternative prograns to respond to their
needs.

Most of the evaluation departnent’s projects are mapped out
before the school year begins. An appendix to the paper gives a
sanpl e of the annual work plan of the eval uation departmnent.
However, even the best schedul es are subject to change.
Cccasionally during the year, the departnent is called upon to
either evaluate | ocal prograns or to lend its expertise to an
unantici pated problem Over the | ast couple of years, such non-
mandat ed or ad hoc eval uati ons have included an eval uation of a work
experience programrun by the systenis Career Qpportunities Center,
and eval uati on of counseling services at one high school, and
eval uation of the AAAS Science Program and an eval uation of a new
General Mtors’ education project in the junior highs.

The eval uation departnent is also an active participant in
program desi gni ng and proposal witing. Not only do the evaluators
devel op eval uati on designs for each externally-funded project but
they al so use their expertise to help critique and refine the
proposals. Over the years, the reputations gained by our eval uation
departnent has contributed significantly to the success our federal
prograns departnment has had in securing conpetitive federal grants.

These four areas—nmandated eval uati on, needs assessnent, non-
mandat ed eval uati on, and proposal devel opnent-are the major but by
no neans the only activities in which the evaluation departnent is
i nvol ved.
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| need people on ny staff who are skilled and experienced in
t he many new educati onal techni qgues we have begun to enploy in the
Sagi naw Schools. Specifically, | need staff nenbers:

1. Who can conduct cost-benefit analysis of progranms to find

out if our outcones justify our expenditures.

2. Who have both the expertise and the resources to stay
current with the latest state and federal program
validation projects—so that we will know what prograns
have been found to be successful around the country.

3. Who are skilled in the devel opnent, interpretation and

utilization of objective-referenced tests.

4. Who understand how to conduct systens anal yses and

operations research of ongoi ng prograns.

5. VWho are know edgeabl e about the whol e conplicated issue of
performance contracti ng and know how to institute such a

process in our district (as we nust do wth the state’s
Chapter 3 progran).

6. Who can insure the proper and accurate use of M chigan
Assessnent dat a.

7. Who have the resources to keep up to date on the | atest
information fromthe various Research and Devel opnent

Laboratories around the country.

8. Who know how to go about bringing change to the school
system
In each of the eight areas | have just nentioned, | rely

heavily on the evaluation departnment. An increasing anmount of their
time and effort is spent on these areas.

In addition, the departnent is involved in a nunber of other
projects that provide a continuous source of information to
deci si on-makers. The evaluation staff regularly assenbl es
el ementary and secondary school profiles which [ist staff, pupil,
and community data for each school and for the district as a whol e.
They al so publish a research newsletter that reports on the | atest
trends, innovations, research findings and issues in education and
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is sent to all professional staff nenbers. The departnent also

mai ntai ns a professional library which contains, at present, well
over 1,000 books and over 30 professional journals. As a result of
these many and varied projects, our decision-makers rarely suffer
froma lack of information

Over the years, we adm nistrators have been conditioned to make
many of our decisions in a vacuum outside the public’s view and
wi t hout much useful information about program outcones at our
di sposal. That has begun to change in recent years. M staff and I
rely heavily on evaluative information to keep us current on the
many progranms in the district. Gven the size of our district and
t he nunber of progranms we have running, it would be literally
i npossi ble to keep us with what was happening in each one w thout
this information.

Technically, the role of the evaluator is to provide the
deci si on-maker with sound and useful information. Likewise, it is
the decision-maker’s role to weigh the evidence provided to him by
t he eval uator and others and then nmake judgnents concerning the
situations confronting him Because the decision-nmaker has neither
the tinme nor, in many instances, the technical skill necessary to
gather all the relevant information needed for nmaking these
deci sions, the evaluation staff assists himin providing information
about why action nust be taken and what possible courses of action
are avail able. Such decisions can range fromnodifying a delivery
system to adopting a validated project, to termnating an
habi tual | y poor program

This is where a professional evaluation staff becones
invaluable to an admnistrator. The eval uator nust know enough
about how any one decision wll |ikely be made, and enough about
i nformati on used by an educator in reading that decision, to
identify the scientifically sound and useful information needed by a
deci si on-maker to reach a defensibl e deci sion.

| deal |y, then, the adm nistrator and eval uator shoul d work
cooperatively to produce a set of rational judgnents.
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What | have succeeded in doing up to this point, | feel, is to
paint a picture—a picture of the Uopian ideal of eval uation.
Anyone who has spent even the briefest of time working in a school
system-whether in a |large urban center of a bucolic, rural
setting—knows that things seldom if ever, work as snoothly in
practice as in abstract theory.

You nmay be saying to yourselves at this point that all this
mut ual dependence and interaction sounds good in theory, but what
happens when these theories are transforned into reality. \Wen
politics, personalities, organizational structures, and personal
phi | osophi es enter the picture, how do these eval uation theories
really work? You may al so be wondering how objective an eval uation
departnent can be when it is part of the superintendent’s staff.

Two points need to be made in this regard. First, the
eval uation staff is directly responsible to me and not subordinate
to those whose prograns are being evaluated. This neans that al
eval uative findings are made directly available to ne and do not
have to be “challenged” to ne through programdirectors. So, in
this sense the data | receive can be conpletely candid. The second
check to safeguard objective data is the external audit, in which an
i ndependent third party periodically reviews our evaluative
fi ndi ngs.

Still, in all honesty, the precess does not always work as it
is diagranmed. Few things ever do, for that matter

Even though evaluation rarely works as snmoothly in the
practical setting of an urban school district as it does in the
abstract, it has helped create a climate for change w thin
education. It is a valuable tool in that it creates an awareness of
probl em areas. For exanple, a federally funded program for
di sadvant aged children can | ook great on paper—it m ght have
substantial funding, a tight, well-conceived delivery system a
conpetent and dedicated staff and a top-notch adm nistrator. On the
surface, you would assune that the program would be a success—every
indicator is pointing in that direction. Under the ol d-or
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traditi onal -way of doing things, the superintendent and ot her

deci si on-makers woul d | ook at the structure of the program see that
it “looked” good and label it a success. This nethod could then be
repeated year after year. And that could be disastrous. Let’s say,
for instance, that there was poor comruni cation between the project
director and the staff; or that the staff had little understandi ng
of the delivery systemand the intended goals of the program or
that the wong children were chosen to participate; or, ultimtely,
that the program-for all its sophistication-was nerely a “paper
tiger”, that it was not, in fact doing what it was supposed to do.
It is these kinds of problens that a good eval uation can help

di scover.

It often seens that the evaluation departnment is bringing nme an
unendi ng string of problens. Like the ancient G eek nessengers who
reported fromthe battlefield, evaluators often seemto be the
purveyors of bad news. This is the departnent’s job It was set up
to be a kind of “devil’s advocate” within the system providing
obj ective data and honest views about what is happening as well as
recommendat i ons for change.

Wi |l e the eval uation departnent necessarily creates sone
i nevitable conflict along the way, it is this type of activity that
can lead to change. One of the major pitfalls of the traditiona
way of doing things in education was that problens often went
undetected for long periods of tinme. It was not so nuch that they
were ignored but that they were never detected. These problens were
allowed to build up gradually over the years until they reached
crisis conditions. Many tines there was little warning that such
probl em areas even existed. Although evaluation certainly has by no
means elimnated these problens, it has served as a kind of early
war ni ng devi ce, discovering and reporting many of them early enough
to take steps to inprove the program and head off a major crisis
that m ght have devel oped otherwse. | don’t really know how many
potential problens our evaluative feedback has hel ped detect and how
many cri ses have been avoided as a result, but | do know that |
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woul dn’t want to go back to the old ways and find out.

Earlier in this paper when discussing the Sagi naw school
system | touched briefly on the multitude of problens facing urban
school districts today; the major dinensions of which are famliar
to everyone here today. 1In very broad terns, these problens are:
1) the deepening financial crisis of the urban schools; 2) the urban
envi ronment of the students; 3) the inpoverished urban student; and
4) the whol e system of urban education. These problens did not
occur suddenly, they have been allowed to exist and nmultiply over
the years. Many of the problens facing urban schools are beyond the
reach of its schools; there is little we can do directly to inprove
t he urban environnent, or bring back |ost tax revenues, or relieve
the i medi ate poverty of our students and their famlies.

However, we can work to inprove the system of urban educati on.
Qur challenge is to design and inplenment a curriculum an entire
instructional programthat is relevant to the needs of our
students—and to do this within the constraints inposed on us by our
precarious financial situation. This requires, in nmany cases,
fundanmental change. In confronting these problens and in affecting
change, evaluation is absolutely essential. The whole thrust of the
eval uation process is to help bring about change by first creating
an awareness of problens, then by critiquing the strengths and
weaknesses of alternate strategies, and finally, by nonitoring the
processes and outcones of the new prograns. Eval uation hel ps us
di scover whet her new social action prograns, many of which are
experinental, are neeting their goals, why they are successful or,
conversely, why they are failures.

Evaluation is al so essential because of the sheer size of urban
districts. Wth nore children, a |arge staff, nore speci al
progranms, and larger budgets it is difficult, alnost inpossible, for
ur ban school adm nistrators wthout evaluative material to stay on
top of everything that is happening in the district.

| would be remss if | didn't talk, at |east briefly, about
sone of the types of problens regarding evaluation that | have
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w tnessed over the past few years. These are areas, as | nentioned
earlier, in which evaluation has—-and soneti nes does—becone

conprom sed: politics, personalities of the people involved, and

t he basic organi zational structure of the school system

| think I’"’msafe in saying that these problens are by no neans
uni que to Sagi naw.

1. Fromtine to time conflicts between the evaluation staff
and programdirectors arise over program managenent and pl anni ng.
This is especially true in the earlier stages of a program
Otentines, the evaluators are better equi pped to inplenent
managenent and pl anni ng techni ques than are the directors, many of
whom are not skilled in program managenent, systens anal ysis and
met hods to bring about change. The directors, in sone instances,
begin to question who is actually running the program The goal of
evaluation, in cases like this, is to work with these people on a
concentrated basis to help themacquire these skills and apply them
to their prograns. During this period, however, there can be
friction between the two on how nuch influence eval uati on shoul d
have on program deci si ons.

2. Project directors and principals who are not data oriented
soneti mes do not know how to use evaluative information. Wen this
happens, it makes it difficult for the evaluation departnent to
i nfluence any substantive changes in a programover the short term
Over the long term these problens can usually be worked out.

3. Even when all parties involved agree that the evaluative
findings point toward maj or changes or outright termnation of a
program it is not always that sinple to make the necessary changes.
QO her factors |like teacher contracts (particularly transfer and job
assignnment provisions) and tenure | aws prohibit courses of action.

4. Another significant problemfaced by our eval uation
departnment is in devel opi ng program proposals. Qur evaluators,
whenever appropriate, want every facet of a program spelled out in
detail--tinme-1ines, objectives, delivery systens, criteria for
success. During the early stages of a program problens sonetines
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occur with program planners who are relatively inexperienced in
devel opi ng guidelines. |In nost instances, these problens can be
overcone as the two parties work together. Wen these conflicts
conti nue, however, they can seriously limt a programs
effectiveness and | eave the evaluators with little or no useful data
on which to base its eval uation

5. Despite the fact that evaluation in our district is used
for judging the effectiveness of prograns and not personnel, there
remai n sone people who still feel threatened by it, who view a
critical program evaluation as a personal attack. Too often a
reaction like this leads themto ignore, or dismss or rationalize
the findings and recomendati ons instead of acting upon them \When
this happens, the program and ultimately the children, suffer the
consequences.

6. The dissem nation of evaluation findings sonetines presents
a problem Like any organization, the public school are eager to
tell the public about their successes and reluctant to share their
failures. Qobviously we have no difficulty maki ng our successes
public. The difficulty comes in telling the public about those
prograns that, for whatever reasons, have not been successful. It’s
the ol d problem of balancing the public’s right to know with our
obligation to conduct the nost open and far-reachi ng eval uati ons
possi ble. The way we have handl ed this delicate situation is to
announce si nul taneously our program shortcom ngs and our plan of
action to correct these shortcomngs. | think that this type of
external dissem nation, focusing on positive efforts, has hel ped to
i ncrease public confidence in our educational prograns.

Per haps the nost inportant factor in guaranteeing effective
eval uation, and ultimately effective educational programs, is
internal dissem nation. Although the federal governnent requires
eval uation of the prograns it funds, it is virtually inpossible for
the U S. Ofice of Education or the State Departnent to effectively
nmoni tor every one of the thousands of prograns that are currently
operating. So the actual responsibility for program i nprovenent
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rests with the local districts. |If prograns are to be inproved we
must do it. |If evaluation is to have any effect on program

i nprovenent, the evaluation findings nust be dissem nated to al

t hose who are connected with that particular program-fromthe
superintendent to the teaching staff. The best way to negate any
eval uation finding--and to stop any neani ngful changes fromtaking
pl ace--is to keep that information private. Qur evaluation staff
makes an effort to see that its evaluative findings--both process
and product--are dissemnated to all rel evant audi ences.

As the above exanpl es point out, things are not ideal
concerning evaluation in the Sagi naw Public Schools. But evaluation
has played a significant role in noving the district away from
purely traditional activities. W are trying new nmethods, |earning
what works and what doesn’t, and keepi ng what works and reworking or
di scarding those prograns that don’t. |If this process could be
viewed on a continuum wth “what was” at one end and “what should
be” at the other, right now we wold fall sonewhere in the m ddle.
However, the district is nmoving forward and not backward. This, as
| see it, is evaluation’s main contribution to education so far; it
has forced us to exam ne many of our traditional practices
objectively and the result has been a novenent toward practical
i nnovation. By practical innovation |I nmean new i deas, concepts, and
theories that actually work; that make schools a better place to be;
that increase the effectiveness of teaching and adm ni stration; and
that help children to acquire a truly quality education. 1In this
way, evaluation can help districts, urban districts in particul ar,
do a nore effective job of systematic |ong-range planning. Al too
often, we are guilty of noving fromcrisis to crisis, reacting only
to i medi ate situations.

One ot her aspect of evaluation that | want to nention again is
that it hel ps the schools be nore accountable to their constituents.
Eval uation provides information not only to decision-makers within
t he school systembut also to the community. This information--
whet her the results of anew program a report on student attitudes,
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or a study of dropouts--has the effect of bringing the community
closer to its schools. It helps keep the school systenis
activities, particularly those related to curriculum from becom ng
shrouded i n secrecy.

Looki ng ahead, | believe that the use of evaluation wthin our
district--and throughout the country--will continue to expand in
both scope and effectiveness. Today, required program eval uation
conprises the major portion of our departnent’s work. But during
the next few years, | see evaluation in Sagi naw becom ng involved in
many new areas. Mst inportantly, | see evaluation services
eventual | y expanding to include the whol e general education
curriculum W need to apply the sanme techniques to all our
progranms that we have to our federal prograns. Possibly as our
federally funded prograns nmature, we can shift nore of our
eval uation enphasis away fromthemtoward our “general fund’

programns.
In conclusion, let nme stress that while eval uation hol ds great

promse, | do not viewit as a panacea. Even in its nost ideal and

judicious application, it will not cure all the ills of our

educati onal system \What it can do is hel p us change our approach
to educational decision-making. Like any firmy entrenched

bur eaucracy, education has over the years resisted pressure for
change frominside the systemand fromoutside. There has been no
tradition of planned, systematic change. W tend to go fromcrisis
to crisis. Predictably, there has been little dependable

i nformati on concerni ng our educational practices, prograns, and
product s--and many of us were not trained to use such information
even when it existed.

This is why, potentially, evaluation can have such a
significant inpact on education. Evaluation is providing educators,
at long last, with badly needed information which can be used to
i nprove the education of our children. The ultimate success of
eval uation wll, however, rest with those of us who nust mnake
deci sions based on this evaluative information.
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As | said earlier, evaluation holds no magic fornula, no
mracle ingredient that will imediately transformthe quality of
education in our society. The problens of our educational system
are too conplex and nuch too deeply rooted to be cured by a single
tool. Evaluation is sinply one of the nost prom sing tools we have
to help nove us in a direction away fromthe failures and
i nadequaci es of the traditional nethods of deciding what is best for
our schools and our children. Now it is up to us educators at al
| evel s to give evaluation a chance to work.
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TO
FROM

RE:

APPENDI X
Jack P. Tayl or
Jerry R Baker
Result of Annual Focus
As a result of our neeting |last week, the foll owm ng services
wi |l be provided by the Eval uation Departnent during the
1974-75 school year:

| . Pr ogr am Eval uati on

1. Evaluation of ES E A Title | Prograns

P.ERT.

Pr e- School

Conti nuati on School

Non- Publ i ¢ School Projects
--Sacred Heart

--Holy Rosary

--Trinity Lutheran

enop

2. Evaluation of the Chapter 3 Program

a. 39A Projects
3. Evaluation of the Adult Basic Education Program
4. Evaluation of the Mgrant Education Program

a. academ c year
b. sumrer

5. Evaluation of the Early Chil dhood Educati on

Proj ect
6. Evaluation of the Bi-lingual Education Program
7. In addition, the departnent will provide

assistance in the evaluation efforts associ ated
with the Career Opportunities Program and the
Uni ted Services for Exceptional Children

(U S.E.C) Project

1. Assessnent Services

8. Provide coordination and supervision of the school
district’s assessnment program
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10.

Test G ade(s)

a. Sagi naw (bj ective Referenced Test Pre-K-6
b. lowa Tests of Basic Skills 3-5-8

c. Differential Aptitude Test 9

d. Ohio Vocational Interest Inventory 10

e. M chigan Assessnent 1-4-7

f. General Educational Devel opment Test Adul ts
g. Supplenmental Testing K-12

Provi de an inservice education program for

prof essional staff nmenbers in regards to the
interpretation and utilization of all assessnent
dat a.

Devel op and maintain the departnent’s |nstrunent
Bank.

Research Servi ces

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

Conduct a dropout study in each secondary school .

Prepare a witten report of the student attitude
survey conducted in grades 8 and 11

Prepare a witten report of the follow up study of
1973 graduat es.

Devel op and nmaintain the departnent’s:

a. |l nnovative Practices Bank
b. Professional Library

Devel op a mechani sm for dissem nating current
research findings to the professional staff.

| mpl ement the student nobility nonitoring system
in each el enentary buil ding.

Conduct a context eval uation (needs assessnent) at
the district and building |evel.

O her Servi ces

18.

19.

Assi st in the devel opment of proposals for
external funding:

a. provide needs assessnent data
b. devel op research/eval uati on desi gns

Coordi nate the devel opnent and i npl enentati on of

the Instructional O assroom Managenent Project
wi th the Lansing, G and Rapids, and Pontiac school

25



9/ 74

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

districts.

Assist in the school district’'s efforts to
i npl enment the State Accountability Model

a. classroom | evel
b. building |evel
c. district |evel

Assist in the preparation of various state and
federal reports.

Serve as needed on the follow ng school district
comm ttee(s)/council (s):

a. Joint Curriculum Commttee

b. Professional Study Conmttee

c. Conpensatory Education Advi sory Counci
d. Adm nistrative Counci

Represent the school district on the foll ow ng
comm ttee(s)/council (s):

a. Advisory Council for Research Eval uation and
Assessnent Services, M chigan Departnent of
Educati on

b. Commttee on Evaluation and | nformation
Systens, Council of Chief State School Oficers

Serve in other areas as directed by the
Superi nt endent .
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